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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 2021 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

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

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:01 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. 

  

3.3 
6-22-21 
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III. 2021-Z-11 1006 Forest Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV.  2021-Z-22 2010 Hollywood Court  

 
See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

V. 2021-Z-21 208 16th Street 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2021-Z-20 1513 Maple Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. 2021-Z-14 1300 Middlebury Lane 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VIII. 2021-Z-18 1155 Wilmette Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IX. 2021-Z-16 424 Linden Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
X. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

XI. Adjournment 
 

Ms. Urban moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Norrick seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Glattard, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Surman, Ms. Urban, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: 
None. The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 

 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
  



2021-Z-11 1006 Forest Avenue May 19, 2021 

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

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant submitted an email requesting that the case be 

continued to the June 16, 2021 meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to continue this case to the June 16, 2021 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes  
   Christine Norrick   Yes  
                                    Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.   
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Jeremy Paris, applicant 
   Normandy Remodeling 
   2929 Central Street, Evanston 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 6.88’ front yard porch setback variation, a 
4.88’ front yard step setback variation, and a 244.55 square foot (10.54%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
front porch on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this 
case on June 8, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Paris said the owners wish to create a larger porch as the existing porch is in 

need of repair. They are currently making other improvements to the exterior that 
have been approved by the village. This is a lot line issue. He referenced exhibit 
1.2. The way it is laid out, you would expect the lot line to follow the curb. 
However, looking at the plat on exhibit 1.3, there is a quite a deviation to the lot 
line. It’s about 925 square feet from what would typically be the owner’s front yard. 
He doesn’t know the precise history but speculated that this situation came about 
from the flag lot at 2008 Hollywood. Due to this, the house is much closer to the 
lot line and there is much less front yard area than typical. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked how much larger the new porch is. 
 
  Mr. Paris said the existing porch is about 5.5’ deep by 7’ wide. 
 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider said the new porch would be 3 feet wider and a little deeper. 
 
  Mr. Paris concurred. The new plan is a nicer proportion to the house. 
 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider asked if the existing porch would require variations. 
 
  Mr. Paris said it would.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider said the incremental change, the increase to the porch is 21 

square feet. 
 
  Mr. Paris concurred and said it’s primarily due to the width. 
 

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

Ms. Roberts said there is just one guest who is not choosing to speak.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said the curve doesn’t match the sidewalk. A larger porch would be 

better. He would support this. 
 
 5.2 Ms. Urban concurred and stated this should go forward. She supports this. 
 
 5.3 Chairman Schneider agrees, and said this is a minimal increase. He supports this.  
  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 6.88’ front yard porch 

setback variation, a 4.88’ front yard step setback variation, and a 244.55 square foot 
(10.54%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure at 2010 
Hollywood Court 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    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   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-22.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDING OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS MADE 
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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, the proximity and shape of the lot 
due to the public right-of-way, imposes upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight 
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique condition of the right-
of-way and lot. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally 
shared by other properties. The hardship prevents the owner from making a reasonable use 
of the property with a replacement front porch of similar size to the existing. The proposed 
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or 
otherwise injure other property or its use. The proposed porch replaces an existing one that 
is slightly smaller in the same location. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood, allowing for the replacement of a front porch similar to the 
one currently existing. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 6.88’ front yard porch 
setback variation, a 4.88’ front yard step setback variation, and a 244.55 square foot 
(10.54%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure at 2010 Hollywood Court in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
 



2021-Z-21 208 16th Street May 19, 2021 

1 
 

3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Jeremy Paris, applicant 
   Normandy Remodeling 
   2929 Central Street, Evanston 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 191.1 square foot (4.06%) total floor area 
variation to permit a second-story addition. The Village Board will hear this case 
on June 8, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Paris said the owners are creating a much needed second bedroom. The 

hardship is the minimum lot size is 6,000 square feet, and this is 4,700 square feet. 
He referenced Page 1.2 and said some lots have been combined to meet the 6,000 
square feet. 

   
 3.23 Mr. Surman referenced exhibit 1.2 and asked what the large box is.  
 
  Mr. Paris said that was for a neighboring property.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Surman asked where the other bedroom was. 
 
  Mr. Paris said this is a split-level; bedrooms are toward the back. The proposed 

bedroom would be above the kitchen. 
  
 3.25 Chairman Schneider referenced Page 1.6 and explained his calculations. He noted 

it would be difficult to accommodate everything requested within the constraints of 
the Code.    

 
 3.26 Ms. Urban said the lot is so narrow, it precludes a master suite as proposed. She 

noted this is a minor request, and it would be appealing to buyers. She will support 
this.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Glattard asked why the addition is 18.3’ instead of 16.3’.  
 
  Mr. Paris stated with furniture in the room and a bathroom and closet, this is where 

the dimension came from. 
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said one would have to go back 8 feet to not have a variation.  
   

3.29 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 
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the YouTube chat nor other emails.  
  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Ms. Urban said the size of the lot makes it impossible to add a primary master suite, 

bedroom, and closet; it is pleasing to buyers. She supports this. 
 
 5.2 Mr. Surman said this is a house that has current needs, and this brings it up to 

current standards. The design works well with the house. He will support this. 
 
 5.3 Mr. Glattard said it is more difficult as it is a split-level. It is a good plan. He 

supports this. 
 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick concurred.   
 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said the home to the south has no windows facing north, so 

this will also not affect the other neighbors. 
  
6.0 DECISION 
 

6.1 Ms. Urban moved to recommend granting a request for a 191.1 square foot (4.06%) 
total floor area variation to permit a second-story addition at 208 16th Street in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   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-21.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
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   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 small lot size 
and the configuration of the house as a split-level, 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 and house. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question and 
is not generally shared by others. The difficulty prevents the owner from adding on to the 
house to meet today’s needs. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of 
light and air to adjacent property or otherwise injure other property or its use. 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 191.1 square foot 
(4.06%) total floor area variation to permit a second-story addition at 208 16th Street in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 



2021-Z-20 1513 Maple Avenue May 19, 2021 

1 
 

3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Adrian Angyalosy, applicant 
   1513 Maple Avenue 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 4.0’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation, a 33.72 square foot (2.81%) rear yard structure impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a variation to permit the retention of a non-conforming 
detached garage upon demolition of the principal structure to permit the 
construction of a new home. The Village Board will hear this case on June 8, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Angyalosy said he is requesting to retain the existing garage with a variation 

of 33.72 square feet, which is less than 3%, without which he could not 
accommodate a two-car garage, which requires at least 400 square feet. Also, a side 
yard setback reduced by about 4%. The property is located in the R1-E Zoning 
District, which requires a minimum lot of 6,000 square feet. His lot is 5,600 square 
feet and is extremely narrow. The minimum frontage required in R1-E is 40’ and 
his property is 31’. That creates a difficulty to place the air conditioner condenser. 
If he meets the 10’ setback requirement, the units end up virtually in the middle of 
the property. As far as the garage is concerned, the required garage coverage 
doesn’t allow for a two-car garage; the garage currently barely accommodates two 
cars. Also, by retaining the structure, everyone benefits, including the tree that is 
next to it. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider said the condensing units face an alley to the east, so there is 

not an immediate neighbor. 
 
  Mr. Angylosy said that was correct. 
 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider asked if the minimum garage setback requirement from the 

alley is 3’.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said yes, the minimum setback is 3.0’. 
 
 3.25  Chairman Schneider said the existing garage setback is 6.7’. If it were 3’ by 22’, it 

would be less coverage. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said the impervious surface variation is just for the structure. 
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider said this property is zoned R1-E. Last week, the board had a 

request located in the R1-D district on a 30’ wide lot. Because the side yard setback 
requirements of R1-D are greater than those for R1-E, that applicant was required 
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to build a narrower house. The R1-E zoning was developed to accommodate 
neighborhoods with narrow lots, to be less restrictive in those areas. 

 
 3.27 Mr. Surman asked if the new home is for the applicant rather than a developer. 
 
  Mr. Angyalosy said it was. 
 
 3.28 Ms. Urban asked about the design of the garage, which is not in keeping with the 

house.  
 
  Mr. Angyalosy said it will have a flat roof and different materials with solar panels. 

He said the new look isn’t shown as he is waiting for approval to keep it. 
 
 3.29  Mr. Glattard asked if this is the same garage.  
 
  Mr. Angyalosy stated it is with no expansion. 
 
 3.30  Chairman Schneider asked, if the garage was torn down and moved south 3’, would 

that eliminate the variance.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it would not. The issue of the size of the garage in the rear yard. 

The allowable garage coverage is only 395 square feet so he would have to build a 
garage less than 20’ by 20’ to have conforming coverage. 

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

Ms. Roberts said there is no one else in the meeting.  
  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he would support this. He said the garage is a brick structure in 

good shape; additional materials are not needed. The request is small and the 
hardship is due to the narrow lot. 

 
 5.2 Ms. Urban concurred. 
 
 5.3 Mr. Glattard concurred, stating the air condenser is against an alley.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider concurred, and said this is a good addition to the Village. 
  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 4.0’ side yard air 

conditioner setback variation, a 33.72 square foot (2.81%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to permit the retention of a 
non-conforming detached garage upon demolition of the principal structure to 
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permit the construction of a new home at 1513 Maple 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    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 

  Motion carried.  
 

 6.2 Ms. Norrick moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-20.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes   
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   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 narrow lot 
width and small lot area, 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 by retaining the existing garage and to locate an air 
conditioner in a least impactful location. The proposed variations will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air. The proposed variations will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood.  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 4.0’ side yard air 
conditioner setback variation, a 33.72 square foot (2.81%) rear yard structure impervious 
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surface coverage variation, and a variation to permit the retention of a non-conforming 
detached garage upon demolition of the principal structure to permit the construction of a 
new home at 1513 Maple Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 



2021-Z-14 1300 Middlebury Lane May 19, 2021 

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

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Lindsey Goddard, applicant 
   1300 Middlebury Lane 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Goddard requested that the case be continued to the June 2, 2021 meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to continue this case to the June 2, 2021 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Ms. Urban seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes  
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
                                    Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.   
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3.0 COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Carole Dibo, applicant 
   Actors Training Center 
   1155 Wilmette Avenue 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a special use for an Art Studio (Actors Training 
Center). The Village Board will hear this case on June 8, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Ms. Dibo said she is the Executive Director of Actors Training Center in the 

Wilmette Theater. She noted the two studios were relocated, and they are seeking 
a special use permit to take over Eleni’s Beauty Shop next door where two studios 
will be created. Parents utilize shops and restaurants, etc., when kids are picked up. 
As a resident, Ms. Dibo said she sees how the Village has grown yet remains quaint.   

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked if this is the space to the north.  
 
  Ms. Dibo said it’s to the northeast.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider asked if this is the current use for the special use.  
 
  Ms. Roberts replied she is unsure.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman asked what the storefront would look like.  
 
  Ms. Dibo said it will look very much like what is at 1157 Wilmette. It will be open 

without blinds. She said they will be working with another non-profit in Chicago  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman said he is glad this will add to the streetscape.  
 
  Ms. Dibo said the lovely awning will span both storefronts. 
   

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.  

  
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Glattard said he believes this will be good for the Village Center. The existing 

space is well designed and a good use for children who want to learn how to dance. 
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 5.2 Mr. Surman is glad to see the Actors Training Center is expanding and livening 
downtown. He will support this. 

 
 5.3 Chairman Schneider said it meets the standards for a special use.  
  
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Glattard moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for an Art 

Studio (Actors Training Center) at 1155 Wilmette Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes   
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   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-18.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes   
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

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

8.0 RECOMMENDATION  
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for an Art 
Studio (Actors Training Center) at 1155 Wilmette 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 Mr. Blair Cooke, applicant  
   424 Linden Avenue 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a special use to allow the replacement of a 
discontinued legal non-conforming commercial use with a specialty restaurant 
(Luigi’s Dress Shop). The Village Board will hear this case on June 8, 2021.  

                         
            3.22 Mr. Cooke said he owns Alchemy Coffee House, which is about 200 feet away 

from this space. The idea is to create something that looks like a speakeasy but 
isn’t. His business partner is not able to be at the meeting. She is very good at 
designing and owns Exhibit in Wilmette. They came up with this idea of dressing 
up the windows at 424 Linden to make it look like a haute couture dressmaker but 
behind the scenes, it was a cocktail laboratory for deliveries. 

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked if he was already in business doing this. 
 
  Mr. Cooke said no, all kinds of permission is needed for this concept. 
 
 3.24 Mr. Cooke said earlier that day, the Wilmette Liquor Commission recommended 

approval of issuing a liquor license. It will be beautiful at 4th and Linden with 
canopies and haute couture gowns for sale along with high-end cocktails for 
delivery. 

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider clarified that the Judiciary Committee of the Village Board 

had recommended a liquor license and it will now go to the Village Board. 
 
  Mr. Cooke said that was correct.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman asked if food would be sold.  
 
  Mr. Cooke said they would like to host private parties for tastings. The space is 

very small; they think maybe 10 people could fit. The hours for that would be from 
5 or 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. by appointment. They would likely use the full kitchen from 
the Alchemy Coffee House. 

 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider asked how parking will work.  
 
  Mr. Cooke said he doesn’t believe customers will visit the establishment. There 

will be a web site with dresses for sale. If you click on the pink chiffon dress, you 
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enter a portal where you then order the cocktails you want for delivery. They’re not 
set up to have people walk in off the street.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Schneider asked if, on the website, the various dresses would represent 

the various kinds of cocktails. 
 
  Mr. Cooke said no, there will be real dresses for sale, the dresses that are in the 

window will also be shown on the website. If you click on a very special, very fun 
dress, you go into the portal of the cocktail delivery business. 

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked how the cocktails are being packaged. 
 
  Mr. Cooke said he expects 2 to 3 different sizes, in gasket-sealed bottles, most likely 

with a wax seal. Around 4 16-ounce bottles of pre-made cocktails. 
 
 3.30  Ms. Norrick asked if patrons can walk in and place an order.  
 
  Mr. Cooke said they are not considering that at the moment. They would need to 

design the place to look pretty. Otherwise, it’s pretty much a factory.  
 
 3.31 Chairman Schneider asked if there are any establishments similar to what is being 

proposed.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman said that some restaurants offer to-go cocktails but not to this extent. 
 
 3.33 Mr. Glattard asked if this was presented to the liquor commission as a dress shop 

in front of a liquor outlet.  
 
  Mr. Cooke said he didn’t know if they saw the layout of the store but he certainly 

talked to the commission at length about it. 
 
 3.34 Mr. Glattard asked why not call it Luigi’s Specialty Cocktails?  
 
  Mr. Cooke said it is intended to be a fun and secret thing – like a speakeasy. It’s for 

fun, it’s a wink. 
 
 3.35 Ms. Urban said the board has received letters from neighbors with concerns. She 

asked him to respond to those concerns. 
 
  Mr. Cooke said the issues were noise, litter, and one person mentioned the 

corruption of youth. He emphasized this is not being targeted to kids. The cocktails 
will be pricey. They won’t be throwing wild parties. Tastings will be small and 
sophisticated from 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. and 10 people at the most, sophisticated with a 
dress code. 
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 3.36  Chairman Schneider asked if there are any examples of this kind of establishment 
in the area.  

 
  Mr. Cooke said there are a couple of places in Chicago. He mentioned The Velvet 

Hour and explained how it is an illusion. What they are doing would be a beautiful 
thing on the street. He said his partner, Mari-Rose McManus, who owns the Exhibit 
boutique in Wilmette, is a fabulous designer.   

 
 3.37 Ms. Norrick asked how customers purchase dresses.  
 
  Mr. Cooke said that the phone number would be in the window and they could call. 
 
 3.38 Mr. Glattard asked if the Chicago location is a bar.  
 
  Mr. Cooke said it is.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Glattard said the applicant said this is like a factory behind a storefront, which 

would imply that it could be anywhere. What was the thought process behind doing 
this in a retail district? 

 
  Mr. Cooke said it’s a beautiful space and a beautiful building, which suits how they 

want to design it. Next to his coffee house, this will be the most beautiful thing at 
Fourth and Linden, with European awnings, gilded doors, beautiful text, and 
dresses in the windows. 

 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said it’s a great concept; he likes it and will support this. The intrigue 

is the draw. 
 
 3.41 Ms. Norrick said this is unique. She loves Alchemy and Exhibit and the applicants 

both have a track record of doing thing right and doing things that are unique. 
   

3.42 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 he will fully support this due to reasons mentioned earlier. He said 

it is intriguing, will add liveliness to the streetscape with the dresses; a great 
concept. 

 
 5.2 Ms. Norrick said she will support this. This is something unique and different; a 

shot in the arm for the area. 
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 5.3 Mr. Glattard said he had a concern in supporting this as it could set a precedent for 
another speakeasy in the village; and it doesn’t go with the character of the area. 
The drawings look great. He thought someone seeing the dress shop would be 
confused. He said he didn’t like the idea of a speakeasy being behind the dress shop.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Urban said she came into the meeting with reservations due to the concept and 

whether it fits the community of Wilmette. She said this property is zoned 
residential and it concerns her for this type of business to be in a residential district. 
She will support this as it has been enlightening to hear the applicant speak, and 
after reading the plan and owner bios. We need to think outside the box to help all 
of our retail districts.  

 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said he had some reservations and has questions regarding the 

standards of review. Standard 1.a.: the proposed use in the specific location is 
consistent with goals and policies – he has a question about this and tends to think 
it is not. Standard 1.b.: the establishment, maintenance or operation is not 
detrimental to or endanger the public health – he has some question that this is met. 
The applicant has described limited hours but that does not preclude expansion in 
the future. Standards 1.c. and 1.d. he believes are met. Standard 1.e.: the proposed 
use will not substantially diminish property values in the neighborhood – he has a 
question about that. Standard 1.g.: adequate measures already exist or will be taken 
to provide ingress and egress in a manner that minimizes traffic congestion in the 
public streets – he is not sure this is met. The applicant has said this will be just 
delivery. He is concerned with the long hours that this may be open. Standard 1.h.: 
the proposed use will be consistent with the community character of the 
neighborhood – he does not believe this is met. Because he questions whether 
several of the standards are met and finds that two standards are not met, he will 
not support the request. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a special use to allow the 

replacement of a discontinued legal non-conforming commercial use with a 
specialty restaurant (Luigi’s Dress Shop) in accordance with the plans submitted. 
The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider No 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   No 
   Christine Norrick   Yes   
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
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  Motion failed.  
 

 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for case number 2021-Z-16.  

 
  6.21 Ms. Urban seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Not Present 
   Didier Glattard   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes   
   Ryrie Pellaton    Not Present 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Urban    Yes 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request meets the special use 
standards of Section 5.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use in this specific 
location will be consistent with goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan to encourage 
vitality in commercial districts. This building is zoned residential but is at the edge of a 
commercial district. The proposed space (and others in the building) were designed for 
commercial use. The applicants each own a successful Wilmette business and with that 
experience, the establishment, maintenance or operation of this 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 use is proposed with 
limited hours. The establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly 
development of surrounding properties, which are fully developed. Adequate utilities, road 
access, drainage and other facilities already exist. Adequate measures already existing to 
provide ingress and egress to minimize traffic congestions. The business model is primarily 
delivery so the use should generate very little traffic. Private events will be very small and 
can be accommodated by public parking in the area. The proposed use is consistent with 
the community character which includes small commercial uses in the building. 
Development of the use will not substantially adversely affect a known archaeological, 
historical or cultural resource. There are no other provisions needed for buffers, 
landscaping or open space. No provisions of Article 12 of the Zoning Ordinance apply. 
 
Two members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request does not meet the 
special use standards of Section 5.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, that the 
proposed use in this location is not consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. This is a residential district. For the same reason, the proposed use is 
not consistent with the community character of the neighborhood. Other standards are 
questionable and may not be met. Specifically, it is unclear what type of traffic or parking 
will be generated by this use and whether this will result in any kind of congestion or 
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parking issues. While the applicant has indicated limited hours for private tastings, this use 
could be detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or expand to be detrimental. 
As such, the use may diminish property values in the area. 
 

8.0  RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a special use to allow the 
replacement of a discontinued legal non-conforming commercial use with a specialty 
restaurant (Luigi’s Dress Shop) in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run 
with the use. 


