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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 6, 2021 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 Brad Falkof 
 Didier Glattard 
 Christine Norrick 
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Maria Urban 
 
Members Absent: Bob Surman 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:02 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. 

  

3.4 
2-23-21 
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III. 2021-Z-03 1141 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2021-Z-01 220 Linden Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2021-Z-02 1605 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Approval of the November 18, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Ms. Urban moved to approve the November 18, 2020 meeting minutes. Mr. Pellaton 
seconded the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, Mr. Glattard, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Ms. 
Urban, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. The motion passed.  

 
VII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

Mr. Falkof moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Urban seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Mr. Glattard, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Ms. Urban, and Chairman Schneider. 
Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 8:22 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 
 
 3.12 Mr. Darren Taylor, applicant 
  1141 Sheridan Road 
 
 3.11 Ms. Pam Rashid, applicant 
  1141 Sheridan Road 
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 6.22’ side yard adjoining a street spa setback 
variation and a variation from the requirement that a spa not be located between a 
principal building and a street. The Village Board will hear this case on January 26, 
2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Taylor stated he believes the variances they are requesting are reasonable and 

meet code. He read about practical difficulty and hardship and explained same – 
the lot is oddly shaped; the back yard is actually a side yard. They wish to place the 
spa next to their existing patio due to privacy and safety for their four teenage kids 
as well as the neighbors. The conforming location is on other side of driveway.  

 
 3.23 Ms. Rashid said the spa would be covered, hidden, and flush with the existing 

sunroom near the back door. She noted on the elevation facing Greenwood, there 
are 12 arborvitae 8’ to 10’ tall on the elevation facing 7th Street. A permit for a 4’ 
conforming fence is being requested to enclose the arborvitae.   

 
  She said they’ve only lived in the house for one month and have already had a car 

come around the curve on Sheridan Road across the front lawn; tire tracks are 
evident, and this is a hazard. She emphasized the current front yard is not conducive 
as a recreation area for their teenagers as it is unsafe. She said they plan to put a 
sliding gate toward their driveway.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Taylor said this proposal offers a natural location for this spa and is farther 

from the neighbors.  
 
 3.25 Ms. Rashid said they are merging their families and had decided they would own a 

hot tub to ease injuries. 
 
 3.26 Mr. Taylor stated neighbors wrote a letter in support of this proposal. He shared 

they prefer the chosen location otherwise they would have to build another patio. 
 
  Chairman Schneider confirmed a letter was received from the Wallaces. 
 

3.27 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if there was any other comment on the case. 
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Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting.  
 
Ms. Roberts said there were no emails or comments in the YouTube chat.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Falkof visited the property and now after the applicant’s explanation, he 

believes this is well suited and the only location for the spa. He is in support of the 
variance.  

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban concurs and stated the categorization of the streets makes this a unique 

situation so she supports this. 
 
 5.3 Mr. Glattard concurred and stated when viewing the lot, the Sheridan Road side 

actually looks like the front of the house and where the spa is going looks like the 
back of the house. This would be concealed by existing Evergreens. 

 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider concurred stating this makes sense as it’s the only feasible 

location; circumstances are the lot, streets so he can support this. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Falkof moved to recommend granting a request for a 6.22’ side yard adjoining 

a street spa setback variation and a variation from the requirement that a spa not be 
located between a principal building and a street at 1141 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans submitted  

 
  6.11 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
                                    Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   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-03.  
 
  6.21 Ms. Urban 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 
   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 location of 
having streets on three sides, the shape of the 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 development of the lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the 
property in question and is not generally shared by others. The difficulty prevents the owner 
from making reasonable use of the property with an outdoor area close to the house. The 
proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or otherwise injure 
adjacent property. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood as the applicants will maintain existing screening. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 6.22’ side yard 
adjoining a street spa setback variation and a variation from the requirement that a spa not 
be located between a principal building and a street at 1141 Sheridan Road in accordance 
with the plans submitted 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Julia Cormier, applicant 
   220 Linden Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Richard Ford, applicant 
   220 Linden Avenue 
 
  3.13 Ms. Nancy Schlosberg, architect 
   S2 Architects 
   2530 Crawford Avenue, Evanston    
                                   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 2.17’ side yard setback variation, a 30.78’ 
rear yard setback variation, and a 25.53’ rear yard below grade stair setback 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition, a two-story addition, 
and a reconstructed attached garage on the legal non-conforming structure. The 
Village Board will hear this case on January 26, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Cormier introduced the architects whom they have worked with for several 

years. She showed a PowerPoint presentation. The goals of her presentation are to 
explain why variances are needed, what variances are requested, and why they are 
requesting them now. The executive summary slide outlined the issue of the flag-
shaped lot and its hardship. The existing house and garage are non-conforming due 
to the lot shape. The proposal is to remove problematic structures and replace them 
on a similar footprint consistent with existing structures; a one-story addition is 
slated. The plan calls for minimal changes to the existing variances. The proposal 
modernizes and adds usable space with minimal visual impact to adjacent 
properties. The directly-affected neighbors have no concerns; one submitted a letter 
of support and another who also had no concerns forwarded this presentation to a 
board member, perhaps on another commission. Ultimately, this could enhance 
property values for the neighborhood. 

 
  Ms. Cormier went through the numbers of the existing setbacks, the proposed 

setbacks, and the difference of the setbacks from the requirements. The existing 
non-conforming setbacks will remain about the same. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked where the rear yard is.  
 
   Ms. Cormier showed the marked-up plat of survey with the existing and proposed 

structures. The original house was built in 1923 with a two-story addition and 
attached garage built in 1928. Much of the house exists within the rear yard. 
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 3.24 Ms. Urban asked if the front yard is the 3’ sidewalk.  
 
  Ms. Cormier said yes. 
 
  Ms. Urban said the two points that access Linden are 3’ and 12’ wide and 

unbuildable. She asked if the banner part of the lot is a rear yard.  
 
  Ms. Schlosberg said that was correct. 
 
 3.25 Ms. Cormier said the north elevation shows the replacement of the two-story 

addition and the attached garage in the same footprint. The south elevation 
highlights the one-story addition. 

 
 3.26 Mr. Pellaton stated there is a space between the existing and 1928 addition. He said 

the applicant said the addition was within the same footprint however this area is 
open now and filled in on the proposed plan 

 
  Ms. Cormier concurred noting this area houses the HVAC and is dead space; 

connecting this makes things consistent with the roof. 
 
 3.27 Ms. Urban asked where the rear yard setback variation is versus the side yard. She 

asked if the rear yard setback abuts the alley.  
 
  Ms. Schlosberg said yes. Regarding the previous question, she said the space 

between the existing structures is approximately 6’ wide by about 11.17’ in depth, 
north/south. 

 
 3.28 Mr. Glattard asked where the air conditioning condensers would be relocated.  
 
  Ms. Schlosberg said they haven’t explored this but likely behind the garage or 

behind the main building. As they will be reconfiguring the house, they will be 
reconfiguring the mechanical systems as well. There are two air conditioners now; 
she assumes they will have two in the future as well. 

 
 3.29 Chairman Schneider asked how the configuration of the house came about, if the 

applicant knows. 
 
  Ms. Cormier said since the house was originally built in 1923 and the addition built 

in 1928, there are no historical records and it is unknown why this was connected. 
There is evidence of a back door. Their guess is this may have been an entryway. 

 
 3.30 Chairman Schneider said he went down the alley and couldn’t turn around. He had 

to back up to Third Street. He asked where the construction route would be.  
 
  Ms. Cormier said they haven’t gotten that far yet. There has been significant 

construction on houses recently on Greenleaf. In those cases, the construction has 
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generally taken place off the alley. They assume this will be the case for their 
project as well.  

 
  Mr. Ford said it possible that construction crews could use the 12’ access from 

Linden if there were an issue. 
 
 3.31 Chairman Schneider speculated that the reason for the 3-foot and the 12-foot of 

frontage on Linden was required for the lot to be legally platted. Without that, just 
facing an alley would likely not have been legal at the time. 

 
  Ms. Cormier said the house faces east. Anecdotally, their understanding is the house 

was built for the daughter of the owners of 222 Linden Avenue. They heard this 
from the previous owners of their own house. 

 
 3.32 Mr. Pellaton asked if they built forward to the expanse to the east of the house, 

would a variance still be required. 
 
  Ms. Schlosberg said that would still be in the rear yard setback.  
 
  Ms. Cormier noted this house has two PINs and both properties are flag shaped.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Pellaton said this is a good design. He has never seen a lot like this before. It is 

unique, different, and awfully hard to find. He can support what they are doing here. 
 

3.34 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if there was any other comment on the case 
besides the letter of support. 

 
Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting.  
 
Ms. Roberts said there were no emails or comments in the YouTube chat.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
   
 5.1 Ms. Urban said she supports this due to the flag shape of the lot; seeking a variance 

is inevitable. She appreciates that most of the construction is within the existing 
footprint. The design is pleasing and well done.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton concurred stating it is a strange lot, difficult to access. Communication 

with the neighbors is in order as well as determining the location of the HVAC. He 
supports this. 

 
 5.3 Mr. Glattard said he visited the site and noted this is concealed for the neighbors. 

He supports this. 
 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof said as there are so few changes in the original footprint, he could 

support this. 
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 5.5 Ms. Norrick said due to the peculiarity of the lot, she supports this.    
 
 5.6 Chairman Schneider concurred indicating the buildable area without the variances 

would make a strange-looking house. This lot is unique and offers contemporary 
lifestyle requirements so he supports this. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Ms. Urban moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.17’ side yard setback 

variation, a 30.78’ rear yard setback variation, and a 25.53’ rear yard below grade 
stair setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition, a two-
story addition, and a reconstructed attached garage on the legal non-conforming 
structure at 220 Linden Avenue 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 
   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-01.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   Didier Glattard   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   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 as a 
flag lot 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 
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by others. The hardship prevents the owners from making reasonable use of the property 
with improvements to the existing home largely within the existing footprint. 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. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2.17’ side yard setback 
variation, a 30.78’ rear yard setback variation, and a 25.53’ rear yard below grade stair 
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition, a two-story addition, 
and a reconstructed attached garage on the legal non-conforming structure at 220 Linden 
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. Gregory Braun, applicant 
   1605 Elmwood Avenue  
 
  3.12 Ms. Jennifer Braun, applicant 
   1605 Elmwood Avenue 
                                         
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 2.49’ side yard setback variation, a 1.0’ 
combined side yard setback variation, a 26.8 square foot (2.82%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 160.8 square foot (16.89%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-
story addition, window modifications on the existing home, and detached garage 
on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on 
January 26, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Braun said that they have been residents for 25 years. He served on the Housing 

Commission and is currently on the Canal Shores Governance Committee for the 
golf course. This home was built in 1915 and is non-conforming as it is too close 
to the west side of the property. The hardships stem from it being a small lot and a 
small house; it’s approximately 1,240 square feet. A modest two-story addition to 
add a master bedroom, bathroom and closet is being proposed and will mirror the 
neighbor’s footprint of their addition. The current two-car garage does not 
accommodate modern cars and equipment. The west sidewalk will be removed.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Pellaton referred to exhibit 1.7 and said there is no sidewalk and asked how 

one gets from the garage to the house and the house to the patio with fireplace? 
 
  Mr. Braun said this is intended to be a cottage-looking house where concrete is not 

desired. The patio may be crushed granite or brick.  
 
  Mr. Pellaton noted this adds to the impervious surface. Removing the sidewalk 

along the side of the house helps. He wonders if this affects the neighbors. This 
may dwarf the house on the east and prohibit light.  

 
 3.24 Ms. Urban appreciates Mr. Pellaton raising the issue of the sidewalk and patio. She 

wonders what the purpose is of the patio behind the house. The elimination of the 
patio by the garage facilitates no variance to be required. She shared calculations 
and suggestions.  

 
  Mr. Braun advised they need a landing pad to access the door to the garage. They 

are also proposing a brick fireplace with an area for seating. He concurs that the 
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impervious surface could be less.  
 
    Ms. Urban suggested placing the outdoor fireplace on the patio by the house to 

eliminate the need for the other patio.  
 
  Mr. Braun agrees they could reduce the impervious surface; however, they do need 

access to the garage and the home. They also need accommodations for storage.  
 
 3.25 Ms. Roberts clarified the rear yard variations. She noted only 3’ of the patio is in 

the rear yard. While the patio could be removed or reduced, this doesn’t eliminate 
the structure variation. This variation is solely due to the garage and chimney.  

 
 3.26 Ms. Urban concluded this is the hardship, that one cannot have a garage without a 

variance for the impervious coverage of the structure. 
 
  Mr. Braun said they are trying to be sympathetic to the neighbor to the east; this is 

modest in scope.   
 
 3.27 Mr. Pellaton asked what the plan is for water migrating to the west neighbor. 
 
  Mr. Braun said they are conscious of this and will not direct water from their yard 

to the neighbor’s because, in essence, they are in the same yard. By removing the 
current garage and installing proper grading to the back, this would be achieved 
with proper materials, etc. He noted this is their third home in Wilmette, and as he 
is the son of an architect, they have always been sympathetic to the neighbors. The 
fact that the home is not centered on the lot is bothersome but they don’t wish to 
build a new home.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof referred to the 9’ wide space east of the new garage and ask its proposed 

use.  
 
  Mr. Braun said there is nothing planned; perhaps a vegetable garden or grass. 
 
 3.29 Chairman Schneider asked if there is an intention to remove the pavement to the 

east that connects the front to the back. He asked if pervious pavements are being 
considered.  

 
  Mr. Braun stated they would remove the concrete as it’s old. He referred to their 

home at 1112 Elmwood where they used brick and natural materials with no 
concrete added. The neighbors were happy about that.  

 
  Chairman Schneider asked if the crushed granite is in cement or sand. 
 
  Mr. Braun said it will be sand.  
 

3.30 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if there was anyone to comment on the 
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case. 
 

Ms. Roberts said there was one else in the meeting.  
 
Ms. Roberts said there were no additional emails besides the two received or 
comments in the YouTube chat.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Pellaton asked about a wood-burning fireplace versus gas.  
 

Mr. Braun stated it is not yet specified and he is sympathetic to the neighbors’ 
comments. He is concerned about the environment and has an electric car that plugs 
in and utilizes the garage. He noted the chimney in the back was mostly for 
aesthetics.   

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Judy Klein 
   1601 Elmwood Avenue 
    
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 

4.21 Ms. Klein stated she believes this house is going to enhance the 
neighborhood. It has been a rental for many years in disrepair; will be a 
huge improvement for the neighborhood.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said he was concerned about the additional impervious surface. Some 

of this is by-right. The interest in a larger garage is understandable. It is a good 
design, a small lot, an odd situation. As long as the neighbors are not affected, he 
will support this.  

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban stated she supports this. The size of the lot creates practical difficulties 

for anyone who would live there. This is a sensitive plan; the design will fit nicely 
in the neighborhood. 

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick supports this as it is a modest addition; constrained by a small lot. 
 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof concurs and stated the side-yard setback variation is understandable. He 

is a bit troubled about impervious surface coverage however will support this. 
 
 5.5 Mr. Glattard concurs and feels the garage is generous; making it smaller wouldn’t 

change any impact. 
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 5.6 Chairman Schneider is in favor of improving smaller houses to fit current needs 
and lifestyles. He appreciates any mitigation of water runoff to the alley and 
supports this. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.49’ side yard setback 

variation, a 1.0’ combined side yard setback variation, a 26.8 square foot (2.82%) 
rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 160.8 square foot 
(16.89%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a two-story addition, window modifications on the existing home, 
and detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure at 1605 Elmwood 
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    Yes 
                                    Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Norrick moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2021-Z-02.  
 
  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 
   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 narrow lot 
width 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 
circumstances of the lot. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question and not 
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generally shared by others. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use 
of the property with improvements to update the home and to construct a two-car garage. 
The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property. The variations, if granted, will improve the appearance of the property and will 
not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2.49’ side yard setback 
variation, a 1.0’ combined side yard setback variation, a 26.8 square foot (2.82%) rear yard 
total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 160.8 square foot (16.89%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story 
addition, window modifications on the existing home, and detached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure at 1605 Elmwood Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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