
 

Agenda 
Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting 
Thursday, July 9, 2026 - 1:00 PM 
City Hall - Room 400 (Council Chambers) 

   
Roll Call 

Minutes 

A. Approval of June 11, 2026 Regular Meeting Minutes 

Regular Business 

A. CASE ZBA 222-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Mark Norris of Amentum Services, Inc, on behalf of 
Caterpillar, Inc, to obtain a Major Variance from the City of Peoria Unified Development 
Code Section 5.4.6.C. Fence Height, to increase the allowed fence height from 3 feet to 6 
feet in a front yard, in a Class CG (General Commercial) District, for the property located at 
501 SW Jefferson Avenue (Parcel Identification No. 18-09-180-018) Peoria, IL (Council 
District 1) 

B. CASE NO. ZBA 138-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Thomas Dluski of Dluski & Smith, on behalf of Ramoji 
Ravuri, to obtain a Major Variance from the City of Peoria Unified Development Code 
Section 5.4.6 Fences and Walls, to increase the height of a fence in the front yard from 3 
feet to 5 feet in a Class R3 (Single Family Residential) District, for the property located at 
3114 W Boulder Point Ct (Parcel Identification Number 08-25-229-007), Dunlap, IL. 
(Council District 5) 

Training Session for Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals 

Election of Officers 

Citizens' Opportunity to Address the Commission 

Adjournment 
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  : OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS : 
 

: OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, ILLINOIS: 
 
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Thursday, June 11, 2026, at 1:00 
P.M., City Hall, 419 Fulton Street, Room 400, with Chairman Richard Russo presiding and with proper 
notice having been posted. 
 

ROLL CALL 
The following Zoning Board of Appeals Commissioners were present: Ryan Cannon, Lon Lyons, 
Mason Rue, Fernanda Sharp, and Richard Russo – 5. Absent: None. 

 
City Staff Present: Eli Berkshier, Lamia Doueihi, Debbi La Rue, Masum Perkins, and Kerilyn Weick. 

 
MINUTES 

Commissioner Cannon moved to approve the minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held on 
May 14, 2026; seconded by Commissioner Rue. 
 

The motion was approved unanimously by voice vote 5 to 0. 

 
SWEARING IN OF SPEAKERS 

Speakers were sworn in by Lamia Doueihi. 

 
REGULAR BUSINESS 

ZBA 83-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Deepak Gaddipati to obtain Major Variances from the City of Peoria 
Unified Development Code Section 4.2.4 Building Envelope Standards, to decrease the front yard 
setback for an accessory structure from 25 feet to 12.66 feet and Section 5.4.6 Fences and Walls, to 
increase the height of a fence in the front yard from 3 feet to 4.5 feet, and a Minor Variance from the 
City of Peoria Unified Development Code Section 5.4.2. Residential Accessory Structures and Storage 
Buildings, to reduce the setback between an accessory structure and the principal structure from 10 
feet to 6.58 feet in a Class R3 (Single Family Residential) District, for the property located at 11406 N 
Sycamore Creek Dr (Parcel Identification Number 08- 25-205-016), Dunlap, IL (Council District 5) 
 
Senior Urban Planner, Kerilyn Weick, Community Development Department, read the case into the 
record, described the variances, and reviewed the analysis of the findings of fact. The Development 
Review Board recommends denial due to failure to meet the criteria for a major variance.  

  
Petitioner, Deepak Gaddipati, submitted additional addendums for the Board to review during his 
presentation (Exhibit 1). Mr. Gaddipati stated that he intends to remove the swing set on the property. 
Mr. Gaddipati stated that he respectfully disagrees with Staff’s conclusion of the property being able to 
yield a reasonable return without requesting a variance. Mr. Gaddipati stated that the question is 
whether the property can reasonably function in a similar manner to other properties in the 
neighborhood, and that most of the properties in the neighborhood have an enclosed backyard that is 
used for recreation. Mr. Gaddipati stated that the subject property is unique due to it being a corner lot, 
as well as the orientation of the house and the topography of the property.  
 
Mr. Gaddipati stated that there is an easement for water on this property and because of this, he 
cannot put anything in that area of his yard. Mr. Gaddipati stated that he does not have a private 
backyard that many of his neighbors have. Mr. Gaddipati stated that the fence is to provide safety for 
his children, as well as privacy and additional screening for the property. Mr. Gaddipati stated that the 
pickleball court allows his family to use the property similarly to other homeowners, who have 
traditional backyard recreational areas.  
 
Mr. Gaddipati stated that there were only cornfields behind the home when the lot was first purchased, 
and the initial intent was for there to be nothing behind the property after it was built. Mr. Gaddipati 
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stated that the neighbor’s house was constructed a year and a half later, and the reversed orientation 
of the neighbor’s home has impacted his and his family’s ability to enjoy their property.  
 
Mr. Gaddipati stated that the original complaint regarding the fence was not sent in by someone who 
lives in the neighborhood, but rather by someone who had an issue in a different neighborhood and 
drove through the neighborhood to file complaints. Mr. Gaddipati stated that none of his actual 
neighbors have an issue with the fence. 
 
Mr. Gaddipati stated he sought approval for the pickleball court from the Copper Creek Homeowner 
Association before installing it in the backyard. Mr. Gaddipati stated that he also spoke with his 
neighbors that were immediately beside and behind him and received their approval as well. Mr. 
Gaddipati stated that the pickleball court matches the grade of the property and is not visible outside of 
the property.  
 
Mr. Gaddipati stated that the hardship is not the size of the lot, but rather the fact that the property is a 
corner lot and the easements. Mr. Gaddipati stated that there are 3 easements on this property – one 
for water retention, one for electricity, and one for cable.  Mr. Gaddipati stated that due to all these 
easements, and where they are placed, it is impossible for him to put the pickleball court anywhere 
else. 
 
Mr. Gaddipati stated that the fence is only 4 feet tall, and that Staff has already stated that it does not 
alter the character of the neighborhood in any way. Mr. Gaddipati stated that the pickleball court is not 
used for commercial use, and that it is flat on the ground with no visibility from the street, amplified 
sound, or additional traffic. Mr. Gaddipati stated that there is zero intention of doing anything that would 
disturb his neighbors or cause any type of disturbance. 
 
Mr. Gaddipati presented a petition signed by 11 of his immediate neighbors stating that they approve of 
the pickleball court and of the fence being 4.5 feet tall instead of 3 feet tall (Exhibit 2). 
 
Commissioner Rue noted that the approval from the Homeowners Association was received on June 5, 
2023, and asked when the pickleball court was added onto the property. Mr. Gaddipati stated it was 
completed in July of 2023. Commissioner Rue asked how the easements on the property were 
discovered. Mr. Gaddipati stated that the easements are visible on the property. Mr. Gaddipati stated 
that the easement for water retention needs to be minded, otherwise water would start seeping into 
people’s yards, so the gradation in the back is necessary, and takes up over half of the backyard.  

 
Chairman Russo opened the public hearing at 1:27 PM. 
 
With no further public testimony provided, Chairman Russo closed the public hearing at 1:27 PM. 
 
In response to Commissioner Cannon, Ms. Weick confirmed the requested front yard setback variance is 
for the placement of the pickleball court.   
 
Chairman Russo asked to verify that nothing has been withdrawn and that the petitioner is seeking 
approval for two Major Variances and one Minor Variance. Ms. Weick stated yes. 

 
Chairman Russo read the Findings of Fact for a Major Variation on decreasing the front yard setback for 
an accessory structure from 25 feet to 12.66 feet. It was determined by the commission that criteria 1, 2, 
and 3 were found to be true.  

 
Motion:  
Commissioner Cannon made a motion to approve; seconded by Commissioner Sharp. 
 

The motion was APPROVED by roll call vote 5 to 0. 
 

Chairman Russo read the Findings of Fact for a Major Variation on increasing the height of a fence in 
the front yard from 3 feet to 4.5 feet. It was determined by the commission that criteria 1, 2, and 3 were 
found to be true.  
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Motion:  
Commissioner Rue made a motion to approve; seconded by Commissioner Sharp. 
 

The motion was APPROVED by roll call vote 5 to 0. 
 

Chairman Russo read the Findings of Fact for a Minor Variation on reducing the setback between an 
accessory structure and the principal structure from 10 feet to 6.58 feet. It was determined by the 
commission that criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 were found to be true.  

 
Motion:  
Commissioner Cannon made a motion to approve; seconded by Commissioner Rue. 
 

The motion was APPROVED by roll call vote 5 to 0. 
 

ZBA 190-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Jade and Timothy Briggs to obtain Major Variances from Section 
8.1.5.F Access/Driveways to allow a 33-foot wide driveway with a driveway extension in the front yard 
and from Section 8.1.7 Parking of Vehicles in Residential Districts to allow parking in the front yard in a 
Class R3 (Single Family Residential) District for the property located at 3523 N. Bigelow Street (Parcel 
Identification Number 14-28-328-009), Peoria, IL (Council District 2) 
 
Senior Urban Planner, Kerilyn Weick, Community Development Department, read the case into the 
record and described the variances. The Development Review Board recommends denial due to no 
hardship and failure to meet the criteria for a major variance.   

 
Commissioner Canon asked how the case is related to requirements from the Public Works 
Department. Ms. Weick stated the Public Works Department reviewed the application. For work in the 
right of way, the Public Works Department would have issued permits and completed inspections.  
 
Commissioner Rue asked if the Public Works Department would have separate requirements from this 
application for variances. Ms. Weick stated that the petitioner’s driveway is partially in the right of way, 
and that slope doesn’t comply with ADA requirements. Ms. Weick stated that Public Works is a 
member of the Development Review Board, and the Development Review Board does not support this 
petition; the extension does not meet City’s design standards and should be removed.  
 
Commissioner Cannon stated that he identified other examples of concrete extensions that do not lead 
to a legal parking space but are attached to the drive approach. Commissioner Cannon asked if the 
petition is approved, would the design be allowed to remain the same. Ms. Weick affirmed, the petition 
is to allow the driveway extension as constructed. 
 
Chairman Russo asked if a variance would still be needed if the driveway led to legal parking in the 
side yard. Ms. Weick affirmed the variance for driveway width would still be needed, unless that could 
be reduced.  

 
Petitioners, Jade and Timothy Briggs, presented the case. Ms. Briggs stated the street is busy, so they 
do not want their vehicles on the street. Ms. Briggs stated that they do not drive over the curb to pull 
into the driveway. 
 
Mr. Briggs stated his willingness to construct an approach designed to better comply with city 
standards. Mr. Briggs apologized for not getting the permit before completing the extension. He did not 
realize a permit was needed; otherwise, he would have applied for one prior to construction. 
 
Commissioner Cannon stated that a legal parking space could be made if the extension leads to a legal 
parking space in the backyard or side yard. Commissioner Cannon asked if this would be possible for 
the petitioners. Ms. Briggs stated no. Mr. Briggs stated that this side yard and backyard are both very 
small.  
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Chairman Russo opened the public hearing at 2:00 PM. 
 
Letter by Tina Paine with concerns on the request was distributed to the board (Exhibit 3). 
 
Michael Horn approached in support of the variances. Mr. Horn stated that he is the one who created 
and submitted the petition in support of the variance. Mr. Horn stated that the extension has made the 
road easier to drive down, since there are fewer cars parked on the road. Mr. Horn stated that he 
maintained the lawn on the property before the petitioners moved in, and that the area where the 
driveway extension is now was difficult to maintain. Mr. Horn stated that the extension provides safety 
coming off the intersection of Bigelow and Florence, and requests the Board consider approving the 
proposed variances. 
 
Mark Guy approached in support of the variances. Mr. Guy stated that he has lived in this neighborhood 
for approximately 45 years. Mr. Guy stated that this home fell into disrepair and has been improved 
greatly since the petitioners have moved in. Mr. Guy stated that it is a privilege to have the petitioners as 
neighbors, due to him caring not only about his own property but the other properties in the 
neighborhood. Mr. Guy requests the Board consider approving the proposed variances.   
 
Nikki Rodriguez approached in support of the variances. Ms. Rodriguez stated that she has lived in this 
neighborhood since 1955, and that the petitioners have done a beautiful job maintaining the subject 
property. Ms. Rodriguez stated that if it were not for Mr. Horn’s petition, she would not have even noticed 
the extension on the driveway. Ms. Rodriguez stated she agrees with what Mr. Guy stated. 
 
Kathleen Murray approached in opposition of the variances. Ms. Murray stated that she supports the City 
denying the variances due to the lack of regulations being followed but also understands that the 
petitioners are improving their property and have the support of the neighborhood. Ms. Murray stated 
that it would be in the City’s best interest to publicize what can and cannot be done, and what is needed 
to begin a project on a property.  
 
Mr. Horn approached the commission for a second time. Mr. Horn stated that one of the names on the 
petition of support is the president of the North Florence Neighborhood Association and another is the 
committee head of the Bigelow Association. Mr. Horn stated that the petitioners have made a lot of 
improvements to the house since moving in and hopes that the Board will approve of the extension.  
 
Ms. Weick stated a unique hardship is something that is specific to the property, not something that 

would meet their individual preference for parking. The individual parking need should have been 

recognized before purchasing the property. Ms. Weick stated that she would like to emphasize the 

discussion held by the Development Review Board regarding the pedestrian path.  This request is 

contrary to the city efforts to meet ADA compliance and long-term maintenance of the right of way. Ms. 

Weick stated that if there are concerns regarding Public Works regulations, the Board can defer this 

case for a later date. 

 
Chairman Russo asked for clarification if the design concerns by Public Works can be addressed 
regardless of the outcome of this request. Ms. Perkins affirmed, if approved, the design would remain as 
is and recognized there are federal ADA requirements for the City, in general. Any specific requirements 
at this location would need to be confirmed by the Public Works Department.   

  
With no further public testimony provided, Chairman Russo closed the public hearing at 2:11 PM.  
 
Commissioner Cannon stated he supports the request, because of the petitioner’s willingness to make 
the extension meet both accessibility and Public Work’s requirements, and his opinion that cars being 
parked off the street is better than being parked on the street. 
 
Commissioner Sharp agreed with Commissioner Cannon.  
 
Commissioner Lyons stated that he supports the request because of the overwhelming support of the 

Page 5 of 84



June 11, 2026 ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS PROCEEDINGS Page 5 of 8 
  

   

 

neighborhood combined with the safety aspect of the extension.  
 
Commissioner Rue stated that the parked vehicle with the trailer does not impede the sidewalk at all, 
and the petitioner is willing to add an ADA accessible curb and approach. Commissioner Rue asked if 
adding that as a condition for the motion would be possible. Chairman Russo asked if that would be 
appropriate. Ms. Perkins stated that such condition may not have a feasible. The specific design 
requirements would be needed.  
 
Chairman Russo asked what specifically the issue is that Public Works has with the extension, besides 
the ADA compliance. Ms. Weick stated that Public Works reviews design and installation of approaches 
and sidewalks in the City’s right of way and reviews them for compliance with ADA standards. This can 
result in needing the sidewalk and approach in front of the property to meet ADA compliance. Ms. Weick 
stated that driveway flares and the sidewalk across the driveway are too steep. Ms. Weick stated that 
part of the driveway extension is in the right of way, so that would have been inspected. Ms. Weick 
stated that Public Works has a maximum 30-foot width for driveways in the right of way. Chairman 
Russo stated that since the extension is already there, it would be difficult to add any conditions because 
it would be difficult to know it can be constructed to meet those conditions. Ms. Weick agreed. 
Commissioner Cannon stated that the reason the driveway is too steep is because it was originally made 
that way when the driveway was first installed decades ago, and the only reason it is being brought up 
now is because of the extension being done. Ms. Weick agreed.  
 
Commissioner Rue stated he is okay with approving the variances without conditions. Commissioner 
Cannon agreed. 
 
Chairman Russo read the Findings of Fact for a Major Variation to allow a 33-foot-wide driveway with a 
driveway extension in the front yard. It was determined by the commission that criteria 1, 2, and 3 were 
found to be true. 

 
Motion:  
Commissioner Rue made a motion to approve; seconded by Commissioner Sharp. 
 

The motion was APPROVED by roll call vote 5 to 0. 
 

Chairman Russo read the Findings of Fact for a Major Variation to allow parking in the front yard. It was 
determined by the commission that criteria 1, 2, and 3 were found to be true. 

 
Motion:  
Commissioner Sharp made a motion to approve; seconded by Commissioner Cannon. 
 

The motion was APPROVED by roll call vote 5 to 0. 
 

Speakers were sworn in by Lamia Doueihi. 

 

Chairman Russo called a five-minute recess at 2:26 PM. 

 

Chairman Russo called the meeting to reconvene at 2:31 PM. 

 

ZBA 191-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Lizabeth Middleton, to obtain a Major Variance from the City of Peoria 
Unified Development Code Section 5.4.7.B. Home Occupations, to increase the number of visitors from 
8 in a day to 16 in a Class R2 (Single Family Residential) District, for the property located at 115 E 
Coventry Ln (Parcel Identification Number 14-09-254-011), Peoria, IL (Council District 5) 
 
Senior Urban Planner, Kerilyn Weick, Community Development Department, read the case into the 
record and described the variances. The Development Review Board recommends denial due to failure 
to meet the criteria for a major variance.   
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Petitioner, Lizabeth Middleton, presented the case. Ms. Middleton stated that she has been teaching 
swimming lessons for approximately 5.5 years, and it has not been an issue so far. Ms. Middleton 
stated that she had reached out to the city and was told her use was fine to continue. Ms. Middleton 
stated that she received a notice on April 26 and immediately called all the families she is teaching to 
inform them of the changes so that she could comply with City regulations. 
 
Ms. Middleton stated that kids who are old enough to come in on their own are now being dropped off 
by their parents. Ms. Middleton stated that she is concerned about this being a safety hazard since she 
cannot see if the children get into their parents’ vehicle when they leave, and that the parents do not 
get to experience watching their children grow and improve.  
 
Ms. Middleton submitted 15 letters of support and read excerpts from several of the letters (Exhibit 4).  
 
Ms. Middleton stated that parents like to watch their children participate in events and sports. Ms. 
Middleton stated that if the main concern is car traffic, it would cause more traffic if the parents must 
drop off their children, leave, and then come back for pick up. Ms. Middleton stated that she is not 
looking to grow her business but would like to keep the number of students and be able to allow 
parents to stay during the lessons. 
 
Commissioner Lyons asked what season the lessons operate. Ms. Middleton stated that she has an 
indoor pool, so she teaches year-round.  

 
Chairman Russo opened the public hearing at 2:52 PM. 
 
Letter by Debi and Aaron Legaspi in opposition to the request was distributed to the board (Exhibit 5).  
 
Letter by Kimberly Maroon in opposition to the request was distributed to the board (Exhibit 6). 
 
Letter by Scott and Lori Williams in opposition to the request was distributed to the board (Exhibit 7). 
 
Jill and John Wahlfeld spoke in opposition to the request. Ms. Wahlfeld stated that this is not an issue 
regarding the swimming lessons, but about traffic in the neighborhood. Ms. Wahlfeld stated that before 
the lessons began there was an average amount of traffic for a residential neighborhood, and now 
people are coming in and out of the neighborhood every day. Ms. Wahlfeld stated that people park in 
front of her house and turn around in her driveway every day. Ms. Wahlfeld stated that the road is two-
lane, and it is difficult to navigate when people are parking on both sides of the street.  
 

Mr. Wahlfeld stated that it was indicated earlier that neighbors were asked if they had any concerns 

regarding the swimming lessons; however, no one approached them. Mr. Wahlfeld stated that the 

increased traffic is a safety hazard, especially for the children in the neighborhood. Mr. Wahlfeld stated 

that this is a residential neighborhood, and there should not be a business in a residential neighborhood. 

Mr. Wahlfeld stated that he is concerned that if he attempts to sell his home, with the increased traffic, 

the value of the home will go down. 

 
Sie Maroon submitted a letter from Diane Bussman in opposition to the request (Exhibit 8). 
 
Sie Maroon spoke in opposition to the request. Mr. Maroon stated no one is stating that the swimming 
lessons are not a benefit to the children being taught. Mr. Maroon stated that the issue is that there is 
less room in the neighborhood because of the off-street parking and that issue is also a Homeowners 
Association item to deal with. Mr. Maroon stated that there is an incident mentioned in one of the letters 
stating there is a neighbor-to-neighbor dispute due to an incident with a dog. Mr. Maroon stated that this 
has nothing to do with that incident. Mr. Maroon stated that the only thing he would want to see is if there 
is a business run out of the home, that the current City ordinances are abided by, whether that be 4 cars 
or 8 people.  
 
Scott Saurs spoke in opposition to the request. Mr. Saurs stated that he has heard from several 
neighbors that the Homeowners Association has a covenant that says that a commercial business in the 
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home is not allowed. Mr. Saurs stated that he moved to this neighborhood specifically because it is a 
residential area with very little traffic. Mr. Saurs stated that everyone in the neighborhood is courteous 
and will let people know if there is an event happening on their property, and that the petitioners have 
not extended that courtesy to their immediate neighbors.  
 
Ms. Weick stated that this variance would run with the land, and if the petitioner were to move in the 
future the variance would be attached to the subject property, not the petitioner requesting the variance. 
 
Petitioner, Ms. Middleton stated that in reference to the issue of too many vehicles being on the street, 
once she had been made aware that it was an issue, she rectified it by informing all of her clients to only 
turn around in her driveway and to park in front of either her home or in front of her neighbor’s home to 
the right, who gave her explicit permission to allow this. Ms. Middleton stated she also put a gap in 
between each of her lessons so that parents and students would not be coming in and leaving at the 
same time, to prevent more traffic. Ms. Middleton stated that she resolved these issues as she found out 
they were issues and will continue to do so if an issue is brought to her attention. Ms. Middleton stated 
that she enjoys teaching, and it would be a shame if she would not be able to provide the same level of 
service that she has been for the past several years. 
 
Commissioner Cannon asked if there is a reason for specifically requesting 16 visitors. Ms. Middleton 
stated 16 would allow parents to come in with their child and would not change the number of vehicles or 
traffic on the street. Commissioner Cannon verified that there are not 16 visitors every day. Ms. 
Middleton stated that is correct, and that there are not 16 cars, emphasizing that this would not change 
the number of vehicles or traffic, just the amount of people allowed inside the home.  

 
With no further public testimony provided, Chairman Russo closed the public hearing at 3:09 PM.  
 
Commissioner Rue stated that he lives near this address and he regularly attends the Homeowners 

Association meetings for Edgewild Homeowners Association. Commissioner Rue stated that the 

Homeowners Association has not given their input on the matter but the main source of complaints at 

the meetings is the amount of traffic and safety on the road. Commissioner Rue stated that one of the 

letters mentioned that as the petitioner began following the regulations, the traffic in the area decreased, 

and that he will be taking that comment into consideration in his decision on whether to approve.  

 
Commissioner Lyons stated that he is concerned about there being a commercial business inside of a 
residential neighborhood, and there are several neighbors that have voiced opposition. Commissioner 
Lyons stated that while he admires the petitioner teaching swimming lessons, he is against the variance. 
 
Commissioner Cannon stated that there is a difference between the number of visitors and the number 
of vehicles. Commissioner Cannon stated that if one person brought nine children for a lesson in a 
singular van, that would still violate the ordinance as written. Commissioner Cannon stated that some of 
the traffic is connected to the business, but some of it could be unrelated. Commissioner Cannon stated 
that the biggest complaint from the neighbors is the traffic, not the amount of people coming out of each 
car. Commissioner Cannon stated that he supports the variance. 
 
Chairman Russo agreed with Commissioner Cannon, stating that if a child goes into the business to 
learn how to swim while being dropped off by their parent versus the parent and child going into the 
business for the same lesson, it is the same amount of vehicles. Chairman Russo stated that there may 
even be less traffic, because the child is not being dropped off and picked up.  

 
Chairman Russo read the Findings of Fact for a Major Variation on increasing the number of visitors 
from 8 in a day to 16. It was determined by the commission that criteria 1 was found to be false, and 
criteria 2 and 3 were found to be true. 
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Motion:  
Commissioner Cannon made a motion to approve; seconded by Commissioner Sharp. 
 

The motion was DENIED by roll call vote 2 to 3.  
Yeas: Cannon, Sharp  

Nays: Russo, Lyons, Rue 
 

ZBA 138-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Thomas Dluski of Dluski & Smith, on behalf of Ramoji Ravuri, to obtain 
a Major Variance from the City of Peoria Unified Development Code Section 5.4.6 Fences and Walls, 
to increase the height of a fence in the front yard from 3 feet to 5 feet in a Class R3 (Single Family 
Residential) District, for the property located at 3114 W Boulder Point Ct (Parcel Identification Number 
08-25-229-007), Dunlap, IL (Council District 5) 
 
Senior Urban Planner, Kerilyn Weick, Community Development Department, stated that applicant 
requests a deferral to the July 9, 2026, public meeting due to their lack of availability. This case was 
previously deferred from the May 14, 2026, meeting.  

 
Motion:  
Commissioner Rue made a motion to defer; seconded by Commissioner Sharp. 
 

The motion was APPROVED by voice vote 5 to 0. 

CITIZENS' OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION 
There were no citizen requests to address the board. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner Rue made a motion to adjourn; seconded by Commissioner Cannon and unanimously 

approved by voice vote. The meeting was adjourned at 3:19 PM. 

 

Eli Berkshier 
Development Technician 
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CcppewiM He#
Quest ion regard ing : p ick le ba l l court i n the backyard a sent

deepak gaddipati

To coppet creek12hoa@gmail .com Mon. Jun 5. 2023 at 4:04 PM

He l lo ,

I am Deepak , I l ive in 11406 Sycamorecreek. I was wondering if we can put i n a pickleba l l cou rt in ou r backyard . Are there any HOA

regu lat ion s th at we shou ld be aware of? Thank you .

Deepak

Copper Creek

To me Thu , Jun 8, 2023 at 2 :22 PM v

Hel lo Deepak.

Thanks fo r reach i ng out to the Board wit h th is request We have double checked the bylaws and don't see any restrict ions that would proh ibi t a pi ckleba l l court in your

backyard Please feel free to proceed

Thank yo u,

Bi ll Sul l i van

Ryan Hams

Chnst ine Johnson

Omar Ma lcolm

Copper Creek HOA Board

EXHIBIT 1
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Letter of Support for Zoning Var iance

Date: March 1 8, 2026

To: Ci ty of Peor i a Zoning Board of Appeals

41 9 Fulton St reet, Room 400, Peoria, IL 61 602

Re: Support for Zoning Variance - 11406, N SycamoreCreek, Dunlap , IL 61525

To Chairperson and Members of the Board,

We, the undersigned residents and property owners neighbor ing 11406 , N SycamoreCreek ,

Dunlap , IL , are writ ing to formally express our support for the zoning variance request

submitted by our neighbor.

We understand the request involves the fol lowing modif ica tions to the property :

1 . Fence Height Increase: An increase in the al lowable fence height f rom 36 inches to

54 inches in the designated area.

2. Recreational Area: The use of a concrete s lab to support a pr ivate recreational area.

After reviewing the plans , we bel i eve these improvements are professional ly handled and

will not negat ively impact the sight l ines , sa fety, or aesthet ic harmony of our street .

Furthermore , we do not believe these changes wil l interfere w i th the enjoyment of our own

propert ies or create any public nuisance.

We respectful ly request that the Board take our support in to considerat ion and approve the

requested variances.

Exhibit 2
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Regarding major variance request for 3523 N Bigelow, I have the following questions /concerns.   

The original driveway has already been widened to accommodate additional vehicles and trailer (or 
so I understand) 

If that is in fact the case, why isn’t the extension being used for that purpose?  Why is the truck and 
trailer still parked on the street in close proximity to the intersection?  Photo was taken at 8:11pm 
on Monday June 9, 2026.  See attachment.  

Homeowner occasionally has a travel trailer parked in the driveway.  Was the driveway expanded for 
the travel trailer and utility trailer to park in front of the house or one or the other?  Despite the 
concrete addition, are trailers permitted to park in front of homes in the city?  If this modification 
had been requested prior to installation, would it have been approved? 

I would also like to add that a petition in support of the homeowners request was randomly 
circulated amongst neighbors.  Apparently only select neighbors were solicited for 
signatures.  Many households, including ours, were not approached.  This does not seem to be a 
fair assessment of public opinion.  Were signatures in opposition also collected?   

Should this variance request be approved, how will it impact similar requests in the future?   Should 
this variance request be denied, what recommendation will be made to the homeowner?   

Our North Florence neighborhood is still a highly desirable neighborhood in the heart of 
Peoria.  Primarily owner occupied, well maintained and boasting two beautiful boulevards I am 
opposed to any request that could devalue our home values, degrade our streets/sidewalks or open 
door for more concrete and more trailers or other business equipment.   

Thank you for taking my questions and concerns into consideration when making your decision.   

Tina Paine 
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1

Kerilyn Weick

From: Deborah Legaspi <aaronanddebilegaspi@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2026 6:17 AM
To: Kerilyn Weick
Subject: [External]Subject: Opposition to Variance Request – 115 E. Coventry Lane 

(ZBA-000191-2026).             PUBLIC HEARING-1 PM, June 11. (Today)

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals,

My husband and I are residents of Edgewild Subdivision and would like to express our opposition to the 
requested variance at 115 E. Coventry Lane to increase the number of visitors permitted under a home 
occupation from 8 to 16 per day.

Our neighborhood consists of approximately 250 homes and has only two entrances. We live near the main
entrance of the subdivision, where traffic enters through the primary access point and roundabout.  
Because of the limited access points, any increase in  traffic is felt throughout the neighborhood and 
particularly near the entrance.

While 16 visitors per day may not initially sound significant, the actual traffic impact is much greater. 
Each visitor typically arrives and departs, resulting in at least 32 vehicle trips per day. If some visitors are 
dropped off and picked up, that number could be substantially higher. This creates additional traffic on 
residential streets where many children, and neighborhood families regularly walk, ride bicycles, and play 
outdoors.

Edgewild was developed as a single-family residential neighborhood, and residents purchased homes here 
with the expectation that the area would remain residential in character. Approving a variance that doubles 
the currently permitted visitor volume sets a precedent for increased commercial activity within the 
subdivision and shifts the burden of that activity onto neighboring homeowners.

For these reasons, we respectfully request that the Zoning Board of Appeals deny this variance request.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Debi and Aaron Legaspi 
Edgewild Subdivision 
Peoria, Illinois

 

Exhibit 5

Page 37 of 84



1

Kerilyn Weick

From: kimberly cooper <kbbcooper@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2026 10:09 PM
To: Josh Naven
Cc: Kerilyn Weick
Subject: [External]Re: Public Hearing Notice 6/11/26

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Public hearing notice @ 1:00 p.m. re: 115 E. Coventry Ln.

Dear Zoning Board of Appeals,
I’m not exactly sure how this situation came to fruition, but it was not on my or my or
my husband’s account.  I am, however, thankful for the opportunity to express my thoughts
from 2 different perspectives.  Safety and personally.

From a safety perspective, the number of vehicles in Edgewild is already excessive being 
there are approximately 250 single family homes.  We do not need any additional vehicular 
traffic other than what we already have.  We certainly don’t need a commercial business to
create more traffic coming and going.  Edgewild is a residential neighborhood, not a 
business district.  Our neighborhood is not equipped with street lights or sidewalks.  This 
poses another safety concern for walkers and bicyclists, both kids and adults, to have to 
use the streets for their purposes.  To increase the vehicles coming and going, does not 
benefit the residents of Edgewild.

From personal perspective, in the five and a half years that swim lessons been offered
from the Middleton home, there have been many variables on days, weeks and times, but 
lessons could/would be given up to seven days a week and starting as early as 0730-
0800.  There are cars that park in front of our home which I guess is ok, but not ok, as they 
exit into our yard and cut through.  More so bothersome and such a disregarded nuisance
is clients using our driveway as their turn around point for parking, whether the Middleton 
home or ours for directions purposes.  Shining headlights into our home, disrupting our 
meals, our peace, as well as, our dogs.  Their comfort, their peace and protecting their 
home.  The client parking often butting into our driveway, disregarding the City of Peoria 
Ordinance of being five feet outside of the drive approach.  I’ve politely asked clients to not 
use our driveway as their turn around point.  Most drivers have been apologetic and 
respectful, but I’ve also been laughed at.  These clients drive in, out, through our 
neighborhood, driving past our homes, children, grandchildren, pets, personal belongings,
etc.  We’ve not been given the choice to know these people.  Our society is uncertain
today.

I will close with saying thank you for your consideration to my concerns and strong 
opposition for requested Major Variance from the City of Peoria Unified Development 
Code.

Kindly,
Kimberly Maroon
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RE ZBA 191-2026 

From: Scott Williams <jswilliams5@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2026 12:01 
To: Debbi La Rue <dlarue@peoriagov.org> 
Cc: loriwilliams10@hotmail.com <loriwilliams10@hotmail.com> 
Subject: [External]Public Hearing Regarding Requested Major Variance for 115 E. Coventry 
Lane  

Hello, 

We are writing in regard to the public hearing scheduled for today (June 11, 2026), in which 
the request of Lizabeth Middleton to obtain a Major Variance from the City of Peoria Unified 
Development Code Section 5.4.7.B. Home Occupations will be considered. 

Last night, we received a copy of the variance application from a concerned neighbor.  In 
the interest of living in peace, my wife and I have no desire to get into a dispute with the 
Middletons, but we also felt the need to clarify two items, now that the application has 
been brought to our attention: 

1. In the application, Ms. Middleton indicates that she has asked several neighbors 
whether her business negatively impacts them.  We live directly across the street 
from the Middletons' driveway, and therefore the traffic from her business most 
directly affects us when her customers park in front of our house (which has been a 
regular occurrence for several years).  She has never contacted us about it at all.  To 
clarify, we believe the clients of her business who submitted support letters and 
gave their opinions about the additional traffic do not live on the block in question 
and therefore are not impacted by the traffic generated by the business. 

2. Similarly, the application for a variance describes the business as a "service" to the 
neighborhood.  In my understanding, this is not a pro bono / community service but 
rather a private enterprise being run out of the residence.  The application's 
repeated reference to the tragic drowning of a young girl strikes us as 
particularly unfortunate, in light of the lack of connection to this business.  Was the 
girl a client of the business?  Did the enforcement of city code prevent her from 
being a client? Unless the answer is "yes" to either of these questions, the use of 
this incident in the application seems inappropriate.  Our family knew the girl, her 
death impacted us and our children, and it is unclear how this tragedy supports the 
application. 

We wish to live in peace with our neighbors.  We respect Ms. Middleton's desire to conduct 
her business but we are also concerned about the impact of business traffic in a residential 
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neighborhood.  When we first moved here in 2018, this was a quiet street; since that time, 
the business across the street has accounted for a drastic increase in traffic.  Among other 
things, this worries us for children riding their bikes in the street.  Honestly, I'm not sure we 
would have bought this house if we had known we would be living across the street from a 
business. 

The traffic problem has improved somewhat in recent weeks, perhaps because of this 
recent enforcement of city code.  If the number of cars and trucks on the block would truly 
not increase with this proposed variance, perhaps that would be one thing.  Again, we wish 
to live in peace with our neighbors and so for years we have simply dealt with the 
inconvenience without confrontation.  We would respectfully ask, however, that our front 
curb not be treated as a business parking lot.  Surely respect for neighbors should go both 
ways. 

Sincerely, 

Scott and Lori Williams 
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Zoning Board of Appeals 
Communication 
Meeting Date: July 9, 2026 
Department: Community Development 

 

File #: 26-293 

Subject:  CASE ZBA 222-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Mark Norris of Amentum Services, Inc, on 
behalf of Caterpillar, Inc, to obtain a Major Variance from the City of Peoria 
Unified Development Code Section 5.4.6.C. Fence Height, to increase the 
allowed fence height from 3 feet to 6 feet in a front yard, in a Class CG 
(General Commercial) District, for the property located at 501 SW Jefferson 
Avenue (Parcel Identification No. 18-09-180-018) Peoria, IL (Council 
District 1) 

 
Background - Describe the Impact if This Is Approved or Denied:  

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
The subject property is 21.22 acres in size.  The property is zoned Class CG (General 
Commercial) District and is surrounded by Class CG (General Commercial) District to 
the north, I1 (Industrial/Business Park) District to the west, and B1 (Central Business) 
District to the south and east.  The subject property is developed with an existing 
Caterpillar corporate office. 
 
REQUESTED VARIANCE: 
The Petitioner is requesting a major variance 5.4.6.C. Fence Height, to increase the 
allowed fence height from 3 feet to 6 feet in a front yard.  This variance is being 
requested to provide security at the parking lots on the site: 

1. Fencing is proposed along SW Jefferson St and Hightower St for security of 
Caterpillar’s Parking Lot D. 

 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD RECOMMENDATION 
Staff’s recommendation is No Objection to the variance request: 

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used 
only under the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zoning district. 
 
Staff: While the property can yield a reasonable return without the variance, the 
applicant is unable to create adequately secured areas while adhering to the 
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fence regulations. 
 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.  
 
Staff: This property is unique with front yards on all frontages and no traditional 
rear yard area to allow for taller fencing. 
 

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality or be 
injurious to the public or other property or properties. 

 
Staff: The proposal will not alter the essential character due to the proposed fence 
installation being similar to Dozer Park across SW Jefferson.  

 
Financial Impact: 

 
 
Neighborhood Concerns: 

 
 
Recommendation supports the following Strategic Plan Priorities: 

 
 
EEO Certification Number: 

 
 
Attachments: 

1. ZBA 222-2026 - Packet no memo 
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Disclaimer: Data is provided 'as is' without warranty or any representation of accuracy, timeliness or completeness. The burden

for determining fitness for, or the appropriateness for use, rests solely on the requester. The requester acknowledges and

accepts the limitations of the Data, including the fact that the Data is in a constant state of maintenance. This website is NOT

intended to be used for legal litigation or boundary disputes and is informational only. -Peoria County GIS Division

Map Scale

1 inch = 275 feet

2/20/2025
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SW Jefferson St View 

 
 
 
Hightower St View 
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Zoning Board of Appeals 
Communication 
Meeting Date: July 9, 2026 
Department: Community Development 

 

File #: 26-294 

Subject:  CASE NO. ZBA 138-2026 
Public hearing on the request of Thomas Dluski of Dluski & Smith, on 
behalf of Ramoji Ravuri, to obtain a Major Variance from the City of Peoria 
Unified Development Code Section 5.4.6 Fences and Walls, to increase 
the height of a fence in the front yard from 3 feet to 5 feet in a Class R3 
(Single Family Residential) District, for the property located at 3114 W 
Boulder Point Ct (Parcel Identification Number 08-25-229-007), Dunlap, IL. 
(Council District 5) 

 
Background - Describe the Impact if This Is Approved or Denied:  

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
The subject property is 0.33 acres in size. The property is zoned Class R3 (Single 
Family Residential) District and is surrounded by Class R3 (Single Family Residential) 
District in all directions. The subject property is developed with an existing single family 
dwelling. 
 
REQUESTED VARIANCE: 
The Petitioner is requesting a major variance from section 5.4.6. Fences and Walls, to 
increase the allowed fence height from 3 feet to 5 feet in a front yard. This variance is 
being requested following a code complaint and is intended to allow the existing fence, 
which has been located in the front yard since 2021, to remain in place. 
 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Denial of the variance request: 

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used 
only under the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zoning district. 
 
Staff: False. The property can continue to serve as a single-family residence with 
a 3-foot-tall fence in the front yard. Alternatively, a fence can be 5 feet tall if 
relocated to the rear yard which would be a reduction of 16% of fenced area with 
5,458 square feet remaining. Both options would provide safety for residents. 
 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.  
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Staff: False. The property has a width of 120 feet and has an area of 14,375 
square feet, exceeding the minimum building envelope standards of 95 feet and 
6,000 square feet in the Class R3 (Single Family Residential) District for a corner 
property. The property width, depth, and area are uniform for the subdivision. 
 

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality or be 
injurious to the public or other property or properties. 

 
Staff: False. The proposal would alter the essential character of the neighborhood, as 
there are no existing front yard fences within the neighborhood. Corner lot properties 
within the subdivision that have fences comply with the fencing regulations for their 
respective yards. 

 
If the variance is denied, the City would allow the property owner six months to either 
move or shorten the fence along Copper Creek Pt. 
 
Financial Impact: 

 
 
Neighborhood Concerns: 

 
 
Recommendation supports the following Strategic Plan Priorities: 

 
 
EEO Certification Number: 

 
 
Attachments: 

1. ZBA 138-2026 - Packet no Memo 
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Copper Creek Pt View 
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