Village of Bartlett
Planning and Zoning Commission
February 5, 2026

M. Werden, Chair called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.

Roll Call

Present: J. Kapadoukakis, J. Miaso, A. McSwane, M. Werden, C. Deveaux, G. Koziol, M. Sarwas,
J. Borkgren

Absent: B. Bucaro

Also Present: Andrew Barna, Associate Planner, Brian Krause, Associate Planner

Approval of Minutes

A motion was made to approve the January 8, 2026 meeting minutes.

Motioned by: C. Deveaux
Seconded by: A. McSwane

Roll Call

Ayes: J. Miaso, A. McSwane, M. Werden, C. Deveaux, G. Koziol, J. Borkgren
Nays: None

Abstain: M. Sarwas, J. Kapadoukakis

The motion carried.

Public Forum

M. Werden opened the public forum. No one from the public came forward. M. Werden closed the
public forum.
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(#25-14) 1001 Georgian Place - Continued
Variation — Fence Height
PUBLIC HEARING

The following exhibits were presented:
Exhibit A - Picture of Sign

Exhibit B — Mail Affidavit

Exhibit C - Notification of Publication

The petitioner, Christian Donaldson, 1001 Georgian Place came forward and was sworn in by M.
Werden. C. Donaldson stated, | was originally approved for a 4-foot fence in the front yard, that fence
was installed and then we realized the fence did not offer the privacy we were looking for in that
section of the yard. We decided an extension of about 18 inches might help to give more privacy
from the sidewalk and across the street, but did not realize that we needed an addifional permit and
went ahead with the extension of the fence. We were informed that we could not add height to the
fence without a permit and were told that a 6-foot fence was not allowed in the front yard, but thought
the fence location did not break the plane of the front yard. Being that the road is curved, that
changes the definition of my front yard and that is why | applied for this variance to add the 18 inches
on top of the existing 4-foot fence. My contention is that none of the fence goes beyond the house
and is behind the front plane of the house angled at about 45 degrees. There are three 12-foot spruce
trees on the corner of the property that were there when | moved in in 2010. Zoning told me that the
fence is in the front yard. | am having an issue with the definition of what actually constitutes a front
yard from a side yard. My house is situated east to west and anything on the north side of my yard
should be considered the side yard. The other issue is the shape of my yard. You can see that itis a
pizza shaped yard and | have about 10 feet of an actual backyard as opposed to the majority of yards
in my subdivision that have big square backyards. We are using the side yard as our backyard. The
grade from the street to the back corner of my yard is about an 8 percent grade and there is about a
15-foot difference between the corner of my backyard and where the sidewalk is where it goes down
and is up a little higher at the street. If you are walking from the neighbor’s corner property when the
fence was 4-foot high, you could still see all the way info my backyard. That is why | want to bring up
the height of the fence. | apologize for not knowing that | needed a permit for that. | agree that
ignorance of the zoning is not an excuse. | am here hoping to get approval for my small fence
extension.

M. Werden did staff have any calls or emails regarding this case¢ B. Krause we did have a neighbor
come in prior to the meeting who was not able to stay. Greg Leksowski 1020 Dartmouth Drive wanted
to state for the record that they have no objection to the fence extension.

M. Werden stated to the petitioner, you did get the permit for the 4-foot fence, which is allowed at that
location. It should have struck you that you cannot just arbitrarily decide to increase the height without
getting approval. You do have an odd-shaped lot, but the zoning ordinance is clear about how
setbacks are determined, especially in the front yard where there might be an obstruction of sight lines
for traffic or people on the sidewalk. J. Miaso there are frees in front of the fence. C. Donaldson yes,
there are smaller frees there and to the north there are taller 12-foot trees, but even with the fence
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extension and the 12-foot trees, there is not a sight issue from north to south on Georgian Place because
the trees are set back from the sidewalk. J. Borkgren | drove by the location before the meeting and
| did not see any problems with sight lines from the street. | do not think there is any impact from the
fence with regard to sight lines. As | look at the evidence you presented, it is hard for me to disagree.
You have presented a clear picture that you have a hardship because of the shape of the lot. You
do not have a backyard. Your backyard is your front and side yard. Most of the other lots in the
subdivision are rectangular-shaped lots with ample backyards. You do not have that. You have met
the conditions as far as | can see in all 7 points. | have no problem with this. A. McSwane did
engineering staff look at the sight lines from the property next doore | am more concerned about the
sight distance. B. Krause sight lines are not reviewed by engineering staff and trees are not regulated
by the zoning code. Those would be flagged by public work's engineering staff if there is an
encroachment info the public sight lines or public right-of-way. Public Works has not flagged this
property. A. McSwane beyond a 4-foot fence is where sight lines becomes an issue and that may be
why the ordinance is written that way. B. Krause you are correct, sight lines are the origin of the fence
height limitation. J. Miaso the sight lines are good from both ends, north and south from the street. A.
McSwane | am just concerned about people backing out of their driveways and if they can see when
they back out. M. Sarwas you would be at the sidewalk before you came close to being in the street.
At that point, | think you would be able to see.

G. Koziol stated fo the petitioner, you have owned this property for a reasonable amount of time.
When did you redlize that there was a discrepancy? You applied for a 4-foot fence and then took it
upon yourself with all of the risks that are implied when you decided to make the fence higher. C.
Donaldson correct, last year, when we decide to redo the fence that we had, we did get a permit
approved for the é-foot fence in the backyard. My neighbors did a fence in their backyard and we
worked together to try to match up everyone’s fences in the back and then we decided to put our
fence further into the front yard to increase our backyard space. Because it was in my side yard, | did
not think about the fence height because | was already approved for a fence and | never put 2 and
2 together. | apologize for that. | was oblivious to the fact that | should apply for a fence permit to
increase the heights of the fence. It never dawned on me to do that because it was already approved
and | thought the fence was in my side yard. M. Werden asked, do you intend to leave the wood-look
on the top of the fence or are you going to paint ite C. Donaldson | used cedar and that will fade to
a gray color, which will be similar to the color of the siding. C. Deveaux asked, what is the issue? Is the
issue that the petitioner did an unauthorized addition to the fence on the front¢ B. Krause no, the
petitioner would still need to come before you for a variance if the fence addition was done with or
without a permit. That would not affect our role in this case.

C. Deveaux is the petitioner required to change the additional fencing to match the existing white
fence?¢ B. Krause no, the zoning code does not have conditions for fences regarding color or material.
That is not an issue, zoning-wise. C. Deveaux is the issue that he built an extra 14 inches on top of the
4-foot fence? B. Krause yes, the issue is the height. Anything taller than 4-feet is not permitted past the
front yard setback. C. Deveaux the petitioner is asking for a variance to allow him to keep the 14-
inches. B. Krause correct. C. Deveaux would he have to pay extra for this variance? B. Krause no,
work without a permit is a double permit fee. The standard variance application fee was applied.
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M. Werden asked the petitioner, do you intend to also add height to the gate¢ C. Donaldson yes, |
would like to do that using the gate latch hardware. The fence addition was done with 4x4 cedar post
and anchored into the hollow vinyl posts. The gate is vinyl and | would need to construct vinyl corners
for that with cedar inside and outside would be painted aluminum anchored to the cedar. | would
have to do that for the gate, but | ran out of fime and material over the summer. G. Koziol | think you
should have gone back to staff before this became a problem. You could have gone back to staff
and worked to make this 14-1/2 inches legitimate within the rules and regulations of the height of the
fence. It is not like you found out about this yesterday. You knew about this well in advance to have
done something proactive instead of reactive. B. Krause the original permit for the 4-foot fence permit
was closed in January 2025 and then staff received a code complaint in July 2025. Then in November,
the variance was applied for. G. Koziol it was known that the extra height did not meet code after it
was built. What gave you the right to increase the height of the fence on your own without clearing it
with the Village¢ C. Donaldson | was not aware that | needed a permit to add fence height to an
already permitted fence in the same location. M. Werden asked, was the fence location approved
on the plat of survey for the 4-foot fence permit application? B. Krause yes, the original permit for the
4-foot fence location was approved. M. Werden the fence was not moved forward. B. Krause no, the
height was extended. J. Borkgren asked, with respect to height extension, we are not to judge material
that is or the colore B. Krause correct. J. Borkgren asked the petitioner, did any of your neighbors
object to thiseg C. Donaldson answered, no not one. | have had a lot of compliments on the fence
and have been asked to do other people’s fences as well. After the public hearing sign went up,
people drove by that do not live in the neighborhood and said it was a great fence, who built it2 My
question is, what determines the front of the house¢ B. Krause each yard is defined by the building
setback line and building lines are set by the street. The 25-foot setback line is the distance from the
property line.

J. Borkgren the discussion about what is the side yard is irrelevant because you have satisfied the
conditions. You do have a hardship because of the shape of the lot. | agree that there is a hardship.
The other lots are rectangular and you do not have that. The conditions are unique to your property.

M. Sarwas added, yes, you should have come for approval first. We all agree with that. That is not the
issue tonight. | also drove by the property and | do not see an issue and there are no neighbors here
contending this.

M. Werden opened the public hearing.

Malgorzata Kiezel 1004 Georgian Place stated, | am the neighbor across the street and | think the
additional height is good. They have dogs that bark a lot. We do not have an issue with the additional
height of the fence. We have talked with the other neighbors about how we are happy with this. We
do not see the dogs. We like the dogs, but they were barking when people were walking on the
sidewalk. Now it is quiet because the dogs cannot see the people on the sidewalk.

G. Koziol | agree that there is a hardship, but the hardship was caused by the petitioner. He had time
to come back to the Village and straighten this out before tonight’'s meeting. M. Sarwas either way,
he would need to request this variance. He cannot change his lot shape or size. G. Koziol correct. M.
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Sarwas we would be af the same place we are today. The petitioner is asking for a variance. The fact
that it is after-the-fact is not what we should be discussing. C. Deveaux we are just here to review the
variance for the 14-1/2 inches. B. Krause correct, the variation request is for a higher than 4-foot fence
in the front yard at this location, past the line from the side yard into the front yard.

C. Deveaux made a motion to pass along a positive recommendation to the Village Board to approve
case (#25-14) 1001 Georgian Place for a fence height variation subject to the conditions and findings
of fact outlined in the staff report.

Motioned by: C. Deveaux
Seconded by: M. Sarwas

M. Werden closed the public hearing.

Roll Call

Ayes: C. Deveaux, M. Sarwas, J. Kapadoukakis, J. Miaso, A. McSwane,
J. Borkgren, M. Werden

Nays: G. Koziol

The motion carried.
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Old Business/ New Business
A. Barna we will likely have a case next month to review for Bartlett Meadow for rezoning from B-4 to
PUD at Route 59 and Schick Road with Pulte for 28 single family homes.

M. Werden asked if there was a motion to adjourn.

Motioned by: M. Sarwas
Seconded by: J. Miaso

Motion passed by unanimous voice vote.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:42 pm.
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