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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 18, 2020 

7:00 P.M. 

REMOTE MEETING 

Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
Brad Falkof 
Christine Norrick 
Ryrie Pellaton 
Bob Surman 
Maria Urban 

Members Absent: None 

Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

I. Call to Order

Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m.

II. Opening Remarks and Swearing In

Chairman Schneider 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.

3.3
1-26-21
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III. 2020-Z-38 1515 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2020-Z-40 207 Dupee Place 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2020-Z-39 411 Prairie Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2020-Z-37 717 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. Approval of the October 7, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Surman moved to approve the October 7, 2020 meeting minutes as amended. Mr. 
Pellaton seconded the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. 
Surman, Ms. Urban, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. The motion passed.  

 
VIII. Approval of the October 21, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Pellaton moved to approve the October 21, 2020 meeting minutes. Ms. Urban seconded 
the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. Urban, 
and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. The motion passed.  

 
IX. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

X. Adjournment 
 

Ms. Urban moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Falkof seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. Urban, and Chairman Schneider. 
Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 p.m. 

 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Sehul Patel, applicant 
   1515 Sheridan Road 
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a special use to permit the operation of a 
limited service restaurant (Rosati’s Pizza). The Village Board will hear this case on 
December 8, 2020.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Patel introduced himself and advised he has Rosati’s Pizza locations in Skokie 

and Lincolnwood. He noticed vacant space in Plaza del Lago. There will be space 
in front for customers with a server and mainly delivery and pick up. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked if board members had questions. 
 
 3.24 Ms. Urban asked how long Mr. Patel has been in business.  
 
  Mr. Patel said two years.  
 
 3.25 Ms. Urban asked what the hours will be at his Plaza del Lago location.  
 
  Mr. Patel said 10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider asked how many would be seated.  
 
  Mr. Patel said 10 to 12 people. 
 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider asked if this is permanent or if it would change.  
 
  Mr. Patel said they have a 200 square foot area to accommodate 10 to 12 people.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman asked if there will be dedicated vehicles for delivery. 
 
  Mr. Patel said there would not be signage atop the work vehicles.   
 
 3.29 Ms. Norrick asked about how many servers there would be. 
 
  Mr. Patel said there would be a cashier to take orders including phone and walk-in 

orders and to serve meals to tables.  
 
 3.30 Ms. Urban asked how this would differ from other locations. Mr. Patel said the 

others have only carry-out. He noted this model would mirror the location on Wells 
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Street in Chicago.   
 

3.31 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if there was any other comment on the case. 
 

Ms. Roberts said there was no one else in the meeting and no comments in the 
YouTube chat.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Ms. Urban stated she’s in support of this and enjoys seeing a space habited.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Surman concurred and said with Clucker’s, this would be a destination. He 

supports this. 
 
 5.3 Mr. Falkof concurred and said he supports this. 
 
 5.4 Mr. Pellaton concurred and supports this.  
 
 5.5  Ms. Norrick agreed and supports this.  
 
 5.6 Chairman Schneider concurred and said this meets all the standards. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Ms. Urban moved to recommend granting a request for a special use to permit the 

operation of a limited service restaurant (Rosati’s Pizza) at 1515 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-38.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
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   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds the request meets the special use standards of Section 
5.3 and the use standards of Section 12.3.X of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use in 
this location is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan to 
maintain commercial areas where a variety of goods and services are offered. The proposed 
use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety or general welfare nor 
will it be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property. Proper waste collection and 
ventilation will be provided. The proposed use will not impede the normal and orderly 
development and improvement of surrounding properties nor will it diminish property 
values. The proposed use will complement existing businesses. Adequate utilities, road 
access, and other facilities already exist. Adequate measures already exist to provide 
ingress and egress to the use. The proposed use will be consistent with the community 
character. No known archaeological, historical or cultural resources will be impacted. No 
buffers, landscaping or other improvements are necessary. Use standards contained in 
Section 12.3.X have been satisfied. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use to permit 
the operation of a limited service restaurant (Rosati’s Pizza) at 1515 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use. 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Lisa Laske, applicant 
   207 Dupee Place 
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 150.66 square foot (19.47%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the replacement of a driveway on 
the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on 
December 8, 2020.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Laske advised she asked village staff to approve the driveway with broken 

pieces of concrete with dirt and weeds in the middle and replace it with a single 
piece of concrete to conform to other driveways. 

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman noticed the work is already completed.  
 
  Ms. Laske said that it is.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton said this was noted as extenuating circumstances but it does not state 

what those circumstances are.  
 
  Ms. Laske said she hoped to have this completed before snowfall. She met with 

Ms. Roberts and a concrete vendor. Ms. Laske unfortunately lost her eye so she 
wanted to complete this before winter.     

 
 3.25 Mr. Surman is in agreement with what Ms. Roberts advised applicant to do.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Falkof said if there is drainage, this would now go to the neighbor to the north.  
 
  Ms. Laske said the concrete is slightly raised in the middle, to flow two ways. One 

way drains toward the driveway where a drain was installed and the water goes to 
a flower bed in the backyard. The other way drains toward the street. She showed 
the neighbor the plans and he was in agreement.   

 
 3.27 Mr. Falkof asked if the water is draining okay since the installation.  
 
  Ms. Laske said that it is better than it was. It is working as intended, going toward 

the drain.   
 

3.28 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if there was any other comment on the case. 
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting on this matter and there were no 
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comments in the YouTube chat.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said this is a straightforward, reasonable request. It creates a safer 

surface and it’s easier to shovel and clean. He supports this. 
 
 5.2 Ms. Urban concurred and said she supports this.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Pellaton said if this work had not been done, there would have been a lot of 

questions as to why this has more impervious surfaces. He believes there are other 
solutions without increasing impervious surface where a variance would be needed. 

 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof said this is about 20% more of an impervious surface. He believes this 

was done correctly. If the neighbors aren’t affected, he would support this. 
 
 5.5  Mr. Pellaton concurred. In addition, he said the goal of the pervious surface is so 

that it’s absorbed into the ground rather than into the storm sewers. 
 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said the lot is small at 4,300 square feet. 
 
 5.7 Ms. Norrick said she supports this. She said you don’t see anyone replacing just the 

ribbons. She said it’s a small lot. 
 
 5.8 Chairman Schneider said two-thirds was existing impervious and one-third was 

filling in the middle part. He wished there was another drain to pop-up in the front 
yard. The problem with pervious surface bonus is there’s only a 10% credit. He 
supports this request; good reasons for having done this. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 150.66 square foot 

(19.47%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
replacement of a driveway on the legal non-conforming structure at 207 Dupee 
Place in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
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 6.2 Ms. Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2020-Z-40.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   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 
narrow lot width, the siting of the house in the front yard, and the existing driveway ribbons 
impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by 
the owner and is due to the unique development of the lot. The hardship is not generally 
shared by others; most other homes in the neighborhood already have solid driveways (as 
opposed to ribbons). The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the 
property with a full width driveway that is safer to walk on and easier to maintain. The 
proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or otherwise injure 
adjacent property. The driveway was designed and installed so that water would drain to 
the front and rear of the property and not to the neighbor’s property. The neighbor indicated 
his approval of the plan to the applicant. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood, which consists of full width driveways. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 150.66 square foot 
(19.47%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the replacement of a 
driveway on the legal non-conforming structure at 207 Dupee Place 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 Ms. Laureen Wozney, applicant 
   411 Prairie Avenue 
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 322.81 square foot (25.8%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the installation of a parking space 
and driveway on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear 
this case on December 8, 2020.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Wozney said she is requesting a variance for a new driveway. She purchased 

this home in 1978 and have utilized the driveway installed by the previous owner 
and subsequently maintained by her to access a parking space. A garage was 
previously on the space with the overhead door facing the alley. They were 
informed by the neighbors at 318 Oak Circle that they were claiming part of her 
driveway belonged to them. They subsequently removed a section of the brick and 
installed grass making it impossible to safely gain access to her parking area. She 
believes her application meets all the standards of review.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Pellaton said it’s quite reasonable to have to figure out an alternative parking 

solution. It’s unfortunate that the neighbor chose to do what they did and that it has 
caused the applicant additional expense and the need to come before the Zoning 
Board. He asked what happens with the concrete pad? He thought it was gravel but 
the drawing says concrete where the garage used to be. 

 
  Ms. Wozney said it was concrete. The concrete disintegrated after years of use so 

this summer, they put down a weed barrier and then gravel to make it look better 
and because the gravel would be more easily packed and to shovel. 

 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton clarified that they removed the concrete and now it’s just gravel over 

a weed blocking material. 
 
  Ms. Wozney said yes, the concrete is pretty much gone so it’s just gravel and the 

weed barrier. 
 
 3.25 Mr. Pellaton said the plan shows to leave the brick. He asked what the purpose was 

of leaving the brick. 
 
  Ms. Wozney said she doesn’t have the funds to do anything further than put the 

driveway on the side of the house. 
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider said that given that the area where the brick was removed and 
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replaced with grass is part of the property owned by the neighbor to the south, who 
also has a garage and a concrete apron leading to the alley, legally does the applicant 
have access to her parking space? 

 
  Ms. Wozney said according to her lawyer, she does.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Falkof said that given how long the driveway has been used off the alley, there 

is probably an easement by use over that small portion that now has grass on it. It 
was interesting that Ms. Wozney used the words “the neighbor was claiming part 
of the driveway.” He asked the applicant in what way the neighbor was asserting 
their control; were they barring her from crossing what is now the grass to access 
her parking? 

 
  Ms. Wozney said she accesses the driveway through the alley over the bricks that 

she has been maintaining for the last 40 years. While she was out of town, the 
neighbors removed the bricks and placed sod in that area that the neighbor claims 
belongs to them. When she returned home and went to park, the sod was so 
saturated that her car got stuck. She literally ripped it up trying to get out. 
Consequently, she doesn’t feel safe driving over the sod. She needs to do something 
so she is able to park some place since she can’t park on the street. The only thing 
she can think of is to put a driveway on the side of the house. That’s how the other 
houses on Prairie access their parking. 

 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof said he agreed with the applicant that but for this problematic situation, 

she is stuck with the proposal that she is making. He asked if there were bad 
relations between the applicant and the neighbor. 

 
  Ms. Wozney said she didn’t think so. She is pretty disheartened. This happened 

about a year ago and it was done in a not-upfront way. She does not have bad 
feelings towards them except that they have made it difficult for her to continue 
with her life as it has been for the last 40 years. She doesn’t know how they feel 
about her because they don’t talk to her. 

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said it’s surprising that the neighbor would replace that area with grass 

because given its location and size, it’s a difficult piece of grass for them utilize. 
 
  Ms. Wozney said she put the time and expense to beautify the area to signal that 

she was doing the best she could do without incurring a lot of expense. She thought 
this would appease the neighbors. 

 
 3.30 Chairman Schneider referred to the site plan. He said when he was at the site, it 

doesn’t look like the site plan correctly identifies the jog in the fence. He said it 
appears one could drive from the alley across the triangular piece to the north. Then 
there would be room for another car.  

 
  Ms. Wozney said she talked to her neighbors to the south and they were okay with 
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that. She tried to do that and it doesn’t work. It’s especially going to be difficult in 
the winter. 

 
 3.31 Mr. Pellaton said by taking away the bricks and putting in the grass, it actually 

made is more difficult for the neighbor to utilize their own garage because they 
have to make a turn rather than drive straight in. 

 
 3.32  Mr. Falkof said one could get a material, it’s like a paver but there are spaces in 

between to allow water to penetrate and you can grow grass but you still have a 
hard surface to drive one. You could solve both problems at once by having grass 
as the neighbor wants and a driving surface for the applicant. 

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked Mr. Falkof if the neighbor could have done this because they 

didn’t want the liability of someone driving over the corner of their property. 
 
 3.34 Mr. Falkof said he’s not sure that the board will know the reasoning. Mr. Surman’s 

suggestion is not a bad one but there are two problems with that. One, it’s probably 
an easement because otherwise there is literally no other way to get at what once 
was a garage. Assume the next homeowner after the applicant wants to put in a 
garage, they would have no place but for where it once was. You would have to 
continue to cross what is really an easement. As far as the liability, it’s probably 
not a compelling issue for such a small piece of property. 

 
 3.35 Chairman Schneider said the applicant currently parks on the pad in an east-west 

direction. He asked why the applicant can’t drive north/south and place a pad on 
the eastern side of the fence, thus reducing the opportunity to drive on the sod. It 
would still be driving over a small portion of the apron of the neighbor to the south 
but you would avoid having to cross the sod. 

 
 3.36 Ms. Norrick said either way, the applicant only has a tiny corner that touches the 

alley. She assumes that the applicant is looking for a solution that is free and clear 
and completely her own. A drive off the front provides that. To do what Chairman 
Schneider suggests just means needing permission from a different neighbor. 

 
 3.37 Ms. Urban concurred with Ms. Norrick. She said the applicant is between a rock 

and a hard place on this. The fact that the neighbor removed the bricks without any 
notice whatsoever to the applicant is an aggressive action that really tied Ms. 
Wozney’s hands. 

 
 3.38 Ms. Norrick said that Mr. Falkof is probably correct that there is an easement, but 

the applicant has opted for this request to build a driveway in a different location. 
She has decided that this is the best solution for her.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Pellaton said Chairman Schneider’s solution would be considerably less 

expensive for the applicant but he understands Ms. Norrick’s point about not being 
dependent on neighbor permission. If the applicant sells the property or the 
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neighbor sells their property, the next neighbor may not feel the same. While it’s 
unfortunate, he doesn’t see any alternatives to the driveway in the front.  

 
 3.40 Ms. Norrick said that parking on the street is not permitted so this is the best option 

for the applicant. 
 
 3.41 Mr. Falkof said he hears what the other board members are saying but it seemed 

that they are all assuming that the neighbor was entitled to do what they did. That’s 
what created the problem. The applicant is now forced to seek a variance because 
a neighbor has done something that from all appearances can’t be done. Rather than 
try to get to the bottom of it, the board is being asked to now approve a 26% 
variation. 

 
 3.42 Ms. Norrick asked Mr. Falkof what the board could do.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Falkof said that the board could deny the variation request. Then she has to 

assert her right to the easement. He thinks this would be beneficial for the applicant 
also because when she goes to sell the property, someone is going to want a garage. 
There is no garage on the property now and most people want at least a one-car 
garage. If the variance is permitted, the new owner will be back before the Zoning 
Board to extend the driveway and building a new garage. That will lead to even 
more impervious surface. 

 
 3.44 Mr. Surman said from a procedural standpoint, the applicant can’t return for a full 

year if the board denies the request. If the intent is for the applicant to possibly 
come back, the case could be continued to a date certain. 

 
 3.45 Mr. Pellaton said another option is, the board recommends granting the request and 

the applicant could explore her right to an easement. 
 
 3.46 Ms. Norrick asked if Ms. Wozney considered this.  
 
  Ms. Wozney said an attorney advised her to pursue the issue legally. However, it 

would take between $30,000 to $50,000 and it would take a long time. What she is 
proposing makes the most sense. 

 
 3.47 Ms. Roberts clarified that the one-year prohibition applies when the Village Board 

denies the request and it only applies to the same request being made again. A 
recommendation for denial does not prohibit the applicant from re-applying. She 
noted the neighbor from Oak Circle is in this meeting and may be able to address 
some of the questions that the board has. 

 
(After 4.21) 
 3.48 Chairman Schneider said the proposed request will require a curb cut. Another issue 

is how to deal with the potential run-off to the combined sewer, which is not a good 
thing. How the run-off will be dealt with is a consideration for the board’s approval.  
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(After 4.22) 
 
 3.49 Ms. Wozney said she is more than willing to work with the Aults. She has tried to 

talk to them. She is not confident anything could be worked out due to past issues. 
She said a year-and-a-half or two years ago, the Aults attempted to put up a fence 
that would have blocked her completely from getting into her driveway. She was 
blindsided by their attempt to get a permit. She had to get legal advice because prior 
to that, she didn’t realize the triangular area was the Aults. Part of her 
disappointment is that they haven’t talked to her. They support her request for the 
driveway. 

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Amanda Ault 
   318 Oak Circle 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Ault said she wants to address some of the questions the board has. They had 

a legal permit to put in a patio. In order to keep their impervious coverage within 
the limits and not have to come before this board, they did remove the brick that 
was on their property. She said they gave Ms. Wozney permission to drive over 
their portion of the property for several years. She said they did the applicant notice 
when they removed the brick. Ms. Ault said that she is still able to drive across the 
turf. They removed the brick at the village’s recommendation. They were initially 
going to put gravel there but they were told by the village that gravel was not 
allowed. The applicant is still able to drive across the turf. They are in favor of Ms. 
Wozney’s application to conform to other properties on Prairie and to access her 
property from Prairie Avenue. The other properties on Prairie do have garages right 
next to their homes. It would be consistent in this neighborhood to have a garage 
next to the home.  

 
  Ms. Urban said this is a case of unintended consequences, where sticking to the 

letter of the law on one property creates a domino effect of other impacts that leave 
the village as a whole a little bit diminished. It’s quite unfortunate. 

 
  Chairman Schneider asked how large the triangular piece is.  
 
  Ms. Ault said approximately 60 square feet. 
 
 (After 5.16) 
 4.22 Ms. Ault reiterated that she supports the existing proposal. This issue initially came 

up because the applicant’s tenants were parking the Aults in their garage. She 
understands that the board might believe there is an easement there but the Aults 
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do own that property. The applicant cannot fit two cars there. To do so affects the 
way the Aults use their property and access their garage and parking pad. 

 
  Ms. Ault said that Ms. Wozney had verbally accosted her husband while their 

children were there over this small piece of property. She reminded everyone that 
the village staff gave them a permit as they see fit. They have granted Ms. Wozney 
permission to drive over what is now grass. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he agreed with Chairman Schneider’s and Ms. Urban’s comments 

about this being an unfortunate set of circumstances. If might have been better if 
there was more communication between the neighbors. Sixty square feet of 
coverage on one property compared to 322 square feet on another property; it’s 
really just making the situation worse for the neighborhood from an impervious 
surface standpoint. It is a true hardship for the applicant.  

 
  From an architectural planning point, the driveway is a reasonable size at 9’ x 41’. 

A typical parking space in a shopping center is 9’ x 20’. It’s reasonable to have it 
be long enough for two spaces. Some neighbors have their garage closer. Given the 
situation and the hardship and the need to park the cars off the street, there isn’t any 
other option. He supports the request. 

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban said hindsight is 20/20. She wishes when the Aults were seeking their 

patio permit, a more comprehensive view had been taken of impervious surface and 
understanding the repercussions this would create for the applicant. While not an 
optimal solution, she can support the application because the applicant is truly in a 
difficult position not of her creation. We as a village have helped create the 
problem.   

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick concurs and supports this. She said it feels like a lose-lose and not a 

win-win. 
 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof said he would not support the request because he thinks more damage 

is being done to the property. Later on, in 10 or 20 years, a new owner will likely 
come before the Zoning Board and ask to extend the driveway all the way back to 
where a garage could be placed in the back corner. Then there’s going to be even 
more impervious surface.  

 
  He appreciated Ms. Ault speaking to the board. This has unintended consequences 

but even so he has to believe that there is a solution that even the village could go 
along with to simply put in where the grass now is, a surface that is pervious but 
provides just enough support for Ms. Wozney to get over to her parking area. There 
are unintended consequences from what happened on the Ault property, he is not 
convinced that it is too late. If the board approves the request, it just continues the 
problem and nothing is solved. Water ends up being where water is not supposed 
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to be.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Surman said he agrees with Mr. Falkof but if the board doesn’t support it, and 

that kind of resolution isn’t achieved, then the applicant would be in a difficult 
place. He could see where the Village Board should be involved. If the area at issue 
is 60 square feet and it could just be replaced with gravel and the Aults didn’t have 
to go through an approval process, that would be the way to go.  

 
 5.6 Ms. Urban said she would like to hear from Ms. Roberts because she finds Mr. 

Falkof’s comments persuasive. Sixty square feet or even 100 square feet is better 
than 322 square feet. 

 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider it looks like the triangular piece is 9’ x 9’ or about 42 square 

feet. 
 
 5.8 Ms. Urban asked if there is an administrative solution. She’s struck by the fact that 

the Zoning Board process is onerous enough that it convinced the Aults to avoid it 
altogether. 

 
  Ms. Roberts said she was not involved with the permit discussions. There is not an 

applicable administrative process if the Aults had an impervious surface coverage 
issue. The Zoning Ordinance does not allow gravel for a driving or parking surface 
nor is it considered a pervious surface. That is why they would have been advised 
not to use gravel in place of the brick. The Village Board could not just grant relief 
to the Aults as an outcome of this request; the Aults would have to apply for relief. 
They could do this but it would be going through the whole process, with notice 
and the rest. Presumably the parties would all have to agree that this is the direction 
they wanted to go. 

 
 5.9 Ms. Urban asked if it is possible for the Zoning Board to deny the petition and have 

the applicant withdraw her application and for the Aults to come in for a variance 
request, technically on behalf of Ms. Wozney. She noted that none of the parties 
have said they would do this, she is just asking about the process. If Ms. Wozney 
had to replace the bricks that were removed, that is a much less expensive solution 
than building the proposed driveway. From an environmental point of view, that 
would be a more sustainable solution. If all the parties are willing to problem solved 
together, is that a possible path forward. 

 
  Ms. Roberts said procedurally she would recommend to the applicant and to the 

board that a vote be taken so that the applicant has some record to act on. She would 
be concerned for the applicant to have the matter on hold indefinitely. If there is a 
recommendation, the applicant can then go to the Village Board, and there will be 
time between tonight’s meeting and the Village Board meeting where the applicant 
and the neighbor could talk. They could see whether they might be moving toward 
some sort of agreement. If an agreement were to be reached, Ms. Wozney could 
withdraw before being heard by the Village Board and the neighbors could move 
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forward with an application for their own property.   
 
   If the request is withdrawn now or tabled without a specific return date, and then 

the item comes back to the Zoning Board, the applicant would need to re-do the 
personal notice.  

 
  Alternatively, if Ms. Wozney and Ms. Ault gave some indication at this meeting 

that they were willing to talk more, the board could table this discussion to a 
December or January date. Personal notice would not have to be re-done. Everyone 
could reconvene at that ZBA meeting and see where things are then. 

 
 5.10 Mr. Pellaton concurred and said if the matter is continued rather than taking a vote, 

then if the applicant and the Ms. Ault were unable to reach an agreement, the ZBA 
could consider the matter at a future meeting. The only other cost besides 
reinstalling the brick is the cost of placing the notice in the newspaper. This would 
be much less costly for the applicant than putting in the driveway. He imagines that 
the ZBA as currently constituted would support the Ault’s request for a variance 
for impervious coverage in the triangle. The members might be able to give an 
indication if they would support this. If for some reason that request didn’t pass, 
the time and expense of notice are all that’s been spent. 

 
  Does Ms. Wozney have to request the continuance or can the board just continue 

it? 
 
 5.11 Mr. Surman said she has to make that request but procedurally the testimony part 

of the meeting has been closed. Maybe procedurally it can be opened up. He agrees 
with the proposed steps. He said with winter coming, where will Ms. Wozney park.  

 
 5.12 Chairman Schneider said he would open up testimony if that is what the board 

wanted to do. 
 
 5.13 Ms. Urban said she would be interested in hearing from Ms. Wozney and Ms. Ault 

about their openness to what’s been discussed. 
 
 5.14 Mr. Surman asked for Chairman Schneider’s perspective before hearing from Ms. 

Wozney and Ms. Ault. 
 
 5.15 Chairman Schneider said he would like to avoid having the long driveway adjacent 

to the house. He thinks the applicant could fit two parking spaces, one north/south 
and the other east/west. If the applicant and the neighbor can find a solution, he 
thinks the Zoning Board and Village Board would also be supportive. 

 
  5.16 Mr. Surman said from a planning standpoint, looking at things long term, if the 

driveway is maintained off the alley, there is room for a one-car garage. As 
proposed, a two-car garage could probably fit with access from the street. 
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(After 3.49) 
 5.17 Mr. Pellaton said that since Ms. Wozney did not ask for a continuance, the ZBA is 

voting on the proposal as is.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 322.81 square foot 

(25.8%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the installation 
of a parking space and driveway on the legal non-conforming structure at 411 
Prairie Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider No 
   Brad Falkof    No 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-39.  
 
  6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria 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 meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of 
the property, the siting of the house in the front yard and the inability to continue to access 
the property from the rear, impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the 
owner was not created by the owner and is due to the siting of the house and the vacation 
of the alley that provided rear access. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question 
and not generally shared by others. The hardship prevents the owner from making 
reasonable use of the property with on site parking. The proposed variation will not impair 
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an adequate supply of light and air or otherwise injure adjacent property. The variation, if 
granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighbor, which consists of front 
driveways for all other properties on Prairie. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the proposed 
variation creates a situation where even more relief and more impervious coverage may be 
sought in the future. This will result in more water run-off and negative impacts on the 
neighbors. The owner has the option to seek access from her other neighbor, she has 
permission to access her lot as she has always done but now over the neighbor’s grass, and 
she can pursue establishing possible easement rights for the access she has always had.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 322.81 square foot 
(25.8%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the installation of a 
parking space and driveway on the legal non-conforming structure at 411 Prairie Avenue 
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 Mr. Jeff Harting, GTH Architects 
   105 Revere Drive, Northbrook 
                                         
  3.12 Mr. Martin Podorsky, owner 
   717 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 686.94 square foot (6.49%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of first and second floor additions on the legal 
non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on December 8, 
2020.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Harting provided background on the Podorskys who wish to move from 

Chicago to Wilmette. He said the house is over 100 years old and doesn’t meet 
today’s criteria. There is a large historic two-story coach house in the back which 
is grandfathered in and not conforming. Mr. Harting said, by taking aspects off of 
the existing house, this is not a possible even swap. 

 
  The existing enclosed front porch is proposed to be removed as well as the sunroom 

in the rear; this and the additions would be more suitable for a family. 
 
  Mr. Harting referenced a diagram of the first floor. He noted this would not 

dramatically increase area: adding a mudroom and a back room (where the current 
sunroom is) with a kitchen bump-out.  

 
  This house lists as five bedrooms. However, on the second floor as shown on 

Exhibit 1.9, one bedroom is small and another is only accessible via another room. 
Therefore, this is really a four-bedroom house. The two front bedrooms would be 
maintained with one bedroom by the bay. 

 
  On the third floor, two dormers will be added below the 6.75 height for floor area. 
 
  The landscape design was identified. By relocating the garage doors and removing 

the parking area, this will conform and gain more green space.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked if the garage would be accessed from the alley.  
 
  Mr. Harting said it would. 
 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider stated there currently is a deck on the second floor with a 

circular staircase.  
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  Mr. Harting said the staircase and sunroom would be removed.  
 
 3.25 Ms. Urban asked to hear from owners, Martin and Michelle Podorsky. 
 
  Mr. Podorsky said they love this neighborhood, they have friends here, and also 

met neighbors who have acted on their behalf. He said they have been looking for 
a house with character. They would like to bring this home to modern-day living. 

 
 3.26 Ms. Urban asked if there are elevations for the garage door change.  
 
  Mr. Harting said there aren’t. They would fill in the brick to match. He noted the 

side paving area is proposed as new green space.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Surman asked if the paving would be removed.  
 
  Mr. Harting said it would and referred to diagram 1.6 in the packet. He said the 

proposed paved patio would be closer to the house with a raised terrace. 
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said this is an increase in square footage. This is not approvable as this 

is not a hardship but more of a convenience. He said with the sunroom being 
removed, this reduces impervious surface.  

 
  Mr. Harting stated the relief of 162.5 square feet is being requested tonight to be 

added to the house.   
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said he was referring to page 2 in the packet, which indicates a net 

increase of 238.28 square feet. 
 
  Ms. Roberts clarified that the net increase in floor area is 238 square feet. The 

amount that the floor area exceeds the allowable between the existing and the 
proposed is a difference of 116 square feet. 

 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that the house is already over on floor area so it’s really a small 

request, maybe 2% or something. 
 
  Mr. Harting offered rationale on how this was derived; more meaningful space.  
 
  Mr. Surman concurred stating this is good for the neighborhood while retaining a 

historic house. 
 
 3.31 Mr. Falkof asked what the original reason was for the coach house.  
 
  Mr. Harting said that the coach house was built the same year as the main house. 

He said there is a staircase with no evidence of an entrance from the alley. There is 
no evidence of horses or stalls. The second floor has wainscoting with a frame; it 
may have been a workshop or storage.   
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 3.32 Mr. Surman asked if the applicant reviewed this house with the Wilmette Historical 
Society.  

 
  Mr. Harting said they did not but may do so to learn about the architect, use, etc.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Pellaton said though there are two game rooms, a media room, and a study, the 

plan is very well done; maintains character. He noted the need for relief seems 
counterintuitive. Efforts to reduce scale and impervious surface is something he 
likely would support. 

 
  Mr. Podorsky clarified there are five bedrooms, not six. He said the game room is 

really an area for children to play.  
 
  Mr. Pellaton said Covid is changing architectural plans and the design makes sense.    
 

3.34 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if there was any other comment on the case. 
 

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

 
3.35 Ms. Urban asked if the applicant considered opening up the front porch without a 

study.  
 

Mr. Harting responded that, on the third floor, the floor plan is deceiving. He 
explained where usable space is and discussed how the shade impacts the front of 
the house. Mr. Harting said the plan is a win-win situation. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton shared the plans are well done. He said this makes sense to approve as 

they are opening up the front porch and removing impervious surface at the rear. 
The hardship is the garage; don’t see how changes would make sense. He supports 
this.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Falkof concurred and referenced the coach house. The pervious surface is being 

increased and the house will now be more attractive. He noted nearby homes have 
third-floor dormers so this is consistent with others. He would support this. 

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman concurred and stated this is a reasonable request. The architect did a 

great job. The house will be a nice addition to the neighborhood. 
 
 5.4 Ms. Urban supports this. She noted the house is located in the historic district and 

would be a great addition. The front façade is not flattering now.  
 
 5.5  Ms. Norrick supports this and noted it’s nice not to have a teardown but rather 

improve historic fabric.  
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 5.6 Chairman Schneider concurred. He said the effort to keep existing exterior and 
improve the interior to today’s lifestyle is wise. The garage is a wonderful building. 
Chairman Schneider wished the applicants well and supports this request. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 686.94 square foot 

(6.49%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of first and second floor 
additions on the legal non-conforming structure at 717 Greenwood Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
  6.11 Mr. Falkof seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Choca Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-37.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   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 garage/coach house and the existing layout of the house, impose upon the owner a 
practical difficulty. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question and not generally 
shared by others. The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the 
house with additions to make the interior space more functional. The proposed variation 
will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The variation, if 
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granted, will help to enhance the appearance of the home and property and will add to the 
essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 686.94 square foot 
(6.49%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of first and second floor 
additions on the legal non-conforming structure at 717 Greenwood Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 
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