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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16, 2021 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

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

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:03 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. 

  

3.4 
7-21-21 
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III. 2021-Z-29 407 Alpine Lane 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV.  2021-Z-11 1006 Forest Avenue  

 
See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

V. 2021-Z-27 56 Indian Hill 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Approval of the May 12, 2021 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Surman moved to approve the May 12, 2021 meeting minutes. Ms. Urban seconded 
the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. Urban, 
and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: None. 

 
VII. Approval of the May 19, 2021 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Surman moved to approve the May 19, 2021 meeting minutes. Ms. Urban seconded 
the motion. Voting yes: Mr. Falkof, 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. Falkof seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, Ms. Urban, and Chairman Schneider. 
Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 8:10 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 Mr. Rick and Kara Kosloskus, applicant 
   407 Alpine Lane 
 
  3.12 Ms. Kara Kosloskus, applicant 
   407 Alpine Lane 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 3.78’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the relocation of one condenser and the installation of a second 
condenser. The Village Board will hear this case on July 13, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Kosloskus said the home is on a corner lot. A furnace system needs to service 

the second floor; is on the east side of the house. It is beyond the 75’ limitation for 
running lines. He said they were advised to place this in the middle of the home. 
Photos were shown.  

 
  The new condenser will be within the setbacks. The neighbors do not have an issue 

and sent a letter noting same. Mr. Kosloskus said they also wish to relocate the 
condenser from the west end of the house together with the other unit. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider said he spoke with Mr. Kosloskus and asked why it is not 

located on the east side of the house near the street.  
 
  Ms. Kosloskus said the walls had to be built around the furnace per the code; she is 

not completely sure why and noted there is a 4’ gap between the other condenser. 
 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said 75’ is a standard length that has to do with the refrigeration line. 
   
 3.25  Chairman Schneider asked if there is a restriction on the location on the east side. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said the minimum front yard setback is 25’. A unit could be located 

behind that setback though that’s not ideal.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Pellaton asked Ms. Roberts if there was anyone to speak on the matter. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said there was no one wishing to speak. 
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said this is a good location. The neighbor has no issue. He will support 

this.  
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 5.2 Mr. Pellaton concurred it is an appropriate location and the best choice. One 
concern is a provision that the property owner did not create the problem. Work is 
being done inside. Glad to hear the neighbor has no issue. He will support this. 

 
 5.3 Mr. Falkof said he would support this. He believes the homeowners should provide 

information on the noise level for air conditioner cases. 
 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider asked what the decibel level is though it is significantly lower 

than existing nearby condensers.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts what the decibel level should be (70 or 80).  
 
  Chairman Schneider believes it is 70.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said the Zoning Ordinance doesn’t have a level for residential air 

condensers. Seventy decibels is the limit for generators so under 70 for an air 
conditioner should be reasonable.  

 
 5.6 Ms. Urban concurred with the others. She said she would like staff, when there’s a 

change in plans from the permitted plans, to provide that information to the ZBA 
to view. She stated she did review same though didn’t find what she was looking 
for and wonders if there is another location. She will support this request though. 

 
 5.7 Ms. Norrick said she will support this. 
 
 5.8 Chairman Schneider asked the owner where the existing one is and was told it is on 

the east side. He presumes the noise would be acceptable and would support this. 
   
6.0 DECISION 

 
6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 3.78’ side yard air 

conditioner setback variation to permit the relocation of one condenser and the 
installation of a second condenser 407 Alpine Lane 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 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 

  Motion carried.  
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 6.2 Ms. Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-29.  

 
  6.21 Mr. Falkof seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    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 proximity of 
the units to the furnace and interior layout of the house, impose a practical difficulty. The 
plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the house layout and the 
technical limitations of the mechanical equipment. The difficulty prevents the owner from 
making reasonable use of the property to remodel the upper level of the house with air 
conditioning. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 
adjacent property. The immediate neighbor has indicated support for the request. The 
variation, 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 3.78’ side yard air 
conditioner setback variation to permit the relocation of one condenser and the installation 
of a second condenser 407 Alpine Lane 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. Todd Hofmeister, applicant 
   1006 Forest Avenue 
 
  3.12 Ms. Andrea Hofmeister, applicant 
   1006 Forest Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a special use for unusual recreation equipment, 
a 5.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, and a 4.53’ side yard setback 
variation to permit the retention of a batting cage. The Village Board will hear this 
case on July 13, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Hofmeister said they are requesting the board’s approved for continued use of 

the netted batting cage. The issues at hand relate to the Zoning Ordinance’s 
requirement for various setbacks for unusual recreation equipment. There was no 
intent on their part to flout the Zoning Ordinance when the cage was originally 
installed. They mistakenly assumed it was a permissible use for their property 
similar to a play structure or hockey rink that you see in various yards. The structure 
itself is set back in their rear yard, away from the sidewalk and the street. It is 
surrounded by arborvitae trees. It doesn’t impair sunlight or air to the adjacent 
property. The net itself is readily retractable all the way to the house or to the other 
side of the cage itself.  

 
  Regarding the location, the rear yard is the smallest portion of the lot. For the 

batting cage, it does create a unique circumstance and hardship in locating a 
conforming installation of any play equipment in the back. They believe the cage 
doesn’t alter the essential character of the neighborhood. In today’s times, 
especially with respect to the last 12 months and in the era of COVID, one can 
argue that the cage does enhance the family-friendly nature of the neighborhood. 

 
  His son uses the batting cage one-and-one half to two-and-one-half hours per week, 

about 35 to 40 minutes at a time. He uses only a wooden bat. There is no pitching 
machine; Mr. Hofmeister said he pitches to his son. The noise from the use of the 
cage is minimal. They are very cognizant of this potential issue. They have talked 
to every one of their neighbors and letters of support were submitted. It is a seasonal 
use and is primarily use by his son, his daughter, and himself. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider recognized Ms. Roberts and said she wanted to comment on a 

similar case before the board last year. 
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 3.24 Ms. Roberts said a case that was before the board last year for a batting cage at 
1111 Sheridan was referenced in the case report. The applicant in that case asked 
Ms. Roberts to clarify because the record shows that an impervious surface 
variation was requested and granted. During that Zoning Board meeting, it was 
determined that the structure was placed on grass; no impervious surface variation 
was needed. The request wasn’t amended to remove this but the consensus was that 
that variation did not apply. That applicant asked Ms. Roberts to clarify because 
that variation is still listed. It was granted as part of the request but it didn’t really 
apply. 

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider said that a coverage variation also does not apply to tonight’s 

case. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that was correct.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman said he recalled the previous case was for a batting cage set up 

seasonally. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said it was seasonal. 
 
 3.27 Mr. Surman asked if the top screen is also retractable.  
 
  Mr. Hofmeister said every part of the screen is attached to the cable by a hook. The 

screen itself is divided into two sections. One section you can fully retract, the other 
section can be retracted but it has to be done in three kind of slides. 

 
 3.28 Ms. Norrick asked if this structure is permanently installed.  
 
  Mr. Hofmeister said he didn’t see the cage at the other house but from what he’s 

heard, his installation is more permanent. The poles are placed into the ground. 
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked if applicant has spoken to the neighbors. Was there anyone who 

objected? 
 
  Mr. Hofmeister said he has spoken to all of the neighbors. All are in support. 
 
  Ms. Hofmeister said no one objected. They neighbors were very supportive and 

asked if they should come to the meeting so the board would know how supportive 
they were. 

 
 3.30 Mr. Falkof asked when the cage was installed originally.  
 
  Mr. Hofmeister said in July of 2020. 
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman explained the ZBA’s role and noted the Village Board makes the final 

decision. He referred to Section 13.4.X. regarding unusual recreation equipment. 
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He was on the fence on this application. The board has to look at this request as if 
it was being requested before being installed. 

 
 3.32 Ms. Urban said as large as it is, with the netting, it is a very see-through structure. 

It doesn’t have heft to it except for the corner poles. If you look, you almost don’t 
see the cage. She is less concerned whether it is consistent with the character of a 
single-family district. She also thinks about the proliferation of trampolines and 
hockey rinks in the village. This is a large cage, but it is consistent with families 
looking to keep their children engaged and active. She can support this request. 

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman recalled when his kids were young and the noise they would make on 

their trampoline. The proposed batting cage sounds like it has minimal use. One 
concern was resolved when the applicant mentioned only using wood bats. The 
aluminum bats will make a lot of noise and could be disruptive to the neighbors. 

 
 3.34 Mr. Pellaton said the Hofmeisters have a trampoline as well. He said the previous 

batting cage case had some unique characteristics to it. In this case, the poles are 
permanent while the other was not. He was primarily concerned about the 
neighbors. The batting cage is right on the property lines of the neighbors to the 
east and to the north. He knows the neighbors to the north. No one has an issue with 
the batting cage. The fact that the current neighbors don’t have an issue with it is 
good but should not be the sole factor when looking at it long term. The next people 
who move in might have a different opinion about the batting cage. For him, the 
fact that the cage is transparent and seasonal, and the neighbors not having an issue 
with it will allow him to support it. 

 
 3.35 Mr. Falkof said he strongly opposed the previous request on Sheridan. This is a 

different case. For one, there are no complaints. There were complaints from 
neighbors in the other case. Second, the previous case was unique in that they had 
two front yards. The batting cage sat in one of the front yards, which is different 
from the present case. In the previous case, the batting cage was not just being used 
by the family but there was also an invitation to members of the team to use it. They 
were also using aluminum bats. In this case, they are limiting themselves to using 
wood bats. There is no pitching machine, which is really important. This means Mr. 
Hofmeister is out there, supervising what is going on. The trustees, after hearing 
the Zoning Board’s reasoning, decided in the other case that the batting cage was 
within the usual and customary recreation equipment for a single-family home. 
They imposed restrictions, which were significant. They came to that conclusion. 
Whether that decision is precedential to the Zoning Board, he doesn’t know. It 
seems that the trustees are saying that that this is to be expected in a community 
like Wilmette. He added that he had trouble finding tonight’s batting cage. It is well 
hidden. He went around the block two or three times trying to figure out the best 
angle to find the batting cage. It is well hidden in the arborvitae. He was impressed 
with what efforts were made it look as attractive as a batting cage could possibly 
look.  
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 3.36  Chairman Schneider said if kids are playing basketball in the driveway, there is 
more noise than a batting cage. He also liked the fact that the trustees recognize that 
batting cages aren’t so out of the ordinary. All of the criteria that this applicant says 
he will apply as they proceed with the use of it makes him more comfortable. He 
will support this.  

 
 3.37  Ms. Roberts said there are audience members for this case but no one who wished 

to speak. 
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Ms. Urban said this is an installation that should be accepted. She will support this.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton reminded this applicant has a lot of letters of support. He will support 

this. 
   
6.0 DECISION 

 
6.1 Ms. Urban moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for unusual 

recreation equipment, a 5.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, and a 
4.53’ side yard setback variation to permit the retention of a batting cage at 1006 
Forest 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 
   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 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
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   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The 
proposed use is this location is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. The establishment and operation of the use will not be detrimental to or endanger the 
public health, safety and welfare. The proposed use will not be injurious to the use or 
enjoyment of other property in the neighborhood. The proposed use will not substantially 
diminish property values. No utilities, road access or drainage are necessary for the 
proposed use. There are no traffic impacts from the proposed use. The proposed use will 
be consistent with the community character in that other residential properties have play 
equipment in their yard. There are no known archeological, historical or cultural resources 
that would be impacted by the proposed use. There are no additional buffer, landscaping 
or public open space necessary for the proposed use. No other standards of Article 12 apply. 
 
The physical condition of the property, the irregular shape, imposes upon the owner a 
practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the 
unique condition of the lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question as the 
shape and location of the side yard adjoining a street limit the rear yard area. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property because there is limited 
backyard area that can be used as backyards typically are. The batting cage is very open 
and therefore will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The 
batting cage is not visually disruptive and therefore will not alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood. Landscaping further screens the cage area from adjacent properties. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for unusual 
recreation equipment, a 5.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, and a 4.53’ side 
yard setback variation to permit the retention of a batting cage at 1006 Forest Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use. 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Dr. James Fox, applicant 
   56 Indian Hill Road 
 
  3.12 Mr. Christopher Canning, attorney 
   Canning & Canning, LLC  
   1000 Skokie Boulevard #355, Wilmette 
 
  3.13 Ms. Maggie Burke, landscape architect 
   Division 32 Landscape Architecture 
   2800 W. Chicago Avenue, #3E, Chicago 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 195.72 square foot (8.53%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a patio on the 
legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on July 13, 
2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Canning said he is representing the owners. He said that Dr. Fox was also 

present. He introduced Ms. Burke as the designer of the patio.  
 
  Mr. Canning urged the ZBA to consider this proposal. He noted the property is in 

Wilmette (patio) and unincorporated Cook County (Indian Hill Golf Course). 
Section 30-30-13.2 was referenced and added in 1993 before the Fox’s became the 
owners. Elevations were explained. 

 
  It was described Dr. Fox built a patio, and the front yard had to be addressed. It 

would be a hardship to remove part of the garage. The patio is in a logical location 
(close to the kitchen, entertainment, etc.) for the flow. 

 
 3.23 Dr. Fox said they purchased the home three years ago. He noted it’s a great area 

and unique situation. There was existing pea gravel on the garden walk which is 
now removed. The design is to include a new bluestone patio. 

 
  The house was built in 1952 on the front of Indian Hill before the Village Zoning 

Ordinance was written. A bedroom could be built in the front setback. The yard is 
fenced with landscaping and only one driveway; there is little traffic. Nature lovers 
come to the end of Indian Hill Road. If this is accepted, the area would be enhanced 
and used for the Fox’s quiet enjoyment. 

 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider asked if any consideration was given to having a permeable 

surface.  
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  Dr. Fox said the pea gravel was semi-permeable and somewhat lacking. A hard 
bluestone surface is preferred. He said there are no drainage problems in the area. 

 
  3.25 Mr. Pellaton asked if the elevation of the patio would remain the same.  
 
  Ms. Burke said it would.  
 
  Dr. Fox added that one steps down from the house. 
 
  Ms. Burke said the small patio is directly off the screened-in porch and kitchen. 

This is the most logical location for the patio. 
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider asked if there are audience comments.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there was no one else in the meeting or in the YouTube chat. 
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said he viewed the property. He drove to Grant Street and was able to 

see a bit through the backyard. He noted this is not a front yard but a side yard. He 
will support this. 

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban shared she went to the front yard where recycling cans are. She noted 

Grant Street is clearly a side yard, back yard to this property. The Village declared 
this a side yard and was intended not to face Grant Street. The properties on 
Kenilworth back up to this house; a cut and dry case. She will support this. 

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick said the patio location functions clearly as a side yard. 
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said beyond the code issue and orientation of the lot, it is modest 

request and the best location for the patio. He will support this.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider stated if there is ever a case that deserves a variation, this is it. 

He will support this.  
   
6.0 DECISION 

 
6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 195.72 square foot 

(8.53%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction 
of a patio on the legal non-conforming structure at 56 Indian Hill 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 
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   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-27.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    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 layout of lot as 
a double-frontage lot, the orientation and siting of the house on the lot, the front yard on a 
small, dead-end street, and a portion of the lot outside the village limits, impose upon the 
owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is 
due to the unique conditions of the lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the lot in question, 
which has a number of unique features as noted above. The difficulty prevents the owner 
from making reasonable use of the property with a small, improved outdoor space adjacent 
to the kitchen and eating area. The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent properties. The applicant testified that there are no water issues in the area. 
The proposed variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Grant 
Street is very quiet and the property is largely screened from the street.   
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 195.72 square foot 
(8.53%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
patio on the legal non-conforming structure at 56 Indian Hill Road in accordance with the 
plans submitted.   
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