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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 7, 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 7:05 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
5-25-21
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III. 2021-Z-09 1502 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2021-Z-08 20 Harbor Drive 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2021-Z-07 10 Canterbury Court 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2021-Z-10 100 Garrison Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. Approval of the March 17, 2021 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Surman moved to approve the March 17, 2021 meeting minutes. Mr. Pellaton seconded 
the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, Mr. Glattard, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, 
Ms. Urban, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. 

 
VIII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 

Ms. Urban moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Pellaton 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 8:53 p.m. 

 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Cynthia Parr, applicant 
   1502 Elmwood Avenue 
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and fence 
openness variation to permit the replacement of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard 
adjoining a street. The Village Board will hear this case on April 27, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Parr said she researched previous fence variations that have come before the 

ZBA and those that had been denied. Regarding her situation, her components are 
similar however she hopes the ZBA strongly considers her request. She lives across 
the street from the Jiffy Lube on Green Bay Road at 15th Street. The main difference 
with her case is that she currently has a 6.0’ fence, which was there when she 
purchased the home 2 years ago. She has updated the roof and siding to make the 
house aesthetically-pleasing to the neighborhood.  

 
   Ms. Parr said she is a single mom with two children under 10 years old. She may 

not have bought the house if she knew differently about the required fence. There 
is a steady stream of people at Jiffy Lube and 15th Street, often speeding, so she is 
very concerned about safety as well as privacy.    

 
 3.23 Mr. Glattard stated it appears the neighbor has an approximate 5’ high fence. He 

asked for clarification on if the applicant is wishing to remove part of a picket fence 
to erect a 6’ fence.  

 
  Ms. Parr said her fence is 6’ and she wishes to replace it with something similar. 

The neighbor has an arched fence with a shadow box so she wishes to aesthetically 
match their 5.5’ tall fence.   

 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton would like clarification on the titles on exhibit 1.5, noting the stockade 

fence is what is being replaced. The new fence would be board-on-board in her side 
yard.  

 
  Ms. Parr apologized for any confusion and concurred with Mr. Pellaton’s 

explanation.  
 
 3.25 Ms. Norrick asked about cars turning onto 15th Street and if those headlights shine 

into the applicant’s yard.  
 
  Mr. Parr concurred saying if the fence was not there, those headlights would shine 

right into her home. 
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 3.26 Mr. Falkof commented that the neighbor to the north has an open, low white picket 
fence. He is trying to understand the ordinance as that fence is very inviting. When 
arriving at the applicant’s house, the look is more private; a very closed look. 
Neighbors all along there may also wish to have a privacy 6’ fence.  

 
  Ms. Parr understands however states the main difference with her house is that due 

to where it is situated, her back yard is actually her side yard. Others have a true 
backyard that goes out into the alley, with privacy. She is only wanting to have a 
hint of privacy in her side yard. She spoke with her neighbors and they are all in 
favor of her replacing her fence.  

   
 3.27 Mr. Surman said one difference is, the applicant bought the home with the intention 

of having a fence in that area as it was erected by the previous owner. This is 
different than seeking a brand new fence where there wasn’t before. He noted this 
has always been an issue with previous cases and cited an example.   

 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof cited another example on Canterbury along Sheridan Road and 

explained same. He wonders how different that case is from this one.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman was reminded of a case was approved off of Illinois Road as headlights 

were a disturbance coming into the house.   
 
 3.30 Chairman Schneider pointed to exhibit 1.2 to identify lots along Green Bay with 

side yards adjoining Green Bay and noted that only one had a similar 6ft solid 
fence.  He also noted that her yard is shielded from Green Bay by the Jiffy Lube 
and its Arborvitaes hedge. 

 
  Ms. Parr agreed though said two thirds of them are brown and dead. Those 

arborvitae along her side yard are all brown and dead. She is not aware of Jiffy 
Lube’s long-term landscape plan and noted the barrier will not be there much 
longer. 

 
 3.31 Mr. Pellaton asked about the intended plantings of the applicant.  
 
  Ms. Parr said she conferred with her landscaper who would plant some varieties to 

enhance the look.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Pellaton recalled the house on Canterbury stating the arborvitae provided 

screening. The fence provides security however landscaping offers privacy. He is 
sympathetic to this case as this yard is exposed. He struggles with these two cases. 

 
  Ms. Parr said what differentiates her case with others’ is the busy street combined 

with the commercial property combined with something that was already there.  
 
 3.33 Ms. Urban stated the owner on Canterbury Court also had a large fence who wanted 

to replace it as there was heavy traffic on Sheridan Road. In this case, the house 
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feels more approximate to Green Bay Road, and the fact that this house abuts an 
active commercial property presents a hardship as it did not in other instances. 

 
 3.34 Mr. Surman said the Jiffy Lube parking lot is exposed with a lot of people. 
 
 3.35 Mr. Glattard said this corner is quite different because it’s a soft corner. 
 

3.36 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone was in the audience for the case.  
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting nor anyone with comments in 
the YouTube chat nor other emails.  

  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman believes this is a unique situation with owner intent of privacy when 

purchasing the house as it is adjacent to Jiffy Lube. This is a strong case that he 
would support. The headlights going into the home is a factor as well. There is also 
noise coming from Jiffy Lube even on Saturdays. 

 
 5.2 Mr. Falkof concurs as this property abuts a commercial property with an open lot 

very near; it is unique and he supports the request.  
 
 5.3 Ms. Urban also concurs and believes a house with a lower fence in this location 

would not be attractive to a vast majority of buyers for this home. This is truly a 
hardship with a practical solution. She supports the request. 

 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick supports this as the 6’ high solid fence is appropriate for this location. 
 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider believes that the Village’s strong preference, as reflected in 

the Zoning Code, to avoid 6ft solid fences wherever possible should result in very 
few exceptions and this case does not warrant such an exception. 

  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height 

variation and fence openness variation to permit the replacement of a 6.0’ tall solid 
fence in a side yard adjoining a street at 1502 Elmwood Avenue in accordance with 
the plans submitted. 

 
  6.11 Mr. Falkof seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider No 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes  
   Christine Norrick   Yes  
                                    Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
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   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-09.  

 
  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. 

 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the 
Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the site proximity to Green 
Bay Road and a heavily-used commercial property (Jiffy Lube) and the orientation of the 
lot with the side facing these elements, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The 
difficulty is not generally shared by others in that there are no other properties in the 
neighborhood that are oriented this way and in such proximity. The plight of the owner 
was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot orientation 
and location. The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property 
with privacy and security for the backyard. The proposed variation will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The variation, if granted, will not 
alter the essential character of the neighborhood as the proposed fence replaces one of 
similar height and openness. 
 
The proposed fence faces Green Bay Road, which is identified as an arterial roadway, and 
the commercial property occupied by Jiffy Lube. There are no properties that would be 
impacted by the proposed fence. The applicant proposes to add landscape screening on the 
outside of the fence. The applicant is seeking to replace a fence of the similar height and 
style that has been in place for many years. It is unknown whether a fence permit was 
required at the time it was originally installed. 
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A minority of 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. Specifically, there is no hardship preventing the owner from making 
reasonable use of the property. The landscaping in combination with a conforming fence 
would provide the privacy and safety that the applicant is seeking. There is nothing peculiar 
about the lot; many homes have frontage on busy streets. The essential character of the 
neighborhood would be altered in that there are no other non-conforming tall fences in the 
vicinity of the proposed fence. 
 
The fence is oriented toward Green Bay Road, which is a busy street, as is Elmwood at this 
location, however, many homes have frontage on busy streets.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height 
variation and fence openness variation to permit the replacement of a 6.0’ tall solid fence 
in a side yard adjoining a street at 1502 Elmwood 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. Mike Venechuk, architect 
   1615 Highland Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Hyde Perce, Harbor Operations 
   Wilmette Harbor Association 
   20 Harbor Drive 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 0.5’ combined side yard deck setback 
variation, a 29.0’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 1,524.04 square foot (28.5%) 
rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 1,392.87 square 
foot (26.0%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a deck on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board 
will hear this case on April 27, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Venechuk said they are requesting zoning variations to expand the Wilmette 

Harbor Association’s current deck for its dining needs. The Club now has 500 
families as members. One does not have to own a boat to be a member. He noted 
the existing deck has always been too small as it only accommodates 30 tables. It 
is always at capacity in good weather. Following Covid, 15 tables are laid out.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked if Mr. Venechuk is referring to the upper deck.  
 
  Mr. Venechuk stated he is referring to the lower deck. A site plan was illustrated.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Venechuk noted they wish to expand space to increase the number of tables. 

He explained the variations. Six standards were highlighted as hardships. 
Elevations were shown; page 1.7 was identified. Slope of land, most of deck is 
counted as a building, much of building and deck were built in the rear yard. The 
hardship is peculiar to the property (page 1.9 was referenced). Increased seating 
would make adequate use of the property. This would not impair adjacent properties 
or public health. This is in concert with the Comprehensive Plan and won’t alter 
the existing character of the neighborhood. The requests are modest and reasonable. 

 
 3.25 Ms. Urban stated the current deck is being rebuilt and is non-conforming. She 

wonders why the reconstruction wouldn’t require a variance in itself. 
 
  Ms. Roberts advised she is unfamiliar with what is going on there now. She said 

some work may constitute maintenance such as replacing floor boards, and require 
a permit but not a variance.  
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 3.26 Ms. Urban said she would equate this to structures that are being rehabbed to such 
a degree that it is brand new. Perhaps cement foundations may be in place. 
However, there are brand new floor joist fencing that is completely new 
construction.  

 
  Mr. Perce stated a new roof was put on the existing structure, and the deck was 

pulled apart as it was rotten underneath. The whole decking and roof was to be 
replaced. Everything was rotten underneath which caused an unsafe environment. 

 
 3.27 Ms. Urban said a complete reconstruction like this would have been subject to being 

given a variance as it is in a non-conforming location and for all practical purposes 
is brand new construction. 

 
 3.28 Mr. Surman stated he disagrees as this is different as it is being truly replaced. He 

explained same as he believes this falls under true maintenance and repair.   
 
 3.29 Mr. Pellaton finds this explanation interesting. He understands they are replacing 

what is there. As there are no plans to view, he is unsure if this would be the same 
or a variation of what was there.   

 
 3.30 Ms. Urban asked how many member events the Club holds annually, and what 

percentage of the membership attends. These are not events that a member would 
host for a wedding reception, etc. 

 
  Mr. Perce noted there is a monthly member event through the summer as well as a 

mid-summer party.   
 
 3.31 Mr. Pellaton asked if 500 families are members.  
 
  Mr. Perce said it’s just under that.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Pellaton asked if this expansion would increase membership.  
 
  Mr. Perce said it would not as they are at capacity now. Adding this space would 

get them back to where they were prior to Covid. 
   
 3.33 Chairman Schneider asked if there is a building under the existing deck that is being 

replaced and wonders if this replacement/construction is subject to a variation.  
 
  Mr. Perce said it is like a dugout underneath.  
 
 3.34 Chairman Schneider also asked if the Evergreen is being preserved where it appears 

the new deck would be. 
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  Mr. Perce stated two trees were removed, and the Evergreen will also have to be 
removed. He said there is a beaver issue. He added that approximately 60 trees were 
recently planted.  

 
 3.35 Chairman Schneider asked what the spacing would be between the planks.  
 
  Mr. Perce stated whatever a nail width is with nothing underneath it.  
 
  Mr. Venechuk stated water would be able to drain.    
 
 3.36 Mr. Falkof asked about the concrete walk along the wall. With the new deck, will 

one still be able to walk along there?  
 
  Mr. Perce stated the walk would still be there.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Glattard asked why it is not possible to preserve the Evergreen.  
 
 3.38 Chairman Schneider asked the applicant to note the location using exhibit 1.4. 
 
 3.39 Mr. Pellaton pointed to the approximate location. 
 
  Mr. Perce noted it is a bit further up the slope.  
 
  Ms. Roberts showed a photo with the tree. 
 
 3.40 Ms. Urban inquired as to if the Club leases its facilities to outside organizations for 

events.  
 
  Mr. Perce advised there are fundraisers, etc. 
 
 3.41 Ms. Urban asked what the balance of events is between members versus outside 

groups.  
 
  Mr. Perce explained that the Club is two-stories. Downstairs is the member section. 

Rented events are held on the second floor. Private events may be held without 
affecting Club members. In a normal year, it is always rented. The proposed deck 
is not available for private use. The rented space doesn’t include the current or 
proposed deck. 

 
 3.42 Ms. Norrick asked how many tables are expected to be placed on the additional 

deck area, if 30 tables were typical on the existing deck and now only hold 15 
during Covid.  

 
  Mr. Perce said 10 to 15 tables. Some are 6’ to 8’ tables and others are small round 

tables.  
 



2021-Z-08 20 Harbor Drive April 7, 2021 

4 
 

3.43 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone is in the audience.  
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting nor anyone with comments in 
the YouTube chat nor other emails.  

  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton advised when he was at the site, he spoke with Mr. Perce about the 

various trees and the beaver problem. He would like to see plans and notes he 
believes their intention is to replace what was there and to match the new deck with 
the old deck. He noted the Park District has no issue nor neighbors, etc. As far as 
traffic, the membership would not increase so the additional seating is just for the 
existing membership. He would support this. 

 
 5.2 Bob Surman said the ongoing project is not part of this request. It is up to the Village 

to have inspectors view the property. He supports this though the impervious 
surface is huge. The majority of the rain would roll down the hill. The setbacks are 
minor. It won’t impact anyone nearby.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Glattard concurs and stated if one walks along the existing deck, it is narrow. 

He would support this. 
 
 5.3 Mr. Falkof supports this also. It is a very unique case due to location and what this 

building brings to the Village of Wilmette. It is a remarkable place. He thought it 
belonged to the Village; is a very welcoming place and believes it will be attractive. 

 
 5.4 Ms. Urban concurs and said the Club is an asset to the Wilmette community above 

and beyond the membership. She will support this. 
 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick would support the project. 
 
 5.6 Chairman Schneider said this is zoned as residential and requires a lot of variations 

as most of the building is not in compliance like Michigan Shores. He would 
support this.  

  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 0.5’ combined side yard 

deck setback variation, a 29.0’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 1,524.04 square 
foot (28.5%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
1,392.87 square foot (26.0%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a deck on the legal non-conforming structure at 20 
Harbor Drive in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman 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.  
 

 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-08.  

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

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the irregular lot 
shape, the siting of the structures on the lot, the site topography, and the unique use of the 
property, impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the unique development of the lot. The hardship is 
peculiar to the property in question. The hardship prevents the owner from making 
reasonable use of the property with adequate outdoor space for the membership, 
particularly given the limits on indoor occupancy during the pandemic. 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 expanded deck will not result in an increase 
in membership or use of the space by third party rentals and thus will not increase the 
intensity of use at the site. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character 
of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 0.5’ combined side 
yard deck setback variation, a 29.0’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 1,524.04 square 
foot (28.5%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 1,392.87 
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square foot (26.0%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a deck on the legal non-conforming structure at 20 Harbor Drive in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Paul Konstant, architect 
   Konstant Architecture and Planning 
   5300 Golf Road, Skokie       
 
  3.12 Mr. Eamon Murphy, architect 
   Konstant Architecture and Planning 
   5300 Golf Road, Skokie       
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 34.83’ rear yard setback variation and a 
16.87’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of two one-story 
additions on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this 
case on April 27, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Konstant said this is a charming and eclectic house. The goal of the owners, 

the King’s, is to preserve this house and make it their lifelong residence. A permit 
was pulled to rework the kitchen. Due to electric, plumbing, and an inadequate 
elevator, the decision was made to do more to the house than original contemplated. 
The footprint was changed. The garage, turning radius, and porte cochere were 
reviewed. The thought was to remove the existing greenhouse and add a garage bay 
in that location. The wish list grew with glass and a screened porch toward the 
lakeside all within the character of the house (masonry, roof shingles, windows); a 
total house renovation.  

 
  Mr. Murphy shared slides of the peculiar zoning situation. He described the existing 

site plan, garage, greenhouse, and setback lines around the property. This is 
interpreted as an irregular-shaped lot. There is 40’ of buildable width across the 
property; 8,000 square feet of a 20,000 lot which is 30%. The highlighted area is 
non-conforming; more than half the footprint of the house is within the rear yard 
setback. The proposed site plan was shown. The additions were pointed out: the 
extension of the existing garage and the kitchen addition 3.5’ off the exterior wall. 
Elevations were displayed. New windows would be placed into existing walls of 
the north face. A conforming single-story addition to the existing sunroom is 
proposed along with a screened porch along the east side of the house and into the 
50’ rear yard setback though not visible. An attic bedroom dormer would provide 
light, ventilation, and egress, also located into the 50’ rear yard setback. As they 
are essentially dealing with a 100 year-old house, the north and south lot lines 
would be treated as the side yards and the main rear yard would face the lake. By 
preserving the unique massing and character, the same details and materials would 
be used.   
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  Mr. Konstant stated the Kings are very dedicated to making this their lifelong home 
and they are spending a lot of money to preserve the house.   

 
   3.23 Mr. Pellaton referenced the kitchen and asked if the patio off the door of the kitchen 

would be maintained. 
 
  Mr. Konstant replied there is no door and the patio is being eliminated.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton stated two variances are being requested for two single-story 

structures. He asked if the screened porch would also require one.  
 
  Mr. Murphy deferred to Ms. Roberts who stated the screened porch would require 

a variance as well.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Falkof said the rear (back) yard is on the north side of the house. Normally, 

when you drive up to a house, one would expect that the east side of the house is 
the back yard. We are only looking at what happens when you start measuring from 
the north side of the house.  

 
  Mr. Murphy concurred stating that, initially they thought the rear yard would be on 

the east side of the house facing the lake. But when reviewing more closely, due to 
the positioning and cul-de-sac lot, the rear yard would be set on the north part of 
the property. This causes problems with the footprint of the historic home.    

   
 3.26 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts to draft language to reflect the additional 

variation.  
 
  Ms. Roberts obliged. 
 
 3.27 Mr. Falkof said when looking at the west side of the house, the garage will now be 

closer to the house on the west.  
 
  Mr. Konstant replied no closer than the existing green house.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Schneider noted when he visited the house, the neighbor to the west was 

landscaping. The neighbor had two concerns, one being if the kitchen would block 
his view of the lake from his window. After Chairman Schneider showed the 
neighbor the plans and indicated it would be 3 feet to the north, the neighbor seemed 
to be okay with it. The other concern was that the massive tree to the east of the 
greenhouse be maintained.  

 
  Mr. Konstant said they are not doing anything with any trees on the property.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Pellaton said he was concerned about the tree as well. It appears that the line 

of the new garage addition on the west side is in line with the current greenhouse.  
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  Mr. Konstant concurred.    
 

3.30 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone is in the audience.  
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting nor anyone with comments in 
the YouTube chat nor other emails.  

  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said this is a beautiful home and needs to be updated to current needs. 

He commended the architect and his team. The design of the structure will fit in 
very well. The hardship is the rear and side yards. This would not impact the 
neighbors. He will support this.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton concurs and stated the hardship is the setbacks and the way they are 

laid out by the Village. The additions are fairly minimal. He believes this is a 
beautiful house, and the changes to the fenestration will make it infinitely better; 
will make it feel modern and offer more living space to the lake. This will be a 
benefit to the community and the Village. If the neighbors are satisfied about the 
garage and the kitchen, there is no reason to object. He will support this. 

 
 5.3 Ms. Urban concurs and said the fact that it is considered a cul-de-sac property 

differentiates this property from other lakefront properties in the Village. This will 
make full use of its shoreline views. She will support this. 

 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof will support this for all reasons mentioned.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Glattard supports this for all reasons mentioned and is happy someone is 

restoring this. 
 
 5.6 Ms. Norrick supports this. 
 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if grading and construction permits are 

issued before these items come to the ZBA.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said, as Mr. Konstant referenced in his opening remarks, a remodel 

permit was issued back in December. 
 
 5.8 Chairman Schneider believes this is a good solution and will be an asset to the 

Village when completed. He urges the owner to do everything possible to preserve 
the large mature tree, that both the neighbor and some board members were 
concerned about. 

 
  Mr. Konstant said he would seek the recommendation of an arborist and request 

recommendations to preserve the tree.   
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a corrected request for a 34.83’ rear 

yard setback variation, a 16.87’ rear yard setback variation, a 7.42’ rear yard 
setback variation, and a 2.59’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction 
of two one-story additions, a dormer addition, and a screened porch addition on the 
legal non-conforming structure at 10 Canterbury Court in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
  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 Mr. Falkof moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-07.  

 
  6.21 Mr. Bob Surman 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 irregular shape and 
location of the front lot line and the siting of the house on 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 lot. 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 modestly expand the home. The 
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proposed variations will not impair light and air to adjacent properties. The variations, if 
granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Three of the four 
additions are not visible from the street and all are of a relatively small and sympathetic 
scale. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a corrected request for a 34.83’ rear 
yard setback variation, a 16.87’ rear yard setback variation, a 7.42’ rear yard setback 
variation, and a 2.59’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of two one-
story additions, a dormer addition, and a screened porch addition on the legal non-
conforming structure at 10 Canterbury Court 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. Bryan Cheverud, applicant 
   100 Garrison Avenue 
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a Request for a 9.58’ side yard air conditioner 
condenser setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner condenser. 
The Village Board will hear this case on April 27, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Cheverud said they moved in last July and noticed their second floor was not 

getting any air conditioning. They called Abt and had the unit replaced in the same 
location it had been for over 20 years. He received a notice from the Village a few 
months later stating this was not a conforming location. They wish to make this 
right. He said their neighborhood has relatively small lots, the properties have 
typically 10’ between each house, and their air conditioning unit does not impact 
the neighbors. The neighbors agree since the unit has been there for a long time and 
landscaping is forthcoming, this doesn’t pose a problem. Abt staff came out to seek 
other locations including on the roof of their extension, which is not recommended, 
or further back on the same side of their house, which is still non-conforming. The 
neighbors prefer it where it is rather than closer to the backyard and patio. 

 
 3.23 Ms. Urban asked if any consideration had been given to placing the unit in the 

backyard. 
 
  Mr. Cheverud said in a conforming location, 10’ away, it would either block their 

door or their sidewalk.     
 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton asked if the size of the unit was changed or increased. 
 
  Mr. Cheverud said the new unit is about 6 inches taller and 6 inches less wide.  
    
 3.25 Mr. Surman said a new unit is likely to be energy efficient and quieter compared to 

the old unit. 
 
  Mr. Cheverud said this unit is 70 decibels rather than 80.   
 

3.27 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if anyone is in the audience.  
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting nor anyone with comments in 
the YouTube chat nor other emails.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Ms. Urban believes this is a very small lot, and locating a condenser in a conforming 

location is difficult. The neighbors have no concerns. She supports this.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Falkof concurs and hopes landscaping blocks the condenser from the street. It 

is likely the best location for the condenser so he would support this. 
 
 5.3 Mr. Surman also concurs and said placing it in the backyard could offend the 

neighbor so he supports this. 
 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider saw the tiny backyard and didn’t see other option so he 

supports this.   
  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 9.58’ side yard air 

conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner 
condenser at 100 Garrison Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Falkof seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   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-10.  

 
  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 
 

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 narrow lot width 
and the siting of the home on the lot, impose 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 a 
functioning air conditioner. 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 
variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The unit 
replaces one in the same location and the applicant has agreed to provide landscaping 
screening as suggested by the neighbor. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 9.58’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner 
condenser at 100 Garrison Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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