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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
September 2, 2020 

7:00 p.m. CDT 
Remote Meeting 

 
Due to the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic, this meeting will be held remotely by the Zoning Board of 
Appeals. The meeting will be broadcast live on YouTube at 
https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live and on Channel 6 and then published on the 
Village’s website at www.wilmette.com. To participate in the meeting, please see the options 
at the end of this agenda.  
 
I. Call to Order and Roll Call 
 
II. Opening Remarks and Swearing In 
 
III. 2020-Z-21 1305 Sheridan Road – Withdrawn 
 

Request by John Vasilion, architect for a 455.85 square foot (22.64%) rear yard pavement 
impervious surface coverage variation, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, 
and a 1.83’ rear yard parking space setback variation to permit a new driveway and parking 
space 

 
IV. 2020-Z-24 1706 Elmwood Avenue 
 

Request by Chad Boomgaarden, Boomgaarden Architects, for a 4.98’ front yard porch 
setback variation, a 7.81’ front porch stair setback variation, and a 252.03 square foot 
(13.44%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1. Applicant presentation 
2. Interested parties speak 
3. Remote comments are presented 
4. Applicant gives final comments 
5. Closure of testimony 
6. Motion to approve 
7. Board deliberation 
8. Roll call vote on motion 
9. Roll call vote on preparation of the report 

https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live
http://www.wilmette.com/
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V. 2020-Z-23 901 Ridge Road 
 
 Request by Lisa Liu for a 2 space parking variation to permit the operation of a small 

medical clinic 
 

1. Applicant presentation 
2. Interested parties speak 
3. Remote comments are presented 
4. Applicant gives final comments 
5. Closure of testimony 
6. Motion to approve 
7. Board deliberation 
8. Roll call vote on motion 
9. Roll call vote on preparation of the report 

 
VI. Approval of the July 15, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

1. Motion to approve 
2. Roll call vote on motion 

 
VII. Approval of the August 5, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

1. Motion to approve 
2. Roll call vote on motion 

 
VIII. Public Comment 
 
 Comments will be taken from the public on any matter not elsewhere on this agenda. 
 
IX. Adjournment 

 
1. Motion to adjourn 
2. Roll call vote on motion 

 
NOTE:  The Chairman reserves the right to alter the order of the published agenda if he 

deems a change necessary. 
 

 
How to Participate 
 
To Watch:  Live on YouTube at https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live 
 Live on Channel 6 with periodic re-broadcast 
 
To Speak: Click link to join via Microsoft Teams (video and audio) or 
 Call (872) 239-8225 and use code 241 735 945# (audio only) 
 

https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live
https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_MDgwYjQ0ZjktOTA2ZC00NzE2LWJiNTItNjcyOWNjMTFjMmUy%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22ade5d82c-b33e-4a0b-9f3d-b6907f96d5d1%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%2218bb2957-e6b9-4001-bb92-b33f23ef18f9%22%7d
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In Writing: Send written comments to comdev@wilmette.com 
 YouTube Chat – comments made in YouTube Chat during the meeting will be read 

to the board 
 
To request a copy of the application materials and for questions about the application and 
meeting process 
Contact the Community Development Department at comdev@wilmette.com or (847) 853-7529.  

mailto:comdev@wilmette.com
mailto:comdev@wilmette.com


REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number:   2020-Z-24 
 
 
Property:    1706 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 
Zoning District:   R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
 
Applicant:    Chad Boomgaarden, Boomgaarden Architects 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 4.98’ front yard porch setback variation, a 

7.81’ front porch stair setback variation, and a 252.03 square 
foot (13.44%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on 
the legal non-conforming structure 

 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3 
     Section 8.3.E 
     Section 13.4.P 
     Section 13.5.A 
     Section 17.4.C 
     Section 17.4.D 
 
 
Hearing Date:    September 2, 2020 
 
 
Date of Application:   July 31, 2020 
 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, August 11, 2020.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Life, 
August 13, 2020. Posted on the property, August 14, 2020. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
August 10, 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 the north side of Elmwood Avenue approximately 50’ west of 
17th Street. The property has 75.0’ of frontage on Elmwood Avenue and measures 148.0’ in depth. 
The property is 11,100.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two-and-one-half-
story single-family home and attached two-car garage. 
 
To the east, south, and west are properties zoned R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. To the north are properties zoned R-2, Single-Family 
Residential, and improved with single-family homes located within the corporate limits of the 
Village of Kenilworth. 
 
The existing house is non-conforming in front yard setback. The house maintains a 20.03’ front yard 
setback and the established front yard setback is 25.0’.  
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a new front porch on the house. The proposed front porch 
is 6.0’ in depth and has a front yard setback of 14.02’.  Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 
19.0’ front yard porch setback, a 4.98’ front yard porch setback variation is required. 
 
The proposed porch steps have a front yard setback of 8.19’. Because the Zoning Ordinance 
requires a 16.0’ front yard porch stair setback, a 7.81’ front yard porch stair setback variation is 
required. 
 
The total proposed front yard impervious surface coverage is 814.53 square feet. Because the 
Zoning Ordinance limits front yard impervious surface coverage to 562.5 square feet, a 252.03 
square foot (13.44%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation is required. 
 
The proposed porch conforms to the front yard porch coverage, lot coverage and floor area 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Front Yard Setback 25.0’ 20.03’* NC 
Front Yard Setback to Porch  19.0’ 14.44’* 14.02’* 
Front Yard Setback to Steps 16.0’ 8.57’* 8.19’* 
 

Front Yard Impervious Surface Calculations 
Front Yard = 25.0’ x 75.0’ = 1,875.0 square feet 

 
1,875.0 s.f. x .30 = 562.5 s.f. permitted front impervious surface coverage 

Proposed impervious coverage = 814.53 s.f.* 
814.53 – 562.5 = 252.03 s.f. variation 

* Non-conforming 
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Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
1706 Elmwood Avenue Case 1999-Z-70  ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.87’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a front porch and an 
11.7’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of front porch steps on a legal 
nonconforming structure. 
 
Other Front Yard Porch and Step Setback Variation Requests 
 
124 4th Street Case 2020-Z-06 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.82’ front yard step setback variation and a 35.41 square foot (4.32%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps 
 
3527 Greenwood Avenue Case 2020-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 7.14’ front yard setback variation, a 4.25’ front yard stoop setback variation, 
a 6.17’ front yard step setback variation, and a 138.51 square foot (6.2%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is 
classified as a new home 
 
435 Prairie Avenue Case 2019-Z-40 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
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 
 
517 Central Avenue Case 2018-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.98’ front yard setback variation, a 2.98’ front yard porch setback variation, and a 
7.4’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit construction of a one-story addition, front 
porch, and steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1601 Elmwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.34’ front yard stoop setback variation and a 6.51’ front yard stair setback variation 
to permit the installation of a new stoop and steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.13’ front yard setback variation, a 4.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, 
a 3.13’ front yard porch setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 
194.14 square foot (24.4%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the replacement of a one-story sunroom and construct a new front porch and steps on the 
legal non-conforming structure 
 
2600 Thornwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1,106.86 square foot (22.68%) total floor area variation, an 89.83 square foot (1.84%) 
lot coverage variation, a 9.1’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 9.0’ front yard stoop 
setback variation, a 9.0’ front yard step setback variation, a 2.89’ side yard adjoining a street stoop 
setback variation, a 7.81’ side yard adjoining a street step setback variation, a 90.92 square foot 
(7.34%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 179.3 square foot (43.33%) side 
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yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-
story addition and new front stoop, steps, and walk on the legal non-conforming structure, and a 
2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the construction of a 6.0’ tall 
solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
2004 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.12’ front yard setback variation, a 3.66’ side yard setback variation, a 5.56’ front 
yard porch setback variation, a 6.5’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 103.52 square 
foot (7.39%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story 
addition, a second-story addition, and new front and side porch on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
1322 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.37 square foot (1.82%) lot coverage variation, a 4.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 0.91’ side yard setback variation, a 4.83’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 7.83’ 
front yard step setback variation, a 128.64 square foot (12.37%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 51.94 square foot (4.41%) side yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story addition and the reconstruction of an 
enclosed front entry on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1810 Elmwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for an 8.55’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.55’ front yard porch step setback 
variation, a 292.88 square foot (23.43%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
96.31 square foot (7.7%) front porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a front porch 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1115 Ashland Avenue Case 2015-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.78’ front yard stoop setback variation and a 10.11’ front yard step setback variation 
to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1505 Wilmette Avenue Case 2015-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.02’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 4.52’ front yard step setback variation, a 
225.88 square foot (16.73%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to 
permit a parking space in a required front yard to allow the replacement and expansion of an 
existing front stoop, stair, and driveway 
 
527 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-06 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.74’ front yard stoop setback variation and a 6.74’ front yard step setback variation 
to permit installation of a front stoop and the replacement and modification of existing front porch 
steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
Other Front Yard Impervious Surface Coverage Requests 
 
124 4th Street Case 2020-Z-06 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.82’ front yard step setback variation and a 35.41 square foot (4.32%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps 
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3527 Greenwood Avenue Case 2020-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 7.14’ front yard setback variation, a 4.25’ front yard stoop setback variation, 
a 6.17’ front yard step setback variation, and a 138.51 square foot (6.2%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is 
classified as a new home 
 
435 Prairie Avenue Case 2019-Z-40 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
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 
 
726 11th Street Case 2019-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 430.23 square foot (13.44%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
204.51 square foot (6.39%) front yard patio coverage variation to permit the installation of a patio 
 
412 Sunset Drive Case 2018-Z-56 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 433.77 square foot (32.71%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a new front walk on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
241 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2018-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 281.15 square foot (19.61%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the widening of a front walk on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
514 Knox Avenue Case 2018-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 153.22 square foot (9.12%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the widening of the existing driveway on the legal non-conforming structure as revised 
for a 20’ wide driveway from the apron of the garage to the sidewalk 
 
2315 Greenwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 178.5 square foot (11.52%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in a required front yard to permit the widening of the existing 
driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
121 Dupee Place Case 2018-Z-25 ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 205.88 square foot (28.5%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the installation of a new driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
242 Thelin Court Case 2017-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 162.68 square foot (14.39%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in the required front yard on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
112 Lawndale Avenue Case 2017-Z-36 ZBA: Deny  VB: Granted with Conds 
Corrected request for a 206.21 square foot (8.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a patio and walk on the legal non-conforming structure 
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1300 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-28 ZBA: Deny  VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 430.7 square foot (16.89%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to allow the expansion of the 
existing legal non-conforming driveway 
 
77 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-18 ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 337.0 square foot (29.56%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a new home 
 
2004 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-12  ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.12’ front yard setback variation, a 3.66’ side yard setback variation, a 5.56’ front 
yard porch setback variation, a 6.5’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 103.52 square 
foot (7.39%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story 
addition, a second-story addition, and new front and side porch on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
1322 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-09  ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.37 square foot (1.82%) lot coverage variation, a 4.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 0.91’ side yard setback variation, a 4.83’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 7.83’ 
front yard step setback variation, a 128.64 square foot (12.37%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 51.94 square foot (4.41%) side yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story addition and the reconstruction of an 
enclosed front entry on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
235 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-58 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.55’ front yard setback variation and a 402.81 square foot (28.42%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
227 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-57 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.92’ front yard setback variation and a 405.97 square foot (28.78%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
211 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-56 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.7’ front yard setback variation and a 405.3 square foot (28.59%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
3128 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2016-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 218.18 square foot (13.03%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the replacement and widening of the driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
2411 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-42 ZBA: Deny/Deny  VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.69’ front yard setback variation, a 343.92 square foot (16.97%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front 



Case 2020-Z-24 
1706 Elmwood Avenue 

 

 

7 

yard to permit the construction of a two-car attached garage 
 
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 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a front yard setback of 25.0’ on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Section 8.3.E establishes a maximum front yard impervious surface coverage of 562.5 square feet 
(30%) on the Subject Property. 
 
Section 13.4.P establishes porches as a 6.0’ encroachment into an established front yard setback and 
porch steps as a 9.0’encroachment into an established front yard setback. 
 
Section 13.5.A references Table 13-2, which establishes porches as a 6.0’ encroachment into an 
established front yard setback and porch steps as a 9.0’encroachment into an established front yard 
setback. 
 
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 4.98’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.81’ front 
porch stair setback variation, and a 252.03 square foot (13.44%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming 
structure at 1706 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 2020-Z-24. 
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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 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Demolition Plan 
 1.5 Proposed Site Plan 
 1.6 Proposed South Elevation 
 1.7 Proposed West Elevation 
 1.8 Proposed East Elevation 
 1.9 Exterior Renderings 
 1.10 Existing South Elevation 
 1.11 Existing West Elevation 
 1.12 Existing East 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 

August 11, 2020 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Life, 

August 13, 2020 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated August 14, 2020 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, August 10, 2020 
 2.8 Established Front Yard Worksheet for the 1700 Block of 

Elmwood Avenue 











































REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number:   2020-Z-23 
 
 
Property: 901 Ridge Road 
 
 
Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail 
 
 
Applicant:    Lisa Liu 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 2 space parking variation to permit the 

operation of a small medical clinic 
 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 

Section 14.2 
Section 14.3 
Section 14.9 

 
 
Hearing Date: September 2, 2020 
 
 
Date of Application: November 15, 2019 
 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, August 11, 2020. 

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Life, 
August 13, 2020. Posted on the property, August 14, 2020. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
August 17, 2020. 

 
 
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 located on the northwest corner of Ridge Road and Lake Avenue. The 
property has 44.0’ of frontage on Ridge Road and 150.0’ of frontage on Lake Avenue.  The 
property is 6,600.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a 2 ½ story frame building 
and seven space parking lot.  While the parking lot is striped for eight parking spaces, only seven 
of the spaces are legal. 
 
The property to the north is zoned NR, Neighborhood Retail, and improved with a two-story 
commercial building.  The property to the east across Ridge Road, is zoned R1-D, Single-Family 
Detached Residence, and improved with an asphalt parking lot for a place of worship.  The property 
to the south across Lake Avenue is zoned NR, Neighborhood Retail, and improved with a one-story 
restaurant.  The property to the west is zoned NR, Neighborhood Retail, and improved with a 1 ½ 
story automobile repair shop. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to operate a small medical clinic (up to 2,000 square feet) on the first 
floor of the building. The use is permitted in this location. The first floor was previously occupied 
by a retail use, which, in combination with other uses in the building, had a parking requirement 
for 11 parking spaces. The small medical clinic use in combination with other uses in the building 
has a parking requirement for 13 spaces. Because two additional parking spaces are required for 
the proposed use and no new parking spaces are proposed, a 2 space parking variation is required. 
 
The building is currently occupied by a barber shop on the first floor, a two-bedroom apartment 
and offices on the second floor, and a one-bedroom apartment and storage on the third floor.  The 
subject space was most recently occupied by a retail goods establishment (antique shop). 
 
When a change in use is proposed, the zoning ordinance calls for the comparison of previous uses 
and proposed uses on the property.  The only proposed change in use is the conversion of the retail 
goods establishment to a small medical clinic.   
 
Retail goods establishments have a requirement of 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet and 
medical clinics have a requirement of 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet.  The subject space is 1,812 
square feet in area, therefore, the previous use required 5.4 spaces and the proposed use requires 
7.2 spaces.  The difference of 1.8 spaces is rounded up to 2 parking spaces, per code. 
 
The property as a whole is required to have 13 parking spaces, but only 7 legal parking spaces are 
proposed.  While this is a difference of 6 spaces the variation is only for 2 parking spaces because 
of how changes in use are regulated as explained above. 
 
Community Development staff and the Village Engineer recommended a parking study be 
completed to understand the potential impact the proposed use will have on existing tenants, 
customers, and residential uses where on-street parking is available.  The applicant requested to 
proceed with their application without conducting a parking study, which is why no parking study 
is included in this report. 
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Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
901 Ridge Road Case 2000-Z-48 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a special to operate a fast-food restaurant (pizza carryout and delivery) and a variation 
to allow a fast-food restaurant to be located within 300’ of another fast food restaurant. 
 
901 Ridge Road Case 1985-Z-07 ZBA: Withdrawn VB: N/A 
Request for a special use and parking variation to permit the third story to be occupied as a 
residential apartment. 
 
Other Parking Variation Requests 
 
1020 Forest Avenue Case 2017-Z-65 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for an adult day care center and a 17 space parking variation to permit 
the operation of an adult day care. 
 
1218 Washington Avenue Case 2014-Z-42 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4 space parking variation to permit the construction of a second-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure. 
 
521 Green Bay Road Case 2011-Z-20 ZBA: Denied VB: Granted 
Request for a 43 space parking variation to permit the conversion of a retail furniture store to a 
medical clinic (Illinois Bone & Joint). 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 14.2 provides explanation of how off-street parking requirement is determined in the event 
of a change in intensity of use. 
 
Section 14.3 provides explanation of how off-street parking requirements are calculated. 
 
Section 14.9 references Table 14-1, which requires 4 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross 
floor area for a medical clinic. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 2 space parking variation to permit the operation of 
a small medical clinic at 901 Ridge Road, 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-23. 
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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 Map 
1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Proposed 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 

August 11, 2020 
2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

August 13, 2020 
2.5 Certificate of publication, dated August 13, 2020 
2.6 Certificate of posting, dated August 14, 2020 
2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, August 17, 2020 
2.8 Letter from Michael Kelly, 1936 Beechwood Avenue, dated May 

4, 2020 
2.9 Letter from Samuel Kelly, 901 Ridge Road, dated May 4, 2020 
2.10 Letter from Kacy Mobley, 901 Ridge Road, dated April 9, 2020 
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Dear Zoning Board: 

The public hearing will be focus on variation of parking by Zhaoxia Liu and Bo Yang for a new 
business plan for the first floor of 901 Ridge Rd, Wilmette. The new business will be called 
"Traditional Chinese holistic healthcare practices center ". 

Traditional Chinese holistic health care has been used for thousands years in China and Asian 
countries. Its foundation is Chinese philosophy, and it has a complete theory system and 
methods to take care our body & emotions. 

It includes the following: Acupuncture, food and herbal remedies, Tui Na, acupressure, fire-
cupping, moxibustion, and Gua Sha, meditation, emotions, Qi Gong and lifestyle counseling to 
help people to restore their body and emotion to be healthy, harmonized, and balanced. Some 
of these methods can be done through online. 

The business will open on the first floor of 901 Ridge Rd, Wilmette. The building has 8 parking 
spaces, about 441 sf of the first floor is used by the barbershop; there are small offices on 
second floor and are used by two people, and they don't use the parking lot. There is an 
apartment on the second floor, and the tenants don't use the parking lot during the business 
hours. Third floor is an attic, it is rented to a father and his son lives there. He doesn't use the 
parking lots because his father's house is nearby. The 8 parking lots are used by businesses of 
first floor during the day time. 

To illustrate: 
The business will open 7Am to 8Pm for 13 hours per day from Monday to Friday, One visitor 
needs 1.5 hours including waiting time, so one parking space can be used by 13 divide 1.5 
equal to 8.7 visitors. The 3 parking spaces can be used by 8.7 multiple 3 equal to about 26 
visitors per day, We can limit visitors below 20 per day, so three parking spaces are enough. 
And visitors need to make appointments, so the requirement of parking spaces can be 
controlled by scheduling. The barbershop open hours are 9 am to 6pm. By this, the other 
tenants have already drove car to work when barbershop open, and they come back after 
barbershop is closed. 

We can control the number of the visitors according to the parking lot. If someone needs to visit 
on Saturday or Sunday, it is ok because we have the right to use three parking spaces. There 
are a total eight parking spaces, as we can use three spaces, the barbershop can use three 
spaces, and the other tenants use two. If the parking lot is not enough for our business and 
barbershop at any rate, then we will terminate the barbershop's lease. When we signed the 
lease with the tenants, we stated the limitation of the usage of the parking lot. 

We have found six similar businesses in Wilmette, and some of them don't have parking lots, 
but their businesses are still running. 

As it is a small business, the making appointments is done through phone and online, so only 
one or two licensed practitioners needed to work per day. And If needed, the employees will 
parking car to private locations, such as owner's nearby property. Also, it depends on the 
employee that public transportation is an option too. The business requires less parking spaces 
than retail stores and the visitors can be controlled by scheduling. 
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We need help from city and neighbors to get the business permit because the first floor of 901 
Ridge Rd, wilmette, is not able be used for two years. We want to do good things for our town, 
we want to help people be healthy. 

Sincerely, 

Zhaoxia Liu 
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From: Lisa
To: Sivertsen, Lucas
Cc: Sci Nova LLC; Adler, John
Subject: Fwd: email for business permit on 901 Ridge
Date: Monday, April 27, 2020 9:07:25 AM

Hi Lucas
Marina has been using the two small offices for more than ten years on second floor, I am
forwarding her letter what you want.
Best regards 
Lisa

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Marina <marina.v.shklyar@gmail.com>
Date: April 18, 2020 at 12:23:18 PM CDT
To: jiajia21s@yahoo.com
Subject: About 901 Ridge first floor

Dear sir,
      My name is Marina Shklyar and l am an artist.I use two small rooms as my
office in the building and I have a lot of materials in the rooms. I do not come to
my office that often because I make my product at another place, so I almost don’t
use the parking lot. I’m looking forward to a traditional Chinese health practice to
open on the first floor . I will be really interesting.

Sincerely,                                                              Marina
Shklyar. 847-409 -5136

marina.v.shklyar@gmail.com 
Send from my iPhone

2.11

mailto:jiajia21s@yahoo.com
mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com
mailto:scinovallc@gmail.com
mailto:adlerj@wilmette.com
mailto:marina.v.shklyar@gmail.com
mailto:jiajia21s@yahoo.com
mailto:marina.v.shklyar@gmail.com


2.12



2.13



July 15, 2020 Zoning Board of Appeals  DRAFT 
1 

 

 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 15, 2020 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

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

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

 
II. Opening Remarks and Swearing In 
 
 Chairman Schneider reviewed the meeting procedures for remote meetings and how the 

Zoning Board of Appeals will conduct business. All applicants and interested parties 
present were sworn in. 
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III. 2020-Z-13 472 Highcrest Drive 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2020-Z-08 1100 Laramie Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VI. Adjournment 
 

Mr. Pellaton moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Falkof seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Ms. Norrick, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, and Chairman Schneider. 
Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 9:19 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. Steve Kolmin, applicant 
   472 Highccrest Drive 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a 3.41’ front yard setback 

variation, a 0.9’ front yard stoop setback variation, and a 116.0 s.f. (5.1%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear 
this case on August 25, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said they made changes from the previous hearing. He heard the 

board’s comments at the last meeting and incorporated their suggestions. They 
revised the front yard coverage variation by removing the porch in question. In 
removing the porch, they now included a stoop. It sits in the same location as the 
current stoop but comes out 1’ further. That is to facilitate the entrance into the 
house with the current front door and the proposed garage. They are dealing with 
the house sitting too far forward and already being non-conforming to the 32’ 
setback. They reduced the overall impervious surface variation to 5.1%, which is 
consistent with the current footprint of the property. Everything else is pretty much 
as it is today, and they are replacing the sidewalk on the side. The driveway will 
remain in the same location. He asked if board members had questions or 
comments.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked if they were installing a small sidewalk from their stoop to the 

driveway.  
 
  The applicant said that was correct and that is counted in the application.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton thanked the applicant for revising his plans based on the previous 

discussion. Does he still intend to do water mitigation in the rear yard? 
 
  The applicant said he still planned for water mitigation in the rear yard.  
 
 3.25 There was no one at the zoom meeting to comment on the application. Ms. Roberts 

said there was no communication on this case. There were no YouTube comments.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said that most of the objections from the board at the last meeting 

were about increased impervious surface because of the porch, which was full 
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length, and has now been reduced to something more modest. He is not sure what 
steps the applicant is going to take to solve the water problem in the front yard. He 
cannot find a reason to object to the request so he can support it.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that when the board met two weeks ago, they concurred with 

everything except for the porch, which was removed as proposed. Outside of the 
porch, he supported the original request.  He said that standards of review are met, 
and he will support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman agrees with above comments and he can support the request.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof said he would agree with above comments. He was initially concerned 

about the front porch and without the front porch, there is no reason to not approve 
the request. He can support the request.  

 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick agrees with above comments.  
 
 5.6 Chairman Schneider had nothing to add to above comments and can support the 

request.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 3.41’ front yard 

setback variation, a 0.9’ front yard stoop setback variation, and a 116.0 s.f. (5.1%) 
front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 472 Highest Drive in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca-Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Pellaton moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-18.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
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   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca-Urban   Not Present 
 
   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 siting of the 
house on the lot, the absence of a garage originally, and location at the end of a street, 
impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by 
the owner and is due to the unique development of the home and lot. The hardship is 
peculiar to the property in question. The hardship prevents the owner from making 
reasonable use of the property with a functional, accessible garage. The proposed variations 
will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or otherwise injure 
other property and its use. The proposed plan calls for substantial improvements to grading 
and drainage, which should benefit the neighbors as well as the owner. The variations, if 
granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The scale of the lot is 
such that the garage will have a minimal impact on the wider neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for a 3.41’ front yard 
setback variation, a 0.9’ front yard stoop setback variation, and a 116.0 s.f. (5.1%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 472 Highest Drive 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. Scott Freres, President 
   The Lakota Group 
 
  3.12 Mr. Dennis Stonequist, Executive Vice President 
   Loyola Academy 
 
  3.13 Ms. Sara Lundgren, architect 
   Krueck and Sexton 
 
  3.14 Mr. Peter Lemmon, traffic consultant 
   Kimley Horn & Associates 
 
  3.15 Mr. Joshua Grossman, partner 
   Schuler Shook 
 
  3.16 Mr. Steve Bauer, attorney 
   Meltzer, Purtill and Stelle 
 
  3.17 Mr. Chris Miehle, project manager  
   TERRA Engineering 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for an expansion of a special use (educational 

facility, secondary), a 3.0’ height variation (lobby and east roof), a 4.5’ parapet 
height variation (lobby and east roof), an 11.0’ height variation (theater), an 11.5’ 
parapet height variation (theater), a 37.0’ height variation (fly tower), a 38.5’ 
parapet height variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, and a 2.0’ aisle width 
variation to permit the construction of a theater addition and associated site 
improvements. The Village Board will hear this case on August 25, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Freres is representing Loyola Academy. He has several team members at the 

virtual meeting.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Stonequist said Loyola Academy strives to educate the entire person. The fine 

and performing arts are an integral piece of their mission. They want to be a 
resource for their students and the village.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Freres said there are about 6 to 7 team members at Loyola Academy and the 

rest of the team is virtual. The proposal is a needed reinvestment to bring Loyola 
Academy up to a new standard and deliver new services in the arts. The board saw 
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Loyola Academy as part of a Loyola Academy master planning process. That was 
several years ago. Lakota was involved with Loyola several years ago regarding 
campus reinvestment. They presented their phase 1 project. There is a deliberate 
goal of rebuilding a relationship with the neighborhood around Loyola. They 
continue working on a constant dialog with neighbors. They are in a residentially 
zoned neighborhood. But Loyola Academy is a special use for a school. They have 
been at their site for quite some time.  

 
  This process began in February 2020. There was a live open house discussion with 

neighbors on February 12, 2020. They shared their ideas and thoughts for phase 2. 
At that time, they were packaging their ZBA submittal and provided staff with a 
first round submission in February with the idea of coming to the ZBA in March. 
Between February and the most recent virtual neighbors meeting that happened 
about one week ago, they spent a lot of time evaluating their plans and how they 
could make it better. They carried the thoughts, suggestions, and concerns 
expressed by neighbors.  

 
  Where is the right place for the performing arts center (PAC) on the site? What are 

impacts on the neighborhood from shadow and site lines and parking and 
circulation? They spent considerable time between February and July tweaking and 
refining the plans and making the plans better for everyone.  

 
  They believe they have a successful project that they are proud of and the team has 

spent a lot of time shaping and refining the plans.  
 
  They went through the phase 1 process. They developed a master plan. As part of 

the plan they asked for a special use amendment that occurred in August 2016. The 
focus of that project was to create a natatorium facility, improve circulation, 
parking, queuing, and dynamics with the neighborhood. They improved safety and 
security. Storm water was also a focus. This continues to be a major issue for the 
community. For phase 1, they met their own internal metrics and the metrics that 
the community asked them to self-evaluate in terms of parking and traffic. They are 
happy with the outcome and with their relationship with the neighbors.  

 
  Tonight, they are asking for an amendment to move onto the next phase of the 

master plan. The amendment is for a performing arts center that was part of the 
master plan. They brought in experts to tell them how to make this building work 
not just for performing arts but visual arts.  

 
  As part of developing the center, there are components that need tweaking like 

parking, circulation, lighting and site landscaping. Their master plan described 
campus improvements and parking. The original vision for the center was along 
Laramie, close to all major parking facilities, near tennis, near athletic components 
of the campus. They wanted a front door presence. They realized was the original 
site was not the best place. The biggest impact of that area is that it did not connect 
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with the campus and facility that provided efficiency and minimized disturbance 
and impact on the visual character of the neighborhood.  

 
  He showed partially what they built in phase 1: natatorium, improved parking 

facilities, and developing storm water improvements. Staff is on site to manage the 
traffic at peak periods. Again, he talked about improved relations with the 
neighborhood.  

 
  Tonight, they are presenting the performing arts center. The structure is 29,000 

square feet with approximately 550 seats. It is a theater that provides music and 
performing arts, dancing, art gallery, and great common space connected to campus 
life areas. The location better serves the dynamic of connecting both internally and 
externally and minimizing visual impact. He said that the purple box on the plan 
designates the new facility. It requires a number of variations and he will discuss 
why they think those variations are needed. The plan meets the storm water 
requirements and parking requirements. It improves the landscaping and a beautiful 
internal space. They are cognizant about the impact on neighbors. They believe that 
they have lessened the impact on the neighborhood. The variations are for height 
of the center in three critical locations. The variations are for additional height for 
parking lot lighting to 25’ in height instead of 18’. They received the same variation 
for phase 1. They are asking for a variation on the parking lot drive aisle width that 
is narrower than the allowable 20’. Peter Lemmon will discuss that element.  

 
 3.25 Ms. Lundgren said that they have been working with Loyola for over a year on a 

plan for campus completion. She talked about the north and south elevations of the 
building. They have a pre-cast structure that is an acoustical mass that houses the 
primary theater components. They are right on the expressway, so they need to 
account for that. They chosen certain materials to support the acoustic needs of the 
project. There is a manufactured limestone they are using as a rain screen and glass 
that opens up the building and breaks down the massing. She showed a view of the 
interior quad that they are creating for the campus. It is critical to campus life.  

 
  The north elevation shows massing breakdown to better relate to the scale of the 

neighborhood. They are not impacting any existing trees.  
 
  She showed the west side on the top and the east side on the bottom. There is a 

double height glazing wall breaks down the massing and brings one’s eye in. On 
the east elevation, which is the expressway side, this side is dealt with through 
landscaping. There is a loading component. They kept the mechanical equipment 
in the back, so it has minimal impact on the neighborhood.  

 
  She showed the building’s overall roof plan and the massing of the plan from the 

sky. They are showing this because there was recent interest at a neighborhood 
meeting that asked how much the fly tower part of the overall project plan was. The 
fly tower is a small part of the building. It is 13% of the overall footprint. It is about 
the same short width as the Jesuit wing, which is on the west side. They are 
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removing 15 trees from the existing site where the building goes and for some 
construction realities. They are replacing the 15 trees with 29 new trees, minimum 
4” caliper, which is larger than the village requirement. It is a mix of tree types. 
There are five indigenous trees, which will create a healthy ecosystem and will 
replace the current healthy ecosystem.  

 
  She showed a building section as if one was standing in front of the building and 

took a cut out of the building. This is to show the reason for the height and the types 
of spaces they have. There is an entry lobby, a theater house, a stage house, and 
back of house. In the back of house, there is a mechanical well. The wells on the 
exterior will go up to the top of the mechanical equipment and block the noise so 
there is minimal noise to the neighborhood. Additionally, this is on the expressway 
side. Vertically is a system of simple moves that start to tell how tall the stage house 
and fly tower will be. Starting at the water table, which is 6’ below the mean grade 
level, they go up 8’. That creates the orchestra pit. From the stage up to the 
proscenium opening is 26’ high. The proscenium opening is the element that starts 
the equation for how they move up to the top of the fly tower. The reason for the 
proscenium opening being 24’ above the stage is due to the type of performances. 
There is a range of performances from dance to theater to vocal and orchestra. The 
orchestra shell is an interior enclosure behind the proscenium wall into the stage 
opening needs to create a single acoustic enclosure with the theater house. That 
proscenium opening was reduced from 25’ above stage to 24’ above stage to create 
the acoustical enclosure.  

 
  From that point up, they have series of moves that relate to safety and changing of 

scenery by novice students to get everything to happen at the same time. There is 
an orchestra shall, then a curtain, which needs to fly up. The height of the curtain 
is about 18” above the proscenium opening. She talked about the bottom of the line 
set, which is an element of the stage house that allows them to hang scenery. The 
top of the line set is at 55’. Above the surface of the grid iron, which is at 57’.  

 
  The surface of the grid iron is the equipment that allows inspection and use of the 

line sets to happen on a regular basis, which is the safest way to inspect theater 
equipment and the componentry within the stage house. From there, they have to 
be 8’ minimum for code and they get to the bottom of the roof structure. There is 
slab and then parapet walls. All of those things equal 75’ above the mean grade 
level. 

 
  This is also set by the fact that they do have a balcony. They had to go up instead 

of wider based on the area they have on site. She then showed a section through the 
theater which gives a sense of acoustic baffles inside the theater house. It also shows 
the balcony level. This is not an overly large space for what it is. They are trying to 
tie it to a tight acoustical enclosure. This is what allows them to create the fly tower 
and to move between types of performances easily and most safely for the novice 
students who will be using the space.  
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  She showed a view from Illinois Road. It shows the breakdown of the massing and 
the scale relationship to the west wing. In response to neighborhood feedback about 
the fly tower and the height relative to the community, they took some vantage 
points and looked at building heights and transposed it within specific points. There 
is a simple whit massing with a red outline that shows the theater building. She 
talked about a view from frontage road along the expressway looking south just 
north of riverside drive.  

 
  The next view is getting closer to Illinois Road. Even in winter, a significant portion 

of the fly tower is masked from the points of view on the street. She talked about a 
view from Illinois going west looking to the east. A bit of the fly tower is visible 
extending beyond the school’s west wing. Any further back, the trees start mask 
the area. The building itself blocks the theater and fly tower in one view. This is on 
Laramie and Thornwood looking over to the east. She described several more slides 
and what is actually visible. At the corner of Lake and Laramie and what can be 
seen on the left-hand side is the fly tower with the red outline. To the right of it is 
the tower at the old Carson Pirie Scott building.  The further back, the more they 
can see.  

 
  In response to neighborhood feedback, they wanted to understand what is 

happening with shade and shadows. Will the fly tower provide shade throughout 
the day? They studied this and she explained a matrix depicting different times of 
the day and different times of the year. There is some shadowing on adjacent 
property north of the campus in the morning of winter. All other times is left 
without any shadow. They asked what the morning condition in winter looked like. 
In winter, they have 50 days of sun, between October 15 and February 15. Within 
those days of sun, two hours after sun rise is the time, they would not have any 
shadowing on properties to the north. At 7:30 a.m. when the sun is still coming up, 
there is a significant portion of the neighborhood that is under shadow. At 8:00 a.m. 
the area is not fully under shadow. At 8:30 a.m., that shadow shifts a little to the 
east and at 9:00 a.m., it shifts further to the east. At any time, there might be two 
houses that are impacted by the fly tower. That only occurs in a two-hour window 
after sunrise about 50 days out of the year between October 15 and February 15.  

 
  They also have Shiller Shook and Terra Engineering on the phone who can talk 

through questions related to the fly tower height and more detail about the way the 
theater needs to operate and also any questions related to storm water management.  

 
  Variation 2, which is about the height of poles in the parking lot, was also requested 

in phase 1. They are adding six light poles. They are keeping lighting to code 
minimum. They don’t want a bright parking lot but want a safe parking lot. They 
want to match existing light poles. She showed an image of the light that they 
propose and that is used on the south side of campus.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Lemmon said variance 3 is regarding the drive aisle width in the area in the red 

box. They are just short of being able to provide the width for a two-way drive aisle 
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in order to provide an appropriate sidewalk on the north side of the performing arts 
center. They have about a 20’ width, which is below the requirement for a two-way 
drive aisle. This still allow vehicles to maneuver in and out of the parking spaces 
on the north side of the driveway aisle and puts them in a one way east bound 
circulation pattern along the north side of the performing arts center, which works 
out well for how they want the area to function.  

 
  This portion of the side is geared up well for people picking up and dropping off 

near the front door which is on the west side of the performing arts center for events. 
They can drop off and then continue eastward and exit on the far east driveway out 
onto Illinois Road. During event conditions, the driveway just west of the red box 
would be close off. That traffic is following in an eastbound direction as it flows 
across the north side of the campus.  

 
  They went out and had some parking counts done at different times of the day, 

weekdays and weekends. They looked at January 16 through 18, 2020. They wanted 
to identify dates where they had events happening on campus such as sporting 
events and other activities. They wanted to set a baseline of what the current parking 
conditions were on campus during these times and later be able to relate them to 
different programmatic opportunities at the performing arts center. He showed a 
slide that represented a range of different event options on weekdays and weekends. 
On weeks days, they looked at days and evenings. On the weekends, they also 
looked at daytime or an evening event. He showed typical anticipated events in the 
performing arts center, as well as typical attendance. During the school day, most 
events would be attended by students, faculty, and staff already on site. But it is 
possible for people toc come from off site to participate. In the evenings, they look 
at everyone coming from off campus. Based on occupancies for different kinds of 
events such as theaters and sporting events where there are 2 to 3 people per car. 
They relate the attendance to the parking demand and compare that to peak hours 
on a weekday daytime and evening and weekend daytime and evening and come 
up with a total to see what total projections would be. They would have sufficient 
parking available. Total parking is 710 spaces. Not all parking is immediately 
adjacent to the performing arts center. There are spaces throughout campus.  

 
  The next slide explains the traffic management plan. On the far left is the parking 

plan which is broken down into user groups: student, faculty/staff, and visitor 
parking. The next section explains traffic circulation for arrival and the after-school 
dismissal. Much of the improvements done in phase 1 relate to the south end of 
campus. They added a lot of capacity for vehicles to stack and que. That area would 
not be impacted by the performing arts center. The area in the far northeast corner 
of the campus has some pick up and drop off today. That area would be modified. 
That area can be heavily used at times. They would have fewer people exiting the 
school building for pick up and they would be directed more to the south where 
there is more queuing capacity.  
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  Benesch did a look back study when phase 1 was approved to provide some 
assurance that the measures identified in the traffic management plan and traffic 
and parking studies for phase 1 approval to show those would work and to identify 
what they could do if options were not effective. The village chose Benesch and 
Company for a study to do a look back review of the traffic operations plan. Based 
on their analysis things have worked out really well and they do not anticipate that 
being any different for phase 2. There are traffic control aids at the driveways and 
active management of traffic situations and queuing. Much of the pickup and drop 
off area will not be impacted by the placement of the performing arts center.  

 
  They talked about different strategies when there are events such as closing the 

driveway on Illinois just west of Frontage Road and having active traffic 
management on site as needed to keep ques moving and ensuring that people are 
distributed regarding campus parking. This goes a long way to show the track 
record that the school is building regarding their addressing traffic and parking 
issues on campus and in the surrounding neighborhood. He has been out there with 
specific school staff to observe conditions to ensure things are working smoothly 
and how to make adjustments if they aren’t. If what they are planning to work in 
phase 2 needs tweaks, they will be out there making any necessary changes.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Freres said that there is a host of supporting graphics, design, imagery in the 

packet they mailed to the village. Their team including engineers, stage and lighting 
people, legal team. They can answer any questions. They have met the standards 
for special use. They also provided additional dialog in their text from February 
and in their current submission. They have to go to sever boards seeking approval. 
They intend to comply with all village standards that are required as they did in 
phase 1. They will continue their great relationship with Valente Builders, the 
contractors for phase 1. They will meet the neighbors’ expectations as well.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Schneider thanked the team for the comprehensive presentation. Board 

members will now have a chance to ask questions.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said he is an architect and thinks that the plan is very well thought out. 

The massing works well with the site. The fly tower and other elements are towards 
the expressway away from the neighbors. The circulations work very well. Were 
710 parking spaces the number that the board approved. He was on the board at that 
time.  

 
  Mr. Lemmon said the previously approved number for phase 2 was 734 so it is 24 

less than what the previous phase 2 total was. They are maintaining the same 
amount of staff parking and student parking. They knew they would have to go 
back on the number when they put in the performing arts center. The excess parking 
was allocated to visitors and was more than what is needed. They end up with 83 
more spaces than what they had before phase 1 started.  
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 3.30 Mr. Surman asked if there was a parking issue are there any opportunities to 
expand. 

 
  Mr. Lemmon said that even when they did their counts in January, they had 80% 

of spaces occupied. That can be controlled via permits. In terms of expansion, they 
do not anticipate that they will need more and particularly for the performing arts 
center. During events they may use valet parking if needed.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Surman asked the time of the major performances. Are they in the early 

evening?  
 
  Mr. Lemmon said when they did counts, they looked at dates when there were 

student events. There would be no events at the performing arts center when there 
is a home football game. Schedules would need to be coordinated. Evening and 
weekend events do not generate as much parking need.  

 
  Mr. Stonequist said that Loyola made a commitment not build on those fields across 

the street. They use them for sporting event parking and big events. The theater will 
warrant a strong parking management plan for larger events.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Pellaton said he appreciates the amount of thought and planning that has gone 

into phase 2. It is obvious that there was a lot of discussion with neighbors. He 
disagrees with Mr. Surman regarding traffic flow. It looks to him that they are 
creating gridlock at the north end of campus with a circular traffic flow. There is 
already difficulty getting through the intersection coming south on Illinois because 
one has to make a jog coming over to Laramie. A lot more traffic will be introduced. 
The traffic pattern that was shown is circular where they come south on Illinois and 
go straight up Illinois. It doesn’t show them crossing over. Most cars are going to 
travel west to get back to Laramie. He does not know if the fire department has 
weighed in on the proposed reduced drive aisle. 20’ seems fairly narrow. They will 
not get fire equipment into that area. Regarding the fly tower, he said he was 
involved with building the new auditorium at Francis Parker school in Chicago. 
The neighbors complained about their interest to have a fly tower so one was not 
built. It is possible to have a well working auditorium without a 75.5’ fly tower. In 
his mind, there is a big question about the justification for a variance for something 
that would be one of the tallest buildings in the village.  

 
  Generally, he understands the choice of materials, the appearance from the north 

looks to him like a big warehouse facility. There are no windows and it is very 
rectilinear and plain. He does not know if anything can be done to change that. He 
does not know if the trees will do a lot to soften it up, but they do help. He was not 
on the board when the previous parking plan was approved. He has no idea why a 
variance was granted for the additional height for parking lot lights.  They can use 
shorter lights and more of them and achieve the same end result. He wants to know 
whey they need higher light fixtures, which will have light spill.  
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  Mr. Lemmon said that on a typical day much of the traffic for drop off and pick up 
in the northeast corner is oriented to the north. Most of the traffic associated with 
using Laramie uses the south side of the campus. 

 
  Mr. Pellaton said he personally attest that that is not true. In addition to Loyola, 

there is New Trier and people wanting to get back to Lake Avenue come south on 
both Happ and Frontage Roads to get to Laramie. There is a huge traffic jam during 
drop off and pick up.  

 
  Mr. Lemmon said that was correct. This plan does not change what happens on 

external streets. The internal network will have a similar traffic pattern as today 
where people come in on the northeast corner and circulate on that corner to head 
back out onto Illinois. There is a stop sign that helped organize the right-of-way at 
that intersection of Frontage Road and Illinois. The school has done things to offset 
dismissal times from New Trier. In the past the times were almost the same. But 
that has changed when Loyola changed pick up time. In the northeast corner where 
the performing arts center would go, the traffic pattern will be very similar. The 
traffic that comes on the east side of the school would be the same.  

 
  Regarding the fire department’s review of the access, he is not aware of the results 

of their review. Ms. Roberts may have something to add on that. A 20’ wide access 
road should be enough for emergency vehicle access. An emergency vehicle 
generally requires 15’ to 16’ in width. If a car was there, they would want the car 
to move to an adjacent parking space. Cars cannot park in that aisle. He cannot 
speak to the village’s fire department review.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton said he has a better understanding about the aisle width and equipment. 

He has questions in his mind about efforts to prevent people from parking there just 
from personal experience. He can see that they would park there on a temporary 
basis. It is less of a concern.  

 
  Mr. Lemmon added that this section would have more traffic control aides so there 

is more active traffic management along Laramie at each of the access drives. 
During events there is a lot more focus that this area maintains its clear zone.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton asked if they would consider a right turn only coming out of Illinois?  
 
  Mr. Lemmon said that should not be a problem to put a sign there and have traffic 

management reinforce that.  
 
  Mr. Pellaton asked if someone could address the height of the fly tower and the 

need for a full fly tower.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said that Mr. Pellaton commented on the fly tower, the warehouse 

appearance, and the light fixtures. Regarding the light fixtures, they are using the 
precedent of the rest of the campus that was a previously approved variation. They 
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did do lighting studies that showed that the light fall does not go beyond the parking 
lot.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton said if you were a neighbor with windows facing in that direction, 

there will be some illumination of reflected light.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said it would be no different than the south end of the campus. With 

all of the landscaping, there is a lot to block it from neighbors. They are keeping 
the campus consistent and clean.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton knows that not having a multiplicity of fixture types and bulbs is 

helpful.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren then addressed the warehouse appearance. The reality and typology 

of a theater building is that it is an enclosed volume. They tried to keep the volume 
away from the neighbors and closer to the expressway. Once they get to Illinois 
Road, it will be visible. They tried to take the overall massing and created 
delineation. They have taken front of house, back of house, and theater house and 
separated them. There is an additional detail to have a break between massing. 
Looking at the surface, they wanted to ensure that it was an elevated surface. It is 
performing like precast, but they are rendering it like limestone.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton asked if they considered using panels or other materials, so it is not 

one uniform material all the way across.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said there is a jointing within the precast system that will help break 

that down. When you apply a material to precast it starts to get duplicative. Portions 
of the building perform like a rain screen system. They are looking at how to break 
down the precast façade to give it another scale to those passing by. Regarding the 
fly tower, a shorter fly tower is possible. Every day the theater is used the shorter 
tower would be felt and the users will know it.  

 
  Mr. Grossman said that to the question as to whether a fly tower is necessary, there 

are many different theater forms. He is a big fan of Francis Parker and they worked 
on that school as well. But it is a completely different type of theater. It is an open-
end stage theater that does lots of things that the Loyola theater will not do. It does 
not support traditional methods of stage craft. One of the goals that Loyola had was 
to teach students performance and technical aspects of theater. The most common 
form of theater is a proscenium type theater. That is the form they chose for Loyola. 
There is a stage house that needs to support a lot of different things and to support 
the transition from one activity to another as easily as possible. A full height fly 
tower means that they can handle the equipment less and to do it with enough space 
that they can clear curtains out of the way of other elements. The height of the fly 
tower allows them to put in grid iron using a traditional rigging methodology. All 
of that equipment needs an annual inspection, which was a requirement not in place 
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in 2009 when Francis Parker’s auditorium was built. A grid iron with a walking 
surface would make inspection easier.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton is interested in hearing what is colleagues have to say. They are 

balancing the personality of the building and impact on neighbors with the 
convenience of the school and the safety factor.  

 
 3.33 Mr. Falkof asked what performing arts was at Loyola at this time. Is there a theater?  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said they have a smaller theater that is designed for speaking. It is 

180 seats. They want to accommodate an entire class and use it for all of the 
performing arts. Right now, Loyola rents facilities across the North Shore. They 
don’t have a theater arts program.  

 
  Mr. Falkof is having a little trouble seeing where the fly tower is, but given the 

space of the PAC, the fly tower is not all the way to the east and is closer to the 
west side of the PAC.  

 
  Ms. Lundgren said it is closer to the east side. A theater has a number of back-of-

house spaces that need to happen and that feed the stage. There is more of the public 
side on the west side of the stage, which is the theater and the lobby.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Pellaton said that the fly tower would be east of where Frontage Road hits 

Illinois.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Falkof asked if any thought was given to putting a PAC where a fly tower 

would go as far east as possible.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said that the critical challenge that they have is that from a planning 

standpoint, they do need programs on the private side of the fly tower. They looked 
at the fly tower in a lot of different scenarios early on in the planning. She discussed 
the various scenarios. They have a parking aisle and fire department access that still 
needs to be maintained. They know that the chiller plant will want to be as far away 
from people as possible. They have to work from the east side to the west side and 
put as much of things that no one wants to see all the way to the east given the fact 
that they need to continue circulation. From there they can move to the west. Part 
of it is an exterior programming exercise of putting the chiller plant adjacent to the 
expressway. Other things are interior spaces that have an impact of how far west 
the fly tower had to be.  

 
  Mr. Falkof asked if they had considered creating a fly tower that would be shorter 

in height.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said they did look at that option. It came down to a question of safety 

for the students.  
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  Mr. Grossman said they did look at other options for fly tower height. Because of 
everything that the theater wants to do, they looked at finding a height as short as 
possible but without the functional compromises that would impact safety, and this 
is the height that resulted.  

 
  Mr. Falkof asked if this board or the Village Board were to say no to the 72’ fly 

tower, is there a plan B. 
 
  Mr. Grossman said that plan B would be to look at a shorter fly tower and then 

address all of the functional compromises and other issues.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said there is a water table that they are working from. Their lowest 

surface is the orchestra pit and is 3” below the water table. Once they push that 
lower, there are many negative impacts on the building and a hardship to Loyola if 
they want to maintain safety. It is not feasible in their minds.  

 
  Mr. Falkof asked for a clarification – it’s not feasible or is it more expensive.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said expense does play a role but there are elements that become 

super complicated. The project is committed to universal accessibility. The stage is 
at the ground floor level, which is not that high above the ground. They are 
connecting to the east wing. There are other components to consider and it would 
be difficult to consider other options.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Surman said that the water table in different areas on the North Shore can vary. 

It can be 20’. Six feet is common for Wilmette. From an architectural standpoint, if 
they go below the water table with any type of construction, it is more difficult. 
They would need pumps going constantly. The focus right now is on the fly tower 
and everything else, but Loyola is currently deficient compared other nearby 
schools. Is a fly tower built as a standard in the industry or is this out of the 
ordinary?  

 
 3.35 Mr. Pellaton asked for examples of other high schools in the area that have 

equivalent fly towers.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said that with technology and everything else changing and acoustics 

within the space they want to build something that is state of the art.  
 
  Mr. Bauer said he wanted to address the last few comments that Ms. Lundgren 

made relative to water table and the beginning remarks by Mr. Surman. They do 
have the project civil engineering representative on the line and he can speak more 
to the significance of the water table and its impact on the project as well as the 
village’s storm water management system if the lowest level of the theater is further 
sunken into the ground and further soaking into the water table resulting in 
displacement from the water into Loyola’s underground vaults and as a result of 
taxing impact of water capacity on the vaults, into the village’s storm water 
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management system. The point being that the further the building is sunken into the 
ground to reduce overall building height, the greater the opportunity for impact on 
the village’s storm water management system, which does not benefit anyone.  

 
 3.37 Chairman Schneider asked Mr. Grossman to respond to a concern from board 

members. To what extent is programmatic function of the theater dictate the shape 
of the stage and the fly tower? What other schools have a similar situation?  

 
  Mr. Grossman said this is a complicated question. Francis Parker is an open-end 

stage theater. High school theaters are multi-function. There are many examples of 
different sizes and shapes of theaters. There are examples of the area that have 
traditional fly towers. He spoke about Stevenson HS, Oak Park/River Forest HS, 
Oak Lawn HS, and Simeon Career Academy. They all have full height fly towers. 
But there are lots of high schools that don’t for a variety of reasons from zoning to 
cost. And they can function, but function with compromise. It is the nature of 
theater operators to do what they must to get things done. They do it with all sorts 
of compromises. At Loyola, they are seeking to create a space that eliminates as 
many of the functional and safety compromises as they can. There are lots of 
different way to make theater and make a theater.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Surman asked if the proposed PAC was state of the art for the industry. If the 

neighbors were not an issue and they were in open property like Stevenson, would 
they go this route with the fly tower.  

 
  Mr. Grossman said they would go this route with what Loyola wants to accomplish. 

This is the form they would start with.  
 
 3.39 Chairman Schneider said that the conceptual master plan shows the PAC along 

Laramie. He agrees that this was not the best location. The approved phase 1 site 
plan does not show a PAC location. Why was the PAC not shown? 

 
  Mr. Freres said that the concept master plan was an attachment to the phase 1 

request. They were not requesting to build the entire master plan. It was a courtesy 
to show the neighbors and the village what their final intent was with regard to 
Loyola’s vision for the future regarding expansion. Their only request for phase 1 
was to build the natatorium, the supporting demand and capacity that would take 
future goals into consideration, to improve circulation for the neighborhood. The 
neighbors were very concerned about parking and stacking and parents waiting for 
their children on area streets. They did not ask for anything other than those 
components as part of the phase 1 special use amendment. The master plan was a 
guide to show neighbors their goals. They said they were going to build a PAC, but 
they would return with that plan as a second request. They brought in a team who 
are experts in putting together this type of facility. What they are providing for the 
PAC is state of the art. It meets the needs of LA students and program expectations, 
as well as future goals. The issue at hand is height and may be design. But what 
happens inside the building is paramount to an effective testament to a lot of dollars 



2020-Z-08 1100 Laramie Avenue July 15, 2020 

14 
 

that the school is spending to make it happen. They want to do the right thing. They 
are taking the board’s questions and concerns as important matters.  

 
 3.40 Chairman Schneider referenced the impact of shadows from the fly tower was very 

helpful. He asked about the impervious surface area that is to be covered by the 
PAC. The storm water requirements should not be incremental as it does not change 
the impervious area. 

 
  Mr. Miehle said he is working on the civil engineering design for the project. The 

entire project has to meet MWRD codes for 2020. While impervious surface plays 
a role in that analysis, they are required to do storm water detention similar to Phase 
1. That is reflected in current drawings and design. They plan to put in a vaulted 
system under the parking lot to the west of the theater. All of the storm water from 
the theater and surrounding site will run through that detention basin and then 
makes it way to the village storm sewer on Lake Avenue.  

 
 3.42 Chairman Schneider asked how many of the light fixtures will be installed.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren said there are six fixtures that are part of the current request. They 

are in the existing parking lot area that they are maintaining.  
 
 3.43 Chairman Schneider said that Benesch made some recommendations to Mr. 

Lemmon’s analysis. He thought he heard Mr. Lemmon say he would comply with 
those recommendations.  

 
  Mr. Lemmon said that is correct. He has spoken with the village engineer to confirm 

that.  
 
 3.44 Ms. Roberts said she that there are 2 are 3 individuals not associated with the 

applicant, so they probably want to speak on the case. Dory Hixon is on the call 
and also sent a letter. They got three emails today which were emailed to board 
members. Ms. Hixon did not unmute. Miriam Kronin is also on the call. Those are 
the interested parties on the call. She also has emails to read.  

 
 3.45 Chairman Schneider that the three emails forwarded today by Ms. Roberts 

supported the proposal.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that Mr. Michael Knippen sent a few emails during the meeting. 

They contain questions and comments, which she read. (Editing note: the emails 
are attached to the case report as exhibit 2.18). There were no YouTube comments.  

 
 3.46 Chairman Schneider asked who would respond to the emails that Ms. Roberts just 

read.  
 
  Ms. Lundgren that there were two questions – one related to the artificial light and 

one to sunlight. Regarding the artificial light with parking light fixtures, they have 
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done studies about light leaking beyond the property and is part of the packet. They 
used those studies to ensure that they are getting the light levels they need for safety 
and that there is not light pollution. The diagrams show that the lighting is kept 
within the Loyola property.  

 
  Regarding the second comment, the shadow study they did answers the question. 

Last week there was a neighborhood discussion and that question came up and it 
was addressed at that time. The shadow studies explain the reality of the situation.  

 
 3.47 Chairman Schneider said one question was whether the fly tower could have a 55’ 

height limit and that was discussed previously but said that the applicant could 
provide additional comments.  

 
  Ms. Lundgren said that Mr. Grossman’s explanation was very thorough. The 55’ 

tower came into being with a change in building code.  
 
  Mr. Grossman said that the popularity of a 55’ fly tower is a direct result in the 

change in the code that eliminated the need for a fire safety curtain rather than any 
fondness for that form from an architectural or functional standpoint.  

 
  Ms. Lundgren said that as an architect working for client that is 100% fully 

committed to the safety and experience of the students, this is not a professional fly 
tower. They are not looking to give professional actors a perfect venue, but to give 
high school students a space they can learn and participate in while remaining safe.  

 
  Mr. Freres talked to the honesty of Loyola and their commitment to the things they 

said they would commit to with regards to parking. The greatest benefit to the 
master planning process is that Loyola has made an effort and showed that they got 
letters of support from people who are neighborhood leaders. They spent time and 
effort to rebuild relationships with neighbors. They have benchmarked successes 
and will continue to do so with this project. Loyola wants to be a good neighbor.  

 
 3.48 Mr. Kolleng asked about any complaints about lighting when installed on the south 

side.  
 
  Mr. Freres said that there were no complaints about lighting on the south side. They 

appreciate the good questions and comments from board members tonight. They 
can answer more questions and to provide more feedback and/or information.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said that for people who have been on the board for a while, they have 

seen many projects from preschools to high schools to country clubs to commercial 
spaces. These are well established entities in the village. They need to evolve over 
time to meet current standards. Loyola did a great job with the planning and worked 
hard with the board on previous cases. He is a commercial architect and he believes 
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that the plan is the bare bones to get it to really function the way it should be a state-
of-the-art facility. The fly tower is a great location at the far corner. It is a very good 
project. The team has done a great job. These types of requests happen with existing 
schools, businesses and clubs in the village. The request is so reasonable, and he 
can support it.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agrees with Mr. Surman’s comments. He complimented the team for 

their efforts and communication. He commends the team for what they have done 
and hopes they will continue to do this. It the facility remained on the Laramie side, 
he would have a harder time with it. Tucking it into the northeast corner is the 
perfect location. It accomplishes what the neighborhood is looking for and gives 
Loyola an opportunity to have the type of theater program they want to implement. 
Standards of review are met, and he can support it. While there will be pick up and 
drop off at the PAC, a lot of people will park in the lot to the south of the main 
entrance and walking over to the PAC. The lighting has been in place without 
complaints. The team did a wonderful job and he can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Falkof said he would support this. Mr. Pellaton said that when weighing the 

nuisance or hardship to the neighbors against the educational advantage of a unique 
and state of the art PAC for LA students. There have not been complaints from 
many neighbors about the PAC and that means a lot to him. The advantages are 
obvious, and the potentially perceived hardship does not seem so great that the 
neighbors are fighting the proposal. This is a wonderful opportunity to culturally 
educate students in a safe environment and he can support the request.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick said she can support the project. The location is an ideal location. She 

was not on the board for phase 1 when there were more neighbor concerns, but she 
agrees that the request seems to be well supported. It is a good plan.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Pellaton agrees with a lot of the above comments. Loyola did a good job with 

the project. They could do without the fly tower. The fly tower is not needed for a 
state-of-the-art theater. It is needed for a certain type of theater performance that 
they chose to pursue. He disagrees with Mr. Surman that these kinds of things come 
up frequently. This is one of the tallest buildings in the village. It is in a residential 
neighborhood. He has problems with that aspect. He appreciates the answers 
regarding the drive aisle and the light although it looks like the light spills over to 
the west in the photometric studies. The traffic flow at the north end which will be 
negatively impacted, and the fly tower give him pause about the project. He sees 
that most of the board are in favor of the proposal. He keeps his fingers crossed that 
there is a way to work around traffic and he said to use it in good health.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said that when he noted that this happens with a lot of projects, he was 

referring to established entities within the village that make variations that are 
beyond what the norm would be and the board has made positive recommendations 
for other schools or clubs or commercial spaces.  
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 5.7 Mr. Pellaton said that there is a 3’ to 4’ parapet on the top of the fly tower and what 
is the purpose.  

 
  Ms. Lundgren said there is a requirement for a parapet that would provide fall 

protection. She talked about accessibility for maintenance and if it was within 10’ 
of the edge, they need to provide a parapet. There are a lot of openings in the roof. 
They are working through this issue with their data consultant and with their 
acoustical consultant and with the mechanical consultant to see if there is a way to 
bring them in from the edge to reduce the height.  

 
 5.8 Chairman Schneider said that is a necessary facility for Loyola and the current 

space does not work. The area is zoned R1 and anything that Loyola does requires 
a special use. A similar situation is at Michigan Shores and schools like St. Francis. 
He said that the relationship between Loyola and the neighborhood was not good. 
He is so amazed how Loyola and the neighbors came together and considered all 
stakeholders and their interests and concerns. This proposed project had very little 
negative input from the neighbors. He learned a lot tonight about fly towers and 
proscenium stages and state of the art design. On the whole, he thinks that the 
project meets the standards of review. He appreciates the presentation. He can 
support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for an expansion of a special 

use (educational facility, secondary), a 3.0’ height variation (lobby and east roof), 
a 4.5’ parapet height variation (lobby and east roof), an 11.0’ height variation 
(theater), an 11.5’ parapet height variation (theater), a 37.0’ height variation (fly 
tower), a 38.5’ parapet height variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, and a 2.0’ 
aisle width variation to permit the construction of a theater addition and associated 
site improvements in accordance with the plans submitted at 1100 Laramie Avenue. 
The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 

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

recommendation for case 2020-Z-08.  
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  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The 
proposed use in the specific location is an existing use that has operated in much the way 
that is proposed for over twenty years and has been in the neighborhood for sixty years. 
The proposed theater addition was contemplated in the master plan previously described; 
as proposed, it has less impact than originally laid out. The school use is consistent with 
the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan to promote educational opportunities. 
The proposed theater addition expands the educational opportunities provided by the 
school. The proposed use will not 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. Minor modifications to the 
site circulation around the new addition are consistent with the improved site plan that was 
previously approved. Adequate utilities already exist. The proposed use will be consistent 
with the community character. No known archaeological, historical or cultural resources 
will be impacted. No buffers, landscaping or other improvements are necessary. All other 
standards of Article 12 are met. 
 
The physical conditions of the property, the siting of the structures on the lot and the high 
water table, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The proposed location will have 
the least impact on the surrounding neighborhood. The plight of the owner was not created 
by the owner and is due to the unique lot and its use. The height variations are necessary 
for the safe use and programming of the new space. The difficulty is peculiar to the property 
in question. The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property 
will facilities that serve the education needs and desired programming. The proposed 
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air nor will they be injurious to 
other property. The parking lot lighting will conform to the foot-candle requirements and 
the shadows cast by the structure will have minimal impact. The siting of the addition will 
result in minimal impact on and therefore little change to the neighborhood character. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
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The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for an expansion of a special 
use (educational facility, secondary), a 3.0’ height variation (lobby and east roof), a 4.5’ 
parapet height variation (lobby and east roof), an 11.0’ height variation (theater), an 11.5’ 
parapet height variation (theater), a 37.0’ height variation (fly tower), a 38.5’ parapet height 
variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, and a 2.0’ aisle width variation to permit the 
construction of a theater addition and associated site improvements in accordance with the 
plans submitted at 1100 Laramie Avenue. The use shall run with the use. 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 5, 2020 

 
7:00 P.M. 

 
REMOTE MEETING 

 
 
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 
 Kate McManus, Planner III 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 

 
II. Opening Remarks and Swearing In 
 
 Chairman Schneider reviewed the meeting procedures for remote meetings and how the 

Zoning Board of Appeals will conduct business. All applicants and interested parties 
present were sworn in. 

 
  



August 5, 2020 Zoning Board of Appeals  DRAFT 
2 

 

III. 2020-Z-21 1305 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
IV. 2020-Z-22 1111 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2020-Z-20 1010 Central Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. Approval of June 24, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: 
None.  

 
VII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

Mr. Pellaton moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion. Voting yes: 
Mr. Falkof, Mr. Kolleng, Mr. Pellaton, Mr. Surman, and Chairman Schneider. Voting no: 
None. The meeting was adjourned at 8:40 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 
 
  Mr. John Vasilion, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Mr. Vasilion said that since there were only 5 ZBA members present, he would 

request that the case be tabled to the September 2, 2020 meeting. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to continue this case to the September 2, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 

Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
  Brad Falkof    Yes 
  John Kolleng    Yes 
  Christine Norrick   Not Present 
  Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
  Bob Surman    Yes 
  Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried.   
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3.0 COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Charles Hatsis, applicant 
   1111 Sheridan Road 
 
  3.12 Ms. Daisy Hatsis, applicant 
   1111 Sheridan Road 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for unusual recreation 

equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation, and a 
180.99 (5.35%) square foot rear yard of a double-frontage lot impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the retention of a seasonal batting cage. The Village 
Board will hear this case on August 25, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Hatsis showed a PowerPoint that he created.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Falkof said that there is on this case at least one person who expressed an 

objection, Mr. Cliff Shapiro. Mr. Falkof has known Mr. Shapiro for about 20 years. 
They were partners in the same law firm. He is a friend of Mr. Falkof’s. Mr. Falkof 
does not think their relationship will impact his view of the case but wanted to let 
the applicants know in advance of their presentation.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Hatsis continued and said he would like to summarize the points for their 

request and the points raised in opposition of the variance.  
 
  He thinks that the batting cage is warranted because it is temporary and seasonal. 

They can remove the batting cage whenever they want. The item cannot withstand 
snow and leaves so everything needs to come down when it is not in season.  

 
  There is a finite lifespan to the batting cage. It will come down when his son loses 

interest in baseball or when he goes to college. His son is currently in high school.  
 
  It sits in his backyard. His address is 1111 Sheridan Road. They have a dual access 

lot. This is why they put the cage where they did. Noise is infrequent and short in 
duration. They are usually in the cage for about 15 minutes.  

 
  It is consistent with precedent in the neighborhood. He has seen many temporary 

batting cages, hockey rinks, sport courts, etc. This batting cage is supported by 6 
out of 7 neighbors. Two of those are neighbors in adjoining yards. The only 
opposition is from the neighbor across the street.  

 
  Regarding the points in opposition: 
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  It is in the front yard – it is in the front yard because they have a dual frontage lot. 
Building on Sheridan is not an option due to the way the lot is structured. Their 
back yard is their front yard.  

 
  There are other cages nearby that the applicant could drive to – His son does not 

yet drive. There is basketball and hockey facilities nearby but many neighbors in 
the area install basketball courts and hockey rinks near their homes for 
convenience and excellence.  

 
  It is loud and detrimental to comfort – he has music speakers that are loud and 

have been there for the three years that the applicant has lived there and there were 
no noted problems. The bat noise is infrequent. The cage is not used as much as 
he would like it to be used. When it is used, it is used for short durations. If 
someone desires silence, some neighbors have backyards. The neighbor across the 
street has a beautiful backyard.  

 
  Diminishing property value – That is a speculative opinion. Some might argue that 

it enhances the value. If people are moving from the city that are families, they 
might few other families and yards and things to do at people’s home as attractive 
and a family-friendly neighborhood.  

 
  Ms. Hatsis said that the ground is not impervious and is lawn. She said that the 

measurements are less than 15’ and this information is in the documents.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Pellaton asked where the front entrance of the home was located.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that they can enter from Sheridan or Elmwood. Deliveries come 

from Sheridan.  
 
  Ms. Hatsis said that their front door faces the Bahai Temple.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that the lot is pie shaped and the front door points to the point of 

the pie.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Kolleng asked if there was a pitching machine or is someone pitching to the 

batter.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that there is a person throwing to someone else behind an L screen.  

He showed a picture of the cage.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Falkof asked why they can’t use the batting cage located at Thornwood Park.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that point was made by the objecting neighbor that they could drive 

to that park. The other location suggested by the neighbor was 20 minutes away. 
With a 15-year-old son, it is not an option to get in the car and drive to the park. 
These are not practical options.  
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 3.26 Mr. Falkof said the applicant’s son could bike to Thornwood Park.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that is hard if one is carrying a bucket of baseballs and bat. His son 

would need special equipment on the bike to do that. He did agree that it was 
possible.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Falkof clarified that the applicant had a double frontage lot as classified by the 

village. Does it have two front yards?  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said they have to entrances. He referenced the topographic diagram that 

shows 80% of the usable space is on the Elmwood side.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof said that the applicant called it a backyard, but it is identified as a 

double frontage lot by the village.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that is a technicality. They can debate that point, but they basically 

have one yard.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Pellaton asked in the case of a double frontage lot, where is the backyard.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said on this lot there is no particular backyard.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant does not have a backyard.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the front yard is on the Sheridan side and the rear yard of the 

double frontage lot is on the Elmwood side, which is treated like a front yard for 
purposes of setbacks and coverage.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Falkof asked if there were currently any batting cages in the village in 

individual’s yards, front or back. 
 
  Mr. Hatsis said there were other cages in Wilmette.   
 
 3.32 Mr. Falkof asked if they were in front yards.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said he does not know how to qualify something as a front or backyard. 

The one he saw was off a garage. It can be seen from Wilmette Avenue.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Falkof asked if any effort was made to investigate the village’s zoning 

ordinance before installing the batting cage.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis answered no and said he did not know that a temporary item would 

require something from the village.  
 
  Ms. Hatsis said she looked online and saw that the parameters were impervious, x 

number of feet from the property line and they are double or triple that minimum 
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and it had to be less than 15’ high, which the cage is. It also had to be x’ from the 
home and it was double or triple distance from the wall of their house. She thought 
that it sounded like they could do it.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts if this was put in a backyard, would they require a 

variance.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they probably would not need setback relief, but she thinks that 

the size and scope of this structure is such that they would say it needs a special 
use.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman asked what happens when residents put in a large trampoline in their 

backyard – does this require a variance. That would create just as much noise with 
kids jumping and screaming.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that trampolines are truly portable and not attached to the ground. 

She does not know if anyone has asked about a permanently installed trampoline. 
They cannot regulate something that can be picked up and moved.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant referenced hockey rinks. There are some that 

are simple that are permanently affixed into the ground. And there are others that 
have board lights that take up much more of the lot than the batting cage and that 
are impervious. He doesn’t know of any instance in the village where a person put 
up a backyard or front yard hockey rinks – one on Washington – that have required 
village permission. Is that understanding correct? Are people getting permits for 
hockey rinks.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the village generally does not enforce anything for temporary 

seasonal hockey rinks like plastic and low boards in either yard.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Pellaton asked if that was because they are seasonal? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said it was because they are seasonal and are probably used less 

during the full season. Most of the time people do not have lights. Lights do raise 
the stakes somewhat in terms of impact on neighbors. There are so many people 
that have hockey rinks and the village decided that is something that they want to 
pursue. But she can see the other side as well, but they can be problematic 
particular when they have lights.  

 
  Mr. Pellaton said that the hockey rink seems more problematic than the batting 

cage.  He would follow up later in the meeting with the applicant regarding the 
seasonal aspect.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said he has a trampoline in his backyard that is about 12’ in diameter. 

It is higher than a batting cage. Someone has to climb to get onto that. It has 
fencing. That is not a seasonal piece of equipment. It cannot be easily taken apart. 
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There is a big difference between the trampoline and a batting cage. In tonight’s 
case, the lot has an unusual shape lot and it looks like the lot to the south is a 
triangle. It is a hardship. He referenced the opposing neighbor sent several videos 
to the board. He noticed was a high pitch which is because of aluminum bats. An 
easy way to mitigate the situation is to switch to a wooden bat. This cage is not 
like the ones at the park district that are put in with large posts into the ground. It 
is a temporary structure.  

 
  Mr. Hatsis said they have no lights, so it is only used during the daytime hours.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicant referenced a seasonal aspect. When is it erected 

and when does it come down?  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said it is put up when it is warm enough to be outside playing baseball 

– late March/early April. It would come down when the leaves start to fall because 
they would collect on the net and weighing the net down and it gets colder at that 
time.   

 
 3.40 Chairman Schneider asked Ms. Roberts why this is deemed to be an impervious 

surface. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said she could be persuaded that it is not an impervious surface. They 

are counting it as a structure and she did count it as coverage, but it is very open 
unlike the previous batting cage that came before the board a few years ago. There 
is not surface to this cage. It arguably is not an impervious surface.  

 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said that the only coverage is the mat that the batter stands on and that 

is minimal.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis showed a photo of the cage.  
 
 3.42 Ms. Roberts has no problem with removing the part about impervious from the 

application. It is not functioning as impervious surface.  
 
 3.43 Ms. Roberts said there was no one on the call to speak on the case, but Mr. Shapiro 

asked her to read a statement, which she did. (Editing note: The statement is 
attached to the case report as exhibit 2.14). 

 
 3.44 Chairman Schneider asked if there was any other comment from the neighbors. 
 
   3.45 Mr. Hatsis said he got 6 to 7 support emails from neighbors. Six support emails 

were in favor of the request and one was not. The above letter was from the 
neighbor who did not support the request.  

 
 3.46 Mr. Pellaton said that there were statements in the letter about people erecting 

batting cages and using them forever. He said that this is not what is before the 



2020-Z-22 1111 Sheridan Road August 5, 2020 

6 
 

board for a recommendation. If the petition is approved, then this batting cage 
could be used at this location only and does not set a precedent for other properties 
and batting cages. Is that true or not? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said like all special uses, the board would be asked to consider the 

use to run with the use versus run with the land. If the applicant said it will be 
seasonal for a limited number of years, then that would be it. When the use, ceases 
it cannot be restarted.  

 
 3.47 Mr. Kolleng asked the applicant if his son played baseball.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said he was on the freshman team last year and he is on the New Trier 

A team this summer.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Kolleng said he thought the season was spring into summer and asked if it 

went into fall.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that there is fall baseball. It usually goes until it gets cold.  
 
  Ms. Hatsis said it goes until early October. There is a short and very limited 

baseball season.  
 
 3.49 Mr. Kolleng asked about the speaker that the neighbor referenced in the letter.  
 
  Mr. Hatsis said that there is a speaker outside that was installed three years ago 

when he moved in. There will still be music whether or not the batting cage 
remains. Any good neighbor will be respectful of other neighbors. He turns down 
the music when it gets too loud. But that is not relevant to the batting cage.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said he understands the neighbor’s points, but he disagrees with 

several of them, in particular the one about the hockey rinks. This is a large 
structure. It is mostly not an opaque structure. If the applicants are able to apprise 
the neighbors when their son wants to use the cage or come to an agreement with 
the neighbors that is mutually acceptable, he cannot see any reason why the cage 
would be objectionable. He thinks that there is a true hardship in that there is no 
backyard. The resident has no ability to put up something in a backyard as defined 
by the village. It is not overly tall. It is more of a lifestyle aspect than it is that the 
structure would diminish property values or cause problems within the village. He 
can support this. He is sympathetic regarding the noise and the disruption to the 
neighbor who objected. The other neighbors can support the request and that 
outweighs the one objection.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agreed with Mr. Pellaton. If this was a year-round structure that would 

be a different situation. It is seeing through and not obtrusive. It will go up and 
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come down. A full-time basketball court would generate more noise over a year. 
The cage is more like a hockey rink. It won’t be there in three years if their son 
loses interest or goes away to college. He can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman asked what if they were to put in a half court basketball court. Could 

they do that if impervious was not an issue.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said not in that location because it is basically like a front yard. Sport 

courts are not allowed.  
 
  Mr. Surman asked about a swimming pool.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said not in that front yard area.  
 
  Mr. Surman said that gets to the point that this is a difficult lot to deal with because 

they are restricted in so many ways. This is a very minimal change. It should not 
become the neighborhood batting cage where people are lined up to use the cage. 
He agrees with the above comments and can support it.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof said he is going to oppose the request. This is a front yard and he is 

concerned about how people use front yards. He knows that the cage is temporary, 
but they are talking about 75% of the year, from March through October, it will be 
up and used as a batting cage. That is temporary by definition, but it is close to 
permanent. And those are the times that people are outside. He knows that they 
could put up a hockey rink, but that is used in cold weather when windows are 
closed, and one is not trying to use their front porch or any other outside area of 
the home. With a hockey rink, people are skating, and it is not particularly noisy 
experience. The board is saying that there could be a problem with the cage but 
hope that it won’t be a problem. That is not the right standard. The standard is how 
can it be used during those eight months.  

 
  He went to section 13.4.X of the zoning ordinance, which provides standards for 

unusual recreational equipment. It is a two-part definition. The first part is the 
installation and character of the equipment must reflect the scale and location of a 
facility generally accepted in a usual and customary single-family district. All over 
the village there are basketball hoops. In the winter there are a fair number of 
skating rinks. 

 
  This is a unique situation. The applicant’s yard is a front yard with a batting cage 

on Elmwood. This is not in keeping with the character of Elmwood throughout the 
village.  

 
  The second part of the standards is that the level and duration of noise produced 

by such equipment must reflect that which is accepted as usual and customary in 
single family neighborhoods. There is a reason why the village put up a batting 
cage in Thornwood Park. It is next to the tennis courts. There is pounding noise 
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from the courts. They put the cage central to the park and not immediately adjacent 
to the neighbors. It’s one of those things that people do not expect to hear on a nice 
summer night. It is not usual noise in single family neighborhoods. This is a unique 
sound.  

 
  The other section of the ordinance was 5.4.F, which gives the standards for 

variations. No variation will be recommended for approval unless findings have 
been made to support each of the following conclusions. The board has to make 
certain findings in order to approve this use. The first is that the particular physical 
condition, shape, or surroundings of the property would impose upon the owner a 
practical difficulty or particular hardship as opposed to a mere inconvenience. He 
appreciates that the son does not yet drive. But he will probably be driving by next 
summer. This summer he has gotten to use the cage by having the village coming 
to the applicants and they need to go before the board. It won’t be in front of the 
Village Board until the end of August, so this summer is well taken care of. It is 
not as if there are no batting cages in the village. The one in Thornwood Park is 
rarely used. The burden is on the applicant to show the real hardship.  

 
  Part d of 5.4.F says that the difficulty or hardship stemming from the application 

of this ordinance would prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the 
property. This is not a neighbor saying they cannot use that part of the property for 
a patio or a party. This is a neighbor saying that the owner can use the property in 
every way, but not for the unusual recreation equipment.  

 
  5.4.F.1.f says the variation if granted will not alter the essential character of the 

neighborhood. He said that the cage impacts the essential character of the 
neighborhood. There is a large structure in the front yard. It sets a dangerous 
precedent even if it only runs with the use.  

 
  For those reasons, he has problems with the request.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts if the cage was to go in the backyard of a neighbor, 

it would have to be a special use? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they would call that a special use.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said he can see Mr. Falkof’’s above points. As a board, they must 

remember is the direction that the village has given is that when people come back 
after the fact and make a request pleading for forgiveness, the board has to address 
the issue as if it is a brand new case and that it has not been built or assembled. 
The board has to make their decision based on that. Would you allow this or not 
allow the cage if this was a new request. He is still on the fence.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Kolleng said that the board agrees that the impervious surface does not apply 

in this case. This is not like a shed that was built, and people asked for forgiveness 
and then had to take the shed down. The cage is temporary and not permanent.  
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 5.8 Chairman Schneider said all comments were good. Regarding the issue of 
backyard vs. front yard, he recognizes that the lot is unusual and no other place to 
put the cage. If the cage was in a ‘normal’ backyard where there were neighbors 
on three sides and across the street, which are in greater proximity than this 
particular neighbor. He does not understand why a backyard would be a better 
location from a neighbor’s standpoint.  

 
  He understands that the applicant probably should have asked for permission. He 

trusts that the applicant did not think that it was necessary. When he went to the 
house, he almost missed it because it was so unobtrusive to him.  

 
  Regarding the noise, he has neighbors that have a basketball court on their 

driveway that goes to the backyard. The noise of the basketball and the noise from 
the children that play is a pleasant noise to him, but it is relatively loud and 
objectionable to some people.  

 
  He talked about other temporary recreational equipment. The cage is deemed to 

be a structure that is anchored into the ground and needs a variation. He can 
support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 

 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a special use for unusual recreation 
equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation, and a 180.99 
(5.35%) square foot rear yard of a double-frontage lot impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a seasonal batting cage at 1111 Sheridan Road 
in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    No 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-22.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
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   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 

 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
Four members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use 
standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning 
Ordinance. The proposed use is this location is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. The establishment and operation of the use will not be detrimental to 
or endanger the public health, safety and welfare. The proposed use will not be injurious 
to the use or enjoyment of other property in the neighborhood. The proposed use will not 
substantially diminish property values. No utilities, road access or drainage are necessary 
for the proposed use. There are no traffic impacts from the proposed use. The proposed use 
will be consistent with the community character in that other residential properties have 
play equipment and winter hockey rinks in their yard. There are no known archeological, 
historical or cultural resources that would be impacted by the proposed use. There are no 
additional buffer, landscaping or public open space necessary for the proposed use. No 
other standards of Article 12 apply. 
 
The physical conditions of the property, that it is a double-frontage lot and the siting of the 
house on the lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was 
not created by the owner and is due to the unique conditions of the lot. The difficulty is 
peculiar to the property in question as there are not many double-frontage lots. The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property because there is 
no backyard area that can be used as backyards typically are. The batting cage is very open 
and therefore will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The 
batting cage is not visually disruptive and therefore will not alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood. 
 
One member of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
special use standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the 
Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the neighbor’s objection indicates that the operation of the 
use has been injurious to the use and enjoyment of his own property across the street. The 
proposed use is in the front yard on Elmwood and is out of character with the rest of the 
front yards on Elmwood.  
 
Regarding the variation standards, failure to obtain zoning approval will be an 
inconvenience but not a hardship. The family has made use of the structure for this summer. 
The son using the batting cage will likely be able to drive next summer and access public 
batting cages. The applicant is not prevented from making reasonable use of his property 
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for other outdoor typical activities. Also, the proposed request will alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood as it is a large structure in what functions as a front yard. 
 

8.0  RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a special use for unusual recreation 

equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation, and a 180.99 
(5.35%) square foot rear yard of a double-frontage lot impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a seasonal batting cage at 1111 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with 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 Mr. Steve Blonsky, ownership group 
 
  3.12 Mr. Chris Talsma, architect 
   Filoramo and Talsma Architecture 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for an Adaptive Reuse Senior 

Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area ratio variation, a 9.29’ front yard 
setback variation, a 9.26’ west side yard setback variation, a 6.74’ west side yard 
stair setback variation, a west side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height 
variation, an 8.77’ parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing height 
variation, a 6.03’ air conditioner condenser height variation, a 2.15’ rear yard 
(north) parking space setback variation, a 1,284 square foot (29.8%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation, a 2,574 square foot (59.8%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation from the 
requirement that 50% of the required parking space be enclosed to permit the 
modification of the existing building into a 16-unit apartment development and 
associated site improvements. The Village Board will hear this case on August 25, 
2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Blonsky said they bought the Masonic Lodge about two months ago. Their 

plans are to convert it into a 16-unit 55+ senior development. They plan to gut the 
interior down to the studs and rebuild the interior. On the exterior, they are trying 
not to do too much. There are no modifications to the front façade facing Central. 
On the other sides of the building, they will create window openings added to make 
the units functional, as well as decks and stairs on the east and west sides for all 
units. The existing structure does not conform with the zoning district. Besides the 
decks, there are really no modifications made to the exterior, itself.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked about other projects that the applicant has done that are similar.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said he was involved with the group that did 1121 Greenleaf about 

two years ago. He has worked on a number of rehab projects in the city.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Falkof said that the building is for 55+ individuals, what is that by definition. 

Is it a retired couple with a lot of extra bedrooms or could a family move in?  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that one of the residents must be 55 or older. These are rental 

units. They are three-bedroom, two bath units. They want to market to families. At 
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their other project, there were a lot of people who lived in the area for a long time 
and sold their house but want to stay local. This is a great option for them.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Kolleng asked how many units per floor.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said there are four units per floor.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider referenced the plans that the board received. They were 

reduced to 11 x 8.5 so they are not that clear. Are these the final plans?  
 
  Mr. Talsma said they are final from a unit layout. They are in construction 

documents right now. There could be some minor adjustments. They are 95% 
complete.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider asked if they are closing the front entrance.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that there are two entrances. There is one that is set back a little 

further and there is one on the front façade. There is a small bay on the west side, 
which is the alley side.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Schneider referenced 1.17.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that the simple answer is yes, but there are two front entrances. 

One they are maintaining and one they are closing.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said there is an entrance on the west side that is set back off of the 

front façade. That will be the main entrance. It is a covered entrance. He referenced 
exhibit 1.3, the plat of survey; it shows what he was describing. The two entrances 
on the front façade will be closed and the only entrance is on the west side, recessed 
from the façade. This is on the alley.  

 
 3.29 Chairman Schneider said that the building code inspectors have to approve this. 

There was reference there would be stairs on the north side. 
 
  Mr. Blonsky said they appeared before the ARC at the end of June. They presented 

new designs in response to comments at that meeting. The original drawings had 
an egress stair at the north. But in response to ARC comments, they came up with 
alternate designs, which had two exit stairs, one on the east and one on the west.  

 
 3.30 Chairman Schneider asked about exit stairs on resident floors. Are they accessed 

through sliding doors?  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that each unit has its own deck for outdoor space. There are four 

decks per floor. The two units that are side by side have access to the stair that takes 
them out. This is an egress stair for occupants.  
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 3.31 Chairman Schneider said they are asking for a side yard setback variation on the 
west side. Why does the deck need to be that deep? 

 
  Mr. Talsma said that the very nature of the building makes is non-conforming. 

There is a part of the building on the west side that does encroach into that setback. 
Without the decks, they would have to seek that variation. The entry lobby is also 
too close to the west side lot line. Because of some of the current openings on the 
building – four large two story openings – at grade that they will be maintained. To 
try to get the stair to fit some place that does not obstruct the openings leaves them 
with only a few location options. They are trying to position the stair in a way that 
stays out of the window as much as possible. The code minimums for the stairs 
dictated those dimensions. They are no larger than they need to be. They would like 
to make them smaller, but they need to be a certain size to be a second means of 
egress.  

 
 3.32 Chairman Schneider noted they are asking for a setback on the north edge for 

parking. It is normally 5’ to the curb and they are asking for a 2’ variation. Is that 
because they need the minimum space between the north parking spaces and the 
south? 

 
  Mr. Talsma said those are the minimum dimensions that qualify for parking. They 

made it as small as possible while providing the needed parking.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked how is it that they only have one internal stair.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that they can do an exterior stair as a second means of access.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked if the stairs had to be enclosed. 
 
  Mr. Talsma said no.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said it is very similar to a fire escape.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that there are limits. This could not be done on a high rise. This 

building is short enough that they can get away with it.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said he saw on IBC that the stair had to be protected. It could not be 

an area where snow and ice could accumulate.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that 90% of his work is in Chicago. His general perspective is 

Chicago code.  He will get more familiar with IBC. They did submit an initial plan 
to Scott Berg with the outdoor stairs. Enclosing them was not an issue that he raised. 
They brought the design to Mr. Berg early in the process.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Surman said that typically any space, even with the Chicago building code, any 

space over a certain area has to be enclosed. He has done high rises and not a low 
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rise. He knows that these are architectural issues, but they impact the variance on 
the west side. He saw a lot of other things that were not code related in Chicago. 
Are they required to have area refuge?  

 
  Mr. Talsma said that there is one in there.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said it is not ADA compliant.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said they are ADA complaint.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said they will have to agree to disagree because they are not ADA 

compliant. You can’t have the doors swinging into the landings. These are 
architectural issues.  He is concerned about the stairway.  

 
  Mr. Talsma said that the doors do swing into the landings, but there is adequate 

room for handrail extensions.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said he is concerned about circulation if the door is swinging open.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said that there are rules about how far the door should swing open. He 

clarified that Mr. Surman if he was an architect in Illinois so he is familiar with 
these things. He said he has been doing this for 20 years.  

 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said it is important that codes are met. Some things are new to him, but 

if the architect said it meets the code, he is good with that. He then does not have 
an issue with the stairs. It’s their project.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Falkof said they were talking about variances on the west side, which is the 

alley side. If there is going to be any complaint, it will not come from a landowner 
on the east side or the north side, it will be on the alley side.  

 
 3.43 Mr. Kolleng asked how long the facility has been vacant.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said they have not used it for about 15 years. It is not in great shape 

on the interior.  
 
  Mr. Talsma said it was regularly used for special events until the last few years.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Surman said he attended an event there 5 to 6 years ago.  
 
 3.45 Chairman Schneider said that when he and Mr. Falkof were at the site, on the east 

side, first floor, there was an open window. He doesn’t want people getting into the 
building. Is the interior timber wood construction.  

 
  Mr. Blonsky said that the interior was timber wood construction. The floors are 

wood.  
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  Mr. Talsma said there is also steel as well as wood. The joists are wood, but the 
major supporting beams are iron.  

 
 3.46 Chairman Schneider asked about readaptive 55+ senior housing and asked for 

background from Ms. Roberts.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said this was a significant issue when Mallinckrodt came on the market 

and got a lot of attention. When the special use was created, there was consideration 
given that other facilities like Masonic Lodge may suffer the same fate, so they 
retained that use in the 2014 ordinance. She said the village was trying in recent 
years to accommodate the masons in any way possible. If the village didn’t already 
have this use, staff would have recommended creating it in order to preserve this 
building. 

 
 3.47 Mr. Surman said they are asking for a fairly large impervious area variation. He is 

not sure how the village deals with that, but in many recent projects, they have 
asked for a retainage system on the site when they are over as much as this is over.  

 
  Mr. Talsma did not look into village codes, but he reached out to an engineer he 

works with and showed them the plans. That engineer said they would not need a 
retention plan. He does not think that anything will come up regarding detention or 
retention.  

 
 3.48 Mr. Surman asked Ms. Roberts if this was a situation where the village engineer 

would get involved.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that based on the size of parking lot coverage, the engineering 

department will want to take a grading permit. Her guess would be that some sort 
of catch basin system restrictor might be required. It is not large enough of a 
property to trigger the MWRD standards. But there probably will be some drainage 
requirements.  

 
  Mr. Talsma said that the down spouts come down to the ground. None go into the 

sewer at this time.  
 
 3.49 There were no more questions. There was one guest on the call who had to leave. 

He had submitted an email in the packet. There are no emails and no one in chat or 
YouTube.  

 
 3.50 Chairman Schneider said there was a report from Benesch about studying traffic 

issues. The conclusion was that this use would be less intense than the previous use. 
The load on the alley is not that significant.  

 
 3.51 Mr. Kolleng asked if the parking was only at the back.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that this was correct. They have 18 spaces.  
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 3.52 Mr. Falkof asked if these were dedicated spaces per unit or can anyone park 
anywhere?  

 
  Mr. Blonsky said it will have assigned spaces per unit.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Falkof asked if visitors would park on the street.  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said that this was correct.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Pellaton said there was a letter from Mr. Teasdale at 1004 Central to the east. 

Has anyone responded to his questions?  
 
  Mr. Blonsky said they have not yet responded to his questions. He has a copy of 

the email and will reach out to him.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said that he has been in the building many times. He is personally 

acquainted with the neighbors. This is unusual in that the building has not been well 
maintained for quite a long time. Two of the immediate adjacent properties have 
been vacant for years and years. One has been demolished and rebuilt but is still 
vacant though it is for sale. The other neighbors in the more extended area are in 
favor of the development or any positive use of the building. It would be a 
tremendous benefit to the village. He has concerns about impervious surface 
coverage. He has not seen one close to the amount requested. The rest of the 
variation requests are fairly small and make sense for a project of this size and this 
use. There is a definite need for this type of use in the village. He has heard that 
from village trustees. It makes sense to consider the variation requests in that light. 
If Ms. Roberts and village engineers can work out water drainage and retention 
issues that satisfies impervious surface coverage issues, then this is a good use and 
a project that he can recommend.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agreed with the above comments. The impervious surface coverage is 

there now. 16 units will require parking. Unless the village engineer says there is 
retention that needs to be put in place, there will not be a change. The site is run 
down. It would be a shame to lose the façade on Central. This is a positive 
readaptive use and it is close to transportation and the Village Center. It is an 
excellent project that he can support.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman asked the applicant if the building was sprinklered.  
 
  The applicant said they would ensure that the building is sprinklered.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman thought it was a great project and good use for the building. It would 

be a shame to tear it down. He can support it but being an architect, he has some 
issues.  
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 5.5 Mr. Falkof said he can also support the request. It is a beautiful reuse. It will have 
a positive impact on the community. There is a need for this type of housing.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said everyone wants the right end product.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider said he hopes that the engineer makes sure that there is not 

additional load to the combined sewer system on the east side, which would be a 
problem. He assumes that the engineer will pay attention to this. This is R2 zoning. 
The community generally accepts the project. He can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a special use for an Adaptive Reuse 

Senior Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area ratio variation, a 9.29’ front 
yard setback variation, a 9.26’ west side yard setback variation, a 6.74’ west side 
yard stair setback variation, a west side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height 
variation, an 8.77’ parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing height 
variation, a 6.03’ air conditioner condenser height variation, a 2.15’ rear yard 
(north) parking space setback variation, a 1,284 square foot (29.8%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation, a 2,574 square foot (59.8%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation from the 
requirement that 50% of the required parking space be enclosed to permit the 
modification of the existing building into a 16-unit apartment development and 
associated site improvements in accordance with the plans submitted at 1010 
Central. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Not Present  
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 

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

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-20.  
 
   6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 

   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
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   Christine Norrick   Not Present  
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The 
proposed use in the specific location is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan to provide alternative housing that complements the traditional 
single-family character of the village. The proposed use allows for the existing building to 
be retained with minimal exterior alteration and thus minimal impact on adjoining 
properties. The establishment and maintenance of this use in this location will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety and welfare. The proposed use will not 
be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other properties in the neighborhood. The 
establishment of the use will not impede development and improvement of surrounding 
properties. The proposed use will not substantially diminish property values in the 
neighborhood. Adequate utilities, road access, drainage and other necessary facilities 
already exist or will be provided. Adequate measures will be taken to provide ingress and 
egress. The use is not expected to have much of an impact on existing traffic and parking. 
The new residential use of the building is consistent with the community character of the 
neighborhood. Development of the proposed use will not substantially adversely affect a 
known archeological, historical or cultural resource. The proposed use allows for the 
preservation of the building, which, while not a formal historical landmark, has historical 
and architectural significance. The existing east setbacks will be maintained and new 
landscaping will be provided, resulting in open space and buffers being maintained. There 
are no additional use standards required in Article 12. 
 
The physical conditions of the property, the siting of the building on the lot and the height 
of the building, impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was 
not created by the owner and is due to the unique development and use of the property. The 
hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the building; preservation and 
reuse of the building is not possible without variations being granted. The proposed 
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The 
setback variations are on the west side of the building adjoining a public alley. Separation 
to the nearest residential structures to the east, north, and west will be maintained. The 
variations, if granted, will also for the preservation and re-use of the building and 
improvement of the site, improving the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a special use for an Adaptive Reuse 
Senior Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area ratio variation, a 9.29’ front yard 
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setback variation, a 9.26’ west side yard setback variation, a 6.74’ west side yard stair 
setback variation, a west side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height variation, an 8.77’ 
parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing height variation, a 6.03’ air conditioner 
condenser height variation, a 2.15’ rear yard (north) parking space setback variation, a 
1,284 square foot (29.8%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, a 2,574 
square foot (59.8%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
variation from the requirement that 50% of the required parking space be enclosed to 
permit the modification of the existing building into a 16-unit apartment development and 
associated site improvements in accordance with the plans submitted at 1010 Central. The 
use shall run with the use. 
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