
June 19, 2019 Zoning Board of Appeals  Approved July 17, 2019 
1 

 

 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 2019 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
 John Kolleng 
 Christine Norrick 
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Reinhard Schneider 
 Bob Surman  
 
Members Absent: Mike Boyer 
 
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. 2018-Z-47 1160 Michigan Avenue 
 
 Ms. Roberts said the applicant had withdrawn this request. 
 
III. 2019-Z-24 33 Crescent Place 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

3.4 
7-23-19 
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IV. 2019-Z-17 1936 Schiller Avenue 
 

 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2019-Z-22 2124 Schiller Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 
Mr. Schneider thanked Mr. Duffy for his service to the village. 
 
Chairman Duffy said thanked the board. He encouraged anyone still watching the meeting 
to consider volunteering for a board and commission. He thanked staff for their support of 
him and the Zoning Board. 
 

VII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:28 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 Ms. Ann Schumacher, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 106.78 square foot (10.79%) rear yard 

pavement impervious surface coverage variation and a 156.26 square foot (15.79%) 
rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
sidewalk. The Village Board will hear this case on July 9, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that the walkway extends from the front to the back of their 

garage, which is a main access point to get from their home to the back alley.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy noted that the sidewalk is already installed and then someone came 

out and noted that they are over on square footage. In 2016, a variance was granted 
to allow a two-car garage. It flows into the backyard and takes up some impervious 
surface. At that time, the homeowner said he would not install a sidewalk. Now the 
applicant has put in a sidewalk and they are asking for relief from sidewalk 
coverage.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Kolleng referenced the 2016 minutes. There was a statement that the applicant 

does not want a sidewalk. What has changed? 
 
  The applicant said they were not the owners in 2016. The previous owner started 

and then abandoned the project. She did not realize that statement had been made.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman said that the width of the walk appears to be about 30”.  
 
  The applicant said it shows 34” on the site plan.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman said that 34” is a reasonably sized sidewalk.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked about a permit for the sidewalk.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said work was done for the sidewalk without a permit.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy asked if the applicant  now must work with the village for a permit.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it could be added as a revision to the garage permit or a separate 

permit for the walk could be done.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said that this is a pie-shaped lot. The hardship is the same as a few 
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years ago, which was the narrowness of the rear yard area, which hurts when it 
comes to coverage in the rear yard. When projects are done without a permit or 
approval, the board is asked to look at the project as if it was new and the applicant 
was coming to the board with a variance request. His gut feeling is that he would 
have approved this because of the hardship and the reasonable walk width.  

 
 3.30 Mr. Schneider clarified that the applicant acquired the property before the project 

was complete. What was unfinished? 
 
  The applicant said it was in varying states. There was no roof. The garage did not 

exist. Electrical was completed and plumbing was completed. They closed up the 
walls and the hardwood floors. She had to finish everything else. She used a new 
contractor from Azira Construction.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Kolleng asked when they moved in.  
 
  The applicant said they moved in July 21, 2018.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Pellaton said that there has been a lot of discussion about standing water in the 

previous owner’s application. How is the standing water issue in the yard now? 
 
  The applicant said it is not an issue and there is spouting that takes away any water 

in that area to the back and there is a drainage pipe behind the garage where the 
water runs.  

 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said that the alley was just rebuilt with new sewers and pervious 

pavers. That alleviated a lot of the issue that was at the time of the original 
application.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Kolleng asked if the village did the alley, which is very nice.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the village did the alley.  
 
 3.35 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 that the hardship is the lot shape. This is a minimally sized walk. 

If he was to look at the project as if it was new, he would have approved it. He can 
support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said if he saw the project in 2016, he would have supported it. If the 

work hadn’t already been done, there might have been questions about using a 
pervious paver because of previous comments about pooling water. On balance, he 
agrees with Mr. Surman and will support the request.  
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 5.3 Mr. Pellaton said that if the standing water issue is not being exacerbated, the 
request seems reasonable and he can support it.  

 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that the biggest difference for him from when they came in 

2016 to now, with the alley being redone, water issues were alleviated. That helped 
him with impervious surface. It is a sidewalk to their house. All houses on pie 
shaped lots in the area have two car garages with walks to their house.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 106.78 square foot 

(10.79%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation and a 156.26 
square foot (15.79%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the retention of a sidewalk at 33 Crescent Place 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   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
    

6.2 Ms. Norrick moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-24.  

 
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 particular physical condition of the property, the lot 
shape, imposes upon the owner a particular hardship. The lot is pie-shaped with a very 
narrow rear yard, reducing the rear yard area and the allowable impervious coverage. 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 is not generally shared by 
other properties. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the 
garage and the property with safe access to the garage and alley. The proposed variations 
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will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The new pervious 
alley has helped with water drainage in the area and the addition of the sidewalk will not 
otherwise injure other property or its use. The sidewalk is a typical width, appropriate for 
the location and function. The variations, 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 106.78 square foot 

(10.79%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation and a 156.26 square 
foot (15.79%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention 
of a sidewalk at 33 Crescent Place 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. Holly Krevitz, Krevitz and Associates 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation to permit 

the retention of artificial turf. The Village Board will hear this case on July 9, 2019. 
 
 3.22 The applicant has lived in the community for 19 years. She has had a synthetic turf 

business for 15 years. She does installations in the Chicago area. She has worked 
in the village before. The current project is a home owned by a new owner. They 
were not doing a grade change. It was a narrow putting green. They had gone 
through permit fatigue on a new construction project. Looking back, she should 
have been emphatic, but they were not. They installed the putting green. They 
worked with engineering and community development. She took them to the site 
and asked how they can keep the putting green and still abide by the 3’ requirement. 
They came up with a plan and both departments said they would agree to the plan, 
but the request had to be presented to the board. They would put in a French drain 
along the fence line. They want the flap down. There is a new baby and a one year 
old. The yard is not designed for running around. The project is a sports amenity. 
It has permeability.  

 
  She wants to talk about what happened since they did the installation.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider asked if the current situation changed from when the request was 

made.  
 
  The applicant said nothing changed.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider said he doesn’t understand the request.  
 
  The applicant said that they need 3’ along the fence line. There is 3’ of grass. They 

are going to pull up the flap, put in a French drain and aggregate gravel, but they 
want to cover the flap. Engineering said they agree to that.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Surman asked if it was a continuous French drain going from north to south.  
 
  The applicant said that was correct. She has a letter from each neighbor. There have 

been no water issues since the installation.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that he read the report and said that there is underlayment 

below the turf.  
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  The applicant said that would be removed along the fence line. That piece is 
underneath the surface. There are cups for drainage. She put in a PVC tube to go 
down 12” and there is pea gravel as a release.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that the synthetic product goes to the property line. He visited 

the site. He wanted to clarify that the information provided by the applicant is 
correct and matches the report. The grass goes to the property line and they need to 
be 3’ from the property line.  

 
  The applicant said they sent the water to the back. On May 30 there was a huge 

storm. She showed a picture of the alley that was dry at 6 am. An engineer signed 
off on the original design for the yard.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Surman asked if there were in house engineers to help with the projects.  His 

vision of the project is that there is a flat area that drops off towards the fence. That 
would not be a typical grade in a backyard. They raised the grade to accommodate 
this.  

 
  The applicant said they did not raise the grade. There was a lot of concern about 

water. The original design was cupped.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Kolleng asked what cupping was.  
 
  The applicant referenced the plat survey. They took out one swale.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy clarified that swales are designed to keep water on the property. 

There were before and after pictures in the packet. The before picture shows a chain 
link fence. Is that right?  

 
  The applicant said that the homeowner put in the chain link fence.  
 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy asked when the wood fence was put in.  
 
  The applicant said that the wood fence was put in right before they did their work. 
 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy noted that the applicant stated they did not change the grade. What 

it looks like is that someone dug down to create the difference between the putting 
surfaces and where the fence is.  

 
  The applicant referenced the picture Chairman Duffy was referencing. They made 

some changes to match grades.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Schneider said he went on the site after a birthday celebration for the child. He 

went through the house to the backyard. The level of the putting green is 9” to 12” 
above the level of the lot line.  
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 3.34 Chairman Duffy said if one looks at the request, there is a side yard setback and 
there is no impervious surface issue. The impervious surface goes all the way to the 
lot line now. The setback with this kind of impervious surface should be 3’ from 
the lot line.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Schneider asked if she was saying that the putting green surface is different 

from the sloping portion closer to the fence. 
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said both surfaces are artificial.  
 
  The applicant said that there is drainage designed in this project.  
 
 3.37 Chairman Duffy said that what the board has says that if the request is approved, 

the applicant will need to revise the grading plan and modify drainage along the 
east lot line. Although there is some drainage and the applicant are trying to show 
that the drainage is doing its job, they still need to modify drainage along the east 
lot line if the request is approved.  

 
  The applicant said she would modify the drainage if the request is approved. She is 

asking for the variance along the fence line. That is part of the design. Because of 
the 3’ setback, mulch would not work for this project.  

 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy said that the concern is that the swale was modified along the east 

lot line. There is a difference in the grade level. When the house was built in 2018, 
swales have to be created along the property line to keep water on the property. The 
applicant removed that and created a problem, which is why the village is asking 
for additional drainage. They want to make sure that water run off does not go on 
neighboring properties.  

 
  The applicant said that the challenge was to make the yard functional. They tried to 

make all numbers match up. She said that there was only area of usable yard space 
that fit the design.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said that he understands the issues. There is a swale towards the fence. 

But if the applicant has been doing this work for 15 years, does she go without a 
permit for these projects in other communities? 

 
  The applicant said she gets permits for projects.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman noted that the applicant decided to not get a permit for this project.  
 
  The applicant said she does not have an answer for Mr. Surman.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Kolleng asked if she discussed the permit concept with the owner.  
 
  The applicant said she is taking this on herself. She writes it into documents. But 
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this situation she did not write it in. She is bearing the price. The owner wants a 
putting green. She is trying to make this work.  

 
 3.42 Chairman Duffy asked if there is a hardship or a gray area where she can justify a 

hardship for the 3’ side yard setback variation to retain what was built. If the 
applicant asked for relief what would the board say? Corporate counsel directed the 
board to look at as-built cases this way.  

 
 3.43 Mr. Surman said he understands the drainage portion. Is there a way to make that 

not an impervious surface and put in grass with a small barrier between? Or is that 
just not done? 

 
  The applicant said that this yard was designed so that a child can play, run, and not 

fall. The owner said he will not put in sod in that area. Sod would not be to the 
homeowner’s liking. The whole look is to have no maintenance and have a child 
use it.  

 
 3.44 Mr. Surman asked how much of the yard was artificial turf. 
 
  The applicant said that there is one strip of artificial strip. If she moved it to the 

other side, there would not be the 3’ setback. It’s complicated because they are 
trying to make space work in tight areas. Younger families want what this 
homeowner wanted.  

 
 3.45 Mr. Kolleng asked when they redid what was redone.  
 
  The applicant said she finished the project and looked at the grades. She did not 

redo anything.  
 
 3.46 Mr. Kolleng said the applicant indicated she just put in the French drain.  
 
  The applicant said they cannot do this drain until they get permission. She will work 

closely with engineering on this.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Kolleng clarified they want to keep what was installed to have this covering 

over the French drain.  
 
  The applicant said that this is a synthetic grass. It has a permeability and it always 

drains. There will be no rubber on this. They will cut it out. They will flap it over, 
there will be a French drain and aggregate gravel and a pop up. She will do 
everything to specifications.  

 
 3.48 Chairman Duffy said the applicant said she is taking out the rubber.  
 
  The applicant said that there is a pad.  
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 3.49 Chairman Duffy clarified that between the fence and the edge of the putting surface 
they are cutting out the rubber. 2.79’ will come out. That doesn’t change the 
artificial surface as the top layer.  

 
  She said she is doing the 3’ setback.  
 
 3.50 Chairman Duffy said that even though they are pulling out the rubber and changing 

the permeability of that area, the artificial turf is still going to the lot line.  
 
  The applicant said that is correct but that has a drainage. She provided a flow study.  
 
 3.51 Chairman Duffy said that if the request is granted, the applicant will remove the 

underlayment that is rubber between the fence and putting surface which is about 
2.7’. The top layer of the artificial grass will be put down over French drains. The 
village engineer will oversee the drain. That seems to be the agreement of the 
applicant and village staff.  

 
 3.52 Mr. Kolleng asked about the alternative if this is not approved.  
 
  The applicant said she would move it to the other side of the sidewalk.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Kolleng said if they left the 3’ and they didn’t have any covering, would that 

work.  
 
 3.54 Chairman Duffy said that there are inches that are over the 3’.  
 
 3.55 Mr. Kolleng said they could have dirt and bushes there and they would not need to 

put in a French drain.  
 
 3.56 Chairman Duffy said she might still need to do the French drain because they 

changed grading along the east lot line.  
 
  The applicant is doing the French drain.  
 
 3.57 Mr. Pellaton clarified that she is not the homeowner, but she is saying that the 

homeowner prefers the artificial turf.  
 
 3.58 Chairman Duffy said that if the applicant came to the board without the work being 

done, the board would ask her to modify this so there is a way to make it work so 
the request is not as large. The applicant stated that this is what she wants, and this 
is what she is going to have per the homeowner.  

 
  The applicant said the homeowner did not say it that firmly. She respects what the 

homeowner wants and its s up to her to figure out a way how to make it work.  
 
 3.59 Mr.  Schneider said that there is a certified permeability study. What does that refer 
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to? 
 
  The applicant said they do drainage studies for turf.  
 
 3.60 Chairman Duffy clarified that she is talking about the artificial turf.  
 
 3.61 Mr. Schneider said that they are trying to make it comparable to natural grass. Why 

is there an elevation difference? 
 
 3.62 Chairman Duffy said that the photo shows that it is all flat. There is a bit of upslope 

towards the east fence line. Now they are 10” lower and there is a wood fence.  
 
  The applicant said they took out sod.  
 
 3.63 Mr. Surman asked if the sidewalk was there before they started their walk.  
 
  The applicant said that the sidewalk and fence were there and there was fresh sod.  
 
 3.64 Mr. Surman said he imagines what happened was that there was probably a gradual 

slope from the sidewalk towards the east and a swale. The putting green must be 
fairly flat and that is why it is up higher. It did not follow the property’s contour.  

 
  She said they can add dirt and build it up and that is not an issue.  
 
 3.65 Mr. Surman said that the issue is that it is already built up.  
 
  She said they did not take anything out. They did grade it.  
 
 3.66 Mr. Surman said they probably added vs. taking anything out.  
 
 3.67 Mr. Pellaton said it is his understanding that it is not the board’s purview to figure 

out drainage and permeability and that is up to the village engineer.  
 
 3.68 Chairman Duffy said that the board is given direction by Ms. Roberts that this 

surface is considered permeable and that others are considered impervious. 
According to the village using artificial grass makes the surface impervious. It is a 
surface that is not allowed that close to the property line. If someone has altered 
something afterward, it is pointed out and the question is asked how it got that way. 
The village engineer has addressed some of the issues. If this is approved, the owner 
has agreed to put in a French drain system to accommodate the change of the 
elevation.  

 
 3.69 Mr. Surman said that the board is asked to look at the case as if was new and not 

already completed. Would the board have approved this when initially presented 
and not done? The board would have said that the putting green has to be narrower 
and they have to have an impervious 3’ surface.  
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 3.70 Chairman Duffy said there is a small hitch in this case. They had an agreement with 
the village engineer that is the request is approved they will make modifications.  

 
 3.71 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 if this case had come to the board prior to work being done, he 

would not have approved the request. There are a lot of other things that could have 
been done. The standards of review are not met and there is no hardship. On the 
other hand, if the board only has to sign off on this because they will put in the 
French drain and the village engineer is okay with this, he is okay with the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider said he would make this conditional approval.  
 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said that if the variation is approved, the grading plan must be 

revised and the drainage along the east lot line must be modified.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said this is a condition of the permit.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Schneider asked how the board would know that would happen if the request 

is approved.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said the Engineering Department has to sign off on final grading so 

they will need to do the work to get a final certificate of occupancy.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider said that subject to that, he agrees with Mr. Kolleng’s comments.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said he agrees with Mr. Kolleng’s comments.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy also agrees with Mr. Kolleng’s comments. If this came before the 

board before the work was done, the plan could have been altered to avoid a 
variance. But with the agreement with engineering for the new drainage plan, he 
can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 3.0’ side yard setback 

variation to permit the retention of artificial turf at 1936 Schiller Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
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   Ryrie Pellaton   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-17.  

 
6.21 Mr. Kolleng 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 condition of the property, the original grading 
of the property at construction completion, imposes 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 
level yard surface for outdoor play. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent property. The site grading will be further modified to 
ensure adequate drainage but no such problems have been reported since the turf 
installation. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood as the turf looks like regular grass and the use of the turf will not be intensive. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 3.0’ side yard setback 

variation to permit the retention of artificial turf at 1936 Schiller 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. Carrie Woleben-Meade, Mariani Landscaping 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 68.03 square foot total floor area 

variation to permit the construction of a shed. The Village Board will hear this case 
on July 9, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Woleben-Meade is a village resident and a landscape architect. She lives at 

1612 Highland Wilmette. She just retired from the ARC. Her client has an existing 
shed that they just removed and they want to replace it with a nicer shed. They 
removed the shed three weeks ago.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy noted that there is something else there.  
 
  Ms. Woleben-Meade said it is an empty dirt spot. The homeowner wants a new 

shed. The code reads they could have two sheds to accommodate storage needs. 
They could have one shed that is 10’ x 12’, which is what they want or have 2-8’ x 
8’ sheds.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said they need a variance for that one shed.  
 
  Ms. Woleben-Meade said that putting in one shed impacts the FAR. It is 10’ x 12’ 

instead of 8’ x 8’. From an appearance standpoint, one shed would look better. It 
would go next to the neighbor’s existing detached garage. There is less impervious 
surface with one shed and less square footage. It is an overall better solution. It is a 
nice off-the-shelf shed. The applicants have not yet bought the shed.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Surman clarified they could build 2-8’ x 8’ sheds without a variance. That 

would be 128 square feet and they are asking for 120 square feet.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said the 2014 ordinance reduced the allowable shed size from 100 

square feet to 64 square feet.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman asked if this was based on lot size. Could they still put two sheds on a 

smaller lot? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they are allowed two accessory structures on a lot this size. 15,000 

square feet is the breaking point. There could be two sheds on a 6,000 square foot 
lot but no detached garage.  
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  Ms. Woleben-Meade said that the homeowner spoke with neighbors about the plan. 
They have signatures in support of the proposal.  

 
 3.27 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Pellaton asked if the gravel surrounding the shed counted as impervious or 

pervious surface.  
 
  Ms. Woleben-Meade said that the gravel is part of the landscape project and is a 

percentage of permeability. That is a separate permit.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said that there is no garage back there.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that for zoning purposes, gravel is impervious.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said if they could build two sheds then one combined is a smaller area 

and footprint. He agrees one shed would look better. Because of the property 
location, it is at the end of the alley, they put the garage in front. The shed is not 
competing with another adjacent structure. He can support this request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton agreed and said that the top of the roof is not any higher. Square 

footage is reduced with one shed. He was concerned about the gravel, but this is 
allowed. The solution is good. He can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Kolleng said this is a small request. He can support the request.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that this request was caught up in the code. The request is 

small. He can support the request.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 68.03 square foot total 

floor area variation to permit the construction of a shed a request for a 68.03 square 
foot total floor area variation to permit the construction of a shed at 2124 Schiller 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:  
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
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   Bob Surman   Yes 
  
   Motion carried. 
    
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-22.  
 

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 condition of the property, the floor area of the 
home, imposes upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not 
created by the owner. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use to property the property with storage that 
is appropriate in scale to the property. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent property. The variation, if granted, will not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood as the proposed shed replaces one that had existed 
and it is at the rear of the lot, surrounded by fencing and landscaping. A conforming 
alternative would be for the petitioner to build two smaller sheds, which would ultimately 
look more bulky and result in greater impervious surface coverage. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 68.03 square foot 

(0.55%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a shed at 2124 Schiller 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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