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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 2, 2020 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 Brad Falkof 
 Didier Glattard 
 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 7:01 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 
2-23-21 
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III. 2020-Z-41 321 Beverly Drive 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2020-Z-42 219 Catalpa Place 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. Approval of the November 4, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Ms. Urban moved to approve the November 4, 2020 meeting minutes. Mr. Pellaton 
seconded the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. 
Urban, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. Abstaining: Mr. Glattard. The motion 
passed.  

 
VI. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VII. Adjournment 
 

Mr. Pellaton moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Urban 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 8:03 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. Avraham Mor, applicant 
   321 Beverly Drive 
 
  3.12 Ms. Rachel Mor, applicant 
   321 Beverly Drive 
 
  3.12 Mr. Ravi Ricker, Wrap Architecture  
   2511 W. Moffat #104, Chicago  
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 60.86 square foot (0.73%) lot coverage 
variation, a 465.99 square foot (5.55%) total floor area variation, a 0.42’ front yard 
setback variation, and a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and front awning on the legal non-
conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on January 12, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Mor said they are requesting approval to renovate their home which they have 

lived in for three years. He shared that on December 1, 1955, the first permit was 
applied for this house. Mr. Mor offered a brief history and noted they are the third 
owners. He said the 1960s architecture is not really in style with modern day.  

 
  Further history was given, noting Mr. Mor graduated from New Trier High School. 

Ms. Mor shared she has worked at Harper Elementary for nine years. They are 
happy to have returned to reside in Wilmette. The Mor’s currently have a two-year 
old son and a baby on the way. They wish to turn this house into their forever home. 

 
 3.23 Mr. Mor said the additional square feet includes building over the garage. The goal 

is to build two bedrooms for their children. He noted an awning will also be built 
over the front door for coverage during inclement weather.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Ricker said they are requesting approval of several existing non-conforming 

criteria and a variance to permit an addition to extend up from the existing exterior 
walls as well as the addition of a covered awning at the front entry and over the 
garage. The character of the neighborhood would be reflected. He noted a garage 
was built in the front and then later a small addition was added on one side of it; 
the elevation has suffered from a piecemeal approach over the years.    

 
 3.25 Mr. Surman said the ZBA makes recommendations to the Village Board. He said 

one of their purviews is to determine what the hardship is. It is understandable that 
residents wish to expand their homes to meet current needs.  
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  Mr. Ricker said, as a start, they need to build up on existing walls that are non-
conforming. Mr. Mor continued that the reason they started to investigate this 
addition was due to children running down the stairs often. Ms. Mor said the goal 
is to have all the bedrooms on the second floor in close proximity. They hope to 
turn the mudroom into a guest bedroom. Then the family bedrooms would all be 
upstairs. 

 
  Mr. Mor said the hardship is that they don’t necessarily hear their two-year old 

wailing at night as they are on different floors. Ms. Mor expressed this is a safety 
issue.   

 
  Mr. Mor said they don’t believe Wilmette is unsafe. And though they love spring 

and fall nights, they don’t feel comfortable leaving their son’s window open at night 
while they are located on a different floor. This could be deemed a safety issue too. 

 
 3.26 Mr. Surman identified typical hardships and believes this could be deemed a 

hardship as a small child is (and additional children would be) sleeping on a 
separate floor.   

 
  Mr. Ricker stated 50% of the addition could be built by-right. The variance request 

is then for 50%.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Falkof asked the architect if the front yard setback variation comes from the 

awning. Mr. Ricker said there are two conditions. The existing building 
configuration is 0.42 feet over the lot line so building the wall up is structurally 
necessary. Then the awning setback is .25 feet. He noted the front entry is niched 
into the house so they are trying to create some depth there.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof also asked the architect where the 3.13 foot combined side yard setback 

comes from. Mr. Ricker noted this is existing and non-conforming regardless of the 
addition and has no impact. He noted the east side has a master bedroom addition 
at the top; the west side has the garage with nothing over it so they are just extending 
the addition over the front of the house (on the west). The footprint of the house 
doesn’t change.   

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said they are often asked to reduce variances that are proposed. As an 

architect, he doesn’t see that as an option as the north wall doesn’t appear to be able 
to be moved further south. Mr. Ricker concurred, stating the north wall does not sit 
on an existing exterior wall; following the existing second floor across. This is 
logical and affordable without having to add a structure.  

 
 3.30 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 or via email.  
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  Ms. Roberts asked to make one correction. She noted the awning is conforming so 
this is not to be included as a variation.  

 3.31 Chairman Schneider asked for clarification on which part is being removed.  
 

Ms. Roberts said it is not included in the request but is incorrectly shown as non-
conforming on the table in the report. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he could support this as it’s a well thought-out plan and 

architecturally aesthetically-pleasing. The hardship is trying to raise a family with 
a master bedroom on one floor and children’s bedrooms on another. He noted the 
architect has minimized this to be a modest request with reasonable needs. 

 
 5.2 Mr. Falkof advised he could support this for the same reasons and added that the 

variations are small. As this is a new street to him and a gorgeous neighborhood, 
this renovation would be consistent with the types of homes there.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Urban concurs with what’s been said. She agrees the physical hardship of the 

existing structure is that it’s non-conforming. She stated, being a mother, she cannot 
imagine running up and down the stairs in the middle of the night; is a family and 
social hardship. She is able to support this.  

 
 5.4  Mr. Pellaton noted he had some problems with this though he agrees with much of 

what’s been said. It is designed well and there’s a need. He has not heard of not 
having bedrooms on the same floor as a hardship. The home is already fairly large. 
The total floor area variation is a choice, not preexisting. While he is sympathetic, 
he is torn if this actually meets the hardship standard.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Glattard agrees that having children on a separate floor is a hardship. He credits 

the architect with attractive elevations.   
 
 5.6 Ms. Norrick supports this. Since half of the addition could be built by-right, the 

additional lot coverage is not that excessive.   
 
 5.7 Mr. Pellaton noted the total floor area aspect takes the by-right into account; this is 

the additional space.  
 
 5.8 Ms. Norrick conceded she misunderstood, and stands corrected. 
 
 5.9 Chairman Schneider recalled another case on Elmwood that was similar with a 

garage having a second floor. That was deemed appropriate to fit current lifestyles. 
He noted in that case, he came to the conclusion that considering the total floor 
area, reasonable needs could not be accomplished without a variance. For these 
different reasons, Chairman Schneider supports this request. 

 



2020-Z-41 321 Beverly Drive December 2, 2020 

4 
 

 5.10 Ms. Urban said one of the things she likes about these meetings is that perspectives 
and viewpoints are learned from other Commissioners that may sway her thinking 
or not. She noted that 14 out of 16 other floor area variations previously requested 
were granted. She believes the Mors have shown true hardship as how they live 
their lives which is just as important as the characteristics of the structure. 

 
 5.11 Mr. Surman noted the second floor is 720 square feet so by right they are able to 

build. From a planning standpoint, reducing the square footage would eliminate one 
bedroom which doesn’t make sense for a family. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a 60.86 square foot (0.73%) lot 

coverage variation, a 465.99 square foot (5.55%) total floor area variation, a 0.42’ 
front yard setback variation, and a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation to 
permit the construction of a second-story addition and front awning on the legal 
non-conforming structure at 321 Beverly Drive 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 
   Didier Glattard   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Ms. Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-41.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 



2020-Z-41 321 Beverly Drive December 2, 2020 

5 
 

7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the shape of the 
lot, the siting of the home on the lot, and the interior layout 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 property. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in 
question and not generally shared by others. The difficulty prevents the owners from 
making reasonable use of the home with improvements for modern use including having 
all the bedrooms on the same floor. The proposed variations will maintain existing non-
conforming setbacks and will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
properties. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood, which includes homes that have been updated or modified. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting to recommend granting a 60.86 square 
foot (0.73%) lot coverage variation, a 465.99 square foot (5.55%) total floor area variation, 
a 0.42’ front yard setback variation, and a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation to 
permit the construction of a second-story addition and front awning on the legal non-
conforming structure at 321 Beverly Drive 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. Katherine Miller, applicant 
   219 Catalpa Place 
                                        
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 9.63’ front yard porch setback variation, a 
13.96’ front yard porch stair setback variation, and a 98.27 square foot (7.86%) 
front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
new front porch and stairs on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village 
Board will hear this case on January 12, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Miller said they purchased the home 8 years ago and saved it from demolition; 

it was uninhabitable. Some internal work has been completed, so they are now 
moving to the exterior. The front steps are different heights and lengths going up to 
the front door (entrance to the mud room) then continue through a second front door 
and into the house; would like to add a 4.5 x 8 foot porch (landing) outside of the 
mudroom. The house is on the north side of the lot; family uses the side yard.    

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider suggested if turning the stairs adjacent to the porch parallel to 

the house, the landing would need to be larger to make the turn; would increase 
impervious surface. He noted it’s important to create a landing for safety reasons.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider asked if removing the mudroom was considered.  
 
  Ms. Miller said it was not. They have 4 children so the enclosed mudroom is used 

often. 
 
 3.25 Ms. Norrick said a thought to reduce the variation might be to reduce the landing 

(not be the full length).  
 
  Ms. Miller said the roof doesn’t come all the way out.  
 
  Mr. Surman said there’s already a notch in the roof.   
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider noted there are two letters – one in favor and one opposed.  
 
  Ms. Roberts confirmed same.  
  
 3.27 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.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said he is concerned about the setback to the property line. He believes 

it is a good design: it improves the stairs from appearance and safety aspects. The 
hardship is the way the house is built and the proximity to the property line as a 
non-conforming structure. He concluded however that he will support this. 

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban noted the existing steps could not be replaced without a variance. The 

addition of the landing is a safety measure. She believes this is a well-designed, 
modest request and will support this. 

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman concurs; there isn’t a better solution. He wishes to reassure the 

neighbors (via the letters received) that this plan has been evaluated and agreed as 
the best solution.  

 
 5.4  Mr. Falkof concurs and agrees there is not much else to do. He would like the 

walkway to the north removed to decrease impervious surface. He will support this. 
 
 5.5 Mr. Glattard agrees this is a safety issue and will support this.  
 
 5.6 Ms. Norrick concurs and supports this.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider stated this is consistent with homes up and down the block. 

He supports this. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a 9.63’ front yard porch setback 

variation, a 13.96’ front yard porch stair setback variation, and a 98.27 square foot 
(7.86%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction 
of a new front porch and stairs on the legal non-conforming structure at 219 Catalpa 
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 
   Didier Glattard   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
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 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2020-Z-42.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   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 physical conditions of the property, the siting of the 
house on the lot and the height of the first floor, impose upon the owner a particular 
hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the particular 
conditions of the house and lot. The hardship is not particularly unique but there are no 
other suitable options. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the 
property with safe, code-compliant stairs. The variations will not impair an adequate supply 
of light and air to adjacent properties. The variations will not alter the essential character 
of the neighborhood as the proposed porch and steps replace existing steps and there are 
other similar conditions on the block. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 9.63’ front yard porch setback 
variation, a 13.96’ front yard porch stair setback variation, and a 98.27 square foot (7.86%) 
front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new front 
porch and stairs on the legal non-conforming structure at 219 Catalpa Place in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 
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