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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 2019 

7:30 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
John Kolleng 
Christine Norrick  
Ryrie Pellaton 
Bob Surman 

Members Absent: Maria Choca Urban 

Staff Present: Rachel Randolph, Zoning Review Planner 

I. Call to Order 

Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

II. 2019-Z-28 2904 Old Glenview Road 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

III. 2019-Z-19 624 Elmwood Avenue 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

3.3 
1-14-20 
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IV. 2019-Z-27 206 Girard Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2019-Z-39 1624 Lake Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:48 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Joel Feldman, representing the applicant 
   Sidley Austin 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Mr. Feldman said he learned this morning that one of the board members 

is ill and could not be at the meeting. It is in everyone’s interest to have 
as many board members as possible to hear the case. They are therefore 
requesting a continuance. His client has a meeting tomorrow and based 
on the meeting outcomes they will determine the date to present the case 
to the board. He does not have a specific date to request. If he does not 
request December 4, 2019 by Friday and go with a different date, they 
will have mailing obligations, which they understand and accept.  

 
(After 6.1) 
 3.22 Mr. Feldman noted that they may be requesting a different date.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Ms. Norrick moved to continue the case to December 4, 2019.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays (Ms. Choca-Urban was not present). 
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.12 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 The applicants had requested by email to continue to December 4, 2019 

when more board members might be in attendance. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the December 4, 2019 

meeting.  
 
 6.11 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays (Ms. Choca Urban was not present). 
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.12 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 The applicants had requested by email to continue to January 15, 2020. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the January 15, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays (Ms. Choca Urban was not present).  
  

Motion carried. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Lejla Kapidzic, applicant 
   1624 Lake Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Elvir Kapidzic, applicant 
   1624 Lake Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 This is a request a variation to permit the retention of a non-conforming 

detached garage upon demolition of the principal structure. The Village 
Board will hear this case on November 26, 2019. 

 
 3.22 The applicants were not sure how to proceed at the meeting.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Surman suggested they talk about the high points of their case and 

why the board should approve the variance.  
 
 3.24 Ms. Kapidzic said the above is stated in the letter they submitted. Their 

current garage was built in 1961. It is a brick garage. It is a 2.5 car 
garage. Tearing it down and rebuilding would require a lot of additional 
cost. They have intentions to build the house. Their request would not 
impact the neighborhood. They estimated that it would cost between 
$30,000 and $35,000 to tear down the garage and rebuild.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Kapidzic said they originally wanted to do an addition and did not 

think about doing anything with the garage. He did not know that they 
had to deal with the garage when they decided to put on an addition. 
Rebuilding the garage would impact their budget.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider said he understands that what is built there now is 

something that the applicants did not build. No matter what they do the 
main building, they would need a variance. He understands that the home 
renovation is to such an extent that it is deemed to be new construction. 
Ms. Randolph told him that she did not think that the applicants would 
not need a variance for home renovations. All the board is looking at is 
dealing with an existing condition, which is something that the 
applicants did not create.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Surman asked if they currently lived in the home.  
 
  Ms. Kapidzic said they recently moved out of the home.  
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 3.28 Ms. Norrick clarified that they were starting their renovation soon.  
 
  Ms. Kapidzic said that they plan to start soon.  
 
 3.29 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he went to the site and agrees that the garage is a nice 

brick structure. The part that is not in compliance is just outside of what 
would conform. It would not make sense to tear it down to build a similar 
garage. The requests are minimal. He can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton agreed and added that it is a 2.5 car garage, which meets 

the code. He can support the request.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Kolleng said it is an interesting situation. Usually when there is 

construction that is deemed more than 50% new it is treated like it is 
new. When it is treated as new, there cannot be variances. If the garage 
was part of the home, it might be more of an issue. The hardship is that 
the garage is already there. It is useful because it is a 2.5 car garage. 
The hardship relates to the fact that it would be a hardship to tear it 
down and build a smaller garage. He can support the request.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick agrees with above comments.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said he can support the request for reasons he 

stated.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend a request for a variation to permit the 

retention of a non-conforming detached garage upon demolition of the 
principal structure at 1624 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
 6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
 Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
 John Kolleng   Yes 

Christine Norrick   Yes 
Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 

 Bob Surman    Yes 
 Maria Choca-Urban  Not Present 
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 Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-
Z-39.  

 
 6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays (Ms. Choca Urban was not present). 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions 
of the property, the current location of the detached garage and the side-facing 
orientation, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the 
owner was not created by the owner. The difficulty prevents the owner from 
making reasonable use by retaining the existing garage, which is structurally 
in good shape. The proposed variation will not impair light and air to adjacent 
property. The garage has existed for over 50 years without any negative 
impacts. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a variation 

to permit the retention of a non-conforming detached garage upon demolition 
of the principal structure at 1624 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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