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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 16, 2019 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 John Kolleng 
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Bob Surman 
 Maria Choca Urban 
 
Members Absent: Christine Norrick 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

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

 
II. 2019-Z-35 1 Indian Hill Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2019-Z-37 726 11th Street 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
 

3.2 
12-10-19 
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IV. 2019-Z-38 1140 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2019-Z-36 1421 Forest Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Approval of the September 18, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the September 18, 2019 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. Motion 
carried. 

 
VII. Approval of the October 2, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the October 2, 2019 meeting minutes. 
 
Ms. Choca Urban seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. Motion 
carried. 

 
VIII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:17 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. Jon Talty, OKW Architects 
   60 W. Jackson Boulevard, Chicago 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 The architect said that on behalf of his client, Indian Hill Club, he is 

asking for a continuance until the November 20, 2019 meeting. He 
appreciates the help that staff has provided.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the November 20, 2019 

meeting.  
 
 6.11 Ms. Choca-Urban seconded the motion and the voice vote was all 

ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Paul Sally, applicant 
   726 11th Street 
 
  3.12 Ms. Gina Sally, applicant 
   726 11th Street 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 430.23 square foot (13.44%) 

front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 204.51 square 
foot (6.39%) front yard patio coverage variation to permit the 
installation of a patio. The Village Board will hear this case on 
November 12, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Sally said they are asking to replace their concrete patio with a 

larger paver patio in what they think of as their backyard. Because of 
the orientation of their unit in the townhouse development, it is in their 
front yard. He showed pictures of the site. Their townhouse is in the 
front of the 724 number and is on 11th Street. You drive in and take a 
left and see the front door. His front door is away from the street. His 
back yard is his front yard. He is behind the arbor vitae. They are hiding 
their yard and where the proposed patio change would be. They like 
living in the downtown area. They have lived there for over 2 years. 
They want their patio to be a more enjoyable space. They sent 
notifications as required and spoke with members of the townhome 
association who support the request.  

 
  They believe that the proposed request allows them to use their back 

yard/front yard. This is a unique situation. The essential character of the 
neighborhood won’t be altered.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman said he looked like some of the other patios that seem to be 

about the same size.  
 
  Mr. Sally said that when the units were built, they put a concrete patio 

in units near 11th Street.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said that the board interprets the codes and the Village 

Board makes the final decision. He looks at cases and asks what is the 
hardship?  He gave examples of hardships. The Village doesn’t like more 
paving due to flooding issues. Is the hardship that they cannot use the 
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patio the way that they want? 
 
  Mr. Sally said they cannot use it the way that they like with a 96 square 

foot patio. They have a table but cannot have a table with a lounge chair. 
They want the grill, lounge area, and table. The calculations of the front 
yard include the driveway. They are not asking for a driveway variance. 
He talked about a common area.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Surman asked how many square feet was common.  
 
  Mr. Sally said he was not sure, and he is also not sure how this area is 

interpreted.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Pellaton said that the adjoining unit’s patio is included in the 

calculation.  
 
  Mr. Sally said that there is a 100’ front to the lot, which includes a 

driveway, his unit, and the unit next to him. The setback is 32’ because 
of what is on the block. That creates the overall square footage. Some 
of that is the driveway.  

 
  Ms. Sally said that the driveway is where all units enter the property.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Kolleng asked if it counted against the two that are at ground level.  
 
  Ms. Sally said it counts with her unit and the unit next door.  
 
  Mr. Sally said they are the only units with front yards. He does not know 

what the backyard calculation looks like. The driveway for all five units 
is also unique.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said that the packet indicates that the driveway is 95’.  He 

asked if that was correct.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that 95’ is lot length. The driveway and adjacent 

sidewalk are 672 square feet in the front yard.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said the driveway that helps everyone is counted against the 

applicants. If the request is approved would that limit the neighbor next 
door? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the adjacent neighbor would also have to ask for 

a variation to increase the size of their patio. 
 
 3.30 Mr. Kolleng asked about water issues with a lot of rain.  
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  Mr. Sally said there have not been water issues.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman asked if there is a lower level.  
 
  Mr. Sally said there is a lower level and they have a sump pump.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman asked if they spoke with neighbors and does anyone have 

an issue with the request.  
 
  Mr. Sally said neighbors had no issues. They spoke with the next-door 

neighbor and talked about the plans. They explained that she would be 
impacted in the event she wanted to change her patio. The neighbor may 
have some of her patio beyond 32’, but it would impact anything she 
would want to move toward 11th Street. She had no objections.  

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked if there was an overall calculation for all the units for 

the impervious surface.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said there is not an entire lot limit. It is by front, rear, and 

combined side yards. For townhouses, this is done for the entire 
development and not just for a single townhouse unit. This is why the 
applicant’s front yard is included with the neighbor to the north.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Pellaton said there is a lot of impervious surface including the 

shared driveway with about 81.5% coverage and the request would 
increase the coverage. That kind of coverage would be unusual for a 
single-family home. He does not know if the situation is actually unique, 
but it is unusual. They share the driveway with other units. He is 
sympathetic in having a larger space to entertain but wonders about 
where the board draws the line on how much more impervious surface 
should be added.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said that Mr. Pellaton is saying that there is 85% impervious 

surface and if this was a regular standard lot, the impervious coverage 
would be less.  

 
  Mr. Sally that the nature of townhomes means more driveways and 

impervious surface. He does not know what is common in the village.  
 
 3.36 Chairman Schneider referenced four new townhomes and asked what 

was happening there.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that development needed a lot of variations.  
 
 3.37 Chairman Schneider talked about not wanting to increase impervious 

surface which could cause water problems. He hopes that the building 
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code changes and that more credit is given to pervious surface. There 
are techniques and products that will do better than grass. But today one 
gets a 10% credit for whatever one does. If this percentage was increased 
it could help with runoff problems. He said that the board would 
encourage the applicants to consider pervious materials.  

 
 3.38 There was no one in the audience to speak on this application.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said this is an unusual piece of property. The back yard is 

where the front yard should be. It is built in a way that all garages are 
in a circle. But everything is turned around and the way that the zoning 
codes are set up hurts them due the siting of the house on the property. 
No one can see anything on the property, which is a positive. This is a 
large impervious surface coverage request. It is larger than what the 
board typically recommends. But there are real mitigating issues here 
including the way that the property is sited; they are getting penalized 
with the driveway. If it were eliminated, they might not be here this 
evening. From his perspective, there is a hardship due to the way the 
property is sited and having to use the driveway as part of the 
calculation. The request is minor regarding patio expansion. He can 
support the proposal. The standards of review are met.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton agreed with above comments. The neighboring property is 

also included in the calculation. If the neighbor comes to the board with 
a request that would be an interesting discussion. They are close to 100% 
lot coverage.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman said that the overall site plan better explains the situation. 

The adjoining property to the north has more green space because there 
is no driveway on that side. If that neighbor came in, he is not sure they 
would have the same issue that the applicants have. That unit is set back 
further from the street. He looked at the other units and the corner units 
in the back are similar to the one next to the applicants. The center unit 
looks smaller. He is on the fence with this request but understands the 
possibility of the hardship with the location being in the front yard. He 
wants to hear his colleague’s comments.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Choca Urban said that she agreed with Messrs. Kolleng and 

Pellaton’s comments. This is a unique situation with mitigating 
circumstances. She can support the request.  

 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said he looked at standards of review and he said 

that all but possibly one are met. Because of the front yard setback, even 
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with doing nothing they are already in violation of the code, which 
changed in 2003. The townhouses preceded that date. To make better 
use of the small open space in front of the unit will add a lot to the 
enjoyment of their home. He can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 430.23 square 

foot (13.44%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
204.51 square foot (6.39%) front yard patio coverage variation to permit 
the installation of a patio at 726 11th Street in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
    
   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-37.  

 
 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 siting of the driveway in the front yard, the orientation of 
the units where the backyard space is in the front yard, and the change to the 
front yard setback, imposes upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight 
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the configuration of 
the townhouse development and the change to front yard setback. The hardship 
is peculiar to the property in question in the layout of the townhouse 
development. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of 
the property with an improved patio for backyard use. The propose variations 
will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. There 
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are no reported issues with water. The variations if granted will not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. The applicant’s yard is fully screened 
and is not visible from the street. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 430.23 
square foot (13.44%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
204.51 square foot (6.39%) front yard patio coverage variation to permit the 
installation of a patio at 726 11th 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. Greg Adams, applicant 
   1140 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 1.71’ side yard adjoining a 

street setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story 
addition. The Village Board will hear this case on November 12, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said the proposed structure replaces an existing structure 

that has a structural deficiency. He has an engineering report that is not 
part of the packet. He bought the house in 2012 and through an 
inspection, they found out that the room they are planning to take off 
had land around it that had settled. There are a lot of cracks in the mortar 
and it has been re-mortared several times. They had cracks inside and 
had a 6’ section of ceiling that fell in last summer. His house is non-
conforming on the lot so anything he wants to do would require a 
variation. The house was built in 1922 and does not meet the Greenwood 
or 12th Street setbacks.  

 
  They plan to take the one-story section off and replace it with a two-

story structure that would allow them to build a larger master bath in 
their master bedroom. They are pulling the setback from Greenwood 
back to be conforming. They are pulling it back even further from what 
is existing on 12th Street although it is still non-conforming.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman referenced 1.10 and clarified that these are the new 

elevations. It looks like they are also adding a third floor.  
 
  The applicant said they are extending the roof level, so it is consistent 

across the top of the house. It is a flat roof and they are going to go up 
and tie it into the existing roof. 

 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton said that the existing roof is a hip roof and at the north end, 

there is still a small hip. It looks like they are adding third floor space. 
He understands that with the fenestration it is symmetrical and 
consistent. He was surprised to see the elevation since there were no 
plans for a third-floor space.  

 
  The applicant said they are doing this for aesthetic reasons. What they 

view as the side actually fronts on Greenwood. The owner prior to them 
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did an addition that goes to the alley. It is a four-square colonial that 
looks that there is a big addition on the back. He is trying to balance out 
the appearance. That is one of the reasons why they are bringing the roof 
totally out.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider said that there is a third-floor window. Is that 

usable space?  
 
  The applicant said that the space is used for storage. There are stairs 

going up to that space. There is a rarely used bathroom and room space. 
They would continue to use that space as storage.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider talked about 6’9” being the magic number from 

floor to rafters. Does that apply in this situation? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they are adding some floor area, but it is conforming. 

There is no FAR concern with the proposal.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Pellaton said he is impressed with the size of the soaking tub.  
 
 3.28 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 since there is not an FAR issue, this is a minor request. 

He said that as an architect aesthetically it would look better if the third 
floor had a different type of roof. It looks to him like an addition and 
the applicant’s goal was that it fit in. He can support the request. 

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton agrees with Mr. Surman’s comments. He was a little 

confused by the applicant saying that the addition would be setback 
slightly further from either 12th Street or Greenwood. Looking at the site 
plan, 1.4, it looks like the exact same dimensions with corners squared 
off. But maybe he is not reading the drawing correctly. It is not a major 
issue and he can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Kolleng said that the request is very small. The home was built in 

1922. This is a small request for modernization. Standards of review are 
met. He can support the proposal.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Choca Urban can support this. She was heartened that the setback 

was made to be conforming.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said that he can support the request. It is a small 

request. It is an improvement.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 1.71’ side yard 

adjoining a street setback variation to permit the construction of a two-
story addition at 1140 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christina Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Choca Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report 

and recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 
2019-Z-38.  

 
 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 conditions 
of the property, the siting of the house on the lot and the deteriorating condition 
of the existing addition, 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 of the property with a reconstructed addition that is a functional 
size. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent properties. 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 1.71’ side 
yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit the construction of a two-
story addition at 1140 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the plans 
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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. Dave Flick, applicant 
   1421 Forest Avenue 
 
  3.12 Ms. Carrie Flick, applicant 
   1421 Forest Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 164.23 square foot (1.77%) 

total floor area variation and an 84.61 square foot (0.91%) lot coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition. The Village 
Board will hear this case on November 12, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Flick said they are trying to put a small addition on the back of the 

house with a bedroom their parents. Their current guest bedroom is on 
the third floor or in the basement and steps are difficult for them. They 
want a first-floor bedroom. Eventually they expect one set of parents to 
live with them. It is a one-story addition. The variations are in the FAR 
and lot coverage. The requests are relatively small. When they bought 
the house, the bonus space above the garage and in the attic was already 
used. That is their hardship.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman noted that the garage is larger than typical.  
 
  Mr. Flick said that the garage is a three-car garage, which uses up some 

of the square footage. They bought the home as a spec home. The other 
bonus is the attic bonus. That accounts for some of the square footage. 
They use that space for their four children. None of the neighbors object 
to the request. It is a one-story addition. No views are impacted. The 
addition will fit with the existing character of the house. It won’t be 
noticeable. The architect is at the meeting.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton said that the proposed addition goes where the current deck 

is. Are they rebuilding the deck? What is the plan for the deck area?  
 
  Mr. Flick said that the deck area will get smaller. They have a patio that 

they will use more.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Pellaton said he noticed they are not proposing a bathroom for the 

addition and there is not one on the first floor.  
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  Mr. Flick said that would be phase two if the request is approved. Their 
plan is to turn the half bath on the first floor into a full bath.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Kolleng asked if they had a sport court in the back of the house? Is 

that considered pervious?  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it is impervious, but it is in the buildable area, so it is 

not counted against any limit in the Zoning Ordinance. That was a 
previous permit. 

 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider said they do not show the retained deck. Is that a 

problem? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said it will be shown on the building permit plans. If it is 

like what they have now it will be conforming.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman noted that it does not look like much of the deck will remain.  
 
  Mr. Flick said about half of the deck will remain.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked if the deck was considered to be 100% impervious.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it would be, but only the parts that were in the side 

yard so if it is in line with the house it probably won’t be in the setback 
and won’t count against the impervious coverage limits.  

 
 3.30 Ms. Choca Urban asked if the sport court would remain.  
 
  Mr. Flick said it would remain.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman noted that this is a small request. A lot of people ask for a 

second-floor addition as well as a first floor.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Kolleng referenced phase 2 and said it did not appear as if they 

would have to go outside of the four corners of the house.  
 
  Mr. Flick said this was correct.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Schneider said he was on the site at 11:45 am and rang the 

bell, but no one came to the door. 
 
  Ms. Flick said that the doorbell does not always work.  
 
 3.34 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 
APPEALS 

 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said this is a minor request. The house was built in 2003. 

They have modern amenities but are trying to accomplish something as 
related to parents. He has some difficulty seeing the hardship but 
because the request is small, he can support it.  

 
 5.2 Ms. Choca Urban can support this. The request is small, and the case is 

compelling to allow parents to age with family.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Pellaton has some reservations because the house is fairly new. 

There is no obvious hardship. But the ask is fairly small so he can 
support this.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman agreed with the above. If they came in with a larger request 

or two stories it would have been more difficult. The request is small, 
and he can support it.  

 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said that four out of seven standards are not met, 

but there are mitigating circumstances like the three-car garage and 
attic. They are penalized because of this. It is a relatively small request. 
He can support it.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 164.23 square 

foot (1.77%) total floor area variation and an 84.61 square foot (0.91%) 
lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition 
at 1421 Forest Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Ms. Choca Urban seconded the motion and the vote was as 

follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christina Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  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-36.  
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 6.21 Mr. Pellaton 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 property, the size of the detached garage and the attic, impose 
upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created 
by the owner and is due to a choice made by the builder. The difficulty is 
peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty prevents the owner from 
making reasonable use of the property with accommodations for an elderly 
family member. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of 
light and air to adjacent property as they conform to the required setbacks. The 
variations if granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood 
as the proposed addition is at the rear of the home. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 164.23 
square foot (1.77%) total floor area variation and an 84.61 square foot (0.91%) 
lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition at 1421 
Forest Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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