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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 17, 2019 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy  
 Mike Boyer 
 John Kolleng 
 Christine Norrick 
 Reinhard Schneider 
 Bob Surman  
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

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

 
II. 2019-Z-13 1913 Thornwood Avenue 

 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2019-Z-07 500 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

 

3.2 
6-11-19 
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IV. 2019-Z-10 127 16th Street 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

 
V. 2019-Z-14 627 Maple Avenue 

 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2019-Z-12 2737 Blackhawk Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

 
VII. Approval of the March 20, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the March 20, 2019 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays (Mr. 
Schneider was recused). Motion carried. 

 
VIII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:22 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. Jeremy Henrich, applicant 
 
  3.12 Ms. Debra Henrich applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and fence 

openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the side yard 
adjoining a street. The Village Board will hear this case on May 14, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said he submitted a letter explaining his request. Currently the main 

issue is that given the busyness of Ridge Road from a vehicular and pedestrian 
perspective, it is a hardship to fully use their backyard. Their proposal does not 
impact any neighbors. They will put the fence inside the line of bushes so it will be 
somewhat hidden. The fence is only in the backyard portion and is not extending 
all the way into the front yard towards Thornwood. They looked at other fences that 
had gotten approval in various parts of the Village that were also on busy roads. 
There are not any fences on Ridge because most of the houses on Ridge face Ridge 
instead of having their back or side yard face Ridge like his does. There are no other 
fences in the immediate vicinity but there are fences on Hunter just north of Lake 
and a number on Wilmette Avenue and Glenview Road near the community pool. 

 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer said that the applicant included photos with the letter. Will it be a normal 

solid fence with 4” x 4” posts?  
 
  The applicant said they do not have the exact design at this time, but it will be 

something similar as shown in pictures.  
 
  Ms. Roberts clarified that the fence would be set back 7’ to 8’ from the property 

line.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Boyer asked if the fence needed a footer and was that why they were back 4’.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there would be a foundation with a wall.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider asked the purpose of a solid fence.  
 
  The applicant said that the main reason is to block the space from traffic on Ridge 

Road as related to be a sound buffer and to block evening headlights. There are also 
people walking by who have dogs and he wanted to separate his yard from 
pedestrians walking by.  
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 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that he drove down Ridge and looked at houses on the west 
side. There were two houses without fences along Ridge and that was the 
applicant’s house and the house across Thornwood. Every other house has a 4’ high 
fence with at least 50% openness. Why is his situation different? The other homes 
have fences to delineate their yard areas from the sidewalk, which is what the 
applicant wants to do.  

 
  The applicant said that the set-up of those houses is different. Most of those houses 

do not have a full backyard exposed to Ridge like he does. The houses face Ridge 
and the backyards are separated from Ridge by the house. There are some side 
yards. His full backyard is exposed to Ridge.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that with a lot of those houses, there are yards on either side 

as they face Ridge. Which are the two streets that come together and meet? 
 
  The applicant said that those streets were Beechwood and Kenilworth.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy referenced the house on the north corner. They have a triangular 

piece for their yard. If anybody had a complaint about car lights and noise, it should 
be the homeowners of that house. That house would be most impacted. He has a 
problem figuring out why the applicant’s house is different from others. He said 
that other people’s yards are also impacted but they are following the rules with 
their fencing.  

 
  Ms. Henrich said that the house that is directly across the street from them that faces 

Ridge has a small side yard with a 4’ fence.  
 
  The applicant said that there is no fence as indicated in the above comment.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that they have bushes.  
 
  The applicant said that the home across the street’s more utilized yard is on the 

other side of the house.  
 
  Ms. Henrich said that neighbor’s other side yard is very large.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said there were three kids playing in that part of the neighbor’s 

yard when he drove by. He said that the applicants are able to use their backyard.  
 
  The applicant agreed and said he could use his backyard. There is busy consistent 

traffic on Ridge that impacts him.  
 
  Ms. Henrich said they had to pick up a lot of glass in their backyard. There is a lot 

of pedestrian traffic on the sidewalk and having their dog outside with a higher 
fence would alleviate some broken glass that could harm their dog and children. 
This happens regularly.  
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 3.28 Mr. Surman said that typically there would be more of a reason to have a higher 
fence. He noted that every case is different but when the board has approved cases 
like this it is for different reasons like headlights going right into the house and this 
was a disturbance.  

 
  Ms. Henrich talked about a big sliding glass door in the back of their house and its 

headlights light up their whole house on the inside and the same with their side 
window as people turn right onto Ridge.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said that from his viewpoint, it doesn’t seem any different from other 

homes in the area. The board interprets the codes and apply them.  
 
  Ms. Henrich said that right in that area, the houses around them face Ridge and that 

is different from their situation except for that one house on Beechwood.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that there are many similar streets to Ridge like Illinois. He said 

that the codes were created to have a certain aesthetic along those streets and not a 
barricade. He understands their point about wanting an enclosure.  

 
  Ms. Henrich said that their house is being resided in the near future, so they are 

trying to make changes for the house to look nice. The fence will mostly be hidden 
by trees.  

 
 3.31 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. Kolleng said that the board gets a lot of requests like this. What the applicants 

propose will be out of character with the neighborhood. They can put up a 4’ high 
fence or taller shrubs or greenery to create blockage, but to have a 6’ high stockade 
fence on Ridge when none of the other houses have this is not in character with the 
neighborhood. Standards of review are not met, and he cannot support the request. 
There is no adequate hardship.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said that this turns for him on where the fence is being placed. As 

submitted, it is 8’ to 9’ from the sidewalk and 7’ to 8’ from the lot line. The fence 
code pertains to narrower lots. This is a wide lot. If someone wanted to put their 
fence 10’ in on a 50’ corner side that reduces their total yard space considerably but 
normally this would not happen. They are putting the fence almost 10’ in from the 
lot line and in this area, there is the beginning of a downward slope off of Ridge. It 
is obscured by bushes and trees. The fence will not be that apparent when one goes 
down Ridge. He would not support this if the fence was right on the lot line.  

 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said that the fence won’t be seen during the summer.  
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 5.4 Mr. Boyer said that the fence won’t be seen as much but it will still be visible.  He 
said that because of where it is being placed makes a difference to him and he can 
support the request.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider said that this kind of request has been approved by the board a few 

times, but it is an exception rather than the rule. In this case, in looking at the 
standards of review for fences, it meets three of the eight considerations. He 
referenced the northwest corner of chestnut and ridge. That house fronts ridge, but 
the yard is south of the house. They have a 4’ high wrought iron fence that is 
surrounded by dense arbor vitae and it looks attractive. He does not understand the 
need for a solid 6’ high fence. He does not see the hardship and does not see why 
an exception needs to be made.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said he agrees with Messrs. Schneider and Kolleng. He does not see a 

hardship. There is a certain character to that area and to most of the streets in the 
village. There were no examples that were similar to what the applicants propose.  

 
 5.7 Ms. Norrick said that there does not seem to be a big issue with headlights.  
 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy said that he agreed with one of Mr. Kolleng’s main points which 

is about the character of the neighborhood. No one else has a fence like the one 
being proposed. He senses that this will be a negative recommendation to the 
village board although the village board could overturn the negative 
recommendation and see the case in a different way. He encourages the applicants 
not to give up what they are pursuing. The board has to more strictly apply standards 
of review to the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height 

variation and fence openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid 
fence in the side yard adjoining a street at 1913 Thornwood Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Christine Norrick  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
 

Motion failed. 
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 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for this case.  

 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of 
the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no conditions of the lot that are creating a 
hardship. It is not uncommon to have a corner lot and a backyard along a street, even a 
busier street like Ridge Road. There are no other tall and enclosed fences in the area so 
what is proposed will stand out and alter the character of the neighborhood. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the 
Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical condition of the property, the orientation with 
the rear yard along Ridge Road, imposes upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight 
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the nature of the lot. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of their property with the safe enclosure 
of their property. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent properties or otherwise injure other properties and its use.  The variations if 
granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood as the fence will be set 
back from the sidewalk and located behind existing tall landscaping. 
 
Ridge Road is a fairly busy street and the fence provides a visual and sound barrier from 
the street and sidewalk. The fence will be set back substantially from the sidewalk and will 
largely be screened by existing landscaping. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.0’ fence height 
variation and fence openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in 
the side yard adjoining a street at 1913 Thornwood Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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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. Scott Byron, landscape architect 
   Scott Byron & Company 
   30088 N. Skokie Highway, Lake Bluff 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.43’ fence height variation to permit 

the installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard. The Village Board will hear 
this case on May 14, 2019.   

 
 3.22 Mr. Byron said there are two gates. One is a service entry gate on the north side of 

the property and the other is the main gate on the south side of the property. They 
are not asking for a variance for the middle portion, which is a 4’ high fence. The 
area is heavily and densely landscaped. They are asking for the 6.43’ gates for 
privacy and security. The design is classic and goes with the house. He drove in the 
area and there are six houses with 6’ high fence and gates along Sheridan and 
Michigan. There is a lot of pedestrian and vehicular traffic on Sheridan Road.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider asked that Mr. Byron show a picture of the gate. He added that the 

height started at 4’ and then went to 6’. It is a visual barrier. The gates indicate 
private property and do not impact the neighborhood. The landscape plan was 
meant to be a beautiful addition to the front. The gates are set back so the visual 
impact on Sheridan Road is minimal. The south gate is almost 38’ back and the 
north gate is over 17’ back from the sidewalk. 

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said that the plan shows a 4’ gate.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that 1.10 indicates the pedestrian entry gate. On 1.9 is the 

service entrance gate, the northern gate, which is 6’.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that the gates are a matching design. He noted that all fencing is 4’ 

tall and the post has to be 6’ for strength so they can hang the gate.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy referenced the bottom drawing on 1.9 that showed a different 

dimension for the fence.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that could be a drawing error. The fencing is meant to be 4’. 
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy clarified that the reason why they need the 6’ gate is for security. 

It feels like this case is about aesthetics instead of security. There is a 4’ fence and 
someone could easily climb that. 
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  Mr. Byron talked about visual security. He said that the request has to do with 
aesthetics in that they want the house to look great.  He said that the gates are meant 
to say, “This is our property.” So, it is a visual security barrier.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Kolleng noted that any fence says this is our property.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that a 4’ gate looks easy to go over.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Kolleng said that there are a lot of houses on the lake without fences.  
 
  Mr. Bryon said that there are six houses with gates.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy noted that the most recent request for an entire 6.5’ fence on 

Michigan was turned down by the Zoning Board.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that there is no hardship and that this is just a request.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that the hardship is the idea of security because people can access 

the property.  
 
 3.32 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. Schneider said that this house is across from the Baha’i Temple. He does not 

see that any neighbors are impacted by the request. It is not a solid fence and the 
design is attractive.  He noted that there is only one point where the height reaches 
6.4’. The fence is wrought iron and transparent. The 4’ high portion will be covered 
with landscaping. In this situation, the fence will not harm anyone so he can support 
the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman asked Mr. Bryon one more question. Adjacent to the main entry is a 

gate with a sidewalk. How tall is that gate? 
 
  Mr. Byron said that gate is 4’ high. They did not ask for that gate to be 6’ because 

it is not visible and is heavily landscaped. They were careful about what they asked 
for.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman appreciates the design. He cannot wrap his head around a hardship in 

this case. He does not see security being that much of an issue as there are several 
other accessible points nearby. He cannot support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said that Mr. Schneider was alluding that there is only a small portion of 

the gate that is 6’ and over.   
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that the entire service gate is 6’.  
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 5.5 Mr. Boyer said he thought that both fences were the same design.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that the service gate is 6’ across. It goes straight across and he 

apologized because he previously misspoke.  
 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said that the main gate at the southern entrance has the bell shape 

and two large stone pillars. The northern gate is the service gate and is closer to the 
street. 

 
 5.7 Mr. Boyer said if both gates had been the same design, he would have supported 

the request. Since one of the gates is 6’ across, he cannot support the request.  
 
 5.8 Mr. Kolleng said there is no hardship although that does not need to be the defining 

piece. It looks good, is 90% open, and this is different than the previous case where 
the fence was solid. He is on the fence with this case. He will listen to other 
comments from board members. 

 
 5.9 Ms. Norrick said that she is also torn on this case. She does not see a hardship.  
 
 5.10 Chairman Duffy said that the board agrees that the design is beautiful. It will create 

an imposing entryway. But the code says that although it is beautiful and how it 
works is clear, 4’ high adjoining a street. Even with it being set back, it is still over 
6’.  He is leaning towards going with the strict interpretation of the code rather than 
finding a gray area and he does not see a gray area.  

 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider noted that the code is silent on gates.  
 
 5.12 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts for her interpretation on gates.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the gate is part of the fence.  

 
 5.13 Mr. Boyer asked Chairman Duffy if he would support it if both fence designs were 

the same.  
 
 5.14 Chairman Duffy said that he is taking a strict interpretation on this case. In his 

opinion, in this type of case, it is not up to the board to say that this is okay. It is up 
to the village board to say if they don’t agree with the zoning board and the village 
board could overturn the board’s decision or the village board could modify the 
request.  

 
 5.15 Mr. Kolleng said that there is nothing objectionable about this fence.  
 
 5.16 Chairman Duffy agreed that it is a great design.  
 
 5.17 Mr. Kolleng said he leans towards supporting the request.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.43’ fence height 

variation to permit the installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard at 500 
Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-07.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of 
the Zoning Ordinance. There are no conditions of the property that necessitate the two gates 
to be taller than that permitted by the ordinance. Because the fence is proposed at 4’ in 
height, it is difficult to justify having just the driveway gates be over 4’ in height. There 
are no taller front yard fences or gates in the immediate area.  
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the 
Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property, the size and 
proximity to the lake, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner 
was not created by the owner and is due to the nature of the lot. The difficulty prevents the 
owner from making reasonable use of their property with the safe enclosure of their 
property. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 
adjacent properties or otherwise injure other properties and its use. The variations if granted 
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Sheridan Road is a busy street 
and the primary neighbor across the street is the Baha’i House of Worship; the gates will 
therefore have little impact on these neighbors. Only a small portion of the main gate is 
over 6’ tall. The gates are conforming to the openness requirement, minimizing their visual 



2019-Z-07 500 Sheridan Road April 17, 2019 

5 
 

impact. The gates comply with the openness requirement of the ordinance, minimizing 
their visual impact. The gates will be set back substantially from the front lot line. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION  
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.43’ fence height 
variation to permit the installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard at 500 Sheridan 
Road in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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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. Garrett Hohimer, applicant 
   1622 Wilmette Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 204.61 square foot (3.75%) lot coverage 

variation and a 57.87 square foot (5.31%) rear yard structure impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage. 
The Village Board will hear this case on May 14, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Chairman Duffy asked Mr. Hohimer if he currently owned the home.  
 
  Mr. Hohimer said he currently owned the home.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Hohimer said the home is a traditional bungalow. They have expanded the 

dormer upstairs. It was done under a prior permit. The lot is small. There is alley 
access. The driveway is adequately sized in the front but gets to 6’ wide at the side 
of the house. He drives a small Prius and cannot get it through there. He wants to 
remove all of the side drive, leaving part of the walkway in the front, and turning 
the garage to face the alley and making it a two-car garage.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy noted that they are removing the curb cut and the apron. They are 

keeping part of the driveway in the front as a walk. Is there still a drive between the 
houses? 

 
  Mr. Hohimer said that the entirety of the drive from the front façade of the house 

to the back façade in the garage would come out and he would reinstall a walkway 
from the garage door to the porch so they could get from the garage to the back 
door of the house.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that there is a significant reduction in impervious surface 

coverage.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman said he drove the alley and it is about one half of the width of a normal 

alley. He does not think that the proposed plan is laid out to be usable. There is only 
a 3’ apron. He drove down and ended up backing up the entire way down the alley. 
They would have to set the garage back further to compensate for the alley size. A 
lot of homes that have the garage door opening to the alley had set the garage further 
back. He said that the garage has to also be planned for the future.  
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  Mr. Hohimer said they requested the garage to be a little wider than usual based on 
the turning radius. Having extra width was adequate to back up to the side. There 
is leeway in the garage to turn the nose of the car.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said perhaps if the garage was parallel to the alley and there would 

be a pad to access the garage.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said that either way the garage would eat up the garage space.  
 
  Mr. Hohimer said he had considered putting the garage on the other side of the 

yard, but that wouldn’t necessarily work. There is a tree in the northwest corner that 
they want to maintain.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said that the architect should check the location again.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said if the location changed the applicant would need to return to 

the board.  
 
 3.31 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. Boyer said he wants to hear his colleague’s comments. Initially he was thinking 

that most of the neighbors have 20’ x 20’ garages. There are not that many 22’ wide 
garages on the alley. The point was brought up that since the alley is so narrow 
having a 20’ x 20’ garage limits the use of the garage to pull in and out. A larger 
garage is better in this case and almost necessary to have a well-functioning garage 
because of the tight alley. He is still on the fence.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that the village supports two car garages. The board has approved 

garage replacements of two car garages. He can support the request. There are some 
issues with the alley length and maneuvering room, but that is not before the board. 
He has no issue with proposed garage size. Standards of review are met.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said that the intent to reduce the driveway from the street eliminates 

impervious surface. The board more commonly sees 22’ x 20’ garages but this is 
40 square feet larger but he understands that this is for maneuvering. He has no 
issue with this request.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick does not have a problem with the request. She shares Mr. Surman’s 

concern about the 3’ dimension and if this is sufficient to not hit another garage 
behind it. But the applicant has taken this into consideration and if the architect and 
applicant think this is enough room she can support the request.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Surman said that the design is great but is concerned about the 3’ dimension. 

He talked about impacting the garage on the other side if they want to put a new 
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garage 3’ off of the lot line like the applicant then there is about 14’. A typical 
parking space is 18’. He cannot see approving this request because it will not 
function well.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said he was also concerned about a tight alley. If the applicant 

thinks this will work based on the architect’s plans, then he can support this. He 
thought that the extra width was helpful.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 204.61 square foot 

(3.75%) lot coverage variation and a 57.87 square foot (5.31%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached 
two-car garage at 127 16th Street in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-10.  
 
 6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
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 particular physical conditions of the property, the sub-
standard lot width, lot depth, and lot area, impose upon the owner a particular hardship. 
The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique 
circumstances of the lot. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question and not 
generally shared by others. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use 
of the property with a two-car garage. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent properties; the proposed garage conforms to the required 
setbacks and will result in a substantial amount of impervious coverage being removed. 
The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The 
character will improve with the removal of the front curb cut and driveway. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 204.61 square foot 
(3.75%) lot coverage variation and a 57.87 square foot (5.31%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-
car garage at 127 16th Street in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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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. John Notch, applicant 
   627 Maple Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 4.69’ side yard solar panel setback 

variation, a variation from the requirement that the free standing solar energy 
system be only in the rear yard, a 290 square foot solar panel size variation, and a 
6.4’ accessory structure separation variation to permit the installation of free 
standing solar panels on an existing fence. The Village Board will hear this case on 
May 14, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Notch said he and his wife have lived in the house for 37 years. This is their 

first time before the board. He hopes that the board approves their request. He 
brought in manufacturer’s specs for the panels and showed them to the board.  

 
  They want to use premium panels that are made in the United States. They are very 

efficient. He and his wife believe that global warming is real and that it is caused 
by human activity. They believe in science and believe that everyone should 
mitigate global warming.  

 
  One thing that they could do is with solar panels on their property. Their house was 

built in a forest swamp 107 years ago. It was developed in a forest so big trees were 
there before houses were built. The houses were surrounded with big oak trees with 
large canopies. They could not do a solar project if the trees were there because of 
the shade created. In the last six years, some of the larger trees on the properties to 
the west came down. Now they have unobstructed sun on the mid part of their 
property that faces the alley. He showed a photo taken at 1:30 p.m. showing 
unobstructed sun light.  

 
  They want to install solar panels to generate their own electricity for their house. 

They read the ordinance and met with Mr. Adler and Ms. Roberts. The current 
ordinance talks about two ways to have a solar project. If someone does a project 
that is house-mounted, like putting them on the roof or on the façade, almost 
anything can be put on, with an unlimited number facing any direction. They could 
go on the front of the house. For a ground supported system, there are unrealistic 
requirements and are not equitable with a roof-mounted system.  

 
  He did a drawing of what they could do with a house-mounted system. It looked 

very unattractive. There are other problems including installation. In his situation, 
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their roof is slate so it would be impossible to do retrofit work on the roof without 
tearing it off. They didn’t want this type of system.  

 
  He has a fence by the alley. The fence is very strong, and will be there for a long 

time. It can support having a bracket added to the top for solar panels along the top. 
He showed a drawing of what they would end up with, which is more attractive. It 
would run the full fence length. He showed the cross section.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said that the applicant is proposing a whole line of panels and not 

just one panel on each post.  
 
  The applicant is forming a ribbon of solar panels. There are longitudinal members 

that are the supporting rails.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked the length of the panel in a vertical position.  
 
  The applicant said that panels are many different sizes. The ones he has been 

focusing on are 44” wide and 68” long. He would line them up in the narrow 
direction and will lay landscape (horizontal).   

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked how much higher the panel would be since it will be angled 

back.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman referenced 1.4, which explains a lot.  
 
  The applicant said that there is a 25-degree tilt from the horizontal. The vertical 

projection is 18.5” and the horizontal projection is about 3’4”. It would be very 
easy to build. One panel weigh about 50 pounds. He did structural calculations on 
the fence posts and they can carry the extra load. It would be simple to add brackets 
and install panels. It would be simple to wire them up.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider asked the total square footage of the panels.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said that the length is 120’’. 
 
  The applicant said that total square footage is 390. If he can get 390 square feet, 

they can generate almost 100% of the power that the house consumes in a year. He 
has information about the numbers.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked if the panels were installed on the roof or on the side of the 

house, would any variance be needed or are there guidelines.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there are standards and they have to meet height and setbacks.  
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 3.30 Mr. Boyer said that this request is caught up in accessary structure code. But it is 
mounted on a fence and there is additional height being added, wouldn’t this be a 
fence height variation? It would be 8’ at the highest point of the panel.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that they didn’t talk about that when reviewing the request. As a 

solar panel, it is a more restrictive way to look at it. It has the 5’ setback 
requirement.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Boyer said they could eliminate the accessory structure and it doesn’t feel like 

an accessory structure. It adds 1.5’ to the existing fence.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the definition of a fence referencing enclosing yards.  
 
  The applicant said that the fence is the bamboo and not the fence post. He 

referenced section 13.4 for accessory structures, the height limit on the panels is 
12’.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Boyer noted that in the accessory structure code, one can have a bathroom, 

running water, and an oven, but not living quarters. His point is that this situation 
is caught in the accessory structure code but is not an accessory structure.  

 
  The applicant said that it is an accessory structure.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy asked how it becomes an accessory structure if it is part of the 

fence.  
 
  The applicant said that section 13.4 has its own specific section related to solar 

energy systems.  
 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy explained that these are accessory structures because under the 

definition, they are on their own support. The support is not being used for a fence.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Boyer said that for 10’ x 10’ free standing solar panels, there has to be a certain 

setback. This is not the 10’ x 10’ traditional on a pedestal solar panels in the middle 
of a yard. This exact situation is silent to the code.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Surman noted that Mr. Boyer saw it as more of a fence.  
 
 3.37 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Boyer is asking why this is not a fence issue and why 

is it an accessory structure issue.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Boyer said that the panels are adding 1.5’ to the fence whether it is tilted or not. 

It is now an 8’ fence structure.  
 
  Ms. Roberts added that a fence definition talks about and is used to delineate a 

boundary or barrier as a means of protection. This element – solar panels – does 
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not serve that function. If the board believes a fence height variation is appropriate, 
it can be added to the request.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Boyer said he understands that the panels do not fit with the fence definition 

but does not fit with the definition of an accessory structure.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the definition of an accessory structure is broad enough to 

include fences.  
 
 3.40 Chairman Duffy said that this case is more about the fence and he was willing to 

overlook the accessory structure part. He was visualizing smaller panels. The panels 
are 5’8” and are continuous. He saw it being less impactful than it could be to the 
line of site. He would love solar panels on his house. He wants to support the request 
but sees a gray area.  

 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said that the applicant wants to install the solar panels and save energy 

and help the environment. The hardship is that this cannot be installed on a slate 
roof.  

 
 3.42 Chairman Duffy said those who wrote the code did not visualize solar panels being 

installed this way.  
 
  The applicant said he usually sees solar panels on roofs, and he cannot think of an 

example on a ground support system.  
 
 3.43 Chairman Duffy said it might be hidden in someone’s yard.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Boyer said that Wilmette yards do not lend themselves to a pedestal mounting 

due to the trees and people not wanting to lose yard space.  
 
  The applicant said that his solution is elegant. It is attractive. They are not 

obstructing light or air. There is an alley and the properties to the west face the other 
way.  

 
 3.45 Mr. Boyer said that the applicant’s fence ends and there is no return to the house.  
 
  The applicant said that it does not return.  
 
 3.46 Mr. Boyer asked the applicant, if he could, would he be willing to put up the same 

fence looking down the run of the fence.  
 
  The applicant said he could but what would it gain. What is the point?  
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman said that the top would still be seen.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Boyer agreed but said that one is looking down all of it would not be seen.  
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  The applicant said that one cannot tell how long it is and only the thin strip is visible.  
 
 3.49 Mr. Surman noted that the panels are specialized for each location. This is along an 

alley. What if there was a neighbor and what if it was a demising fence? 
 
  The applicant said that his lot is unique and the alley is a 20’ buffer. Houses to the 

west are turned the other way. The buildings in the back of their lots are one-story 
garages with hip or gable roofs. He does not get shade from those structures. He is 
not impacting any of their views.  

 
 3.50 Chairman Duffy said that the potential for impact would be the house on the corner, 

535 Crescent.  He may see the first 5’ of where the panels would be. As one goes 
down the alley, garages and fencing block the view. To his point about the site’s 
uniqueness, it is true. But similar to Mr. Boyer, it seems to him more like a fence 
height issue than how close it is to the house, which is the accessory structure issue.  

 
 3.51 Ms. Norrick asked if Chairman Duffy would not have an issue if their fence was 

4.5’ tall.  
 
 3.52 Mr. Boyer asked the applicant if he considered solar panel shingles.  
 
  The applicant said that would not be possible. Tesla is doing solar shingle. Shingles 

would be for a new roof. When he had the slate roof put on, he knew there would 
be no maintenance for a long time. He does not want to do anything with the roof. 
It was expensive and a lot of work.  

 
 3.53 Mr. Surman said that if the fence was only 4’ with a structure that was built up, all 

structure and panels would be more obvious. If he had a large front yard that faced 
south, can he put a solar panel starting at 6’ off of the ground?  

 
 3.54 Chairman Duffy asked if consideration was given to putting a panel over each post.  
 
  The applicant said that this would not make sense. He is trying to create a 

reasonable-sized system so that he can generate the annual usage for his house. Just 
having 6 to 8 panels does not make sense to him. Even if every panel was centered 
on each post, it would look like some pieces were missing.  

 
 3.55 Mr. Schneider asked if the issue was it being objectionable when one is looking at 

the ribbon of panels. If they had a straight roof facing west and it was covered with 
solar panels would be visible to the entire neighborhood. What the applicant is 
proposing is more elegant. The board needs to make a recommendation based on 
best judgment.  

 
  The applicant said he could put something on his house as a matter of right, but it 

would look terrible.  
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 3.56 Mr. Boyer said that no one would do that to their house.  
 
  The applicant said that this points out the inequity between what can be done on a 

building compared to a ground-supported system.  
 
 3.57 Mr. Surman said if someone had a 6’ high fence and wanted to do the exact same 

thing but their lot was not as deep, so they wanted a 3’ rise instead of an 18” rise 
and wanted a bigger panel. How does the board make a decision on this? 

 
 3.58 Chairman Duffy said that every application is case by case.  
 
 3.59 Mr. Boyer pointed out that the code was not created for tonight’s type of case.  
 
  The applicant said that the relief he is seeking is almost right on the property line. 

He does not have the 5’ setback. This is an alley and he talked about what is actually 
his side yard and then he runs up against the requirement about no accessory 
structures in side yards.  

 
 3.60 Chairman Duffy said that it being set back lessens the height issue.  
 
  The applicant said that the alley is somewhat sunken. He said someone in the alley 

would not see the panel.  
 
 3.61 Chairman Duffy reiterated that there is not something in the code that covers this, 

and the board is trying to figure out a way to justify a way to make this happen. 
And one has to consider the impact on the neighborhood and will the character 
change and will neighbors be negatively impacted.  

 
  The applicant said that in his view the neighborhood character is an alley. He is 

trying to beautify the neighborhood. The nice ribbon looks better than putting it on 
the roof or on the side of the house. He said that the ribbon is attractive, and he is 
helping mankind. Why not let him do it? 

 
 3.62 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 today and he initially thought that it would 

stand out. But then looking at it further, looking at the section, and the perspective 
and understanding that it is on an alley, he thinks it is a good solution. They cannot 
put the panels on the slate roof. Putting them on the side would be awkward. It is a 
well thought out design. He can support it. 

 
 5.2 Chairman Duffy asked if the hardship was that the applicant has no place else to 

put the panels. 
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 5.3 Mr. Boyer said they do not want trees to be cut down.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said that each case for solar panels will be unique. This is the perfect 

site along an alley. Not much of it will be visible. Probably only a small glare will 
be visible.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Boyer said there are four requests, and none deal with what is being proposed. 

The solar panels are not on a building, not on a roof and the panels are not an 
accessory structure, it is not a free-standing unit because they are attached to a 
fence. Nothing in the code can be applied to this case. How does it impact the 
neighborhood? This is on the alley so there is minimal impact on neighbors. He had 
the same concerns as Mr. Surman had when he initially went to the site, which is 
that it would have a visual impact on neighbors. Will it be unsightly? Too high?  
This is such a new design and type of case. The board may see more of these in the 
future. He was against the proposal but is more comfortable with it now. There is 
enough hardship that he can support the request. He wishes that a true mock up 
would have been created.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy also would like to see a true mock up. His one concern has to do 

with impact. He wants a feel for dimensions. What is the impact of the size and 
ribbon of solar panels? He understands why it can work. He understands the goals. 
He has some concerns about the posts supporting the amount of weight. Every post 
will support at least 1.5 panels of weight.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Boyer said that there are metal posts in cement.  
 
 5.8 Mr. Surman said that the way to view it is that this fence was put together differently 

than most fences as the applicant and his wife are structural engineers. A normal 
fence could not be used for this type of application.  

 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy said he has no idea about certain dimensions. Can it support the 

weight?  
 
 5.10 Mr. Schneider said that this is a unique solution to a unique situation, and it will 

not set a precedent. Each solar panel case will be unique. The code does not apply 
to this situation. He said that four strands of barbed wire might be legal but would 
not be visually appealing. He said that he can support this request. Using solar 
panels should be applauded.  

 
 5.11 Mr. Kolleng said this is a one of a kind case. The oak trees are now gone. Using the 

roof or side of house is not a solution. Having this along an alley makes it remote 
and away from the public. It is a good solution. He would rather see this than a 
patchwork application on a roof or side of the house. He can support it. This is 
easier to look at than other options.  

 
 5.12 Ms. Norrick can also support this.  
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 5.13 Chairman Duffy said he discussed his thoughts above. He is all about the 

environment. He wants to support this, but his main concern is the appearance. 
There is no good visual image that was presented. The board has asked applicants 
in other cases to return with better plans. He appreciates that the applicant brought 
in the spec sheet for the panel. He is struggling with what this will look like. He is 
not sure how he will vote on this.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 4.69’ side yard solar 

panel setback variation, a variation from the requirement that the free standing solar 
energy system be only in the rear yard, a 290 square foot solar panel size variation, 
and a 6.4’ accessory structure separation variation to permit the installation of free 
standing solar panels on an existing fence at 627 Maple Avenue in accordance with 
the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   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-14.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   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 particular physical conditions of the house, the existing 
slate roof and the siting of the house, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. In 
addition, the particular conditions of the property, the siting of the property adjacent to an 
alley, the construction of the existing fence, and the recent removal of trees, provide 
advantages that may not exist elsewhere for what the applicant proposes to do. The plight 
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the 
house and lot. The difficulty and the advantages are peculiar to the property in question 
and not generally shared by others. The difficulty prevents the owner from installing 
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conforming roof-mounted or façade-mounted solar panels. The proposed solar panels will 
have a low profile and will face an alley. The adjacent properties have their rear yards 
facing the side of the subject property and therefore, the variations will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air and, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighbor. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 4.69’ side yard solar 
panel setback variation, a variation from the requirement that the free standing solar energy 
system be only in the rear yard, a 290 square foot solar panel size variation, and a 6.4’ 
accessory structure separation variation to permit the installation of free standing solar 
panels on an existing fence at 627 Maple Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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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. Elizabeth Mirkin, applicant 
   2737 Blackhawk Road 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Mr. Schneider recused himself from this case.  
 
 3.22 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 7.73’ side yard generator setback 

variation and a 7.0 decibel sound variation to permit the installation of an 
emergency standby generator. The Village Board will hear this case on May 14, 
2019.  

 
 3.23 The applicant lives on the corner lot of Blackhawk and Osage. Her front yard is 

really her driveway. Her side yard is Blackhawk, which is the front of the house. 
The house was finished in 2006, which is when she moved in. It was a spec house. 
Part of her basement has flooded three times with three power outages over the last 
13 years. She had to replace an entire section of the basement. She has two sump 
pumps. She replaced the pumps and made them higher horsepower so they could 
pump more effectively. She added battery back-up with two marine batteries that 
she pumps continuously for over 8 hours if there is no power. But there were 
problems with the pumps. She needs a more permanent solution. She will have to 
say she has had water in her basement if she wants to sell the house.  

 
  The pattern repeats and was not one isolated instance. The first time was in 2006 

when there were micro tornados. It seems to happen fairly frequently. She had a 
contractor come up to find a generator location. The best place is where gas and 
electric enter the house. If she put it in her other side yard, she would have it in her 
front yard. That would not look good. She would still have to go through walls to 
hook to gas and electric.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked about rear yard setbacks for generators.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said in the rear yard to the west would be a minimum of 15’.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Kolleng referenced decibels. Are there generators that meet the decibel 

requirements? 
 
  The applicant is not sure about this. One of her neighbors has the same model she 

is considering.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that the unit is enclosed but there are still decibel readings. 
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The applicant talked about screening the generator with a fence.  
 
  The applicant said that there is a fence that weaves into the small section of back 

yard. She would extend it up past the generator.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy clarified that no variation would be needed to extend the fence if 

it stays within the front yard setback.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Boyer said that a neighbor wrote a letter and the neighbor had concerns. They 

got information from a Purdue University website. There are always issues with 
these cases. He got information from the same website that the neighbor used. It 
has good information about decibel levels sound when applied to real life items. He 
read some of them.  Upper 70s are annoyingly loud to some people.  
Radio/tv/audio/vacuum cleaner – 70 decibels. The letter uses the 80-decibel 
category and noted that at 80 decibels it is two times as loud as 70 decibels. It 
exponentially increases.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said that 77 decibels is closer to the 80-decibel figures.  
 
  The applicant said that the sound goes up exponentially.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Kolleng said that the board hears a lot of generator cases and they have not 

heard any follow up about issues. The generator testing is usually during mid-
morning.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that the board usually asks about an alternate location for the 

generator.  
 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy said he asked Ms. Roberts about an alternate location. He walked 

the site. There are a lot of window wells on site and there cannot be a generator 
under a window. The only other location would be the right front corner behind the 
fence, which they would consider to be backyard area. But there are plantings there. 
They would have to screen around it because it adjoins the street. That is the 
opposite corner from where gas/electric come into the house, which is the most 
economical point to place it. The proposed location seems to be the most 
reasonable. 

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman said that the board usually sees drawings with more detail like showing 

the size of the equipment and required setbacks.  
 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy said that it is 10’ in depth from the front corner of the house.  
 
 3.35 Mr.  Surman said that for an AC unit, they may need 30” on each side, but he does 

not know what it is for generators.  
 
  The applicant said it indicates 18” from the wall of the house.  
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  Ms. Roberts said she used 2’ to calculate the setback.  
 
 3.36 There was no one in the audience to speak on the case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng noted that the board hears a lot of generator cases particularly in the 

spring. Testing the generator occurs once/week in mid-morning. Standards of 
review are met. He has not heard any feedback after a generator was installed. He 
can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said he initially thought that the location was a bad decision based on 

the neighbor’s language. When he went to the site, he saw that lots are wide. There 
is a driveway and a garage, and the bedroom window is farther away – about 20’ 
from the generator. With the issue of toxic gases flowing into the bedroom, the 
neighbor’s garage is under the bedroom and the cars are closer to the bedroom 
window than the generator will be. Maybe the neighbors did not understand the 
plan. He can support the proposal.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman agrees with above comments.  
 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick also agreed.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said he went to the site thinking that this will be a harder decision 

based on the letter. There was an exaggeration in the letter to make a point. The 
proposed location is the most reasonable. He can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 7.73’ side yard generator 

setback variation and a 7.0 decibel sound variation to permit the installation of an 
emergency standby generator at 2737 Blackhawk Road in accordance with the 
plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Recused 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
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recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-12.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   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 location of the 
gas and electric service, the orientation of the home on the lot, and the condition as a corner 
lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created 
by the owner and is due to the circumstances of the development of the lot. The difficulty 
is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty prevents the owner from making 
reasonable use to property the property with a generator that can supply the sump pumps 
and prevent water damage in the basement. The proposed variations will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The proposed generator will be fenced 
to block both sound and the appearance and it will be some distance from the nearest 
neighbor’s home. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighbor as the unit will be screened. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 7.73’ side yard 

generator setback variation and a 7.0 decibel sound variation to permit the installation of 
an emergency standby generator at 2737 Blackhawk Road in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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