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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 5, 2020 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

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

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:05 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 
9-8-20 
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III. 2020-Z-21 1305 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2020-Z-22 1111 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2020-Z-20 1010 Central Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Approval of June 24, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: 
None.  

 
VII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

Mr. Pellaton moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: 
None. The meeting was adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 

 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
  



2020-Z-21 1305 Sheridan Road August 5, 2020 

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

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  Mr. John Vasilion, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Mr. Vasilion said that since there were only 5 ZBA members present, he would 

request that the case be tabled to the September 2, 2020 meeting. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to continue this case to the September 2, 2020 meeting.  
 
 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   Not Present 
  Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
  Bob Surman    Yes 
  Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried.   
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3.0 COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Charles Hatsis, applicant 
   1111 Sheridan Road 
 
  3.12 Ms. Daisy Hatsis, applicant 
   1111 Sheridan Road 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for unusual recreation 

equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation, and a 
180.99 (5.35%) square foot rear yard of a double-frontage lot impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the retention of a seasonal batting cage. The Village 
Board will hear this case on August 25, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Hatsis showed a PowerPoint that he created.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Falkof said that there is on this case at least one person who expressed an 

objection, Mr. Cliff Shapiro. Mr. Falkof has known Mr. Shapiro for about 20 years. 
They were partners in the same law firm. He is a friend of Mr. Falkof’s. Mr. Falkof 
does not think their relationship will impact his view of the case but wanted to let 
the applicants know in advance of their presentation.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Hatsis continued and said he would like to summarize the points for their 

request and the points raised in opposition of the variance.  
 
  He thinks that the batting cage is warranted because it is temporary and seasonal. 

They can remove the batting cage whenever they want. The item cannot withstand 
snow and leaves so everything needs to come down when it is not in season.  

 
  There is a finite lifespan to the batting cage. It will come down when his son loses 

interest in baseball or when he goes to college. His son is currently in high school.  
 
  It sits in his backyard. His address is 1111 Sheridan Road. They have a dual access 

lot. This is why they put the cage where they did. Noise is infrequent and short in 
duration. They are usually in the cage for about 15 minutes.  

 
  It is consistent with precedent in the neighborhood. He has seen many temporary 

batting cages, hockey rinks, sport courts, etc. This batting cage is supported by 6 
out of 7 neighbors. Two of those are neighbors in adjoining yards. The only 
opposition is from the neighbor across the street.  

 
  Regarding the points in opposition: 
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  It is in the front yard – it is in the front yard because they have a dual frontage lot. 
Building on Sheridan is not an option due to the way the lot is structured. Their 
back yard is their front yard.  

 
  There are other cages nearby that the applicant could drive to – His son does not 

yet drive. There is basketball and hockey facilities nearby but many neighbors in 
the area install basketball courts and hockey rinks near their homes for 
convenience and excellence.  

 
  It is loud and detrimental to comfort – he has music speakers that are loud and 

have been there for the three years that the applicant has lived there and there were 
no noted problems. The bat noise is infrequent. The cage is not used as much as 
he would like it to be used. When it is used, it is used for short durations. If 
someone desires silence, some neighbors have backyards. The neighbor across the 
street has a beautiful backyard.  

 
  Diminishing property value – That is a speculative opinion. Some might argue that 

it enhances the value. If people are moving from the city that are families, they 
might few other families and yards and things to do at people’s home as attractive 
and a family-friendly neighborhood.  

 
  Ms. Hatsis said that the ground is not impervious and is lawn. She said that the 

measurements are less than 15’ and this information is in the documents.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Pellaton asked where the front entrance of the home was located.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that they can enter from Sheridan or Elmwood. Deliveries come 

from Sheridan.  
 
  Ms. Hatsis said that their front door faces the Bahai Temple.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that the lot is pie shaped and the front door points to the point of 

the pie.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Kolleng asked if there was a pitching machine or is someone pitching to the 

batter.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that there is a person throwing to someone else behind an L screen.  

He showed a picture of the cage.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Falkof asked why they can’t use the batting cage located at Thornwood Park.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that point was made by the objecting neighbor that they could drive 

to that park. The other location suggested by the neighbor was 20 minutes away. 
With a 15-year-old son, it is not an option to get in the car and drive to the park. 
These are not practical options.  
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 3.26 Mr. Falkof said the applicant’s son could bike to Thornwood Park.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that is hard if one is carrying a bucket of baseballs and bat. His son 

would need special equipment on the bike to do that. He did agree that it was 
possible.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Falkof clarified that the applicant had a double frontage lot as classified by the 

village. Does it have two front yards?  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said they have to entrances. He referenced the topographic diagram that 

shows 80% of the usable space is on the Elmwood side.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof said that the applicant called it a backyard, but it is identified as a 

double frontage lot by the village.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that is a technicality. They can debate that point, but they basically 

have one yard.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Pellaton asked in the case of a double frontage lot, where is the backyard.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said on this lot there is no particular backyard.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant does not have a backyard.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the front yard is on the Sheridan side and the rear yard of the 

double frontage lot is on the Elmwood side, which is treated like a front yard for 
purposes of setbacks and coverage.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Falkof asked if there were currently any batting cages in the village in 

individual’s yards, front or back. 
 
  Mr. Hatsis said there were other cages in Wilmette.   
 
 3.32 Mr. Falkof asked if they were in front yards.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said he does not know how to qualify something as a front or backyard. 

The one he saw was off a garage. It can be seen from Wilmette Avenue.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Falkof asked if any effort was made to investigate the village’s zoning 

ordinance before installing the batting cage.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis answered no and said he did not know that a temporary item would 

require something from the village.  
 
  Ms. Hatsis said she looked online and saw that the parameters were impervious, x 

number of feet from the property line and they are double or triple that minimum 
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and it had to be less than 15’ high, which the cage is. It also had to be x’ from the 
home and it was double or triple distance from the wall of their house. She thought 
that it sounded like they could do it.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts if this was put in a backyard, would they require a 

variance.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they probably would not need setback relief, but she thinks that 

the size and scope of this structure is such that they would say it needs a special 
use.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman asked what happens when residents put in a large trampoline in their 

backyard – does this require a variance. That would create just as much noise with 
kids jumping and screaming.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that trampolines are truly portable and not attached to the ground. 

She does not know if anyone has asked about a permanently installed trampoline. 
They cannot regulate something that can be picked up and moved.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant referenced hockey rinks. There are some that 

are simple that are permanently affixed into the ground. And there are others that 
have board lights that take up much more of the lot than the batting cage and that 
are impervious. He doesn’t know of any instance in the village where a person put 
up a backyard or front yard hockey rinks – one on Washington – that have required 
village permission. Is that understanding correct? Are people getting permits for 
hockey rinks.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the village generally does not enforce anything for temporary 

seasonal hockey rinks like plastic and low boards in either yard.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Pellaton asked if that was because they are seasonal? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said it was because they are seasonal and are probably used less 

during the full season. Most of the time people do not have lights. Lights do raise 
the stakes somewhat in terms of impact on neighbors. There are so many people 
that have hockey rinks and the village decided that is something that they want to 
pursue. But she can see the other side as well, but they can be problematic 
particular when they have lights.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton said that the hockey rink seems more problematic than the batting 

cage.  He would follow up later in the meeting with the applicant regarding the 
seasonal aspect.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said he has a trampoline in his backyard that is about 12’ in diameter. 

It is higher than a batting cage. Someone has to climb to get onto that. It has 
fencing. That is not a seasonal piece of equipment. It cannot be easily taken apart. 
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There is a big difference between the trampoline and a batting cage. In tonight’s 
case, the lot has an unusual shape lot and it looks like the lot to the south is a 
triangle. It is a hardship. He referenced the opposing neighbor sent several videos 
to the board. He noticed was a high pitch which is because of aluminum bats. An 
easy way to mitigate the situation is to switch to a wooden bat. This cage is not 
like the ones at the park district that are put in with large posts into the ground. It 
is a temporary structure.  

 
  Mr. Hatsis said they have no lights, so it is only used during the daytime hours.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant referenced a seasonal aspect. When is it erected 

and when does it come down?  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said it is put up when it is warm enough to be outside playing baseball 

– late March/early April. It would come down when the leaves start to fall because 
they would collect on the net and weighing the net down and it gets colder at that 
time.   

 
 3.40 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts why this is deemed to be an impervious 

surface. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said she could be persuaded that it is not an impervious surface. They 

are counting it as a structure and she did count it as coverage, but it is very open 
unlike the previous batting cage that came before the board a few years ago. There 
is not surface to this cage. It arguably is not an impervious surface.  

 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said that the only coverage is the mat that the batter stands on and that 

is minimal.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis showed a photo of the cage.  
 
 3.42 Ms. Roberts has no problem with removing the part about impervious from the 

application. It is not functioning as impervious surface.  
 
 3.43 Ms. Roberts said there was no one on the call to speak on the case, but Mr. Shapiro 

asked her to read a statement, which she did. (Editing note: The statement is 
attached to the case report as exhibit 2.14). 

 
 3.44 Chairman Schneider asked if there was any other comment from the neighbors. 
 
   3.45 Mr. Hatsis said he got 6 to 7 support emails from neighbors. Six support emails 

were in favor of the request and one was not. The above letter was from the 
neighbor who did not support the request.  

 
 3.46 Mr. Pellaton said that there were statements in the letter about people erecting 

batting cages and using them forever. He said that this is not what is before the 
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board for a recommendation. If the petition is approved, then this batting cage 
could be used at this location only and does not set a precedent for other properties 
and batting cages. Is that true or not? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said like all special uses, the board would be asked to consider the 

use to run with the use versus run with the land. If the applicant said it will be 
seasonal for a limited number of years, then that would be it. When the use, ceases 
it cannot be restarted.  

 
 3.47 Mr. Kolleng asked the applicant if his son played baseball.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said he was on the freshman team last year and he is on the New Trier 

A team this summer.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Kolleng said he thought the season was spring into summer and asked if it 

went into fall.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that there is fall baseball. It usually goes until it gets cold.  
 
  Ms. Hatsis said it goes until early October. There is a short and very limited 

baseball season.  
 
 3.49 Mr. Kolleng asked about the speaker that the neighbor referenced in the letter.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that there is a speaker outside that was installed three years ago 

when he moved in. There will still be music whether or not the batting cage 
remains. Any good neighbor will be respectful of other neighbors. He turns down 
the music when it gets too loud. But that is not relevant to the batting cage.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said he understands the neighbor’s points, but he disagrees with 

several of them, in particular the one about the hockey rinks. This is a large 
structure. It is mostly not an opaque structure. If the applicants are able to apprise 
the neighbors when their son wants to use the cage or come to an agreement with 
the neighbors that is mutually acceptable, he cannot see any reason why the cage 
would be objectionable. He thinks that there is a true hardship in that there is no 
backyard. The resident has no ability to put up something in a backyard as defined 
by the village. It is not overly tall. It is more of a lifestyle aspect than it is that the 
structure would diminish property values or cause problems within the village. He 
can support this. He is sympathetic regarding the noise and the disruption to the 
neighbor who objected. The other neighbors can support the request and that 
outweighs the one objection.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agreed with Mr. Pellaton. If this was a year-round structure that would 

be a different situation. It is seeing through and not obtrusive. It will go up and 
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come down. A full-time basketball court would generate more noise over a year. 
The cage is more like a hockey rink. It won’t be there in three years if their son 
loses interest or goes away to college. He can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman asked what if they were to put in a half court basketball court. Could 

they do that if impervious was not an issue.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said not in that location because it is basically like a front yard. Sport 

courts are not allowed.  
 
  Mr. Surman asked about a swimming pool.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said not in that front yard area.  
 
  Mr. Surman said that gets to the point that this is a difficult lot to deal with because 

they are restricted in so many ways. This is a very minimal change. It should not 
become the neighborhood batting cage where people are lined up to use the cage. 
He agrees with the above comments and can support it.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof said he is going to oppose the request. This is a front yard and he is 

concerned about how people use front yards. He knows that the cage is temporary, 
but they are talking about 75% of the year, from March through October, it will be 
up and used as a batting cage. That is temporary by definition, but it is close to 
permanent. And those are the times that people are outside. He knows that they 
could put up a hockey rink, but that is used in cold weather when windows are 
closed, and one is not trying to use their front porch or any other outside area of 
the home. With a hockey rink, people are skating, and it is not particularly noisy 
experience. The board is saying that there could be a problem with the cage but 
hope that it won’t be a problem. That is not the right standard. The standard is how 
can it be used during those eight months.  

 
  He went to section 13.4.X of the zoning ordinance, which provides standards for 

unusual recreational equipment. It is a two-part definition. The first part is the 
installation and character of the equipment must reflect the scale and location of a 
facility generally accepted in a usual and customary single-family district. All over 
the village there are basketball hoops. In the winter there are a fair number of 
skating rinks. 

 
  This is a unique situation. The applicant’s yard is a front yard with a batting cage 

on Elmwood. This is not in keeping with the character of Elmwood throughout the 
village.  

 
  The second part of the standards is that the level and duration of noise produced 

by such equipment must reflect that which is accepted as usual and customary in 
single family neighborhoods. There is a reason why the village put up a batting 
cage in Thornwood Park. It is next to the tennis courts. There is pounding noise 
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from the courts. They put the cage central to the park and not immediately adjacent 
to the neighbors. It’s one of those things that people do not expect to hear on a nice 
summer night. It is not usual noise in single family neighborhoods. This is a unique 
sound.  

 
  The other section of the ordinance was 5.4.F, which gives the standards for 

variations. No variation will be recommended for approval unless findings have 
been made to support each of the following conclusions. The board has to make 
certain findings in order to approve this use. The first is that the particular physical 
condition, shape, or surroundings of the property would impose upon the owner a 
practical difficulty or particular hardship as opposed to a mere inconvenience. He 
appreciates that the son does not yet drive. But he will probably be driving by next 
summer. This summer he has gotten to use the cage by having the village coming 
to the applicants and they need to go before the board. It won’t be in front of the 
Village Board until the end of August, so this summer is well taken care of. It is 
not as if there are no batting cages in the village. The one in Thornwood Park is 
rarely used. The burden is on the applicant to show the real hardship.  

 
  Part d of 5.4.F says that the difficulty or hardship stemming from the application 

of this ordinance would prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the 
property. This is not a neighbor saying they cannot use that part of the property for 
a patio or a party. This is a neighbor saying that the owner can use the property in 
every way, but not for the unusual recreation equipment.  

 
  5.4.F.1.f says the variation if granted will not alter the essential character of the 

neighborhood. He said that the cage impacts the essential character of the 
neighborhood. There is a large structure in the front yard. It sets a dangerous 
precedent even if it only runs with the use.  

 
  For those reasons, he has problems with the request.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts if the cage was to go in the backyard of a neighbor, 

it would have to be a special use? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they would call that a special use.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said he can see Mr. Falkof’’s above points. As a board, they must 

remember is the direction that the village has given is that when people come back 
after the fact and make a request pleading for forgiveness, the board has to address 
the issue as if it is a brand new case and that it has not been built or assembled. 
The board has to make their decision based on that. Would you allow this or not 
allow the cage if this was a new request. He is still on the fence.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Kolleng said that the board agrees that the impervious surface does not apply 

in this case. This is not like a shed that was built, and people asked for forgiveness 
and then had to take the shed down. The cage is temporary and not permanent.  
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 5.8 Chairman Schneider said all comments were good. Regarding the issue of 
backyard vs. front yard, he recognizes that the lot is unusual and no other place to 
put the cage. If the cage was in a ‘normal’ backyard where there were neighbors 
on three sides and across the street, which are in greater proximity than this 
particular neighbor. He does not understand why a backyard would be a better 
location from a neighbor’s standpoint.  

 
  He understands that the applicant probably should have asked for permission. He 

trusts that the applicant did not think that it was necessary. When he went to the 
house, he almost missed it because it was so unobtrusive to him.  

 
  Regarding the noise, he has neighbors that have a basketball court on their 

driveway that goes to the backyard. The noise of the basketball and the noise from 
the children that play is a pleasant noise to him, but it is relatively loud and 
objectionable to some people.  

 
  He talked about other temporary recreational equipment. The cage is deemed to 

be a structure that is anchored into the ground and needs a variation. He can 
support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 

 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a special use for unusual recreation 
equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation, and a 180.99 
(5.35%) square foot rear yard of a double-frontage lot impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a seasonal batting cage at 1111 Sheridan Road 
in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

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

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-22.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
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   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 

 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
Four members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use 
standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning 
Ordinance. The proposed use is this location is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. The establishment and operation of the use will not be detrimental to 
or endanger the public health, safety and welfare. The proposed use will not be injurious 
to the use or enjoyment of other property in the neighborhood. The proposed use will not 
substantially diminish property values. No utilities, road access or drainage are necessary 
for the proposed use. There are no traffic impacts from the proposed use. The proposed use 
will be consistent with the community character in that other residential properties have 
play equipment and winter hockey rinks in their yard. There are no known archeological, 
historical or cultural resources that would be impacted by the proposed use. There are no 
additional buffer, landscaping or public open space necessary for the proposed use. No 
other standards of Article 12 apply. 
 
The physical conditions of the property, that it is a double-frontage lot and the siting of the 
house 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 conditions of the lot. The difficulty is 
peculiar to the property in question as there are not many double-frontage lots. The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property because there is 
no backyard area that can be used as backyards typically are. The batting cage is very open 
and therefore will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The 
batting cage is not visually disruptive and therefore will not alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood. 
 
One member of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
special use standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the 
Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the neighbor’s objection indicates that the operation of the 
use has been injurious to the use and enjoyment of his own property across the street. The 
proposed use is in the front yard on Elmwood and is out of character with the rest of the 
front yards on Elmwood.  
 
Regarding the variation standards, failure to obtain zoning approval will be an 
inconvenience but not a hardship. The family has made use of the structure for this summer. 
The son using the batting cage will likely be able to drive next summer and access public 
batting cages. The applicant is not prevented from making reasonable use of his property 
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for other outdoor typical activities. Also, the proposed request will alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood as it is a large structure in what functions as a front yard. 
 

8.0  RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a special use for unusual recreation 

equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation, and a 180.99 
(5.35%) square foot rear yard of a double-frontage lot impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a seasonal batting cage at 1111 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use. 
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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. Steve Blonsky, ownership group 
 
  3.12 Mr. Chris Talsma, architect 
   Filoramo and Talsma Architecture 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for an Adaptive Reuse Senior 

Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area ratio variation, a 9.29’ front yard 
setback variation, a 9.26’ west side yard setback variation, a 6.74’ west side yard 
stair setback variation, a west side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height 
variation, an 8.77’ parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing height 
variation, a 6.03’ air conditioner condenser height variation, a 2.15’ rear yard 
(north) parking space setback variation, a 1,284 square foot (29.8%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation, a 2,574 square foot (59.8%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation from the 
requirement that 50% of the required parking space be enclosed to permit the 
modification of the existing building into a 16-unit apartment development and 
associated site improvements. The Village Board will hear this case on August 25, 
2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Blonsky said they bought the Masonic Lodge about two months ago. Their 

plans are to convert it into a 16-unit 55+ senior development. They plan to gut the 
interior down to the studs and rebuild the interior. On the exterior, they are trying 
not to do too much. There are no modifications to the front façade facing Central. 
On the other sides of the building, they will create window openings added to make 
the units functional, as well as decks and stairs on the east and west sides for all 
units. The existing structure does not conform with the zoning district. Besides the 
decks, there are really no modifications made to the exterior, itself.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked about other projects that the applicant has done that are similar.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said he was involved with the group that did 1121 Greenleaf about 

two years ago. He has worked on a number of rehab projects in the city.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Falkof said that the building is for 55+ individuals, what is that by definition. 

Is it a retired couple with a lot of extra bedrooms or could a family move in?  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that one of the residents must be 55 or older. These are rental 

units. They are three-bedroom, two bath units. They want to market to families. At 
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their other project, there were a lot of people who lived in the area for a long time 
and sold their house but want to stay local. This is a great option for them.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Kolleng asked how many units per floor.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said there are four units per floor.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider referenced the plans that the board received. They were 

reduced to 11 x 8.5 so they are not that clear. Are these the final plans?  
 
  Mr. Talsma said they are final from a unit layout. They are in construction 

documents right now. There could be some minor adjustments. They are 95% 
complete.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider asked if they are closing the front entrance.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that there are two entrances. There is one that is set back a little 

further and there is one on the front façade. There is a small bay on the west side, 
which is the alley side.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Schneider referenced 1.17.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that the simple answer is yes, but there are two front entrances. 

One they are maintaining and one they are closing.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said there is an entrance on the west side that is set back off of the 

front façade. That will be the main entrance. It is a covered entrance. He referenced 
exhibit 1.3, the plat of survey; it shows what he was describing. The two entrances 
on the front façade will be closed and the only entrance is on the west side, recessed 
from the façade. This is on the alley.  

 
 3.29 Chairman Schneider said that the building code inspectors have to approve this. 

There was reference there would be stairs on the north side. 
 
  Mr. Blonsky said they appeared before the ARC at the end of June. They presented 

new designs in response to comments at that meeting. The original drawings had 
an egress stair at the north. But in response to ARC comments, they came up with 
alternate designs, which had two exit stairs, one on the east and one on the west.  

 
 3.30 Chairman Schneider asked about exit stairs on resident floors. Are they accessed 

through sliding doors?  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that each unit has its own deck for outdoor space. There are four 

decks per floor. The two units that are side by side have access to the stair that takes 
them out. This is an egress stair for occupants.  
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 3.31 Chairman Schneider said they are asking for a side yard setback variation on the 
west side. Why does the deck need to be that deep? 

 
  Mr. Talsma said that the very nature of the building makes is non-conforming. 

There is a part of the building on the west side that does encroach into that setback. 
Without the decks, they would have to seek that variation. The entry lobby is also 
too close to the west side lot line. Because of some of the current openings on the 
building – four large two story openings – at grade that they will be maintained. To 
try to get the stair to fit some place that does not obstruct the openings leaves them 
with only a few location options. They are trying to position the stair in a way that 
stays out of the window as much as possible. The code minimums for the stairs 
dictated those dimensions. They are no larger than they need to be. They would like 
to make them smaller, but they need to be a certain size to be a second means of 
egress.  

 
 3.32 Chairman Schneider noted they are asking for a setback on the north edge for 

parking. It is normally 5’ to the curb and they are asking for a 2’ variation. Is that 
because they need the minimum space between the north parking spaces and the 
south? 

 
  Mr. Talsma said those are the minimum dimensions that qualify for parking. They 

made it as small as possible while providing the needed parking.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked how is it that they only have one internal stair.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that they can do an exterior stair as a second means of access.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked if the stairs had to be enclosed. 
 
  Mr. Talsma said no.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said it is very similar to a fire escape.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that there are limits. This could not be done on a high rise. This 

building is short enough that they can get away with it.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said he saw on IBC that the stair had to be protected. It could not be 

an area where snow and ice could accumulate.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that 90% of his work is in Chicago. His general perspective is 

Chicago code.  He will get more familiar with IBC. They did submit an initial plan 
to Scott Berg with the outdoor stairs. Enclosing them was not an issue that he raised. 
They brought the design to Mr. Berg early in the process.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Surman said that typically any space, even with the Chicago building code, any 

space over a certain area has to be enclosed. He has done high rises and not a low 
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rise. He knows that these are architectural issues, but they impact the variance on 
the west side. He saw a lot of other things that were not code related in Chicago. 
Are they required to have area refuge?  

 
  Mr. Talsma said that there is one in there.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said it is not ADA compliant.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said they are ADA complaint.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said they will have to agree to disagree because they are not ADA 

compliant. You can’t have the doors swinging into the landings. These are 
architectural issues.  He is concerned about the stairway.  

 
  Mr. Talsma said that the doors do swing into the landings, but there is adequate 

room for handrail extensions.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said he is concerned about circulation if the door is swinging open.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that there are rules about how far the door should swing open. He 

clarified that Mr. Surman if he was an architect in Illinois so he is familiar with 
these things. He said he has been doing this for 20 years.  

 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said it is important that codes are met. Some things are new to him, but 

if the architect said it meets the code, he is good with that. He then does not have 
an issue with the stairs. It’s their project.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Falkof said they were talking about variances on the west side, which is the 

alley side. If there is going to be any complaint, it will not come from a landowner 
on the east side or the north side, it will be on the alley side.  

 
 3.43 Mr. Kolleng asked how long the facility has been vacant.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said they have not used it for about 15 years. It is not in great shape 

on the interior.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said it was regularly used for special events until the last few years.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Surman said he attended an event there 5 to 6 years ago.  
 
 3.45 Chairman Schneider said that when he and Mr. Falkof were at the site, on the east 

side, first floor, there was an open window. He doesn’t want people getting into the 
building. Is the interior timber wood construction.  

 
  Mr. Blonsky said that the interior was timber wood construction. The floors are 

wood.  
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  Mr. Talsma said there is also steel as well as wood. The joists are wood, but the 
major supporting beams are iron.  

 
 3.46 Chairman Schneider asked about readaptive 55+ senior housing and asked for 

background from Ms. Roberts.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said this was a significant issue when Mallinckrodt came on the market 

and got a lot of attention. When the special use was created, there was consideration 
given that other facilities like Masonic Lodge may suffer the same fate, so they 
retained that use in the 2014 ordinance. She said the village was trying in recent 
years to accommodate the masons in any way possible. If the village didn’t already 
have this use, staff would have recommended creating it in order to preserve this 
building. 

 
 3.47 Mr. Surman said they are asking for a fairly large impervious area variation. He is 

not sure how the village deals with that, but in many recent projects, they have 
asked for a retainage system on the site when they are over as much as this is over.  

 
  Mr. Talsma did not look into village codes, but he reached out to an engineer he 

works with and showed them the plans. That engineer said they would not need a 
retention plan. He does not think that anything will come up regarding detention or 
retention.  

 
 3.48 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts if this was a situation where the village engineer 

would get involved.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that based on the size of parking lot coverage, the engineering 

department will want to take a grading permit. Her guess would be that some sort 
of catch basin system restrictor might be required. It is not large enough of a 
property to trigger the MWRD standards. But there probably will be some drainage 
requirements.  

 
  Mr. Talsma said that the down spouts come down to the ground. None go into the 

sewer at this time.  
 
 3.49 There were no more questions. There was one guest on the call who had to leave. 

He had submitted an email in the packet. There are no emails and no one in chat or 
YouTube.  

 
 3.50 Chairman Schneider said there was a report from Benesch about studying traffic 

issues. The conclusion was that this use would be less intense than the previous use. 
The load on the alley is not that significant.  

 
 3.51 Mr. Kolleng asked if the parking was only at the back.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that this was correct. They have 18 spaces.  
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 3.52 Mr. Falkof asked if these were dedicated spaces per unit or can anyone park 
anywhere?  

 
  Mr. Blonsky said it will have assigned spaces per unit.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Falkof asked if visitors would park on the street.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that this was correct.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Pellaton said there was a letter from Mr. Teasdale at 1004 Central to the east. 

Has anyone responded to his questions?  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said they have not yet responded to his questions. He has a copy of 

the email and will reach out to him.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said that he has been in the building many times. He is personally 

acquainted with the neighbors. This is unusual in that the building has not been well 
maintained for quite a long time. Two of the immediate adjacent properties have 
been vacant for years and years. One has been demolished and rebuilt but is still 
vacant though it is for sale. The other neighbors in the more extended area are in 
favor of the development or any positive use of the building. It would be a 
tremendous benefit to the village. He has concerns about impervious surface 
coverage. He has not seen one close to the amount requested. The rest of the 
variation requests are fairly small and make sense for a project of this size and this 
use. There is a definite need for this type of use in the village. He has heard that 
from village trustees. It makes sense to consider the variation requests in that light. 
If Ms. Roberts and village engineers can work out water drainage and retention 
issues that satisfies impervious surface coverage issues, then this is a good use and 
a project that he can recommend.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agreed with the above comments. The impervious surface coverage is 

there now. 16 units will require parking. Unless the village engineer says there is 
retention that needs to be put in place, there will not be a change. The site is run 
down. It would be a shame to lose the façade on Central. This is a positive 
readaptive use and it is close to transportation and the Village Center. It is an 
excellent project that he can support.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman asked the applicant if the building was sprinklered.  
 
  The applicant said they would ensure that the building is sprinklered.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman thought it was a great project and good use for the building. It would 

be a shame to tear it down. He can support it but being an architect, he has some 
issues.  
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 5.5 Mr. Falkof said he can also support the request. It is a beautiful reuse. It will have 
a positive impact on the community. There is a need for this type of housing.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said everyone wants the right end product.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider said he hopes that the engineer makes sure that there is not 

additional load to the combined sewer system on the east side, which would be a 
problem. He assumes that the engineer will pay attention to this. This is R2 zoning. 
The community generally accepts the project. He can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a special use for an Adaptive Reuse 

Senior Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area ratio variation, a 9.29’ front 
yard setback variation, a 9.26’ west side yard setback variation, a 6.74’ west side 
yard stair setback variation, a west side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height 
variation, an 8.77’ parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing height 
variation, a 6.03’ air conditioner condenser height variation, a 2.15’ rear yard 
(north) parking space setback variation, a 1,284 square foot (29.8%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation, a 2,574 square foot (59.8%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation from the 
requirement that 50% of the required parking space be enclosed to permit the 
modification of the existing building into a 16-unit apartment development and 
associated site improvements in accordance with the plans submitted at 1010 
Central. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  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   Not Present  
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-20.  
 
   6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 

   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
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   Christine Norrick   Not Present  
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The 
proposed use in the specific location is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan to provide alternative housing that complements the traditional 
single-family character of the village. The proposed use allows for the existing building to 
be retained with minimal exterior alteration and thus minimal impact on adjoining 
properties. The establishment and maintenance of this use in this location will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety and welfare. The proposed use will not 
be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other properties in the neighborhood. The 
establishment of the use will not impede development and improvement of surrounding 
properties. The proposed use will not substantially diminish property values in the 
neighborhood. Adequate utilities, road access, drainage and other necessary facilities 
already exist or will be provided. Adequate measures will be taken to provide ingress and 
egress. The use is not expected to have much of an impact on existing traffic and parking. 
The new residential use of the building is consistent with the community character of the 
neighborhood. Development of the proposed use will not substantially adversely affect a 
known archeological, historical or cultural resource. The proposed use allows for the 
preservation of the building, which, while not a formal historical landmark, has historical 
and architectural significance. The existing east setbacks will be maintained and new 
landscaping will be provided, resulting in open space and buffers being maintained. There 
are no additional use standards required in Article 12. 
 
The physical conditions of the property, the siting of the building on the lot and the height 
of the building, 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 and use of the property. The 
hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the building; preservation and 
reuse of the building is not possible without variations being granted. The proposed 
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The 
setback variations are on the west side of the building adjoining a public alley. Separation 
to the nearest residential structures to the east, north, and west will be maintained. The 
variations, if granted, will also for the preservation and re-use of the building and 
improvement of the site, improving the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a special use for an Adaptive Reuse 
Senior Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area ratio variation, a 9.29’ front yard 
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setback variation, a 9.26’ west side yard setback variation, a 6.74’ west side yard stair 
setback variation, a west side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height variation, an 8.77’ 
parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing height variation, a 6.03’ air conditioner 
condenser height variation, a 2.15’ rear yard (north) parking space setback variation, a 
1,284 square foot (29.8%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, a 2,574 
square foot (59.8%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
variation from the requirement that 50% of the required parking space be enclosed to 
permit the modification of the existing building into a 16-unit apartment development and 
associated site improvements in accordance with the plans submitted at 1010 Central. The 
use shall run with the use. 
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