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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 2020 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider (joined by video later) 
 Brad Falkof 
 John Kolleng  
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Bob Surman 
 Maria Choca Urban 
 
Members Absent: Christine Norrick 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Kate McManus, Planner III 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m. 

 
II. Opening Remarks and Swearing In 
 
 Acting Chairman Surman reviewed the meeting procedures for remote meetings and how 

the Zoning Board of Appeals will conduct business. All applicants and interested parties 
present were sworn in. 

 
 

3.2 
10-27-20 
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III. 2020-Z-28 305 Wilshire Drive West 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2020-Z-27 33 Canterbury Court 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2020-Z-26 1239 Gregory Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2020-Z-25 2133 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. Approval of the July 1, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the July 1, 2020 meeting minutes. Ms. Choca Urban 
seconded the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. 
Choca Urban, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. The motion passed.  

 
VIII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 

Ms. Choca Urban moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion. Voting 
yes: Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. Choca Urban, and Chairman 
Schneider. Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 8:53 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. John Glennon, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Mr. Glennon said he was requesting that the case be tabled to the October 7, 2020 

meeting. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue this case to the October 7, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 

Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
  Brad Falkof    Yes 
  John Kolleng    Yes 
  Christine Norrick   Not Present 
  Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
  Bob Surman    Yes 
  Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   Motion carried.   
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3.0 COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 

 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. David Crown, applicant 
   33 Canterbury Court 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation to permit the 

construction of a 6.0’ tall open replacement fence in a front yard. The Village Board 
will hear this case on October 13, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Crown thanked the board for the opportunity to present. He is requesting a 2’ 

height variance on a fence along the edge of the property on Sheridan Road that 
was damaged in a wind storm earlier this summer. The 6’ height is desired for 
security and privacy from the heavy traffic on Sheridan Road, and also matches the 
6’ height of the fence along the property line in the Evanston portion of the property. 
That's the basic request.  

 
  His family moved to Canterbury Court in 1954. The original wood stockade fence 

was built in the 1950s, that was a 6’ high fence. In 1998, his mother filed a height 
and openness variance request to replace the wood fence with a like fence. The 
result of that petition was approval of the height variance, but not the openness 
variance. The record of that earlier petition is in the documents presented to the 
board. 

 
In response to that outcome, his mother planted bushes behind the original stockade 
fence and did not replace it. She passed away in 2015 and in that year, they replaced 
the Evanston portion of the stockade fence with a wood stockade fence. Evanston 
has different regulations. His current request is to have consistency with what the 
finding was in 1998 and allow them to keep the fence height at six feet along that 
edge of the property. The justification for the height is the high pedestrian, bike, 
car, and ambulance traffic along Sheridan Road. There's quite a bit of noise that the 
fence helps buffer. Also, the topography of the property is such that it slopes down 
away from Sheridan Road. Someone walking at Sheridan Road is almost at the 
second floor level of the house. This was all documented in the 1998 case. He said 
he was happy to answer questions or provide more details. 
 

3.23 Mr. Kolleng asked what the security issues are. 
 
 Mr. Crown said it's the line of sight into that side of the property. 

 
3.24 Mr. Kolleng clarified that the proposed fence is an open fence. 

 
Mr. Crown said the request is for an open fence. They planted bushes inside of the 
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fence shortly after the 1998 petition. The idea with the proposed fence is to grow 
vines and do other landscaping that will help buffer the noise and also the line of 
sight. 
 

3.25 Mr. Falkof said he was assuming it would be something like a wrought iron fence. 
 
Mr. Crown said it’s going to be metal wire fence. Selecting that style facilitates the 
growth of vines on it. 
 

3.26 Mr. Falkof clarified that the fence itself doesn't provide anything other than a base 
for foliage, which is made up of the bushes that are there along with vines that the 
applicant intends to plant. 

 
Mr. Crown said someone is going to have a harder time if they're trying to climb 
up a 6’ fence verses a shorter one. 
 

3.27 Mr. Falkof said at the top of the street, there is a stone entrance pillar. Will the 
proposed fence be connected to that stone pillar? 

 
Mr. Crown said the current fence is six foot in height along the property line and 
then it slopes down toward that stone monument. The idea is to replace with the 6’ 
high fence to the margin of the monument. 
 

3.28 Mr. Falkof asked if the applicant was going to leave all of the current foliage that's 
there. 

 
 Mr. Crown said yes, the current foliage is all on the inside of the fence. 

 
3.29 Mr. Falkof asked if all of that foliage is to remain. 
 

Mr. Crown said yes. Some of it has not done all that well but the idea is not to 
change that at this time. 
 

3.30 Mr. Falkof said if you're driving down Sheridan Road, you can actually see the back 
of the log cabin. Is there a fence to the west of the log cabin or is that right now 
fenceless? 

 
Mr. Crown said that’s the section that fell down in the storm. There were two panels 
of the old fence that fell down in the storm earlier this summer. That was the 
impetus for putting in the request. That part of the fence in Wilmette is 60 plus 
years old and it's time to replace it. 
 

3.31 Mr. Pellaton asked the applicant if he could get a solid fence stockade to match 
what he has currently and what they replaced in the Evanston portion of the 
property, is that what he would prefer? 
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Mr. Crown said he thought they would prefer that. When he started this process, he 
didn’t realize that they would have to re-apply and they were just trying to follow 
the findings of the previous approval. 
 

3.32 Mr. Pellaton said based on the applicant’s mother’s success in 1998 with applying 
for a six foot fence, but an open one, he thinks it’s reasonable that the applicant as 
the property owner would expect that there shouldn't be too much problem in 
getting the same thing approved once again.  

 
 In this case, the applicant is requesting an open fence because that is what is 

required. The purpose is mostly to screen his property. He thinks that a green screen 
in the end may even be an improvement over a solid fence. One of the reasons he 
asked is because from a security standpoint, you walk to the end of the fence and 
walk around it into the front yard and you're on the property. The security aspect is 
very minimal but screening the property from the road he can certainly understand. 
 
Mr. Crown said part of the security would also be just the line of sight. People can 
see if there's somebody in the yard and what they're doing. If you have little kids 
out there, you'd rather have it as secure as possible. 
 

3.33 Mr. Surman said he is trying to figure out what the hardship is here. The topography 
is some of it. He said he is on the fence on this one.  
 

3.34 Ms. Choca Urban said she is also wondering what the hardship is. In the 22 years 
since Mrs. Crown applied for a variance, the shrubbery has grown quite tall and 
provides, I would say, exceptional privacy and noise reduction, without a fence. I 
can understand the desire for a fence in terms of keeping children corralled in a 
backyard and keeping outsiders out. She thinks a 4’ fence accomplishes that 
admirably. She is having a hard time understanding the need for the 6’ fence. The 
proposed fence will not match the portion of the fence that's in Evanston so there’s 
no hardship there. The shrubs are so tall, it’s impossible to see into the second floor 
if you're a pedestrian on Sheridan Road. When she visited the site earlier, she could 
barely see the house except for going through the bushes where the fence has fallen. 
 

3.35 Chairman Schneider asked the applicant if he could point to another property along 
Sheridan Road in a similar situation that has a 6’ fence. 
 
Mr. Crown said he did not have that information. He agrees with Mr. Pellaton that 
they would have preferred a solid fence that matches what they’ve always had. 
They didn’t ask for that because they didn't know if that would be successful based 
on what his mother tried to do. He thought this request would be straightforward to 
kind of renew what she had been approved for. He likes the idea of growing vines 
and having the fence really fade into the background. Having it at 6’, they could 
also grow vines on the Evanston portion of the fence. The height would match and 
it would look better. He is just looking to establish a noise buffer and sight buffer. 
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3.36 Chairman Schneider asked if the applicant had any final word on his request. 
 

Mr. Crown said they think the 6’ fence is something they strongly would like. The 
noise from Sheridan Road is substantial. The taller the fence, the more growth of 
vegetation will be facilitated. The family has been there for 60 plus years. They 
would like to maintain that property line in a way that allows them to use that part 
of the yard. 

 
3.37 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts is there was any other comment on the case. 
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one unidentified caller in the meeting but no one 
indicated a desire to speak. 
 
Ms. McManus said there were no comments in the YouTube chat.  

 
(After 6.0)  

3.38 Mr. Crown said he was very disappointed and quite surprised. The property is a 
gateway to Wilmette, with the Wilmette sign there and the monuments. He is 
wondering if there's a way to have a 6’ fence that then steps down into that 
monument so they can have some portion of the requested 6’ fence, but it also 
blends in with the monuments. 

 
3.39 Mr. Peloton asked Ms. Roberts what the applicant’s options are for coming back 

with the revised plan. 
 

Ms. Roberts said the board has voted so the request is officially on its way to the 
Village Board. The Village Board can review a revised request if he'd like to modify 
his plans. The board can choose to act on it, or they can choose to send it back to 
the Zoning Board for review. She and the applicant can talk about alternatives and 
how he wants to proceed. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said he is torn on this one. On the one hand, the fence is going to be 

an open fence. There will be all the shrubbery behind it. It may not even be obvious 
that it's 6’ tall. On the other hand, he doesn’t see a hardship here at all. He agrees 
with all the comments that there's plenty of foliage there. You could put up arbor 
vitae or something else that could be 10 or 12 feet tall if that's what you're looking 
to accomplish. He understands that they would like to have it. They’re not going to 
be able to match the Evanston side. He doesn’t see the hardship. He would like to 
hear what everybody else has to say, but he is leaning against it. 
 

5.2 Mr. Pellaton said he came into this thinking that it was approved once and the 
existing fence is opaque and 6’ tall. It didn't seem to him like there was much of an 
issue in terms of precedent. On the other hand, he does understand those who have 
spoken about the fact that the hardship is difficult to see. He is leaning towards 
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approving it because there has been a fence there that is 6’ tall and opaque, and that 
this was previously approved, but he also wants to hear what other board members 
have to say. 
 

5.3 Mr. Falkof said he is a little bit torn, but there are a couple of things that are causing 
him to lean towards approving the application. One thing that’s not been talked 
about is, the ordinance is designed to keep fences in front yards at a certain height. 
This area is defined as a front yard, but quite honestly, if you were to ask the average 
person on the street whether this is the front yard or the side, they would say this is 
the side. This yard is on Sheridan Road, which is a busy road.  

 
Second, the proposed fence is really an improvement over the wood fence. The 
family could just as easily put back the fence that fell down and it would be an 
eyesore and there’s not much that we could say about it.  
 
Finally, the fence does define a foundation for putting in foliage and vines, which 
will increase the security and reduce noise to some extent from Sheridan Road. He 
thinks the applicant would be well advised to make those vines as thick as possible 
in order to make this really work in the manner that Mr. Crown has suggested. For 
these reasons, he comes down on the side of saying that this is an application that 
he thinks he will support. 
 

5.4 Mr. Surman said it's a difficult position for Mr. Crown. He came here with the intent 
of doing his best to put back what was there or do better. His (Mr. Surman’s) 
hesitation with this request is whether this sets some sort of precedent. He knows 
that each request is individual. In the past, they’ve had cases like this, even one on 
Ridge Road, where they have discussed that if the fence really isn't providing full 
security to a yard and it's really more of a barrier, could it be set back from a lot 
line? He thinks this would be an attractive fence if it was set back from the sidewalk. 
You would still have foliage right on the sidewalk. That's what you see if you drive 
further down Sheridan Road and at least in other towns, you'll see foliage with the 
fence behind it. He likes the openness for vines. He said he would like to hear from 
others. It’s a difficult case. 
 

5.5 Ms. Choca Urban said she thinks a lot has changed in the 22 years since Mrs. Crown 
applied for her variance. The applicant has basically just submitted what his mother 
did 22 years ago, and has, as a result, not demonstrated the need or the hardship 
related to a 4’ fence. I think a 4’ fence would handle vines or any other plantings 
quite well. It will provide the security that is desired for the backyard. The existing 
landscaping, which has grown tremendously over 22 years, provides more than 
adequate privacy and a noise reduction barrier, in her opinion. She will be voting 
against this unless she hears something far more persuasive. 
 

5.6 Chairman Schneider said things have changed over the past 22 years, and in the 
zoning code to reduce these kinds of fences. The one that exists now, which will 
not be replicated obviously, but it was still 6’ tall. He drove up and down Sheridan 
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and couldn't find another example in a similar situated lot, where the side yard 
fronts on Sheridan. Secondly, the board had a case up the street where the applicant 
wanted to install a 4’ cast iron fence, very nicely done, but he had two gates. If you 
recall, the two gates had small sections that were higher than 4’. The board 
approved it, but the board was still very concerned about the increased height, even 
though it was just a small portion of the fencing.  
 
Looking at the variation standards for fences: 2) the extent to which fences of this 
same type by the applicant already exist in the immediate area and have been 
granted variations. There are none that he can think of. 3) the orientation and 
proximity of the neighboring dwelling units and other structures to the proposed 
fence. That obviously is not an issue. 6) the extent to which a fence of the same 
type sought by the applicant is for the replacement or repair of a previously or 
presently existing fence. This one is met. 7) The length of time that a non-
conforming fence has existed on the property. This one is met. 8) Whether a fence 
permit was issued at the time the fence was constructed. At the time this fence was 
originally constructed, there may have been a permit posted but he didn’t think the 
current zoning code applied.  
 
He said he thinks it would be setting a terrible precedent in approving this request. 
As a side comment, he questioned the type of fence chosen. It almost looks like a 
chain link fence. 
 
He asked if there were any more comments from the board. 
 

5.7 Mr. Pellaton said he thought Mr. Falkof’s comment about the fact that this is in 
effect the side yard and not a front yard, and it should be treated as such, is one that 
very much rang true with him. The fact that it's the front yard is not at all persuasive 
to him in terms of a standard that would cause the board to deny this. 

 
5.8 Ms. Choca Urban said that the board has in fact denied other applications, similar 

situated. She referenced a case on Illinois Road last year. It was the very same 
situation. The board denied it because they felt landscaping and a 4’ fence would 
be more than adequate. 
 

5.9 Mr. Pellaton said he recalled that request. That was installing a new fence; it wasn't 
replacing an existing 6’ one and they hadn't received prior approvals for a 6’ fence. 
 

5.10 Ms. Choca Urban said those points are true. 
 
5.11 Mr. Pellaton said he does see similarities. He was trying to recall; there might be a 

house or two, those Spanish colonials on Central right where they meet Sheridan, 
which have tall fences, possibly made of brick and wrought iron. But most of the 
other fences, he believes are probably 4’ fences as Chairman Schneider noted. 
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height 

variation to permit the construction of a 6.0’ tall open replacement fence in a front 
yard at 33 Canterbury Court in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
  6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider No 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    No 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    No 
   Maria Choca Urban   No 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-27.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   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. Specifically, there is no hardship preventing the owner from making 
reasonable use of the property. There is existing landscaping that has been in place for at 
least 22 years that provides screening. This in combination with a conforming fence, and 
if necessary additional landscaping, would provide all of the screening and security that 
the applicant is seeking. There is nothing peculiar about the lot; many homes front on 
Sheridan Road. The essential character of the neighborhood would be altered in that there 
are no other tall fences within Wilmette in the vicinity of the proposed fence. 
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The fence is oriented toward Sheridan Road, which is a busy street. However, there are s 
No other variations have been granted for fences in the front yard on Sheridan Road. A 
recent request approved a height variation for two gates, but that was a relatively limited 
frontage and was still subject to much scrutiny by the Zoning Board. There are no other 
fences of this height or style within Wilmette in the vicinity of the proposed fence. The 
fence is not proposed to be set back so that landscaping can grow in front of it, though the 
applicant has indicated that the style will support the growth of vines.  
 
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 physical conditions of the property, the orientation and siting of 
the house on the lot with the side yard backyard along Sheridan Road and the sloping of 
the lot down to the east, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The difficulty is not 
generally shared by others in that there are few properties along Sheridan Road where the 
house is oriented such that the side and backyard face Sheridan Road. For zoning purposes, 
the yard is the front yard, but most properties on Sheridan Road are oriented with the house 
facing the street and the backyard more private. The plight of the owner was not created 
by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot orientation and topography. 
The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with privacy 
for the backyard and for the home, which because of the slope of the property, allows some 
view from the street into the second floor. The proposed variation will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The proposed fence is very open and 
faces the street, not another property. The variation, if granted, will improve the essential 
character of the neighborhood by allowing the removal of a solid, very old fence along a 
prominent street and village entry point. 
 
The proposed fence faces Sheridan Road, which is identified as an arterial roadway. While 
there are no tall fences within front yards in the immediate area that have been granted 
variations, the applicant was previously granted a variation for a similarly open and tall 
fence in 1998. There are no properties that would be impacted by the proposed fence. While 
the fence is not proposed to have screening on the street side, the applicant has said that 
the fence style will support the growing of vines over it. It’s also possible that existing 
landscaping behind the fence may grow through, further screening the fence itself. The 
property is among the very largest in the immediate neighborhood and the proposed fence 
will have no impact on neighboring properties. The applicant is seeking to replace a fence 
of the same height that has existed for approximately 60 years. The proposed fence is very 
open and will be an improvement upon the appearance of the fencing. The applicant was 
previously granted a fence height variation for a replacement fence. The previous fence has 
been in place for approximately 60 years. It is unknown whether a fence permit was 
required at the time it was originally installed. 
 

8.0  RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.0’ fence height 
variation to permit the construction of a 6.0’ tall open replacement fence in a front yard at 
33 Canterbury Court in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Dr. Karen Lasch, applicant 
   1239 Gregory Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Craig Wald, applicant 
   1239 Gregory Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 75.39 square foot (4.31%) rear yard total 

impervious surface coverage variation and a 151.38 square foot (8.65%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
parking pad. The Village Board will hear this case on October 13, 2020.  

 
3.22 Dr. Lasch said the request is for a parking pad at 1239 Gregory. They purchased 

this home after the house plans were designed and approved for the home. The 
parking pad is not meeting their needs for several reasons. She outlined several 
hardships in their request for application. The first hardship is that they have a 
handicapped parent who lives with them frequently; who is actually with them right 
now. They need a stable extended surface behind the home dedicated so that'll give 
an ample space for the parking.  

 
 There is street parking on Gregory and they often park on the streets. Unfortunately, 

both of their cars have been broken into and we see this as a regular occurrence in 
their neighborhood. She gets notified on her Ring system very often about within 
0.5 miles away of a break in of a car. That’s another reason they'd like to have 
parking dedicated behind the home.  

 
 Finally, they have a drainage issue where after every storm, they have standing 

water that pools. They are hopeful that when they build this parking pad, they can 
have an efficient dry well that would eliminate the drainage condition that they 
currently have. When they first kicked off their design for this, they had some 
conversations with the village engineering department. Their understanding is that 
you can put enough gravel into the dry well and it's actually considered permeable 
surface. That is their intent, to make this permeable, even though it's deemed a hard 
surface.  

 
 She said she hoped the board would consider that in their review and offered to 

answer any questions. 
 

3.23 Ms. Choca Urban said she was curious how the applicant arrived at the dimensions 
of the parking pad. It seems very generous in size to park a single car. She noted 
that a smaller pad would not require a variance whatsoever from the village. 
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3.24 Chairman Schneider said that as shown on exhibit 1.4, the new home building 
permit approved a parking pad. 
 
Dr. Lasch said it was her understanding that they are approved to do the single 
parking pad. They are hoping to be able to park two cars there with ample room on 
either side for their parents to get in and out. 
 

3.25 Chairman Schneider asked the applicant to explain the permeable system she 
mentioned. 

 
Dr. Lasch said it was her understanding that if you put a sufficient level of gravel 
into a dry well, that would allow for sufficient drainage for water. That’s her 
understanding from the village engineers, that they would consider that a pervious 
surface. 
 

3.26 Chairman Schneider asked if the surface of the parking pad is concrete. 
 

Dr. Lasch said on top, yes. 
 

 3.27 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if you have sort of a dry well, that you can 
put a concrete surface on top? 

 
Ms. Roberts said that she was not sure. 
 

3.28 Chairman Schneider asked if the bonus for a permeable surface applies.  
 
Ms. Roberts said the bonus does not apply because it was her understanding that 
there's an existing driveway and walks in the rear yard that are not going to be the 
pervious surface. In order to get the 10% bonus, all of the flat surfaces need to be 
pervious. 
 

3.29 Chairman Schneider said that the whole spot there is covered with wood chips and 
cars are parked there now. 

 
Dr. Lasch said yes. 
 

3.30 Chairman Schneider clarified that there is no concrete surface on the side of the 
garage currently.  

 
Dr. Lasch that was correct, there is no concrete currently. There are pavers by the 
sidewalk between the garage the home. 
 

3.31 Mr. Kolleng said clarified that the applicants have a garage that can fit two cars and 
they want to put two more cars on a parking pad, to have four car access. 

 
Dr. Lasch said yes. Right now, they only fit one car in their garage. They were 
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hoping to park two behind on the parking pad. 
 

3.32 Mr. Kolleng ask why that was. What else is in the garage? 
 

Dr. Lasch said there are bikes and shelving for storage. 
 

3.33 Mr. Pellaton asked how their elderly relative would get from the parking space to 
the house. 

 
 Dr. Lasch said they could either go through the yard or they could go through the 

alley to the sidewalk. 
 
3.34 Mr. Pellaton clarified that the applicant was not going to build a sidewalk from the 

parking space to the existing sidewalk. 
 

Dr. Lasch said no. 
 

3.35 Mr. Falkof asked if a paver system similar to that, which other neighbors on this 
alley have, would that be considered permeable or is that still considered an 
impermeable surface? 
 

3.36 Chairman Schneider said the library did a pervious paver system, if Mr. Falkof was 
familiar with that. 

 
3.37 Mr. Surman said the library parking lot has a full drainage system below it, though, 

compared to pavers. People always talk about pavers saying that there are joints 
between them. Then there's manufacturers that say that the brick is permeable. It's 
just not the case. The difficulty they have when they're evaluating as a Zoning 
Board is the village hasn't approved anything stating that that's an acceptable 
replacement item to go with brick. 

 
3.38 Chairman Schneider said a 10% bonus is available for permeable surface so there 

must be some criteria for what is permeable.  
 
Ms. Roberts said that non-mortared pavers can qualify for the 10% bonus. It doesn't 
have to be a formal system like the library has. All of the surfaces in the rear yard 
need to be that in order for the credit to apply. This would not negate the need for 
the variation though. 
 

3.39 Mr. Surman said this is an issue that comes up quite often where somebody wants 
that whole area paved for a basketball court or parking or whatever reason. The 
thing that the Zoning Board has struggled with for years is the impervious issue and 
the flooding that the village has had. Every time the board approves these, it kind 
of hurts the village. It makes sense in a case where there is a single car garage and 
they want a second space. Here, it's a more difficult sell for him since the applicants 
already have a garage that should accommodate two cars and as well a parking 
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space. 
 
He asked if the applicant could put a separate structure in their yard, something not 
in the rear yard, that could free up space in the garage. He understands that’s up to 
the owner but having space to park four cars is a big reach for him, especially for 
an average sized lot. This is a difficult request. 
 

3.40 Mr. Pellaton said there was a case a couple of months ago at 8th and Lake where 
there was a gentleman who was building a new house and he wanted to change the 
driveway size and configuration, and he intended to put in a drainage system and 
permeable pavers. His efforts were a little more extensive than what this applicant 
is proposing or at least, they were certainly documented better. There's no evidence 
on the plans of dry well or drainage system. If the applicant had an engineer who 
could figure out how much water would be collected by the additional paving and 
could figure out a way to store that water and have it be absorbed back into the 
property at a later time, that would probably be more persuasive to him. 
 
Dr. Lasch said she did have a conversation with the engineer. As she recalled, they 
talked about 237 cubic feet that the dry well would be able to retain. She thinks this 
would help resolve the pooling of water in the backyard. 
 

3.41 Chairman Schneider said that it did not look like the applicant had enough support 
from the board for this request. He asked if it would be possible for the applicant to 
get an engineer or architect to present a more detailed plan as to how they expect 
to not increase the runoff into the village sewer. In this location, the sewers are 
combined storm and sanitary. If the applicant could do that, there might be a more 
positive reception by the board. Perhaps this could be done for the next meeting or 
some future meeting. He asked what the other board members thought. 
 

3.42 Ms. Choca Urban said that as of the content of the application currently, she is not 
in support of it. It's an excessive request given that a two-car garage does exist on 
the property and that it is a relatively new residence. The ZBA rejected the request 
on Lake Avenue for the new construction; the extension of concrete there had a 
very elaborate water retention and drainage system. She would be hard pressed to 
support something similar here having voted one way already on another similar 
situated property. She didn’t think that a more detailed plan regarding the drainage 
would change her vote. 
 

3.43 Mr. Surman said he concurred with Ms. Choca Urban. There are already water 
issues in the backyard and now they are proposing to pave more property. He’s not 
an engineer but he thinks it would have to be quite a large detention tank to 
accommodate a backyard that's already got issues and then adding the pad. He 
thinks it's a big request. It’s one thing if there is only one parking space existing 
and it’s on Lake Avenue with no street parking. In this case, there is street parking, 
and a two-car garage and a single space parking pad. 
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3.44 Mr. Kolleng said he agreed with Mr. Surman and Ms. Choca Urban that he doesn’t 
see the hardship for this case. He agrees with Mr. Pellaton if the applicant wants to 
continue this and come back with a more fulsome presentation. 

 
He said the board had a case off of Sheridan Road where they were looking to put 
up a kind of wall and they had two retaining wells; they had a system and that 
seemed to make sense. If something like that can work here, he might look at this 
case differently. If the applicant wants to do that, he supports giving them time to 
do it. 
 

3.45 Mr. Falkof said since he is new to the board, he is not burdened by earlier votes. He 
is persuaded by what the other board members have said, particularly what Mr. 
Surman said, in terms of trying to figure out what to do with the water. It looks like 
the wood chips are a little bit higher than the yard. If there's water there right now 
and they start adding an impervious surface, he doesn’t imagine that the water 
situation will get better. Water will end up in the alley or somewhere else. He 
doesn’t see at this point how an engineering drawing will change his thoughts.  
 

3.46 Chairman Schneider said the applicant had the last word. 
 

Dr. Lasch thanked the board for their consideration. It seems like there might be a 
disconnect between the engineering department and the zoning regulations because 
of the early conversations that we had where they were told that this would 
significantly improve the drainage problem with the way that they would be able to 
regrade and put the gravel dry well to help the drainage. 
 
They would be happy to look at some further engineering plans, but it doesn’t sound 
like enough board members could be convinced by that so that does not seem like 
a viable path forward. 
 

3.47 Chairman Schneider said speaking for himself, if the engineering drawings would 
affirm that runoff would not be greater than now and that it would also solve the 
ponding problem, he would look at it again. Maybe the applicant could reduce the 
size of the pad at the same time. He doesn’t want the applicant to have to 
unnecessarily spend money when most of the board members are not sympathetic. 

 
3.48 Mr. Pellaton said he was sure there is an engineering solution that exists that would 

result in a net decrease in runoff, even with additional pavement. He doesn’t know 
if the applicant is interested in paying for that, not just the plan, but the actual 
implementation of it. He has no idea how extensive such work would be. 

 
He would be surprised if despite what people have said, if the engineers stated that 
there would be less runoff, that there would be less water leaving the property with 
the new system and the increased parking space, that the board would vote against 
that. There'd have to be obviously some other reason for denial. 
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Assuming that there is a design solution that will result in a reduced amount of 
runoff, even with increased pavers or impervious concrete, knowing that would 
remove that as a rationale for not approving this particular request. There may be 
other reasons to not approve the request, but that's one that seems like it's within 
the applicant’s control to address, if they choose to spend the money to do so. 
 

3.49 Chairman Schneider said they would not take vote that night. He asked if the 
applicants wanted to withdraw and perhaps resubmit at a later date, what would 
need to happen? 
 
Ms. Roberts suggested the applicant decide whether they would like the board to 
proceed with a vote or to postpone to a specific date and come back with some 
additional information or revised plan or whatever it may be. 
 

3.50 Dr. Lasch said if they postpone, they would obviously do their due diligence to 
determine if they believe it is cost prohibitive or whether they are able to do it.  

 
Chairman Schneider suggested that the applicant work with Ms. Roberts to set a 
date in the future. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that if case is not continued to a specific date, the applicant will 
need to redo personal notice, whenever that time may be. The case can always be 
continued again if the applicants aren’t ready on the date that it is first continued 
to. 
 

3.51 Chairman Schneider asked how much time the applicants thought they might need. 
 
Dr. Lasch said a month. 
 

3.52 Chairman Schneider suggested six weeks to make sure the applicants have enough 
time.  

 
3.53 Mr. Kolleng suggested the first meeting in November. 

 
3.54 Mr. Wald asked if the board members’ minds are all made up. Is it worth it for the 

applicants to try to come back with more information? 
 

3.55 Mr. Kolleng said he was open minded. He thought Mr. Pellaton and Chairman 
Schneider were as well based on the comments. He noted that one board member 
was absent at the meeting. 

 
Mr. Wald said he appreciated that. 

 
3.56 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the request for a 75.39 square foot (4.31%) rear 

yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 151.38 square foot (8.65%) 
rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a parking pad to October 21, 2020. 

 
  6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mike Murdock, applicant 
   939 Romona Road 
 
  3.12 Mr. Robert Garrison, owner 
   2133 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 0.02’ side yard setback variation and a 

variation from the requirement that a single-family dwelling with two or more 
enclosed parking spaces maintain at least two enclosed parking spaces to permit the 
subdivision of the property and retention of the existing home. The Village Board 
will hear this case on October 13, 2020.  

 
3.22 Mr. Murdock said he is seeking zoning relief in two ways. He is looking for a 0.02-

foot side yard setback variation. In n practical terms, that's less than a quarter of an 
inch. He is seeking that variation for an existing structure that they do not intend to 
alter. The house was built that way and there is no plan to extend it farther into the 
side yard setback.  

 
 In addition, he needs a variation to allow for a single attached garage space as 

opposed to two enclosed spaces as required by the code. When this house was built, 
it was built with a single attached garage as is common throughout Kenilworth 
Gardens. At some point in the 1950s, a garage addition was built and the original 
garage was remodeled into interior space. He is seeking to revert the house back to 
its original form, which is keeping with the character of the neighborhood. The 
house is very similar to one located down the street at 2201 Greenwood. He intends 
to subdivide the two lots. It's 100’ wide in total, there are two separate PINs, and 
there are two separate tax bills. The village approved a subdivision in the past, but 
that approval has expired. They will be back in front of the plan commission next 
month to complete that as well. The request tonight allows them to preserve the 
house on the one lot, where it was originally sited. 
 
When the house was built, no thought was given to how the house would be able to 
provide a two-car garage on the standard 50’ wide lot that is standard in Kenilworth 
Gardens. There's no practical way to create a two-car garage on the 50’ wide lot. 
That's why they're seeking the variation. He is happy to go through the seven 
standards and to answer questions. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider said that the applicant said it’s not possible to put a two-car 

garage on a 50’ wide lot but he sees that all over.  
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Mr. Murdock said of course it can be done if they were to demolish the home and 
build a new one. Throughout Kenilworth Gardens, there are some homes with two-
car attached or detached garages, but there are many homes in the neighborhood 
with a single attached garage. The way this house is sited, it's not possible to put a 
garage in a less than 5’ wide space on the west side. On the east side, they also don't 
have sufficient space to get around to the rear of the house. The distance from the 
property line is less than eight feet and there is something that encroaches into that 
space and then there's a window wall behind it as well. There's not a practical way 
to get back to the back of the property, given how the house was originally built, 
because it was built with a one-car garage, one that was a permitted use. Now the 
houses throughout Kenilworth Gardens that have a single car garage are legal non-
conforming uses. If this had not had the lot next door, it would have existed as it 
continued to exist as a legal non-conforming use with the one-car garage. 
 

3.24 Chairman Schneider asked where he intends to put the one-car garage. On the west 
side of the house? 

 
Mr. Murdock said yes. He provided a plat of survey that shows where the driveway 
would go. The curb cut would be moved to the west side of the property. As you 
look at the house from the street, on the right side, there is a family room that has 
been enclosed that originally was a garage, and they would put the garage back 
where it was when the house was built. 
 

3.25 Chairman Schneider asked if there was always a second floor on that portion above 
the garage. 

 
Mr. Murdock said he believed there was but that predates his specific knowledge 
about the house. He is very familiar with 2201 Greenwood, which is similar, and 
he believes that house had a second floor above it at the time it was built. 
 

3.26 Chairman Schneider said if this were a new house, just like what the applicant 
intends to build on the other lot, it will require a two-car garage, is that correct? 
 
Mr. Murdock said absolutely. Any development on the open lot will fully comply. 
 

3.27 Chairman Schneider asked the applicant why, to his understanding, does this 
situation need a variation. 
 
Mr. Murdock said the six standards of review deal with the questions of whether 
the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will be 
consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies set forth in a comprehensive plan. 
The comprehensive plan does seek a variety of different types of housing and seeks 
to preserve existing housing stock. He believes the variations are necessary in order 
to preserve the house. He is not aware of any way that the house could be preserved 
in an economical manner and have a two-car garage. The rest of the space, facing 
the front of the house, does have a basement under it. As the architects on the board 
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know, anything can be done when money is no object, but from a practical 
standpoint, to try to reconfigure the front of the house to allow for a two-car 
attached garage is just not practical. It wouldn’t make sense to preserve the house. 
His goal is to preserve the house and he requires this zoning relief in order to do so. 
 

3.28 Mr. Kolleng asked if the applicant had purchased the property.  
 

Mr. Murdock said he has not. He has a contract and a zoning contingency with the 
owner. 
 

3.29 Mr. Kolleng said when you drive up Greenwood, there are a lot of cars on 
Greenwood. When somebody has a one-car garage and wants to convert to a two-
car garage and they need variances, the board works with them as much as they 
can. The applicant is going in reverse, potentially putting another car on what's 
already a very crowded street. Two cars can't pass each other. What the applicant 
is asking to do seems to fly in the face of what the village is trying to achieve. 
 
Mr. Murdock said he thinks that’s a fair point. He thinks there are competing goals. 
He thinks the village does seek to preserve the existing housing stock. Granting the 
variation would do that but Mr. Kolleng is correct. If you had a one-car attached 
garage, you could put another car off the street in the driveway, as is commonly 
done in Kenilworth Gardens, but the car in the garage cannot be accessed without 
moving the other car. That creates the situation where there's a possibility that you 
would need additional street parking, that's correct. 
 

3.30 Mr. Pellaton asked the applicant if he considered the possibility of removing the 
family-room-come-garage entirely and using that space for a driveway to access a 
two-car garage in the rear of the lot, as the nextdoor neighbor has. 

 
Mr. Murdock said unfortunately, there is more house behind the family 
room/garage and the only bathroom on the first floor is immediately behind it. He 
doesn’t believe it’s practical to have a house without a bathroom on the first floor. 
Is it possible that there could be another configuration where you could run new 
plumbing in a new stack and find another spot? It may be possible, but again, you’re 
getting into a situation of diminishing returns.  
 
He said he has seen homes where there’s a two-car tandem garage where one spot 
is in front of the other. He doesn’t believe that's practical for this house because of 
the bathroom behind it. But they did look at that possibility. 
 

3.31 Chairman Schneider said he is looking at the standards of review. One b says that 
the plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique 
circumstances. You are clearly creating this situation by subdividing the lots. 
 
The next standard is, the difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question 
and is not generally shared by other properties classified in the same zoning district, 
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used for the same purposes. The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application 
would prevent the owners from making a reasonable use of the property. However, 
the fact that the property could be utilized more profitably with the variation than 
without the variation is not to be considered grounds for granting the variation. He 
thinks the application meets the other standards of review, but he has some problem 
with those three. 
 
Mr. Murdock said the plight of the property owner was not created by the owner; it 
is due to unique circumstances. The plight is that the house was originally designed 
with a one-car garage and it was a legal conforming structure when it was built. 
When the zoning law changed, it became a legal non-conforming structure. There 
are no other houses in Kenilworth Gardens that have an adjacent lot next to them 
where the garage could be sited. The fact that a prior owner built a garage, not 
knowing the zoning law would change at some point in the future and not allowing 
them to revert back, I don't believe that created the plight in that sense.  
 
Secondly, the difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not 
generally shared by other properties classified in the same zoning district and used 
for the same purpose. This is the only home in Kenilworth Gardens that has a 100’ 
wide lot where the garage can be placed on a second lot.  
 
Standard four, the difficulty or hardship resulting from application of the zoning 
ordinance would prevent the owner from making reasonable use of the property. 
However, the fact that the property could be used more profitably with the variation 
than without the variation shall not be considered grounds for granting the variation. 
Over the years, the applicant has been before the Zoning Board a number of 
different times and he has made a statement similar to the one he is about to make. 
He doesn’t want to be perceived as saying, "well, if you don't do this, I'm going to 
do that.” The likelihood is, whether it's the applicant or the current owner or another 
owner, will demolish the home if the variation is not granted because that's the most 
profitable use for the property. In current market conditions, the highest and best 
use of the property is two new construction, single-family homes. That can be done 
by right. But again, it's his understanding that the village seeks to preserve existing 
housing stock. He personally believes the only way that the existing housing stock 
on this property can be preserved is by allowing the property to revert back to its 
original form, when it was built, similar to many other properties throughout 
Kenilworth Gardens, and allowing for the one-car attached garage. Speaking to 
profitability, he doesn’t believe this is the most profitable use of the parcel. Two 
new single-family homes is what's most profitable. 
 

3.32 Mr. Surman said he understands what the applicant is trying to do here. The 
difficulty he has is from past requests in that area. People have requested to make 
their driveway wider to accommodate two cars because they can't use their garage. 
The difficulty he has is, this request goes against what the village is asking, but at 
the same time, there are plenty of homes that have a single car garage. The driveway 
here is probably sufficient to fit two cars. It's not one of those houses where the 
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garage is so close to the street that you can only fit one car and the second one has 
to be in the street. It appears you have room to get two in the driveway.  

 
 He asked the applicant to confirm that the attached garage would be all the way to 

the west and the house entrance would probably be right in the corner there next to 
it. Is that correct? 
 
Mr. Murdock said that’s correct.  
 
He thanked Mr. Surman for the point he made about the driveway. The entrance to 
the garage is set over 40 feet back from the sidewalk. A standard size parking space 
is 8.5 feet by 18 feet. There's enough room for two cars to be parked in the driveway. 
If one car is closer to the house, that car is sort of blocking access to the garage; 
there won't be space to go around it. People would have to move the cars, but, to 
the earlier point, he believes it would be possible to have two parking spaces off 
the street. 
 

3.33 Chairman Schneider said practically speaking, he thinks tandem parking, two cars 
one behind the other, rarely works very well. You have to shuttle cars back and 
forth. People tend to want to widen the driveway in order to be able to park two 
cars next to each other. 
 
Mr. Murdock said he has not done the calculation with respect to the front yard 
impervious surface coverage. The front entrance to the house is next to the garage. 
The diagram sort of shows an arch of concrete going into the side of the house; the 
front door is there and not at the part furthest to north. Parking two cars side by 
side, you would still have to get around those cars in order to access the house. 
 

3.34 Mr. Surman asked the square footage of the house. The difficulty he is having is it's 
difficult to grant variances when you know that the project is being done by a 
developer and not for an individual. When the applicant talks about maintaining the 
existing housing stock, if you could build 3,500 square feet and this house is and 
will remain 2,800 square feet, that's a positive in terms of maintaining the housing 
stock. 
 
Mr. Murdock said the permitted floor area is 3,429.36 square feet. He said he did 
the floor area calculations of the home but did not have them with him. He asked 
Ms. Roberts if she had those numbers handy. 

 
Ms. Roberts said the house, with the breezeway and garage removed, is 2,749.52 
square feet.  
 

3.35 Mr. Surman asked if the applicant intended to add onto the house.  
 
Mr. Murdock said no. It’s not obvious to him how it would be productive to add to 
the house. Of course you could always do an addition in the back, but no, his intent 
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is not to add to the house, to leave the house at 2,750 square feet, approximately 
700 square feet less than what's permitted under the zoning ordinance. 
 

3.36 Ms. Choca Urban asked how much rehab the applicant plans to do to the house. A 
lot of cases that come before the Zoning Board are such extensive rehabs that 
they're considered to be brand new construction. What is the intention here? 
 
Mr. Murdock said he has found the housing stock in Kenilworth Gardens to be in 
excellent condition. He plans to make some updates, but not a wholesale 
redevelopment of the floor plan.  A four bedroom, two-and-a-half bath house is 
what people are looking for right now. He plans to invest in the property and update 
it, but not a complete gut of the structure.  
 

3.37 Mr. Falkof asked if the current residents would be vacating the house. 
 
 Mr. Murdock said yes. 
 
3.38 Mr. Falkof asked if the house would no longer have a family room. 
 

Mr. Murdock said that’s correct, it will be a house with no family room. The house 
has a large dry basement. It also has a very large living room which is effectively 
going to be the family room. It has large windows on the front of the house. He 
would argue the house is really not going to have a living room, but it will have a 
family room. 
 

3.39 Mr. Falkof asked the purpose of taking down a tree that was exactly where the 
driveway would now be for that one car garage. Was that taken down in order to 
prepare for the Zoning Board meeting so that there would not be a tree in the middle 
of the driveway? 

 
Mr. Murdock said he can’t speak to that. He was not aware that a tree had been 
removed. The owner is also in the meeting and perhaps he can speak to that. 
 
Mr. Garrison said he has a contract to sell the property to Mike Murdock. The tree 
they removed earlier this year had nothing to do with this request. His discussions 
with Mr. Murdock came after the tree was already gone. The issue came up with 
the neighbor immediately to the west. The tree was very close to the property line 
and the branches hung over their driveway. The tree was dripping sap on their cars 
so the neighbor asked him to trim that side of the tree. At first he thought that would 
look pretty ugly. He never really liked the tree anyway so they decided just to take 
the tree down. It was a month or more later, something like that, when they had 
their first discussion with Mr. Murdock about buying the property.  
 
Mr. Murdock said this was the first he had heard about the tree and apologized for 
not being aware. In past Zoning Board cases that he has been involved with, 
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sometimes conditions are imposed. He is more than happy to commit to planting 
one or more trees. 
 

3.40 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts is there was any other comment on the case. 
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one else on in the meeting. 
 
Ms. McManus said there were no comments in the YouTube chat.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said the variation for 0.02’ is not an issue. In his mind, the elimination 

of a two-car garage is an issue. The highest and best use for this property may be 
tearing it down and putting up two houses. Mr. Murdock kept saying the village 
wants to the housing stock but you drive around the village and there are houses 
being torn down all over the place. There's no guarantee that whoever buys this 
house after it's renovated won’t come before the Zoning Board asking to do a 700 
square foot addition to the house. He has a hard time with this request given the 
amount of parking that's already on Greenwood and neighboring streets. He is 
leaning against the request but wants to hear what everybody else has to say. 

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman said he concurs with Mr. Kolleng. Mr. Garrison could sell the house 

to somebody else and they could tear it down. Given the value of the house, you 
could see that happening very easily. He is struggling with this one and he’d like to 
hear what others have to say. It does go against what the village prefers to see 
regarding off-street parking. 
 

5.3 Mr. Kolleng said they are going to have a vacant lot and they're going to be able to 
build the full FAR that's allowed on that second lot. Maybe building a home on this 
lot, with the greater FAR and a two-car garage and everything and that utilizes the 
space better, maybe that’s a better alternative than what is proposed. 
 

5.4 Mr. Surman said it's a hardship that's been brought on by the applicant. He would 
like to hear what other board members have to say. 

 
5.5 Ms. Choca Urban said she agrees with both Mr. Kolleng and Mr. Surman. She is 

particularly persuaded by Chairman Schneider’s recitation of the standards of 
review. In two of the cases, the plight is being created by the applicant. In the third, 
it works against the policy regarding parking. She is leaning against supporting this 
motion. 

 
5.6 Mr. Falkof said he shares the same concerns that other people have mentioned. He 

lives just four doors down so he will have to deal with the temporary inconvenience 
of construction on the street at some point in time. At his first meeting on the Zoning 
Board, Mr. Kolleng reminded him that the village is trying to get people to stop 
parking on the street. There's value to having two-car garages. They are losing a 
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two-car garage here, but as has been pointed out, this driveway will accommodate 
two cars in tandem. He has one of those one-car garages and the house mentioned 
at 2201 is another one. They use their garages for storing bicycles and other 
paraphernalia. They could never on the best day put a car in the garage. What they 
have done is gotten their cars off the street by having either tandem or side by side. 
I don't think there's room here for side-by-side, but there is room to have the two 
cars. So he’s torn. He hears what the other members are saying about losing garage 
parking but he is leaning towards voting in favor of the applicant's request. 

 
5.7 Mr. Pellaton said in this case, the fact that the applicant is looking to subdivide the 

property is what's causing the hardship. On the other hand, he agrees with what Mr. 
Falkof said about being able to get the cars off the street and onto the driveway. He 
is mindful of the fact that, if this request is denied, the house gets demolished and 
a new one gets put in its place. There is some value to maintaining that house in a 
somewhat altered or perhaps altered back to its original state. He is leaning towards 
voting in favor of this request, but it is certainly not a simple or clear cut kind of 
thing. Everyone else has made some very valid points about the fact that a two-car 
garage is the standard. If this remodeling project were to qualify as new 
construction, they would be required to provide a two-car garage. 

 
It’s a balancing act between trying to preserve the house or is having a two-car 
garage more important? 
 

5.8 Chairman Schneider recalled a redevelopment on the southwest corner of X and 
21st Street. That was a historic home from the 1933 World Exposition. They were 
able to disassemble and save at least some parts of it and two new homes with two-
car garages were built in its place. It’s not clear if the house tonight has any historic 
significance. The plight here is being created by the potential buyer. He has 
difficulty supporting this request. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 0.02’ side yard setback 

variation and a variation from the requirement that a single-family dwelling with 
two or more enclosed parking spaces maintain at least two enclosed parking spaces 
to permit the subdivision of the property and retention of the existing home at 2133 
Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider No 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    No 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
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   Maria Choca Urban   No 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-25.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 

 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of 
the property, the siting of the home on the lot and the design of the home, impose upon the 
owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is 
due to the unique development of the lot. The difficulty is not peculiar to the property in 
question; the lot was developed like most if not all other lots in Kenilworth Gardens. What 
the applicant is asking to do is to restore the house and lot to its original layout. The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property without having 
to do an extensive renovation to remove the existing living room and bathroom to 
accommodate a new detached garage or to demolish the home and build a new one. The 
proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
properties or otherwise injure other property and its use. The side yard setback variation is 
negligible. The applicant is able to park two cars on the new driveway in tandem fashion 
if not side by side, providing off-street parking in a way many other homes in the area are 
not able to. The variations, if granted, will restore the home and lot to its original layout, 
which is more consistent with the neighborhood, and therefore will not negatively impact 
the neighborhood character. 
 
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the plight of the 
owner is being created by the owner by his choice to seek to subdivide the property and 
remove the existing two-car garage, which is located on what would be another lot. The 
difficulty is not peculiar to the property in question; the home was originally built like all 
others in Kenilworth Gardens. There are no unique circumstances supporting granting a 
variation in this case. The applicant is seeking the variation in an effort to make the property 
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more profitable, that is, by subdividing the lot and sell the east lot as a new home. This is 
not a basis for a hardship. 
 

8.0  RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 0.02’ side yard setback 
variation and a variation from the requirement that a single-family dwelling with two or 
more enclosed parking spaces maintain at least two enclosed parking spaces to permit the 
subdivision of the property and retention of the existing home at 2133 Greenwood Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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