
                                  
 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
December 21, 2016 

7:30 p.m. 
Council Chambers 

 
I. Call to Order 
 
II. 2016-Z-51 219 Linden Avenue 
 

Request by Mark and Cindy Anderson for a 185.35 square foot (11.62%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the installation of a patio 

 
III. 2016-Z-48 1132 Michigan Avenue 
 

Request by Charles Cook, Cook Architectural Design Studio, for a variation to permit 
parking spaces in a required front yard 

 
IV. 2016-Z-59 3027 Greenleaf Avenue 
 

Request by Jennifer Choi for a 360.91 square foot (6.82%) lot coverage variation, a 109.56 
square foot (10.35%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.04 
square foot (0.28%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction detached two-car garage 

 
V. Approval of the November 16, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
 
VI. Public Comment 
 
VII. Adjournment 
 
 

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

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

attend any Village public meeting, please notify the Management Services Department at  
(847) 853-7509 or TDD (847) 853-7634. 

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



REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number:   2016-Z-51 
 
 
Property:    219 Linden Avenue 
 
 
Zoning District:   R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
 
Applicant:    Mark and Cindy Anderson 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 185.35 square foot (11.62%) rear yard 

pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the installation of a patio 

 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3.D 
     Section 17.4.C 
     Section 17.4.D 
 
 
Hearing Date:    December 21, 2016 
 
 
Date of Application:   October 18, 2016 
 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, October 25, 2016.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
October 27, 2016.  Posted on the property, October 28, 2016.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
October 31, 2016. 

 
 
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 south side of Linden Avenue approximately 400’ east of 3rd 
Street.  The property is 50.0’ in width and 159.5’ in depth.  The property is 7,975.0 square feet in 
area.  The property is improved with a two-story single-family home and attached three-car garage. 
 
The existing house is non-conforming in rear yard setback and rear yard pavement impervious 
surface coverage.  The minimum rear yard setback is 31.9’ and the house has an existing rear yard 
setback of 30.86’.  The maximum rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage is 478.5 square 
feet and the current coverage is 562.93 square feet. 
 
To the north, west, and south are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes.  To the east is the Canal Shores Golf Course, which is zoned 
R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioners are proposing to install a new patio with seat wall and fire pit.  With the new patio, 
the rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage is 663.85 square feet.  Because the Zoning 
Ordinance limits rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage to 478.5 square feet (30%), a 
185.35 square foot (11.62%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation is required.   
 
The proposed patio conforms to the setback and other impervious surface coverage requirements 
of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

Rear Yard Impervious Surface Calculations 
Rear Yard = 50.0’ x 31.9’ = 1,595.0 square feet 

 
1,595.0 s.f. x .30 = 478.5 s.f. permitted rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage 

Proposed impervious coverage = 663.85 s.f.* 
663.85 – 478.5 = 185.35 s.f. variation 

* Non-conforming 
 
Other Rear Yard Impervious Surface Coverage Requests 
 
1359 Ashland Avenue Case 2016-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 136.87 square foot (1.5%) total floor area variation and a 161.35 square foot (8.84%) 
rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to allow the construction of a detached two-
car garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Pending 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 
52.46 square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square 
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foot (3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
 
33 Crescent Place Case 2016-Z-06 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 110.24 square foot (11.14%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation 
and a 23.79 square foot (2.4%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a new detached two-car garage 
 
114 16th Street Case 2015-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 90.0 square foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation and 
a 47.04 square foot (4.7%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a two-car detached garage 
 
123 Prairie Avenue Case 2015-Z-44 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 90.0 square foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a two-car detached garage 
 
1514 Lake Avenue Case 2015-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.6’ side yard parking pad setback variation and a 101.65 square foot (4.8%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit a parking pad in the rear yard 
 
209 4th Street Case 2015-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.0’ side yard setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard setback variation, and a 90.0 square 
foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of 
a new detached two-car garage 
 
101 15th Street Case 2015-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 135.15 square foot (15.52%) rear 
yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 66.4 square foot (7.62%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage 
 
433 8th Street Case 2014-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%) 
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard 
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a 
4.01’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard 
stair setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation 
variation, a 208.06 square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation from the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the 
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construction of a new home and one-car detached garage 
 
1319 Wilmette Avenue Case 2014-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 44.0 square foot (3.14%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 
273.94 square foot (19.57%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the expansion of an existing driveway 
 
2444 Thornwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 382.58 square foot (28.74%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a detached two-car garage 
 
826 17th Street Case 2013-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a detached garage in excess of 600 square feet, a 49.68 square foot 
(2.82%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 158.95 square foot (9.03%) 
rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit an addition to an existing 
detached two-car garage 
 
1621 Walnut Avenue Case 2012-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 313.38 square foot (5.97%) total floor area variation, 16.0 square foot (1.52%) rear 
yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 112.5 square foot (10.71%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a detached two-car 
garage 
 
112 6th Street Case 2012-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 36.1 square foot (2.18%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the installation of a new driveway to serve a replacement detached garage 
 
822 17th Street Case 2011-Z-27 ZBA: Grant VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a special use for a detached garage in excess of 600 square feet and a 152.0 square foot 
(8.64%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
three-car garage. *Village Board approved a modified variation request for an 88.0 square foot (5%) 
rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation  
 
621 Hibbard Road Case 2011-Z-15 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 71.87 square foot (7.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
1420 Washington Avenue Case 2010-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.63’ side yard setback variation, a 12.9’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, 
a 3.3’ side yard eave setback variation, a 9.67’ side yard adjoining a street eave setback variation, a 
55.36 square foot (9.97%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 160.17 square 
foot (149.46%) rear yard structural impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
reconstruction and expansion of a detached two-car garage 
 
511 10th Street Case 2009-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 444.5 square foot (17.78%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation 
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to permit the construction of a detached two-car garage 
 
1846 Forest Avenue Case 2009-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a grant a 113.77 square foot (16.17%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3.D establishes a maximum rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage of 478.5 
square feet (30%) on the Subject Property. 
 
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 185.35 square foot (11.62%) rear yard pavement 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the installation of a patio at 219 Linden 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 2016-Z-51. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Plat of Survey with Patio 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 
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October 25, 2016 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

October 27, 2016 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated October 28, 2016 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, October 31, 2016 
 
Minutes from the November 16, 2016 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that applicant requested that the case be continued to December 

21, 2016 due to the number of board members at this meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to continue the case to the December 21, 2016 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Kolleng, Surman and Tritsis were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
 





















REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number: 2016-Z-48 
 
 
Property: 1132 Michigan Avenue 
 
 
Zoning District: R, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
 
Applicant:    Charles Cook, Cook Architectural Design Studio 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a variation to permit parking spaces in a 

required front yard 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4  

Section 8.3 
Section 14.4.A.4 
 

 
Hearing Date:    December 21, 2016 
 
 
Date of Application:   September 20, 2016 
 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, October 10, 2016.  

Notice of Public Hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
October 13, 2016.  Posted on the property, October 10, 2016.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
October 14, 2016. 

 
 
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 along the east side of Michigan Avenue, approximately 400’ 
northwest of Elmwood Avenue.  The property has 100’ of frontage along Michigan Avenue and an 
average depth of 566’.  The property has an area of approximately 56,550 square feet.  The property 
is improved with a two-story house and attached three-car garage that is currently under construction. 
 
To the north and south are properties zoned R, Single-Family Detached Residence, and improved 
with single-family homes.  To the west are properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached 
Residence, and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal  
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a circular driveway to serve the new home that is currently 
under construction.  The circular drive will allow parking within the required front yard.  Because 
the Zoning Ordinance does not permit parking spaces in a required front yard, a variation from this 
requirement is necessary.    
 
The proposed circular drive conforms to the impervious surface coverage requirements of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Other Front Yard Parking Space Requests 
 
2411 Wilmette Avenue  Case 2016-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Remanded 
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 yard to permit 
the construction of a two-car attached garage 
 
3219 Illinois Road  Case 2016-Z-20 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 
 
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 
 
519 Forest Avenue Case 2015-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.5’ detached garage height variation, a variation to retain a non-conforming detached 
accessory structure upon the demolition of a principal building, and a variation to permit a parking 
space in a required front yard 
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1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required 
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation, a 
7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a 17.28 
decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed stand-by generator 
 
910 Shabona Lane Case 2014-Z-01 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a front yard setback variation to permit the retention of a parking space in the required 
front yard and a 2.81’ side yard setback variation and a 7.69’ combined side yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a two-car garage addition 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum front yard setback of 82.0’ on the 
subject property. 
 
Section 14.4.A.4 states that for residential uses, open parking spaces are not permitted in a required 
front yard. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front 
yard at 1132 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-48. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Site Plan 

 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
  2.0 Completed application form 
  2.1 Letter of application 
  2.2 Proof of ownership 
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  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, October 
10, 2016 

  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
October 13, 2016 

  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated October 10, 2016 

2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 
applicant, October 14, 2016 

 
The November 2, 2016 meeting was cancelled and this case was continued to November 9, 2016.   
 
Minutes from the November 9, 2016 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant was not able to attend the November 9, 2016 

meeting and had requested that the case be continued to November 16, 2016.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the November 16, 2016 meeting.   
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays. 
 
   Motion carried.   
 
Minutes from the November 16, 2016 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant that the case be continued to December 21, 2016.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the December 21, 2016 meeting.   
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Kolleng, Surman and Tritsis were not present). 
 
   Motion carried.   
 
 
 





















REPORT TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
Case Number: 2016-Z-59 
 
 
Property: 3027 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
 
Zoning District: R1-B, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
 
Applicant:    Jennifer Choi 
 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 360.91 square foot (6.82%) lot coverage 

variation, a 109.56 square foot (10.35%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0 square 
foot (0.28%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction detached two-car 
garage 

 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 
 Section 8.3 
 Section 8.3.C 
     Section 8.3.D 
 
 
Hearing Date:    December 21, 2016 
 
 
Date of Application:   October 4, 2015 
 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, November 29, 

2016. Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette 
Beacon, December 1, 2016.   Posted on the property, 
December 6, 2016. Affidavit of compliance with notice 
requirements dated December 5, 2016. 

 
 
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 south side of Greenleaf Avenue approximately 250’ west of 
Skokie Boulevard.  The property has 40.0’ of frontage on Greenleaf Avenue and is 132.32’ in depth.  
The property is 5,292.80 square feet in area.  The property is improved with a bi-level single-family 
home.  There is currently no garage on the property. 
 
The property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-B, Single Family Detached Residence and 
improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal  
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a new detached two-car garage.  The proposed garage 
measures 20.0’ x 24.0’ and is 480.0 square feet in area.  The property currently does not have a 
garage. 
 
With the construction of the garage, the proposed lot coverage is 2,305.45 square feet.  Because the 
Zoning Ordinance limits lot coverage to 1,944.54 square feet on the subject property, a 360.91 
square foot (6.82%) lot coverage variation is required. 
 
With the proposed garage, the rear yard structure impervious surface coverage is 480.0 square feet.  
Because the Zoning Ordinance limits rear yard structure impervious surface coverage to 370.44 
square feet (35%), a 109.56 square foot (10.35%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation is required.   
 
With the proposed garage, the total impervious surface coverage in the rear yard is 638.04 square 
feet.  Because the Zoning Ordinance limits rear yard total impervious surface coverage to 635.04 
square feet, a 3.0 square foot (0.28%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation is 
required. 
 
The proposed detached garage conform to the setback, height, separation, and floor area 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Maximum Existing Proposed 
Lot Coverage 1,944.54 s.f. 1,825.45 s.f. 2,305.45 s.f.* 
 

Rear Yard Impervious Surface Calculations 
Rear Yard = 26.46’ x 40.0’ = 1,058.4 square feet 

 
1,058.4 s.f. x .60 = 635.04 s.f. permitted rear yard total impervious surface coverage 

Proposed impervious coverage = 638.04 s.f.* 
635.04 – 638.04 = 3.0 s.f. variation 

 
* Non-conforming 
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1,058.4 s.f. x .35 = 370.44 s.f. permitted rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
Proposed impervious coverage = 480.0 s.f.* 

370.44 – 480.0 = 109.56 s.f. variation 
 

* Non-conforming 
 
Other Lot Coverage Requests 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor 
area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to 
permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
Revised and approved for a 162.5 square foot (2.6%) total floor area variation and a 5.0’ side yard 
air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition  
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1536 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-24 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 215.5 square foot (2.76%) lot coverage variation and a 351.69 square foot (4.51%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front porch 
 
3039 Indianwood Road Case 2014-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 137.4 square foot (1.07%) lot coverage variation, a 2.3’ front yard porch 
setback variation, and an 86.68 square foot (3.4%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
706 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Revised request for a 45.46 square foot (0.19%) lot coverage variation and a 907.61 square foot 
(6.54%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
2952 Iroquois Road Case 2014-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 81.16 square foot (0.6%) lot coverage variation to convert an open roofed patio to 
interior living space on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2028 Highland Avenue Case 2013-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 339.36 square foot (5.13%) lot coverage variation to permit a pergola on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
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239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) total 
floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback variation, 
a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 6.21’ fence 
height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
3039 Indianwood Road Case 2013-Z-08 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 87.4 square foot (0.7%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-
story addition 
 
1017 Miami Road Case 2013-Z-02 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.68’ rear yard setback variation and a 118.48 s.f. (1.62%) lot coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a one-story addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
934 Manor Drive Case 2012-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.75’ front yard setback variation, a 3.05’ side yard setback variation, a 3.56’ combined 
side yard setback variation, and a 35.21 square foot (0.38%) lot coverage variation to permit the 
enclosure of an existing non-conforming car port on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
2323 Kenilworth Avenue Case 2012-Z-23 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.77’ front yard chimney setback variation, a 411.14 square foot (4.12%) lot coverage 
variation, and a 535.35 square foot (5.37%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
828 Leamington Avenue Case 2011-Z-50 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 226.54 s.f. (3.01%) lot coverage variation, an 8.52’ front yard setback variation, a 
261.21 s.f. (12.01%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to eliminate a 
required enclosed parking space, and a variation to retain two parking spaces in a required front yard 
to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure and to allow 
the loss of one enclosed parking space 
 
1029 Miami Road Case 2011-Z-04 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 113.2 square foot (1.39%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
front porch 
 
910 Locust Road Case 2010-Z-48 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 170.63 square foot (1.03%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-
story addition on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2100 Elmwood Avenue Case 2010-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.98’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 4.98’ side yard adjoining a street 
eave setback variation, a 109.63 square foot (13.37%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage 
variation, a 153.10 square foot (18.68%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
a 256.98 square foot (6.27%) lot coverage variation, and a 467.94 square foot (11.42%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a replacement two-car detached garage 
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Other Rear Yard Impervious Surface Coverage Requests 
 
108 3rd Street Case 2016-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 55.7 square foot (5.07%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to 
allow the construction of a detached two-car garage 
 
1359 Ashland Avenue Case 2016-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 136.87 square foot (1.5%) total floor area variation and a 161.35 square foot (8.84%) 
rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to allow the construction of a detached two-
car garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Pending 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 52.46 
square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square foot 
(3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor 
area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to 
permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
Revised and approved for a 162.5 square foot (2.6%) total floor area variation and a 5.0’ side yard 
air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition  
 
33 Crescent Place Case 2016-Z-06 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 110.24 square foot (11.14%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation 
and a 23.79 square foot (2.4%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a new detached two-car garage 
 
114 16th Street Case 2015-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 90.0 square foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation and 
a 47.04 square foot (4.7%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a two-car detached garage 
 
123 Prairie Avenue Case 2015-Z-44 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 90.0 square foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a two-car detached garage 
 
1514 Lake Avenue Case 2015-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.6’ side yard parking pad setback variation and a 101.65 square foot (4.8%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit a parking pad in the rear yard 
 
209 4th Street Case 2015-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.0’ side yard setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard setback variation, and a 90.0 square 
foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
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new detached two-car garage 
 
101 15th Street Case 2015-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 135.15 square foot (15.52%) rear 
yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 66.4 square foot (7.62%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage 
 
433 8th Street Case 2014-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%) 
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard 
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a 4.01’ 
rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard stair 
setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback variation, 
a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation variation, a 208.06 
square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation from 
the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the construction of a new home and 
one-car detached garage 
 
1319 Wilmette Avenue Case 2014-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 44.0 square foot (3.14%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 
273.94 square foot (19.57%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
expansion of an existing driveway 
 
2444 Thornwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 382.58 square foot (28.74%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a detached two-car garage 
 
826 17th Street Case 2013-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a detached garage in excess of 600 square feet, a 49.68 square foot 
(2.82%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 158.95 square foot (9.03%) rear 
yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit an addition to an existing detached 
two-car garage 
 
1621 Walnut Avenue Case 2012-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 313.38 square foot (5.97%) total floor area variation, 16.0 square foot (1.52%) rear yard 
total impervious surface coverage variation and a 112.5 square foot (10.71%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a detached two-car garage 
 
112 6th Street Case 2012-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 36.1 square foot (2.18%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the installation of a new driveway to serve a replacement detached garage 
 
822 17th Street Case 2011-Z-27 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a special use for a detached garage in excess of 600 square feet and a 152.0 square foot 
(8.64%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
three-car garage. *Village Board approved a modified variation request for an 88.0 square foot (5%) 
rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation  
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621 Hibbard Road Case 2011-Z-15 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 71.87 square foot (7.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
1420 Washington Avenue Case 2010-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.63’ side yard setback variation, a 12.9’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, 
a 3.3’ side yard eave setback variation, a 9.67’ side yard adjoining a street eave setback variation, a 
55.36 square foot (9.97%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 160.17 square 
foot (149.46%) rear yard structural impervious surface coverage variation to permit the reconstruction 
and expansion of a detached two-car garage 
 
511 10th Street Case 2009-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 444.5 square foot (17.78%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a detached two-car garage 
 
1846 Forest Avenue Case 2009-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a grant a 113.77 square foot (16.17%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3, which establishes a rear yard setback of 26.46’ on the subject 
property. 
 
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum lot coverage of 1,944.54 square feet on the subject property. 
 
Section 8.3.D establishes a maximum rear yard structure impervious surface coverage of 370.44 
square feet (35%) and a maximum rear yard total impervious surface coverage of 635.04 square feet 
(60%) on the Subject Property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 360.91 square foot (6.82%) lot coverage variation, a 
109.56 square foot (10.35%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0 
square foot (0.28%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction 
detached two-car garage at 3027 Greenleaf 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 2015-Z-59. 
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CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Site Plan 
1.5 Paving Plan 
1.6 Foundation Plan and Floor Plan 
1.7 North and South Elevations 
1.8 East and West Elevations 
1.9 Building Section 

 
 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, 

November 29, 2016 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

December 1, 2016 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated December 6, 2016 

2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 
applicant, December 5, 2016 

2.8 Floor Area Worksheets 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
 Mike Boyer  
 Michael Robke 
 Reinhard Schneider 
 
Members Absent: John Kolleng 
 Bob Surman 
 Christopher Tritsis 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

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

 
II. 2016-Z-51 219 Linden Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2016-Z-48 1132 Michigan Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
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IV. 2015-Z-52 3128 Greenleaf Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2016-Z-42 2411 Wilmette Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2016-Z-53 123 Prairie Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. 2016-Z-50 2601 Old Glenview Road 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VIII. Public Comment 
 
 There was no public comment. 
 
IX. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:03 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 speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that applicant requested that the case be continued to December 

21, 2016 due to the number of board members at this meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to continue the case to the December 21, 2016 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Kolleng, Surman and Tritsis were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant that the case be continued to December 21, 2016.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the December 21, 2016 meeting.   
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Kolleng, Surman and Tritsis were not present). 
 
   Motion carried.   
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Rafik Ishaya, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a 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.  The Village Board will hear 
this case on December 13, 2016.   

 
 3.22 The applicant said he has to improve his driveway so water does not go into his 

garage and basement.  He has lived in his house for three years ago.  He has tried 
some options to remedy the situation but they did not work.  He has spoken with 
Village engineers regarding options.  He has a retaining wall on both sides and he 
has to extend those.  His driveway is currently 15’10” wide and he wants to widen 
it by 2’ so he can park two cars.   

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the retaining walls will be extended towards the 

street.   
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider asked if the storm water drain by the garage door was new.   
 
  The applicant said it is not new.   
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy clarified that they are creating a system to move water from that 

drain area into an area in the yard.   
 
  The applicant said he is hopeful that this this will help the water situation.   
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy asked if the driveway drain was connected to the sewer system.   
 
 3.27 Mr. Boyer said if the system is inundated with water they will get back up through 

the drain.   
 
  The applicant said that water comes in front of his garage door and he gets seepage 

into the garage.  Water goes to the sump pump, but if there is too much water the 
pump does not help.   

 
 3.28 Mr. Schneider clarified that the proposed solution is not perfect but it will help.   
 
 3.29 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   



2016-Z-52 3128 Greenleaf Avenue November 16, 2016 

2 
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that this request is to fix an issue with the flooding.  The biggest 

issue he is looking at is the additional square footage they are requesting is only 32 
square feet.  That ask will not be detrimental to neighbors or change water issues 
for the neighbors.  It is a reasonable solution and he can support the request.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke said he can support the request.   
 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider also supports the request.   
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy supports the request.  This is a reasonable solution.  Hopefully it 

will solve the issue.   
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a 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 
at 3128 Greenleaf Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Not Present 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-52.   
 
  6.21 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was all ayes and no nays.   
 
   Motion carried.   
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The physical condition of the house with a below-grade 
garage imposes upon the owner a particular hardship.  The plight of the owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the design of the house.  The difficulty is peculiar to 
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homes with a below-grade garage in areas where storm water overflows the street.  The 
practical difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use by protecting his home 
from water damage.  The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light 
and air or otherwise injure adjacent properties.  The variations, if granted, will not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 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 at 3128 Greenleaf Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted.   
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
   
  3.11 Mr. Tim Sheridan, architect 
 
  3.12 Mr. Jason Lee, applicant 
 
  3.13 Ms. Eunmi Lee, applicant 
   
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a 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 yard to permit the 
construction of a two-car attached garage.  The Village Board will hear this case on 
December 13, 2016.   

 
 3.22 Mr. Sheridan said he wanted to point out highlights from the last meeting.  They 

have some added documents.  The applicants took photos of houses in the area, 
2540 Wilmette Avenue, which has an existing circular driveway.  The other is at 
2120 Wilmette Avenue, which has an existing circular driveway.  The applicant’s 
current driveway has been there for longer than 10 years.   

 
  At the last meeting, Board members suggested the T turnaround driveway solution.  

To get that to work they came up with more coverage than the proposed circular 
drive.  One could perhaps play with the shape somewhat, but it will essentially be 
the same coverage as their proposal for a circular driveway.  Keeping the two curb 
cuts and the circular driveway is what they want to do.   

 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider said he disagrees with the conclusion that they need the same amount 

of impervious coverage in the three point turn situation than with the circular drive.  
The Village is concerned about reducing the amount of impervious coverage due 
to storm water runoff particularly in this area of Wilmette.  He drew two cars and 
he determined how much space they need to move the west car in the garage, back 
out and the move forward onto the street.  It is considerably less than what they 
provided.  They provided two additional exterior parking spaces.   

 
  Mr. Sheridan went under the assumption that a larger car parked in either stall, one 

cannot start turning out of the garage until they are actually out of the garage.  The 
turning radius is about 17’.  They need 10’ before they can make that turn.  He 
thinks it will be more like a 5-point turn instead of a 3-point turn.   

 
  The other issue with having a 3-point turn is that they are doing more backing up 

onto the public sidewalk.   
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  If they come straight out of the garage and move forward they should be out of the 
sidewalk plane.   

 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider disagrees.  He thinks that they can do it with less impervious surface.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer asked if the applicants are saying they cannot back out onto the street.   
 
  Mr. Sheridan said that backing directly onto the street is hard.  The point was made 

last time that it is only busy during rush hour, but that is when they leave and come 
home.  People will turn down Wilmette Avenue to get to Evanston.  It is a busy 
street.   

 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said he went up and down the street although not during rush hour.  

He wanted to see how many houses had turnarounds and there were three.  He then 
started counted driveways that did not have the ability to turn around and had to 
back out.  On the south side of the street there is 12.  On the applicant’s side of the 
street there are 20 houses so 12 out of 20 houses back onto the street from where 
the first house starts all the way to Locust.  He turned around and drove back up the 
street and started counting on the north side of the street.  There are 15 houses out 
of 21 that back out onto the street.  He went to the last house on their street.  He 
went as far west as Locust.  There are a lot of people who back out.  The applicant 
is saying that they have this and want to keep this, but they are changing it so much 
so that there is the opportunity to limit the impervious surface.  The way to limit 
that is not to grant the request.  He does not see the hardship to keep it.  Most of the 
residents on block back out onto the street.   

 
  Mr. Sheridan said that the hardship is that they are so close to where Wilmette and 

Glenview Road come together.  There is a backup going eastbound.  That last block 
is quite busy.   

 
 3.27 Mr. Robke said that he drives the block several times a day.   
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said he is on the fence on this case.  A lot of people back out onto 

the street so adding another car should not be a challenge.  The applicants have the 
circular drive and they don’t want to give this up because it is a convenience.  They 
are used to having it.   

 
 3.29 Mr. Schneider asked why his plan would not work.  There was discussion on Mr.  

Schneider’s plan and whether it would work.   
 
  Mr. Sheridan said that most t intersection graphic standards would say that they 

should not have the radius of the t for at least 10’ before they get out of the garage.   
 
 3.30 Mr. Boyer said that the exercise is saying that they cannot back out so they have to 

pull forward.   
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 3.31 Mr. Sheridan said that the exercise indicates they cannot back out onto Wilmette 
Avenue.   

 
 3.32 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.   
 
 3.33 Mr. Lee said that both neighbors on the east and west sides are supporting the 

request.  There have been no negative comments on this request.   
 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy said that one of the other challenges was the sidewalk that runs 

through the west side of the lot.   
 
  Mr. Sheridan said that definitely works against them.  The neighbor to the west has 

cars backed in and they have a double wide driveway.   
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy asked if the siting of the house on the lot is an additional challenge.   
 
  Mr. Sheridan said it would not allow for a rear garage.  Part of the case is for the 

relief of getting the garage in there.   
 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy said part of the garage sits in the front yard area.   
 
 3.37 Ms. Lee talked about safety issues when backing out during certain hours.  The 

neighbor has tall arbor vitae that blocks her vision.   
 
  Mr. Sheridan said he thinks about the simple way of leaving which is backing out 

and going out east.  The idea of backing out and going west would be difficult.   
 
 3.38 Mr. Schneider said they can reduce the impervious surface area and still make a 

three point turn.  At the last hearing they had a circular drive with the same variation 
request.  Now they took the same impervious surface area and create what they 
have shown.  He is sympathetic to safety concerns but the impervious surface needs 
to be minimized coverage.   

 
  Mr. Sheridan said he respectfully disagrees about the size issue and he tried to 

minimize the request as much as possible based on typical standards used for doing 
three point turns.  They could make it smaller but the applicants do not want to go 
in that direction and he was not sure if it would work.  The turnaround is a safer 
way to do things.   

 
 3.39 Mr. Boyer said he was present at the last hearing for this case.   
 
 3.40 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Robke’s previous concern related to distance to the 

street.   
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 3.41 Mr. Robke said that the justification is to preserve an existing condition, which is a 
circular driveway.  But it is not the existing condition because it is moved 15’ closer 
to the street, which places cars parked there up against the street.   

 
  Mr. Sheridan said that the Lee’s house is the only one that has a circular drive and 

no garage.   
 
 3.42 Mr. Robke said he does not have an issue with the reduced setback with the garage.  

He understands the hardship of the garage.  But they would be creating another 
situation and there is the ripple effect.  He is concerned about that.   

 
 3.43 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
(After section 6.0) 
 3.44 Mr. Schneider asked if they could make a revised proposal when they come to the 

Village Board.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that they applicant could try but the case might get remanded back 

to the ZBA.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that there are three requests.  At the last hearing he was in favor of 

building the two-car garage within the front yard setback.  Regarding the other two 
requests, he does not see the hardship or the uniqueness of the property as compared 
to others in the neighborhood.  He drove up and down the street.  The Board looks 
to reduce variance requests and in this case, he cannot support the additional 
turnaround.  He could support a regular driveway for a two-car garage.  The 
additional ask is something that the Village board needs to approve.  It is not within 
the Board’s purview to approve issues related to driving and the perceived difficulty 
of backing up onto the street.   

 
 5.2 Chairman Duffy asked if he would approve a reduced request with a turnaround.   
 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said no.  There is no uniqueness to this property.  He sees no hardship 

or practical difficulty.   
 
 5.4 Mr. Robke said if the Board approved this request in this context, the Board would 

have to approve 21 other houses all doing the same thing which would substantially 
change the character.   

 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider asked if the case on Illinois Road was similar to this case.   
 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said it was similar in a way but there were differences.  That 

circular drive request was denied.   
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 5.7 Mr. Schneider said he knows it is hard to back out onto a street.  If there is a way 
to avoid that with a three point turn, but minimize the request for impervious surface 
coverage, he could support that.  He was hoping they would return with something 
that was a more modest request.  But they didn’t do that.   

 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy agrees with Mr. Schneider in this case.  He would support a 

reduced request and allowing a turnaround.  People back out onto busy streets all 
the time.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a 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 yard to permit 
the construction of a two-car attached garage at 2411 Wilmette Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   Not Present 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
 

Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-42.   
 
  6.21 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was all ayes and no nays. 
 
   Motion passed.   
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the variation standards 
of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The Zoning Board members supported the 
request for the front yard setback variation for the garage addition but did not support the 
variations that would allow for the circular driveway, for the following reasons.  There 
were no particular physical conditions of the lot that necessitated the circular driveway.  
The applicants are creating their own situation by requesting to retain a circular driveway 
when a conforming driveway could be installed.  The existing circular driveway will need 
to be substantially removed due to the addition therefore, it is not an existing condition that 
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will remain unchanged.  Relocating the circular drive will alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood.  The Board was not persuaded by the evidence presented that a T-shaped 
turnaround would be the same or more front yard coverage to function effectively. 
 
Regarding the front yard setback variation for the garage, the Zoning Board of Appeals 
found that the physical conditions of the property, the location of the house on the lot and 
the location of the lot as a double-frontage lot, impose upon the owner a particular hardship.  
The lot currently does not have a garage and there are no good alternatives to locate a 
conforming garage.  The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to 
the unique circumstances of the lot.  The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question.  
The difficulty prevents the owners from making reasonable use of the property with a two-
car garage.  The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 
adjacent properties.  The proposed variation will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 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 yard to permit the construction 
of a two-car attached garage at 2411 Wilmette Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.   
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mike Kollman, architect and applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 9.73’ front yard setback variation, a 

2.94’ front yard setback variation, a 1.87’ front yard porch setback variation, and a 
2.56’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit the construction of a 
substantial remodel that is classified as a new home.  The Village Board will hear 
this case on December 13, 2016.   

 
 3.22 The owners bought the home with the idea they would remodel it.  He submitted 

photos and discussed how they got to this point.  The existing home is what they 
want to remodel.  They came to the Village to apply for an administrative variance 
to go up vertically from the existing walls of the home, tear the roof off, add a 
second floor and go up.  They were going to save the front porch that exists.  They 
would add a section on in front of that as well.   

 
  They started remodeling the home and the contractor found deficiencies in the 

existing construction.  The front porch was exterior at one point and the plates rotted 
out.  They planned to keep the siding and sheathing on the back was not built well.  
It was not structurally sound.   

 
  They tore off the siding and sheathing and the front porch.  They called for an 

inspection and when the inspectors came out they realized that more demolition 
was done than originally anticipated.  The project was stopped.  It is now considered 
to be new construction.  The basement, exterior walls, foundation were existing.  
The plan is still to go up.  There are plumbing and mechanicals in the basement.  
That is all staying.  There is a detached garage in the rear that is staying.  The 
existing site is non-conforming for front yard setbacks.  Going straight up requires 
variances.  The project has been stopped for about a month.  They are keeping the 
same footprint, are removing existing paving to reduce the impervious area and 
they are in conformance with current codes.  The front entrance would remain and 
there is a covered entranceway with steps leading up to the door.   

 
  The home is small.  Existing house is about 1,200 square feet.  With the addition 

the house is 2,100 square feet.   
 
  He showed the first floor plan and discussed what is on the first floor.  There are 

three bedrooms and a bathroom on the second floor.   
 
  He is asking the Board to approve the above requests.   
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 3.24 Mr. Schneider said they are keeping most of the first floor walls.   
 
  The architect said they are keeping all of the first floor walls.  They are replacing 

the front porch.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider referenced the sections on the north side where they replaced 2 x 4s.  

He clarified they are keeping the same footprint.  Is the rear deck new? 
 
  The architect said there is a patio in the rear now and they are covering that with a 

deck.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer asked if total house height was 26’10”.   
 
  The architect said this was correct.   
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked about an attic.   
 
  The architect said there is no attic.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Schneider said that the floor plan is efficient.  There are a lot of things going 

on in a small space.   
 
 3.29 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Schneider said he thinks that the plan makes a lot of sense.  It is new 

construction because they are removing most of the existing home.  It is a good 
improvement.  They are keeping the footprint.  It will be a good addition to the 
neighborhood and he can support the request.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke said he supports the request.  The hardship is that they were permitted 

for a renovation and then it was discovered that more work was involved.   
 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said it is not injuring use or property values in the neighborhood.  He 

fully supports the request.   
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said this is similar to when people extend the rear of the house in 

line with their property and they are over the side yard setback.  He can support the 
request.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 9.73’ front yard 

setback variation, a 2.94’ front yard setback variation, a 1.87’ front yard porch 
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setback variation, and a 2.56’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit the 
construction of a substantial remodel that is classified as a new home at 123 Prairie 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Not Present 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-53.   
 
 6.21 Mr.  Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.   
 
   Motion carried.   
 
7.0 FINDING 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 particular physical conditions of the property, the 
location of the house on the lot and the size of 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 
circumstances of the lot.  The difficulty is peculiar to the lot in question and is not generally 
shared by other properties.  The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use 
of the property with a second-story addition, front porch, and interior improvements to the 
home.  The proposed variations are for existing conditions that will remain unchanged and 
for the front porch, which will improve the appearance of the home and the function of the 
front entrance.  The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air 
to adjacent properties.  The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 9.73’ front yard setback 
variation, a 2.94’ front yard setback variation, a 1.87’ front yard porch setback variation, 
and a 2.56’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit the construction of a 
substantial remodel that is classified as a new home at 123 Prairie Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted.   
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mike Fitzgerald, principal and senior project designer 
   OKW Architects 
 
  3.12 Mr. Miles Cunningham, club member 
 
  3.13 Mr. John Guy, General Manager 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a special use to expand an existing special use 

(social club or lodge), a special use for an accessory structure in excess of 200 
square feet, a special use for more than 3 detached accessory structures, a variation 
from the requirement that accessory structures not have a basement, a 23.75’ 
accessory structure height variation, a 13.08’ accessory structure height variation, 
and a 6.58’ light pole height variation for the replacement of a paddle tennis court 
warming hut and to relocate existing and add new lighted paddle tennis courts.  The 
Village Board will hear this case on December 13, 2016.   

 
 3.23 Mr. Fitzgerald said they are calling this project a paddle hut and golf performance 

center.  He oriented the Board to the site.  The site straddles Wilmette and Skokie.  
It encompasses over 120 acres and more than 50% is in Wilmette.  It is zoned R1-
A, which is the same as a single family detached home.  Anything that the club does 
is before the Board.  The club started over 100 years ago.  The paddle facility has 
been there about 30 years.  They expanded the paddle facility 20 years ago.  They 
want to replace the existing paddle house and expand the facility.   

 
  On the campus there is the main club house and buildings that support other 

activities and functions.  Most of those are in Wilmette.  He discussed the various 
buildings.  The paddle tennis courts are north east of the pro shop and cart storage 
area.  It is about 125’ off the property line.   

 
  He showed photos of the existing paddle hut and some of the courts.  Paddle courts 

are elevated to provide heat from under the courts.  Paddle tennis is a winter sport.  
The paddle house currently sits level with the courts.  They are proposing pulling 
the paddle house about 1.5’ above the court for better viewing from in the paddle 
house.   

 
  There are images of the courts to Old Glenview Road.  There is year round 

screening.  The site is screened to the public.   
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  The facility is staying in the same place.  There are slight modifications to the four 
existing courts.  Courts 1 and 2 will be pulled apart, but close to courts 3 and 4 by 
5’.  The courts to be added on the south end.  It is not closer to residential.  The new 
paddle hut will go over the footprint of the current paddle hut between all courts.  
There is an outdoor viewing deck.   

 
  He said that the gathering space is at the southern half of the building away from 

the public.  That leads out to the viewing deck.  There will be visibility to all courts 
from the hut.  Access to the hut is from the north.  There is access on the side as 
well as on the south side.   

 
  This is an accessory structure and it is replacing an existing structure that is in 

excess of the permitted size allowed on an R1a lot.  They want a basement below 
the structure.  They want to occupy that area and not build another accessory 
structure to house a function, which is the golf learning center.   

 
  The other variances has to do with height.  Accessory structures are limited to 15’.  

The existing building received a variance 20 years ago and is about 22’ tall from 
grade, 19’ to its ridge with a cupola on top.  They are proposing a taller building, 
28’ to the ridge, and a cupola on top.   

 
  The key to the project is to have something that is consistent with the club’s 

architecture – very residential in nature and scale -, composition and materials.  It 
should look a residential building.  It is a simple gabled roof structure.   

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked the reason for the height.   
 
  Mr. Fitzgerald said it is due to building width and to keep with the architecture of 

the campus and neighborhood.  The building has a pitched roof.  The ridge is 28’ 
above grade.  Four feet of the 28’ is that the building is elevated.   

 
 3.24 Mr. Robke said that part of the plan is to raise lighting.  Have they done any studies 

to make sure there is not light pollution?  
 
  Mr. Fitzgerald said they met with the ARC for preliminary review.  Part of the 

discussion was lighting.  The preliminary photometrics show that they are meeting 
and exceeding the requirements for spill over.  The lights are directed to the court.  
The lights on courts 1 and 2 are angled differently from what is usually on a court.  
It provides less spillover.   

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked about existing lighting in the parking lot.   
 
  Mr. Fitzgerald said that there is lighting in the parking lot.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Robke asked if the facility would be used all year round.   
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  Mr. Fitzgerald said that is a possibility.  There is a service bar and limited grill.   
 
 3.27 Mr. Robke asked if the proposal increased their parking load.   
  Mr. Fitzgerald said directly to the north of the courts and hut is a paved lot that is 

striped.  To the east of that paved lot is a pervious gravel lot that is used by 
maintenance trucks and cars.  To use that gravel lot for more parking is a 
consideration.  They thought about expanding the lot to the south.  There may be a 
need for more parking.   

 
(After section 4.0) 
 3.28 Mr. Fitzgerald said that by pulling the courts further from the property line than 

how they exist today, it will not increase light pollution and may decrease it slightly.  
Not all six courts will be used throughout the entire night.  The two northernmost 
courts will be shut down at a time that might be earlier than they are currently shut 
down.  The four southern courts would be in play.  This will reduce any type of 
light spill.  There is significant vegetation in the area.  The club is showing good 
faith.  All the noise has been pulled to the south end, which should mitigate any 
problem.  Regarding parking, being able to use the gravel lot to the east of the paved 
lot will benefit the additional use but help mitigate the need to have on street 
parking on Old Glenview Road.   

 
 3.29 Mr. Robke asked hours for the courts at this time.   
 
  Mr. Fitzgerald said they close about 11:00 p.m.   
 
  Mr. Cunningham said there are not set hours on the weekends for the courts but the 

courts should be shut down by 11:00 p.m.  There is league play on Tuesday, 
Wednesday and Thursday.  This starts at 7:00 p.m. and ends at 10:00 p.m. but some 
people play from 10:00 to 10:30 p.m.  He has played later than 10:30 p.m.  The 
majority of play is on league nights.  95% of the time that is done by 10:00 p.m.  
This starts in October and goes through March.  There are women’s leagues during 
the day.   

 
 3.30 Mr. Robke said that the neighbor made a comment about overflow parking.  Is that 

when there is a big event?  Will that impact parking?  What if they had a league 
event and a wedding at the same time? 

 
  Mr. Guy said weddings would not coincide with league events during the week.  

Most of the overflow parking is July 4th and peak golf season in June, July and 
August.  They are trying to ensure that their employees do not park on Old 
Glenview Road unless they cannot find a space on club property.  When they finish 
this project they will net positive on parking and the problem should go away.   

 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy referenced net positive on parking.  Is that due to the gravel area 

or are they creating more spaces? 
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  Mr. Fitzgerald said there will be spaces in the gravel area and go south of that for 
more spaces.   

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Ravi Rajesh, neighbor 
   2514 Old Glenview Road 
 
  4.12 Mr. Tim Sheridan, ARC Chairman 
   1351 Ashland Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Rajesh has two main concerns.  One is light and noise pollution.  There is 

already a lot of brightness.  There is a considerable amount of noise now.  This is a 
concern of other neighbors also.  The second concern is parking.  One side of Old 
Glenview Road is already blocked with cars from the club.  They have a problem 
backing out of their own driveway. 

 
  Mr. Schneider asked where parking was allowed on Old Glenview Road.   
 
  Mr. Rajesh said that parking is allowed on the north side. 
 
  Chairman Duffy asked if parking was a constant or an occasional issue.   
 
  Mr.  Rajesh said there are some efforts from the club to reduce the parking problems 

and he appreciates that but it is an ongoing problem.  Parking is more problematic 
in the summer.  His concern is about the additional capacity for parking based on 
the new courts.   

 
  Mr. Schneider pointed out that golfers will not be around in the winter.   
 
 4.22 Mr. Sheridan is chair of the Appearance Review Committee.  The case has been 

looked at for preliminary review, but he would support it.  It is well thought out.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said there are six variance requests and three special use requests.  They 

are in the R1-A zoning district, which does not apply well to the club.  The positives 
of the request that courts exist in that location for about 30 years, distance from 
closest court to the street increases by 5’, additional paddle courts will be further 
from the street, accessory structure is impacted by R1-A codes.  The proposed 
placement is reasonable.   
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  Regarding approval standards, one that is most concerning has to do with 
enjoyment or use of other properties.  The proposed changes will not impact the 
neighbors.  The courts are already there and new courts are farther away.  The 
warming hut is a little larger and there is a height variation request.  It is a 
reasonable use of land and he supports the special use request.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider agrees.  They meet approval standards for special uses.  Concerns 

about parking will be addressed as well as lighting concerns.  Noise will not be 
greater than it is currently.  It is a significant distance from the nearest neighbors.  
There is little overlap between fall and winter use of paddle courts and the intensive 
golf season in the summer.  This works well for parking demand.  He can support 
the request.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Robke said he will support it with some hesitation.  Based on his confidence 

that ARC will address lighting he will support the request.  Parking is a concern.  It 
is an employee parking issue.  He hopes that the club continues to work with 
neighbors to address parking problems that occur on peak days.   

 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy concurs with all comments.  His first take on lighting was that it 

was not significant and it is within the purview of the ARC.  Parking was his main 
concern.  It is a tight parking lot.  There will be a time period with overlap of golf 
and paddle tennis.  They are increasing parking and that will help.  He can support 
it.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a special use to expand an 

existing special use (social club or lodge), a special use for an accessory structure 
in excess of 200 square feet, a special use for more than 3 detached accessory 
structures, a variation from the requirement that accessory structures not have a 
basement, a 23.75’ accessory structure height variation, a 13.08’ accessory 
structure height variation, and a 6.58’ light pole height variation for the replacement 
of a paddle tennis court warming hut and to relocate existing and add new lighted 
paddle tennis courts at 2601 Old Glenview Road in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  The use will run with the use.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Not Present 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
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Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-50.   
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The 
proposed expansion of the paddle tennis hut and courts will not alter the type of use or 
intensity of use at the property.  The use of the paddle tennis hut and courts has existed on 
the property for approximately 30 years.  The existing club use is consistent with the goals 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  Operation of the use is not detrimental to or 
endangering the public health, safety, comfort or general welfare.  The hut and courts will 
maintain with a slight increase the separation from the north lot line, the closest point to 
residential neighbors.  The use is not injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property in 
the neighborhood.  The use does not impede the normal and orderly development of 
surrounding properties.  The use does not substantially diminish property values in the 
neighborhood.  Adequate utilities, road access, drainage, and other necessary facilities 
already exist.  Adequate measures already exist to provide ingress and egress.  The use is 
consistent with the community character of the neighborhood.  The use does not adversely 
affect a known archaeological, historical, or cultural resource.  The applicant has made 
adequate legal provision regarding buffers and landscaping.  The applicant will direct the 
new court lighting to minimize the impact on adjacent residential neighbors. 

 
The Zoning Ordinance does not contemplate accessory structures as they pertain to park-
like facilities, therefore, the applicant is seeking several variations for height, size, and 
basement that are mitigated by the size of the site.  The height variations are necessary 
given the function of the paddle tennis hut and courts and the topography where they are 
located.  Modest site changes in the area of the paddle tennis hut and courts will improve 
existing parking surfaces and allow for added spaces.  The location of the paddle tennis hut 
and courts will not impair an adequate supply of light and air.  For the same reasons, the 
proposed variations will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use to expand 
an existing special use (social club or lodge), a special use for an accessory structure in 
excess of 200 square feet, a special use for more than 3 detached accessory structures, a 
variation from the requirement that accessory structures not have a basement, a 23.75’ 
accessory structure height variation, a 13.08’ accessory structure height variation, and a 
6.58’ light pole height variation for the replacement of a paddle tennis court warming hut 
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and to relocate existing and add new lighted paddle tennis courts at 2601 Old Glenview 
Road in accordance with the plans submitted.  The use will run with the use.   
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