
                                  
 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
January 15, 2020 

7:30 p.m. 
Council Chambers 

 
I. Call to Order 
 
II. 2019-Z-44 735 Leamington Avenue – Request to Table to February 5, 2020 
 

Request by German Criollo and Brenda Remess for a 2.6’ side yard setback, a 3.48’ 
combined side yard setback, and a 5.56’ rear yard setback to permit the construction of a 
one-story garage addition 

 
III. 2019-Z-27 206 Girard Avenue – Request to Table to April 15, 2020 
 

Request by Dimitris Papanikolaou and Carola Frydman for a 28.5’ fence height variation, 
a 26.0’ fence height variation, and a variation to allow fencing lighter than 11 gauge to 
permit the installation of a 32.5’ fence in the front yard, side yard, and rear yard 

 
IV. 2019-Z-42 1124 Elmwood Avenue 
 

Request by Pam and Bob Pankauskas for a 2.1’ combined side yard setback to permit the 
construction of one-story addition 

 
V. 2020-Z-01 1120 Michigan Avenue 
 

Request by Jeff Chookaszian for a 1.0’ retaining wall side yard setback variation to permit 
the replacement of a retaining wall on the north lot line 

 
VI. 2019-Z-45 1111 Central Avenue 
 

Request by Jana Bennett for a special use permit to operate an arts studio (dance studio) 
 
VII. 2020-Z-02 519 4th Street 
 

Request by Dr. Barbara Royal for a special use for an animal hospital to permit the 
operation of a veterinary office 
 



                                  

VIII. Approval of the November 20, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
 
IX. Approval of the December 18, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
 
X. Public Comment 
 
XI. Adjournment 

 
 

NOTE:  The Chairman reserves the right to alter the order of the published agenda if he 
deems a change necessary. 

 
If you are a person with a disability and need special accommodations to participate in and/or 

attend any Village public meeting, please notify the Village Manager’s Office at  
(847) 853-7509 or TDD (847) 853-7634. 

 
For additional information, please call (847) 853-7511, the Village Clerk’s Office. 



REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number:   2019-Z-42 
 
 
 
Property:    1124 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 
 
Zoning District:   R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
 
 
Applicant:    Pam and Bob Pankauskas 
 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 2.1’ combined side yard setback to permit the 

construction of a one-story addition 
 
 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3 
 
 
 
Hearing Date:    January 15, 2020 
 
 
 
Date of Application:   November 1, 2019 
 
 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, November 12, 2019.  

Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
November 14, 2019. Posted on the property, November 19, 
2019. Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
November 18, 2019. 

 
 
 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 

Assistant Director of Community Development 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Elmwood Avenue approximately 175’ east of 
12th Street. The property has 53.0’ of frontage along Elmwood Avenue. The property is 
approximately 9,341.25 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two-and-one-half 
story single-family home and detached two-car garage. 
 
The existing home is non-conforming in side yard setback and front yard setback. The body of the 
house has a combined side yard setback of 15.58’.  
 
The property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes.  
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioners are proposing to construct a one-story addition on the east side of the house. The 
proposed addition measures 4.25’ x 17.67’ with a 4.25’ x 4.33’ open porch. The proposed addition 
accommodates relocated steps to the basement and the expansion of an existing first floor powder 
room. The proposed addition has an east side yard setback of 6.85’. This setback in combination 
with the existing west side yard setback of 4.3’ at the closest point results in a combined side yard 
setback of 11.15’. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a combined side yard setback of 13.25’, 
a 2.1’ combined side yard setback variation is required. The open porch complies with the 
combined side yard setback requirement. 
 
The proposed addition and open porch comply with the minimum side yard setback, impervious 
surface coverage, lot coverage, total floor area, and height requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Combined Side Yard Setback 13.25’ 15.58’ 11.15’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Combined Side Yard Variation Requests 
 
617 Linden Avenue Case 2018-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.56’ west side yard setback variation and a 6.49’ combined side yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a second-story addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
1209 Middlebury Street Case 2018-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 428.66 square foot (5.69%) total floor area variation, an 18.19’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.42’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 3.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 1.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 14.69’ front yard eave setback 
variation, a 1.88’ side yard porch setback variation, a 0.54’ combined side yard eave setback 
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variation, a 167.0 square foot (9.88%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
238 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2017-Z-63 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed 
the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified 
as a new home 
 
2945 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.96’ side yard setback variation, a 2.09’ combined side yard setback variation, and 
a variation to the requirement that an attached front-loaded garage must be located a minimum of 
five feet behind the main front façade of the house to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
617 Linden Avenue Case 2017-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 299.03 square foot (5.36%) total floor area variation, a 1.56’ west side yard setback 
variation, and a 6.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
3533 Illinois Road Case 2016-Z-44 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 3.87’ side yard setback variation, a 2.87’ side yard eave setback variation, and 
a 3.0’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the 
legal non-conforming structure 
 
3219 Illinois Road  Case 2016-Z-30 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised, Granted 
Revised request for a 6.08’ front yard setback variation, a 2.12’ side yard setback variation, a 1.62’ 
combined side yard setback variation, a 39.62 square foot (1.51%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to permit the 
construction of one-story additions, a front porch, and a front yard parking space 
 
930 Pontiac Road Case 2015-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard setback 
variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a combined side yard setback of 13.25’ on the 
Subject Property. 
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Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 2.1’ combined side yard setback to permit the 
construction of a one-story addition at 1124 Elmwood Avenue, in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-42. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 GIS Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Plan 
 1.5 Existing First Floor Plan 
 1.6 Proposed First Floor Plan 
 1.7 Proposed South Elevation 
 1.8 Proposed East Elevation 
 1.9 Proposed North Elevation 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 

November 12, 2019 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 

November 14, 2019 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated November 19, 2019 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, November 18, 2019 
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Minutes from the December 4, 2019 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.12 Mr. Bob Pankauskas, applicant 
   1124 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 The applicant said that they would like the case to be tabled to January 15, 2020. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Ms. Norrick moved to continue the case to the January 15, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Mr. Kolleng and Ms. Choca Urban were not present).  
  

Motion carried. 
 



























REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 

Case Number: 2020-Z-01 
 
 
Property: 1120 Michigan Avenue 
 
 
Zoning District: R, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
 
Applicant: Jeff Chookaszian 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 1.0’ retaining wall side yard setback variation 

to permit the replacement and expansion of a retaining wall 
on the north lot line 

 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 
 Section 13.4.Q.1 
 
 
Hearing Date: January 15, 2020 
 
 
Date of Application: December 4, 2019 
 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, December 24, 

2019.  Notice of Public Hearing published in the Wilmette 
Beacon, December 26, 2019. Posted on the property, 
December 31, 2019.  Affidavit of compliance with notice 
requirements dated December 24, 2019.  

 
 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the east side of Michigan Avenue approximately 200’ north of 
Elmwood Avenue. The property has 100’ of frontage on Michigan Avenue and is approximately 
750’ in depth. The property is approximately 74,963 square feet in area. The property is improved 
with a one- and two-story home and attached garage. A building permit was issued in March of 
2019 for an addition that is currently under construction. A separate building permit was issued in 
June of 2019 for a swimming pool that is currently under construction. 
 
To the north and south are properties zoned R, Single-Family Detached Residence and improved 
with single-family homes. To the west are properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached 
Residence, and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to replace and expand an existing retaining wall along the north lot 
line. The proposed retaining wall is approximately 70.5’ in length and varies in height from 2.58’ 
to 5.75’ above the grade on the subject property. The retaining wall is proposed to be constructed 
of I-beams with horizontal timbers in between. The retaining wall is proposed with at zero (0’) 
setback at the north lot line to provide the maximum distance between the house and the retaining 
wall. 
 
Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 1.0’ minimum retaining wall side yard setback, a 1.0’ 
retaining wall side yard setback variation is required. 
 
Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
1120 Michigan Avenue Case 2019-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ side yard patio setback variation and a 1.0’ side yard retaining wall setback 
variation to permit the installation of a patio more than 2.0’ above grade and a retaining wall on 
the south lot line 
 
1120 Michigan Avenue Case 2000-Z-75 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 12.59’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the connecting of an existing 
legal nonconforming coach home to the existing main house and a 5.03’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition to the coach home which is 
proposed to be connected to the main house. 
 
Other Retaining Wall Variation Requests 
 
1120 Michigan Avenue Case 2019-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ side yard patio setback variation and a 1.0’ side yard retaining wall setback 
variation to permit the installation of a patio more than 2.0’ above grade and a retaining wall on 
the south lot line 
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1020-1006 Michigan  Case 2016-Z-23 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.0’ retaining wall setback variation to permit a retaining wall across the lot line 
between the subject properties 
 
2143 Chestnut Avenue Case 2016-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.55’ front yard setback variation, a 0.10’ side yard setback variation, and a 
variation to retain a non-conforming retaining wall to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 13.4.Q.1 establishes that retaining walls must be located at least 1’ from any property line.  

 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 1.0’ retaining wall side yard setback variation to 
permit the replacement and expansion of a retaining wall on the north lot line at 1120 Michigan 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2020-Z-01. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 GIS Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Site Plan 
1.5 Enlargement of Site Plan at Retaining Wall 
1.6 Retaining Wall Elevation and Details 
1.7 Photographs 

 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
  2.0 Completed application form 
  2.1 Letter of application 
  2.2 Proof of ownership 
  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, 

December 24, 2019 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette 
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Beacon, December 26, 2019 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated December 31, 2019 

2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 
applicant, December 24, 2019 

2.8 Letter from Brad Whitmore, 1126 Michigan Avenue, dated 
December 16, 2019 

2.9 Letter from Lanie and Eric Coldwell, 1117 Michigan Avenue, 
dated December 19, 2019 



























REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number:   2019-Z-45 
 
 
Property: 1111 Central Avenue 
 
 
Zoning District: VC, Village Center Business District 

Pedestrian Commercial East Frontage 
 
 
Applicant:    Jana Bennett, SkunkWorks Dance 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a special use for an Art Studio to permit the 

operation of a dance studio 
 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.3 

Section 10.3 
Section 10.5 

 
 
Hearing Date: January 15, 2020 

December 18, 2019 
 
 
Date of Application: November 20, 2019 
 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, November 22, 

2019.  Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette 
Beacon, November 27, 2019.  Posted on the property, 
November 25, 2019.  Affidavit of compliance with notice 
requirements dated December 3, 2019. 

 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is zoned VC, Village Center, Pedestrian Commercial East frontage, on the 
south side of Central Avenue between 11th Street and Wilmette Avenue. The Subject Property has 
approximately 50 feet of frontage on Central Avenue, and is approximately 200 feet in depth. The 
Subject Property is improved with a one-story brick commercial building and rear asphalt parking 
lot. Other tenants in the building include Melody Spa and The Big Tomato. 
 
The subject tenant space is approximately 1,000 square feet with 15 feet of frontage on Central 
Avenue and was most recently occupied by Art Body. Art Body received a special use permit in 
2012 to permit the operation of a personal service establishment (fitness studio). This was prior to 
the definition of Art Studio being added in the 2014 rewrite of the Zoning Ordinance. Fitness 
studios including yoga studios were reclassified as Art Studios by the 2014 Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The Subject Property is surrounded by other properties zoned VC, Village Center. To the north 
across Central Avenue is a four-story mixed use building with commercial and residential uses, to 
the east is a two-story mixed use building with commercial and residential uses, to the south across 
an alley is a funeral home, and to the west is a municipally owned park and parking lot. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposed to operate a dance studio which is classified as an Art Studio by the 
zoning ordinance.  Art Studios are a special use along Pedestrian Commercial East frontages in 
the Village Center; therefore, special use approval is required to permit the operation of the 
proposed dance studio. 
 
The dance studio is proposed to operate Monday through Friday from 9:30 – 11:15 am and 4:15 – 
9:15 pm, and on weekends from 9:00 – 5:00 pm.  Drop off and pick up is designed to be conducted 
at the rear of the space by utilizing the rear parking lot.  If customers choose to park during classes, 
they will be asked by the studio to park in either the public Burmiester parking lot or the Metra 
station parking lot. 
 
Other Village Center Art Studio Special Use Requests 
 
1150 Central Avenue Case 2019-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Rock House Music School) 
 
1157 Wilmette Avenue Case 2017-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Actors Training Center) 
 
1131-1135 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2017-Z-06 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Bit Space) 
 
1100 Central Unit D Case 2015-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Fonseca Martial Arts) 
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1135 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2015-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts) 
 
1141 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2014-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts) 
 
Other Village Center Art Studio Requests (Defined as Personal Service Uses Prior to 2014) 
 
1100 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (fitness studio) and a 4-space parking 
variation to permit the establishment of a personal training and fitness studio 
 
1111 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (a fitness studio) in the Village 
Center Business District. 
 
1131 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2011-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (dance, acting and music instruction) in the 
Village Center zoning district. 
 
1150 Central Avenue Case 2011-Z-22 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use to allow the operation of a personal service use (music instruction) at grade 
level in the VC, Village Center Business District 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.3 outlines the special use procedures. 
 
Section 10.3 designates the Subject Property in the Pedestrian Commercial East Frontage. 
 
Section 10.5 references table 10-2, which lists Arts Studio as a special use in the Pedestrian 
Commercial East Street Frontage of the Village Center Zoning District. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a special use for an Art Studio (dance studio) at 1111 
Central Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted.  The Zoning Board must determine if the 
special use should run with the land or the use. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-45. 
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CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 GIS Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Existing Floor Plan 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
   2.0 Completed application form 
   2.1 Letter of application 
   2.2 Proof of ownership 

2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 
November 22, 2019 

   2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
November 27, 2019 

   2.5 Certificate of publication 
   2.6 Certificate of posting, dated November 25, 2019 
   2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, December 3, 2019 
   2.8 Letter from Mimi & Patty Evans, 1115 Central Avenue, dated 

November 26, 2019 
   2.9 Letter from Julea Wille, 187 Brook Hill Lane, Vernon Hills, 

dated December 5, 2019 
   2.10 Letter with attachments from Kathy Liu, 1109 Central 

Avenue, dated December 10, 2019 
   2.11 Email from Karleen McAllester, 323 Wilshire Drive East, 

dated December 12, 2019 
   2.12 Letter from Jeanne Nolan dated December 13, 2019 
   2.13 Email from Yvonne Stachyra, Westley Realty Group, dated 

December 16, 2019 
   2.14 Email from Caryn Caffarelli dated December 16, 2019  
 
Minutes from the December 18, 2019 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Jana Bennett, applicant 
   SkunkWorks Dance 
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 3.2 Summary of presentations. 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for an Art Studio to permit 

the operation of a dance studio. The Village Board will hear this case on January 
14, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant is a professional dancer, choreographer, and former artistic director 

of a dance studio in Evanston. She started her own dance studio 1.5 years ago. They 
offer pre-professional dance training for youth ages 3 to 18, adult classes, and 
specialty programs. They recently operated their first full session in the village. 
They have been renting from Actor’s Training Studio in the Village Center and had 
a successful first semester. They now need their own space.  

 
  She found that there are only two pre-professional dance studios on the North Shore 

and both are in Evanston. Wilmette had a lot less dance studios than neighboring 
towns. She is from the North Shore and knows the area. She saw a need for an elite 
level dance studio in the village.  

 
  She is already operating in the village center and she knows the clientele. Her 

business will fit in the village center. The space was a former dance studio, so they 
need no build out. Their customers are youth and their parents. Her business will 
positively impact other businesses. She is currently at 1157 Wilmette Avenue. She 
has been there since September 2019.  

 
  The proposed hours are from 9:30 to 11:15 a.m. and 4:15 to 9:15 p.m. on weekdays 

and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekends. They make their money through studio 
classes, performing companies, and they will sell merchandise, which will create 
tax revenue.  

 
  Regarding traffic, their waiting room and front desk area will be towards the back 

of the building. There will be no drop off traffic on Central, which eliminates 
potential traffic congestion. They will tell customers to park at Burmeister and 
Metra lots. This is listed clearly on website.  

 
  She then addressed the letter from Kathy Liu, Melody Spa. She said that she 

included a wonderful letter from the landlord. The landlord talks about how 
confident they are that her business and Melody Spa can co-exist next to each other. 
The landlord will put in a soundproof wall between the businesses. Although they 
are a dance studio, music does not play all the time. Some dance styles do not have 
music. They use no microphones. No matter what business goes into that space, a 
reasonable amount of sound will be made.  

 
  It is a joy for her to be in the village. She is bringing a new business that will be in 

the village for many years. Her customers come from affluent areas and they an 
invest in the village. Customers are from the immediate area, Lincoln Park, and 
Northbrook.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked about the size of classes and number of classes.  
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  The applicant said they cap classes at 20. She subscribes to quality versus quantity. 
Every class requires permission by a teacher and she oversees each class. Currently 
the average class size is 3.5 students. They do not see them getting large for a very 
long time.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman asked how she would ask people to use the entrance off the parking 

lot.  
 
  The applicant said they are dead bolting the first door and will put a huge sign that 

directs people to the back. Most customers call before signing up and she tells 
people on the phone about parking in the back. They have not had any dedicated 
parking spaces, but it is an 18-spot parking lot with four hours of parking. The 
Burmeister lot is two minutes away. The farthest lot is 5 minutes away.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider asked about any complaints from neighbors in their current 

space.  
 
  The applicant said that there have been no complaints from neighbors in their 

current space.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider noted that the landlord indicated they would soundproof the 

walls to the east. Is there any criteria he will meet in terms of decibel level? 
 
  The applicant said that no criteria were laid out. She has done a lot of research and 

found businesses who have worked with sound issues in dance studios. There is a 
specific way to soundproof dance studios. The contractors assured her that it would 
work well.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Surman asked if the wall went up to the underside of the structure.  
 
  The applicant could not answer this question.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Pellaton asked what type of ceiling was in the space.  
 
  The applicant said she thought she had a dropped ceiling.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman noted that the sound buffering must go up to the underside of the 

structure or it won’t work well.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Kolleng aside how many people were on site during business hours including 

instructors and students.  
 
  The applicant said average class size is 3.5 students and will probably go up to 4.5 

with the new semester. There is someone at the front desk and one instructor. 
Parents may stay on site while others leave to shop and/or eat.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Kolleng asked if there were more people in the night classes.  
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  The applicant said that size is the same overall. No more people at night than during 
the day.  

 
 3.32 Chairman Schneider asked if the village was involved with the soundproofing 

aspect.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the village would probably not be involved with this. It is a 

landlord/tenant issue. The building inspector will ensure that the installation 
matches the plans. If the work is not adequate, the tenants will need to speak with 
their landlord.  

 
 3.33 Chairman Schneider asked if plans would be submitted.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that building plans would be required as will inspections. Specs 

and details on soundproofing would be part of the plans.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Pellaton asked if landlord representation was present at the meeting.  
 
  The applicant said they were not at the meeting.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Kolleng noted that the applicant wanted to grow classes to 20 students.  
 
  The applicant said their cap is 20, but that is not her goal. They like to work 

individually with students. Her goal is to keep classes small.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Kolleng asked how they would reach a cap of 20.  
 
  The applicant said they also operated classes in Skokie, which is a bigger space and 

classes are larger. Teachers monitor who is coming into classes. A class of 20 would 
occur in maybe 5 to 6 years.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Pellaton asked about the wall surface adjoining the spa in its finished form.  
 
  The applicant said that the wall adjoining the spa is not the wall with mirrors. There 

is already a wall with mirrors. She submitted photos from a contractor about the 
actual soundproofing process. There will be speakers on that wall. She spoke with 
a sound engineer who said that sound should be pointed away from that space.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Pellaton said if there is a problem with the wall as built, if they wanted to apply 

something to that wall like more sound absorbent material, they could not have 
mirrors.  

 
(After 4.0) 
 3.39 Ms. Dibo said that the storefront studio that the applicant is currently renting is next 

to a salon. She said that she installed sound panels because she has musical theater 
classes and sound was bouncing. She has not had a problem with complaints from 
the salon. Sound panels help the situation.  
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 3.40 Mr. Surman said that sound panels should work if the wall goes up the underside 
of the structure next door. A lot of noise comes from electrical outlets and switches 
and under the drywall and behind the baseboard.  

 
 3.41 The applicant told the board that she is a business owner who believes in the village. 

She is Chamber of Commerce member. She knows other business owners. She is 
not trying to stop Ms. Liu from having a wonderful business. The contractors she 
is consulting with have great reviews and have worked with dance studios. If 
needed, she said an outside inspector could come in to analyze the space for 
soundproofing. She said her business will bring money and funding to the 
community. She is a young entrepreneur who is passionate and hardworking. She 
plans for her business to be in the village for a long time.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Kolleng referenced an email from Yvonne Stachyra at Wesley Realty Group 

and asked the applicant if she spoke with Yvonne.  
 
  The applicant has spoken with Yvonne.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Kolleng said that the issue can be dealt with by the landlord or would the 

applicant be willing to do the soundproofing. Maybe the landlord could put 
soundproofing into the lease. Or the applicant could meet certain requirements if 
the landlord didn’t. Before he votes, he wants to ensure that one of those things will 
happen.  

 
  The applicant said she is willing to do some type of sound reduction. She came up 

with a plan to do sound reduction before she knew about this. She has signed the 
lease.  

 
 3.44 Chairman Schneider asked if the lease addressed soundproofing.  
 
  The applicant said that the soundproofing issue had not come up at the time she 

signed the lease.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Pellaton asked about dance types offered.  
 
  The applicant said ballet contemporary urban dance, break dance, musical theater, 

jazz, ballet for figure skaters, and a lot of adult programming.  
 
 3.46 Mr. Surman said that since the lease is signed, there is no way to force the 

soundproofing issue with the landlord. Would she work with the spa owner to try 
to solve any noise issues? 

 
  The applicant said she would work to solve noise issues. She was excited to be next 

to the massage parlor. She wants to work with Ms. Liu.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman asked the applicant if she got pricing from contractors. Would she be 

okay with having to pay for that work? 
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  The applicant said she could pay for a chunk of the cost of a soundproofing.  
 
 3.48 Chairman Schneider asked about drawings.  
 
  The applicant said they do yet have drawings, but they are forthcoming. She is 

meeting with Community Development tomorrow to talk about a permit.  
 
 3.49 Mr.  Surman asked if the contractors had done sound attenuation, but have they 

done the exact kind of work that the applicant needs for sound attenuation.  
 
  The applicant said both contractors have that type of experience. They contractors 

have yet to see the space, but they are coming to the space this week. She has sent 
pictures.  

 
 3.50 Mr. Pellaton noted that the applicant signed the lease and they have the email and 

assurance from the landlord, but there is nothing in writing and the owner is not 
soliciting the work. The applicant is getting quotes from the contractors. What is 
the process? 

 
  The applicant said she would speak with Lucas in Community Development 

tomorrow and find out about permitting and start on that. She is looking to secure 
a third option for a contractor. She wants to present the landlord and the spa with 
the contractor information so both can do their due diligence. Then she will refer to 
the landlord about how to proceed.  

 
 3.51 Mr. Surman said that usually before applicants come before the board for a request 

like this, they have not signed a signed lease. Then what does she do? 
 
  The applicant said that there is a contingency in the lease that says if she does not 

get a permit, then she does not have to fulfill the terms of the lease.  
 
 3.52 Chairman Schneider said that the applicant will be the tenant. The landlord has 

given permission to do sound attenuation as needed.  
 
  The applicant said that the landlord has agreed to pay for a full soundproof wall. 

There is no other work, other than paint, that needs to be done.  
 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Carol Dibo 
   1600 Washington Avenue 
 
  4.12 Ms. Karleen Kelsner 
   323 Wilshire Drive East 
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  4.13 Ms. Julie Cohen, Hubba-Hubba 
   1105 Central Avenue 
 
  4.14 Mr. Vernon Nolan 
   1660 Sunset Ridge Road, Northbrook 
 
  4.15 Ms. Kathy Liu and Ms. Ivy Liu, Melody Spa 
   1109 Central Avenue 
    
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Dibo said she is the Executive Director and Founder of the Actor’s Training 

Center. She is former owner of the Wilmette Theater. She said that the applicant’s 
energy and plans is what she, herself, wanted 13 years ago when she began Actor’s 
Training Center. She has grown quite a bit. She has brought people from outside 
the village who come and spend money in the village. Parents shop and eat. It would 
be a great addition to have this business in the village center. Parents often drop off 
their children and then find a place to park. She has 150 children per class and 12 
to 15 classes per term. She has not heard a complaint about not finding parking. 
She fully supports the proposal.  

 
 4.22 Ms. Kelsner supports the proposal. She asked the board to also support the proposal. 

She agrees that the business would be a great addition to the village center and to 
the community. Her son took classes from the applicant when she was in Evanston. 
She is a great teacher and very responsible. Parents don’t usually watch dance 
classes. She sees no problems with traffic. She does not like seeing vacant spaces 
in the village center.  

 
 4.23 Ms. Cohen owns Hubba-Hubba at 1105 Central. She has had her business for 4.5 

years. She grew up in the village. A dance studio would be a great addition. She 
gets people shopping at her store from many areas. She took classes from the studio 
that was in that spot. No one ever went in or out the front door and it was always 
the back door. The landlord is very accommodating to tenants. He is willing to work 
to make the situation amicable. She has had great experiences with him. She wants 
to see full store fronts. She supports the proposal.  

 
 4.24 Mr. Nolan said his daughter has been with the applicant for four years. He didn’t 

know how great Wilmette was until he started dropping his daughter off for classes. 
He would also spend money at the spa because he is there for a few hours. He likes 
the restaurants and stores. The applicant brings in professional dancers to perform 
in intimate settings. He asked the board to approve the request.  

 
 4.25 Ms. Liu had a translator, her sister Ivy Liu, with her at the meeting. She does not 

speak good English, which is why the need for the translator. Ms. Liu came to 
America from China 3.5 years ago. She is a single mom with a 14-year-old. Her 
business provides her only financial support. For Ms. Liu, the business is hard to 
build up. She has 95 customers per day. Spa customers want a quiet and relaxing 
space. She asked the board to support Ms. Liu. They tried to work with other 
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businesses, but the business must prove that they will not disturb Ms. Liu’s clients. 
Ms. Liu wants her business to grow.  

 
  Mr. Kolleng noted that a dance studio was previously in the proposed space.  
 
  The translator said that was a meditation business.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if there were noise issues with that business.  
 
  The translator said there was some noise, but not much. That business was mostly 

in the morning and when Ms. Liu’s business opened, the meditation classes were 
completed.  

 
  Mr. Surman asked if there was a tenant on the other side of the spa. 
 
  The other side is Big Tomato pizza.  
 
  Mr. Surman asked about noise or smells from that business.  
 
  The translator said that business is not doing well. They open at 4:00 p.m. There is 

some business on the weekend. But they turn the music down during their busy 
times. Ms. Liu can sometimes smell the pizza. The two businesses share the same 
ceiling and basement. The spa can hear when people walk in and out of the 
restaurant.  

 
  Mr. Surman asked if Ms. Liu understood the soundproof wall that is proposed.  
 
  The translator said Ms. Liu is not an architect. She hopes that the soundproof wall 

will work. She said there is no soundproofing in the basement.  
 
  Mr. Surman said he is an architect. If the soundproofing is done properly it could 

be loud, but the spa would not hear anything.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the landlord spoke with Ms. Liu.  
 
  The translator said she tried to help Ms. Liu call the landlord and management 

company, but they try to avoid Ms. Liu.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng said a letter from the landlord was sent to Ms. Bennett saying they 

would soundproof the area, but it sounds like Ms. Liu did not get the letter.  
 
  The translator said that Ms. Liu went to the property office, but the manager was 

not there. The translator called and said she did not want Ms. Liu’s business to be 
negatively impacted. They did not answer Ms. Liu’s. She made another call and 
spoke with someone who said that the owner offered to soundproof the applicant’s 
space. The person she spoke with is Yvonne, who is the leasing agent.  

 
  Mr. Surman asked how the sound would be monitored.  
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  Ms. Roberts said it would be a landlord/tenant issue. The village is not qualified to 
say if the wall is effective.  

 
  Chairman Schneider clarified that the drawings would contains soundproof wall 

specs. Would the village engineer speak to the soundproofing? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said she did not think that the village engineer would speak on this 

issue. The plan reviewer may have some experience with this, but he is not an 
acoustic engineer.  

 
  Mr. Surman said that the board understands Ms. Liu’s concerns and is trying to 

balance the situations.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said this is an interesting case. He has bought gift certificates for the 

spa. He testified on behalf of the martial arts studio four years ago because he 
thought they brought a level of professionalism to the village and they offered a 
unique service in the village. She sees a lot of similarities with tonight’s case and 
that case. He has built out offices and did soundproofing at a dance studio at Francis 
Parker school in Chicago. Sound attenuation is possible. But it takes someone who 
knows what they are doing. It is possible that once it is done noise is heard and 
more modifications must be done to increase its efficacy.  

 
  He asked about dance styles because he was concerned about the floor. He said that 

the spa owner indicated she heard footsteps but does not know if she feels the 
footsteps. That could be an issue since it is one continuous floor and space.  

 
  He is inclined to vote in favor of this request, but his biggest concern is that the 

landlord is not at the meeting or anything that compels the landlord to do the sound 
attenuation. If the request is not granted, the landlord might be more motivated and 
then the applicant could make her request again.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that the concept the applicant is promoting is fine. He thinks it is 

a great idea. The board is trying to assess whether another business would be 
impacted. If the landlord was at the meeting and said they would do sound 
attenuation, that would give more reassurance to the board. But they are not at the 
meeting and it is not part of the lease.  

 
  The applicant’s class size will range between 3.5 and 4.5 students per class. The 

spa has sheets of paper with customer’s signatures and the customer’s support the 
spa’s position. The spa’s business is established. They have a much larger customer 
base. There is a lot that could put the spa’s business at risk. The landlord could have 
eased everyone’s minds and they didn’t. This creates an issue for him. On balance, 
the established business is saying that noise could be a potential problem for them. 
He agrees with Mr. Pellaton that if approval was not granted, perhaps that would 
force the landlord to put in writing what they would do.  
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 5.3 Mr. Surman said he understands that no one wants to hurt the spa’s business. He 
thinks that the applicant’s business would be great for that space, but the board must 
protect the adjacent tenant. Will the applicant’s use impact the spa? Could the case 
be continued so that the landlord could attend the meeting?  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the case could get a negative recommendation from the board 

and then the applicant could go to the village board with the landlord being present 
or the village board could remand the case back to the board. Or the applicant can 
ask for a continuance and return to the next meeting in January.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said if the lease is signed, the clock is ticking to take over the space.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said he does not think they have a lot of leverage because they 

have signed a lease.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that there is an escape clause if the special use is not approved.  
 
 5.7 Mr. Surman said it would be beneficial for the applicant to know if the landlord is 

really backing them or the applicant might then be stuck with the bill.  
 
 5.8 Chairman Schneider agrees with the above comments. Although he would like to 

approve the case, considering that the uses between the two tenants are so different, 
one clearly requires calm and quiet and one is very loud. The building owner should 
acknowledge this and should have made a commitment to the board that necessary 
provisions will be made so that the adjoining use is not negatively impacted by too 
much noise from the applicant’s space. He is not sure he can support this as 
presented and without the landlord’s presence.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Kolleng asked the applicant what her preference would be regarding moving 

forward – having a vote tonight or continuing the case.  
 
  The applicant said she understands the options. She said she would like to continue 

the case and have the landlord present at the January 15, 2020 meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to grant a request for a special use for an Art Studio to permit 

the operation of a dance studio at 1111 Central Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the January 15, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Mses. Norrick and Choca Urban were absent). 
 
 

































































REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number:   2020-Z-02 
 
 
Property: 519 4th Street 
 
 
Zoning District: NR-1, Neighborhood Retail 1 
 
 
Applicant:    Dr. Barbara Royal 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a special use for an animal hospital 
 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 2.4 
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Section 9.2 

 
 
Hearing Date: January 15, 2020 
 
 
Date of Application: December 2, 2019 
 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, December 24, 

2019. Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette 
Beacon, December 26, 2019. Posted on the property, 
December 31, 2019. Affidavit of compliance with notice 
requirements dated January 9, 2020. 

 
 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on west side of 4th Street approximately 160’ south of Greenleaf 
Avenue, immediately north of the alley. The property has 35.0’ of frontage on 4th Street and is 
110.0’ in depth. The property is 3,850.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a one-
story commercial building. The building was most recently occupied by Kitchen Classics, which 
vacated at the end of 2019. 
 
To the east are properties zoned R2, Attached Residence, and improved with townhouses. To the 
west are properties zoned R2, Attached Residence, and improved with a former nursing home and 
townhouses. To the immediate north and to the south are properties zoned NR-1, Neighborhood 
Retail 1, and improved with one- and two-story commercial buildings.  
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to operate an animal hospital at the subject property. The petitioner 
proposes to operate Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and Saturday from 9:00 
a.m. to 2:00 p.m. The petitioner has described their business as a small, private integrative 
veterinary practice. The business would serve between 5 and 7 clients at a time and employ 
between 4 and 8 employees. The petitioner proposes to retain her practice at 405 Linden Avenue, 
which was granted a special use in 2018. Employees may work at either location depending on 
staffing needs. The tenant space is approximately 3,200 square feet. The Zoning Ordinance 
classifies an animal hospital as a special use in the NR-1, Linden Square Zoning District, therefore 
a special use is necessary to permit the operation of an animal hospital at the subject address. 
 
Other Animal Hospital Special Use Requests 
 
“Animal Hospital” is a new use that was first defined in the Zoning Ordinance that went into effect 
on April 1, 2014. Prior to that ordinance, animal hospitals and veterinary offices were under the 
definition of Clinics, which were considered Personal Service Establishments. 
 
405 Linden Avenue Case 2018-Z-55 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for an animal hospital to permit the operation of a veterinary office 
 
Other Personal Services Special Use Requests 
 
1187 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (High Touch) 
 
1177 Wilmette Avenue Case 2014-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Denied 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (dentist office) 
 
328 Linden Avenue Case 2014-Z-08 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (clinic) greater than 3,000 square feet in area 
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1100 Central Avenue Case 2013-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (dentist office) 
 
1189 Wilmette Avenue Case 2013-Z-42 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (UPS Store) 
 
1105 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-53 ZBA: Withdrawn 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (skin/nail spa) 
 
1100 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (fitness studio) and a 4-space parking 
variation to permit the establishment of a personal training and fitness studio 
 
1111 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (a fitness studio) in the Village 
Center Business District 
 
328 Linden Avenue Case 2011-Z-28 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted (Not Built) 
Request for a special use for a personal service use in excess of 3,000 square feet (sleep clinic) and 
a special use for a limited service restaurant to permit the establishment of a sleep clinic and limited 
service restaurant 
 
Other Linden Square Special Use Requests 
 
411 Linden Avenue Case 2017-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted (Not Built) 
Request a special use for a pre-school (child day care center), a variation from the requirement that 
adequate on-site drop-off zones are provided, and a variation from the requirement that adequate 
open space and recreational areas must be provided to permit a pre-school 
 
411 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-58 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large to allow a dentist office 
 
414 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-57 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a preschool (child day care center) 
 
328 Linden Avenue Case 2014-Z-08 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (clinic) greater than 3,000 square feet in area 
 
328 Linden Avenue Case 2011-Z-28 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted (Not Built) 
Request for a special use for a personal service use in excess of 3,000 square feet (sleep clinic) and 
a special use for a limited service restaurant to permit the establishment of a sleep clinic and limited 
service restaurant 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 2.4 defines Animal Hospital as “an establishment for the care and treatment of diseases and 
injuries of animals, and where animals may be boarded during their convalescence.” 
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Section 5.3 outlines the special use procedures. 
 
Section 9.2 references table 9-1, which lists Animal Hospital as a special use in the Neighborhood 
Retail 1 zoning district. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a special use for an animal hospital at 519 4th Street in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  The Zoning Board must determine if the special use should 
run with the land or the use. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2020-Z-02. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 GIS Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Floor Plan 

 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
   2.0 Completed application form 
   2.1 Letter of application 
   2.2 Proof of ownership 

2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 
December 24, 2019 

   2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
December 26, 2019 

   2.5 Certificate of publication 
   2.6 Certificate of posting, dated December 31, 2019 
   2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, January 9, 2020 
 



















November 20, 2019 Zoning Board of Appeals  DRAFT 
1 

 

 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 20, 2019 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 John Kolleng 
 Christine Norrick  
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Bob Surman 
 Maria Choca 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 7:30 p.m. 

 
II. 2019-Z-40 435 Prairie Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2019-Z-19 624 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 



November 20, 2019 Zoning Board of Appeals  DRAFT 
2 

 

 
IV. 2019-Z-35 1 Indian Hill Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. Approval of the October 16, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the October 16, 2019 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. Motion 
carried. 

 
VI. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:43 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. James O’Brien, contractor 
   830 Park Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 9.17’ front yard stoop setback 

variation, a 14.0’ front yard step setback variation, and a 187.23 s.f. 
(13.02%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a front stoop and steps. The Village Board will hear this 
case on December 10, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. O’Brien said that the applicants are at the meeting, but he can 

answer any questions. He is acting on behalf of the applicant.  
 
  The home is 100 years old and the lot is very tight. Prairie Avenue offers 

challenges for people trying to construct front stoop and stairs. The 
stairs are old and not in good repair. The applicants got a permit to do 
the work. Their previous contractor was ultimately unable to perform 
and the applicants contacted him (Mr. O’Brien) to be the contractor.  

 
  The village inspector came to look at the project during the framing 

inspection. The inspector said he would like to see a slightly different 
detail. The original drawing was inadequate and does not show the 
detail. He wanted a drawing that matched the work. They submitted the 
drawing to Community Development and then found out that the project 
was non-conforming, and a permit should not have been issued.  

 
  He was told to go ahead and finish the project and to come before the 

board because they would need a variation to build the project. They 
need a variation to do anything. That is why they are before the board 
tonight.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider clarified that the porch and steps were built.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Kolleng said that the previous staircase was non-conforming. Now 

the new staircase is sited somewhat differently and there are no winding 
stairs. It is marginally more non-conforming than the original stairs.  

 
 3.25 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 
APPEALS 

 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said this is a straightforward case. He is not sure if he would 

have approved a 6’ depth on the porch if they had come before the board 
prior to construction. He agrees that the site is tight and there are 
limitations. The previous stair was not safe and did not meet code. He 
can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton agreed. He took some exception from a neighbor who 

supported the request. It stated that the hardship was that the previous 
stairs were old and decrepit. That is not a hardship. The hardship is 
based on lot size or something unique to the property. The contractor 
and homeowners did a nice job on the design and implementation. From 
the front edge of the steps, it is equal to some other homes on the street. 
He can support it. The landing area might have ended up being slightly 
smaller if they had come to the board prior to construction.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Choca Urban can support the request.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider can also support the request. There are similarly 

situated front stairways on the block.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 9.17’ front 

yard stoop setback variation, a 14.0’ front yard step setback variation, 
and a 187.23 s.f. (13.02%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a front stoop and steps at 435 
Prairie Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Norrick moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-
Z-40.  
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 6.21 Ms. Choca-Urban seconded the motion and the voice vote was all 
ayes and no nays.  

 
   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 lot depth 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 original development of the lot and house. The 
hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared by 
others. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent properties nor otherwise injure other property. The variation, if 
granted, will improve the appearance of the front entrance and will not alter 
the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 9.17’ front 
yard stoop setback variation, a 14.0’ front yard step setback variation, and a 
187.23 s.f. (13.02%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a front stoop and steps at 435 Prairie Avenue in 
accordance with plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS O N BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Dina Bair-Maher, applicant 
   624 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 396.42 square foot (4.72%) 

total floor area variation and a 10.78’ rear yard stair setback variation 
to permit the construction of an exterior stairway. The Village Board 
will hear this case on December 10, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that the board has heard this case before. They are 

asking for a variance to build a staircase to an existing over-garage deck. 
They have used the deck for years. It is part of their property and 
backyard. They currently access it through a bedroom window. This is 
not a safe way to access property that is part of their usable back yard.  

 
  From the plan, it shows the stairs going from the existing deck adjacent 

to the garage. They are asking for a small variance. At the last hearing, 
Chairman Duffy said it was a de minimis request. He was concerned that 
neighbors might not support the request. She did not realize they had to 
bring letters to the neighbors. She spoke with all of the neighbors. The 
neighbors supported the proposal but there was no proof. They now have 
letters of support from neighbors that are adjacent to them. She hopes 
that the board will approve the request knowing that the neighbors 
support the request.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked about changes from the last presentation. 

They received a negative recommendation at the last hearing. The 
Village Board remanded the case to the Zoning Board because there was 
new information. What is that new information?  

 
  The applicant said that the new information is the letters from the 

neighbors, which they did not have before. They did not get a 
supermajority from the Zoning Board before. They were given the option 
to go before the full board. When they went before the Village Board, 
they needed a supermajority. At that time, they got a majority but not a 
supermajority. The village president suggested remanding the case to 
the Zoning Board and showing them the letters of support.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said he only sees one letter of support in the packet.  
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 3.25 It was determined where letters were in the packet.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman was not at the first hearing. He said they are asking for 396 

square feet. Is that because the house is already over? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they were granted a floor area variation in 2012 that 

included building the garage, which was not there when the applicants 
bought the house.  

 
  The applicant said that their neighbor did not like the garage placement 

at that time and they had to change their plans.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Surman clarified that the applicant created the garage and deck 

above. They got a variation in 2012 and are asking for a second 
variation.  

 
  The applicant said that when they moved the garage, the architect failed 

to put the stairs back in at that time. Now they are before the board 
asking for the stairs. The extra space they are requesting is 26 square 
feet.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Schneider clarified that they are adding a landing.  
 
  The applicant showed a photo of the landing space.  
 
 3.29 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant stated her reasons for the request 

which is very small. He knows two neighbors and spoke with them about 
the request. None of the neighbors have any issues with the request. It 
is a small area they are requesting. The lot has an odd shape. He can 
support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng made the motion at the last hearing and supported the 

request at that time. The request is small, and he can support it again.  
 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick said she can support the request. She also supported it last 

time. She appreciates getting letters of support to verify what the 
applicant stated at the last hearing. She can continue to support it.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said he can support the request.  
 
 5.5 Ms. Choca Urban said she can support the request. 
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 5.6 Chairman Schneider said he can support the request. The hardship is the 
property shape. The ask is very small.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 396.42 square 

foot (4.72%) total floor area variation and a 10.78’ rear yard stair 
setback variation to permit the construction of an exterior stairway at 
624 Elmwood Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Choca Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report 

and recommendation for The Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 
2019-Z-19.  

 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays.  
 
   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 lot shape 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 limitations of the house and lot. The difficulty 
is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty prevents the owner from 
making reasonable use of the property with safe access to the garage roof deck. 
The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air as 
the stairway is open and will have little visual impact. While a setback 
variation is necessary, the stairway is far from any habitable structures on 
neighboring lots. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood as the stairway is not visible from the street and 
will not add much bulk to the appearance of the home. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 396.42 
square foot (4.72%) total floor area variation and a 10.78’ rear yard stair 
setback variation to permit the construction of an exterior stairway at 624 
Elmwood Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Jon Talty, architect 
   OKW Architects 
   600 W. Jackson Blvd.  
   Chicago, IL 
 
  3.12 Mr. Dave Schlagater, grounds superintendent 
   Indian Hill Golf Club 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that there were revised plans submitted, as well as a 

revised request. The request is for a variation to permit the expansion of 
legal non-conforming uses (Club and Golf Course), a 25.0’ south side 
yard adjoining a street setback variation (employee center), a 16.5’ rear 
yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation (employee center), a 
16.5’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation (7-bay storage 
structure), a 16.5’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation 
(dumpster pad), a 25.0’ north side yard adjoining a street setback 
variation (gravel storage pad), a 41.37’ north side yard adjoining a street 
setback variation (loading berth), a 9.0’ accessory structure height 
variation (employee center), a 2.75’ accessory structure height variation 
(equipment wash building), a special use for three accessory buildings 
each in excess of 200 square feet, a variation for more than 3 accessory 
buildings on a lot, a 2,614.35 square foot (28.13%) south side yard 
adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation, a 3,130.68 
square foot (27.72%) north side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation, a 7.5’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot air 
conditioner setback variation, a 2.0’ fence height variation, and a fence 
openness variation to permit the construction of a one-story employee 
center, a one-story equipment wash building, parking lot, and other site 
improvements. The Village Board will hear this case on December 10, 
2019.  

 
 3.22  Mr. Talty is the project architect. He is also a member of Indian Hill 

Club. With him at the meeting is the general manager, Jeff Belting; the 
site superintendent, Dave Schlagater, and club president, Doug Maybie. 
They hope to provide clarity and simplicity to what appears to be a 
complex ask.  

 
  The board is familiar with this property. It is about two acres. It is a 

non-conforming use in a residential neighborhood. The existing 
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maintenance building, which is part of the Indian Hill campus, is a 
structure that is over 50 years old. It is not a structure that can be 
improved upon. It was a pre-engineered building. Any improvements to 
the site require them to look at new structures for any improvement to 
happen.  

 
  Turf science is part of a golf course’s stewardship and has evolved 

throughout the years. The simple needs of a property and the care and 
love of a property requires different things today than it did 40 or 50 
years ago.  

 
  Aside from the new structures they are proposing, it is important to 

reinforce the fact that today there is no storm water management on the 
two-acre parcel. Whatever weather events take place, water goes where 
it wants to go. As part of the improvement program, they are imposing 
a storm water management plan. They will engineer the site to meet and 
exceed the village’s requirements. In doing so, they will make not only 
the site perform better, but make the lots surrounding the property 
perform in a better way.  

 
  By improving the site as proposed, there is no additional occupancy or 

intensity of use from how it functions today. There are no additional 
employees. It is a redistribution of the current employee count, which is 
22 people for 9 months of the year.  

 
  The club has prided itself on being a good neighbor. They communicate 

well with the neighbors. They will continue to do so. They hope that the 
efforts they are taking to improve the property are appropriate.  

 
  He showed a PowerPoint presentation. The presentation started with a 

basic property overview. The building at the bottom of the screen is the 
current maintenance building. It is not being considered for 
improvement. Some of the functions will move out of the building into 
the new accessory buildings and there will be more room for equipment 
to have wider berths. Functionally the building will not change.  

 
  They are proposing a single-story employee center. Currently at the 

south end of the maintenance building are office and employee gathering 
spaces. They want to move them to a more appropriate building that 
houses showers, offices, and a lunchroom. Indian Hill Club and the 
maintenance facility is not different from other businesses. They want 
to create a better environment for employees.  

 
  The other new accessory structure is an equipment building on the 

northern half of the site. It is a single-story building that will 
accommodate equipment washing, which does not currently exist. It will 
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be done in an environmentally sound way. It will allow them to bring 
equipment into the building and wash it, drain and capture that water, 
gather it in a triple basin under the structure, and dispose of it 
appropriately.  

 
  To the west of that is pesticide storage. They are isolating pesticides in 

their own compartment. To the west of that is sand storage. They had 
originally thought about a sand silo, but it was large and tall. The ARC 
provided feedback on the silo, as did neighbors. They then decided not 
to go with the silo. They will expand the pre-engineered building to 
accommodate sand storage. It creates a lot of dust. It is not a healthy 
environment for staff. With the particular material they are using, it will 
make things better.  

 
  Other areas impacting setbacks and height requirements are a pad to the 

west, which is made of concrete and will house two 30-yard dumpsters.  
 
  It is important to note that the site is haphazard. Over time, they 

developed habits to get in and out and for circulation. One of the primary 
goals is to provide order. It is safe, but disorderly and it could be better. 
Pedestrian and vehicular traffic will be better defined. People can 
navigate the site in a safe way. They will engineer the site to ensure that 
storm water management is part of the overall solution.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked what was going to be in the storage bin.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that those bins are painted CMU bays about 4’ high. They 

are partitioning topsoil, other types of sand, mulch, and gravel, things 
that are part of the golf course. Now they sit in piles. They want to 
provide a dedicated environment so that they don’t spill into each other. 
There will be easier access and will look better.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider asked about the gravel surface storage pad. 
 
  Mr. Talty said that it is dedicated to park tractors so then they won’t be 

in the way. The same is with the loading area to the north of the current 
maintenance building. Now they park trailers all over and there is no 
rhyme or reason. They want to impose order and control. It is best to 
provide dedicated space for overnight storage of a flatbed trailer or piece 
of equipment, so they are housed and not sitting in the middle of the 
site.  

 
  There will be dedicated parking at the employee center. Right now, cars 

are parked where it is dry, wherever it is level, and wherever the car is 
out of the way of other traffic. The parking will include a handicap space 
per code. The parking is for employees, visitors, and others. When 
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employees get there early, they will have a place for their cars.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider referenced the 92’3” distance between the back of 

the storage bin and front of the equipment building. How was that 
measurement determined? Was it based on a turning radius? 

 
  Mr. Talty said that the area has no specificity to the number, but it is 

important that there is enough real estate on the site to allow for traffic 
and equipment to circulate around that area. When they began the 
process for the project, they quickly saw that the property was unusual. 
It has street frontage on all four sides. They asked where the front yard 
was located and how should they address setbacks. They met with staff 
more than once.  

 
  They started to locate where buildings needed to go. Currently the 

property extends to the center line of Kenilworth Avenue, the center 
lines of Indian Hill Road, and the center line of Hunter. The village told 
them that they would be asking for setback relief because the property 
lines do not extend to the center line of the road, but to the edge of the 
right-of-way. This is true for everywhere in the village.  

 
  As they began the process of setbacks, they were looking at setbacks 

from the enter line of Kenilworth Avenue as being 50’.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider said that this is the first time he has heard that 

argument in terms of setbacks. Are there other examples? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that it is the village’s interpretation to measure from 

where the edge of the right-of-way would be. 
 
  In discussion about the curb, Mr. Talty said that the curb is not 

commensurate with the right-of-way. He showed where the right-of-way 
and center line were located. The curb is in between. There is 66’ 
between the right-of-way and Kenilworth Avenue. From the center line 
of Kenilworth Avenue to the new property line would be a 33’ 
differential. They are proposing that the employee center be 58’ from 
the center line of Kenilworth Avenue or 25’ from the edge of the 
property.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider asked if Mr. Talty said that the existing fence is the 

edge of the right-of-way.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that this is correct.  
 
 3.28 Ms. Norrick clarified that they would be dedicating 33’ of that right-of-

way to the village as part of this request.  
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  Mr. Talty said that this is correct. 
 
 3.29 Mr. Pellaton asked why the one-story employee center was 24’ high.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they wanted the building to have a residential character. 

It could be a flat roofed building. They want the environment to be 
welcoming. They sit within a residential neighborhood. What they 
propose in terms of roof and building materials are that of a residence. 
The utility building is an institutional building. They are proposing a 
pitched asphalt shingle roof for the employee center.  It is 1’ taller than 
the current maintenance building is today.  

 
  In keeping with the thought of how they approach building architecture, 

some buildings are pre-engineered. They want to skin the building with 
the same horizontal siding they are proposing for the employee center. 
They want it to be consistent with the Indian Hill vernacular. This is a 
positive amenity for the club.  

 
 3.30 Mr. Pellaton asked if there is a 50’ setback from Indian Hill Road.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that there is 50’ to the edge of the equipment wash 

building.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Pellaton said that on the south side, there is a 25’ setback to the 

employee center. What causes them to site it closer to Kenilworth 
Avenue than to Indian Hill Road?  

 
  Mr. Talty said that part of it had to do with some preliminary storm 

water management ideas. He talked about having open space that was 
like the open spaces of the golf course. They could gather water in 
similar areas. It also had to do with the notion of the need for storage of 
equipment that is large like mowers. He is more comfortable with 
storage closer to Indian Hill Road and the golf course than Kenilworth 
Avenue to the south.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Pellaton talked about shifting some structures 25’ to the north. That 

would be shifting setback issues from one side of the property to the 
other. He wanted to know why there was a 25’ setback on one side and 
not the other.  

 
 3.33 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts to clarify what is the difference 

between tonight’s case and the Prairie Avenue case, which also had to 
do with property lines.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the plat of survey shows that parcel 3 is the north 

half of Kenilworth Avenue.  
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 3.34 Chairman Schneider referenced the houses to the south of Kenilworth 
Avenue. He asked about a right-of-way to the center of Kenilworth 
Avenue. Does the property go to the center of Kenilworth Avenue? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said that to her knowledge the property does not go to the 

center of Kenilworth Avenue. She said that this might be a historical 
holdover from when the area was originally platted.  

 
  Mr. Talty said that the homes on the Kenilworth Avenue are to the right-

of-way and not to the center line. There were no improvements to the 
site for a long time. The current property that the club pays taxes on 
goes to the center line of Kenilworth Avenue. This is an unusual 
situation and that is the conundrum about setbacks.  

 
  He said it was his understanding with staff that when properties are 

improved, there was this claw back notion. The village said they would 
work with them but told them to understand that the roadway would 
become village property. It will not be the club’s property. They told 
the village that they understood how that works. He was talking about 
the right-of-way to the street.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman asked who maintained the parkway.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that the club has always maintained it and they will 

continue to do. All landscape around the perimeter was planted by the 
club and they care for it and will continue. That includes the Indian Hill 
Road sides as well.  

 
 3.36 Chairman Schneider asked if there was an agreement that the club not 

disturb the right-of-way and talked about the club closing off half of 
Kenilworth Avenue.  

 
  Mr. Talty said they cannot close off half of Kenilworth Avenue. There 

is a dedicated right-of-way on their property. It is a very unusual 
circumstance. There is probably not a site like this in the village.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Pellaton said that main change would be reduction in the buildable 

area and a reduction in property taxes after the area is deeded back to 
the village.  

 
 3.38 Ms. Choca Urban said it is right-of-way so they could not possibly have 

built on that property.  
 
  Mr. Talty talked about impervious surface calculations. The impervious 

surface calculations take into account the right-of-way. But they are not 
going to benefit from this right-of-way in terms of open space. He 
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showed what was being counted in impervious surface calculations. He 
said an area is currently pervious surface but will no longer be pervious 
surface because it won’t be the club’s.  

 
 3.39 Ms. Choca Urban said that Mr. Talty said earlier that the 72’ in the paved 

area in the center is what was left over. It is 92’ to the edge of the back 
and 72’ in terms of maneuvering the vehicle. She is struck that there is 
a lot of new construction being proposed and so much of it does not 
conform to the ordinance. As they looked at other options, they said they 
started from the edge and moved in. Did they think about tightening up 
the center? This would fall within the setbacks.  

 
  Mr. Talty said they looked at this option. They started at the north and 

south and worked in. They are sensitive to the remainder. Equipment 
will go in and out. There could be dumpster pickups on the site while 
that is happening. There will be staff working in all of the bins and 
taking products to the golf course. They are relocating an existing fuel 
pump so there will be fueling of tractors and trucks. He said that the site 
is chaotic at this time and especially in the summer. Vehicles and people 
are everywhere. They want to focus pedestrians and cars that are going 
to stay all day on one part of the site. There is a static portion and an 
active portion, which relates back to the golf course. Right now, the site 
is almost entirely open.  

 
 3.40 Ms. Choca Urban said that the site is not pretty at this time. The 

applicant is making requests that do not have to occur.  
 
  Mr. Talty said he understood where she was coming from. They tried to 

create a center called a quadrangle. They want to protect the perimeter 
to allow it to be green space, open space, landscaped space, and a buffer 
to neighbors to the north, south, and west.  

 
 3.41 Chairman Schneider said there are no neighbors to the north, but to the 

south and west. Why can’t they do the design 25’ to the north? 
 
  Mr. Talty asked what if the parking lot stayed where it is? They don’t 

want to bring parking back because it will create more use intensity in 
less space. If the building and amenities slid 25’ it would give them 
more of a buffer on Kenilworth Avenue.  He said that they will consider 
that option.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Pellaton said no one lives on the 13th hole, but there are neighbors 

on the other side.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that the 12th hole is a par 3 with a giant berm around it. 

They were trying to allow for the pesticide building and equipment 
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storage to sit on the north side. The employee has a positive impact and 
they wanted to keep it in line with the residential feel of Kenilworth 
Avenue.  

 
 3.43 Mr. Pellaton asked about the parking lot setback.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said the requirement is 5’ for non-residential uses.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Pellaton clarified that the parking lot conforms to the setback 

requirements.  
 
 3.45 Ms. Choca Urban asked about setback requirements for dumpsters. She 

was surprised that dumpsters could be on a site permanently. Are there 
regulations about that? 

 
  Mr. Talty said that garbage in the dumpsters is not garbage like at 

Portillos. It is debris. It is tree limbs from the golf course.  
 
 3.46 Mr. Kolleng asked about entering and exiting for the dumpsters. He 

assumes trucks will pick them up. Do they come down Indian Hill Road? 
 
  Mr. Talty said that everything is off Indian Hill Road. Nothing is off 

Kenilworth Avenue and it is for emergencies only.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Kolleng referenced the existing brick patio attached to the current 

maintenance building. What is that function?  
 
  Mr. Talty said that at that end of the building is where current offices 

exist, and staff resides. The patio has a picnic table.  
 
 3.48 Ms. Choca Urban referenced the revised plans and said it appears as if 

the dumpsters are being pushed west closer to Indian Hill Road than they 
were in the original plans.  

 
  Mr. Talty said that the pad is being slid to the west because where the 

sand storage building access point is there used to be a silo that could 
be accessed by trucks backing up underneath, filling the truck, and 
leaving. Now they need a dedicated overhead door to access it so by 
extending the building and removing the sand silo, they needed to push 
the dumpsters back into the west setback a bit more than before.  

 
 3.49 Ms. Choca Urban asked about other changes to the plan.  
 
  Mr. Talty said all changes have been brought to the board’s attention.  
 
 3.50 Mr. Surman said that the discussion is getting off track. There is too 
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much focus on the pieces within it. If someone wants to build a house 
and to make the entire first floor a kitchen, that’s okay. Mr. Surman is 
an architect and believes that the architects in this case are being 
challenged on circulation within the space. Architects can figure out 
circulation. He thinks that the board should focus on three items that 
impact the perimeter of the property that impact Wilmette residents. 
That is the board’s role. He referenced an email received today that 
shows cars and vans parked on an adjacent lot. That may be something 
that impacts the adjacent neighbor. That is a critical issue the board 
should review. The plan is to not have cars there anymore. 

 
  Mr. Talty said Mr. Surman brought up a good point. The photos from 

the neighbor are addressing the corner piece of property, which is 
unincorporated Cook County. This season was unusual season in that 
that piece of property has been used for storage during construction of 
paddle tennis counts on the property. Building materials were kept there. 
Vehicles were also parked there. That open space has been home to 
neighbors who host events at their home and require more parking. They 
have approached the club about parking cars there. The club said 
neighbors could do that. Although the intent is for that area to remain 
open space and lawn, is sometimes used for parking by neighbors or by 
the club.  

 
 3.51 Mr. Surman said that he will wait to hear from the neighbor. He would 

think that a reasonable thing to do would have vehicles parked at a 
certain setback, so it does not impact the adjacent neighbor. 

 
  The second issue impacting the site is the setback of the proposed one-

story structure. If they were to mirror the setback that was on Kenilworth 
Avenue on the property, where would that be?  As one is driving down 
Kenilworth Avenue there is the face of the homes that are setback a 
certain distance from the curb, he would think that building could be set 
back the same distance, so they mirror the setback. He wants to know 
what that is.  

 
  Mr. Talty said he thought that the setback was 50’. The 58’ is a specific 

number based on a conversation with staff. That south line of the 
employee center is in line with the properties moving down Kenilworth 
Avenue on the north side and that aligns.  The original property lines all 
went to the center lines of Kenilworth Avenue, so they were set back 
50’. There is a 33’ right-of-way and then it was 25’ + 33’ right-of-way 
so this is where the 58’ came from. They were trying to align that with 
other properties on Kenilworth Avenue.  

 
 3.52 Mr. Surman said that he understands the setback is based on the size of 

the property, but the setback that the board is looking at should be the 



2019-Z-35 1 Indian Hill Road November 20, 2019 

10 
 

setback that they should mirror to the west. He said if they mirror the 
setback, whatever it is, that would be reasonable. 

 
 3.53 Chairman Schneider asked about zoning for the properties to the south 

side of Kenilworth Avenue. What about for the property in question? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that properties to the south are R1 and this property is 

zoned R.  
 
 3.54 Chairman Schneider asked about the setback for R zoning.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that minimum front yard setback is 40’ and minimum 

for R1 is 25’.  
 
 3.55 Mr. Surman noted that they are matching R1 right now.  
 
 3.56 Ms. Norrick said that they are proposing to match R1.  
 
  Mr. Talty said he understands what Mr. Surman is saying. He said to 

look at the context. There are houses across the street on Kenilworth 
Avenue. They are asking to be sympathetic with the relationship of that 
house to Kenilworth Avenue as it is on the south so that it is the same 
on the north.   

 
 3.57 Mr. Surman said that the third question is what is the long-term plan for 

the current maintenance building. Are they going to return for another 
variation?  

 
  Mr. Talty said that they need it and will keep and maintain it. They will 

do what they need to in terms of maintenance. This building plays a 
prominent role on the west side of Hunter.  

 
 3.58 Mr. Surman noted that in terms of the setback, the applicant probably 

has what is minimum. The lot is deeper so he can see why others would 
want the setback to be larger.  

 
 3.59 Chairman Schneider asked if it was correct that the applicant would 

consider possibly moving the employee center to the north.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they would move everything because they need to protect 

the zone in the center for traffic.  
 
 3.60 Chairman Schneider asked if there was a number that the applicant 

would consider.  
 
  Mr. Talty said he would need to put pencil to paper, but he would like 



2019-Z-35 1 Indian Hill Road November 20, 2019 

11 
 

to accomplish 25’. If 25’ can work, they would do it. They would leave 
the parking lot where it is.  

 
 3.61 Ms. Norrick said if they move another 25’, they actually would be 50’. 
 
 3.62 Mr. Surman said he went to the site for the first go around for the case 

over the summer. He noticed that dump trucks were parked with their 
backs up with weeds around them. He assumes those trucks will be 
parked up in the area Mr. Talty was talking about.  

 
  Mr. Talty said no one would see it anymore because it will be far 

removed from the property’s south side. That type of vehicle would not 
be in the new staff parking lot. They wanted to move the less attractive 
aspects of the operations to the north half of the site. That is what they 
were trying to accomplish.  

 
 3.63 The board had no additional questions for the applicant. 
 
 3.64 Chairman Schneider asked if there were any comments from the 

audience. 
 
(After Section 4.0) 
 3.65 Mr. Talty said he appreciates all comments and respects them. The 

activity level of the site will not increase from what it is today. They are 
trying to reorganize how the site functions.  

 
  There is no site lighting on the plan. There will be a sconce adjacent to 

the front door of the employee center. The sconce is meant to light the 
front door when it is dark. The hours of operation will remain as they 
are today.  

 
  He showed the Kenilworth Avenue elevation. They photoshopped a 

series of images. If the employee center were to move to the north by 
25’, that would recede and would be less impactful along Kenilworth 
Avenue. The landscape has been installed by the club. He took images 
from Indian Hill Road and along Kenilworth Avenue. Evergreens 
provide 365 days per year opacity to the site from the neighbors across 
the street. They tried to work with the neighbors to best offer them the 
protection they want relative to the site. The Indian Hill Road perimeter 
is hard to landscape. He talked about replacing a fence four years ago. 
In some areas landscaping is difficult due to the edge of the pavement 
and the fence. Landscape will be inside the fence line which will 
continue to buffer sight lines. They will continue to work with 
Kenilworth and Hunter neighbors. He did not take a vignette of the 
Hunter Road elevation because they were not doing anything along that 
edge. He talked about landscape improvements being made to the buffer 
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to the east to improve that corridor.  
 
 3.66 Mr. Kolleng said one question was about the pad on the north side.  
 
  Mr. Talty said the view from the bedroom would not be impacted with 

existing landscape.  
 
  From the audience, the Nelsons said they look right at that view.  
 
 3.67 Mr. Schlagater has been with the club for 26 years. He talked about a 

picture from a neighbor’s bedroom window. The picture does not show 
that there is 20’ to 25’ distance to landscape that area between their 
window and the pad. The club is ready to do that. They have landscaped 
for the neighbors before.  

 
 3.68 Chairman Schneider referenced page six, the landscape plan.  
 
  Mr. Schlagater said that there is a lot of area for the club to landscape 

for the neighbors. The pine trees on the south end were done in the last 
three years based on a neighbor’s request. The arbor vitae were done at 
the same time for a neighbor. They are responsive about buffering their 
site. They try to be a good neighbor. They have responded in every case 
involving a neighbor about landscaping and/or landscape maintenance. 
They volunteered and contributed to the Friends of Thornwood Park in 
helping them to clean up.  

 
  Regarding the smell that Mr. Nelson brought up, the smell is a result of 

the dumpsters they use now. They cannot clean under them as they are 
sitting on dirt. They hope to put them on a pad so they can clean up 
under the dumpsters. Right now, the site is all dirt and gets dusty in the 
summer. The site being clean will eliminate some of the dust. 

 
 3.69 Mr. Surman said that the new parking lot has 14 spaces. He asked where 

on the site the employees currently park.  
 
  Mr. Schlagater said that employees park up against the fence. It is high 

ground. The area is not improved. There is one small drain and a little 
bit of asphalt.  

 
  Mr. Talty talked about storm water management. Every project designed 

today is hypersensitive to the issue of storm water management. 
Although most of the site is earth, it has been compacted throughout the 
years. There is no absorption of rainwater. It sheds off the site in 
whatever direction water chooses to go. When re-engineering the site, 
no water will be stored on site and it will gather water on the property 
and will work in conjunction with the village’s storm water ordinance 
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and will be released in an appropriate manner into the system along 
Kenilworth Avenue in a more regimented way. He promised no problems 
to adjacent properties. It will improve the situation.  

 
 3.70 Mr. Kolleng asked if there was any place else on the property that this 

could be sited.  
 
 3.71 Ms. Norrick added whether even portions of the project could be sited 

differently.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that there is not another place on the golf property. The 

property is maxed out and has always been maxed out. There is no other 
place for a maintenance facility. If there was, they would use that space 
instead. 

 
 3.72 Mr. Surman asked if the club owned the unincorporated portion.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they owned that portion. At one point, they considered 

putting the employee center there, but it is not large enough. It is best 
to keep everything inside the fence where it is not visible. In walking 
the perimeter, one cannot see site activities although parts of buildings 
are visible. He said that the grade drops down around the property 
perimeter. The center line of Kenilworth Avenue is below the grade of 
the maintenance building to the north.  

 
 3.73 Mr. Surman said he is concerned about the noise issue.  
 
  Mr. Talty said there is noise now and there will not be more than there 

is now. The intensity of use will not change. It is an active space. The 
cars are parked in an orderly way.  

 
 3.74 Mr. Surman said that he is still concerned about noise. He is trying to 

respond to the neighbor’s concern about noise. If he lived across the 
street, he would be concerned about noise. The board has to look at the 
hardships that cause this. There has to be a hardship associated with a 
variance. He would be concerned about the pad. Not all neighbors are 
present tonight. The space has now evolved into a commercial space.  

 
  Mr. Talty said the site has always been what it is today. From a noise 

pollution standpoint, it will not be worse than it is now.  
 
 3.75 Mr. Surman said one consideration might be to not have the lot next to 

the building. Maybe parking could go in the unincorporated area and 
eliminate the onsite parking.  

 
 3.76 Mr. Kolleng asked if the board was looking at the current plans or 
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looking at everything moving 25’ to the north.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they are willing to move the buildings 25’ to the north to 

provide a greater buffer. The parking lot would remain as shown. 
 
 3.77 Mr. Surman asked why they would not shift the parking lot.  
 
 3.78 Ms. Choca Urban thought that the applicant would move everything 25’ 

to the north.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they are moving the structures 25’ to the north and leaving 

the parking lot for the employees as is.  
 
 3.79 Mr. Pellaton asked why they would not move the parking lot.  
 
  Mr. Talty said the lot is conforming in its current condition.  
 
 3.80 Ms. Choca Urban said it would make sense to have it centered on the 

building.  
 
 3.81 Mr. Kolleng noted that they could put the parking lot there today and 

not need any variations.  
 
  Mr. Talty said if they can move the parking, they will do so.  
 
 3.82 Mr. Pellaton said moving the parking would help neighbors to better 

accept the proposal as would a more detailed and more intensive 
landscaping plan.  

 
 3.83 Chairman Schneider asked if the applicant had to amend the request.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they would need a new site plan and the village staff 

would need to do a new analysis. There is not enough information to 
amend the request now.  

 
 3.84 Ms. Choca Urban said that there is a degree to which the board is 

discussing the case on the fly. The sand silo was removed, and a revised 
plan provided to the board tonight that includes more impervious surface 
than was documented in the materials in the packet. Moving forward 
makes her uncomfortable. There is more of a variance being requested 
than was documented in what the board has. The concrete pad for 
dumpsters has increased. The impervious surface has increased as has 
the asphalt pad by bin #1.  

 
  Mr. Talty said that the impervious surface to the south along the south 

property line will be improved.  
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 3.85 Ms. Choca Urban said that the packet does not reflect changes made to 
the plans received tonight.  

 
 3.86 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts the best way for the applicant to 

proceed. Should the applicant request a continuance and provide the 
board with new plans? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said if the board wants the applicant to explore scooting 

things north by 25’, the case would need to be continued.  
 
 3.87 Ms. Norrick said that she can see that the applicant is responsive to the 

neighbors. But perhaps the club could meet with other neighbors. 
Shifting everything north would make those on Kenilworth Avenue 
happier, but other neighbors may not be happy. That needs to be vetted 
and fully thought out.  

 
 3.88 Ms. Choca Urban said it sounds like the case will be continued, but she 

is concerned about the height of the employee center and the 
environmental center. Those are tall buildings. She has heard nothing 
tonight that justifies the height of the employee center or the height of 
the environmental center exceeding code. The applicant immediately 
jumped to a flat roof and that feels like a scare tactic.  

 
  Mr. Talty said he is not trying to scare anyone.  
 
 3.89 Ms. Choca Urban said it could be a sloped roof and conform to the 15’ 

height that the code allows.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they can explore a shallow pitched roof. There was a 

thought that the proposed roof was more similar to a residential roof 
form.  

 
 3.90 Chairman Schneider asked the applicant to take all comments into 

account.  
 
  Mr. Talty asked for a continuance. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that some dates include the December 18, 2019 meeting 

or the January 15, 2020 meeting.  
 
  Mr. Talty asked if he could get back to Ms. Roberts.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said if they do not continue to a specific date tonight, the 

applicant would need to redo noticing.  
 
  Mr. Talty asked for a continuance to the December 18, 2019 meeting.  
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4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Mike Thompson 
   2305 Kenilworth Avenue 
 
  4.12 Ms. Jennifer Blade 
   2309 Kenilworth Avenue 
 
  4.13 Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd and Peggy Nelson 
   2244 Beechwood 
 
  4.14 Ms. Debbie Thompson 
   2305 Kenilworth Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Thompson and his wife have lived in the village for over 30 years. 

He lives directly across from the Indian Hill maintenance facility. He 
has some strong concerns but appreciates the applicant’s presentation. 
It is a lot to think about. There is a lot going on. He appreciates the 
board’s due diligence.  

 
  He submitted his concerns in a letter. While the club has modified 

somewhat from the original proposal, he disagrees with the project’s 
expansiveness. The overdevelopment of the property represents a 
commercialization or an industrialization of a two-acre parcel that is 
within the village limits. It is a residentially zoned property. The extent 
of the planned over-development is out of character with the residential 
neighborhood. Expansion seems imposing and affords the neighboring 
R district no buffer from the additional daily maintenance activities.  

 
  In 1967, the club obtained a permit from the village for the construction 

of the small maintenance building. At that time, he is sure that the 
project seemed minimal and reasonable. The building footprint tucked 
into a corner of the site. It only took up 10% of the two-acre parcel. It 
was probably barely noticeable at the time.  

 
  The club now wants to expand operations to cover most of the two-acre 

parcel with the addition of a new equipment wash facility, pesticide, and 
sand containment. The 2,600 square foot employee center planned 
together with the inflation of the fixed 2,200 square foot 7-unit material 
storage configuration. The proposed 4,800 square foot 14 space parking 
lot and the 1,100 square foot dumpster storage pad, a two-pump fuel 
station, and all attendant traffic surface areas, the site is hardly 
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consistent with residential zoning. This variance request seems rather 
extreme and not at all beneficial or enhancing to the surrounding village 
properties either aesthetically or from a property value perspective.  

 
  It looks more like a site with much less grass and much more concrete 

coverage designed to introduce increased work activity, provide for 
more vehicular traffic, and accommodate more onsite employees. The 
club says that expansion is needed to provide for increased maintenance 
of the golf course. Why should his neighborhood bear the full burden in 
meeting the needs? Maybe the club should expand to the open area to 
the north of the two-acre parcel. Maybe they would consider using the 
one-acre vacant parcel at the one end of the golf course bordering Locust 
Road, Winnetka. Both parcels are closer to the golf course than the more 
remote village property.  

 
  He said that the proposal would make the area more like a commercial 

industrial site and is not consistent with the neighborhood. Little has 
been afforded the surrounding residential properties in terms of 
buffering and insulating residents from expansion and increase 
maintenance facility activity. The club is seeking significant relief from 
the variation requirements, which are designed to insulate residents from 
intrusive neighboring activity.  

 
  Setback safeguards need to be more strictly adhered to and should not 

be relaxed. 14 years ago, the maintenance facility got a permit for the 
construction of new perimeter fencing. The neighborhood residents were 
tired of the maintenance building appearance. Over the years, the club’s 
interest in maintaining the perimeter within a high standard of 
consistency has waned. The fencing has deteriorated and looks shabby 
at least along Kenilworth Avenue and Hunter Road.  

 
  With the proposal, the club wants to rededicate the perimeter areas back 

to the village. He hopes that the village can maintain this area. The 
village needs to think long and hard about accommodating the club with 
this over-development. If the property is now to become a non-
residential zoned property, there must be an understanding between the 
village and the club as to the fullest extent of maintenance and the 
ongoing upkeep expectations. The club has chosen to use this residential 
property in almost a casual way since the original structure was built in 
1967. The club should be expected to maintain and use the grounds in 
much the same way as any other owner or occupant of a zoned residential 
property.  

 
  In considering the matter as presented, he thinks the cart comes before 

the horse. It would be negligent to allow the property to be 
overdeveloped without first having an understanding and firm 
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expectation as to the extent of operational activity at the proposed 
expanded facility. It would be just as neglectful to allow the project to 
move forward without taking the needed steps to ensure that residents’ 
concerns and interests come first. Maintaining a true residential 
character in this area should be the village’s first and foremost concern. 
The village derives little benefit from the tax revenues generated by the 
club. And now a neighborhood could be negatively impacted by a 
character changing, commercialization, industrialization of the 
property. He asks that the board deny the proposal as presented.  

 
  He said that the employee center is not a residence and should not be 

considered as such. It should be subject to the setbacks as required by 
code. This should also apply to the parking lot. The ARC also needs to 
review the case. There should be buffering along Kenilworth Avenue 
and Hunter Road.  

 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if daily operations impacted him.  
 
  The neighbor said that they do from a noise standpoint. There is day to 

day activity. Trucks move around. The parking lot is proposed to be 
closer to Kenilworth Avenue so there will be more vehicle traffic. He is 
not sure what to expect. He does not know what kind of vehicles there 
will be. He is concerned about what has not been said.  

 
 4.22 Ms. Blade is new to the neighborhood. The lengthy list of variances is 

notable. They are asking for a lot. She is concerned about property 
values. She said she spoke with club representatives before purchasing 
the house. She said that they almost did not buy the house. And now to 
think that there will be a large increase is concerning. Building the club 
up is a big negative. The current configuration blends in better than what 
they are proposing. The biggest eyesore is the current maintenance 
building. She was concerned about the notes that said shrubbery hides 
the building. That is not the case. Everything is visible from her first 
floor.  

 
  There is a lot of talk about bringing order to the site. She sees it as a 

structure that is like Home Depot and it will be across from her house. 
Regarding maintenance of the existing building, there is rust and other 
areas of disrepair.  

 
  She is concerned about the water issue. Regarding the club’s storm water 

plans, it is now dirt and it absorbs water. If there is a lot of impervious 
surface, the water has to go somewhere. Her previous home had a tear 
down behind it and when they built the house it was higher than other 
properties. All of the water goes downhill.  
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  Right now, the village is spending millions of dollars in Thornwood 
Park, which is a few blocks away. This proposal could make the problem 
worse.  

 
  She asked the board to reject the proposal.  
 
  Regarding her words about water, Chairman Schneider said that the Site 

Plan Review Committee has made comments about the proposal and if 
the plan is approved, it would be subject to storm water best management 
practices. The applicant will make a commitment to that and it will be 
reviewed.  

 
 4.23 Mr. Nelson said they live at the corner of Beechwood and Hunter. They 

have a 130’ common lot line with the golf course. He sent pictures of 
the views from his bedroom windows.  

 
  Ms. Nelson said they moved to the house in 1990. The ugly green 

maintenance building was there at the time. They are concerned about 
the changes. She spoke with club management who walked them around 
the site. She can see improvements related to the golf course. She said 
people who live on Kenilworth Avenue can see a lot from their second 
story.  

 
  Ms. Nelson said that their #1 issue is the northeast corner where they 

propose to put asphalt paving for equipment staging. It would be part of 
his view. He showed a picture of how it looks today. They currently have 
a hedge that will be replaced by 50’ x 20’ asphalt. And then they will 
store things there permanently and they do not know what will be there. 
Replacing the hedge with asphalt is not good for them.  

 
  Mr. Nelson said that he sent emails. He said that they don’t want to look at 

asphalt paving for equipment staging every morning. He referenced moving 
everything 25’ to the north. That also means that their long-range view will change 
if that is done. The club has been very cooperative over the years. There is nothing 
in the plan that indicates landscaping to shield their view or details to what will be 
in that area. Why can’t what be being stored outside be stored inside the building?  

 
  Mr. Nelson noted that this is a residential area. Should these types of vehicles be 

parked in a residential area? The problem for them is the site view and in trying to 
clean up the act, the act has become much larger. He said that there should be 
another way to address this issue or address it with neighbors first. No neighbors 
that he knows of were approached with these designs prior to getting the case 
packet. Dave has described this to them, but Dave cannot make a commitment for 
the entire club. They want to get the club what they can settle for.  

 
  He has questions that were not addressed specifically such as –  
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• are working hours going to change? 
• how many cars will be parked there?  
• how much equipment will physically be in there compared to what 

is there now? 
• what about sensory characteristics like beeping from vehicles 

backing up? 
• what about the smell from fertilizer?  

 
  Those issues were not addressed in the applicant’s proposal. He said 

they have lived in their house for 29 years and they don’t want to make 
the situation worse.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton said that Mr. Thompson noted that general hours are from 

7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
 
  Mr. Nelson said the gates open at 6:00 a.m. every day and it goes to 

3:00 or 4:00 p.m.  
 
  A club representative said that employees arrive before sunrise and will 

leave around 2:30 or 3:00 p.m.  
 
  Ms. Nelson said they knew this when they bought the house in 1990. 

And generally, the club is respectful. But they worry about the asphalt 
pad.  

 
  Mr. Nelson said the pad is next to their patio. Their lot line runs parallel 

to the maintenance building.  
 
  Ms. Nelson said that she does not see a lot of maintenance going on in 

the parkway area on Hunter. The club’s landscaping is beautiful.  
 
  Mr. Nelson said someone made the point of parking cars on the parcel 

to the north when they have parties and they do not object to that. They 
object to not knowing in advance that something is happening. It is a 
noisy operation. This happens about 4 to 5 times per year. He wants to 
see the parcel returned to be an open field.  

 
 4.24 Ms. Thompson asked if the area where the club now parks cars move 

into the parking lot. Will there be lights in the lot? That will impact her 
as she is across the street. Arriving before sunrise means that she hears 
them if her windows are open. The parking lot is across from her. It is 
a concern to have this amount of impervious surface with draining water 
that comes toward her. Drainage is already bad. She has a sump pump, 
but water is a huge concern.  
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(After Section 3.89) 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the December 18, 2019 

meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays. 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 18, 2019 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

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

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 
II. 2019-Z-44 735 Leamington Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2019-Z-35 1 Indian Hill Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
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IV. 2019-Z-46 3207 Lake Avenue Unit 10A 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2019-Z-45 1111 Central Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Approval of the December 4, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the December 4, 2019 meeting minutes. 
 

 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. Motion 
carried. 

VII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:38 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Brenda Remess, applicant 
   735 Leamington Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. German Criollo, applicant 
   735 Leamington Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Remess said they are asking to continue the request until the January 

2020 meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the January 15, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays (Mses. Norrick and Choca Urban were not present). 
 
   Motion carried.  
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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 was at the last meeting and was asked 

to revise their plans. They are working on the revisions. The village staff 
will ask the applicant to renotice the neighbors. She said that the 
applicant requested that the case be tabled until the February 5, 2020 
meeting.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to table the case to the February 5, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays (Mses. Norrick and Choca Urban were not present).  
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Dr. Aleksandra Glodek applicant 
   807 Bronston Lane, Highland Park 
 
  3.12 Mr. Brendan Reedy 
   1810 Wagner Road, Glenview 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for a 

medical/dental clinic, small to permit the operation of a dental clinic. 
The Village Board will hear this case on January 14, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that the dental office would be in West Lake Plaza. 

Several dentists were in that specific space before her. The practice is 
described as a small boutique dental practice and will provide up to date 
dental therapies. Patients will be seen one at a time. She will provide 
general and advanced dentistry that focuses on cosmetic, restorative, and 
preventative therapies. She is planning to remodel the space to make it 
handicap accessible. She will be a preferred provider for PPO insurance 
networks. The office will be open during retail hours including evenings 
and weekends. She is an active member of the local community.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked if the previous dentist in the space had the same 

number of rooms for procedures.  
 
  The applicant said that the previous dentist had three chairs and she 

plans to also have three chairs.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant noted she would see one patient at a 

time, but there are three chairs.  
 
  The applicant said it that her office will book patients one at a time 

instead of having patients triple booked. It is a boutique style dental 
practice.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider asked about the number of staff.  
 
  The applicant said there is a dentist, receptionist, and a dental assistant. 

That is three at a time at the most. It will be fewer staff than the previous 
dentist.  
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 3.26 Mr. Surman noted that the plan is not fully ADA compliant.  
 
  The applicant said it is her goal to have the office fully ADA compliant. 

There will be modifications to the plan.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Surman explained that he is an architect, but the ADA compliant 

part is outside of the board’s purview.  
 
  The applicant said that the office structure will remain the same – three 

operatories, one washroom – but the partitions will be changed.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said that the bathroom is not ADA compliant.  
 
 3.29 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
(after 5.3) 
 3.30 Mr. Reedy said he represents the ownership that represents the shopping 

center. The parking for the applicant would be open and free as it is for 
all shopping center occupants.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said this is a straightforward case as the space was 

previously used as a dental office. There will not be an increase over the 
past use with parking. He can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton said he assumes that parking available in the plaza is 

available to the applicant’s patients.  
 
  The applicant said she thought that the Plaza parking was open to her 

clients. A representative of the landlord was at the meeting and perhaps 
he could address this question.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Pellaton noted that if no parking was available, that would change 

the board’s perspective on the case.  
 
(after 3.30) 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider said that the request conforms with the special use 

guidelines. It replaces a similar use. He can support the request.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 

 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a special use 
for a medical/dental clinic, small to permit the operation of a dental 
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clinic at 3207 Lake Avenue, Unit 10A according to 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 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Not Present 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-
Z-46.  

 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays.  
 
  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 is the same as has previously occupied the tenant space, this 
request with fewer staff and clients. The proposed use is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan to provide a variety of goods and services to markets that 
have historically been served by these areas, with West Lake Plaza historically 
including personal and professional services. The proposed expanded 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 expanded 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. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use 
for a medical/dental clinic, small to permit the operation of a dental clinic at 
3207 Lake Avenue, Unit 10A according to the plans submitted. The use shall 
run with the use. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Jana Bennett, applicant 
   SkunkWorks Dance 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations. 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for an Art Studio 

to permit the operation of a dance studio. The Village Board will hear 
this case on January 14, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant is a professional dancer, choreographer, and former 

artistic director of a dance studio in Evanston. She started her own dance 
studio 1.5 years ago. They offer pre-professional dance training for 
youth ages 3 to 18, adult classes, and specialty programs. They recently 
operated their first full session in the village. They have been renting 
from Actor’s Training Studio in the Village Center and had a successful 
first semester. They now need their own space.  

 
  She found that there are only two pre-professional dance studios on the 

North Shore and both are in Evanston. Wilmette had a lot less dance 
studios than neighboring towns. She is from the North Shore and knows 
the area. She saw a need for an elite level dance studio in the village.  

 
  She is already operating in the village center and she knows the 

clientele. Her business will fit in the village center. The space was a 
former dance studio, so they need no build out. Their customers are 
youth and their parents. Her business will positively impact other 
businesses. She is currently at 1157 Wilmette Avenue. She has been 
there since September 2019.  

 
  The proposed hours are from 9:30 to 11:15 a.m. and 4:15 to 9:15 p.m. 

on weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekends. They make their 
money through studio classes, performing companies, and they will sell 
merchandise, which will create tax revenue.  

 
  Regarding traffic, their waiting room and front desk area will be towards 

the back of the building. There will be no drop off traffic on Central, 
which eliminates potential traffic congestion. They will tell customers 
to park at Burmeister and Metra lots. This is listed clearly on website.  

 
  She then addressed the letter from Kathy Liu, Melody Spa. She said that 

she included a wonderful letter from the landlord. The landlord talks 
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about how confident they are that her business and Melody Spa can co-
exist next to each other. The landlord will put in a soundproof wall 
between the businesses. Although they are a dance studio, music does 
not play all the time. Some dance styles do not have music. They use no 
microphones. No matter what business goes into that space, a reasonable 
amount of sound will be made.  

 
  It is a joy for her to be in the village. She is bringing a new business 

that will be in the village for many years. Her customers come from 
affluent areas and they an invest in the village. Customers are from the 
immediate area, Lincoln Park, and Northbrook.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked about the size of classes and number of classes.  
 
  The applicant said they cap classes at 20. She subscribes to quality 

versus quantity. Every class requires permission by a teacher and she 
oversees each class. Currently the average class size is 3.5 students. 
They do not see them getting large for a very long time.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman asked how she would ask people to use the entrance off the 

parking lot.  
 
  The applicant said they are dead bolting the first door and will put a 

huge sign that directs people to the back. Most customers call before 
signing up and she tells people on the phone about parking in the back. 
They have not had any dedicated parking spaces, but it is an 18-spot 
parking lot with four hours of parking. The Burmeister lot is two minutes 
away. The farthest lot is 5 minutes away.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider asked about any complaints from neighbors in their 

current space.  
 
  The applicant said that there have been no complaints from neighbors in 

their current space.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider noted that the landlord indicated they would 

soundproof the walls to the east. Is there any criteria he will meet in 
terms of decibel level? 

 
  The applicant said that no criteria were laid out. She has done a lot of 

research and found businesses who have worked with sound issues in 
dance studios. There is a specific way to soundproof dance studios. The 
contractors assured her that it would work well.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Surman asked if the wall went up to the underside of the structure.  
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  The applicant could not answer this question.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Pellaton asked what type of ceiling was in the space.  
 
  The applicant said she thought she had a dropped ceiling.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman noted that the sound buffering must go up to the underside 

of the structure or it won’t work well.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Kolleng aside how many people were on site during business hours 

including instructors and students.  
 
  The applicant said average class size is 3.5 students and will probably 

go up to 4.5 with the new semester. There is someone at the front desk 
and one instructor. Parents may stay on site while others leave to shop 
and/or eat.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Kolleng asked if there were more people in the night classes.  
 
  The applicant said that size is the same overall. No more people at night 

than during the day.  
 
 3.32 Chairman Schneider asked if the village was involved with the 

soundproofing aspect.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the village would probably not be involved with 

this. It is a landlord/tenant issue. The building inspector will ensure that 
the installation matches the plans. If the work is not adequate, the 
tenants will need to speak with their landlord.  

 
 3.33 Chairman Schneider asked if plans would be submitted.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that building plans would be required as will 

inspections. Specs and details on soundproofing would be part of the 
plans.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Pellaton asked if landlord representation was present at the meeting.  
 
  The applicant said they were not at the meeting.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Kolleng noted that the applicant wanted to grow classes to 20 

students.  
 
  The applicant said their cap is 20, but that is not her goal. They like to 

work individually with students. Her goal is to keep classes small.  
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 3.36 Mr. Kolleng asked how they would reach a cap of 20.  
 
  The applicant said they also operated classes in Skokie, which is a bigger 

space and classes are larger. Teachers monitor who is coming into 
classes. A class of 20 would occur in maybe 5 to 6 years.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Pellaton asked about the wall surface adjoining the spa in its 

finished form.  
 
  The applicant said that the wall adjoining the spa is not the wall with 

mirrors. There is already a wall with mirrors. She submitted photos from 
a contractor about the actual soundproofing process. There will be 
speakers on that wall. She spoke with a sound engineer who said that 
sound should be pointed away from that space.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Pellaton said if there is a problem with the wall as built, if they 

wanted to apply something to that wall like more sound absorbent 
material, they could not have mirrors.  

 
(AFTER 4.0) 
 3.39 Ms. Dibo said that the storefront studio that the applicant is currently 

renting is next to a salon. She said that she installed sound panels 
because she has musical theater classes and sound was bouncing. She 
has not had a problem with complaints from the salon. Sound panels help 
the situation.  

 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said that sound panels should work if the wall goes up the 

underside of the structure next door. A lot of noise comes from electrical 
outlets and switches and under the drywall and behind the baseboard.  

 
 3.41 The applicant told the board that she is a business owner who believes 

in the village. She is Chamber of Commerce member. She knows other 
business owners. She is not trying to stop Ms. Liu from having a 
wonderful business. The contractors she is consulting with have great 
reviews and have worked with dance studios. If needed, she said an 
outside inspector could come in to analyze the space for soundproofing. 
She said her business will bring money and funding to the community. 
She is a young entrepreneur who is passionate and hardworking. She 
plans for her business to be in the village for a long time.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Kolleng referenced an email from Yvonne Stachyra at Wesley 

Realty Group and asked the applicant if she spoke with Yvonne.  
 
  The applicant has spoken with Yvonne.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Kolleng said that the issue can be dealt with by the landlord or would 
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the applicant be willing to do the soundproofing. Maybe the landlord 
could put soundproofing into the lease. Or the applicant could meet 
certain requirements if the landlord didn’t. Before he votes, he wants to 
ensure that one of those things will happen.  

 
  The applicant said she is willing to do some type of sound reduction. 

She came up with a plan to do sound reduction before she knew about 
this. She has signed the lease.  

 
 3.44 Chairman Schneider asked if the lease addressed soundproofing.  
 
  The applicant said that the soundproofing issue had not come up at the 

time she signed the lease.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Pellaton asked about dance types offered.  
 
  The applicant said ballet contemporary urban dance, break dance, 

musical theater, jazz, ballet for figure skaters, and a lot of adult 
programming.  

 
 3.46 Mr. Surman said that since the lease is signed, there is no way to force 

the soundproofing issue with the landlord. Would she work with the spa 
owner to try to solve any noise issues? 

 
  The applicant said she would work to solve noise issues. She was excited 

to be next to the massage parlor. She wants to work with Ms. Liu.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman asked the applicant if she got pricing from contractors. 

Would she be okay with having to pay for that work? 
 
  The applicant said she could pay for a chunk of the cost of a 

soundproofing.  
 
 3.48 Chairman Schneider asked about drawings.  
 
  The applicant said they do yet have drawings, but they are forthcoming. 

She is meeting with Community Development tomorrow to talk about a 
permit.  

 
 3.49 Mr.  Surman asked if the contractors had done sound attenuation, but 

have they done the exact kind of work that the applicant needs for sound 
attenuation.  

 
  The applicant said both contractors have that type of experience. They 

contractors have yet to see the space, but they are coming to the space 
this week. She has sent pictures.  
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 3.50 Mr. Pellaton noted that the applicant signed the lease and they have the 
email and assurance from the landlord, but there is nothing in writing 
and the owner is not soliciting the work. The applicant is getting quotes 
from the contractors. What is the process? 

 
  The applicant said she would speak with Liucas in Community 

Development tomorrow and find out about permitting and start on that. 
She is looking to secure a third option for a contractor. She wants to 
present the landlord and the spa with the contractor information so both 
can do their due diligence. Then she will refer to the landlord about how 
to proceed.  

 
 3.51 Mr. Surman said that usually before applicants come before the board 

for a request like this, they have not signed a signed lease. Then what 
does she do? 

 
  The applicant said that there is a contingency in the lease that says if 

she does not get a permit, then she does not have to fulfill the terms of 
the lease.  

 
 3.52 Chairman Schneider said that the applicant will be the tenant. The 

landlord has given permission to do sound attenuation as needed.  
 
  The applicant said that the landlord has agreed to pay for a full 

soundproof wall. There is no other work, other than paint, that needs to 
be done.  

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Carol Dibo 
   1600 Washington Avenue 
 
  4.12 Ms. Karleen Kelsner 
   323 Wilshire Drive East 
 
  4.13 Ms. Julie Cohen, Hubba-Hubba 
   1105 Central Avenue 
 
  4.14 Mr. Vernon Nolan 
   1660 Sunset Ridge Road, Northbrook 
 
  4.15 Ms. Kathy Liu and Ms. Ivy Liu, Melody Spa 
   1109 Central Avenue 
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 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Dibo said she is the Executive Director and Founder of the Actor’s 

Training Center. She is former owner of the Wilmette Theater. She said 
that the applicant’s energy and plans is what she, herself, wanted 13 
years ago when she began Actor’s Training Center. She has grown quite 
a bit. She has brought people from outside the village who come and 
spend money in the village. Parents shop and eat. It would be a great 
addition to have this business in the village center. Parents often drop 
off their children and then find a place to park. She has 150 children per 
class and 12 to 15 classes per term. She has not heard a complaint about 
not finding parking. She fully supports the proposal.  

 
 4.22 Ms. Kelsner supports the proposal. She asked the board to also support 

the proposal. She agrees that the business would be a great addition to 
the village center and to the community. Her son took classes from the 
applicant when she was in Evanston. She is a great teacher and very 
responsible. Parents don’t usually watch dance classes. She sees no 
problems with traffic. She does not like seeing vacant spaces in the 
village center.  

 
 4.23 Ms. Cohen owns Hubba Hubba at 1105 Central. She has had her business 

for 4.5 years. She grew up in the village. A dance studio would be a 
great addition. She gets people shopping at her store from many areas. 
She took classes from the studio that was in that spot. No one ever went 
in or out the front door and it was always the back door. The landlord is 
very accommodating to tenants. He is willing to work to make the 
situation amicable. She has had great experiences with him. She wants 
to see full store fronts. She supports the proposal.  

 
 4.24 Mr. Nolan said his daughter has been with the applicant for four years. 

He didn’t know how great Wilmette was until he started dropping his 
daughter off for classes. He would also spend money at the spa because 
he is there for a few hours. He likes the restaurants and stores. The 
applicant brings in professional dancers to perform in intimate settings. 
He asked the board to approve the request.  

 
 4.25 Ms. Liu had a translator, her sister Ivy Liu, with her at the meeting. She 

does not speak good English, which is why the need for the translator. 
Ms. Liu came to America from China 3.5 years ago. She is a single mom 
with a 14-year-old. Her business provides her only financial support. 
For Ms. Liu, the business is hard to build up. She has 95 customers per 
day. Spa customers want a quiet and relaxing space. She asked the board 
to support Ms. Liu. They tried to work with other businesses, but the 
business must prove that they will not disturb Ms. Liu’s clients. Ms. Liu 
wants her business to grow.  
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  Mr. Kolleng noted that a dance studio was previously in the proposed 
space.  

 
  The translator said that was a meditation business.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if there were noise issues with that business.  
 
  The translator said there was some noise, but not much. That business 

was mostly in the morning and when Ms. Liu’s business opened, the 
meditation classes were completed.  

 
  Mr. Surman asked if there was a tenant on the other side of the spa. 
 
  The other side is Big Tomato pizza.  
 
  Mr. Surman asked about noise or smells from that business.  
 
  The translator said that business is not doing well. They open at 4:00 

p.m. There is some business on the weekend. But they turn the music 
down during their busy times. Ms. Liu can sometimes smell the pizza. 
The two businesses share the same ceiling and basement. The spa can 
hear when people walk in and out of the restaurant.  

 
  Mr. Surman asked if Ms. Liu understood the soundproof wall that is 

proposed.  
 
  The translator said Ms. Liu is not an architect. She hopes that the 

soundproof wall will work. She said there is no soundproofing in the 
basement.  

 
  Mr. Surman said he is an architect. If the soundproofing is done properly 

it could be loud, but the spa would not hear anything.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the landlord spoke with Ms. Liu.  
 
  The translator said she tried to help Ms. Liu call the landlord and 

management company, but they try to avoid Ms. Liu.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng said a letter from the landlord was sent to Ms. Bennett 

saying they would soundproof the area, but it sounds like Ms. Liu did 
not get the letter.  

 
  The translator said that Ms. Liu went to the property office, but the 

manager was not there. The translator called and said she did not want 
Ms. Liu’s business to be negatively impacted. They did not answer Ms. 
Liu’s. She made another call and spoke with someone who said that the 
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owner offered to soundproof the applicant’s space. The person she spoke 
with is Yvonne, who is the leasing agent.  

 
  Mr. Surman asked how the sound would be monitored.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it would be a landlord/tenant issue. The village is not 

qualified to say if the wall is effective.  
 
  Chairman Schneider clarified that the drawings would contains 

soundproof wall specs. Would the village engineer speak to the 
soundproofing? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said she did not think that the village engineer would speak 

on this issue. The plan reviewer may have some experience with this, 
but he is not an acoustic engineer.  

 
  Mr. Surman said that the board understands Ms. Liu’s concerns and is 

trying to balance the situations.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said this is an interesting case. He has bought gift 

certificates for the spa. He testified on behalf of the martial arts studio 
four years ago because he thought they brought a level of 
professionalism to the village and they offered a unique service in the 
village. She sees a lot of similarities with tonight’s case and that case. 
He has built out offices and did soundproofing at a dance studio at 
Francis Parker school in Chicago. Sound attenuation is possible. But it 
takes someone who knows what they are doing. It is possible that once 
it is done noise is heard and more modifications must be done to increase 
its efficacy.  

 
  He asked about dance styles because he was concerned about the floor. 

He said that the spa owner indicated she heard footsteps but does not 
know if she feels the footsteps. That could be an issue since it is one 
continuous floor and space.  

 
  He is inclined to vote in favor of this request, but his biggest concern is 

that the landlord is not at the meeting or anything that compels the 
landlord to do the sound attenuation. If the request is not granted, the 
landlord might be more motivated and then the applicant could make her 
request again.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that the concept the applicant is promoting is fine. He 

thinks it is a great idea. The board is trying to assess whether another 
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business would be impacted. If the landlord was at the meeting and said 
they would do sound attenuation, that would give more reassurance to 
the board. But they are not at the meeting and it is not part of the lease.  

  The applicant’s class size will range between 3.5 and 4.5 students per 
class. The spa has sheets of paper with customer’s signatures and the 
customer’s support the spa’s position. The spa’s business is established. 
They have a much larger customer base. There is a lot that could put the 
spa’s business at risk. The landlord could have eased everyone’s minds 
and they didn’t. This creates an issue for him. On balance, the 
established business is saying that noise could be a potential problem 
for them. He agrees with Mr. Pellaton that if approval was not granted, 
perhaps that would force the landlord to put in writing what they would 
do.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman said he understands that no one wants to hurt the spa’s 

business. He thinks that the applicant’s business would be great for that 
space, but the board must protect the adjacent tenant. Will the 
applicant’s use impact the spa? Could the case be continued so that the 
landlord could attend the meeting?  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the case could get a negative recommendation from 

the board and then the applicant could go to the village board with the 
landlord being present or the village board could remand the case back 
to the board. Or the applicant can ask for a continuance and return to the 
next meeting in January.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said if the lease is signed, the clock is ticking to take over 

the space.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said he does not think they have a lot of leverage 

because they have signed a lease.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that there is an escape clause if the special use is not 

approved.  
 
 5.7 Mr. Surman said it would be beneficial for the applicant to know if the 

landlord is really backing them or the applicant might then be stuck with 
the bill.  

 
 5.8 Chairman Schneider agrees with the above comments. Although he 

would like to approve the case, considering that the uses between the 
two tenants are so different, one clearly requires calm and quiet and one 
is very loud. The building owner should acknowledge this and should 
have made a commitment to the board that necessary provisions will be 
made so that the adjoining use is not negatively impacted by too much 
noise from the applicant’s space. He is not sure he can support this as 
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presented and without the landlord’s presence.  
 
 5.9 Mr. Kolleng asked the applicant what her preference would be regarding 

moving forward – having a vote tonight or continuing the case.  
 
  The applicant said she understands the options. She said she would like 

to continue the case and have the landlord present at the January 15, 
2020 meeting.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to grant a request for a special use for an Art Studio 

to permit the operation of a dance studio at 1111 Central Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the January 15, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays (Mses. Norrick and Choca Urban were absent). 
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