Zoning Board of Appeals
Tuesday, January 9, 2018
7:00 P.M.
Evanston Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue, James C. Lytle City Council Chambers
AGENDA
1. CALL TO ORDER / DECLARATION OF QUORUM
2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES of December 19, 2017
3. NEW BUSINESS
A. 1723 Simpson Street
ZBA 17ZMJV-0103
Robert Crayton, lessee, applies for a special use for a Type 2 Restaurant, dba Gold
Star Enterprises, in the B1 Business District (Zoning Code Section 6-9-2-3). The
Zoning Board of Appeals makes a recommendation to City Council, the determining
body for this case.
B. 2014 Orrington Avenue
ZBA 17ZMJV-0018
Rabbi Dov Hillel Klein, property owner, applies for a special use permit for the
expansion of a Religious Institution, Lubavitch Chabad of Evanston, LLC, in the R1
Single Family Residential District (Zoning Code Section 6-8-2-4). The applicant
also requests major zoning relief for an addition including a third story with a 35’
peak height and exterior knee-wall above 3’ where 2.5 stories with a peak height of
35’ and a maximum 3’ exterior knee-wall are permitted (Zoning Code Sections 6-82-9-A & 6-18-3), a 5.4’ north interior side yard setback and 9.5’ south interior side
yard setback where 15’ is required for a non-residential structure (Zoning Code
Section 6-8-2-8-B-3), a 27.3’ front yard setback where 34’ is required (Zoning Code
Section 6-4-1-9-A-3), and a 24.8’ front yard porch eave setback where 27.6’ is
required (Zoning Code Section 6-4-1-9-B). The Zoning Board of Appeals makes a
recommendation to City Council, the determining body for this case.
C. 2626 Reese Avenue
ZBA 17ZMJV-0077
William James, contractor, applies for major zoning relief to construct a 2-story
single family residence in the R1 Single Family Residential District. The applicant
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requests 37.9% building lot coverage where a maximum 30% is allowed (Zoning
Code Section 6-8-2-7), a 4’ street side yard setback (Hartzell Street) where 15’ is
required for the principal structure (Zoning Code Section 6-8-2-8-A-2), a 3’ street
side yard setback where 15’ is required for the accessory structure (detached
garage) (Zoning Code Section 6-8-2-8-C-2), an accessory structure in a street side
yard closer to the street than the principal structure (Zoning Code Section 6-4-6-2F), and a 1’ street side yard setback where 13.5’ is required for the porch (yard
obstruction) (Zoning Code Section 6-4-1-9-B-1). The Zoning Board of Appeals is the
determining body for this case.
4. OTHER BUSINESS
5. DISCUSSION
6. ADJOURNMENT
The next Zoning Board of Appeals meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, January 23, 2018 at
7:00pm in James C. Lytle City Council Chambers of the Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center.
U
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MEETING MINUTES
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Tuesday, December 19, 2017
7:00 PM
Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue, Council Chambers
Members Present: Lisa Dziekan, Mary Beth Berns, Myrna Arevalo, Kiril Mirintchev,
Scott Gingold, Violetta Cullen
Members Absent:

Mary McAuley

Staff Present:
Scott Mangum
Presiding Member: Mary Beth Berns

Declaration of Quorum
With a quorum present, Chair Berns called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Approval of Minutes
The minutes from the November 7, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting were
motioned for approval by Ms. Cullen and seconded by Ms. Arevalo. The minutes were
approved 6-0.
New Business
600 Main Street
ZBA 17ZMJV-0101
Scott Schwebel, lessee, applies for a special use permit for a Type 2 Restaurant,
Colectivo Coffee Roasters Inc., in the D3 Downtown Core Development District (Zoning
Code Section 6-11-4-3). The Zoning Board of Appeals makes a recommendation to City
Council, the determining body for this case.
Mr. Mangum provided a summary of the staff memo and recommendation.
Scott Schwebel, lessee, noted:
● The business is a type 2 restaurant, cafe.
● The windows would be restored.
● 16 owner occupied locations are in Wisconsin and now one in Chicago, Illinois.
● Deliveries are made daily from off-site bakery.
● No black iron will be required.
● Most employees are from local area with approximately 6-8 onsite at peak times.
● Company has policy for employee parking, incentives are offered for employees
to utilize multi-modal transportation.
In response to Ms. Dziekan, the applicant believes that the business will complement
and enhance existing businesses. Location would be custom designed to revitalize
space and outdoor seating is contemplated.
In response to Mr. Gingold, the applicant stated that products are produced off-site at a
commissary and delivered daily. Components for food items such as sandwiches are
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assembled onsite.
In response to Ms. Cullen, the applicant stated that generally hours are between 6:00
a.m. and 11:00 p.m with deliveries taken before 6:30 a.m.
In response to Chair Berns, the applicant stated that deliveries are made by Sprinter
vans on-street. Evanston deliveries may be made around 5:15 a.m. depending on
timing of other deliveries.
In response to Ms. Dziekan, the applicant plans to serve beer brewed by Collectivo.
Sustainability practices would be utilized. Evanston would be fourth location in Chicago
area and location was presented to applicant by a broker.
Jim Romenesko, resident, noted that he is familiar with Collectivo locations and
supported the proposal. He noted that other coffee shops are busy.
The ZBA entered deliberation:
● Ms. Dziekan stated this is an exciting business in an important location and is
appropriate and a positive for downtown.
● Mr. Gingold can vouch for quality of other locations and believes there is a
healthy market for coffee shops in the area.
● Ms. Cullen also added that other coffee shops are busy.
● Ms. Arevalo agreed it was a good project that would revitalize the corner.
● Mr. Mirintchev concurred about the positives of the project.
● Ms. Berns is excited about uniqueness that is brought to each store. It is an
important corner.
The Standards were addressed:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Applicable
Yes

Mr. Gingold moved to recommend approval with conditions, seconded by Ms. Cullen.
The ZBA voted to recommend approval, 6-0, with the following conditions:
1) Hours of operation of 6 a.m. to Midnight.
2) Employees prohibited from using metered street parking.
3) Applicant shall provide transparent windows per testimony at DAPR and ZBA.
4) Substantial compliance with documents and testimony on record.
Other Business
ZBA Rules Update
Mr. Mangum explained the proposal to hold regular ZBA meetings once a month in
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2018 and amend the rules accordingly.
Chair Berns suggested starting meetings earlier. There was not support for starting
earlier.
Mr. Mirintchev inquired about the reasons for the change and expressed concern. Mr.
Mangum explained total caseload of 30 cases in 2017 and efficiency for staff time to
meet monthly with the ability to still add special meetings.
Mr. Gingold expressed concern with limiting the number of meetings and requested that
staff monitor caseload for meetings and schedule additional meetings where necessary
to prevent overly long meetings.
Chair Berns explained the typical caseload and the flexibility that exists to add additional
meetings.
Additional ideas were discussed such as noticing a large number of items for a meeting
with the ability to continue items that are not heard before a certain time and adding
notice language that items may be continued. Alternately, the Board agreed to allow
staff to manage meeting agendas and schedule special meetings as necessary.
Mr. Gingold moved to approve the proposed rule change, seconded by Ms. Cullen. The
ZBA voted to approve the updated rules, 6-0.
2018 ZBA Schedule
Mr. Gingold moved to approve the 2018 meeting schedule, seconded by Ms. Cullen.
The ZBA voted to approve the 2018 meeting schedule, 6-0.
Discussion
There was no additional discussion.
The meeting adjourned at 7:48pm.
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1723 Simpson St.
17ZMJV-0103
ZBA Recommending Body

Memorandum
To:

Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals

From:

Johanna Leonard, Community Development Director
Scott Mangum, Planning and Zoning Administrator
Cindy Plante, Economic Development Specialist

Subject:

1723 Simpson St. – ZBA 17ZMJV-0103
ZBA Recommending Body
City Council Determining Body

Date:

January 4, 2017

Notice – Published in the December 21, 2017 Evanston Review:
Robert Crayton, potential lessee, applies for a special use permit for a Type 2
Restaurant, Rubie’s, in the B1 District (Zoning Code Section 6-9-2). The Zoning Board
of Appeals makes a recommendation to City Council, the determining body for this
case.
Recommendation
City Staff and DAPR recommend approval for a special use permit for a Type 2
Restaurant, Rubie’s in the B1 District, which is conditioned on the removal of bars on
the south facing windows and installation of transparent glass in place of the existing
glass block, prohibiting deliveries during times when school busses pick up from in front
of the location, providing updated plans and description of operation for proposed
phases 1 and 2 for the Zoning Board of Appeals, and requiring that a second accessible
restroom is installed prior to phase 2 operations. The ZBA may consider enhancing and
clarifying these conditions regarding unobstructed windows, specific delivery hours
permitted, and interior signage relating to maximum occupancy without a second
accessible restroom. The applicant has complied with all zoning requirements, and
meets all of the standards of a special use for this district.
Site Background
1723 Simpson St. is located on the north side of Simpson St., at the Northeast corner of
Simpson and Darrow in the B1 Business District. It is immediately surrounded by the
following zoning districts:
North:
South:

B1
R4

Business District
General Residential District

East:
West:

B1
R3

Business District
Two-family Residential

1723 Simpson St. features a one-story commercial building that previously operated as
a convenience store. In 1999 a Special Use Permit (93-O-99) was approved to
authorize zoning variations for a one-story building addition and to operate a Type 2
Restaurant within an existing retail food store establishment. However, the Type 2
Restaurant portion of the use has since been abandoned as it has not operated for a
number of years and a retail food store establishment is no longer proposed.
Proposal
The applicant proposes to operate Rubie’s, a Type 2 restaurant, at 1723 Simpson. The
Zoning Ordinance defines a Type 2 restaurant as:
An establishment in which the principal use is the service of prepared food
and/or beverages for consumption on and/or off the premises and that is
not a "restaurant, type 1" as defined herein. This definition shall not
include establishments where incidental prepared food and beverage
service is accessory to a bakery, food establishment, convenience store,
food store establishment, meat market, or similar principal use nor shall it
include cafeterias that are accessory to hospitals, colleges, universities,
schools or other similar principal uses. (Ord. 9-0-10)
The applicant is proposing to operate from 6am-6pm on weekdays, and from 7am to
4pm on weekends per a revised description of operations. Between four and six
employees are expected (2 full-time, 3 part-time). The menu includes breakfast and
lunch items including eggs, deli sandwiches and tacos with coffee, tea, and soft drinks
available as beverage options.
Proposed Floor Plan:

The “open waiting area” space will not include customer seating in this initial phase of
opening, which is limited to the Type 2 carryout restaurant use only. The applicant's
intention is to eventually offer this space for community meetings and events, but is
unable to do so at this time because an additional ADA bathroom would be required
under the building code to support occupancy by more than 10 people. Customers and
employees are encouraged to walk or bike to the location or take public transportation.
Customers that drive will utilize street parking.
Ordinances Identified for Requested Relief:
6-9-2-3 The following uses may be allowed in the B1 Business district, subject to the
provisions set forth in Section 6-3-5, “Special Uses,” of this Title:
  Type 2 Restaurant (among other listed uses)
Comprehensive Plan:
The Evanston Comprehensive General Plan encourages the utilization of vacant
storefronts along existing commercial corridors that can add sales tax revenue and
encourage economic vitality.  The Comprehensive Plan specifically includes:
Objective:

Promote the growth and redevelopment of business,
commercial, and industrial areas.

Objective:

Retain and attract businesses in order to strengthen
Evanston’s economic base.

Rubie’s will use a currently vacant commercial space to open a locally owned and
operated business.
Design and Project Review (DAPR) Discussion and Recommendation:
The Committee had several questions regarding deliveries, building facade, and
whether seating would be included. The applicant responded that deliveries would not
interfere with school buses, that there would be no seating for customers in this initial
opening phase, and that they would work with their landlord to seek funding to update
the exterior of the building. The applicant also agreed to provide a written update
addressing these questions prior to ZBA.
Recommendation: Unanimous approval conditioned on updates to the building facade,
including removal of the bars on the windows and replacement of glass block with
transparent windows, limitation on delivery hours, additional information about phasing
of operations, and limitations on occupancy per building code.
Special Use Standards:
For the ZBA to recommend that City Council grant a special use, the ZBA must find that
the proposed special use:
a) Is one of the listed special uses for the zoning district in which the property
lies;
Type 2 restaurants are permitted under the special use section for the B1
district.
b) Complies with the with the purposes and the policies of the Comprehensive
General Plan and the Zoning ordinance;
The use is compliant with the Zoning ordinance and the Comprehensive
General Plan because the project promotes growth and redevelopment of
business and a commercial area, in addition to attracting business in order to
strengthen Evanston’s economic base.
c) Does not cause a negative cumulative effect in combination with existing
special uses or as a category of land use; Staff has not received any
comments opposing the project, and it is complementary to nearby
commercial and institutional uses.
d) Does not interfere with or diminish the value of property in the neighborhood;
The proposed business would occupy a vacant space, which would add to the
value of the property and the neighborhood.
e) Is adequately served by public facilities and services;
The building is served by Simpson Street and Darrow Avenue, with a CTA
206 bus stop nearby on Simpson.
f) Does not cause undue traffic congestion;
The business description provided by the applicants suggests that they are
aiming to cater to the local community, so it seems likely that many customers
would walk or bike to the location. The surrounding area includes on-street

parking and is accessible by CTA bus.
g) Preserves significant historical and architectural resources;
Other than the reopening and replacing of the storefront windows, no
significant changes will be made to the structure, which is not a landmark or
otherwise architecturally significant.
h) Preserves significant natural and environmental resources;
No significant natural or environmental resources exist on site. The service
plan submitted provided for twice weekly garbage pickup, including recycling.
i) Complies with all other applicable regulations.
As long as no seating is provided until after installation of a second ADA
bathroom at the facility, the project complies with all other applicable
regulations to move forward with the next steps in the special use process.
Attachments
Special Use Application – submitted December 5, 2017
Special Use Application Update Submitted January 3, 2018
Plat of Survey
Interior Site Plan
Image of Property
Aerial View of Property
Zoning Map of Property
DAPR Meeting Minutes Excerpt – January 3, 2018

Special Use Application – attachment UPDATE 1/2/18
6. Proposed Project:
Rubies will serve the community as a place to frequent for a good meal. A part of our
culture is service; a way in which we interact with you will be welcoming and familiar.
Spending just a short time at Rubies, will have you leaving feeling like family.
PHASE 1 - Restore the carry-out restaurant that previously existed at 1723 Simpson.
This opportunity will allow us to provide a safe, convenient, comfortable environment
with good food reflective of the community.
PHASE 2 - Future aspirations are to open up the flexible common space to the
community for opportunities to eat-in, engage, learn and celebrate.
MENU:
Classic breakfast and lunch • Eggs with your choice of the following meats (chicken breast, bacon, turkey bacon,
sausage or ham); grits, toast/pancakes
• Tacos w/fixings
• Deli Sandwiches (turkey, ham, chicken, roast beef) served on variety of breads, with
cheese and
• Chips and Salsa
• Potato chips
• Water/Coffee/Tea/Juice/Soft Drinks

SERVICE PLAN:
• Relatively inexpensive menu
• $6.00 -$10.00/average per meal
• 5 staff - 2 full-time and 3 part-time
• Hours: 6:00am- 6pm weekdays; 7am-4:00pm weekends
• Intimate, neighborly atmosphere
• Carry-out and convenient
• Classic breakfast and lunch
• For families, neighborhood and community
• Deliveries will be made through the front door.
• Garbage will be picked up twice a week
• Employees will be encouraged to take public transportation, walk or bike to work.

Special Use Application – attachment w/ DAPR Recommendations
6. Proposed Project:
Rubies will serve the community as a place to frequent for a good meal. A part of our
culture is service; a way in which we interact with you will be welcoming and familiar.
Spending just a short time at Rubies, will have you leaving feeling like family.
PHASE 1 - Restore the carry-out restaurant that previously existed at 1723 Simpson.
This opportunity will allow us to provide a safe, convenient, comfortable environment
with good food reflective of the community.
PHASE 2 - Future aspirations are to open up the flexible common space to the
community for opportunities to eat-in, engage, learn and celebrate.

SERVICE PLAN:
• Relatively inexpensive menu
• $6.00 -$10.00/average per meal
• 5 staff - 2 full-time and 3 part-time
• Hours: 6:00am- 6pm weekdays; 7am-4:00pm weekends
• Intimate, neighborly atmosphere
• Carry-out and convenient
• Classic breakfast and lunch
• For families, neighborhood and community.
• Employees will be encouraged to take public transportation, walk or bike to work.

Response to DAPR Recommendations:


Deliveries will be made through the front door or through the side door off Darrow
St.



Regularly scheduled deliveries will be arranged during times not to interfere with
school bus arrivals or departures.



Delivery arrivals will be made in vehicles determined by the delivery company,
preferably by a cargo or sprinter vans.



Garbage pick-up will include recycling.



As the lessee of 1723 Simpson, I will communicate the recommendation to the
owner Ray W. Qureshi. He will work with the City of Evanston and Alderman
Simmons to address the recommended aesthetic changes for the replacement of
the glass blocks with transparent windows, and removal of door bars. Mr.
Qureshi is also submitting the Storefront grant application to assist with the costs
associated in doing so.

Timeline of Phases –


Phase 1 - will go into effect after the Special Use application has been approved,
and the final inspections are completed and approved.



Phase 2 – Expanding the use of the restaurant will occur after enough capital has
been raised to complete the addition of another restroom. A realistic timeline
cannot be given at this time, but would like this to be accomplished within two
years.

MENU:
Classic breakfast and lunch
• Eggs with your choice of the following meats (chicken breast, bacon, turkey bacon,
sausage or ham); grits, toast/pancakes
• Tacos w/fixings
• Deli Sandwiches (turkey, ham, chicken, roast beef) served on variety of breads, with
cheese and
• Chips and Salsa
• Potato chips
• Water/Coffee/Tea/Juice/Soft Drinks
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DESIGN AND PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DAPR) MINUTES
January 3, 2018
Voting Members Present:

J. Leonard, S. Mangum, J. Nelson, M. Tristan, M.
Jones, M. Griffith, G. Gerdes, L. Biggs

Staff Present:

C. Plant, E. Golden, C. Ruiz

Others Present:

Ald. Robin Rue Simmons

Presiding Member:

J. Leonard

A quorum being present, Ms. Leonard called the meeting to order at 2:30 pm.
Approval of minutes
It was noted minutes from the December 20, 2017, meeting were not included with the
agenda packet and will be included and acted upon at the next meeting.

New Business
1. 1723 Simpson Street

Recommendation to ZBA

Robert Crayton, business owner, submits for a special use permit for a Type 2
restaurant, Rubies, in the B1 Business District.
APPLICATION PRESENTED BY:
Parsons

Robert Crayton, business owner, and Monique

DISCUSSION:
● Mr. Crayton stated the property was the former Ramy’s space. He stated they
plan to provide carry-out and counter service, providing breakfast, lunch and a
deli, operating between 7:00am – 3:00pm, with 4-6 employees for Phase 1. He
stated for Phase 2, there would be later hours and they plan to open up the
space for community events.
● Mr. Gerdes stated there are two bathrooms now with only one that is ADA
accessible. He stated two ADA bathrooms will be required if/when the space is to
be used for events.
● Mr. Gerdes noted signage will require a separate permit.
● Mr. Nelson noted an upgrade to the water service may be needed. He stated if
the Fire Department requires the building to be sprinkled, a backflow preventer
will be required.
● Ms. Leonard stated the application presented to ZBA needs to be clear that
Phase 1 is for the restaurant and Phase 2 is for events.
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● Ms. Leonard advised Mr. Crayton and Ms. Monique Parsons that if they were
found to be operating a space that was beyond the potentially approved Type 2
restaurant that included events or larger gatherings, they would be running the
risk of losing their business license and special use approval (if approved).
● Ms. Leonard stated the existing glass block windows need to be opened up and
the bars from the door need to be removed.
● Mr. Mangum concurred that the glass block windows need to be opened up to
provide transparency and encourage pedestrian activity along Simpson Street.
● Mr. Crayton stated they plan to apply for a grant to redo the windows.
● Ms. Plant confirmed she’s had conversations with the applicant, but the grant
application has not been received at this time.
● Ms. Leonard asked if they plan to have a sidewalk café.
● Mr. Crayton stated they are thinking about it.
● Mr. Mangum asked about refuse and delivery locations.
● Mr. Crayton stated refuse containers are behind the building off of Darrow
Avenue. He stated deliveries will be on street once a week.
● Ms. Leonard and Mr. Mangum noted that there is a school bus stop in front of the
building and that deliveries should occur outside school bus pick-up and drop-off
times.
Mr. Mangum made a motion to recommend approval of the project to ZBA subject
to the following conditions, seconded by Ms. Biggs:
1. Windows along Simpson Street to be replaced with transparent glass.
2. Updated Phase 1 and 2 details to be presented to ZBA.
3. Coordinate delivery with school bus pick-up and drop-off times.
4. Occupancy by more than 10 requires two ADA bathrooms.
The Committee voted, 8-0, to recommend approval of the property to ZBA,
subject to conditions.
2. 2014 Orrington Avenue

Recommendation to ZBA

Rabbi Dov Hillel Klein, property owner, applies for a special use permit for the
expansion of a Religious Institution, Lubavitch Chabad of Evanston, LLC, and major
zoning relief for an addition including a third story with a 35’ peak height and exterior
knee-wall above 3’ where 2.5 stories with a peak height of 35’ and a maximum 3’
exterior knee-wall are permitted, a 5.4’ north interior side yard setback and 9.5’ south
interior side yard setback where 15’ is required for a non-residential structure, a 27.3’
front yard setback where 34’ is required, and a 24.8’ front yard porch eave setback
where 27.6’ is required (Zoning Code Section 6-4-1-9-B), in the R1 Single Family
Residential District.
APPLICATION PRESENTED BY:

Kiril Mirintchev, architect

DISCUSSION:
● Mr. Mirintchev described the proposed addition, noting they have worked with the
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●
●
●

●
●

●
●
●

neighborhood and Preservation Commission to achieve the current plan. He
stated the building footprint is not changing. He stated an existing rear porch will
be converted to interior stairs. He stated they are adding an elevator and ramp
into the building to provide ADA accessibility. He went through the plan, noting
the shadow study.
Mr. Mirintechev stated the Preservation Commission wanted a more residential
look.
Mr. Ruiz confirmed the Preservation Commission reviewed this multiple times
with the applicant to achieve a more residential look to the alterations.
Mr. David Schoenfold stated he is a neighborhood resident. He stated residents
are concerned with preserving the residential character of area and not having
institutional uses. He stated changes made to the design are better but feels the
future use may not be not compatible. He stated the proposed alterations to the
building limit the use to institutional. He stated he presented a list of suggested
conditions of approval to both the applicant and Committee for consideration.
Mr. Rob Biesenbach stated he lives across the street. He stated his desire to
keep the block as residential as possible.
Rabbi Hect stated they do not intend to relocate. He stated the current location
meets their needs. He stated the programing is not changing, but the addition
and renovations allow current programs to occur without disrupting other
programs. He stated he does not expect to see more traffic to the property with
the addition.
Ms. Leonard stated that since staff only received the proposed conditions that
morning, she asked staff to work with the Law Department to review the
conditions and provide feedback at the upcoming ZBA meeting.
Mr. Mirintechev stated they would like to begin construction in March, hoping to
complete work in one year.
Ms. Leonard stated a construction management plan, while not required, would
be helpful so that residents could be alerted of activities occurring during
construction and also manage the impact of workers coming into and out of the
neighborhood.

Mr. Mangum made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Use Permit
and Major Variations to ZBA with the added condition that Law Department
review proposed conditions submitted by Mr. Schoenfold. Seconded by Mr.
Gerdes.
The Committee voted, 8-0, to recommend approval of the property to ZBA,
subject to the condition.

Adjournment:
Mr. Mangum moved to adjourn, seconded by Ms. Biggs. The Committee voted
unanimously 8-0, to adjourn.
The meeting adjourned at 3:22 pm.
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The next DAPR meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, January 10 at 2:30 pm in
Room 2404 of the Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center.
Respectfully submitted,
Michael Griffith

2014 Orrington Ave.
17ZMJV-0018
ZBA Recommending Body

Memorandum
To:

Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals

From:

Johanna Leonard, Director of Community Development
Scott Mangum, Planning and Zoning Administrator
Melissa Klotz, Zoning Planner

Subject:

2014 Orrington Ave. – ZBA 17ZMJV-0018
ZBA Recommending Body
City Council Determining Body

Date:

January 5, 2017

Notice – Published in the December 21, 2017 Evanston Review:
Rabbi Dov Hillel Klein, property owner, applies for a special use permit for the
expansion of a Religious Institution, Lubavitch Chabad of Evanston, LLC, in the R1
Single Family Residential District (Zoning Code Section 6-8-2-4). The applicant also
requests major zoning relief for an addition including a third story with a 35’ peak height
and exterior knee-wall above 3’ where 2.5 stories with a peak height of 35’ and a
maximum 3’ exterior knee-wall are permitted (Zoning Code Sections 6-8-2-9-A & 6-183), a 5.4’ north interior side yard setback and 9.5’ south interior side yard setback where
15’ is required for a non-residential structure (Zoning Code Section 6-8-2-8-B-3), a 27.3’
front yard setback where 34’ is required (Zoning Code Section 6-4-1-9-A-3), and a 24.8’
front yard porch eave setback where 27.6’ is required (Zoning Code Section 6-4-1-9-B).
The Zoning Board of Appeals makes a recommendation to City Council, the determining
body for this case.
Recommendation
City Staff and DAPR recommend approval for a special use permit to expand a
Religious Institution, Lubavitch Chabad of Evanston, and major zoning relief for a third
story addition, in the R1 Single Family Residential District. The applicant has complied
with all zoning requirements, and meets all of the standards of a special use and major
variation for this district.
Site Background
2014 Orrington Ave. is located on the west side of Orrington Ave., between Foster St.
and Library Pl. in the R1 Single Family Residential District. It is immediately surrounded
by the following zoning districts:
North:
South:
East:

R1
R1
R1

Single Family Residential District
Single Family Residential District
Single Family Residential District

West:

R5

General Residential District

2014 Orrington Ave. has existed as a Religious Institution, Lubavitch Chabad of
Evanston, for many years. The City Council denied a request for a special use permit in
1978, however, a trial court found that the City’s denial constituted an impediment to the
free exercise of religion as guaranteed by the 1st Amendment of the United States
Constitution. The Illinois Appellate Court affirmed the decision and the US Supreme
Court denied cert (review) of the Illinois Appellate Court decision (attached). The
governing special use ordinance includes conditions for the following:
1. Use of the premises shall be limited to a maximum of 30 persons or a lesser
number if required by fire, safety or building restrictions;
2. Use of the premises shall be limited to religious services and related study
and discussion groups, and similar type activities; and one dwelling unit;
3. The building shall be soundproofed, or activities within it limited so that sound
generated within the building cannot be heard at the property line of adjoining
lots;
4. All the off-street parking spaces required to serve the actual uses of the
building shall be supplied;
5. No persons shall eat or sleep on the premises except for one person, his or
her spouse, their offspring and legally adopted children; provided, however,
that the foregoing restrictions shall not apply to food served in connection with
religious services; and provided, further, that up to 4 religious observants may
sleep on the premises on the night of the Jewish Sabbath and the Jewish
high holidays.
6. Lubavitch Chabad House of Illinois, Inc., agrees that during its occupancy of
the premises it will not operate or avail itself of a van or truck in connection
with its occupancy or ownership of the premises.
7. The special use shall apply only to the Lubavitch Chabad House of Illinois,
Inc.; and
8. That a covenant in recordable form be executed and delivered to the City of
Evanston by the applicant reciting agreement to such conditions.
These conditions, including any updates or modifications, should be included with any
recommendation to ensure any new special use approval includes appropriate
operational conditions.
Proposal
The applicant proposes to construct an addition and expand the Religious Institution
use at 2014 Orrington Ave. The Zoning Ordinance defines a Religious Institution as:
A church, synagogue, temple, meetinghouse, mosque, or other place of
religious worship, including any accessory use or structure, such as a
school, daycare center, or dwelling.
The property serves the Lubavitch Chabad synagogue community as well as students,
faculty, and staff of Northwestern University. The facility offers daily services, Sabbath

and holiday services, Shabbat and holiday meals, fellowship, Hebrew school for 5-7
year olds, and other social activities and holiday celebrations. The applicant specifically
notes there will be no difference in the frequency, duration, or intensity of use at the
property due to the proposed addition and façade modification.
The applicant proposes to construct a third-story addition, elevator and overrun shaft,
rear balcony, ramp, and new front façade to the two-story synagogue. The existing
structure does not meet the operational needs of the facility, most notably that there is
only one large shared space within the facility, which makes scheduling of activities and
moving of furniture problematic. The proposal adds a second multi-purpose space as
well as classrooms and offices to alleviate scheduling conflicts. The proposal also adds
an elevator that will bring the facility into ADA compliance.
Existing (below) and Proposed (left):

The existing building is located in the Northeast Historic District, but is not a contributing
structure. The property is surrounded by historic single-family homes as well as other
religious institutions that feature residential building characteristics. The applicant has
worked extensively with staff and provided at least 10 re-designs over the last 11
months based on meetings with neighbors and staff and Preservation Commission
comments to ensure the proposal is adequately compatible to the neighborhood. The
Preservation Commission approved a Certificate of Appropriateness for the addition
November 14, 2017.
The existing structure features legally-nonconforming interior side yard and front yard
setbacks. The applicant proposes the following zoning relief:

Required

North Interior Side
Yard Setback
South Interior Side
Yard Setback

Maximum 2.5 stories or 35’ to
peak; whichever is less
Maximum 3’ exterior knee-wall
above second story
15’ for non-residential
structures
15’ for non-residential
structures

Front Yard Setback
Front Yard Porch
Eave Setback

Building Height
Knee-Wall

Existing
2-stories
NA
5.4’

Proposed
3-stories & 35’ to the
peak
~7.2’
exterior knee-wall
5.4’ (NW corner and
extending up)

9.5’

9.5’ (extending up)

34’ (block average)

27.3’

27.3’ (extending up)

27.5’ (block average)

NA

24.8’

The proposed addition is does not extend beyond the maximum allowed peak height of
35’. However, the addition features an exterior knee-wall greater than 3’, which is
intended to limit bulk above the first two floors to a half-story, or attic-style story. The
applicant attempted to design the addition with a 3’ knee-wall to comply with building
height, but found it impossible to gain the proper ceiling height in a large enough floor
area to meet the facility’s needs. The addition features an exterior knee-wall of
approximately 7.2’, for a peak height of 35’. The elevator overrun extends beyond 35’
but is not counted in the building height per the Zoning Ordinance definition.
The existing structure features a 5.4’ north interior side yard setback and a 9.5’ south
interior side yard setback. A 5’ interior side yard setback is required for principal
structure residential uses in the R1 District, which the structure does comply with.
However, since the structure is non-residential, 15’ required setbacks apply. Since the
property is 40’ wide, the buildable area of the property is only 10’ in width, thus making it
difficult to construct a compliant addition. The proposal includes a small increase to the
building footprint due to a new enclosed stairwell in the northwest corner of the building.
The stairwell will align with the existing building setbacks, taking the location of a rear
porch that will be demolished. The proposal also includes a new rear balcony that is
located at the southwest corner of the building that is within the south interior side yard
setback but again aligns with the existing nonconforming setback.
The property features a 34’ required front yard setback based on the block average.
Since the second floor of the structure features habitable all-season space above the
first floor porch, the principal structure setback is legally nonconforming with a 27.3’
front yard setback (the same as the porch). Although the habitable space of the
structure will not extend closer to the front property line, the area is extending up and
therefore increasing the degree of nonconformity so that zoning relief is necessary for
the expansion. Within the required front setback, the building is extending up with a
new roofline and dormer over the porch for the second floor; there is no third floor
proposed within the required front yard setback.

Additionally, the applicant proposes an eave off of the front porch that is no more than
30” deep, for a front porch eave setback of 24.8’. The required front porch eave
setback is:
Required principal structure setback – 10% (porch setback) – 10% (eave setback) = required eave setback
or
34.0 – 3.4 – 3.1 = 27.5’ required eave setback
Since the principal structure is existing at 27.3’, zoning relief is necessary for a front
porch eave. Previous versions of the proposal did not include a front porch eave.
However, the eave was added to make the front façade more compatible with the
surrounding single family homes, which was encouraged by the Preservation
Commission. The eave is not structurally necessary, but the aesthetic improvement it
provides is a public benefit since improved curb appeal will benefit the neighborhood.
The new third floor will feature composite wood siding that will be minimally visible from
grade. The rear stairwell addition features aluminum windows and stucco. The new
front façade features aluminum windows and a small amount of composite wood siding.
The original brick on the structure will remain. The proposal is an improvement to a
longstanding institutional structure that is in need of rehabilitation and expansion to fit
the programing needs of the facility. The proposal also greatly improves the aesthetics
of the structure by providing a new façade that is compatible with the Northeast Historic
District and surrounding neighborhood. City staff has been aware of opposition to this
case as it proceeded through two neighborhood meetings and the Preservation
Commission, and underwent significant redesign based on comments provided. Since
the Preservation Commission approval of the most recent design on November 14,
2017, and public notice of the request for zoning relief, staff has not received any letters
of objection to the proposal, though a list of proposed conditions was submitted prior to
the DAPR meeting (attached).
Ordinances Identified for Requested Relief:
6-8-2 R1 Single Family Residential District
6-8-2-4 Special Uses: The following uses may be allowed in the R1 district,
subject to the provisions set forth in Section 6-3-5, “Special Uses,” of this
Title: Religious Institution (among other listed uses)
6-8-2-8-B-3 Yard Requirements: Nonresidential Structures
Side yard – 15’
6-8-2-9-A Maximum Building Height: The maximum building height for any
principal structure in the R1 district, including any exterior knee-wall, shall
not exceed 35 feet, measured from grade to the highest point of said
structure, or 2 1/2 stories, whichever is less.
6-4-1-9 Yards
6-4-1-9-A-3 General Yard Requirements: Setbacks in Residential, Transitional
Campus, and University Districts: In residential, transitional campus and
university districts, on streets where a setback greater than 27 feet has
been maintained for existing buildings on lots having a combined frontage

of 50% or more of the total frontage on one side of that portion of the
street lying between 2 intersecting streets, there shall be maintained a
front yard setback based on the average setback of those buildings,
provided that this regulation shall not be interpreted to require a front yard
setback of more than 50 feet nor to permit a setback of less than 27 feet.
6-4-1-9-B Permitted Obstructions in Required Yards: General Provisions: Yard
obstructions attached to the principal or an accessory structure on a site
shall include but are not limited to: permanently roofed terraces or
porches…overhanging eaves…
A yard obstruction is any of these items extending outside of the allowable
building envelope and into a required yard. A yard obstruction may extend
into no more than ten percent (10%) of the depth of a required yard…
6-18-3 Definitions
Knee-Wall, Exterior: That portion of a building, with vertical walls, located
between the top full story and a half story. Exterior knee-walls shall not
exceed 3 feet in height. In order to allow for additional height while
minimizing bulk, exterior knee-walls above the second story are not
allowed except on buildings with gable or hip roofs.
Comprehensive Plan:
The Evanston Comprehensive General Plan recognizes the importance of enhancing
the existing assets of neighborhoods while recognizing how each neighborhood
contributes to the overall social and economic quality of Evanston. The Comprehensive
Plan specifically includes:
Objective:

Maintain the appealing character of Evanston’s
neighborhoods while guiding their change.

Objective:

Recognize the benefits of mixing residential, commercial,
and institutional uses in neighborhoods.

The proposed expansion of the Lubavitch Chabad of Evanston will improve the use and
functionality of the existing structure while also aesthetically improving the building so
that it is more cohesive with the surrounding historic neighborhood.
Design and Project Review (DAPR) Discussion and Recommendation:
The Committee found the proposed addition will improve the functionality and aesthetics
of the building, and will not create any additional impact on the surrounding
neighborhood.
Recommendation: Unanimous approval with the condition the Law Department review
the proposed conditions suggested by neighbors prior to ZBA.
Preservation Commission
May 16, 2017: Case continued without discussion at the request of the applicant.
June 20, 2017: Case continued without discussion at the request of the applicant.

July 18, 2017: Case continued without discussion at the request of the applicant.
August 29, 2017: Commissioners felt the front elevation was not compatible with the
rest of the neighborhood and suggested the applicant continue to revise/simplify the
design.
September 19, 2017: Case continued without discussion at the request of the applicant.
October 17, 2017: The applicant proposed a revised plan that incorporated previous
design comments. Commissioners still felt the front elevation was not compatible with
the rest of the neighborhood, specifically noting the size of the windows on the second
floor front elevation were out of scale compared to the first floor front elevation.
November 14, 2017: The applicant proposed a revised plan that incorporated previous
design comments and reduced the fenestration on the second floor front elevation as
requested. Commissioners found the revisions were compatible with the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
Action: Certificate of Appropriateness approved, 7-1. Zoning variations recommended
for approval, 7-1.
Special Use Standards:
For the ZBA to recommend that City Council grant a special use, the ZBA must find that
the proposed special use:
1. Is one of the listed special uses for the zoning district in which the property lies: A
Religious Institution is a listed special use in the R1 District.
2. Complies with the purposes and the policies of the Comprehensive General Plan
and the Zoning ordinance: The use is compatible to the surrounding
neighborhood subject to special use conditions. The Comprehensive Plan
recognizes the importance of enhancing the existing assets of neighborhoods
and encouraging a mixture of residential and institutional uses in neighborhoods.
3. Does not cause a negative cumulative effect in combination with existing special
uses or as a category of land use: Although there are multiple Religious
Institutions on the same block, the Lubavitch Chabad of Evanston is an existing
use that does not propose any increase in intensity and therefore should not
cause a negative cumulative effect.
4. Does not interfere with or diminish the value of property in the neighborhood: The
proposal will improve the aesthetics of the building so that it is more cohesive
with the historic neighborhood.
5. Is adequately served by public facilities and services: The property is adequately
connected to public utilities and is surrounded by diverse transportation options,
including public transportation.
6. Does not cause undue traffic congestion: The construction will not increase the
impact of the use, therefore additional traffic is not expected.
7. Preserves significant historical and architectural resources: Significant changes

are proposed to the exterior of the structure, including a new front façade and
third floor addition. The existing structure is located within an Evanston Historic
District but is not a contributing structure, and the proposed new construction has
received a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Preservation Commission.
8. Preserves significant natural and environmental resources: NA
9. Complies with all other applicable regulations: Staff determined the project will
comply with all other applicable regulations and will be reviewed in the building
permit process if approved.
For the ZBA to recommend that City Council grant variations, the ZBA must find that the
proposed variations:
1. Will not have a substantial adverse impact on the use, enjoyment or property
values of adjoining properties: The setback variations requested will match the
legally-nonconforming setbacks of the existing structure, therefore the impact will
be negligible. The height variation is within the maximum peak height of the R1
District, and will only be minimally visible from the grade, therefore there will be
little to no impact on adjoining properties.
2. Is in keeping with the intent of the zoning ordinance: Setbacks are required to
ensure adequate open space and minimal impact on adjacent properties and
uses. With the exception of the small stairwell addition, all setbacks requested
are to extend upwards and not increase the building footprint, therefore open
space on the property will be maintained as is.
3. Has a hardship or practical difficulty that is peculiar to the property: The property
features legally-nonconforming front and interior side yard setbacks for the
existing structure since the building was originally built as a single family
residence and later converted to a non-residential use. Any alteration to the
structure’s footprint would require zoning relief.
4. Property owner would suffer a particular hardship or practical difficulty as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience: Without zoning relief, the project is
infeasible and alterations including the proposed front façade could not be done.
5. Is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract additional income from the
property or public benefit to the whole will be derived: The proposed
improvements are not intended to extract additional income from the property.
The intended use of the property for the foreseeable future is an institutional use.
The improved façade is a public benefit since the improvements will make the
building more compatible with the Northeast Historic District.
6. Does not have a hardship or practical difficulty that was created by any person
having an interest in the property: The property has existed as a nonresidential
use with legally-nonconforming setbacks for decades.
7. Is limited to the minimum change necessary to alleviate the particular hardship or
practical difficulty: The applicant proposes to increase the programming space of
the facility with only a slight increase to the footprint of the building, and with no
further encroachment into existing setbacks (with the exception of the front porch
eave, which is an aesthetic improvement).

Attachments
Special Use Application – submitted February 17, 2017
Operations Summary
Zoning Analysis
Plat of Survey
Site Plan
Floor Plans
Shadow Study
Elevations
Renderings
Photographs of Neighborhood
Proposed Conditions (submitted by neighbors)
Appellate Court of Illinois, Decision
1978 Special Use Ordinance
Image of Property
Aerial View of Property
Zoning Map of Property
Preservation Commission Meeting Minutes Excerpts – August 29, 2017, October 17,
2017, and November 14, 2017
DAPR Draft Meeting Minutes Excerpt – January 3, 2018

Front yard setback, interior
side yard setbacks, front porch
eave setback

Maintain same front and
side yard setbacks, add
front eave in setback

Zoning Analysis
Summary

Case Number:

Case Status/Determination:

16ZONA-0320

Non-Compliant

Proposal:
Remodeling and third floor/attic addition, ADA ramp, rear balcony, raise roof, new front façade/parapet

Site Information:
Property Address:

2014 ORRINGTON AVE

Zoning District:

R1

Overlay District:

None

Preservation District:

Northeast

Applicant:

Kiril Mirintchev

Phone Number:

Signature

Zoning Section

Comments

6-8-2-4

special use permit for a religious institution required due to increase in building/impact

6-8-2-9-A

Maximum height permitted is 35' to peak or 2.5 stories, whichever is less
Proposed height 35' to peak of roof (excluding rear parapet and elevator overrun)
However, knee-wall exceeds 3' and therefore constitutes a full 3rd story

6-18-3

Exterior knee-walls shall not exceed three (3) feet in height.

6-8-2-8-B-3

15' interior side yard setbacks required for non-residential structure

6-4-1-9-A-3

Propose 5.4' north interior side yard setback and 9.5' south interior side yard setback
for additions, front porch, rear balcony
Block average's front yard setback (to house facades, not porches) is 34' and existing
setback is 27.3'
Proposed front yard setback 27.3' (extending higher than existing)

6-4-1-9-B

Eaves may extend 10% into a setback or a minimum of 6". Front porch eave setback =
27.6'
Proposed front porch eave setback is 24.8'

Date

Case Number:

Case Status/Determination:

16ZONA-0320

Non-Compliant

Proposal:
Remodeling and third floor/attic addition, ADA ramp, rear balcony, raise roof, new front façade/parapet

Site Information:
Property Address:

2014 ORRINGTON AVE

Zoning District:

R1

Overlay District:

None

Preservation District:

Northeast

Applicant:

Kiril Mirintchev

Phone Number:

Signature

Date

Recommendation(s):

Click on the link(s) below to access online application(s)

Apply for Special Use

http://www.cityofevanston.org/planning-zoning/zoning-applications/special-use-applications/

Apply for Major Variance

http://www.cityofevanston.org/planning-zoning/zoning-applications/major-variance/

City of Evanston
ZONING ANALYSIS REVIEW SHEET
APPLICATION STATUS: Pending Review December 06, 2016
Z.A. Number:
Address:
Applicant:
Phone:

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS: Non-Compliant

Purpose:Zoning Analysis without Bld Permit App
District: R1
Overlay: None
Preservation Northeast
District:
Reviewer: Melissa Klotz

16ZONA-0320
2014 ORRINGTON AVE
Kiril Mirintchev

ANALYSIS BASED ON:

THIS APPLICATION PROPOSES (select all that apply):

X

New Principal Structure

Change of Use

Sidewalk Cafe

New Accessory Structure

Retention of Use

Other

Addition to Structure

Plat of Resubdiv./Consol.

Alteration to Structure

Business License

Retention of Structure

Home Occupation

Plans Dated:

12/5/2016

Prepared By:

Studio Vim, LLC

Survey Dated:

5/23/08

Existing
Improvements:

Proposal Description:
Remodeling and third floor/attic addition, ADA ramp, rear balcony, raise roof, new front
façade/parapet

ZONING ANALYSIS
PRINCIPAL USE AND STRUCTURE

USE:

Standard

Existing

Proposed

Determination

R1

Religious Institution

Religious Institution

Non-Compliant

35

40

40

Compliant

7,200 sqft

8885

8885

Compliant

0

0

0

Non-Compliant

Compliant

Comments: Needs new special use permit.
Minimum Lot Width (LF)
USE:

Other

Comments:
Minimum Lot Area (SF)
USE:

Nonresidential

Comments:
Dwelling Units:
Comments: Needs new special use permit
Rooming Units:
Comments:
Building Lot Coverage
(SF) (defined, including
subtractions& additions):

2665.5

2319

2346.5

26.1%

26.4%

4495

4197.5

50.6%

47.2%

Comments:
Impervious Surface
Coverage (SF, %)

3998.25

Legal Non-Conforming

Comments:
Accessory Structure
Rear Yard Coverage:

40% of rear yard

<40%

Comments:

LF: Linear Feet

SF: Square Feet

Page 1

FT: Feet

Compliant

Standard

Existing

Proposed

Determination

35' or 2.5 stories

25'

35' (roof peak); 3 stories

Non-Compliant

34

27.3

27.3 (new height/bulk)

Non-Compliant

15

2.9

5.4

Non-Compliant

15

7.6

9.5

Non-Compliant

+30

Compliant

Proposed

Determination

no seating increase

No Change

8 (no change)

Compliant

Gross Floor Area (SF)
Use:
Comments:
Height (FT)
Comments:
Front Yard(1) (FT)
Direction:
Street:
Comments:
Front Yard(2) (FT)
Direction:
Street:
Comments:
Street Side Yard (FT)
Direction:
Street:
Comments:
Interior Side Yard(1) (FT)
Direction: N
Comments:
Interior Side Yard(2) (FT)
Direction: S
Comments:

30

Rear Yard (FT)
Direction:
Comments:

PARKING REQUIREMENTS
Standard
Use(1): Religious Institution

Existing

1 per 10 seats of main
auditorium, assembly hall, or
sanctuary (Table 16-B).

Comments:
Use(2):

Comments:
Use(3):

Comments:
TOTAL REQUIRED:

1 per 10 seats = 3.4 spaces

8 (tandem)

Comments:
Handicap Parking Spaces:

Sec. 6-16-2-6

Comments:
Access:

Sec. 6-16-2-2

Comments:

LF: Linear Feet

SF: Square Feet

Page 2

FT: Feet

Standard

Existing

Proposed

Determination

Sec. 6-16-2-8 (E)

asphalt

asphalt

Compliant

Sec. 6-4-6-2

rear +30'

rear +30' (no change)

Legal Non-Conforming

Existing

Proposed

Determination

24.8' front porch eave

Non-Compliant

7'

Vertical Clearance (LF)
Comments:
Surfacing:
Comments:
Location:

Comments:
Angle(1):

Comments:

Width(W) (FT)
Comments:
Depth(D) (FT)
Comments:
Aisle(A) (FT)
Comments:
Module (FT)
Comments:
Angle(2):

Comments:

Width(W) (FT)
Comments:
Depth(D) (FT)
Comments:
Aisle(A) (FT)
Comments:
Module (FT)
Comments:
Garage Setback from
Alley Access (FT)
Comments:

MISCELLANEOUS REQUIREMENTS
Standard
Requirement (1):

front porch eave = 27.6' req.

Eaves
Comments:
Requirement (2):
Comments:
Requirement (3):
Comments:

COMMENTS AND/OR NOTES

Analysis Comments

LF: Linear Feet

SF: Square Feet

Page 3

FT: Feet

Standard

Existing

Proposed

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS

Results of Analysis: This Application is Non-Compliant
Site Plan & Appearance Review Committee approval is: Required
See attached comments and/or notes.

SIGNATURE

DATE

LF: Linear Feet

SF: Square Feet

Page 4

FT: Feet

Determination

TANNENBAUM CHABAD HOUSE
NORTHWESTERN JEWISH CENTER
REMODELING/ATTIC FLOOR ADDITION
2014 ORRINGTON, EVANSTON, IL 60201

EXIST. PORCH AND BALCONY TO
BE CONVERTED INTO STAIRCASE

EXISTING FENCE

NEW ELEVATOR SHAFT
TO BE DEMOLISHED

221.39'

15' CONCRETE PAVEMENT

EXIST. 2 STORY BUILDING +
NEW FLOOR ADDITION

OPEN PORCH ON 1ST
FLOOR, EXISTING 2ND
FLOOR AND NEW ATTIC

LOT 5

221.39'
10' - 0"

10' - 0"

4' - 7"

3' - 0"

3' - 10 1/2"

40.12'

27' - 3"

40.15'

2ND FLOOR NEW BALCONY

5' - 5 1/2"

EXISTING ASPHALT PARKING

NEW ADA RAMP

PROPERTY LINE

USED AS ALLEY

1

SITE PLAN
1" = 20'-0"

ZONING CALCULATIONS

1. ZONING DISTRICT - R-1; EXIST. USE - PLACE OF WORSHIP; NEW USE - PLACE OF WORSHIP
2. LOT AREA - 8885.33 SQ. F. > 7000 SQ. F. PER ZONING CODE
3. EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT = 2319.21 SQ. F.
4. NEW BUILDING FOOTPRINT =2319.21 SQ. F.
5. EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT - 2 STORIES/25'-0"
6. NEW BUILDING HEIGHT - 3 STORIES/35'-0"
7.PARKING
- EXISTING CONDITION - ASPHALT PARKING IN REAR YARD
- NEW CONDITIONS - NO CHANGE

NEW STAIRS TO GROUND LEVEL
NEW ELEVATOR
EXIST. STORAGE
EXIST. STORAGE

EXISTING CRAWLSPACE

EXIST. UTILITY/LAUNDRY ROOM

EXIST. STORAGE

EXIST. STORAGE

EXIST. BOILER
ROOM

EXIST.
BATH

EXIST. STORAGE

EXIST. STORAGE

BLDG ELEMENTS TO BE DEMOLISHED
EXIST. BLDG ELEMENTS TO REMAIN

1

BASEMENT
1/8" = 1'-0"

NEW BLDG ELEMENTS

STAIRCASE

KITCHEN

OFFICE

EX. BATH

EXIST. WHIRLPOOL

LIBRARY

OFFICE

EX. BATH

SANCTUARY

EXIST. PORCH

BLDG ELEMENTS TO BE DEMOLISHED
EXIST. BLDG ELEMENTS TO REMAIN
NEW BLDG ELEMENTS

1

1ST FLOOR DEMO PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

KITCHEN

MEETING ROOM

MULTI-PURPOSE ROOM

RESTROOM

MEETING ROOM

LOUNGE

MEETING ROOM

BLDG ELEMENTS TO BE DEMOLISHED
EXIST. BLDG ELEMENTS TO REMAIN
NEW BLDG ELEMENTS

1

2ND FLOOR DEMO PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

NEW STAIRCASE

NEW ELEVATOR

NEW RESTROOMS

SANCTUARY - 34 SEATS

EXIST. WHIRLPOOL

LIBRARY

NEW LOBBY

EXIST. PORCH

BLDG ELEMENTS TO BE DEMOLISHED
EXIST. BLDG ELEMENTS TO REMAIN

1

1ST FLOOR PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

NEW BLDG ELEMENTS

NEW KITCHEN

MEDITATION ROOM

OPEN TO ABOVE

ADA RESTROOM

MULTI-PURPOSE ROOM
RESTROOM

BLDG ELEMENTS TO BE DEMOLISHED
EXIST. BLDG ELEMENTS TO REMAIN
NEW BLDG ELEMENTS

1

2ND FLOOR PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

OPEN TO BELOW

MULTI-PURPOSE
SPACE

UP

A-208
OFFICE

OFFICE

A-215

A-214

CLASSROOM

OFFICE

A-211

A-209
CLASSROOM
A-210

1

ATTIC FLOOR PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

ROOF PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

10" / 12"

3" / 12"
10" / 12"

10" / 12"

3" / 12"

13" / 12"

3" / 12"

13" / 12"

3" / 12"

3" / 12"
10" / 12"

1

12 1/2" / 12"

10" / 12"

3" / 12"

3" / 12"

7 1/2" / 12"

7 1/2" / 12"

10" / 12"

OUTLINE OF ALLOWED ATTIC FLOOR
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Appellate Court of Illinois,
First District, Third Division.

LUBAVITCH CHABAD HOUSE OF ILLINOIS, INC., an Illinois General Not-ForProfit Corporation, La Salle National Bank as Trustee Under Trust Agreement Dated
November 10, 1977 and Known as Trust No. 53425, Plaintiffs-Appellees,
v.
The CITY OF EVANSTON, et al., Defendant-Appellant,
Mary Clare Hendershot, et al., Defendant-Intervenors-Appellant.
No. 81-633.
Dec. 30, 1982.Rehearing Denied Feb. 24, 1983.
Nonprofit religious corporation brought action against city, seeking judgment declaring that city
should have allowed its application for a special use permit. Neighborhood property owners
intervened. The Circuit Court, Cook County, James C. Murray, J., entered judgment in favor of
plaintiff, and defendants appealed. The Appellate Court, Rizzi, J., held that: (1) contradictory
evidence was insufficient to demonstrate impropriety of finding that plaintiff's application for special
use permit complied with city's zoning ordinance, and (2) denial of special use permit was
infringement of plaintiff's right to freedom of religion.

Attorneys and Law Firms
*224 **344 ***864 Jack M. Siegel, Chicago, for defendant-appellant.
Robert S. Atkins, Chicago, for intervenors-appellant.
Ash, Anos, Freedman & Logan, Chicago (Joseph Ash, George J. Anos, Lawrence M. Freedman,
Chicago, of counsel), for plaintiffs-appellees.

Opinion
RIZZI, Justice:
This is a declaratory judgment action brought by plaintiff, Lubavitch Chabad House of Illinois, Inc., an
Illinois general not-for-profit corporation, against defendant, City of Evanston. Plaintiff sought a
judgment declaring that Evanston should have allowed its application for a special use permit
relating to certain property located in Evanston. Fourteen neighborhood property owners were
permitted to intervene as defendants. The trial court found that plaintiff met all of the requirements
**345 ***865 for the issuance of a special use permit as set forth in Evanston's zoning ordinance,

and that the denial of plaintiff's application for a special use permit constituted an impediment to the
free exercise of religion as guaranteed by the 1st Amendment of the United States Constitution. The
trial court entered judgment in favor of plaintiff based upon its findings. We affirm.
Plaintiff is a religious body which observes, teaches and practices strict orthodox Judaism, including
the observance of the rites and traditions of kashrut and the Sabbath as formulated in the Torah and
Talmud. It owns a two-story building on property with a frontage of 40 feet and a depth of 220 feet at
2014 Orrington Avenue, in Evanston, Illinois. Plaintiff proposes to use the premises as a religious
sanctuary. Primarily, plaintiff intends to serve Jewish students at Northwestern University, which is in
close proximity and has, according to plaintiff's witnesses, about 2,000 Jewish students.
Plaintiff's services would include rabbinical counseling, group discussions and worship services on
the Sabbath and Jewish holidays. Also, plaintiff would provide a limited number of sleep-in
accommodations for Northwestern University students who do not reside within walking distance of
the property. These sleep-in accommodations *225 would be provided only on the Sabbath and
Jewish holidays when all travel other than pedestrian travel is prohibited for strict orthodox Jews.
There would not be a daily kitchen in operation on the premises, but kosher meals would be served
to students participating in services on the Sabbath. Plaintiff would preclude more than 30 persons
from taking part in worship services on the premises, which would be in accordance with an
applicable provision of Evanston's zoning ordinance.
Plaintiff was informed by Evanston's Department of Inspections and Permits that its intended use of
the property constituted a church as defined by the applicable zoning ordinance and, as such, it
required a special use permit. A special use permit application was filed, and a full factual hearing
was conducted by the Zoning Board of Appeals. The Zoning Board of Appeals found that plaintiff's
proposed use met the requirements of Evanston's zoning ordinance, and it voted 4 to 1 in favor of
granting plaintiff's application for a special use permit. The Zoning Board of Appeals'
recommendation was forwarded to the City Council. The City Council did not conduct a factual
hearing, but it voted to overrule the recommendation of the Zoning Board of Appeals by a vote of 12
to 6, and it denied plaintiff's application for a special use permit. A motion to reconsider the denial
was defeated by a vote of 10 to 9, with the vote of the mayor being used to break the tie vote of the
aldermen.
A trial was had in the circuit court at which both sides introduced extensive testimony and exhibits.
The evidence establishes that to the west of the subject property is a multifamily condominium
building with 40 apartment units. On the adjacent south side of the property is Canterbury House, an
Episcopalian facility. Approximately a block and a half north of the property is Lutheran House, a
Lutheran facility. At 1935 Shermer Avenue, which is one block west and approximately one block
south of the property, is Hillel House, a Jewish facility.

Canterbury House has year-round boarders. There was testimony that worship services are held
and brunches are available for students of the Episcopalian faith. On occasion, large gatherings are
held on the lawn. Lutheran House has weekly Sunday worship services, which are followed by a
coffee hour and brunch. Other activities include Tuesday night study sessions, Wednesday night
seminars and Sunday night dinners. Lutheran House is open from 9 a.m. to midnight. Hillel House,
which operates under the auspices of the Hillel Foundation, *226 conducts various social events and
has some discussion group activities. It does not have a resident rabbi. Some worship services are
conducted at Hillel House, but they are not the same strict orthodox worship services that are held
by plaintiff.
**346 ***866 Several months before plaintiff's application for a special use permit was filed,
Evanston approved a special use permit for the Hillel Foundation to operate a synagogue and
rabbinical counseling facility at 2001 Orrington Avenue, which is across the street to the southeast of
the subject property. However, the Hillel Foundation decided not to acquire the building, and the
Zoning Board of Appeals subsequently allowed the structure to be converted into two attached
single-family dwellings. The Hillel Foundation's activities are unlike plaintiff's activities in that plaintiff
observes, teaches and encourages strict orthodox observance of Hasidic rites, practices and
customs, while the Hillel Foundation is associated with the worship, practices, customs and social
aspects of Judaism generally.
12 Except for evidence relating to plaintiff's strict orthodox religious rites, practices and customs, the
evidence at trial was typical of evidence that is found in zoning cases. This evidence included
contradictory testimony as to the highest and best use of the property, the uses of property in the
surrounding areas, the trend of development in the area, and the loss to plaintiff if the special use
permit were denied as compared to the purported injury to the nearby properties if the permit were
granted. This contradictory evidence is insufficient to demonstrate that the trial court's finding that
plaintiff's application for a special use permit complied with Evanston's zoning ordinance was
improper. Where, as in this case, the testimony is contradictory, the weight to be accorded the
testimony is a matter to be determined by the trier of fact, and the findings of the trier of fact are not
to be disturbed unless they are against the manifest weight of the evidence. See City of Peru v.
Nienaber, 97 Ill.App.3d 925, 927, 53 Ill.Dec. 672, 674, 424 N.E.2d 85, 87 (1981); Stanek v. County
of Lake, 60 Ill.App.3d 357, 361, 17 Ill.Dec. 597, 601, 376 N.E.2d 743, 747 (1978); First National
Bank of Des Plaines v. County of Cook, 46 Ill.App.3d 677, 683, 4 Ill.Dec. 944, 949, 360 N.E.2d 1377,
1382 (1977).
Under the circumstances, we conclude that the trial court's finding that plaintiff met “all of the
requirements for the issuance of a special use permit as set forth in the Zoning Ordinance of the City
of Evanston” is not against the manifest weight of the evidence, and that the finding was proper and
should not be disturbed.

3 We next address defendants' contention that the judgment should be reversed because it is based
on the trial court's improper finding that the denial of plaintiff's application for a special use permit
*227 constituted an impediment to the free exercise of religion. In support of this contention,
defendants state that the “City's sole interest [in denying plaintiff's application] was to preserve the
integrity of the Zoning Ordinance and the fine single-family character of the area in question.”
Defendants also state that “[t]his case is a simple zoning case in which the plaintiff happens to be a
religious organization.” In effect, defendants argue that we should disregard the fact that the right
which defendants seek to restrict is the free exercise of religion. However, we believe that we cannot
overlook this fact because the standard of judicial review for this case is determined by the nature of
the right assertedly threatened or violated rather than the power being exercised or the specific
limitation being imposed. Schad v. Borough of Mount Ephraim, 452 U.S. 61, 68, 101 S.Ct. 2176,
2182, 68 L.Ed.2d 671, 680 (1981). In this regard, it is plain that the impact of Evanston's refusal to
grant plaintiff's petition for a special use permit prevents plaintiff from the free practice of religion at
this particular location, and so serves in some degree to limit the free exercise of religion. See
Columbus Park Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses, Inc. v. Board of Appeals, 25 Ill.2d 65, 71, 182
N.E.2d 722, 725 (1962). Thus, defendants' argument that we should ignore the fact that the right
which defendants seek to restrict is the free exercise of religion is without merit.
456 Of course, the location of churches and other religious sanctuaries can be regulated by zoning
ordinances in proper cases. **347 ***867 See South Side Move of God Church v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 47 Ill.App.3d 723, 7 Ill.Dec. 833, 365 N.E.2d 118 (1977); Coston Chapel A.M.E. Church v.
Chaddick, 9 Ill.App.3d 321, 292 N.E.2d 215 (1972); St. James Temple of the A.O.H. Church of God,
Inc. v. Board of Appeals, 100 Ill.App.2d 302, 241 N.E.2d 525 (1968). However, in determining
whether this is a proper case for such a restriction, we must take into account that the right of
freedom of religion, and other 1st Amendment freedoms, rise above mere property rights. In
addition, 1st Amendment rights and freedoms far outweigh considerations of public inconvenience,
annoyance or unrest. Columbus Park Congregation, 25 Ill.2d at 71, 182 N.E.2d at 725, citing
Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 U.S. 1, 4, 69 S.Ct. 894, 896, 93 L.Ed. 1131, 1134 (1949).
7 Here, the trial court specifically found that plaintiff's proposed use meets all of the requirements for
the issuance of a special use permit as set forth in Evanston's zoning ordinance. Thus, based on this
finding, there was no proper reason to deny plaintiff's application for a special use permit. Yet,
plaintiff's application was denied. *228 Under the circumstances, we cannot overlook the fact that
there are other religious facilities in the immediate area offering services similar to those proposed
by plaintiff. The only apparent difference between plaintiff's proposed use and the uses made by the
other religious associations is that plaintiff would use its facility to practice and teach strict orthodox
observance of Hasidic practices and customs, and the other religious associations are using their

facilities to practice and teach what the community may view as more palatable practices and
customs. As the trial court stated in its memorandum opinion:
The evidence clearly infers that the defendant City is not concerned with lot lines, requirements, side
yard, front yard and rear yard sizes, off street parking, number of occupants and other land use
restrictions applicable to real property regardless of ownership. Rather the evidence infers that the
real fear of the defendant City and intervenors is that the plaintiff will use its property to permit the
plaintiffs to practice their ancient religion in the way they have conducted it for the past centuries, i.e.
serving of kosher meals on high holidays to students at Northwestern, leaving those students stay
overnight where their religious beliefs demand such and other practices.
This discredits defendants' statements that the “City's sole interest [in denying plaintiff's application]
was to preserve the integrity of the zoning ordinance” and that “[t]his case is a simple zoning case in
which the plaintiff happens to be a religious organization.” Moreover, after seeing and hearing all the
witnesses and the evidence, the trial court specifically found that Evanston's denial of plaintiff's
application “constitutes an impediment to the practice of Orthodox Jewish faith as practiced by
members of Plaintiff and its followers * * *,” in violation of their rights under the 1st Amendment of the
Constitution of the United States. For these reasons, we believe that there is no merit to defendants'
contention that the denial of a special use permit at this location was not an infringement of plaintiff's
right to freedom of religion.
Accordingly, we conclude that the findings of the trial court were proper, and we affirm the judgment
in favor of plaintiff.
AFFIRMED.
McNAMARA, and McGILLICUDDY, JJ., concur.
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MEETING MINUTES (EXCERPT)
EVANSTON PRESERVATION COMMISSION
Tuesday, August 29, 2017
Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue, Room 2404
7:00 P.M.
Members Present: Robert Bady, Elliott Dudnik, Ken Itle, Julie Hacker, Mark Simon,
Tim Schmitt, and Diane Williams
Members Absent:

Sally Riessen Hunt and Karl Vogel

Staff Present:

Scott Mangum, Planning and Zoning Administrator, Division
Manager
Carlos Ruiz, Senior Planner/Preservation Coordinator

Presiding Member: Diane Williams, Chair
CALL TO ORDER / DECLARATION OF QUORUM
Chair Williams called the meeting to order at 7:02 pm with a quorum present.
OLD BUSINESS
B.
2014 Orrington Av. (NEHD) – Dov Hillel Klein, applicant. Exterior remodeling for
ADA accessibility; partial 3rd floor/attic addition to accommodate needed spaces;
updated front and rear facades; new elevator for ADA accessibility. Requires Zoning
Variations: 6-8-2-4 special use permit for a religious institution required due to increase
in building/impact. 6-8-2-9-A Maximum height permitted is 35' to peak or 2.5 stories,
whichever is less. Proposed height 35' to peak of roof (excluding rear parapet and
elevator overrun). However, knee-wall exceeds 3' and therefore constitutes a full 3rd
story. 6-18-3 Exterior knee-walls shall not exceed three (3) feet in height. 6-8-2-8-B-3
15' interior side yard setbacks required for non-residential structure. Propose 5.4' north
interior side yard setback and 9.5' south interior side yard setback for additions, front
porch, rear balcony. 6-4-1-9-A-3 Block average's front yard setback (to house facades,
not porches) is 34' and existing setback is 27.3'. Proposed front yard setback 27.3'
(extending higher than existing). 6-4-1-9-B Eaves may extend 10% into a setback or a
minimum of 6". Front porch eave setback = 27.6'. Proposed front porch eave setback is
24.8'. Applicable standards: [Alteration] 1-10; [Construction] 1-16; [Demolition] 1-5;
[Zoning Variation] A and C.
Rabbi Klein and Kiril Mirintchev, architect, presented the project for remodeling and
adding an attic floor to the building at 2014 Orrington. The 2-flat building was purchased
40 years ago as a Synagogue and student center. In 1985, after a decision by the
United States Supreme Court, the Synagogue and student center opened its doors. The
Chabad Center serves four distinct populations: 1) Synagogue community 2) students,
faculty and staff of Northwestern University, 3) the secular Jewish community of
Evanston, ad 4) the overall Evanston community.
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Rabbi Klein said they need to add space for making the building accessible with a ramp
and elevator, dedicated rooms for the different activities, classrooms, ADA bathrooms,
office space for their staff, an appropriate kitchen(s) and a Sanctuary and meditation
space. To this end, instead to making the building longer, a partial third floor is being
added. The original plan was developed with the input of City administrators, community
members and neighbors. The design has a strong Synagogue feel and it blends with the
existing landscape. Based on the input from neighbors, architect Kiril Mirintchev
redesigned the front of the building for a more residential feel than a Synagogue feel. At
the time the revised design was presented at the neighborhood meeting, no one
objected.
K. Mirintchev said because the Zoning limitation of height in a residential zone, the
proposed attic is not a full floor. However, Zoning considers it a third floor. The existing
setbacks are smaller than required, 7’ and 5’, where 15’ is required. The height is 35’.
He described the Zoning Variations as listed above.
The floor plans add an attic floor with classrooms and offices. The floors below become
accessible; there is an elevator and a ramp outside. With the remodel there will be a
better entrance, Sanctuary, library, and kitchen. The proposed attic will not be visible
from the street because the existing parapet walls will block its view. The front elevation
has a residential feel with a new dormer and a combination of gable and hip roofs with
the same line of eave as all the buildings on the block have. The existing brick side
walls remain. The front pilasters and structural columns will remain. The two columns on
the side will be shorten and the middle one stops even shorter at the new roof for the
new front dormer above.
K. Mirintchev said they removed from the front elevation the elements that are not
characteristics of the neighborhood (the front element with its large windows, stucco
window sills, and the partial roof). Instead, the gable roof with the dormer on the front is
proposed. The side walls remain almost the same and the rear addition elevation
corresponds with the brick buildings across the alley. On the front elevation the new
large gable roof with a projecting eave reduce the bulkiness of the building. The
materials are: brick on the front, stucco at the rear addition, and standard shingles for
the roofs. All the front elements are wood; the windows are dark bronze aluminum with
tinted glass.
Public Comments:
Jack Weiss of 813, #2 Forest Av. said the proposed design fails to meet standards of
alteration 1, 9 and 10; and standards of construction 1, 2, 4, 8 and 10.
Rob Biesenbach of 2011 Orrington said his concern is about the aesthetic of the design.
There is too much glass and the design is not quite fitting with the residential character
of the neighborhood. He suggested continuing working on the design
Dave Mack of 2015 Orrington concurred with Rob Biesenbach’s remarks. He said the
building is an eyesore and needs work.
Patricia Atkins of 2005 Orrington said that after the two neighborhood meetings, she
found the designs of the enlarged space and raised roof, advancing front, and altered
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windows, to be out of character and incompatible with the neighborhood and its single
family residential character. The design does not meet standards of alteration 1, 2, 3, 6,
9 and 10. Ms. Atkins objected to the Institutional uses, specifically the classroom and
offices associated with the proposed design.
Kiril Mirintchev said the proposed front elevation blends in the residential neighborhood,
but the function of the building is different with a little bit of expression of its functionality.
The proportion width and height are the same as some the buildings on the block. The
look is different because its function.
Commissioner Simon asked about the buildings across the alley. K Mirintchev said the
buildings are four-story brick buildings. Commissioner Simon wondered how to apply
preservation standards on a building that is a non-contributing structure to the district.
Chair Williams said that, to some degree, it is about the context. Commissioner Dudnik
questioned whether the Commission should review this as a residential building, when it
is not. Commissioner Hacker said it is about looking at the buildings on the block,
looking at the proportion of the windows and such.
Commissioner Dudnik said the proposed front elevation is busy with a dormer of one
type, another dormer of a different type. The other issue is the scale of the second floor;
the dormer is over scaled. The windows on the second floor, compared to the windows
on the first floor, are out of scale. If the Commission were to review the front elevation in
a residential context, then it is a problem. On the front elevation the roofs seemed to be
of the different height. On the side elevation all of roofs are lined up. K. Mirintchev
clarified that the front elevation shows the roofline that is at the rear of the building as
well.
Commissioners discussed particularly the proposed large dormer on the front elevation
as being out of scale, the excessive amount of glass on the second floor and attic, the
mismatch style of the existing first floor and the proposed second floor with different roof
lines. Commissioners suggested simplifying the design for it to be more compatible with
residential context of the block, and yet still express the function and the Chabad House
use.
Commissioner Bady made a motion to continue the item to September 19, 2017,
seconded by Commissioner Simon. The motion passed. Vote: 7 – 0.

Respectfully submitted,

Carlos D. Ruiz
Senior Planner/Preservation Coordinator
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MEETING MINUTES (EXCERPT)
EVANSTON PRESERVATION COMMISSION
Tuesday, October 17, 2017
Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue, Room 2404
7:00 P.M.
Members Present: Elliott Dudnik, Ken Itle, Julie Hacker Jamie Morris, Suzi Reinhold,
Mark Simon, Karl Vogel, and Diane Williams
Members Absent:

Robert Bady, Sally Riessen Hunt, and Tim Schmitt,

Staff Present:

Scott Mangum, Planning and Zoning Administrator, Division
Manager; Carlos Ruiz, Senior Planner/Preservation Coordinator,
and Mario Treto, Assistant City Attorney II.

Presiding Member: Diane Williams, Chair
CALL TO ORDER / DECLARATION OF QUORUM
Chair Williams called the meeting to order at 7:02 pm with a quorum present.
OLD BUSINESS
A. 2014 Orrington Av. (NEHD) – Dov Hillel Klein, applicant. Exterior remodeling for
ADA accessibility; partial 3rd floor/attic addition to accommodate needed spaces;
updated front and rear facades; new elevator for ADA accessibility. Requires Zoning
Variations: 6-8-2-4 special use permit for a religious institution required due to
increase in building/impact. 6-8-2-9-A Maximum height permitted is 35' to peak or
2.5 stories, whichever is less. Proposed height 35' to peak of roof (excluding rear
parapet and elevator overrun). However, knee-wall exceeds 3' and therefore
constitutes a full 3rd story. 6-18-3 Exterior knee-walls shall not exceed three (3) feet
in height. 6-8-2-8-B-3 15' interior side yard setbacks required for non-residential
structure. Propose 5.4' north interior side yard setback and 9.5' south interior side
yard setback for additions, front porch, rear balcony. 6-4-1-9-A-3 Block average's
front yard setback (to house facades, not porches) is 34' and existing setback is
27.3'. Proposed front yard setback 27.3' (extending higher than existing). 6-4-1-9-B
Eaves may extend 10% into a setback or a minimum of 6". Front porch eave setback
= 27.6'. Proposed front porch eave setback is 24.8'. Applicable standards:
[Alteration] 1-10; [Construction] 1-16; [Demolition] 1-5; [Zoning Variation] A and C.
Rabbi Dov Hillel Klein and Kiril Mirintchev, architect, presented the application. Rabbi
Klein said that 2014 Orrington is a building of wordship, and as such it can only be in a
residential area. It operates under a zoning variance, with approval of City Council, and
a Court order that was challenged, but it was upheld by the Supreme Court of the
United States in 1983. The synagogue is one of several non-conforming structures in
one block radius. The goal is to upgrade the facility and how the building looks in order
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to increase the value of the neighborhood, enhance to its life, and make the facility
accessible and safe. Rabbi Klein said they want to be sensitive and extremely caring to
their neighbors. They are willing to create a balance and made their facility look and
appear more residential.
Rabbi Klein said the Lakeshore Historic District (2012 Survey) shows there is a
distinction between residential, non-residential architecture, and religious facilities.
There are seven religious facilities in the district, and five of them are historic. Clearly in
2012 there was an understanding that religious facilities should not be treated like
residential facilities.
The proposed design takes elements from the neighborhood and fits right in. Jewish law
requires a synagogue to have windows. Other religious centers including other
synagogues in Evanston are filled with windows. Rabbi Klein showed examples of other
religious and residential buildings in the Northeast Evanston Historic District with fairly
amount of windows.
Rabbi Klein said based on the Commission’s and the neighbors’ comments the revised
design is unique, it blends with the nature of the block and they will be changing the
synagogue from one that does not conform into one that will live up to the Northeast
Evanston Historic District.
Kiril Mirintchev listed the comments from the Commission as follows:
 The bulkiness of the top floor as compared to the bottom floor.
 The use of brick material on the sides of the dormer.
 The large openings of the windows, not being proportionally scaled towards the
rhythm of openings and solids parts of walls in the neighboring buildings.
 The whole façade is too complicated.
Kiril Mirintchev described the revisions to the front facade as follows:
 The roof is the same; the width of the dormer is reduced by a foot by removing
the brick pilasters, and replacing them with simple framed walls with stucco
finish.
 The sloped roof behind the dormer has been removed, so now one can see a
straight horizontal line, bringing more unity to the front elevation.
 With a slimmer dormer, the roof is steeper. It looks more elegant rather than
bulky.
 More solid parts were added to the dormer windows with a different rhythm. Now
it resembles the proportions of the windows on two houses on the block.
 The revisions allow the front façade to merge or blend better with the residential
environment around it.
 The front façade represents the character of the building as a synagogue.
 The ridge height of the building is lower than the adjacent buildings, and the
gable roof on the dormer corresponds to the size of gables around it.
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The revisions bring the design closer to the adjacent buildings and the character
of the neighborhood. Thus, presenting the building as a non-residential building
which is its character.

Public comments:
Gerry Melkov of 901 Colfax said what it should be preserved is the diversity of
Evanston. The proposed partition of the window into three panels addresses his
concern about the aesthetics of it.
Ellen Wodika of 1508 Oak, 2S said she was pleased with the proposed design and for
the Chabad House being part of the community.
Bob Bisenback of 2011 Orrington said the windows and drawings continue to make
progress. He wants the Chabad House continue to be a great neighbor and the building
blend in as much as possible into the residential character.
Dave Mack of 2015 Orrington said he supports having the Chabad House in the
neighborhood and will follow what the Commission wants to do.
Jesse Viner of 1130 Judson said the project meets long overdue needs of the Jewish
community in Evanston. He believes the process underway represents the diversity and
integration of the community.
Laura Viner of 1130 Judson said a very important aspect of her life is her strong
affiliation with the Chabad House. The process reflects Rabbi Klein’s intention to be
completely cooperative and transparent in the way he approached the process with the
Commission and the neighborhood. She supports the project and believes the design
meets the criteria to be both collaborative and blending with the community and the
residential aspect.
Sholom Hecht of 1107 Garrett Pl. said that the proposed design meets the standards
and goes above and beyond than others structures in the neighborhood and historic
district.
Chair Williams said the Commission received a letter from Jack Weiss that says
essentially the proposed changes fail to respond to the concerns of mass and scale of
the neighborhood.
Commission’s questions and comments:
Elliott Dudnik:
 Religious buildings in most communities do not necessarily reflect the residential
character of the rest of the block.
 Do our standards encompass the issue of a building of different type and use and
so on, relative to the other buildings?
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The issue is not the scale of the windows, but the way they are imposed on the
front elevation, given the scale of all other windows. The mullions or the divisions
between the windows could be more broken down.

Commissioner Hacker:
 The dormer windows could be double hung and keeping with the scale of the
existing windows. Also, the rear façade is within the purview of the Commission.
Chair Williams asked about the windows on the side of the dormer. K. Mirintchev the
side windows are divided and with an arch. The addition on top is also stucco.
Chair Williams asked Mario Treto for direction to allow no more than two
Commissioners provide feedback and guidance to the applicant to continue working on
revisions to the design. M. Treto said it needs to be clear that it would be any indication
as to approval by the whole Preservation Commission and just provide input as to the
design.
Commissioner Itle:
 The conflict is what is happening in the first floor; its scale, material and character
do not relate to the second floor. The windows on the first floor seemed too small
and out of scale.
Chair Williams said that, based on the discussion, the applicant will lighten up the
second floor windows and look at the first floor. The revised drawings would be
circulated by City staff to no more than two (2) Commissioners.
Commissioner Itle made a motion to table the application at 2014 Orrington Av. until
November 14, 2017, seconded by Commissioner Dudnik. The motion passed. Vote: 7
ayes, 0 nays.

Respectfully submitted,

Carlos D. Ruiz
Senior Planner/Preservation Coordinator
Next Meeting: TUESDAY, November 14, 2017 at 7:00 P.M. (Subject to change)
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MEETING MINUTES (EXCERPT)
EVANSTON PRESERVATION COMMISSION
Tuesday, November 14, 2017
Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue, Room 2404
7:00 P.M.
Members Present: Robert Bady, Elliott Dudnik, Ken Itle, Julie Hacker, Jamie Morris,
Suzi Reinhold, Tim Schmitt, and Mark Simon
Members Absent:

Sally Riessen Hunt, Karl Vogel, and Diane Williams

Staff Present:

Scott Mangum, Planning and Zoning Administrator, Division
Manager;
Carlos Ruiz, Senior Planner/Preservation Coordinator,

Presiding Member: Ken Itle, Vice Chair
CALL TO ORDER / DECLARATION OF QUORUM
Vice Chair Itle called the meeting to order at 7:04 pm with a quorum present.
OLD BUSINESS
A. 2014 Orrington Av. (NEHD) – Dov Hillel Klein, applicant. Exterior remodeling for
ADA accessibility; partial 3rd floor/attic addition to accommodate needed spaces;
updated front and rear facades; new elevator for ADA accessibility. Requires Zoning
Variations: 6-8-2-4 special use permit for a religious institution required due to
increase in building/impact. 6-8-2-9-A Maximum height permitted is 35' to peak or
2.5 stories, whichever is less. Proposed height 35' to peak of roof (excluding rear
parapet and elevator overrun). However, knee-wall exceeds 3' and therefore
constitutes a full 3rd story. 6-18-3 Exterior knee-walls shall not exceed three (3) feet
in height. 6-8-2-8-B-3 15' interior side yard setbacks required for non-residential
structure. Propose 5.4' north interior side yard setback and 9.5' south interior side
yard setback for additions, front porch, rear balcony. 6-4-1-9-A-3 Block average's
front yard setback (to house facades, not porches) is 34' and existing setback is
27.3'. Proposed front yard setback 27.3' (extending higher than existing). 6-4-1-9-B
Eaves may extend 10% into a setback or a minimum of 6". Front porch eave setback
= 27.6'. Proposed front porch eave setback is 24.8'. Applicable standards:
[Alteration] 1-10; [Construction] 1-16; [Demolition] 1-5; [Zoning Variation] A and C.
Kiril Mirintchev, architect, presented the application. K. Mirintchev said the revised front
elevation second story windows are more proportionally sized, where the arched
window was lowered and the side windows are more residential scale. The stucco was
removed; instead wood is being used, adding more detail. The exterior materials include
wood siding at the top of the gable and on the sides of the added third level. The main
dormer has a much slimmer look and is in sync with its surroundings. The elements that
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surround the windows have more detailing with a horizontal mullion, making them look
slimmer. On the sides, the large triangular windows are simplified with a horizontal
mullion. The trim around the windows has typical elements for residential construction.
The front elevation is similar with all the gables of the surrounding houses and
maintains the setback line of the porches of the neighboring structures.
Commissioner Dudnik said the proposed design is a better solution than before.
Commissioners Schmitt and Morris concurred.
Commissioner Schmitt made a motion to issue a COA for 2014 Orrington Av. as
submitted, in that standards for alteration 1-10 apply, seconded by Commissioner
Simon. The motion passed. Vote: 7 ayes, 1 nay (Commissioner Itle).
Commissioner Schmitt made a motion to issue a COA for 2014 Orrington Av., in that
standards for construction 1-16 apply, seconded by Commissioner Simon. The motion
passed. Vote: 7 ayes, 1 nay (Commissioner Itle).
Commissioner Schmitt made a motion to issue a COA for 2014 Orrington Av. in that
standards for demolition 1-5 apply, seconded by Commissioner Simon. The motion
passed. Vote: 7 ayes, 1 nay (Commissioner Itle).
Commissioner Schmitt made a motion to issue a recommendation to the Zoning Board
of Appeals for the project at 2014 Orrington Av. for Zoning variances, in that standards
A and C have been met, seconded by Commissioner Simon. The motion passed. Vote:
7 ayes, 1 nay (Commissioner Itle).

Respectfully submitted,

Carlos D. Ruiz
Senior Planner/Preservation Coordinator
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DESIGN AND PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DAPR) MINUTES EXCERPT
January 3, 2018
Voting Members Present:

J. Leonard, S. Mangum, J. Nelson, M. Tristan, M.
Jones, M. Griffith, G. Gerdes, L. Biggs

Staff Present:

C. Plant, E. Golden, C. Ruiz

Others Present:

Ald. Robin Rue Simmons

Presiding Member:

J. Leonard

A quorum being present, Ms. Leonard called the meeting to order at 2:30 pm.

New Business
2. 2014 Orrington Avenue

Recommendation to ZBA

Rabbi Dov Hillel Klein, property owner, applies for a special use permit for the
expansion of a Religious Institution, Lubavitch Chabad of Evanston, LLC, and major
zoning relief for an addition including a third story with a 35’ peak height and exterior
knee-wall above 3’ where 2.5 stories with a peak height of 35’ and a maximum 3’
exterior knee-wall are permitted, a 5.4’ north interior side yard setback and 9.5’ south
interior side yard setback where 15’ is required for a non-residential structure, a 27.3’
front yard setback where 34’ is required, and a 24.8’ front yard porch eave setback
where 27.6’ is required (Zoning Code Section 6-4-1-9-B), in the R1 Single Family
Residential District.
APPLICATION PRESENTED BY:

Kiril Mirintchev, architect

DISCUSSION:
● Mr. Mirintchev described the proposed addition, noting they have worked with the
neighborhood and Preservation Commission to achieve the current plan. He
stated the building footprint is not changing. He stated an existing rear porch will
be converted to interior stairs. He stated they are adding an elevator and ramp
into the building to provide ADA accessibility. He went through the plan, noting
the shadow study.
● Mr. Mirintechev stated the Preservation Commission wanted a more residential
look.
● Mr. Ruiz confirmed the Preservation Commission reviewed this multiple times
with the applicant to achieve a more residential look to the alterations.
● Mr. David Schoenfold stated he is a neighborhood resident. He stated residents
are concerned with preserving the residential character of area and not having
institutional uses. He stated changes made to the design are better but feels the
future use may not be not compatible. He stated the proposed alterations to the
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building limit the use to institutional. He presented a list of suggested conditions
of approval to both the applicant and Committee for consideration.
Mr. Rob Biesenbach stated he lives across the street. He stated his desire to
keep the block as residential as possible.
Rabbi Hect stated they do not intend to relocate. He stated the current location
meets their needs. He stated the programing is not changing, but the addition
and renovations allow current programs to occur without disrupting other
programs. He stated he does not expect to see more traffic to the property with
the addition.
Ms. Leonard stated that since staff only received the proposed conditions that
morning, she asked staff to work with the Law Department to review the
conditions and provide feedback at the upcoming ZBA meeting.
Mr. Mirintechev stated they would like to begin construction in March, hoping to
complete work in one year.
Ms. Leonard stated a construction management plan, while not required, would
be helpful so that residents could be alerted of activities occurring during
construction and also manage the impact of workers coming into and out of the
neighborhood.

Mr. Mangum made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Use Permit
and Major Variations to ZBA with the added condition that Law Department
review proposed conditions submitted by Mr. Schoenfold. Seconded by Mr.
Gerdes.
The Committee voted, 8-0, to recommend approval of the property to ZBA,
subject to the condition.

2626 Reese Ave.
17ZMJV-0077
ZBA Determining Body

MEMORANDUM
To:

Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals

From:

Johanna Leonard, Director of Community Development
Scott Mangum, Planning and Zoning Administrator
Melissa Klotz, Zoning Planner

Subject:

2626 Reese Avenue - ZBA 17ZMJV-0077
ZBA Determining Body

Date:

December 28, 2017

Notice - Published in the December 21, 2017 Evanston Review
William James, contractor, applies for major zoning relief to construct a 2-story single
family residence in the R1 Single Family Residential District. The applicant requests
37.9% building lot coverage where a maximum 30% is allowed (Zoning Code Section 6-82-7), a 4’ street side yard setback (Hartzell Street) where 15’ is required for the principal
structure (Zoning Code Section 6-8-2-8-A-2), a 3’ street side yard setback where 15’ is
required for the accessory structure (detached garage) (Zoning Code Section 6-8-2-8-C-2),
an accessory structure in a street side yard closer to the street than the principal structure
(Zoning Code Section 6-4-6-2-F), and a 1’ street side yard setback where 13.5’ is required
for the porch (yard obstruction) (Zoning Code Section 6-4-1-9-B-1). The Zoning Board of
Appeals is the determining body for this case.
Recommendation
City staff and DAPR recommend approval of major zoning relief for building lot coverage,
street side yard setbacks, and accessory structure location to construct a new single family
residence and a two-car detached garage in the R1 District. The applicant has complied
with all other zoning requirements and meets all of the standards for major variations for
this district.
Site Background
2626 Reese Ave. is located on the southwest corner of Hartzell St. and Reese Ave. in the
R1 Single Family Residential District, and is surrounded by the following:
North: R1
East: R1
South: R1
West: R1

Single Family Residential District
Single Family Residential District
Single Family Residential District
Single Family Residential District

The property is a vacant corner lot that is substandard in lot width and lot size. The
property is surrounded by moderately-sized single family residences in all directions.

Proposal
2626 Reese Ave. is an existing vacant lot with a substandard 25’ lot width where 35’ is
required, and 3,325 square foot lot size where 7,200 square feet is required. The lot was
platted prior to 1960, therefore, it is a buildable lot. With setbacks taken into account, the
buildable area on the lot is 5’ x 83.5’, so zoning relief is necessary to construct a usable
single family residence. A previous owner attempted to gain zoning relief in 2016 that
included five setback variations and a building lot coverage variation, but withdrew the
application prior to the ZBA hearing amidst neighborhood opposition.
The applicant proposes to construct a 2-story single family residence and 2-car detached
garage. The request includes the following zoning relief:

Building Lot Coverage
Street Side Yard (Principal
Structure)
Street Side Yard (Accessory
Structure - garage)
Accessory Structure Location
(garage)
Street Side Yard (Yard
Obstruction – porch)

Required

Proposed

30% maximum

37.9%

15’ minimum

4’

15’ minimum

3’

Not closer to the street
than the house

1’ closer to the street than
the house

13.5’ minimum

1’

The proposed house complies with the averaged required front yard setback on Reese
Ave. at 19.5’ as well as the required rear yard setback. The proposal is purposefully
compliant with the 5’ south interior side yard setback to ensure the abutting property to the
south is not negatively impacted. Therefore, the house is located closer to the street side
yard abutting Hartzell St. Since the lot is only 25’ wide, the applicant proposes a 4’ street
side yard setback where 15’ is required. There is one additional foot between the property
line and the sidewalk, so the house is proposed 5’ from the Hartzell St. sidewalk.
The house features a partially-roofed entrance on the Hartzell façade, which protrudes into
the required setback for a 1’ street side yard setback for a yard obstruction where 13.5’ is
required. Although the partially-roofed entrance is not absolutely necessary, it adds depth
to the Hartzell façade of the home and also provides coverage from inclement weather
when entering and leaving the house. The partially-roofed entrance requires zoning relief,
but is appropriate since it provides a public benefit of an improved façade and house
design that blends with the neighborhood.
The applicant proposes to construct a 19’ x 20’ 2-car detached garage. The garage is 19’
in width, the minimum necessary to accommodate two vehicles, but therefore requires
zoning relief for the street side yard setback. Accessory structures such as garages
require a 15’ street side yard setback and also cannot protrude closer to the street than the
principal structure (house). The garage is proposed 3’ from the Hartzell property line
(which is the typical setback for a detached garage on a non-corner lot). The garage is
proposed 1’ closer to the Hartzell property line than the house, but is still further from the
property line than the partially-roofed entry.

The applicant revised the proposal as requested by the DAPR Committee to reduce the
building lot coverage down to a requested 37.9% where a maximum 30% is
permitted. The applicant worked to design a house that meets the minimum standards
and expectations of the Evanston housing market. By reducing the building lot coverage,
the applicant eliminated a proposed mudroom, closet, and kitchen pantry. The first floor is
now the minimum necessary and consists of an eat-in kitchen, dining room, and living
room. The second floor features a slightly larger footprint due to a 2’ cantilever to
accommodate the master bathroom near the south interior side yard. The cantilevered
portion complies with the required 5’ interior side yard setback. Since the cantilever is
similar in size to an eave, the overhang does not count towards building lot
coverage. Surrounding properties that are similar in size appear to have 32%-35%
building lot coverage.
The applicant originally submitted for major zoning relief in August 2017. Letters of
objection to the original proposal, as well letters of objection to the revised plan, are
attached with a map indicating the vicinity of objectors to the subject property. The
applicant distributed information regarding the proposal and met with neighbors in June
2017. Staff is aware of strong neighborhood opposition to the proposal, as well as strong
opposition from the property owner abutting 2626 Reese Ave.
Ordinances Identified for Requested Relief
6-8-2 R1 Single Family Residential District
6-8-2-7 The maximum building lot coverage in the R1 District is 30%.
6-8-2-8 The minimum yard requirements in the R1 District are as follows:
6-8-2-8-A-2 Side yard abutting a street – 15’
6-8-2-8-C-2 Side yard abutting a street – 15’ (accessory structure)
6-4-6-2 General Provisions for Accessory Structures and Uses
6-4-6-2-F No accessory building located in the rear yard of a corner lot shall be
nearer to a street lot line than the minimum width required for a side yard
abutting a street in the district where the lot is located.
6-4-1-9 Yards
6-4-1-9-B Permitted Obstructions in Required Yards:
1. General Provisions: Yard obstructions attached to the principal or an accessory

structure on a site shall include but are not limited to: permanently roofed terraces
or porches, chimneys, bay windows, window-mounted air conditioning units,
awnings, canopies, arbors, trellises, balconies, overhanging eaves, unenclosed
staircases four (4) feet or more above grade, and enclosed staircases. A yard
obstruction is any of these items extending outside of the allowable building
envelope and into a required yard. A yard obstruction may extend into no more than
ten percent (10%) of the depth of a required yard…
Design and Project Review Committee (DAPR) Discussion and Recommendation
September 20, 2017 – The DAPR Committee expressed concerns about the building lot
coverage and recommended reducing the building lot coverage by 2.5% to no more than
37.9% to make the proposed house a more comparable size to neighboring houses.
Recommendation: approval subject to a reduction of the building lot coverage to 37.9%
prior to ZBA, and a survey of the existing condition of the neighboring property (if neighbor
agrees) and approved shoring plan prior to construction.
The applicant submitted a revised plan to reduce the building lot coverage to 37.9% on
November 28, 2017.
Variation Standards
For a variation to be approved, the ZBA must find that the proposed variation:
1. Will not have a substantial adverse impact on the use, enjoyment or property values
of adjoining properties: The property is a vacant lot to that is not serving the highest
and best land use. The proposed house is similar in bulk to the surrounding
neighborhood so it will complement the area while increasing the tax base. The
house features a compliant south interior side yard setback to ensure there is no
negative impact on the adjacent property.
2. Is in keeping with the intent of the zoning ordinance: Setbacks are required to
ensure adequate open space and minimal impact on adjacent properties and
uses. Setbacks adjacent to neighboring properties are compliant, and the
noncompliant setbacks are adjacent to large right-of-way green-space.
3. Has a hardship or practical difficulty that is peculiar to the property: The property is
substandard in lot width and lot size, and features increased setbacks since it is a
corner lot. The remaining available building footprint is only 5’ wide.
4. Property owner would suffer a particular hardship or practical difficulty as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience: With a 5’ wide building footprint, the
property is essentially unbuildable without zoning relief.
5. Is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract additional income from the
property or public benefit to the whole will be derived: The applicant intends sell the
house for a profit. However, a public benefit will be provided by increasing the tax
base and providing a housing unit for a family on an otherwise unbuildable lot.
6. Does not have a hardship or practical difficulty that was created by any person
having an interest in the property: The property has existed at its platted size and
width since before the current ownership.
7. Is limited to the minimum change necessary to alleviate the particular hardship or
practical difficulty: The applicant has modified the proposal multiple times to
minimize the necessary zoning relief, including a modification to reduce the building
lot coverage by an additional 2.5% to 37.9% as requested by the DAPR Committee.

Attachments
Variation Application – submitted August 29, 2017
Zoning Analysis
Plat of Survey
Site Plans (revised November 28, 2017)
Elevations
Landscape Plan
Letters of Opposition (October 2017 proposal & current)
Image of Property
Aerial View of Property
Zoning Map of Property
DAPR Meeting Minutes – September 20, 2017

Revised: 1260.1 = 37.9%
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1. Front yard Twenty-seven (27) feet; parking prohibited
2. Side yard abutting a street Fifteen (15) feet; parking prohibited
3. Side yard Five (5) feet
4. Rear yard Thirty (30) feet
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EAST ELEVATION

2626 REESE AVENUE
DEVELOPED BY: OAKTON-CUSTER PARTNERS , LLC

29’-8”

1’- 6”

SECOND FLOOR

DIVIDED LITE WINDOWS
W/DECORATIVE TRIM

1’- 6”

FIRST FLOOR

SECOND FLOOR

6”

9’ - 0”

7’- 4”
1’-2”
9’ - 0”
29’ - 8”

6”

ATTIC

7’ - 4”

SECOND FLOOR

1’ - 2”
9’ - 0”

29’ - 8”

FIRST FLOOR

BAY
WINDOW

2’ - 0”

9’ - 0”

1’ - 2”

1”- 6”

DIVIDED LITE WINDOWS
W/DECORATIVE TRIM
14’ - 0”

WALL RECESS/OVERHANG AREA

HARDIBOARD SIDING
DECORATIVE SHINGLES

22’- 0”

SCALE: 3/16”= 1’

22’ - 6”

58’ – 6”

SOUTH ELEVATION

2626 REESE AVENUE
DEVELOPED BY: OAKTON-CUSTER PARTNERS, LLC

DECEMBER 2017

5 – Vibur num tril obum ; American Cranberr y; 24 ”
0

1 – Malus ‘Zumi Red’; Crabapple; 8’

1 – Pyrus calleriana ‘Chanticleer’ ; Col umnar Pear ; 10’
1 – Pyrus calleriana ‘Chanticleer’;
Columnar Pear; 10’

2 – Tsuga Canadensis; Hemlock; 8’

7– Berberis thunbergii; Barberry; 18”

2 – Picea abies; Norway Spruce; 10’

8 – Berberis thunbergii;
Barberry; 18”

KITCHEN

25.0’

DINING
ROOM

ALLEY

2’-0”

133.0’

25.0’

REESE AVENUE

1 – Quercus rubra;
Red Oak; 10’

2 – Buxus ‘Green Mountain; Boxwood; 24”

4 – Ligustrum vulgare; Privet; 18”

133.0’

Existing
Street
Trees

3 - Rhodendr on; 24”
6 – Rhodendron; 24”

Euonymus fortunei “Coloratus’;
Purpleleaf Wintercreeeper

Euonymus fortunei ‘Coloratus’;
Purpleleaf Wintercreepter

6 - Ilex verticillata; Winterberry; 24”
Flower Beds

6 - Ilex verticillata;
Winter berry ; 24”
3 – Buxus ‘Green Mountain;
Boxwood; 24”
4 – Taxus medi a ‘Taunton” ;
Compact Yew; 30”

5 – Berberis thunbergii;
Barberry; 18”

HARTZELL STREET

1. Front yard Twenty-seven (27) feet; parking prohibited
2. Side yard abutting a street Fifteen (15) feet; parking prohibited
3. Side yard Five (5) feet

2 – Picea glauc a ‘Coni ca” ; Dw arf Alberta Spruce; 4’
4 – Taxus medi a ‘Taunton” ; Compact Yew; 3 0”
1 – Acer palmatum; Japanese Maple; 8’

LANDSCAPE PLAN

NARRATIVE: Existing street trees along Reese Avenue and Hartzell Street
provide a strong canopy, creating scale for the building. The intent of onsite landscaping is to accentuate the design on the building, provide visual
interest for pedestrians and to define space in the front and rear yards.

2626 REESE AVENUE
DEVELOPED BY: OAKTON-CUSTER PARTNERS, LLC

December, 2017
S C A LE : 1” = 1 0’

NORTH

Comments Received based on
October Site Plan Submittal

Comments Received based on
December Site Plan Submittal
(with building lot coverage reduction)

Allison Stark & Brodie Austin
2620 Reese Avenue, Evanston IL
Mary Beth Berns, Chair
Zoning Board of Appeals
2100 Ridge Avenue
Evanston, IL
January 5, 2018
Re: Application for Major Variances at 2626 Reese Avenue
Dear Chair Berns,
We are writing to express our opposition to the proposed variances requested for the development of
the lot located at 2626 Reese Avenue, Evanston, IL. Applicant William James, Commercial & Residential
Property Builder, requests 5 major zoning variances to construct a new single-family residence a 2 story
home with a detached 2 car garage. We ask that the ZBA insist that Mr. James reduce the size of the
home and garage, reducing the number of requested variances, and do further studies on the impact on
the neighborhood. Specifically, we ask that Mr. James have a soil/drainage study completed, with
particular focus on the impact of a full basement, analysis of commercial alley use (safety, visibility),
parking study and impact on the neighboring structure at 2624 Reese Ave and its foundation.
Mr. James is requesting to build a 2500 ft2 house1 on a 3325 ft2 piece of land. Of the 17 houses
immediately surrounding this property, lot sizes range from 3325 ft2 to 7162 ft2. The majority of these
homes are between 1500 and 1800 sq ft. Only two are over 2000 ft2 and their lots are over 6000 ft2.
Grandfathered homes on lots the size of this property (which are immediately adjacent) are 762 ft2 and
1547 ft2.
We feel that the house Mr. James proposes to build—and the variances such a structure will require—
will have adverse effects on the neighborhood, and thus will not benefit the public good. Instead, the
requested variances, as well as the extent of the variances, only serve to allow Mr. James to earn a
larger profit on the house he is choosing to build and then sell. A much more reasonably sized home,
that more appropriately fits the size of the lot, would fit in with the neighborhood and make less of a
negative impact on neighboring properties. It would also require fewer variances. At the June 22, 2917
meeting Mr. James was specifically asked if he would consider building a 1200-1500 ft2 home and he
responded that he would not “make enough money” on a home of that size. Again, this is obviously not
an effort to gain relief to build a home, it is requesting significant relief to extract additional income.
Mr. James requested variation will have substantial adverse impact on the use, enjoyment and property
values of adjacent properties. The addition of this home, on a half block that already has 5 houses, may
cause additional problems or issues that have not been studied. We request that additional studies and
analyses be done to assess the impact of a 6th home.


1

Mr. James has failed to demonstrate how a requested variance on the lot coverage will not
create flooding issues for neighbors and not put further stress on the sewer system given
concerns over soil conditions. In April 2016, both Mr. Latinovic, Planning and Zoning
Administrator, and Ms. Biggs, City Engineer, expressed concern over any variances in lot

Mr. James held a meeting at Old Neighborhood Grill on June 22, 2017 where he shared his plans for the house at
2
2626 Reese Ave. He estimated that the home would be “about 2500 ft “









coverage during the April 13th, 2016 Design and Project Review Committee when discussing this
property. We can attest during rainstorms that both the storm drain in the alley often overflows
and our own backyard and parts of our front year flood. Has there been an impact study
showing that this property is not processing the excess water in the neighborhood which will be
displaced upon building, especially given the proposal to have a full basement? This type of an
analysis should be done as there has never been a structure on this property.
The height and length will negatively impact the property values of 2622 and 2624 Reese Ave.
Due to the small size of the lot, 2626 Reese will be long and narrow. All 3 lots 2622, 2624 and
2626 are narrow and of similar size. The proposed house is 62’3” in length vs. the house at 2622
is 44’4”. The home is at least 18’ longer than all of the 5 houses on that block. This proposed
house will block the entire length of 2624 house and 1/2 of the yard. In addition, all 4 Northfacing windows on 2624 Reese will now be obstructed. Resale value will be impacted because
views from the backyards of 2622 and 2624, and to some extent our own property, will now be
obstructed - instead of seeing trees and green space, we will now see a building. Has Mr. James
considered a home that is shorter and has a smaller footprint in order to be in line with
neighboring properties? Has he analyzed how this home integrates with existing homes?
Building the house that Mr. James proposes places an undue burden on the owner of 2624
Reese Avenue in particular. He has not provided detailed plans on how to address the
significant risk of damage during construction, nor has studied the impact on the foundation of
2626 Reese.
Mr. James will be removing significant green space from the neighborhood. Neighbors walk
their dogs in this space and there are a number of large trees. Has Mr. James done his best to
ensure that all of the trees will be maintained and preserved? Given the size of this property
there is no extra space for vehicles and construction materials to operate.
Mr. James’ proposed house also does not take into account the increase traffic, parking and
congestion on both the commercial alley and on Hartzell and Reese Ave. We have seen a
significant increase in traffic on Reese and in our commercial alley in the last few years,
especially since the opening of Orange Theory and Sky Nails salon (on top of Evanston glass,
Brian’s Garage and Hartigan’s Ice Cream). Sky Nails employees, in particular, use our alley as a
thoroughfare, often traveling at unsafe speeds. Furthermore, the imminent opening of a large
day care is likely to increase congestion along streets and alleys even more. The 2 care
detatched garage that Mr. James proposes will only be a couple of feet from the sidewalk and
will impact the visibility and safety of motor vehicles and pedestrians, especially the many
children, including our own, on these blocks. Has Mr. James done a traffic study and parking
study to address these concerns?

Thank you for your consideration. We hope the Zoning Board of Appeals hears our concerns and takes
appropriate action.

Sincerely,

Allison Stark, Brodie Austin
cc: Melissa Klotz, Zoning Planner

Reese Hartzell Commons
Seeking balance between Private Gain and The Common Good

Reese Hartzell Commons (RHC) represents the thoughts of
homeowners who share the streets, sidewalks, alleys, parkways,
drainage, airspace and neighborly relations at or near the intersection
of Reese Avenue and Hartzell Street.
Concerning the proposed development at 2626 Reese Avenue, we
request that a comprehensive study be made to provide insight into
concerns, answers to questions and solutions to issues.
We would expect such a study to address:
 The effect of the proposed new construction on drainage issues that
affect many neighbors
 The impact of construction activity on the structural integrity of 2624
Reese, a single family dwelling that was built in 1926
 The danger to pedestrians, bikers and motorists given the obstructed
egress from the commercial alley, created by the variances sought for
the garage placement
 The potential harm to existing trees along the parkway during
construction
 The visual continuity and neighborhood density if approval is granted
for a structure radically out of step with prevailing dimensions and lot
coverage
 The safeguards that can be specified during construction on such a
small plot of land in such a high traffic area – to protect community
life and property
 The rationale for enforcing Title 6 of the Evanston City Code going
forward, once setbacks for 2626 Reese have been reduced from 15’ to
4’ … from 15’ to 3’ … and from 13.5’ to 1’ – and building lot coverage
has been increased by more than 33 percent over the stated
maximum allowance
rhc

In the backyards and by the fence posts of the Reese-Hartzell neighborhood, we
have arrived at our thoughts on The Common Good through conversations along
these lines:
Drainage
Due to the higher clay composition of soil in NW Evanston, many homes in the immediate
vicinity of 2626 Reese Ave. have a history of flooding issues. It seems reasonable to ask that
a study be performed to determine the level of impact from any proposed development –
particularly any development with a basement – on drainage in the area. Depending on the
results of the study, a basement restriction, for example, might be a reasonable requirement
for any development that might increase the risk of neighborhood flooding.
Structural Integrity
The proposed development of 2626 Reese is very close to its nearest neighbor at 2624
Reese. It seems reasonable to ask for a structural engineering study to determine how/if
construction can proceed without negative impact, as well as requiring the developer to
post a bond to ensure that recovery of damages suffered by the adjacent property owner
would not require legal action on his part.
Commercial Alley
As the proposed garage is only three feet from both the alley and the sidewalk, it will create
a visual barrier to any car or truck trying to exit the alley. This presents a danger to residents
and the public visiting the neighborhood – along a well-traveled path for K-5 students who
attend Willard Elementary School. A safer option might be a smaller garage on the south
side of the property, leaving greater visibility at the alley.
Parkway Trees
We can see that removal of trees at 2626 Reese is well within the rights of the property
owner. However, it seems reasonable that existing trees on the city-owned parkway should
be retained – and should be protected during construction. Since construction could
negatively impact root systems of the parkway trees, it seems reasonable to require that a
bond be posted to pay for replacement of any tree that dies during a reasonable period
(three years) following completion of construction. Due to disease, pests, and storms, we
have lost many trees over the years. We cannot lose more to human causes.
Visual Continuity/Neighborhood Density
This will be the largest home in the immediate area – on the smallest lot. The proposed
development is not consistent with the intimate scale of that block on Reese, or with other
similarly sized lots in the area. A more reasonable development option might be a smaller
structure that is more harmonious with all the other homes on the block, which would also
reduce the requirement for variances due to lot coverage.
Construction Safeguards
Any construction on such a small plot of land within an existing densely developed area
creates numerous challenges, including impact on surrounding properties, as well as on cityowned parkways, sidewalks and alleys. To emphasize the importance of managing the
impact on the community, it seems reasonable to incorporate a set of specific, enforceable
restrictions in any approved development plan – including matters involving ingress and
egress on private property, blocking of public streets and alleys, and fire safety – to ensure
that the developer abides by norms established by the City of Evanston.
Title 6
A building of these extreme dimensions, on a plot that has thwarted all previous dreams of
development, requiring multiple variances that wipe out most of the required setbacks (for
example, negating 92 percent of the maximum allowed porch setback), introduces the term
“McMansion” to this neighborhood of early 20th Century classics and presents a textbook
example of what a zoning ordinance is supposed to provide to a community. Scaling back
the requested major variances would be thoughtful, reasonable, safe – and more respectful
to the concept of “zoning ordinance.”
rhc

The Neighbors of 2626 Reese Ave.
Signatories of Reese Hartzell Commons:
2621 Lincolnwood

2647 Reese

2907 Hartzell

Tara Punwani
Jason Ross

Kelli Klinger

Joseph Paradi
Beth Paradi

2619 Lincolnwood
Kristi Naidech
Andrew Naidech

2627 Reese
Dirk Vogel
Tilley Vogel

2624 Reese

2904 Hartzell
Scott Kirkpatrick
Liza Kirkpatrick

Richard Horsting

2837 Hartzell

2622 Reese

John Herder
Ann Herder

Colleen Barkley
Jeff Barkley

2835 Hartzell
Bill Seyle

2620 Reese
Allison Stark
Brodie Austin

2833 Hartzell
Kim Newman
Mark Newman

2831 Hartzell
Kathy Miller
Bob Ryan

2821 Hartzell
Nancy Crane

2815 Hartzell
Ann Rigotti-Clark
Jeff Clark

rhc

Zoning Board of Appeals
Tuesday, January 9, 2018, 7:00 pm
Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue
Council Chambers

2626 Reese Ave. #17ZMJV-0077
Major Variations

To: Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals

The application for zoning variances at 2626 Reese Avenue raises a number of issues, but one is
more significant than the rest. Since the applicant has requested a major variance from the side
yard setback, it seems fair that he would build a structure that is less imposing, with fewer square
feet of living space than the one proposed. A more modest structure in size would minimize the
negative visual effect of the smaller setback variation, which brings the house closer to the
sidewalk. Instead, he’s asking for significantly more lot coverage and a bigger building very
close to the lot line, maximizing his profit to the long-term detriment of the neighborhood.
The lot is small. The proposed house would be large and out of scale not only with the lot size
but with those homes around it. While the city has to achieve balance among construction
interests, neighborhood concerns, and the legitimate purposes of the zoning code, this application
seems to ignore the interests of the neighborhood and the reasoning behind the code. It should
not be approved.
Thank you for your consideration.

Robert Phelan
Carolyn Phelan
2618 Reese Avenue
Evanston, IL 60201
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APPROVED
DESIGN AND PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DAPR) MINUTES
September 20, 2017
Voting Members Present:

S. Mangum, I. Eckersberg, J. Nelson, M. Tristan, L.
Biggs, M. Jones, G. Gerdes, M. Klotz

Staff Present:

Katie Knapp

Others Present:
Presiding Member:

S. Mangum

A quorum being present, Mr. Mangum called the meeting to order at 2:32 pm.
Approval of minutes
September 13, 2017 DAPR Committee meeting
Ms. Biggs moved to approve the minutes from September 13, 2017, seconded by Mr.
Nelson.
The Committee unanimously voted, 8-0, to approve minutes from the September, 2017
meeting.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

New Business
1. 2626 Reese Avenue

Recommendation to ZBA

William James, submits to construct a 2-story single family residence with 40.4%
building lot coverage where 30% is allowed, a 4' street side yard setback where 15' is
required for the principal structure, a 3' street side yard setback where 15' is required for
the accessory structure (detached garage), an accessory structure in a street side yard
closer to the street than the principal structure, and a 1' street side yard setback for a
porch where 13.5' is required, in the R1 Single Family Residential District.
APPLICATION PRESENTED BY:

William James, Property Owner

DISCUSSION:
● Mr. James provided an overview of the proposed project. He purchased the lot
from previous owners who had attempted to build on the site. He then checked
with Zoning staff regarding requirements and buildability and stated there are
many nonconforming lots in the area which zoned R1. He also reached out to
neighbors for feedback and received a mix of positive and negative feedback.
● Proposing to build a 2-story building with entry on Hartzell with a small canopy,
19 ft. 6 in. set back from Reese Avenue, which is the average setback along that
street. Seeking to have a house that is within context of the nearby properties.

APPROVED
● Bay window projecting 1 ft. 6 in. on Reese Avenue side of the building, middle of
house inset. 20 ft. 6in. between house and detached garage.
● Project meets impervious surface coverage, building lot coverage a minor
variation.
● Floor heights are 9 ft. with a 28 ft. total building height.
● Mr. Gerdes stated that the small setback increase will still affect the neighboring
property as will the impact on existing trees between the properties. Will install
shoring for construction to mitigate effects on the adjacent property. Any needed
tree removal would consist of removing tree down to the stumps and not tearing
out the roots.
● Mr. Mangum inquired about the size of the window well projection. Mr. James
responded that there will be an approximate 2 to 2ft. 6in. projection.
● Mr. Gerdes inquired about location of the sewer and water lines on the adjacent
property. Mr. Nelson responded that he believes they are located off of Reese
Avenue.
● Mr. Gerdes asked about the depth of proposed full basement. Mr. James stated
that there will an 8 ft. ceiling height, with footings going down an additional foot.
● Ms. Biggs stated that staff will need Civil Plans and that while the impervious
surface coverage is ok, the building lot coverage still causes some concern.
● Mr. Nelson expressed concern about stormwater run-off control. Ms. Biggs
added that the downspouts of the house should not be directed south and must
be 10 ft. from the property line. Mr. Nelson stated that directing the downspouts
north could negatively impact the sidewalk.
● Ms. Eckersberg stated that the sewer in the improved alley may need a sump
discharge.
● Mr. Nelson asked where the water service is located. Upon Mr. James’s answer
of at the laundry/mechanical room, Mr. Nelson responded that the service must
be within 5 ft. of the meter and have a 10 ft. separation from the sewer line.
● Mr. Mangum stated that given the small size of the lot some variations are
inevitable then asked if there had been in additional consideration to reducing the
40% building lot coverage, noting that the proposed building goes back further on
the lot than most in the area and there looks to be less volume on the 2 nd level.
Mr. James stated that there had been some work done reducing the coverage to
40% and that he was open to coming up with alternatives to further reduce the
coverage. Mr. Mangum stated that removing 5 to 10 feet would help reduce the
lot coverage.
● Mr. Mangum then stated that there were several letter of opposition received and
that a sign has been posted on the property in addition to mailed notices sent
regarding the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting on October 3rd.
● Mr. Gerdes confirmed the impervious coverage and inquired about the possible
addition of a deck. Ms. Klotz responded that a small deck would be possible with
a deck credit as long as a pervious surface is below it.
● Ms. Knapp inquired about the reasoning behind raised entrances. Raised 1.5 ft.
attempted to have a separation from the sidewalk. Ms. Knapp continued
mentioning ways for increased access. Mr. James stated that the rear entry
would likely lend itself to something such as a ramp if needed.

APPROVED
● Mr. Nelson inquired whether or not there are separation requirements for
chimneys, pointing out the adjacent neighbor’s chimney on the north side of their
property. Mr. Gerdes stated that there is no residential requirement.
● Mr. Mangum added that there should be an attempt to lessen the effects on the
adjacent neighbor and reduce the lot coverage. Mr. Gerdes reiterated his
concerns for affecting the neighboring property and agreed that the lot coverage
should be reduced.
● Ms. Eckersberg inquired about alternative site layouts had been considered. Mr.
James stated that different alternatives were proposed to the neighbors which
received increased negative feedback.
Mr. Mangum made a motion to recommend approval of the variations to the ZBA
with the conditions that the applicant reduce the building lot coverage variation
as well as provide a survey of existing conditions on the adjacent property prior
to construction. Seconded by Mr. Nelson.
The Committee voted 7-1, to approve the recommendation to ZBA.
____________________________________________________________________________________

Adjournment:
Ms. Biggs moved to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Nelson. The committee voted
unanimously 8-0, to adjourn.
The meeting adjourned at 3:17 pm.
The next DAPR meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, October 4 2017 at 2:30 pm
in Room 2404 of the Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center.
Respectfully submitted,
Meagan Jones

