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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 2, 2021 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

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

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 
II. Opening Remarks and Swearing In 
 
 Ms. Roberts reviewed the meeting procedures for remote meetings and Chairman 

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

  

3.2 
7-13-21 
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III. 2021-Z-23 2041 Kenilworth Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV.  2021-Z-12 140 Laurel Avenue  

 
See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

V. 2021-Z-25 4085 Bunker Lane 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2021-Z-14 1300 Middlebury Lane 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. 2021-Z-11 1131 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VIII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 

Mr. Surman moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Urban seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Mr. Glattard, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. Urban, and 
Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 9:11 p.m. 

 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
  



2021-Z-23 2041 Kenilworth Avenue June 2, 2021 

1 
 

3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Stephanie Sebor, applicant 
   2040 Chestnut Avenue 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and fence 
openness variation to permit the replacement of a 6.5’ tall solid fence in the side 
yard adjoining a street. The Village Board will hear this case on June 22, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Sebor said this is a fence on the border going east to west between her property 

and the adjacent property. The existing fence has been there before either party 
purchased their homes. She said it is dilapidated and needs to be replaced; there’s 
a hole in the fence where the neighbor’s dog came through. It would match an 
existing neighboring fence and would be seamless. As the neighbor’s fence across 
the street is the same height, the identical configuration is desired. There is no 
traffic risk. There are only two driveways on the street in this area. There is no harm 
to public safety nor visibility to the street. The new fence will add to the aesthetics 
of the neighborhood and increase the value of the properties.          

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider clarified that Ms. Sebor’s address is 2040 Chestnut and Mr. 

Schwartz and Ms. Ilg own the property to the north.  
 
  Ms. Sebor said that was correct. 
 
 3.24 Mr. Falkof asked whose property the fence is on.  
 
  Ms. Sebor said it’s on the property boundary, on both properties. The neighbors 

plan to share in the cost.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Pellaton said that if Ms. Sebor sees the outside of the fence and the neighbors 

view the inside, that indicates that it is the neighbor’s fence. If the structure were 
reversed, the inside would be on Ms. Sebor’s property. The finished side of the 
fence is required to face out from the property it’s on.  

 
  Ms. Sebor said they were not concerned about which way it would face and are 

mainly interested to know if the variance will be granted.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Pellaton said a fence has to be 6” inside the property line. The fence would 

shift south if built on Ms. Sebor’s property.  
 
  Ms. Sebor said the expectation is to install the new fence where the current one is.  
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 3.27  Chairman Schneider stated that the 6.5’ fence along the south lot line, the west 15’ 
from the 21st Street lot line, is within the side yard adjoining 21st Street. The zoning 
code limits the height in a side yard to 4’. The fence across the street is a newer 
fence and does not comply with this requirement. Going further south on 21st Street, 
there are 6 similar pairs of lots each situated the same as the applicant’s lots. None 
of those 6 violate the zoning requirements; none have a fence encroaching on the 
15’ setback. Going north of Kenilworth Avenue, there are 2 lots similarly situated 
that have a high 6.5’ fence that encroach on the side yard. This request is an 
exception to what is happening in the neighborhood. 

 
 3.28 Ms. Urban said she is having a difficult time understanding why the fence can’t be 

stepped down. There is not a compelling reason to keep the height. 
 
  Ms. Sebor said the real reason is the aesthetic. There are 4 different types of fencing 

within a few feet of each other. She explained some fences are wrought iron, one is 
chicken wire that may be replaced with a white picket fence, and a lower fence then 
a higher privacy fence. 

 
 3.29 Ms. Urban said that the material of the replacement fence wouldn’t change but the 

height would.  
 
  Ms. Sebor said she is unsure that grading would be needed.  
 
 3.30 Ms. Urban clarified that she was referring to the height of the fence.  
 
  Ms. Sebor explained that one of the existing fences has a lattice pattern at the top. 
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that the ZBA’s role is to interpret the code and apply it. The 

Village Board can overrule the ZBA.  
 
  Ms. Sebor said the reason she is the applicant this evening is to share in the burden 

of the administrative process. The neighbors previously began the permit process.    
 
 3.32 Chairman Schneider said the question is if the west 15’ of the fence that is in the 

side yard should be permitted to be 6.5’.  
 
  Ms. Sebor concurred.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Schneider reiterated this is the exception up and down 21st Street. 
  

3.34 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone was in the audience for the case.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said there was an email she had forwarded earlier in the day. There is 

no one in the YouTube chat nor anyone else in the meeting.  
 
3.35 Ms. Sebor said the neighbor to the east of 2041 Kenilworth Avenue is in full support 
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of this petition.  
  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said fence cases are very difficult. He explained some hardships and 

said he doesn’t see one here though he does see why privacy is desired. He is not 
in support of the request.  

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban concurred. With the primary reason for the fence being the aesthetic, 

there is already a wrought iron fence and a soon-to-be white picket fence, neither 
of which will match the proposed fence. She is not persuaded by this argument and 
will not support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Falkof concurred and said he would not support the request.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Glattard said having the fence go 15’ to the street, it could be done aesthetically 

so he is not in support of this. 
 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick concurred with the other members’ comments. 
 
 5.6 Chairman Schneider concurred, and said this would be an exception to what is 

happening all up and down that street. 
  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.5’ fence height 

variation and fence openness variation to permit the replacement of a 6.5’ tall solid 
fence in the side yard adjoining a street at 2041 Kenilworth Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Ms. Urban seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider No 
   Brad Falkof    No 
   Didier Glattard   No 
   Christine Norrick   No 
   Ryrie Pellaton    No 
   Bob Surman    No 
   Maria Urban    No 
 

  Motion carried.  
 

 6.2 Ms. Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-23.  

 
  6.21 Mr. Falkof seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
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   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the variation standards 
of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning 
Ordinance. There are no conditions of the property causing a practical difficulty or 
particular hardship. There are many pairs of lots like the applicants’ in the neighborhood 
and only one other pair have fencing like they are requesting. There is nothing peculiar 
about the properties compared to others in the neighborhood. The owners are not prevented 
from making reasonable use of their properties because of the fence requirement. The 
essential character of the neighborhood would be impacted as there is only one other non-
conforming tall fence in the vicinity of the proposed fence. 
 
The proposed fence is perpendicular to 21st Street. This is a residential street that is not 
particularly busy compared to arterial and collector streets. As the fence is perpendicular 
to the street, it is not currently functioning as a buffer. While the proposed fence replaces 
an existing one of the same height, there is only one other non-conforming fence in the 
vicinity. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.5’ fence height 
variation and fence openness variation to permit the replacement of a 6.5’ tall solid fence 
in the side yard adjoining a street at 2041 Kenilworth Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Cory Todd, applicant 
   140 Laurel Avenue 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 1.0’ retaining wall side yard setback variation 
to permit the replacement of existing retaining walls. The Village Board will hear 
this case on June 22, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Chairman Schneider asked if Mr. Todd was the builder. 
 
  Mr. Todd said he is. 
 
 3.23 Mr. Todd said there are significant grade issues on the lot. Going east to west, it 

drops 8’ going toward the ravine that leads out to Lake Michigan. There are 
retaining walls on both sides of the property.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider said the retaining walls are not visible from the street. 
 
 3.25 Mr. Pellaton said he was able to see them through the neighbor’s property.  
 
  3.26 Mr. Todd said the west retaining wall is deteriorating. On the east side, this was 

replaced. There are stonewall steps then a concrete wall along the property wall. 
The intent is to have a straight wall. 

 
 3.27 Mr. Todd said the existing retaining wall/old stonewall is in bad shape. The 

intention is the height would be 20”. The current loose stone would be changed to 
railroad timbers. The neighbor is in agreement that the wall is in poor shape.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Surman asked if the current numbers on the drawing are for the existing 

retaining walls.  
 
  Mr. Todd said yes and explained the existing conditions, noting the different 

heights. 
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked if there are any other properties on this block that have this drop.  
 
  Mr. Todd said there are other drop offs and described them. On the west side, the 

stonewall is crumbling. On the east side, landscaping is planned.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman asked, when one is on the new property, if the soil is going to be 

slightly lower than the railroad tie.  
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  Mr. Todd said they would like to step it if needed. The intention is to keep the 
retaining wall at grade. This drops as the topography drops. 

 
 3.31 Mr. Surman asked how much the neighbor will see.  
 
  Mr. Todd said on the west side, 20”.   
 
 3.32 Chairman Schneider asked why the applicant doesn’t conform to the 1.0’ setback.  
 
  Mr. Todd said the lot would have to be excavated an extra foot along the property 

lines and would be tight.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Schneider asked if the new retaining walls have footings.  
 
  Mr. Todd stated there are not nor are they needed. He explained what’s under 

railroad ties. Landscaping blocks are planned on the east side. 
 
 3.34 Ms. Urban said the letter states the hardship creates a smaller yard space. A 1’ 

setback on both sides would eat up 136 square feet of space on a 12,000 square foot 
lot. She said that the ZBA rarely gives variances on new construction projects. She 
was having a hard time being persuaded.  

 
  Mr. Todd explained the east side swale, walkway, erosion, etc.    
 
 3.35  Mr. Pellaton said with new construction, the option is there to site the house so is 

not in conflict with current zoning codes.  
 
  Mr. Todd said there is a lot more grading in this part of town along with multiple 

feet of drop off. 
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman asked if the applicant had spoken to the neighbors. 
 
  Mr. Todd said he spoke to the neighbors to the west who are in support as they view 

a deteriorating wall. The neighbor to the east is concerned with the back wall and 
didn’t mention any dismay at all about the proposed plans. 

 
 3.37  Mr. Falkof asked the reason for the 1’ spacing requirement for the setback.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said this comes up when properties are reviewed along the lake as 

footings need to hit the property line and not extend into the adjacent property.  
 
  Ms. Roberts agreed, the requirement is primarily to ensure that the wall structure 

including the footings and the excavation for the structure don’t encroach on a 
neighbor.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Pellaton said there needs to be space for landscaping.  
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 3.40 Mr. Falkof said he doesn’t see the trees on the owner’s side though he does on the 
neighbor’s lot.  

 
  Mr. Todd pointed out the trees on the site plan and said is hopeful to save most of 

the trees.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Falkof asked if the 1.0’ setback is provided, does that mean they cannot save 

the trees?  
 
  Mr. Todd said he didn’t believe the trees would make it if the wall needed to be 

moved into the property. 
 
 3.42 Mr. Surman asked if the wall on the east side will remain.  
 
  Mr. Todd said there is a portion on the neighbor’s property and that would remain.  
 
 3.43 Ms. Urban said there appears to be a gap on the east side between the neighbor’s 

wall and the proposed landscaped retaining wall.  
 
  Mr. Todd said a wall is not needed there.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Glattard asked if the soil has been evaluated.  
  
  Mr. Todd said yes and noted that a wall this size doesn’t need a footing. 
 

3.45 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone is in the audience.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said there are no comments in the YouTube chat nor other 

communication or anyone else in the meeting.  
  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said it comes down to the purpose of the code and the footing 

encroaching on the existing neighbor. In this case, there is no footing required. He 
is on the fence about the request. 

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban said this is a brand new construction project and should comply with the 

code, regardless of footings. She referenced a case on Michigan Avenue and does 
not hear a similar compelling case. A 1.0’ setback is small in the scheme of things. 
She will not support the request.    

 
 5.3 Mr. Falkof said he is persuaded by Ms. Urban’s comments. He is not convinced 

that trees will be lost. He is inclined not to support the variance. 
 
 5.4 Mr. Glattard said the hardship is perhaps a financial hardship. As this is new 

construction, and the change is insignificant to meet the code; he doesn’t believe 
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this is a reason to grant a variance.   
 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick concurred. With a wide lot, the design could meet the requirements of 

the zoning code.  
 
 5.6 Chairman Schneider said the variance is small, there are no footings, and the 

neighbors agree with this so there is not a need to insist the 1.0’ setback be adhered 
to. He will support this. 

 
 5.7 Mr. Pellaton said he doesn’t see the hardship and believes this is a poor plan. 
  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 1.0’ retaining wall side 

yard setback variation to permit the replacement of existing retaining walls at 140 
Laurel Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Ms. Urban seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    No 
   Didier Glattard   No  
   Christine Norrick   No 
   Ryrie Pellaton    No 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    No 
 

  Motion carried.  
 

 6.2 Ms. Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-12.  

 
  6.21 Mr. Falkof seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
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7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there is no 
practical difficulty or hardship suffered by the owner. With new construction, the existing 
retaining walls can be removed and new ones constructed in a conforming location. With 
a 75’ lot width, pulling the retaining walls in two to three feet does not materially diminish 
the available yard area. While possible, there was insufficient evidence that relocating the 
walls would impact some existing trees along the west lot line. 
 
A minority of 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 extreme change in grade from east to west and the deteriorating condition of 
the existing retaining walls, imposes upon the owner practical difficulty. The plight of the 
owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique development of the lot. The 
difficulty is shared by few other properties such as those on the same block. Lakefront 
properties also have significant grade changes but most of these are front to back, not 
sideways across the lot. The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of 
the property to improve it with minimal disruption to the neighbors. The variation, if 
granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Allowing the retaining 
walls to be replaced in the existing location is less of alteration than requiring new ones to 
be located in a conforming location.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 1.0’ retaining wall side 
yard setback variation to permit the replacement of existing retaining walls at 140 Laurel 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Robert Geisheker, applicant 
   4085 Bunker Lane 
 
  3.12 Ms. Janice Geisheker, applicant 
   4085 Bunker Lane 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 267.24 square foot (2.14%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition. The Village Board will 
hear this case on June 8, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Geisheker said they have been residents in this home for 26 years. The reason 

for the variance is to construct a single-story, 16’ x 8’, den to ultimately become a 
first-floor bedroom. He said that he has bad knees and it is getting more difficult to 
go upstairs at night. The construction will be brick. He referenced a neighbor who 
also requested a variance, and due to these onlookers, this diminishes their privacy.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked where this neighbor’s home is.  
 
  Mr. Geisheker said it is across the street and explained that there garage addition 

became two-story with a window. 
 
  Ms. Geisheker said the neighbor requested a variance for a garage in 2019. 
 
 3.24 Mr. Geisheker said the neighbor to the south of them would not be impacted. 
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman clarified that the neighbor across the street is creating a privacy issue.  
 
  The Geishekers concurred and explained same. 
 
 3.26 Mr. Falkof asked if the addition will have a closet.  
 
  Mr. Geisheker said it would but there is not a closet shown in the plans. He 

apologized for not being more detailed. He said the wall of the existing house (when 
entering) will accommodate a closet. There will not be a master bathroom. 

 
 3.27 Mr. Falkof said, though privacy is an issue, the walls of the den are all windows 

and glass.  
 
  Mr. Geisheker said there will be a doorway onto the deck to the north, no windows 

to the south, and few to the west facing the forest preserve. The plan shows more 
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windows than intended. 
 
 3.27 Mr. Pellaton said the existing air-conditioning condensers are not noted. From his 

understanding of the property, they are located where the addition is proposed. 
 
  Mr. Geisheker said a current condenser is on the south side of the house. 
 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof asked why the condition across the street is any different.  
 
  Mr. Geisheker said his bad knees are facilitating the bedroom on the first floor. Ms. 

Geisheker described the layout across the street.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said he could not support this as the plan does not reflect what the 

intention is. 
 
 3.30 Mr. Glattard said he would like to see a full floor plan of the first floor. There may 

be a better place to put the bedroom. 
 
 3.31 Ms. Urban said there are several dense trees that block views of the Geishekers 

from the neighbor to the east. She questioned how the east neighbor can see through 
their house to the rear first floor rooms.  

 
  Mr. Geisheker said when the trees are bare, one can see through.  
 
  Ms. Urban said that there are window treatments for this.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Geisheker asked if he needed to submit another plan.  
 
  Chairman Schneider suggested the board continue with the with the information at 

hand. 
 
 3.33  Ms. Norrick asked wonders if the applicants may change their minds and not be 

bound to the drawing.  
 
 3.34 Chairman Schneider asked the ZBA if there were concerns that the plans do not 

represent the applicant has side is the plan. This is not a modification but a new 
addition. 

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said the whole first floor plan is not present. The goal of the ZBA is to 

minimize the variances. This request appears minor. He noted that the applicant is 
concerned about managing steps but the addition will still require two steps to 
access.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Pellaton agrees the increase is minimal. He suggests the applicant return with 

a more detailed plan. Mr. Surman said the plan could show the intention. Ms. 
Norrick said the air conditioning units should be indicated. Mr. Glattard suggested 



2021-Z-25 4085 Bunker Lane June 2, 2021 

3 
 

a floor plan of the first floor. Ms. Choca Urban stated there is no mention of storm 
water; flooding is an issue as more impervious floor area is being added. This 
should be addressed in the plans. Mr. Geisheker said they have spent $40,000 on 
remediation.   

 
 3.37  Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts what the options are for the applicant. He 

asked if the applicant should withdraw and reapply.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said the architect could revise the plan and the case could be tabled to 

a specific date. Alternatively, the applicant could ask the ZBA to vote that evening.  
 
  The Geishekers said they preferred continuing this request for 30 days to the July 

7, 2021 meeting. 
   
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to continue case 2021-Z-25 at 4085 Bunker Lane to the July 

17, 2021, Zoning Board of Appeals meeting. 
 
  6.11 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
 
 
  



2021-Z-14 1300 Middlebury Lane June 2, 2021 

1 
 

3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mike Murdock, representative 
     
  3.12 Mr. Matthew Goddard, applicant 
   1300 Middlebury Lane 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 414.96 square foot (3.8%) total floor area 
variation, a 3.03’ front yard setback variation, a 0.35’ side yard setback variation, 
and a 261.1 square foot (13.93%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a one-story and two second-story additions. The 
Village Board will hear this case on June 22, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Murdock said he is representing the owners who are also in attendance. He has 

also lived at 1300 Middlebury Lane. All three applicants were sworn in.  
 
  Mr. Murdock said this is a quirky house. The front yard looks like a one-and-one-

half story house. There are no windows on front. Windows are desired. Variations 
are being kept to a minimum.  

 
  The second floor is not contiguous. The southern wing has a room above the family 

room that is not connected to the rest of the second floor. Some of the floor area is 
unusable space. The flat roof and slightly-pitched roof on the south and north ends 
are intended to be eliminated. A primary goal is to connect the second floor to make 
it contiguous.  

 
  He explained the four variances: the side yard setback variation, front yard setback 

variation, front yard impervious surface variation, and the total floor area variation. 
Floor plans were shown. The neighbor to the north is in favor of this proposal.  

   
 3.23 Chairman Schneider identified elevations 1.8 (proposed second-floor plan) and 

asked about the second-floor office. He referred to elevation 1.3 and doesn’t know 
how an office would fit. Mr. Murdock said this is in the south wing of the house 
and not connected to the rest of the second-floor space. A goal is to connect this 
portion with the rest of the second-floor. This can currently only be accessed by a 
spiral staircase from the family room below. There is a window there.  

 
  Mr. Goddard said that office is perhaps 10’ x 8’.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Murdock indicated another unusable space is a large rectangle with a tray 

ceiling. There are two fireplaces on the first floor and one chimney takes up a large 
amount of space on the second floor. The space over the north wing has never been 
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accessible. This is counted in the floor area but will not be usable after the 
renovation. Other unusable spaces were highlighted. 

 
 3.25 Mr. Goddard said he appreciates everyone’s review. He noted they recently moved 

from Seattle to Wilmette and hope to make this their forever home. Their efforts 
are to stay within the footprint of the house.  

 
3.26 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone was in the audience to speak on 

this request.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said there is no one in the YouTube chat nor anyone else in the 

meeting. She said in this zoning district, there is no bonus for the attic area. 
  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he doesn’t have a problem with the first 3 variances. He is on the 

fence with the fourth variation to add more floor area. It is a modest request. Since 
the roofs are pitched, the addition does not add much mass.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Falkof said he doesn’t believe you would see a dramatically different house. 

Regarding the floor area variation, this is not visible except to the neighbor to the 
west. 

 
 5.3 Mr. Pellaton said he believes the floor area variation makes the house look much 

better. It doubles the ridgeline of the house. 
 
 5.4 Mr. Glattard said he does not have a problem with any variance requests. Looking 

at the elevations, they do make the building look better. It improves the property to 
current standards and will add to the value of the neighborhood.  

 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick said she agrees it is a nice change. She is persuaded by the quirkiness 

of the house and will support the request. 
 
 5.6 Ms. Urban said she will support this. She complimented Mr. Murdock on his 

presentation. The changes to the elevations make the house more appealing and far 
more usable.  

 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider said he concurred and said this excess FAR is not usable. The 

other variations are facilitated by inheriting the existing structure. He will support 
the request. 

  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 414.96 square foot 

(3.8%) total floor area variation, a 3.03’ front yard setback variation, a 0.35’ side 
yard setback variation, and a 261.1 square foot (13.93%) front yard impervious 
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surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-story and two second-
story additions at 1300 Middlebury Lane in accordance with the plans submitted.  

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

  Motion carried.  
 

 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-14.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Urban seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
    
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the lot, the unusual layout of the 
house 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 development 
of the house. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared 
by others. The hardship prevents the owners from making reasonable use of the property 
with improvements that make the home more functional. The proposed variations will not 
impair light and air to adjacent properties. The variations, if granted, will not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. The design of the additions minimizes the 
appearance of the floor area and improves the appearance of the house. The proposal will 
be an enhancement to the neighborhood character. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 414.96 square foot 
(3.8%) total floor area variation, a 3.03’ front yard setback variation, a 0.35’ side yard 
setback variation, and a 261.1 square foot (13.93%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story and two second-story additions at 1300 
Middlebury Lane in accordance with the plan submitted. 

 



2021-Z-11 1131 Greenleaf Avenue June 2, 2021 

1 
 

3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Eniko Szabo, applicant 
   YMA Taekwondo 
   1131 Greenleaf Avenue 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a special use for an arts studio (YMA 
Taekwondo & Krav Maga LLC). The Village Board will hear this case on June 22, 
2021.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Szabo said she is the owner. The business has been located in Arlington 

Heights for the past 18 years. The plan is to expand in Wilmette. The programs will 
be the same as in Arlington Heights. She explained Taekwondo as a martial art and 
that it is popular for children. Classes will be offered for all ages. Krav Maga is 
self-defense, popular with men aged 30 to 50 due to great workouts. Bag fitness 
classes will be held, which are popular with women and men due to high-intensity 
training, for those wanting to get in shape or lose weight, etc. 

 
  Classes will be held Monday through Friday from 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. with four classes 

per day. This location will initially be open 3 days per week, and once classes are 
filled, it will extend to 5 days per week. There will be 10 to 15 people per class.      

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked what the current space is used for.  
 
  Ms. Szabo said the space is 1,100 square feet. Previously, it appears the space was 

used for children’s activities.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton said the space was used like a camp where children could create things.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman asked if there are no parking requirements as this is in the Village 

Center.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that was correct.  
 
 3.26  Mr. Glattard asked if the hours may expand if business gets better. He asked what 

the hours are at the Arlington Heights location. 
 
  Ms. Szabo said the hours are the same in Arlington Heights, from 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. 

At a two-year point, the landlord has agreed to move the business into a larger space 
or allow this tenant to find larger space elsewhere.  
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 3.27 Mr. Pellaton asked if applicant is familiar with other martial arts businesses in 
Wilmette. He noted there are 3 close to this proposed location and named same.  

 
  Ms. Szabo said she is only familiar with the karate business, which is not 

comparable.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone is in the audience.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said there are no comments in the YouTube chat and no one else in the 

meeting.  
  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Ms. Urban said this is a good use for the space. A successful operation has been 

running in Arlington Heights with opportunity for their services in Wilmette in a 
currently unused space. She will support this.  

  
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton stated there was a Taekwondo studio in Wilmette in the past. This will 

be a benefit to the neighborhood. He will support this.   
  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Urban moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for an arts 

studio (YMA Taekwondo & Krav Maga LLC) at 1131 Greenleaf Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

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

  Motion carried.  
 

 6.2 Ms. Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-11.  

 
  6.21 Mr. Falkof seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
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   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use in this location is consistent with 
the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed use in this location is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan to encourage a vibrant commercial district in the 
Village Center. This use will attract people to Wilmette and to the Village Center. The 
proposed use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety or general 
welfare nor will it be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property. The proposed use 
will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of surrounding 
properties nor will it diminish property values.  The proposed use will complement existing 
businesses. Adequate utilities, road access, and other facilities already exist. Adequate 
measures already exist to provide ingress and egress with the lot to the rear of the building. 
The proposed use will be consistent with the community character. No known 
archaeological, historical or cultural resources will be impacted. No buffers, landscaping 
or other improvements are necessary.  No other standards of Article 12 apply. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for an arts 
studio (YMA Taekwondo & Krav Maga LLC) at 1131 Greenleaf Avenue in accordance 
with the plan submitted. The use shall run with the use. 
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