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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 24, 2020 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 Brad Falkof 
 John Kolleng 
 Christine Norrick  
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Bob Surman 
 Maria Choca Urban 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 John Adler, Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:13 p.m. 

 
II. Opening Remarks and Swearing In 
 
 Chairman Schneider welcomed the newest board member, Brad Falkof. 
 

3.2 
8-25-20 
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 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. 

 
III. 2020-Z-09 715 Laurel Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2020-Z-13 910 Chippewa Lane 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2020-Z-10 336 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2020-Z-14 1627 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

Ms. Choca Urban moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Surman seconded the motion. Voting 
yes: Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. Choca Urban, 
and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 9:43 p.m. 

 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
  
 

 

 

 

  



2020-Z-9 715 Laurel Avenue June 24, 2020 

3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANTS 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Healy Rice, architect 
   934 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 1.55’ combined side yard stoop 

and steps setback variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and 
steps and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the 
relocation of two existing air conditioners. The Village Board will hear 
this case on July 14, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Rice is the architect. The applicants are also present at the hearing. 

They are remodeling the home. They want to build a new stoop and steps 
from a proposed mudroom door to the ground. The original siting of the 
house is only 3’ from the west property line and there is a much larger 
side yard on the east side. They are slightly under for the combined side 
yard in order to do the stoop and steps. They are open to the sky. They 
want to put the steps on the side and there will be a new walkway with 
garage access. The side yard setback is original to the home that was 
built in the 1920s. Many of those houses are not centered on the 
property. There is no impact on light or air on any neighbors. The east 
neighbors know of the proposal and does not object.  

 
  They are also asking to relocate two air conditioner units to tuck them 

on the west side of the property where a family room is offset from the 
original part of the house. They checked with the neighbor to the west 
who supports the request. The request is 3’ off of the property line and 
a little more when installed. The units will slip into the offset and that 
gets them out of the backyard and away from the proposed screened 
porch. There is adequate separation with the neighbor to the west.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman said that this is a straightforward request.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider said he wanted to confirm that there are an existing 

series of steps that lead to the current wood deck.  
 
  Ms. Rice said they were torn off but had been there at one time.  
 
 3.25 Ms. Choca Urban referenced the first sentence of the staff report that 

refers to the property on the south side of Laurel, but in the second 
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sentence it states that there is 50’ on Linden. She suggested that this be 
corrected.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Adler said that no comments were submitted via YouTube Live.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said it is a straightforward request and the request is 

minimal. It makes sense to relocate the air conditioners. The neighbor 
does not object to the proposal. The request is reasonable, and he can 
support it.  

 
 5.2 Ms. Choca Urban said she agreed with the above.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Pellaton said he had some qualms initially because the lot is narrow 

and had setbacks that were already a problem. The condensers 
previously were not encroaching on the side yard.  The steps previously 
were not encroaching on the side yard. They are making the change 
because the design is inconvenient. If the neighbors had any complaints, 
he would feel differently about the case. He can support the case. He 
wonders about future neighbors.  

 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider said that those are good points and he had similar 

concerns. He was particularly concerned about the condensing units 
being so close to the property line to the west. But the neighbors do not 
object so he can support it.  

 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick also had concerns about the AC units and their locations. 

There are conforming locations for the units. But if the neighbor has no 
issues then she can support the request.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that the board often sees AC unit cases because of side 

setbacks. This dimension is more generous than other cases that the 
board has heard. The neighbor does not object. He believes that this is 
a good location for the units. All standards of review are met, and he 
can support the request.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Falkof said he agrees with previous comments.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 1.55’ 

combined side yard stoop and step setback variation to permit 
construction of a new stoop and steps and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner 
setback variation to permit the relocation of two existing air 
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conditioners at 715 Laurel Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

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

follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
     
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-09.  
 
  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   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 that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical condition of 
the property, the citing of the home on the lot, imposes a practical difficulty. 
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to 
the unique circumstances of the lot. The difficulty prevents the owner from 
making reasonable use of the property with safe access to the rear of the home 
and air conditioning improvements. The proposed variations will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or otherwise injure other 
property and its use. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 1.55’ 
combined side yard stoop and steps setback variation to permit the construction 
of a new stoop and steps and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation 
to permit the relocation of two existing air conditioners at 715 Laurel Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARUGMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing before the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Laura Mostofi, applicant 
 
  3.12 Mr. Adam Kingen, contractor 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 4.0’ rear yard setback to permit 

the construction of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming structure. 
The Village Board will hear this case on July 14, 2020. 

 
 3.22 The applicant has lived in the home for 17 years and they want to replace 

an existing sunroom that is over 30 years old with a new room. The room 
is shifting on the foundation. The new room will be 4’ shorter than the 
current room and will look nicer. Her builder is present at the hearing.   

 
 3.23 Mr. Kingen said that after they tear down what is there, they are building 

a room that is 4’ shorter and 4’ smaller than the current room. They are 
adding more green space and will update the older-appearing sunroom.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said this is a reasonable request in they are reducing the 

size of the new structure. He can support the request.  
 
 3.25 No other board members had comments or questions.  
 
 3.26 No additional individuals wanted to speak on the case.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Adler said there were no YouTube comments.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Ms. Choca Urban said that the applicant is asking for reasonable 

variances. They are reducing the size of the current sun porch. She can 
support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said he can support this. Reducing the square footage is an 

overall plus. In driving by, there should be no impact on the neighbor to 
the east. Standards of review are met.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick said she agreed with the above comments. To conform, they 

would have to reduce the request another 4’. The request is reasonable.  
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 5.4 Mr. Surman agreed with above comments.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Falkof agreed with above comments.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Pellaton said that what they are doing is an improvement over what 

is there. He can support it.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider agreed with the above. He agreed with Ms. Norrick 

that they cannot take an additional 4’ off to conform. He can support it.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Ms. Choca Urban moved to recommend granting a request for a 4.0’ rear 

yard setback to permit the construction of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-
conforming structure at 910 Chippewa Lane in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

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

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-13.  
 
 6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   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 
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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 lot depth and the siting of the home on the lot, 
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the development 
of the lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property to reconstruct 
an existing addition in disrepair. The applicant is improving the non-
conformity by reducing the size of the addition. The proposed variation will 
not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or otherwise 
injure other property or its use. As a replacement structure, the variation will 
not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 4.0’ rear yard 
setback to permit the construction of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure at 910 Chippewa Lane in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Bill Truszkowski, applicant 
   1746 Washington Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2,490.32 square foot 

(13.13%) total floor area variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached 
garage setback variation, a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave setback 
variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation, and a 175.01 
square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage and new raised 
deck, and modification to an existing circular driveway on the legal non-
conforming structures. The Village Board will hear this case on July 14, 
2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that he purchased the house about a year ago. They 

meet all requirements for their request. His presentation will provide the 
board with an overview. He shared his screen with the board. He showed 
the original that was built in 1907. There was a coach house with the 
home. Everything else was part of the 5-acre parcel on Lake Michigan. 
They were granted a recommendation for the house to be a local historic 
landmark.  

 
  They did a huge renovation on the interior. He pointed out the garage. 

He said that when a subdivision took place, the owner retained parcel 
11. In the 1950s, the parcel was further subdivided. They split off the 
coach house and turned it into a separate home. They split off 328 
Sheridan Road and left an almost 9,000 square foot house on a parcel 
land that only has Sheridan Road access and was originally on five acres. 
It has created challenges in meeting the zoning code due to the 
subdivision.  

 
  One of the challenges has to do with surface water drainage. The existing 

garage as it stands now is in the rear of the house. There is a brick paver 
driveway along the north side of the house and entering into the garage. 
The garage was built over a steam tunnel that connected it to the coach 
house. The steam tunnel still exists. It is 2.5’ higher than the driveway 
on the north and almost 4’ higher than the lot on the other side. This has 
created many drainage problems with water that washes down the drive 
when it rains. The neighbor to the east spent a lot of money to install a 
drain tile system that takes rainwater along their property line and out 
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to Canterbury Court.  
 
  He showed a picture from a recent storm. The garage is 2.5’ higher than 

the surface. There are brick pavers all the way to the back of the yard 
and they are covered with standing water whenever it rains because there 
is inadequate drainage back there.  

 
  The driveway height at the front of the property is at 616 and at the rear 

it is 607. Over the length of 80’ to 90’ there is a grade change of 8’. His 
wife drove down the drive in the winter to load some things out of the 
garage into her van and got stuck. That was with a small amount of snow. 
The driveway is unusable if there is a significant amount of snow. 
Previous owners did not use the driveway during the winter. There are 
safety issues with the steep incline, which is one of the steepest in the 
village.  

 
  They are proposing to remove an asphalt driveway in the front. It is a 

brick paver circular driveway that extends to the back. They will take 
out a portion that was poured at a later date and is asphalt and reuse the 
pavers in a specific portion. They will repave that with brick pavers so 
there is a consistent image and stays with the historic character of the 
house. They will take up all pavers and relay them as many are cracked 
or damaged. They plan to redo the paver portion of the driveway to the 
two-car garage. That will create pervious ground area. They want to 
demolish the current garage, which is in the back of the house. They 
want a concrete walkway from the driveway to the backyard and put a 
deck and fire pit area on the rear of the house.  

 
  The lot line appears as if a portion is on the other property and that is 

true. When they did their initial survey, they found a portion of the 
driveway went onto the other property. He talked about 336 Sheridan 
Road as an easement to use this portion of the property as it sees fit. 
They have the right to pull up the pavers and relay them.  

 
  How do they plan to do this? They are demolishing the garage in the 

rear. They are relaying the driveway entirely and expanding slightly the 
existing asphalt parking area with re-laid concrete pavers. They are 
moving the garage significantly from the rear of the yard, so the grade 
change is only a few feet instead of 8’. To help drainage, they will install 
a trough drain to take care of all the water that comes off of the driveway 
or the front yard. It will go into a pipe that will take it down to a 6’ deep 
and 4’ wide dry well that connects to a second 6’ deep 4’ wide dry well 
at the south east corner of the property. They will regrade the entire yard 
to help deal with surface water challenges that currently exist. He has 
worked with civil engineers to design the plan and architects to design 
the garage.  
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  He showed images of drywell detail and perforated storm tile that 
connects the drywell to the trough drain at the front of the garage. He 
showed an image of what the garage will look like. The initial design 
had the garage mimicking the gambrel roof on the house. When they ran 
that past the Illinois Historic office, which preliminarily approved the 
home’s historic designation, they made them change the garage to 
something that did not look similar to the existing home. That design 
was approved by the State of Illinois Historic Preservation office.  

 
  The garage dimensions are about 23.5’ x 26’. Of that 26’, 4.5’ of that is 

an internal staircase to accommodate the grade change. The garage 
construction would consist of existing brick from the house that they are 
salvaging. Architecturally the garage will look consistent with the home 
from the front of the house. On the side of the house, they are proposing 
Hardie board and they are currently evaluating whether to use a similar 
asphalt shingle roof or go with a clay tile roof. The clay tile roof was 
what was originally on the house. This would maintain the historic 
character of the home.  

 
  Regarding the deck in the back of the home, they plan to remove an 8’ 

x 9’ porch area that has no heat or ac at this time. They would take the 
current exterior door and replacing that with a new exterior door and 
then installing a new deck. The deck dimensions are 17’ x 20’ and 
stretches the entire center portion of the rear of the house.  

 
  He talked about the drainage and water issues that has cost the neighbors 

to the east a lot of money. It is a mosquito problem when it rains. They 
are also trying to solve a winter driving hazard and safety issue due to 
the driveway slope and location of the current garage. The parking pad 
is at the base of the driveway is too small to make turns. They had 
thought about putting the garage on the parking pad, but this is an area 
where one cannot turn a vehicle around. Backing up a car on the 
driveway in winter is a hazard. Moving the garage to the north of its 
current location does nothing to solve the water problem and actually 
exacerbates the problem.  

 
  The existing garage was built without a permit. There are no records of 

a permit for the garage. The conditions came into being when the house 
was built on five acres. When they split off the property to the south on 
Canterbury Court, that eliminated access that 336 Sheridan Road had to 
Canterbury Court, which would have made a garage in the rear perfectly 
acceptable. But accessing it from Sheridan Road and the current 
driveway is not an option.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Pellaton asked if they intended to remove the steam tunnel.  
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  The applicant said they will remove the steam tunnel. Right now, it is 
closed off at the other property. They built a concrete wall. Most of the 
piping was removed from the tunnel. He said they plan to enclose the 
foundation area that is 4’ x 6’ approximately. They will pour a new 
foundation to support the house structure instead of doing cement block. 
Right now, there is a steel beam.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton said that might be potentially useful as a water storage 

reservoir. It is an already enclosed area. He talked about the diameter of 
the pipe that connects the two drains. The larger the pipe diameter, the 
more water they can store in the pipe. He asked the dimension.  

 
  The applicant said he wasn’t sure, it might be 8”. 
 
 3.25 Mr. Pellaton noted that what they are asking for seems reasonable. He 

is interested in hearing what the neighbors had to say about the proposed 
water abatement plan. He thinks that there will be a net improvement to 
the applicant’s property and the neighbor’s property.  

 
  The applicant said he spoke with Mr. Richard Redmond, the neighbor to 

the east. There have been a number of conversations. The applicant 
dropped off the engineering plans with the neighbor for his architect to 
review. They have also spoken with the neighbor to the north. His 
property is higher than the applicant’s property. He has not problem with 
the water like Mr. Redmond has had.  

 
 3.26 Ms. Choca Urban said the applicant has not addressed the lower patio 

that they are installing around the deck. She has concerns about how that 
will impact drainage on the site. She is concerned for the neighbors 
because everything flows downhill from the applicant’s site. What 
benefits the applicant could negatively impact the neighbors. Tonight, 
is the first time that drainage plan details are shown. She wondered about 
the interaction of the lower patio with the drainage plans and is it 
impervious. How will the runoff be handled?  

 
  The applicant said that the corrugated pipe was 6” in diameter 

surrounded by 2” of washed stone on either side and it is below ground. 
Regarding the patio they plan on constructing, they plan to do it in 
cement and possibly putting block pavers on top of it. Right now, there 
is an existing patio. The patio they plan to construct is no larger than 
the current garage. The amount of green space they are adding is most 
likely a net neutral. They are improving the property grading and will 
have the surface water go towards the dry wells that are installed and 
the pipe between them, which is an improvement. 

  
 3.27 Ms. Choca Urban asked where the pipe would eventually drain. Is the 
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dry well a cistern to hold the water? What is the capacity? How quickly 
will it fill with a heavy storm? Does it drain to the storm water system?  

 
  The applicant said it does not drain to the storm water system. It drains 

into the ground. There was talk about one point about going out onto 
Canterbury, but he does not think they went that direction because the 
size of the dry well was large enough to accommodate that. In the back 
yard, there is currently surface water, so they are going to create two 4 
x 6 tanks in the back yard and eliminate impervious surface area. They 
will improve the current situation.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof clarified that the intent of the tanks is to gather the water and 

then allow it to percolate down into the ground as opposed to holding it 
and transporting it into the storm water system or onto the street.  

 
  The applicant said that is correct. There is 2’ of stone. He is not sure if 

dry well is the accurate term although his architect called them that. 
They are not a cistern or a storage tank of any type. The goal is for water 
to go into the dry well and percolate back into the ground.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked if it was sized by an engineer based on the lot 

configuration and amount of water.  
 
  The applicant said they submitted engineering drawings prepared by an 

engineer. They did a full survey of the property as well as designed the 
property grading. They designed the dry well system and other systems 
that connect everything. He offered to pull them up on the screen for the 
board to review.  

 
 3.30 Ms. Choca Urban asked if the village engineer reviewed the plans and 

is there an assessment from the engineer about the effectiveness of the 
system?  

 
  Ms. Roberts said she does not know the review status or what comments 

there might be.  
 
 3.31 Ms. Norrick said that the applicant talked about improving the site by 

removing impervious surface. Yet when he spoke about the patio and 
that being cement block with pavers over the top, he talked about it 
being net neutral. She is not sure if there is an improvement regarding 
impervious and pervious surfaces.  

 
  The applicant said he thought that Ms. Roberts may have done a 

calculation, but he is not totally sure. He pulled up the site plan to show 
what is currently covered and not covered. He showed what they plan to 
remove as well as in another area, which is a significant amount of 
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impervious surface. There is an existing sidewalk and an existing 
concrete block patio. The only new addition is a specific area that he 
showed. They are removing a garage and a driveway and adding in from 
a specific point. He does not have the exact measurements. They are also 
adding dry wells to deal with ground water. They are creating a dramatic 
improvement to surface water.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Falkof agreed that it was a net improvement, but they are building 

a slightly larger garage, which is a net minus rather than a net plus.  
 
 3.33 Ms. Choca Urban said that it also appears that the driveway leading into 

the new garage will be wider than the existing driveway, which is quite 
narrow.  

 
  The applicant said he does not know if there is more apron because they 

plan to replace the asphalt driveway that is currently there and not 
increase the size. He thinks that the net increase from the driveway is 
coming from an area up at the front in front of the garage.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Falkof said that the current driveway leading down to the garage is 

brick. What is happening is that they are losing the brick, gaining grass, 
but to the west of it is a garage so they have lost all of the ability for 
water to go into the brick.  Now it comes directly off of the garage and 
going into the backyard.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman noted that there is a trench drain that runs in front of the 

garage. All of the water that collects in front of the garage is sent 
directly to the dry well.  

 
  The applicant said he thinks he understands concerns that were voiced. 

They are taking the garage and flipping it into another location. Where 
there is a water or drainage problem, they are solving that by putting in 
a dry well as well as dealing with water that would come from the front 
of the property or any of the gutters. That water would go into the trench 
system and straight into the dry well instead of flowing down the paver 
driveway and pooling at the base of the driveway. He said there are 
pictures that showed the current situation with a paver driveway. It is 
not impervious.  

 
 3.36 Ms. Norrick asked the applicant if his property had access to Canterbury 

Court.  
 
  The applicant said they have a 5’ wide utility easement.  
 
 3.37 Ms. Norrick said it would be nice if they could collect water and connect 

into the street to help the neighbor.  
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 3.38 Mr. Pellaton said they are collecting the water that is on their property 
as much as they can, and they are putting in the dry wells, so they won’t 
burden the village.  

 
  The applicant said that this is correct.  
 
 3.39 Chairman Schneider referenced water run off and flood control. Will the 

drawings be reviewed and approved by the village engineer? The 
situation will not be worse than it is now and hopefully considerably 
more improved.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the above comments were correct.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said that from his professional experience, the plan is an 

improvement to what is there at this time. The grading appears to be 
existing grading. Is the new grading being calculated?  

 
  The applicant said they have new grading. He showed the plan with the 

new grading.  
 
 3.41 Chairman Schneider referenced the neighbor to the north regarding 

water issues and does this neighbor have an issue with the separation 
between the garage and the property line.  

 
  The applicant said he mentioned to that neighbor that they plan on 

submitting the proposal. He had no problem that was expressed to the 
applicant. Ms. Roberts can say if that neighbor submitted something to 
the village. The applicant said that he is fairly far back from the 
neighbor’s property line. His house is well inset and far from the 
applicant’s house. He showed this on an aerial plan. There are large trees 
on the neighbor’s property that help with shielding.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Surman said that the puddling of the water appears to be in the 

northeast corner. When they raise the grade, will water shift onto the 
neighbor’s property?  

 
  The applicant said they are not trying to raise that grade up. That area 

is slightly higher than what they have right now, about 8” to 12” higher.  
 
 3.43  Mr. Surman clarified that the intention is not to raise the area higher to 

shift water onto neighboring property.  
 
  The applicant said their plan is to grade it to go into the dry well.  
 3.44 Mr. Surman referenced the site plan showing the new garage. He thought 

that it indicated that there was a 4.75’ walk on the side of the home 
between the garage and the house. There are utilities on that wall. Are 
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they going to maintain them? 
 
  The applicant said he needs to see if the utilities are on the western or 

eastern portion.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Surman said it is on the upper grade before the building sets back.  
 
  The applicant said the footprint of the house jogs in 1.5’ at one point.  
 
 3.46 Mr. Surman noted that the electric meter is just before the break. The 

gas is 4’ to the west of that. He wants to make sure that the applicant 
will not return asking for the garage further to the lot line because they 
don’t have enough space.  

 
  The applicant does not remember how far they stick out.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman said they project 1’ at the most.  
 
  The applicant said if he came back it would be to shrink the garage by 

1’ to widen the sidewalk by 1’.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Kolleng said they are increasing total FAR by about 300 square feet. 

Where are they adding that? 
 
  The applicant said that 200 square feet is in the garage. The current 

garage is 21’ x 21’. They are proposing a 23.5’ x 26’ garage. The 26’ is 
due to a 4.5’ staircase that needs to be inside the garage. 180 square feet 
is in the deck at the rear of the house.  

 
 3.49 Mr. Surman asked if the deck had separations where the water can get 

through.  
 
  The applicant said there were separations.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said there is brick at the ground level.  
 
  The applicant said there are 2’ x 2’ cement pavers at this time. They 

plan on putting a finished ceiling under the deck which means they need 
a trough system so water would run into gutters that would tie into the 
dry well system. That is up for discussion.  

 
  Ms. Robert said that there is an easement on the north lot line that would 

complicate any future idea of moving the garage closer to the north lot 
line. 

 
 3.50 There were no additional questions from the Board.  
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 3.51 Ms. Roberts said that there was no one attending the meeting who wants 
to speak and there was no case communication.  

 
 3.52 Mr. Adler said that no comments were submitted via YouTube Live.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicants are trying to solve the water 

problem. He thinks there is a slight reduction in impervious surface. The 
steps they are taking to mitigate the water is a net improvement on their 
property and addresses the neighbor’s concerns. This case has gotten 
more scrutiny due to the historic designation. He can support the 
request. It will be wonderful when complete.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said the property has a lot of history. When the board has 

seen historic homes that have needed a number of variances to get them 
rehabbed and conforming with 21st century living requirements, the 
board has worked hard to do that, so these types of structures are not 
lost. There is a lot of time and money being spent on the water issues. 
Kudos to the applicant for rehabbing the home. Standards of review are 
met. Variances have been granted in the past. He can support it.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman agreed with the above comments.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof also concurs although he had doubts at the start of the 

discussion. He commended the applicants of putting a clear proposal 
before the board that makes a lot of sense and alleviates his initial 
concerns. The building is beautiful. He can support the request.  

 
 5.5 Ms. Choca Urban said that the extra scrutiny given the site is warranted 

given the steep grade and the issues that the neighbor to the east has had 
to deal with. One would not want to improve a property and have a 
negative impact on a neighbor. The owner has done a great job in 
addressing the drainage issues. She wishes that more of that was in the 
case packet. It felt like a black hole when she reviewed the materials. 
She can support the request.  

 
 5.6 Ms. Norrick agrees with Ms. Choca Urban’s comments. It could 

potentially negatively impact the adjacent neighbor’s property because 
this property is so much higher. She can support the request. The 
Redmonds sent a letter and must believe that the proposal is an 
improvement.  

 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider agreed with the above comments. Initially he 

wondered why the garage was so large but now he understands why due 
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to interior stairs. He is satisfied that the applicant’s engineers and 
designers dealt with water run off issues. The problem will be less for 
the neighbor. He commends the applicant for spending time, effort, and 
money to turn this into a wonderful house. He can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 2,490.32 

square foot (13.13%) total floor area variation, 4.25’ north side yard 
detached garage setback variation, a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave 
setback variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation, and 
a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage 
and new raised deck, and modification to an existing circular driveway 
on the legal non-conforming structures at 336 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Choca Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report 

and recommendation for case number 2020-Z-10.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   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. 
 



2020-Z-10 336 Sheridan Road June 24, 2020 

11  
 

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 unique design of the home, the grade change, and the layout 
of the lot, 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 home 
and lot. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question. The hardship 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a 
functional, accessible garage. The proposed variations will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or otherwise injure other 
property and its use. The proposed plan calls for substantial improvements to 
grading and drainage, which should benefit the neighbors as well as the owner. 
The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood. The scale of the lot is such that the garage will have a minimal 
impact on the wider neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2,490.32 

square foot (13.13%) total floor area variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached 
garage setback variation, a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave setback variation, 
a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation, and a 175.01 square foot 
(2.06%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a new detached two-car garage and new raised deck, and 
modification to an existing circular driveway on the legal non-conforming 
structures at 336 Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Danny Daoud, applicant 
 
  3.12 Mr. David Cornes, architect 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this was a request for a 452.3 s.f. (9.1%) lot coverage 

variation, a 57.21 s.f. (1.15%) total floor area variation, a 4.08’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.55’ side yard setback variation, a 3.4’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 0.55’ side yard eave setback variation, a 37.60 s.f. (3.78%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation, a 92.10 s.f. (9.27%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation, a 0.92’ garage height variation, and a variation 
to expand windows in a non-conforming wall to permit the construction of a 
substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home. The 
Village Board will hear this case on July 14, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said he is a full time CPA and his wife is a nurse 

practitioner. They renovate homes. They preserve homes that are close 
to being torn down. They do gut rehabs and additions. They sell them 
and give the homes new life. They want to enhance the neighborhoods 
where the homes are located. The main reason for their requests is due 
to the narrow lot. The current footprint encroaches the front and side 
yards. They want to do an addition up with a dormer on one side. 
Upstairs there would be three bedrooms and two baths. They plan to 
center the windows within the new rooms. The last request is for a two-
car garage with a roof top deck. There is nowhere in the village 
handbooks that a roof top deck is not allowed. The parapet wall that they 
are proposing is about 1’ higher than the allowed flat roof garage. Their 
staircase going to the deck is enlarging the rear yard coverage. The main 
reason for the deck is that there is a small backyard. If they don’t use 
the space above the garage, they would have to do some pavers or patio 
in the small area between the garage and house and this could cause 
water issues. They want to use the garage most effectively and 
efficiently.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked what they planned to keep.  
 
  The applicant said they are keeping the home instead of tearing it down. 

Most houses on Elmwood are getting torn down and new homes being 
built. The home is bungalow style. They are keeping the first floor and 
basement and are dormering one side of the roof.  
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 3.24 Chairman Schneider referenced the exterior first floor walls. Will they 
repair the stucco?  

 
  The applicant said they will remove the stucco. It is crumbling. There is 

probably a lot of rot behind the stucco. They will replace the stucco with 
Hardie siding, which will improve the aesthetics. The walls are bearing 
walls. They are preserving the structural framing. They will put a beam 
in the basement because the current beam is sagging and has steel 
columns. They are reframing the home’s interior but keeping all bearing 
walls. The hardwood floor needs to be removed and replaced. The house 
has a hip roof on the front which is not very attractive and does not fit 
with the neighborhood. They are proposing a more beautiful home 
without tearing down the house and pouring a new foundation.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider asked if it would be less expensive to take the home 

down completely and start over.  
 
  The applicant said it would be less expensive. The last project they sold 

in 2019 was an 1885 farmhouse. Every developer wanted to tear it down. 
They preserved that house. A house speaks to them. They are giving the 
current house new life is meaningful. It is somewhat more work, but he 
and his wife like doing that.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts if this was new construction.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it is considered new construction.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Surman asked about the additional square footage that they are 

requesting. Are they increasing the first-floor footprint? 
 
  The applicant said the additional square footage is in the garage and the 

second-floor dormer.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman clarified that the footprint is not changing. The board looks 

at this as new construction because of the extent of the gutting. The 
board needs to apply the codes to the house. He said if this was a new 
house and the applicant applied for a roof deck, he does not think that 
the board would support this. That is additional square footage. He 
understands the site’s constraints, but there are codes that will restrict 
them regarding the extent of the paving they could do within the 
backyard. That is to allow for proper drainage.  

 
 3.29 Chairman Schneider said that if this was an empty lot, the applicant 

could not build what they are proposing to build. They are leaving an 
empty shell and a roof, and the applicants are hoping that the board will 
agree to the variations because the existing footprint would not comply. 
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Regarding the roof deck, he does not think that it adds the incremental 
square footage. The entire garage, which Is 22 x 20, adds to the square 
footage. The variation of 12’9” is to the top of the parapet wall. What is 
the railing height? 

 
  The applicant said that the railing height is 36-42”. 
 
 3.30 Chairman Schneider said that the railing height is either one or the other.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the plan reviewer indicated 36” height.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman asked if the roof deck was calculated as floor area.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it is not calculated as floor area. The garage counts as 

floor area.  
 
  The applicant said that the staircase going to the deck is counted as 

coverage. They are keeping the actual structure of the floors. They are 
only taking out the hardwood floor, which cannot be preserved.  

 
 3.32 Ms. Choca Urban said she remembers that the existing garage is a one 

car garage or 1.5 car garage. Will the new garage hold two cars? 
 
  The applicant said that the new garage would hold two cars. They made 

the interior height space of the garage as low as possible to make it 
functional. He scaled it down with his architect. The ceiling was 
originally 9’ and is now 8’ on the interior. That helps preserve the 
neighborhood aesthetics without having too big of a garage.  

 
  The architect said that the parapet is 3’6” for a 42” effective railing 

around the garage deck, which is code.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said this could be reduced to 36” if the applicant wants to 

go in that direction.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Kolleng asked the current garage dimensions.  
 
  The architect said it is a small one car garage.  
 
  Ms. Choca Urban said it is 22’ x 14’.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Pellaton noted that the backyard is very small. This is why the 

applicant wants a rooftop deck on top of the garage. Where does the 
water go when the garage size is doubled and it takes up the entire back 
yard, which is now sealed off from the alley.  
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  The applicant said water would go around the side yard of the garage 
and would be sent to the alley. They could do some type of drainage tile 
or other system. They don’t want to cause any water issues. There are 4 
to 5 lots next to his that are the same width and they all have two car 
garages.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said that the village’s goal is to have almost every home 

with a two-car garage so the cars can be off of the street. When it snows 
and the parking ban is in effect, there is no parking on village streets. 
There is a need for a two-car garage. His concern is the roof deck. There 
have been cases like this in the past with no patio shown on the original 
plan, but a patio is built and the whole backyard is paved. That is his 
concern about drainage. Are they putting in a patio? 

 
  The applicant said they are not adding a patio, and this is the reason for 

the roof top deck. They are trying to keep sidewalks on the west side of 
the property, so they are eliminating the amount of concrete wrapping 
around the garage. They are trying to eliminate the impervious footprint.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said he is concerned about the roof deck. There are not many 

in the village. The lots are small. They have to make sure that what they 
are building is not injurious to the neighbors.  

 
  The applicant said they designed the garage so that the south, west, and 

east sides that face neighboring properties have parapet or solid knee 
walls to help with noise and privacy. The northern side has an open 
railing.  

 
 3.37 Chairman Schneider asked about the height of the parapet wall.  
 
  The applicant said this depends on what they are granted and want them 

as low as possible. If privacy and noise are issues, they could make them 
slightly taller.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said they need to be at least 36” to be code compliant and 

possibly 42”.  
 
  The architect said his commercial code reading says 42” but it is 

possible that it is 36” and he will look into this.  
 
  The applicant said they are trying to be the least invasive to the 

neighbors. They could have dormered both sides of the attic, but they 
chose not to do so they only dormered one side.  

 
(AFTER SECTION 4.0) 
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 3.39 The applicant had a few points of clarification. He said they do not want 
to lose the opportunity to start working on the property that they closed 
on in February. If they were to eliminate the roof top deck and create a 
gable roof, gable roofs are taller than the garage they are proposing. The 
regulations are different for flat roof garages. They are blocking less 
with the proposed roof. They are not at the hearing to anger neighbors, 
but with the amount of money and time they are spending on this project, 
the roof top deck is a huge selling point. If they were to install a 
permeable patio system between the house and the garage, there is no 
area for pets to go outside and limited grass area for children and pets. 
There are ways to change the garage so they could put the roof top deck 
and lowering the garage height with the staircase inside the garage to 
still have the roof top deck. There are ways to still get the roof top deck.  

 
  Is it possible to make a decision to not grant the height variance if they 

were to deny the roof top deck portion of the request and allow them to 
put a two-car garage with all variances requested for the current home?  

 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said that there have been these situations in the past where 

there is indecision on which route an applicant wants to go. If they rule 
against the proposal, the applicant will need to wait one year to reapply. 
In the past, the board asked that the case be continued to the next 
meeting that meets the applicant’s time frame so the applicant can 
process the comments made at the meeting and work with Ms. Roberts 
on a modified plan and return to a future meeting.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that is an option. She does not know if the applicant 

has to come back for a roof line change and eliminating the stairs. The 
applicant can withdraw that part of the request and move forward 
tonight. The applicant can send revised garage drawings with the report 
to the Village Board.  

 
 3.41  Mr. Kolleng said that there were a lot of comments from neighbors 

about the roof top deck. There is an issue with changing the character 
has to be addressed. Going to the larger garage adds 130 square feet. 
There is another additional 320 square feet being requested that needs 
to be reduced from his perspective. Eliminating the roof top deck is not 
all that needs to be done before he can approve the request. If the 
applicant wants to tighten up the proposal, eliminate the roof top deck 
on the two-car garage, that is a positive. The lot is small. The applicant 
bought the property and is taking on the project. They are eliminating 
so much of the house so that is why the case is being viewed as new 
construction. The board has been hard on these types of situations and 
saying that the Village Board should make the decision. These are 
beyond what the applicant said if they were to remove the roof top deck 
from the request and add a standard gable roof on the garage, keep the 
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20’ x 22’ size, and eliminate as much sidewalk as possible, would that 
be okay. They are holding a large mortgage and paying it since February. 
Timing was bad and they almost wish they didn’t buy the house although 
they love it so much. They cannot give up time to go through another 
hearing. He asked to submit his request without the rooftop deck and 
everything they are requesting.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Surman said he agrees with Mr. Kolleng’s comments. Is the second 

floor a lot larger? Would the square footage exceed new construction?  
 
 3.43 Mr. Kolleng said he thought that the square footage exceeded new 

construction.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Surman has an issue with this element.  
 
  The architect said he knows that this element is very close to exceeding 

new construction but does not know the calculations.  
 
 3.45 Ms. Choca Urban referenced the floor area worksheet. If the numbers 

are to be believed, the second floor adds proposed adds 270 square feet 
and the first floor adds 525 square feet.  

 
 3.46 Chairman Schneider referenced page 3 of the application. The lot 

coverage maximum is 1777 and proposed is 2029. That includes the 
garage.  

 
  The applicant said that the floor area is 60 square feet.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Kolleng said that the garage adds 130 square feet.  
 
 3.48 Chairman Schneider said that the maximum permitted square footage is 

2,616 and the proposed is 2,673. The total built area is in excess of 
approximately 60 square feet.  

 
 3.49 Ms. Choca Urban said it is a very small increase.  
 
  The architect said that the first floor is staying the same with regard to 

FAR.  
 
 3.50 Mr. Kolleng said they are currently conforming. They want a 452 square 

foot variation. The garage adds 130 square feet. There is 322 additional 
square feet. That is how he is reading it.  

 
 3.51 Ms. Choca Urban did not agree. Three of the variations are existing to 

the house. There is a 4’ front yard setback variation that is currently in 
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place. The house is non-conforming. The 1.5’ side yard setback is 
existing.  

 
 3.52 Mr. Kolleng referenced page 3 and it says existing is 1,504.  
 
  The applicant says that 1,504 includes the garage.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Kolleng said that the board should not try to shoehorn the house on 

the lot. The applicant needs to make a decision to eliminate the roof 
deck or not or defer the case. It looks like the board is trying to shape 
the case right now.  

 
 3.54 Chairman Schneider asked about the procedure if the applicant agrees to 

eliminate the roof deck and put a traditional deck on the garage. And 
that would be the only change he is willing to make. What does the board 
do before they vote? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said if the applicant agrees to modify his request – to take 

off roof top deck and eliminate the stairs – the board can vote on the 
revised request and ask the applicant to submit a revised garage plan for 
the Village Board. 

 
 3.55 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant said he would be willing to remove 

some of the sidewalk on the side of the house. That would improve the 
request. It would eliminate the need for an impervious surface variation.  

 
  The applicant said they could replace the impervious surface with gravel 

or grass and walk through it to the house. They could also use pavers.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the walk is adding 12 square feet of coverage. The 

portion in the buildable area does not count as coverage for zoning 
limits. So a lot of numbers won’t change.  

 
  The applicant reiterated that he is withdrawing the roof top deck on the 

garage.  
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman agrees with Mr. Kolleng. In the middle of page 3 it says 

existing is 1,504 and proposed is 2027. This is over 500 square feet of 
new lot coverage. This is a larger garage than most if the square footage 
is all garage.  

 
 3.57 Chairman Schneider said the board has to look at maximum allowed 

which is 1,777 square feet.  
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 3.58 Mr. Pellaton said that the garage is larger, but they are enclosing an 
existing rear porch that gives access to the kitchen and that accounts for 
some square footage.  

 
  The architect said that anything roofed over on the first floor counts as 

FAR. That does not include additional coverage or FAR.  
 
 3.59 Ms. Choca Urban said they are extending a gable on the second floor 

and moving it forward.  
 
  The architect said that adds nothing to FAR because it is under the 7’ 

area.  
 
 3.60 Mr. Pellaton said he is trying to figure out an increase of over 50+ square 

feet of lot coverage when there is already a garage.  
 
  The architect said they are adding 6 square feet to the garage.  
 
 3.61 Mr. Surman said in the middle of page 3 regarding requirements, it says 

total floor area existing is 1,883 and proposed is 2,673. This is where he 
has an issue.  

 
  The architect said that this refers to the second floor.  
 
 3.62 Mr. Surman said if the square footage is increasing, that area must be 

over 6’8”.  
 
 3.63 Chairman Schneider said they are adding three bedrooms and two 

bathrooms to the second floor.  
 
 3.64 Mr. Surman said the request they are making is over 700 square feet of 

FAR.  
 
 3.65 Chairman Schneider said it exceeds the maximum by less than 60 square 

feet.  
 
 3.66 Mr. Surman said he understood but added that they are adding bulk to 

the house.  
 
 3.67 Ms. Choca Urban concurred they are adding bulk.  
 
  The architect said that the bulk is set back from the front façade.  
 
  The applicant said it is hidden by the gable, so it is not seen as a bulky 

dormer.  
 



2020-Z-14 1627 Elmwood Avenue June 24, 2020 

9 
 

 3.68 Ms. Choca Urban asked what the removal of the roof top deck impacts 
the variances. The only variance she thinks is eliminated is the .92 for 
garage height and maybe 20 to 30 square feet for the stairs.  

 
 3.69 Mr. Pellaton asked how to make a motion on this case.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the removal of the stairs reduces the rear yard 

coverage variation. The lot coverage variation is reduced to 398.3 square 
feet. That eliminates the total rear yard coverage variation. The walkway 
on the side of the house does not need relief. If a pitched roof is 
conforming, they are eliminating a flat roof height variation of .92’.  

 
 3.70 Mr. Surman said that even if it was 57 square feet larger, there are other 

variances. He would not have approached the board with any increase.  
 
  The applicant said they proposed a usable space for cars.  
 
 3.71 Chairman Schneider clarified they are eliminating two variations – 

height of garage and changing it to a pitched roof and the rear yard 
impervious surface coverage variation.  

 
 3.72 Ms. Choca Urban said she thought three variations were eliminated 

including the above two and the 52.71 square foot total floor area 
variation.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that it is not eliminated.  
 
 3.73 Mr. Surman said that for lot coverage, page 3, middle of page, 

requirements, the new proposed number is what. He said he does not see 
how there is an over 500 square foot increase.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the calculations for the existing area did not 

include the 7’ in the rear.  
 
 3.74 Mr. Surman said he has a hard time approving something with in 

accurate numbers.  
 
 3.75 Ms. Choca Urban agreed with the above comment.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the decision can be postponed until the first 

meeting in July. She can then clarify the numbers.  
 
 3.76 Chairman Schneider asked if the basement counted.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the basement did not count.  
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 3.77 Mr. Pellaton is there any way to verify the amount that the gable and 
dormer add to the second floor.  

 
 3.78 Mr. Surman said that the front gable does not add FAR.  
 
 3.79 Mr. Kolleng summarized that for approval, numbers need to be accurate. 

Deferring this to next week makes a lot of sense. There should not need 
to be a lot of discussion once the numbers are correct.  

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Richard Huszagh 
   1619 Elmwood Avenue 
 
  4.12 Mr. Bob Berger 
   1618 Elmwood Avenue 
 
  4.13 Mr. David Ferster 
   1621 Elmwood Avenue 
 
  4.14 Ms. Gina Becker 
   1631 Elmwood Avenue 
 
  4.15 Ms. Laura Berger 
   1618 Elmwood Avenue 
 
  4.16 Mr. Shaban Darvish 
   1625 Elmwood Avenue 
 
  4.17 Mr. Bruce Seitzer 
   1607 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Huszagh said he lives at 1619 Elmwood, which is a few doors down 

from the property being discussed. He has concerns about the project. 
He sympathizes with the owner’s desire to preserve an existing property 
and sell it instead of tearing it down. He wants to increase setback 
variations and use the current footprint. The recreational area is on a 
garage rooftop deck that is unprecedented in the village. Maybe there is 
one example, but this is not consistent with the community character and 
would be intrusive on neighbors. This is a serious problem. He hopes 
that the applicant finds a way to scale back the project that can preserve 
the existing property without all of the variation requests. He wants to 
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see a permeable patio in the backyard and a more traditional garage if 
possible. There is not much to preserve here and that is why the changes 
qualify as new construction. The setback variations are very substantial. 
He is using the footprint to build a bigger house that would not be 
allowed for new construction. That is circumventing the permission for 
redevelopment to do something that is too intrusive for the property.  

 
  It may be accurate that the roof top deck does not add additional square 

footage except for the stairway. The deck is a situation that even with a 
parapet on three sides, there is a railing on the north that looks into the 
applicant’s backyard and adjacent backyards and a bedroom. The roof 
top deck does not belong in the village. There has only been one allowed 
in the village in recent years and that was a contentious situation with 
opposition from neighbors. It was an adjacent garage attached to the 
house.  

 
  He is concerned about water flow issues. He is concerned that they don’t 

have a patio but may have one in the future which means more 
impermeable surface. He encourages what the applicant is trying to do 
generally but this plan does not meet the criteria to get approval. If the 
applicant says that he is trying to be the least intrusive to the neighbors, 
the roof top deck does the opposite. He hopes that the applicant can 
revise his plans and preserve the property in way that is acceptable, but 
the current plan does not work.  

 
  He added that one of his neighbors was cut off from the call and Mr. 

Berger will be speaking from Mr. Huszgh’s feed.  
 
 4.22 Mr. Berger was dropped from the call and could not get back in. Mr. 

Berger lives directly across the street from the home. He has lived in the 
village for 33 years. He strongly objects to the roof top deck. It changes 
the character of the neighborhood. The element is found in Chicago, but 
he doesn’t want to see this for the village. It would encourage more 
people to ask for decks. A precedent would be set for future requests. 
His main concern is about the roof top deck, but he agreed with the 
previous speaker’s comments. He encourages the board to not move 
forward until concerns are addressed. He appreciates the opportunity to 
speak.  

 
 4.23 Mr. Ferster said he lives two houses away from the house under review. 

He echoes the above comments and is concerned about the roof top deck, 
which has a commanding view of his bedroom. It would significantly 
change the neighborhood’s character. It would also impact his privacy.  

 
 4.24 Ms. Becker lives next door. She is thrilled that someone is rehabbing 

the house, which has been an eyesore. She has concerns about the deck. 



2020-Z-14 1627 Elmwood Avenue June 24, 2020 

12 
 

The rear yard is so small. One can look into the yard next door from the 
deck. People can also see into the windows of adjacent homes. She has 
a teenage daughter. The lot is so small that neighbors feel boxed in. 
There are trees she can see from her backyard and that view will be 
compromised. There is a stairway on the main house that goes into the 
kitchen. She understands this will be covered. This mans a larger house. 
She talked about the front porch. The applicant is not keeping the same 
footprint. She concurs with above comments by neighbors. There is only 
3’ between her yard and the house. Hopefully nothing will encroach onto 
that 3’.  

 
 4.25 Ms. Berger is married to Mr. Berger and concurs with his comments.  
 
 4.26 Mr. Darvish said he agrees with village rules.  
 
 4.27 Mr. Seitzer said that he takes issue with the applicant’s suggestion that 

adding a roof top deck to the garage is consistent with neighborhood 
character or enhances the neighborhood. There are no decks like this in 
the neighborhood. To add that would be detrimental. He suggested that 
the board not approve the request.  

 
 4.28 Ms. Roberts said that she got an email from Mr. Semple at 1701 

Elmwood. He requested that the applicant be required to use a permeable 
paving surface system for all surface paving.  

 
 4.29 Mr. Adler said there was a YouTube Live comment from Will Healy, 

1606 Elmwood. He objects to the deck and the roof. It is out of character 
of the neighborhood and infringes with the privacy of adjacent 
neighbors.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue this case to the July 1, 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   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
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Motion carried. 
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