VILLAGE OF

AUTHENTIC by nature

REPORT TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

VILLAGE PRESIDENT and BOARD OF TRUSTEES
MICHAEL S. GARRIGAN, AICP, CNU‐A, Community Development Director
August 15, 2019
REPORT TO VILLAGE BOARD

CASE:

Keim Variance
19‐07

REQUEST:

Variance (Public Hearing)

APPLICANT:

Joseph Keim

LOCATION:

291 Margate

ZONING:

B‐1

BACKGROUND
The applicant is seeking a Variance to permit the property commonly known as 291 Margate to be used
as a residence and an ancillary office. The applicant is proposing to restore the building as a residence
with an adjacent office. The original business once contained a residence and physicians office and was
designed for dual use. Subsequently, the building was used as an office and the previous residential use
of the property lapsed under the current B‐1 zoning.
The prospective owner of this building will be “Safeguard” which is a roofing company in Antioch. The
new owner will be living in the house with his family and will be using the existing office in the building
for his office. The office will not be fully staffed, and their will periodically be a maximum of two employees
in the office. No equipment or construction materials will be stored outside on the subject property.
Variance Analysis
As outlined above, the applicant is seeking relief from Section 10‐6A‐1 which “allows dwelling units as
long as they are located above the first floor” of a business. The applicant is seeking relief from this section
to allow the residence to be located on the same floor as the business in view of the design of this building,
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North (single‐family home)
East (commercial)
South (commercial)
West (Single‐Family Home)
In accordance with Section 10‐15‐6, before a Variance can be granted, certain findings of fact must be
shown by the applicant. Below is a summary of the factors that the Planning and Zoning Commission
should consider with respect to the above‐captioned application:
1. The proposed variation will not:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Impair adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property.
Unreasonably increase the congestion in public streets.
Increase the danger of fire or endanger public safety.
Unreasonably diminish or impair established property values within the surrounded
area; and
e) Merely serve as a convenience to the applicant; there is a demonstrated practical
design difficulty involved in this project.
f) The requested variation does not permit a use otherwise excluded from the zoning
district in which the property is located.

There is nothing to indicate that allowing the variance in this case would impair the supply of light on
adjacent parcels or increase street congestion or increase any danger to the general public. The applicant
is not seeking to change the massing or size of the building and this building has had no negative impact
on any of the adjacent properties.
2) The conditions or circumstances upon which the request is based apply to land for which the
variation is sought and is not generally applicable in the zoning district.
The proposed variance is unique since this building was previously used as a residence and a physician’s
office at one time. The building was designed for this dual purpose and the building integrates into the
character of the neighborhood which is residential to the north and west and commercial along Route 83.
3) The condition or circumstances is not a result of any action on part of the applicant.
The building is a unique building in view of the fact it was designed for a dual purpose including a residence.
As highlighted above, the applicant is not changing the building, but simply restoring its original mixed‐
use.
4) The strict application of the zoning requirement would deprive the applicant of reasonable use of
his land.
The building was designed with a residence, so denying the applicant’s request would deny him the
reasonable ability to use his property as it was originally designed for.
5) The variation requested is the minimum adjustment needed for the reasonableness use of the land.
The applicant’s proposed request to use this building as a residence and office would have no negative
impact on any of the adjacent properties. There is enough parking on the subject site to service both the
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residence and any office within the building. Specifically, there is a large asphalt parking area adjacent to
the garage that would provide ample parking for any ancillary office to this building.

6) The granting of the requested variation is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the
zoning ordinance, and will not be injurious to the neighborhood, detrimental to the public welfare,
or in conflict with the village’s comprehensive plan.
The proposed mixed‐use nature of the applicant’s request is consistent with the general character of the
surrounding neighborhood. The area to the north and west continues to be residential and the areas along
Route 83 remains commercial. The proposed mixed‐use nature of the applicant’s building is a nice
transition between uses in this area.

RECOMMENDATION
The Staff proposed Variance has met the required findings of facts as outlined above and based on this
factor, Staff would make the following motion:
We move that the Village Board approve the herewith attached Ordinance for a Variance for 291
Margate to allow for a residence in the building with an ancillary office.
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