
 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT Fax (847) 853-7701 

 TDD (847) 853-7634 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
of the  

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 
OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 

 
Monday, July 6, 2015 at 7:30 P.M. 

Second Floor Training Room 

AGENDA 
 
I. Call to Order. 

II. Approval of Minutes. 

Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of June 1, 2015.  

III. Continuances 

 2015-AR-04, 721 Green Bay Road, Imperial Motors, Sign Variation 

IV. Consent Agenda 

 2015-AR-21, 531 Green Bay Road, Wilmette Food Mart, Ground Sign 

 2015-AR-22, 3510 Wilmette Avenue, Chicago Northside Storage, Ground Sign 

 2015-AR-23, 1103-1107 Central Avenue, Wesley Realty, Awning Signs 

V. Cases 

 2015-AR-06, 422-444 Ridge Road, BCH 422, LLC, Appearance Review 
Certificate 

 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, IL Center for Digestive and Liver Health, 
Appearance Review Certificate 

VI. Public Comment 

VII. Adjournment 

Tim Sheridan, Chair 

 
IF YOU ARE A PERSON WITH A DISABILITY AND NEED SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 

 IN AND/OR ATTEND A VILLAGE OF WILMETTE PUBLIC MEETING, PLEASE NOTIFY THE VILLAGE  
MANAGER’S OFFICE AT (847) 853-7509 OR TDD  (847) 853-7634 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 

MEETING MINUTES  

 

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

 

MONDAY, JUNE 1, 2015  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 
Members Present: Daniel Elkins, Acting Chairman 

Dan Collyer  
Craig Phillips  
Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 
Members Absent:  Tim Sheridan 

William Bradford 
Mason Miller  

 
Guests: David Periolat, 4224 N. Milwaukee, Chicago, IL 
 William Ng 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF MAY 4, 2015. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved the Commission approve the May 4, 2015 meeting minutes.  The 
motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Elkins, and 
Commissions Collyer, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to continued Cases 2015-AR-04, 721 Green Bay Road, Imperial 
Motors and 2015-AR-06, 422-444 Ridge Road, BCH 422 LLC, to the July 6, 2015 
meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Acting 
Chairman Elkins, and Commissions Collyer, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  
The motion carried. 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve Case 2015-AR-17, 805 Ridge Road, Books of Life 
and Case 2015-AR-19, 1191 Wilmette Avenue, Bella Tile & Stone.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Elkins, and Commissions Collyer, 
Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

V. CASES 

 

2015-AR-18 1135 Wilmette Avenue 

Gates Manor  Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-18, 1135 Wilmette Avenue, Gates Manor for an 
Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the exterior including replacement of windows, and 
face brick. 
 
Mr. Periolat said this client was unable to attend the meeting and he was attending to present 
the request.  He said the exterior renovations include replacement of windows and a full roof 
replacement.  The plans also show some brick replacement in select locations.  He said there 
are a couple of patio sliding doors shown in drawing 1 on sheet A3.1. 
 
Mr. Periolat said the existing windows to be replaced are hopper type windows.  They will be 
replaced with horizontal sliding windows made with a vinyl material.  Mr. Periolat showed a 
sandstone color sample of the window frame.  The only thing the drawings showed that weren’t 
necessarily accurate were the indication of which windows were fixed and which were operable.  
They are still coordinating that with the building, but the look of the windows will not change. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what type of roofing material they were proposing. 
 
Mr. Periolat said the existing roofing material was a ballasted asphalt roof.  They will be doing 
an entire tear off and likely installing more than what exists.  There is a decent roof curb on the 
building that will allow them to put in at least 5 inches of insulation.  The new roof will not be 
ballasted.  A small condensing unit located near the center of the roof will also be replaced. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the sandstone colored window frames should look good against the existing 
brick.  He asked if the replacement brick would match the existing brick. 
 
Mr. Periolat said they will be matching both the brick and mortar as best as possible. 
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Mr. Phillips moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-18, 1135 
Wilmette Avenue, Gates Manor, as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-
Meade.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Elkins, and Commissions Collyer, Phillips, 
Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

2015-AR-20 135 Green Bay Road 

Illinois Center for Digestive and Liver Health  Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, Illinois Center for Digestive 
and Liver Health for a preliminary review of an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the 
exterior of an existing building and parking lot for a new medical office. 
 
Mr. Ng said the business owners were not able to attend the meeting and that he was in 
attendance as the architect to explain the proposal.  The business currently operates out of two 
offices.  One is located in Chicago and the other is in Barrington.  They wish to open an office 
on Green Bay Road as well as a satellite office on Ridge Road. 
 
Mr. Ng said the front façade is the major portion of remodeling.  The current façade is at an 
angle.  They are proposing to straighten out the storefront and pour a new foundation to 
support the weight of the new storefront.  The new storefront would have a more traditional 
appearance with some traditional detailing of the brick.  The materials would consist of brick 
and limestone.   
 
Mr. Ng said the existing tower located on the north end of the building would be remodeled as 
well.  The top layer of facebrick would be removed and replaced with the new facebrick.  
There would also be a metal canopy over the front entrance.  The existing wing wall on the 
tower would be removed. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the applicant has identified a proposed use for the existing tower.  He 
thought it had originally been built so they could install the sign over top of the first floor.  
The sign ordinance had once prohibited signs taller than the roof.  The tower would have 
given the building enough height to install a sign above the first floor. 
 
Mr. Ng said the proposed interior layout of the office would not allow them to utilize the 
tower. 
 
Mr. Ng said the back of the building is currently concrete block.  They propose applying a two 
coat stucco over the blocks.  They are also proposing the install a parapet wall on the back to 
screen the roof from the rear of the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked Mr. Ng what they were proposing for the sides of the building. 
 
Mr. Ng said they were proposing the clean the brick.  There will be a small brick return at the 
front of the building. 
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Mr. Elkins said he encouraged the traditional style of storefront.  He would like additional 
information on the front façade including identification of materials on the elevation, window 
framing detail and clarification of what is new and what is existing. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the new zoning ordinance required a certain amount of shade 
trees in the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said one shade tree was required for every 20 linear parking spaces. 
 
Mr. Elkins said it was a preliminary review so no vote or continuance was required. 
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the owner of Wilmette Commons sent him a conceptual drawing of new 
tenant signage.  He asked the Commission for their initial feedback on the conceptual 
design. 
 
The Commission recommended the tenant panels be semi-opaque so as not to display a 
bright white background.  

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:04 p.m., Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Elkins, and Commissions Collyer, 
Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 



 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT Fax (847) 853-7701 
 TDD (847) 853-7634 

July 1, 2015 
 
To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Planner 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for July 6, 2015 

 
Attached are three conforming sign proposals.  The Commission should determine whether these 
proposals meet the Standards of Review for an Appearance Review Certificate.  If you would like 
to remove an item from the Consent Agenda, please bring it to my attention on Monday, July 6, 
2015 and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2015-AR-21 Wilmette Food Mart 531 Green Bay Road 
 
The petitioner wishes to reface the existing ground sign. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

A business use may display one primary 
sign per street frontage. 

A ground sign is proposed for the Green Bay 
Road frontage. 

A ground sign is allowed up to up 30 square 
feet in size in a non-residential zoning 
district. 

The existing sign face will be replaced within the 
existing sign cabinet. 

A ground sign is allowed up to 15 feet in 
height along Green Bay Road. 

The existing sign cabinet will not change. 

Maximum information displayed on a sign – 
seven items of information. 

Proposed information on the ground sign 
includes the business name, and five descriptive 
words. 

 
The petitioner wishes to replace the existing sign face.  A white Plexiglas panel will be covered with 
blue and yellow vinyl to form the letters.  The sign will remain internally illuminated. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.D states the regulations for ground signs 
 
 



2015-AR-22 Chicago Northside Storage 3510 Wilmette Avenue 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new ground sign for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

A business use may display one primary 
sign per street frontage. 

A ground sign is proposed for the Wilmette 
Avenue frontage. 

A ground sign is allowed up to up 30 square 
feet in size in a non-residential zoning 
district. 

The proposed ground sign is 26.43 square feet. 

A ground sign is allowed up to 10 feet in 
height along Wilmette Avenue. 

The proposed ground sign is 6 feet in height. 

Maximum information displayed on a sign – 
seven items of information. 

Proposed information on the ground sign 
includes the business name, logo, and three 
descriptive words. 

 
The existing storage facility has been purchased and the new owner wishes to display their 
company’s signage.  A sandblasted wooden sign is proposed near the facility’s entrance on Wilmette 
Avenue. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.D states the regulations for ground signs 
 
 
2015-AR-23 Wesley Realty 1103-1107 Central Avenue 
 
The petitioner wishes to replace the existing awnings at their property. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

A business use may display one awning sign 
per street frontage. 

One awning sign per business is proposed for 
the Central Avenue frontage. 

An awning sign is allowed up to 20% 
coverage. 

The proposed awning signs have coverages 
between 12.2 and 13.7%. 

Maximum information displayed for awning 
sign – seven items of information. 

Proposed information on the awning signs does 
not exceed seven items of information. 

 
The applicant wishes to replace the awning canvas on four separate awnings with the same color of 
fabric.  Every other awning alternates in color between Captain Navy and Persian Green.  The 
existing awing frames will be reused.  The awning material samples will be provided at the meeting. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.B states the regulations for awning signs 
 















Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2015-AR-20 

 
Property: 135 Green Bay Road 
 

Zoning District: GC-1, General Commercial 
 

Petitioner: Emily & George Atia 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate for 
exterior remodeling including new windows, face brick, paving, 
landscaping, lighting, and signage. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Meeting Date:    July 6, 2015 
 
Date of Application: May 23, 2015 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, June 16, 2015 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located in the GC-1, General Commercial District, on the southwest side of Green 
Bay Road.  Surrounding uses include a multi-family residential building to the north, Union Pacific railroad 
to the east across Green Bay Road, commercial and single-family residential uses to the south, and single-
family residential homes to the west. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate for exterior remodeling including new 
windows, face brick, paving, landscaping, lighting, and signage. 
 
The subject building was formerly occupied by Perkowitz Window Fashions which closed in 2011.  A 
medical practice wishes to occupy the building for their offices.  The proposed remodeling for a medical 
office use required parking setback variations.  The variations were approved by the Village Board on 
April 14, 2015. 
 
A conforming wall sign is proposed on the building façade facing Green Bay Road.  The sign would be 
34.5 square feet in size and would have 29% wall coverage.  It would be fabricated from aluminum with 
acrylic letters and be flush mounted to the brick wall. 
 
The applicant appeared before the Appearance Review Commission on June 1, 2015 for a preliminary 
review.  The minutes of that meeting are enclosed. 
 

Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant 
meets the following standards of review: 
 
Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review 

 
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration. 
 
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a 

residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in 
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure. 

 
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality. 
 
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets 

and properties.  
 
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site 

covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines. 
 
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing 

vegetation, and other natural features. 
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7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining 
structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials, 
building mass, roof line, and architectural features. 

 
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment. 
 
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect 

neighboring properties. 
 
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent 

possible. 
 
11. Landscape provides an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable, provides for the 

screening of parking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from the street and adjacent residential 
properties. 

 
12. Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette’s climate and to their location on the 

site. The use of invasive species is prohibited. Invasive species shall be those included in the 
“Chicago Botanic Garden” list of “Invasive Plants in the Chicago Region.” 

 
13. Parking areas are designed to achieve efficient traffic flow and minimize dangerous traffic 

movements. 
 
14. Signs are of the appropriate design, color and placement to the structure, site and adjoining 

properties, in terms of materials, height, setback from the street, and proportion. 
 
15. Accessory structures, exterior lighting and fences, complement the overall structure and site 

design, in terms of materials, size, and architectural character. 
 
16. For new two-unit dwellings, review is limited to whether or not the proposed structure 

maintains the external appearance of a single-family dwelling. 
 
Case File Documents 

Location Maps and Plans 
 
1.1 Aerial Photo 
1.2 Site Photos 
1.3 A/C Spec Sheets 
1.4 Rooftop Screening Spec Sheets 
1.5 Sign Plans 
1.6 Plant List 
1.7 Lighting Spec Sheets 
1.8 Elevations 
1.9 Enlarged Elevations 
1.10 Existing Elevations 
1.11 Site Plan 
1.12 Colored Elevations 
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1.13 Landscape Plan 
1.14 First Floor Plan 
1.15 Photometric Plan 

 
Written Correspondence 
 
2.1 Ordinance 2015-O-17, Granting parking variations 

 
Case Minutes 

June 1, 2015 135 Green Bay Road 

Illinois Center for Digestive and Liver Health  Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, Illinois Center for Digestive and 
Liver Health for a preliminary review of an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the exterior 
of an existing building and parking lot for a new medical office. 
 
Mr. Ng said the business owners were not able to attend the meeting and that he was in attendance 
as the architect to explain the proposal.  The business currently operates out of two offices.  One is 
located in Chicago and the other is in Barrington.  They wish to open an office on Green Bay Road 
as well as a satellite office on Ridge Road. 
 
Mr. Ng said the front façade is the major portion of remodeling.  The current façade is at an angle.  
They are proposing to straighten out the storefront and pour a new foundation to support the 
weight of the new storefront.  The new storefront would have a more traditional appearance with 
some traditional detailing of the brick.  The materials would consist of brick and limestone.   
 
Mr. Ng said the existing tower located on the north end of the building would be remodeled as 
well.  The top layer of face brick would be removed and replaced with the new face brick.  There 
would also be a metal canopy over the front entrance.  The existing wing wall on the tower would 
be removed. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the applicant has identified a proposed use for the existing tower.  He 
thought it had originally been built so they could install the sign over top of the first floor.  The 
sign ordinance had once prohibited signs taller than the roof.  The tower would have given the 
building enough height to install a sign above the first floor. 
 
Mr. Ng said the proposed interior layout of the office would not allow them to utilize the tower. 
 
Mr. Ng said the back of the building is currently concrete block.  They propose applying a two 
coat stucco over the blocks.  They are also proposing the install a parapet wall on the back to 
screen the roof from the rear of the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked Mr. Ng what they were proposing for the sides of the building. 
 
Mr. Ng said they were proposing the clean the brick.  There will be a small brick return at the front 
of the building. 
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Mr. Elkins said he encouraged the traditional style of storefront.  He would like additional 
information on the front façade including identification of materials on the elevation, window 
framing detail and clarification of what is new and what is existing. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the new zoning ordinance required a certain amount of shade trees 
in the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said one shade tree was required for every 20 linear parking spaces. 
 
Mr. Elkins said it was a preliminary review so no vote or continuance was required. 

 
Zoning Board Minutes 

 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 

 

 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 

 

  3.11 Mr. William Ng, architect 
   1239 W.  Winamac, Chicago 
 
  3.12 Ms. Emily Atia, applicant 
 
  3.13 Mr. Mike Magnuson, traffic engineer 
   Alfred Benesch & Company 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 

 

 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 5.0’ north side yard parking space 
setback variation, a 5.0’ south side yard parking space setback variation, a 0.5’ rear yard parking 
space setback variation, a variation from the requirement that off-street parking areas with more 
than 4 spaces must provide concrete curbing along the perimeter of the parking lot, and a 
variation from the requirement that each off-street parking space must open directly upon an aisle 
or driveway.  The Village Board will hear this request at their April 14, 2015 meeting. 
 
 3.22 The architect said that the requests are for a new medical office.  He reviewed 
their variation requests.  They are requesting alley access to parking spaces.  The owners own 
two other properties and would be an asset to the Village.  The building is now vacant.  There 
was not any parking lot curbing in the past.  They are proposing curbing on the south lot line in 
the rear along with parts of the rear lot line.  They are seeking 18 parking spaces in the rear lot.   
 
  There will be more than adequate parking.  There will be 3 to 5 employees.  The 
owners decided to cut out part of the rear of the building to accommodate the required number 
of parking spaces and not put additional cars in the front.   
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked about the number of patients, the number of exam rooms 
etc.   
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  The architect said that there would be four exam rooms.  In their other offices, 
there are two doctors on site at the same time.  He is not sure how many they will have at this 
site, but are probably looking at the same number.  The doctors are included in the 3 to 5 number.   
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said that there could be four patients in rooms plus some in the 
waiting area.  18 parking spaces are proposed.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Merci asked if the procedure rooms were occupied at the same time that the 
exam rooms are occupied.   
 
  The architect said that the owner of the business is at the meeting and would speak 
to that question.   
 
  The applicant said that her husband is Dr. George Atia.  She works with him in 
the business to help him.  Eventually the procedure rooms and exam rooms will be occupied at 
the same time.  Procedures start early and usually finish by noon.  This is a new location and will 
grow.  She clarified that there are two procedure rooms.  There is a cleaning room to clean 
equipment after each procedure.  There is one RN and one anesthesia nurse on site.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Merci asked how many people would be employed in the business office.   
 
  Ms. Atia said that there would be one person in the reception area and maybe two 
in the future.   
 
 3.27 Mr. Merci asked how many staff would be on site at any one time.   
 
  Ms. Atia said that there would be approximately six staff on site at the same time.  
They are also opening a smaller office on Ridge Road that will have two exam rooms and a small 
billing site.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Schneider asked if the 18 spaces are adequate per the zoning code.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that 18 spaces are adequate for this site per the zoning code.   
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy said that the variations are about setbacks and curbing and not 
number of parking spaces.  But there needs to be adequate parking for the use.  Medical facilities 
are more intensive with vehicles due to turnover.   
 
 3.30 The architect said that they did a parking study and the person who did the study 
is at the meeting.  He described the site.  The south part of the alley is accessed through Isabella 
Street and the other part is accessed onto Green Bay Road.  They did a study of access and 
parking as well as traffic.   
 
 3.31 The traffic engineer said they were asked to look at traffic and parking for the site.  
The original thought was that the applicant needed 20 parking spaces.  There is not a lot of 
difference between this site and a commercial site.  They looked at industry standards regarding 
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parking for generic medical/dental facilities.  They came up with a recommendation.  The 
statistics show a minimum of 17 spaces and they are providing 18.  Another recommendation 
was to increase the width of the parking.  They have widened the spaces.  The other 
recommendation is that the parking spaces along the south side be designated for staff that is 
there every day.  This is parallel parking.   
 3.32 Mr. Schneider asked how many spaces were on the south side.   
 
  The traffic engineer said that there are three on the south side.  He showed a plan 
of parking.  There are three spaces underneath the building and 12 on the north side including a 
handicap space.   
 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked them to explain how they computed the number of parking 
stalls.   
 
  The traffic engineer explained how this is done.  He talked about looking at 
parking demand for land uses.  A medical/dental office was used for this specific site.  Those 
statistics yielded 17 parking spaces.   
 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked about the computation as well as the computation per 1,000 
square feet.   
 
  The traffic engineer said that they took a square foot number and figured out the 
number of spaces per square feet.  IT standards use gross square footage.  Regarding number of 
spaces per 1,000 square feet, there is an equation and the range of the rates is 2.3 to 5.3 per 
thousand square feet.   
 
 3.35 Mr. Merci asked what they used in determining the number of spaces required.   
 
  The traffic engineer said that there is a curve where they input the square footage.   
 
 3.36 Mr. Merci asked how many spaces there would be for 5,000 square feet.   
 
  The traffic engineer said they came up with 16.8 to 18.0.   
 
 3.37 Mr. Merci clarified that this was less than four spaces per 1,000 square feet.   
 
  The traffic engineer said that this was less than the Village requirement.   
 
 3.38 Mr. Merci said that the reason for his question was that intention to acquire 
variances is based on the number of spaces that are being sought.  The more spaces reduces the 
amount available for setbacks.  What does the owner operator need as compared to computation?  
Was that question asked? 
 
  The traffic engineer said that he did ask that question.  The peak time of operation 
is 11 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. with 4 to 5 patients at a time.  The number of patients served in an hour 
has a maximum of 3 with a typical stay time of 90 to 120 minutes.   
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 3.39 Mr. Merci asked how that equates to the number of spaces required.   
 
  The traffic engineer said that there are more spaces than what it required.  Based 
on the applicant’s numbers, there are 13 to 15 spaces that are suitable.   
 
  The applicant said that she is not at the clinics every day, but she knows that the 
doctor was happy with the plan based on his other sites.  She could not say that he would accept 
less spaces.   
 
 3.40 Mr. Schneider has questions about the site plan.  Will there be a curb on the north 
edge of the parking lot? 
 
  The architect said they originally drew the plan with the curb, but after speaking 
with Village staff, they said it would be better to not have a curb on the north side.   
 
 3.41 Mr. Schneider asked the width from the north property line to the edge of the 
paving.   
 
  The architect said that the paving starts at the property line.   
 
 3.42 Mr. Schneider said that bushes are shown in that location.   
  
 3.43 Mr. Schneider referenced the site plan drawing.  Plantings of some kind are on 
the north boundary so that must be on their property.   
 
  The architect said they had proposed a 2’ curb on the north property line with 
additional shrubs or removing what was on their side and planting more shrubs on the north end 
of the lot.  He did not survey the lot.  He cannot say if the shrubs are on the applicant’s lot or on 
the neighboring lot.   
 
 3.44 Mr. Merci said that the drawing indicates that the fence is on the property line and 
the planting is south of the fence.   
 
 3.45 Mr. Schneider said that the parking space is 18’ long.  Does the space start at the 
north property line? If so they could not have plantings on the north side.  Do they plan to pave 
to the edge of the property line? 
 
  The architect said that the space started at the north property line.  Village zoning 
code allows for 2’ of impervious surface.  That is why they showed the greenery.  They finally 
decided not to do the planting in that area.   
 
 3.46 Mr. Schneider referenced the south property line and asked if the situation was 
the same.  Today there is paving between properties.  He clarified that there is no landscaping on 
the south side.   
 
  The architect said that they would put curbing and landscaping on the south 
property line.  There is no boundary at this time between this lot and the next. 
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 3.47 Mr. Schneider clarified that four parking spaces are accessed from the alley.  Is 
this not permitted? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the ordinance does not identify an alley as an acceptable 
access.  There has to be a driveway or an aisle.  The way that the lot angles, she figures the last 
four come off of the alley versus the aisle.  This request will have to go to the ARC.  If they 
request landscaping, the plan might look more like they were initially intending.  They assume 
that parking will be up to the lot line.  Whatever setback provided would be a benefit and an 
improvement.   
 
 3.48 Mr. Schneider asked the minimum aisle width.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that a two-way aisle requires 22’.  This is 23’7”.   
 
 3.49 Mr. Surman said that the aisle width is 23’7” in one area and 22’10” in another 
area.   
 
 3.50 Ms. Roberts referenced Mr. Schneider’s question about the location of 
landscaping and the fence, staff went out to the site.  The plat looks like the fence is somewhat 
on the neighbor’s lot line.  Estimating that the edge of the asphalt is 9” to 12” inside of the fence, 
hopefully they can keep some of the existing mature landscaping.   
 
 3.51 Ms. Norman referenced curbing locations.   
 
  The architect talked about above locations and said that there is some in the back 
by the trash area.  There is also curbing to protect the vehicle from the alley.  Because of the 
nature of the slope of the alley, there could be no curbs.  They are requesting alley access because 
it is hard to put curbs to protect the entire vehicle.  Looking at the other lots on the site, perhaps 
they were grandfathered in but they have direct alley access and some cars are parked on the 
alley.  All vehicles are parked facing the rear of the building.   
 
 3.52 Mr. Schneider asked if the Village plowed the alley.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that they do to her knowledge.   
 
(After section 4.22) 
 3.53 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant to address the applicant’s concerns.  There 
are three points including snow removal, trucks making the turn, and waste removal.   
 
 3.54 Ms. Atia said that the waste is handled by a specific company and they come every 
day to remove medical waste.  There are certain standards that they need to abide by.  They 
already run two medical office sites.  The waste is put into red boxes and picked up by Stericycle.  
The person comes into the office to pick up the waste to take it to their truck.   
 
 3.55 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant to address the snow issue.   
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  The architect said that the property owners have a contract with a private snow 
removal company.   
 
  Ms. Atia said they have a snow removal contractor.  She manages other buildings 
in the Village and she would be happy to have her tenants polled about her snow removal 
company handles other parking lots that are larger.  The name of the company is Kelvin 
Company.  He handled the snow removal.   
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman said that the property is currently completely paved and parked.   
 
 3.57 Mr. Schneider said that he has seen some parking spaces used for snow storage.   
 
  Ms. Atia said they would not burden neighbors with their snow.   
 
 3.58 Mr. Surman clarified that the applicant would be willing to talk to her snow 
removal person and ask them to pile snow on a few parking spaces versus pushing it into the 
alley.   
 
 3.59 Chairman Duffy said that there are more than enough spaces so losing some 
spaces for no would still provide for adequate parking.   
 
  Ms. Atia said that there were issues with snow removal in the past few months.   
 
 3.60 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts to address the issue of trucks making a turn.  
Has staff looked at that?  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that in response to the concern being raised, the Director of 
Public Works went out last week to look at the site.  She had no concerns with alley access.   
 
  The architect said that the alley configuration does not allow for big trucks.  There 
is a 90 degree turn at one end and that is more difficult than the 60 degree turns.  An 18’ truck 
probably cannot fit through the alley.  The alley is wider than usual so it allows for larger trucks, 
but not a semi.   
 
(After 4.23) 
 3.61 Chairman Duffy said that the Board had no additional questions on this case.   
 
 3.62 Ms. Roberts said that there is a slightly revised site plan at Board members’ places.  
The north parking spaces and the three spaces under the building were widened to 8’9” instead 
of 8’5” at the suggestion of the traffic consultant.  No spaces were lost.   
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4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 

 

 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 

 

  4.11 Mr. and Mrs. Richard and Patricia Gaber 
   1032 Isabella Street 
 
  4.12 Mr. Eric Wall 
   1036 Isabella Street 
 

 4.2 Summary of presentations 

 

 4.21 Ms. Gaber said they have lived in their home for almost 30 years.  They have seen 
a lot of changes in the businesses.  Regarding the traffic study, when was that done?  They alley 
today is very quiet because two businesses are shut down, but that is not how it has been or will 
be.  A new restaurant is going in and more trucks will come in for deliveries and will make the 
turn at the alley.   
 
  Chairman Duffy asked when the study was done.   
 
  The traffic engineer said that the study was done in January.  Their memorandum 
stated January 21st.  They did their observation in the middle of December, between Tuesday and 
Thursday, mid-day to correspond with the peak of the use of the site.   
 
  Ms. Gaber said that a new catering company/restaurant will be going in.  Her other 
question is do they need 18 parking spaces.  That would double the amount of cars that were 
parked in that lot.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said that there 12 parking spaces along the north lot line.  So it 
is not doubling the number of spaces.  It is going from 12 to 18 spaces.  There are two that are 
angled.  There is no parking on the south so those are easily accessible.  They are adding three 
by taking out the garage area at the rear of the building.   
 
  Ms. Gaber said that it is doubling from most of the cars that they saw there for the 
use of the site.  She sent pictures of snow removal.  If they put a curb up to the property line, 
where will that snow go when they push it down the alley? 
 
  Mr. Gaber said he does not want the snow up against his garage.  Ms. Roberts 
might be wrong.  They have not seen the Village plow the alley.  It is private contractors who 
plow for businesses.  He is not sure how they will take care of the snow.  Regarding square 
footage, is parking determined on existing size of the building? 
 
  Chairman Duffy said that the traffic engineer said that it was gross area.   
 
  Mr. Gaber said that the amount of office space would be reduced by those three 
parking spaces.   
  The traffic engineer said that is based on the grossed building area submitted in 
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the site plan.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked if that included the three parking spaces being created by 
the removal of the garage door.   
 
  The traffic engineer said that it did not include the three parking spaces.  The 
building without those three spaces is about 5,000 square feet.   
 
  Ms. Gaber referenced the 18 spaces and asked if this was because the applicant 
said that they need this number or is the Village asking for this.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said that the Village is requiring them to have 18 spaces.   
 
  Ms. Gaber asked if they grant variances on the number of spaces.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said it has happened in the past but it is done case by case.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the Village requires 18 spaces and that is net of removing 
specific spaces within the building. 
 
  Mr. Gaber said that the Village requirement of 18 spaces is based on computation 
that is measured from interior face of wall to interior face of wall of exterior walls less spaces 
that are designated as mechanical, toilet room and other non-occupiable spaces.  A skillful 
definition of interior spaces and a more computation of space would reveal that there is a 
possibility that the number of required spaces would be less than 18 especially if a slight 
reduction of the footprint could take place.  Therefore the request for variance regarding side 
yards may not be needed.   
 
  Mr. Gaber asked if medical waste was going to be in the dumpster.  Is it a 
biohazard?  Is it contaminated waste? 
 
  Chairman Duffy said that is a state issue.   
 
  Mr. Surman said that perhaps the Illinois Department of Health may regulate.   
 
  Ms. Gaber summarized that one of their major concerns had to do with alley 
traffic.  Having a concrete curb for the trucks to make the turns seems tough to her.  What happens 
when two garbage trucks come from opposite directions?  
 
  Mr. Gaber asked if there is anywhere in the plans where the alley is so short that 
a truck and a pedestrian or truck and bicycle could not safely pass one another.  Are they 
shortening the alley width?  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that they are not shortening the alley width?  Everything is 
on their property and is not diminishing the alley.   
  Mr. Surman said that the Board deals with whether the business is appropriate for 
this location.  It would seem like it might be a good business because there won’t be a lot of big 
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trucks.  What business do they want to go in there? 
 
  Ms. Gaber said they are not opposed to this business, but the traffic study was 
done when the alley was not as busy as it usually is.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said that the traffic study was a victim of timing and the 
businesses are currently closed.  They could not wait for other businesses to open to do the study.   
 
  Mr. Surman shares the Gabers concern about snow.   
 
 4.22 Mr. Wall said that snow removal is done privately.  The three spaces hitting the 
corner on that turn will make snow removal impossible.  The property line extends to the turn 
and then are putting in a curb and bushes.  The problem is that a lot of snow is collected back 
there.  They have pushed it to a corner that he showed.  That is where the dumpster will be 
located.  There is nowhere else to put the snow.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said that there is a neighboring building to the south.  That lighter 
gray area is actually alley.  The alley widens out at that point.  The subject parcel is a longer lot 
than the adjoining parcel.  The alley widens out at that turn.  He referenced pages 1.3 and 1.4.  
There will be a 6” curb and landscaping.  This defines the lot line.   
 
  After discussion, Chairman Duffy clarified that Mr. Wall’s suggestion is to 
eliminate the three spaces, the curb and the landscaping to keep the alley as it looks right now.   
 
  Mr. Schneider said that is a good suggestion.  He asked the applicant to address 
snow removal when they answer other questions.   
 
(After 3.60) 
 4.23 Ms. Gaber said that the piano store trucks were very large.  They would illegally 
use that property to turn around to get out.  No one knows if there will be big trucks in that alley.  
The trucks cannot use that property any longer to turn around.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

 5.1 Ms. Norman said that she is not a big fan of variances, but the plan created is good 
and the variations requested are minimal.  It will be better for people to not park on Green Bay 
Road.  The hardship is the property location.  Regarding the variation about opening onto a 
driveway or alley, this is a minimal request.  She said that standards of review are met and she 
will support the application.   
 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider agrees with the above.  The fact that some spaces are accessed from 
the alley is due to the shape of the parcel.  Having 18 spaces available will keep parking off of 
the street, which is a good thing.  This is a commercial area although some of it backs up onto 
residential.  Some of this will be landscaped.  It will look more attractive.  He can support the 
request.   
 
 5.3 Mr. Merci said that the change of use is for the convenience and interest of the 
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owner/operator.  It does not represent a hardship.  A skillful interpretation of the computation 
and identification of use in the building and a slight reduction in footprint can bring the parking 
requirement within code and also retain the setbacks and buffered areas that are most attractive 
on the north areas that were redeveloped along Green Bay Road.  The proposal does not warrant 
all variations.   
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said the use does not pertain to the variances, but it is a good use.  
The variances requested are acceptable.  They are reducing paving by a small amount and 
creating a buffer.  He requested that if they pile snow, they use employee spots on the south so 
the snow cannot get pushed to the alley.  The variances requested are minimal.  He will support 
the application.   
 
 5.5 Mr. Boyer said that it came down to existing conditions.  The lot is paved and 
there is concrete to the lot lines.  There are spots for 18 cars at this time.  Most are striped.  
Parking in the Village for retail and office is a high commodity.  The property is unique because 
of the way it was subdivided and the way that the alley is configured.  This piece of property has 
one of the largest parking lots for single level retail along Green Bay.  A lot of discussion was 
about the use of the business and its intensity but he thinks that it will not be as intense as what 
could be on the property.  There is a lot of parking.  It is a minimal request based one existing 
conditions.  There is a hardship and standards of review are met.  He will support the application.   
 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy concurs with his colleagues who support the request.  There is a 
hardship regarding the direct access from the alley for a number of spaces.  This is due to the lot 
shape.  Regarding the north and south side yards, almost all of alley parking is up to the lot line.  
He saw no problem with this.  They are putting landscaping in the rear to make it look better.  He 
likes the curbing to define the lot.  He said that the intent of the applicant is to look out for the 
neighbor.  The applicant said she would ensure that snow removal does not impact neighbors.  
He can support the request.   
 
 5.7 Mr. Surman asked if they did a calculation on the number of required handicap 
spaces.   
 
  The architect said that it is one parking space per 25 spaces.   
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6.0 DECISION 

 

 6.1 Ms. Norman moved to recommend granting a request for a 5.0’ north side yard 
parking space setback variation, a 5.0’ south side yard parking space setback variation, a 0.5’ 
rear yard parking space setback variation, a variation from the requirement that off-street parking 
areas with more than 4 spaces must provide concrete curbing along the perimeter of the parking 
lot, and a variation from the requirement that each off-street parking space must open directly 
upon an aisle or driveway at a 135 Green Bay Road in accordance with the plans submitted.   
 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:  
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Not Present 
   Bill Merci   No 
   Lynn Norman   Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Norman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2015-Z-08.   
 
  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 

 

A majority of 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 
lot size and configuration and alley location, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty.  The 
plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the development of the lot.  The 
difficulty is peculiar to the property in question with its location where the alley turns.  The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a conforming 
number of parking spaces.  The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light 
and air to adjacent properties.  The lot is currently paved and any landscaping that may be added 
will be an improvement.  The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood.  The parking lot is not visible from the street, so there is no impact there.  The 
appearance from the alley will likely improve with the new landscaping and other site 
improvements there. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  Specifically, there are no particular 
conditions of the property that are creating a difficulty or hardship.  The applicant is creating 
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their own hardship with the design of their office space.  By modifying the interior space, they 
could reduce the number of parking spaces required by the code and therefore have more room 
to provide conforming access and setbacks.  There is no difficulty associated with the property 
that is preventing the applicants from making reasonable use of the property  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 5.0’ north side yard parking 
space setback variation, a 5.0’ south side yard parking space setback variation, a 0.5’ rear yard 
parking space setback variation, a variation from the requirement that off-street parking areas 
with more than 4 spaces must provide concrete curbing along the perimeter of the parking lot, 
and a variation from the requirement that each off-street parking space must open directly upon 
an aisle or driveway at a 135 Green Bay Road in accordance with the plans submitted.   
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48HC
High Efficiency
Gas Heat/Electric Cooling Packaged Rooftop
3 to 12.5 Nominal Tons

Product Data

C10222

the environmentally sound refrigerant
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CURBS & WEIGHTS DIMENSIONS -- 48HC 04--06

C12190

Fig. 1 -- Dimensions 48HC 04--06
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CURBS & WEIGHTS DIMENSIONS -- 48HC 11--12 (cont.)
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C08337

Fig. 10 -- Service Clearance

LOC DIMENSION CONDITION

A

48--- in (1219 mm) Unit disconnect is mounted on panel
18--- in (457 mm) No disconnect, convenience outlet option
18--- in (457 mm) Recommended service clearance
12--- in (305 mm) Minimum clearance

B
42--- in (1067 mm) Surface behind servicer is grounded (e.g., metal, masonry wall)
36--- in (914 mm) Surface behind servicer is electrically non---conductive (e.g., wood, fiberglass)
Special Check for sources of flue products within 10--- ft of unit fresh air intake hood

C
36--- in (914 mm) Side condensate drain is used
18--- in (457 mm) Minimum clearance

D

48--- in (1219 mm) No flue discharge accessory installed, surface is combustible material
42--- in (1067 mm) Surface behind servicer is grounded (e.g., metal, masonry wall, another unit)
36--- in (914 mm) Surface behind servicer is electrically non---conductive (e.g., wood, fiberglass)
Special Check for adjacent units or building fresh air intakes within 10--- ft of this unit’s flue outlet

NOTE: Unit not designed to have overhead obstruction. Contact Application Engineering for guidance on any application planning overhead
obstruction or for vertical clearances.



 
 
 

CATALOG  NO. 650XPI Rev:  FEB 2015 

 

Qty. Size:              Actual □             M.O. □ Mullion 
Type 

No. of 
Sections Notes 

Width Height 
      

      
      

□ Sill flashing: Project: 

□ Screen: Location: 

□ 
Finish: Architect: 

Color: Representative: 

□ Other: Date:                               Job #: 

 

MODEL 650XPI 
 

STANDARD CONSTRUCTION 
 Material: Extruded Aluminum 6063-T6 
 Vertical Supports: 5” x 2” x .125” Aluminum Support Channels 
 Blades  6” (152mm) deep, .081” (2.1mm) nominal wall thickness 
 Blade Spacing: 6.875” (175mm) on center 
 Finish: Mill 

 

OPTIONAL ACCESSORIES 
 Cap Flashing 
 Hinged Access Panels 
 Visible Mullions 
 Invisible Mullions for continuous blade appearance 
 

FINISHES 
 2 coat fluropolymer: Kynar® 500 / Hylar® 5000 custom colors available in 70% 

PVDF (AAMA 2605) or 50% PVDF (AAMA 2604) formulas. 
 3 coat fluropolymer: Kynar 500 / Hylar 5000 custom colors available in 70% PVDF 

(AAMA 2605) formulas.    
 Anodic finishes: Class I and Class II in Clear, Light/Medium/Dark Bronze, 

Champagne, and Black. 
 Prime coat 
 Mill 
 
SUGGESTED SPECIFICATIONS 
 General: Furnish and install where indicated on drawings 6” (152mm) Extruded 

Aluminum Inverted Equipment Screen Model 650XPI as manufactured by 
Industrial Louvers, Inc., Delano, MN.   

  
 Material: Extruded aluminum supports and blades shall be one piece 6063-T6 

alloy.  Vertical supports shall have a material thickness of .125” (3.2mm).   Fixed 
inverted blades shall have a material thickness of .081” (2.1mm).  Supports and 
blades shall be joined by stainless steel mechanical fastener. 

Vertical Section 

Corner View 

Invisible Vertical Mullion 

Vertical Section

Invisible Vertical Mullion
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3’

Location: 135 Green Bay Road, Wilmette, IL

PROJECT

ELEVATIONS

NONE ILLUMINATED SIGN PANEL WITH DIMENSIONAL ACRYLIC LETTERS

MAIN FACADE

2”

32”

2”

11’ - 6”

3’

11’ - 6”

13’-2”
Ground to Top
of Sign panel



Mounting Details/Side View

Sign Panel General Specs
Aluminum and Wood Panel/Acrylic letters

N/A

Aluminum face with back Wood panel

White and Medium Gray

Laser Cut Acrylic letters / Black and Blue

2” Square section Alum. Frame

Aluminum .063      White

Wood panel        1/2“ thick

1” square section vertical beans (5)

Total of 3” from wall

Flush mount with Alum. Studs

Sign Type

Illumination Type

Face Material         Gauge

Color

Graphic                  Color

Frame type       Size/Color

Panel 1       Gauge/Color

Panel 2         Gauge

Back support

Sign projection

Acrylic Letters Mounting on Panel

1”2”

1/2” THICK BLACK AND BLUE
LASER CUT ACRYLIC LETTERS
FLUSH MOUNTED ON PANELS

BACK SUPPORT 1” SQUARE SECTION
BARS (BEANS) MOUNTED WITH
CONCRETE SCREWS

2” Square Section
Aluminum Frame.

ALUMINUM BARS 1” SQUARE SECTION.

BRICK WALL

1/2” Thick Wood Panel
with .063 Aluminum sheet painted White.

SECTION DETAILS FRAME AND PANELS FLUSH MOUNTED ON BRICK WALL

Illinois Center for Digestive and Liver Health Jun. 30. 2015 / - V 2.0 

2” Square Section
Aluminum Frame

Average Height for Big Acrylic Letters: 6.5”H
Average Height for Small Acrylic letters: 2.75” H
Acrylic Logo (Circles) : 7.5” Diameter QTY: 4 

1/2” Thick Laser Cut
Acrylic Letters (Custom PMS color) 1/4” Thick Laser Cut

Black Acrylic Letters

MAIN PANEL:
.063 Aluminum painted White
mounted on Wood panel

1/4” Thick Laser Cut
Black Acrylic Letters
(Small letters)

1/2” Thick Laser Cut
Black Acrylic Letters (Big Letters)

1/2” Thick Laser Cut
Black and Blue Acrylic logo

1” SQUARE SECTION       
ALUMINUM BARS WELDED TO MAIN FRAME. 
(FOR BACK MOUNTING SUPPORT DIRECTLY TO BRICK WALL)

Medium Gray
Premium Vinyl Stripe
Applied to Alum. Panel

1/2” Thick Laser Cut
Black Acrylic Bars

Location: 135 Green Bay Road, Wilmette, IL

PROJECT

MISC

NONE ILLUMINATED SIGN PANEL WITH DIMENSIONAL ACRYLIC LETTERS

Sign Materials and Mounting Details

TOTAL AREA OF SIGN: 34.5  sq. ft.

BUILDING FRONT SIGN PANEL
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Location: 135 Green Bay Road, Wilmette, IL

PROJECT

MISC

NONE ILLUMINATED SIGN PANEL WITH DIMENSIONAL ACRYLIC LETTERS

3D rendering



Indian Summer Crab Apple 
Common Name 

Malus x ‘Indian Summer’ 
Botanical Name 

Native Range: Eastern Northern America 
Zone: 4 to 8 

Height: 15 to 20 feet 
Spread: 15 to 20 feet 

Bloom Time: April 
Bloom Description: Rose Red 

Sun: Full sun  
Water: Medium 

Maintenance: Low 
Flower: Showy 

Leaf: Good Fall Color  
Suggested Use: Flowering Tree 

Tolerate: Air Pollution  



Dwarf Bush Honeysuckle 
Common Name 

Diervilla lonicera 
Botanical Name 

Native Range: Eastern Northern America 
Zone: 3 to 7 

Height: 2 to 3 feet 
Spread: 2 to 3 feet 

Bloom Time: June to July 
Bloom Description: Yellow 

Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Dry to Medium 

Maintenance: Low 
Flower: Showy 

Leaf: Good Fall Color  
Suggested Use: Hedge 

Tolerate: Drought, Rabbit, Air Pollution 



Peking Cotoneaster 
Common Name 

Cotoneaster acutifolius 
Botanical Name 

Native Range: Northern China 
Zone: 4 to 7 

Height: 6 to 10 feet 
Spread: 6 to 10 feet 

Bloom Time: May to June 
Bloom Description: White 

Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Medium 

Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Hedge 

Tolerate: Drought, Rabbit, Air Pollution 



Birchleaf Spirea 
Common Name 

Spiraea betulifolia ‘Tor’ 
Botanical Name 

Native Range: Eastern Northern America 
Zone: 4 to 8 

Height: 2 to 3 feet 
Spread: 2 to 3 feet 

Bloom Time: May to June 
Bloom Description: White 

Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 

Maintenance: Low 
Flower: Showy 

Leaf: Good Fall Color 
Suggested Use: Hedge 

Tolerate: Deer 
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LED

Incredible 70,000 hrs

ORDERING INFORMATION

16" SHOEBOX PARKING FIXTURES

6.88"
16.50"

16.50"

LED-16 = 16" Shoebox UNV = 120-277 VAC

347V = 347 VAC

480V = 480 VAC

LD = Twistlock Photocell

MD = Motion Sensor

080 = 80 W

100 = 100 W

120 = 120 W

150 = 150 W

730 = 3000°K 

741 = 4100°K

750 = 5000°K *

* Standard 

Series Wattage Color TempVoltage Mounting Accessories

BRZ = Dark Bronze

* Custom Colors 

   Available

Color

GENERAL DESCRIPTION
Neptun's 16" LED shoebox combines classic form and versatility to 
make it an excellent choice for new construction or retrofi t applica-
tions.  The LED-16 series shoebox fi xture is off ered in a variety of 
wattages and mounting options to provide maximum fl exibility in all 
types of applications.  It can replace existing HID & HPS fi xtures up to 
400W.  

APPLICATION
 ·  Parking Lot Lighting
 · Car Lot Lighting
 · Area & Storage Lighting
 · Street Lighting
 · Walkway Lighting
 · Building Accent Lighting

STRUCTURE, MATERIALS, & FEATURES
 ·  Heavy-gauge, die-cast aluminum housing.
 · Heat and impact resistant tempered fl at glass lens.  (IESNA full-cutoff )
 ·  Integral structural support plate for mounting arm ensures strength.
 ·  Corrosion resistant electrocoat dark bronze fi nish (custom colors available).
 · Hinged aluminum door frame incorporates stainless steel hardware.
 · Continuous silicone gasketing surrounds lens for weather - tight seal.
 · Correlated Color Temperature of (5000°K) for greater visibility and safety.
 · High Output LED's.
 · High power factor, low THD driver.
 · InstantON fl icker-free Cold Start and Hot Re-Start.
 · Up to 15 years Maintenance free operation.
 · 5 Year Warranty on complete fi xture. (LED's, Driver, & Housing)
 · Optional:  Bi-Level Dimming, 0-10V Dimming, Remote Monitoring and   

     ON/ OFF Contorl, DC 24V Operation - Solar Compatible

SA6 = 6" Side Arm

SA12 = 12" Side Arm

WM6 = 6" Wall Mount

WM12 = 12" Wall Mount

SA6R = 6" Side Arm - Round 

                 Pole Adapter

SA12R = 12" Side Arm - Round

                    Pole Adapter

* See Pg. 2 for suggested mounting 

options

Sample Number: LED-16100-UNV-SA6-750-T3-LD-BRZ
Custom options and accessories available. Please consult factory.

T3 =  Type 3

T5 = Type 5 

Distribution



Neptun Light, Inc. reserves the right to change materials or modify the design of its product 
without notifi cation as part of the company's continuing product improvement program. 

©2002-2013 Neptun Light, Inc. All rights reserved.

Neptun Light, Inc.
13950 Business Center Drive
Lake Forest, IL 60045
Fax: 847.735.8004

PRODUCT INFORMATION  

Model No. Description Rated
Watts

Input
Watts

Initial
Lumens

Universal
Line Voltage 

(VAC)

Max Line 
Current (Amp)

@ 120 - 277
THD Power

Factor Weight

LED-16080-UNV LED Parking Lot Fixture 80 82 6,400 120-277 0.69 - 0.30 <20% >0.98 38 lbs

LED-16100-UNV LED Parking Lot Fixture 100 102 8,000 120-277 0.87 - 0.37 <20% >0.98 38 lbs

LED-16120-UNV LED Parking Lot Fixture 120 122 9,000 120-277 1.05 - 0.45 <20% >0.98 38 lbs

LED-16150-UNV LED Parking Lot Fixture 150 152 12,000 120-277 1.31 - 0.56 <20% >0.98 38 lbs

 ·  LED Driver   Constant Current
 · Power Supply   350mA
 ·  Start Method   InstantON
 ·  Hot Re-start   InstantON
 ·  Universal Input Line Voltage   120-277 VAC
 · Input Line Frequency   50/60 Hz
 · Ballast Off -State Draw   0 Watts
 · Sound Rating   Class A
 · ANSI Surge Protection   Class A
 ·  LED / Driver System Life   70,000 Hrs.
 ·  Lumen Maintenance @50,000Hrs    > 70%
 ·  Color Temperature    5,000°K

 ·  Color Rendering Index (CRI)   > 70
 · Minimum Starting Temperature   -40°C
 · Maximum Starting Temperature   50°C
 ·  Lumens per Watt   > 70
 · Shock / Vibration Resistant   Yes
 ·  Power Factor   > 0.98
 ·  Total Harmonic Distortion   < 20%
 · Inrush Current Peak   < 10 Amp
 · FCC Compliance   Part 18, Subp. C
 · EPA Rating   0.78
 · IP Rating   IP65
 · Warranty   5 Year

SPECIFICATIONS

service@neptunlight.com www.NeptunLight.com 888.735.8330

LED

�

�

SA6, SA12, SA6R, SA12R WM6, WM12

3/4" dia. hole (middle) 
5/16" dia. holes (2)

�
2.00"

1.00"

3.35"

2.35"

3/4" dia. hole 
5/16" dia. holes (4)

MOUNTING CONFIGURATION

Wall Mount
( WM6, WM12 )

Arm Mount 3 @ 90°
( SA6, SA12 )

Arm Mount 4 @ 90°
( SA6, SA12 )

Arm Mount 3 @ 120°
( SA6R, SA12R )

Arm Mount Single
( SA6, SA12 )

Arm Mount 2 @ 180°
( SA6, SA12 )

Arm Mount 2 @ 90°
( SA6, SA12 )

DRILLING PATTERNS PHOTOMETRICS (See Complete IES File)

Spec. Rev.  11-2013

16" SHOEBOX PARKING FIXTURES

Type 5 DistributionType 3 Distribution



SUMMARY OF CALCULATIONS

IES file chosen  → Type III Short 150W LED

Illuminance Criteria  → 0.5 fc to 7.5 fc

Luminaires per pole  → 1

OPTIMUM POLE HEIGHT FOR YOUR LUMINAIRE

Lateral distribution type  → Type III

Vertical distribution  → Medium

Light loss factor  → 1.0

Optimum pole height  → 15.0 feet (4.57 meters)

LSAE at optimum pole height at optimum pole height  → 15.0 lm/W

Luminaire System Application Efficacy in lm/W at different pole heights

LUMINAIRE SYSTEM APPLICATION EFFICACY AT DESIRED POLE HEIGHT

Desired pole height  → 15.0 feet (4.57 meters)

Luminaire System application efficacy  → 15.0 lm/W

Estimated longitudinal spacing  → 85.0 feet (25.9 meters)

Estimated transversal spacing  → 60.0 feet (18.3 meters)

Average illuminance in area  → 3.37 fc (36.3 lx)

Average power density  → 0.0292 W/ft² (0.315 W/m²)

Illuminance on the Task Plane (Pavement)

CALCULATED LIFE-CYCLE COST

Luminaire price  → $1,000

Initial installation cost per pole  → $500

Lamp life (hours)  → 10,000

Page 1 of 2Parking Lot Calculator

5/22/2015http://www.lrc.rpi.edu/parkinglot/



Hours of operation per day  → 12

Lamp replacement cost  → $200

Electricity cost  → 10¢/kWh

Annual interest rate  → 5%

# of years to consider  → 30 years

Life cycle cost per pole  → $7,201

Average life cycle cost  → $1.41 / ft² ($15.2 / m²)

LIGHT LEVEL ADJUSTMENT FOR DIFFERENT LIGHT SOURCES

S/P ratio of the base case  → 0.65

Reflectance of the pavement in percent  → 7%

S/P ratio of the alternative light source  → 2.15

Illuminance can be reduced to 0.8 fc (8.7 lx)  which is 37.1%  lower than the base case light source.

Page 2 of 2Parking Lot Calculator
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LIGHTING
LED Canopy Lights 
Fact Sheet

LED Garage and Canopy Lights
Developed as energy efficient lighting solutions that promote safety and security in outdoor
environments, LumaPro's line of Garage and Canopy Fixtures have a long life of 50,000 hours.

SKU NO. WATTS LUMENS EFFICACY VOLTAGE LIFE CRI CCT (H”xW”xD”) EQUIV.

20w LED Canopy

33H467 22 1,780 81 100-277 50,000 70 5000 7.2" x 8.9" x 8.9" 75W MH

40w LED Canopy

45C244 38 3,150 83 120-277 50,000 70 5000 12.25" X 12.25" X 9.0" 150W MH

60w LED Canopy

45C245 52 4,200 81 120-277 50,000 62 5162 12.25" X 12.25" X 9.0" 250W MH

40w LED Parking Canopy

33H468 36 2,930 68 120-277 50,000 73 5000 12.25" X 12.25" X 9.0" 175W MH

70w LED Parking Canopy

45C246 56 4,200 75 120-277 50,000 70 5000 12.25" X 12.25" X 9.0" 250W MH

DIMENSIONS (IN.)

45C246

Exclusively from Grainger.
Call or visit your local branch or go to grainger.com/lumapro for complete product line information





















Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2015-AR-06 

 
Property: 422-444 ½ Ridge Road 
 

Zoning District: R2, Attached Residence 
 

Petitioner: BCH 422, LLC 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
expand an existing parking lot, install landscaping and remodel 
apartments with new windows and a/c units. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Meeting Date:    July 6, 2015 
 
Date of Application: January 8, 2015 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, June 16, 2015 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located in the R2, Attached Residence District, on the east side of Ridge Road.  The 
property is improved with three townhome unit buildings each containing eight units.  Surrounding uses 
include single-family residences to the north and east, commercial uses to the south and a mix of commercial 
and residential uses to the west across Ridge Road. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to expand an existing parking lot, install 
landscaping and remodel apartments with new windows and a/c units. 
 
The rental townhome units were purchased last year by BCH 422, LLC.  The new owner is currently 
making interior improvements to the units.  As part of the remodeling the owner wishes to add additional 
park spaces, install new egress windows and provide central a/c for each unit.  The egress windows and 
parking lot expansion required a special use and variations.  This request was reviewed by the Zoning 
Board of Appeals over several meetings and was approved by the Village Board on June 23, 2015.  The 
minutes from those meetings are enclosed in this report. 
 
Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant 
meets the following standards of review: 
 
Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review 

 
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration. 
 
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a 

residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in 
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure. 

 
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality. 
 
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets 

and properties.  
 
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site 

covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines. 
 
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing 

vegetation, and other natural features. 
 
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining 

structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials, 
building mass, roof line, and architectural features. 

 
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment. 
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9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect 

neighboring properties. 
 
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent 

possible. 
 
11. Landscape provides an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable, provides for the 

screening of parking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from the street and adjacent residential 
properties. 

 
12. Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette’s climate and to their location on the 

site. The use of invasive species is prohibited. Invasive species shall be those included in the 
“Chicago Botanic Garden” list of “Invasive Plants in the Chicago Region.” 

 
13. Parking areas are designed to achieve efficient traffic flow and minimize dangerous traffic 

movements. 
 
14. Signs are of the appropriate design, color and placement to the structure, site and adjoining 

properties, in terms of materials, height, setback from the street, and proportion. 
 
15. Accessory structures, exterior lighting and fences, complement the overall structure and site 

design, in terms of materials, size, and architectural character. 
 
16. For new two-unit dwellings, review is limited to whether or not the proposed structure 

maintains the external appearance of a single-family dwelling. 
 
Case File Documents 

Location Maps and Plans 
 
1.1 Aerial Photo 
1.2 Plat of Survey 
1.3 Site Plan 
1.4 Elevations 
1.5 Fence Elevations 
1.6 Floor Plans 
1.7 Photo of Railing 
1.8 Landscape Plan 
1.9 Rendering 

 
Location Maps and Plans 
 
2.1 Ordinance 2015-O-31, Granting Special Use and Variation 
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Zoning Board of Appeals Minutes 

 
MINUTES FROM THE MARCH 4, 2015 MEETING 

 
 3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. William Ng, architect representing the applicant 
   1239 W.  Winamac, Chicago 

 

  3.12 Mr. Dino Mustafik, general contractor 
   CH Ventures LLC 

 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use to expand an existing special use 

(townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ combined side 
yard window well setback variation, a 2.25’ window well separation variation, a 3,130.18 
square foot (18.23%) combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 468.84 
square foot (4.61%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation,  a 3.33’ 
aisle width variation, a 5.17’ aisle width variation, a variation from the requirement that 
off-street parking areas with more than 4 spaces must provide concrete curbing along the 
perimeter of the parking lot,  a variation from the requirement that 50% of all parking 
spaces be enclosed, and a variation to alter an existing non-conforming structure.  The 
Village Board will hear this case on March 24, 2015.   

 

 3.22 The architect said that they are proposing to add additional parking to the site, as well as 
window wells and the front decks.  Currently there are 24 townhouse apartment units.  
They are in the process of remodeling each unit as tenants leave.   

 

  Regarding the parking, he showed a depiction of the existing site.  There are currently 24 
units and 24 parking spaces.  They are proposing to increase the parking to 22 more spaces 
with two of them being handicapped accessible.  The current configuration provides one 
parking space per unit.  In the middle of the parking are pavered landscaped areas where 
tenants would walk into their unit without having to go around parked cars.  They want 
to remove the pavered areas.  Some have landscaping with trees and grass, but most are 
tiled landscape pavers.   
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  They want to use some of the unused space to add parking spaces.  They want to 
reconfigure the walkway aisles and make them narrower and allow for the tenants to share 
a common walk area.  They are keeping the parking lot dimensions the same except for 
the rear yard.  They are proposing a turnaround for the cars parked in the rear so they can 
back into the area and pull forward instead of backing out all the way onto Ridge Road, 
which is not safe.  They are including curbing around the entire parking site.  The design 
shown is updated from his original submission.  There is also a 3’ sidewalk that will be 
next to the units.   

 

  The configuration of the parking lot is not up to the current zoning code for aisle widths.  
The new aisle width will be wider than what is currently there.  It will be a better driving 
experience.  The area will not be busy.   

 

  They are proposing to put fencing required by code to screen the parking lot from the 
front street.  There is no fencing at this time.  They will put in additional trees and shrubs 
and will landscape the front yard.  They will add new trees to the parkway along Ridge 
Road.  The site should look nicer than it does today.   

 

  The added parking will enhance the development and will relieve street parking, which 
will not be as congested as it is now.  Bedrooms are being added to some units.  The new 
tenants will probably have more than one car.  Tenants will be able to park closer to their 
units.   

 

 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked if there was drainage in the parking lot at this time.   
 

  The architect said that there is storm sewer drainage in the front yard and in the parking 
lot.  If there is not enough capacity they plan to put in more drainage to compensate for 
more rain water from the parking lot.  They put drainage in the back yard which will pitch 
towards drainage in the parking lot.   

 

 3.24 Chairman Duffy clarified that the parking lot will be torn up and re-graded.   
 

  The architect said that this depends on calculations with the civil engineer.  They will see 
if it will hold enough drainage.  They are not adding that much to the area.  He is not sure 
if they are going to tear up the whole site.   

  Mr. Mustafick said that they would tear up the whole site.   
 

 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that if it is torn up it will need to be re-graded and approved by the 
Village.  They are curbing all the way around the lot, but this is not part of the submitted 
proposal.  There is existing drainage but the applicant will add more drainage if needed.   

 

 3.26 Mr. Surman asked about impervious calculations and how this would impact the request.   
 

  Chairman Duffy said that the numbers increase significantly and that this information 
was in the packet on page 3.   

 

 3.27 Chairman Duffy clarified that the curbing variation is being eliminated from the request.   
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 3.28 Mr. Boyer asked about the existing impervious number.   
 

  Ms. Roberts said that number is not part of the report.  Existing impervious surface is 
conforming.   

 

 3.29 Chairman Duffy said that the impervious surface variation request is 21%, but the existing 
number is not provided.   

 

  Ms. Roberts said that the applicant’s numbers indicate that the existing coverage is 11,997 
so it is a little more than the 10,304, which is the limit. 

 

 3.31 There was discussion about existing and proposed impervious surface coverage.   
 

  Ms. Roberts said that the applicant’s existing number is 11,997 and the applicant’s new 
proposed number is 13,435. 

 

 3.32 Mr. Boyer said that the allowed is 10,304, existing is 11,997 so they are currently over 
by 1,693.  The proposed is 13,435.  These numbers represent the side yard.   

 

 3.33 Mr. Surman said that the requested is the 13,435, existing is 11,997.  They are looking 
for an additional 1,438.   

 

 3.34 Chairman Duffy referenced page 5 and said that this information was correct.   
 

 3.35 Mr. Surman said he would like to see the mix of units.   
 

 3.36 Mr. Merci asked if the parking stalls were dedicated to each unit.   
 

  Mr. Ng said that if they get the 46 proposed, it is not a 1 to 1 match.  There are two 
handicapped spaces.  Some of the spaces are dedicated to a specific unit.   

 3.37 Mr. Merci asked if the spaces not dedicated were classified as guest parking.   
 

  Mr. Mustafik said that some spaces would be classified as guest parking. 
 

 3.38 Mr. Merci asked how they would determine where handicapped parking would be.   
 

  The architect said it is hard to say who will lease what unit and they will probably have 
handicapped spaces in each parking area.  Two are required.   

 

 3.39 Mr. Merci asked if landscaping was required within the parking area.   
 

  Ms. Roberts said that the ordinance calls for interior landscaping for parking lots of 20 
spaces or more.  

  
 3.40 Mr. Merci noted that the refuse containers are not screen as required by code.   
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  Mr. Ng said that the refuse containers are by the common walk areas on garbage day.  
They are usually up against the buildings.   

 
 3.41 Mr. Merci said that snow is placed around the perimeter of the parking lot reducing the 

effective use of the aisle.  It was hard to navigate.  This is a difficult driving hazard.   
 

  Mr. Ng said he cannot answer the question regarding snow removal.   
 

 3.42 Mr. Merci said that the question has to do with the result of the junction of open area for 
snow to be placed.  It will either remain on the side or has to be removed off of the site 
to permit parking that can be navigated.   

 

 3.43 Mr. Boyer asked how many units are getting an additional bedroom.   
 

 3.44 Chairman Duffy asked that the applicant next talk about window wells and then discuss 
issues related to Mr. Boyer’s question.   

 

 3.45 Regarding the rear yard impervious surface increase, Chairman Duffy said it looks to be 
468 square feet.   

 

 3.46 Mr. Boyer asked if the number was currently conforming.   
 

 3.47 Mr. Merci said that the rear yard is conforming for impervious coverage.   
 

 3.48 Chairman Duffy said that they are requesting an impervious surface coverage variation 
as part of the proposal.  What is the increase in the rear yard from existing to proposed?  
Is it just the two bump outs for the turn-arounds?  The patios are not impervious.   

 

  The architect said that patios were calculated as impervious.  Most of the impervious 
increase is the patios and the rear yard turnarounds.   

 

 3.49 Chairman Duffy said that the rear yard impervious surface was the bump out.   
 

  Ms. Roberts said that the rear yard is the last 40’ of the property on the east side so it 
includes building as well.  The applicant provided information that the existing 
impervious flat surface coverage is 2,281, which is conforming at 30% and building 
coverage at 35% is conforming.  With the increase including patios and the additional 
paved area for the driveway is 3,522, which is a variation request in the packet.   

 

 3.50 Mr. Kolleng asked about the width of the parking spaces.   
 

  The architect said that they are 8.5’ x 18’, which is standard.   
 

 3.51 Chairman Duffy clarified that the 8.5’ is measured from the center of the yellow line to 
the center of the yellow line.   
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 3.52 The architect talked about the window wells on the south building.  They are proposing 
two window wells per unit.  Currently in the units the basements are not finished.  There 
are no stairs that go down there and it is like a large crawl space.  Some of the spaces 
have an 8’ ceiling height.  They want to incorporate the spaces into livable space.   

 

 3.53 Chairman Duffy asked about the current unit mix and what is the future unit mix.   
 

  The architect said that they are currently all one bedrooms.  In the future there will be 16 
two-bedrooms and 8 three-bedroom units.   

 

 3.54 Mr. Merci clarified that only the south end buildings will have bedrooms in the basement.   
 

 3.55 Regarding the window wells, the architect said that the dimensions are 3’ x 4’ x 4.5’ deep.  
They will protrude above grade by 6”.  They should not be visible from the street.  There 
is a grate cover for the window wells.   

 

 3.56 Mr. Merci said that that a covering is not part of the submission.   
 

 3.57 Mr. Surman said he thought that by code there needed to be a railing.   
 

 3.58 Mr. Merci said that the open well is a safety hazard.  There are metal covers but that 
defeats the light issue.   

 

 3.59 There was discussion about various types of window wells available and what is allowed.   
  The architect said that window wells require drainage and will tie it into the existing storm 

sewer.   
 

 3.60 Mr. Merci asked how they would prevent backflow to the window well drains.   
 

  The architect said that they asked their plumber about changing the diameter of the storm 
drainage pipe and backflow valve on each window well.   

 

 3.61 Mr. Surman asked about the garbage cans that go against the 3’ deep walkway.   
 

  Mr. Ng said that the current walkway is less than 3’ deep and that is where they put 
garbage receptacles.  The plan shows a/c condensers where it will not impact the walkway 
and garbage condensers could go in that area.   

 

 3.62 Mr. Surman asked about the shed at the end of the turnaround.   
 

  Mr. Merci said it appeared to be for landscaping equipment and asked if that would be 
relocated.   

 

  Mr. Ng said he did not notice this structure although he is often on site.   
 

  Mr. Mustafik said he did not think that it was used.   
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 3.63 Chairman Duffy asked how long ago the current owner purchased the property.   
 

  Mr. Mustafik said that he bought it about a year ago and they are updating as units turn 
over.   

 

 3.64 Chairman Duffy clarified that they have not used the shed.   
 

  Mr. Mustafik said he has not seen this shed and he is there almost every day.   
 

 3.65 Chairman Duffy asked how the project will be managed.   
 

  Mr. Mustafik said that there corporate office is on Green Bay Road and they contract out 
for services.   

 

 3.66 Chairman Duffy said it seems like the shed would get in the way of parking lot expansion.  
But they are saying if it is in the way it will be removed.   

 

 3.67 Regarding window wells, Mr. Ng said that they will be inconspicuous unless railings are 
required by code.  There are nice grates that will allow for a lot of light.   

 

 3.68 Chairman Duffy asked about the window well separation request.  The window wells are 
too close together and why are they being placed that way.   

 

  Mr. Ng said that they can combine the window wells if it is required to make it a larger 
window well.   

 

 3.69 Chairman Duffy clarified that each window well accesses a bedroom.  Because of the 
width of the unit, the window wells have to be a specific distance apart.   

 

  Mr. Ng said that the windows are close together.  There is not that much play regarding 
window well location.   

 

 3.70 Mr. Surman said that the site plan shows combined window wells.  He said that there 
would need to be a railing on the stoop.   

 

 3.71 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.11 and said that a bedroom width is 8’ and the other 
bedroom is almost 9’.  Their proposal is that they are putting the windows next to each 
other versus centering them in the room.   

 

  Mr. Ng said that there are utilities on both sides of the windows that prevent them from 
centering them in the room unless they move the utilities.   

 

 3.72 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant if he had reviewed everything.   
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  Mr. Ng said he wanted to talk about the front decks, which are important spaces for the 
tenants.  He saw tenants with lawn chairs in the parking lot so front decks are a much 
needed outdoor space and they have none at this time.  This is a safer option than being 
in the parking lot.   

  There will be landscaping around the front decks.  From the street, it should not impact 
the neighborhood in a negative way.   

 

 3.73 Mr. Surman talked about the garbage dumpsters, which need to be screened by code.  
There is 3’ next to the dumpsters for people to walk so that cannot be grass and it turns 
into more paved area.  He does not see where all greenery will be.  It seems awkward to 
walk around a/c units.  Perhaps they need to create an area in front of the a/c units.  32 
containers will not look attractive.  He would consider creating a central area with a 
grouping of dumpsters and screen it.  They are over on impervious area and it seems like 
there will be no area for snow.  On the north building they might have to give up a few 
spaces.   

 

 3.74 Ms. Norman clarified that patios will not be sitting on concrete and will be on wooden 
posts on concrete piers.   

 

 3.75 Mr. Boyer asked if many of the tenants are long term and has there been a vacancy 
problem.   

 

  The architect said that there has been no vacancy issues.   
 

(After section 4.0) 
 3.76 Mr. Ng said he cannot comment regarding future snow removal.  Regarding rain water, 

the added turn-arounds in the back will help rain water drain towards a central catch basin 
where it will move rain away from rear yard.   

 

 3.77 Chairman Duffy said that the Village Engineer will tell them how to grade the lot so that 
the water does not run off and the curbing will help with that as well.   

 

 3.78 Mr. Ng said that ownership said that they would reduce the number of parking spaces for 
garage dumpsters if this is needed.  He can reconfigure a new parking layout.   

 

 3.79 Mr. Kolleng asked about exterior work being done.   
 

  Mr. Ng said that all work is interior.  
 
  4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 

 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. John Greening 

   1747 Central Avenue 

 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
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 4.21 Mr. Greening said that the whole back wall is a fence that he shares with the apartments.  

His property is 1.5 lots so the fence covers all of that area.  He has been delighted to see 
that the apartments are being upgraded.  Some of the questions that Board members raised 
were questions that he and his wife raised.   

 

  He talked about the indentations to help with parking.  They go right up against the fence.  
They have had problems with a previous owner who piled snow up against the fence and 
it folded the fence back on this property.  The fence was old and he replaced the fence, 
but he can see this problem happening again because there is not enough room for snow 
with the indentation.  They are worried about trees along the fence.  Most are on the 
apartment side.  Trees provide screening from his house to his apartment and are good 
for privacy.  He would hate to see the trees damaged or dead.  The eco system where he 
lives is very precious.  He is at the top of a hill and it goes down pretty fast.  If there was 
not proper drainage he is concerned that run off would come down on his property which 
could throw the eco system off.  He was out there today and talked about the dumpster 
on one side.   

 

  He showed the location of his house in relation to the site.  He has 1.5 lots.   
 
 5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said this may be a great real estate project.  The project has been there for a 

long time and fits within the neighborhood.  There are similar townhouses along Ridge 
Road.  When he looks at the standards of review some are not met.   

 

  Because they are going to expand the size of the units, they are requesting a lot of 
variances.  This is a self-created situation.  The idea is creative for the property but as a 
Board member he believes that this is too much to ask.   

 

 5.2 Mr. Surman agrees with the above comments made by Mr. Boyer.  It is a nice 
development but is asking for too much and is a little too aggressive.  It has compromised 
the project by having too much parking.  It is self-created but as it stands, it is too overbuilt 
as presented.   

 

 5.3 Mr. Merci shares the above views.  The lack of information regarding landscaping, 
screening, protection, the additional impervious area, the minimal aisle condition for 
navigation in the parking lot indicate that there needs to be more engineering and thought 
required to make this project conform to the zoning requirements.   

 

 5.4 Ms. Norman agrees with the above comments.  It is a big parcel and a big development 
and intensity increases with more bedrooms per unit.  The standards of review for special 
use are not met and it does not align with the goals of the comprehensive plan and the 
neighborhood.  The variances are economically motivated to get more people and to get 
higher rents.  She cannot support it because standards of review are not met.   
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 5.5 Mr. Kolleng agrees with the above comments.  They are trying to do too much on the site.  
Density is increasing and there is more need for parking.  Traffic will be difficult.  Snow 
removal could be an issue.  He agrees with Mr. Boyer in that it is a good project but 
increased density leads to the need for the variances.  He cannot support the request.   

 

 5.6 Chairman Duffy said that this is a real estate development and they are trying to maximize 
opportunity for the units.  He did not struggle as much with the requests for the window 
wells, the decks, but he ran into a problem with parking.  They are trying to get too many 
parking spaces on the site.  A different plan might be more amenable.  The site plan 
review committee gave some wiggle room in the 3’ clear between the building and the 
parking.  But there is a problem when a/c condensers go into the 3’ walkway.  If they can 
accommodate some of the issues, the Board might be more amenable in the future, but he 
cannot support the request as proposed.   

 
 6.0 DECISION 

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

special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ 
combined side yard window well setback variation, a 2.25’ window well separation 
variation, a 3,130.18 square foot (18.23%) combined side yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, a 468.84 square foot (4.61%) rear yard pavement impervious surface 
coverage variation,  a 3.33’ aisle width variation, a 5.17’ aisle width variation, a variation 
from the requirement that 50% of all parking spaces be enclosed, and a variation to alter 
an existing non-conforming structure at 422-444½ Ridge Road in accordance with the 
plans as amended.  The use shall run with the use.   

 

  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 

   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 

   Mike Boyer   No 

   John Kolleng   No 

   Bill Merci   No 

   Lynn Norman   No 

   Reinhard Schneider  Not Present  
   Bob Surman   No 

 

  Motion failed. 
 

 6.2 Ms. Norman to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the 
Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2015-Z-05.   

 

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

   Motion carried.   
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 7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  Specifically, 
the proposed improvements are not consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  With the proposed increase in bedrooms and thus the density of the site, the establishment 
and operation of the use with the improvements may be injurious to the use and enjoyment of 
other property in the neighborhood.  The increase in parking spaces and the narrow aisle widths 
in combination with the constraints of trash location and air conditioner condenser location will 
create difficulty for internal movement of cars.   
 

Regarding the variation standards, the plight of the owner is being created by the owner.  The 
proposed increase in bedrooms is driving the need for more parking, which is causing more paved 
coverage.  The increase in parking is reducing the available area for walkways and garbage bins, 
further restricting the available space.  The location of the proposed bedrooms below grade 
necessitates the window wells, which also require relief.  The increase in bedrooms would allow 
the owner to use the development more profitably by charging higher rents for units with more 
bedrooms.  The proposed improvements may injure other property if drainage is not managed 
properly. 

 

 8.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a special use to expand an 
existing special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ 
combined side yard window well setback variation, a 2.25’ window well separation variation, a 
3,130.18 square foot (18.23%) combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 
468.84 square foot (4.61%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation,  a 3.33’ 
aisle width variation, a 5.17’ aisle width variation, a variation from the requirement that 50% of 
all parking spaces be enclosed, and a variation to alter an existing non-conforming structure at 
422-444½ Ridge Road in accordance with the plans as amended.  The use shall run with the use.    
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  MINUTES FROM THE APRIL 15, 2015 MEETING 

 
 3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 

 

 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 

 

  3.11 Mr. William Ng, architect 
 
  3.12 Mr. Cameel Halim, property owner 
 

 3.2 Summary of presentations 

 

 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a special use to expand an existing 
special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ 
combined side yard window well setback variation, a 2.25’ window well separation 
variation, a 3,056.18 square foot (17.79%) combined side yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, a 3.0’ front yard air conditioner condenser setback variation, a 5.17’ 
aisle width variation, a 3.33’ aisle width variation, a variation from the requirement that 
50% of all parking spaces be enclosed, and a variation to alter an existing non-conforming 
structure.  The Village Board will hear this case on May 12, 2015.   

 
 3.22 Mr. Ng said they are proposing 40 parking spaces, two being handicapped.  There are 

currently 24 townhouse apartments on site.  Along with the parking spaces, they are 
asking for window wells for eight of the units on the south building.  They are asking for 
four air conditioner condensers on the front yard and four in the rear.  Originally they had 
the condenser units in the parking area.   

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that changes include number of parking spaces from 46 to 40.  

They moved the air conditioner condensers.   
 
  The architect said that there was a turnaround in the rear yard.   
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said that 1.5 shows the turnaround and then realized he was not looking 

at the most updated plan on 1.12, which does not show the turnaround.  What other 
changes are there? 

 
  Mr. Ng said they tried to keep the original parking and landscaping intact.  They will not 

remove trees for more parking.  They tried to keep existing trees that are not dead.  They 
also incorporated existing islands.  They are narrowing the current islands that have 
landscaped pavers.  They are trying to maximize the parking and keep the integrity of 
what exists.  They are prosing similar landscaping islands and additional parking.  They 
will plant new trees and keep existing live trees.  They are proposing a central garbage 
disposal area.   

 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider asked how the central garbage disposal area worked.   
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  The architect said that each garbage container is one-half cubic yard.  They proposed to 
put a 6 cubic yard dumpster in the center, partially or completely enclosed.  In front of 
this, they can put four recycling one-half cubic yard containers.  They can put a fence 
along three sides of the enclosures with a gate in the front, along with concrete bollards 
to prevent cars from hitting the area.    

 
 3.26 Mr. Schneider asked who owned the fence on the south side.  Part of it is in disrepair.   
 
  Mr. Ng introduced the owner of the property.   
 
  The property owner said that they own both properties and he will repair this.   
 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider asked if they were going to preserve the three large trees in the parking lot 

area.   
 
  Mr. Ng said they plan to preserve two trees; a third tree is dead.  They will remove the 

dead tree and replace it with other trees.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said that the tree that is alive is actually much further away from the building 

than is shown on the plan.  Will they take that tree down?  The trees shown look like they 
are within 8’ of the building per the plan.  But they are farther away.   

 
  Mr. Ng showed the location of the dead tree.  They believe that the other trees are close 

to the island and will plant additional trees close to the other islands.   
 
 3.29 Mr. Schneider asked where the downspouts drained to.   
 
  Mr. Ng said they go into the front yard storm sewer.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that she is not sure if that is allowed.  On the east side of Ridge is a 

combined sewer.  The Engineering Department would need to comment on this.   
 
 3.30 Mr. Schneider said that there is one drain in the parking lot to the north.  It is in the middle 

of the lot.  He did not see one in the south parking lot.   
 
  Mr. Ng said that there is a storm drain in the center of both parking areas.  This issue 

came up last time.  The diameter of what exists could accommodate the runoff from the 
previous parking design, which was more elaborate and more impervious area.  They 
were willing to increase the diameter of the storm sewer to accommodate rain water 
runoff.   

 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy said the Engineering Department will require a new grading plan 

because they are re-doing the whole parking lot.    
 
 3.32 Mr. Kolleng said that they are building out some basements.  How do they deal with 

possible sewer back-up in those units? 
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  Mr. Ng said that there has been no water in those units and there are no signs of flooding.  
There will not be bathrooms down there.  They are keeping it intact the way that it is and 
are not building farther down in the basement.  There are no water stains.   

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked if the impervious request was due to parking.  They went from 24 to 

40 spaces.   
 
  Mr. Ng said that the increase is due to the decks.  The parking is reduced in a small 

amount.  Decks count towards impervious calculations.  He showed a chart to the Board 
which indicates allowed impervious by code and existing impervious is mainly from the 
side yards.   

 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked if impervious went down for the parking.   
 
  Mr. Ng said it went down from the front yard.  The rear yard went up somewhat due to 

air conditioner condensers.  It increased by about 16 square feet.  The front went down 
because the landscaping area of the front yard increased.  The area between the parking 
lot and the front yard landscaping increased.   

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said he does not understand how the impervious for the parking went down 

by over 1,000 square feet when there are more spaces.  Were the spaces that much larger 
in the past?  

 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy said it seemed to him that although there were parking spaces there was 

a lot of impervious surface already in the parking lot.  They reduced that extension so that 
reduced some impervious surface.   

 
  Mr. Ng said that the existing parking garage has trees.  The actual landscaped area is 

small.  Most of the areas around the trees have concrete pavers that surround them.   
 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider said that when one sees the parking areas on the site, there are a lot of 

concrete pavers that will be replaced with asphalt surface for parking so there is not much 
of a change.   

 
 3.38 Mr. Kolleng clarified that they currently have 24 1-bedroom units.  They will have 8 1-

bedrooms and 16 3-bedrooms.   
 
  Mr. Ng said that before the renovation there were 24 1-bedroom units.  Currently they are 

proposing 16 2-bedroom units and 8 3-bedroom units in the south building.  There are no 
1-bedroom units proposed.   

 
 3.39 Mr. Merci addressed the front yard air conditioner condenser setback variation.  Presently 

there is a berm in front of the south building.  Did they plan to remove that berm?  How 
are they placing condensing units relative to that berm?  

 
  Mr. Ng said they will place the air conditioner condenser units on the berm.   
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 3.40 Mr. Merci said that the berm slopes directly to the building.  They will require additional 
fill for sufficient flat surface for location of the condensers.   

  Mr. Ng did not bring pictures of the front yard because there is one location where it 
slopes down and then it is level.   

 
 3.41 Mr. Merci said that is not between the windows where they are showing the air 

conditioner condenser units.  This is where they are shown on the plan.  He assumes that 
they are planning a screen around the units.  To each unit there are pipes.  Are all these 
being exposed on the exterior front elevation? 

 
  Mr. Ng said that they are planning on running them through the basement of each unit.  

Before the renovation is finished they want to run piping through the basement.  The 
ceiling height of the basement is above the berm.   

 
 3.42 Mr. Merci clarified that they would re-grade the front elevation to be flat.   
 
  Mr. Ng said they would do this if needed.   
 
 3.43 Mr. Merci clarified that all that would be visible would be the four condenser units and 

the screens.  They might need more than 3’ if they are to provide sufficient air space 
around the condensing units.   

 
  Mr. Ng said they will need more than 3’ with the electrical disconnects.  He is thinking 

3.5’-4’.   
 
 3.44 Mr. Merci said there has to be sufficient space for air circulation.   
  
 3.45 Chairman Duffy said he has some questions about the window wells.  Why is there a 

separation variance? 
 
  Mr. Ng showed the existing condition for many units.  The basement that is there can be 

accessed through the doorway and through the utility room.  He showed a renovated unit 
picture.  He showed a picture of a unit before renovation.  Some of the basements are 
vacant and some people use basements for work-out rooms or storage.  They want to 
bring more light into the basement.  There is no egress if something happens.  The ceiling 
heights go up to 8’ so they are usable spaces.   

 
 3.46 Mr. Kolleng asked if they were going to put bedrooms in the basement of the 2-bedroom 

units. 
 
  Mr. Ng said that is correct.   
 
 3.47 Mr. Kolleng said that if they did not go to 3 bedrooms they would not require the variation 

for the window wells.   
 
  Mr. Ng spoke with the Village’s building department and window wells are required for 

habitable space.   
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 3.48 Mr. Kolleng repeated his question, which was why they needed a separation variation for 

the window wells.  Why can’t they be wider apart?  Why are they so close together? 
 
  Mr. Ng said that this was brought up at the last hearing for the case.  There are a number 

of pipes coming out of the building.  They could move existing downspouts.  But there is 
a gas main and they don’t want to move this piping.  They are in front of each unit.   

 
 3.49 Mr. Schneider asked about the entrance for each unit and its location.   
 
  Mr. Ng said that there is a front entrance.   
 
 3.50 Mr. Schneider asked if that was one of the reasons why they had to place the window 

well where it is located.   
 
  Mr. Ng said that was correct.  The space is narrow.   
 
 3.51 Chairman Duffy said that when he read the plans, he missed how the entrance stops one 

from putting the window well is a specific location.   
 
 3.52 Mr. Surman asked if there would be a railing with the window well.   
 
  Mr. Ng said they spoke with the Building Department and they are open to having or not 

having a railing.  Either a grate or a railing is acceptable to him.   
 
 3.53 Mr. Halim told the Board about himself and his background in residential apartment 

buildings.  His office is at 107 Green Bay Road, Wilmette.  He is a real estate developer.  
He is building a museum at this time.  He has done projects in the city and in Evanston.  
He now has come into Wilmette to do business.  He understands the Village.  The 
townhouses being discussed tonight were built in the 1950s and they have not been kept 
up since then.  The units need a complete upgrade and he explained why.  All of the work 
being done is to make the units safer for the tenants.  They want to create a nice complex.  
Regarding the parking, they want to take cars off of the street.   

 
 3.54 Chairman Duffy said that as they increase the density with more bedrooms that means 

there will be more cars.  It seems like the site will be a sea of cars.  Can he speak to this?  
Maybe there is too much density.   

 
  Mr. Halim said they do not need one-bedroom apartments.  There will be cars in the back.  

Every unit has one parking space and a patio.  They are now putting the patio in the 
backyard.   

 
 3.55 Chairman Duffy said a one-bedroom apartment usually equates to one car.  Now most 

likely each unit will have two cars.   
 
  The property owner said that the apartments are small.  He talked about units maybe 

having one car versus two as referenced above.   
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 3.56 Chairman Duffy asked if there was a requirement for more parking.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said they are not meeting the parking requirement but they do not have to 

because it is an existing condition.   
 
 3.57 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.   
 
 5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

 5.1 Mr. Merci said that the magnitude of the variations have not been substantially reduced.  
They were objectionable at the first hearing.  An additional variation was added that is 
uncertain in terms of its requirements.  He was talking about the variation for the 
condensers.   He does not see how an open approval can be given in this case.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that some of the concerns mentioned at the last hearing were addressed.  

Overall he thinks that there will be increased cars and traffic.  He understands reasons to 
make a property more profitable, but he sees no hardship in this case.  There will be more 
street parking issues.  They are significantly increasing impervious surface.  Despite some 
minor modifications, this does not meet the standards of review and he will not support 
the request.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider was not at the first hearing for this case.  He talked about the impervious 

surface issue that exists and will not really change.  They are adding more parking spaces 
and that is good because it will move cars off the street.  The issue of increased density 
has to do with the applicant making the units more conforming.  He was referencing the 
window wells.  He does not see how much has changed since the first hearing although 
the applicant is trying to upgrade the units and the site.  He can support this request.   

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said is struggling with the project and there was not that much of a change 

from the first meeting on this case.  He appreciates the modifications but he does not see 
the hardship in this case.  He has trouble supporting the request.   

 
 5.5 Ms. Norman agreed that nothing significant was done since the last meeting.  She 

understands the reason to improve safety.  It does not meet any special use standards.  
Three bedroom units could mean 3 to 4 people in the unit.  Property values diminish when 
density is increased.  She does not see any hardship.  There is nothing peculiar about the 
property.  She cannot support the request.   
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 5.6 Chairman Duffy is hung up on the parking.  He believes that they have made changes that 
are good, especially moving the air conditioner condenser units away from parking areas.  
He is struggling with the impervious surface related to parking.  He might be able to get 
around the decks.  It is an improvement to the units.  More green space is needed.  More 
parking makes the units more attractive.  There is no requirement for them to increase the 
parking.  They are improving the safety in 8 out of 24 units with the window wells.  How 
will they address the safety of the other units?  He is happy with some of the changes, but 
struggles with other issues.  More green space would be better.  He cannot support the 
entire proposal.  But it is a move in the right direction and the efforts are appreciated.  He 
hoped that the applicant will return with additional changes so that a solution can be had 
that works for everyone.   

 

 6.0 DECISION 

 

 6.1 Mr. Merci moved to recommend granting a revised request for a special use to expand an 
existing special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ 
combined side yard window well setback variation, a 2.25’ window well separation 
variation, a 3,056.18 square foot (17.79%) combined side yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, a 3.0’ front yard air conditioner condenser setback variation, a 5.17’ 
aisle width variation, a 3.33’ aisle width variation, a variation from the requirement that 
50% of all parking spaces be enclosed, and a variation to alter an existing non-conforming 
structure at 422-444½ Ridge Road in accordance with the plans submitted.  The use shall 
run with the use.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Bill Merci   No 
   Lynn Norman   No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Norman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation 

for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2015-Z-05. 
 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   
 
   Motion carried.   
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 7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the special use 
standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  
Specifically, the proposed improvements are not consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  With the proposed increase in bedrooms and thus the density of the site, 
the establishment and operation of the use with the improvements and the resulting increase in 
cars may be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the neighborhood.   
 

Regarding the variation standards, the plight of the owner is being created by the owner.  The 
proposed increase in bedrooms is driving the need for more parking, which is causing more paved 
coverage.  The location of the proposed bedrooms below grade necessitates the window wells, 
which also require relief.  The increase in bedrooms would allow the owner to use the 
development more profitably by charging higher rents for units with more bedrooms.  It is not 
clear how the air conditioner condensers on the front of the south building will be installed, which 
impacts the setback variation being requested. 

 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards 
of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The 
proposed use is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, which call for 
housing options in appropriately zoned locations that complement the traditional single-family 
character of Wilmette.  The townhouses were built in the 1950s.  The continued operation of the 
special use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare nor will it be injurious 
to the use or enjoyment of other property in the neighborhood.  The revised plan moves the 
parking away from the east lot line, which was previously a concern to that neighbor.  The 
properties around the subject property are fully developed and the operation of the special use 
will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of these properties.  The 
special use will not substantially diminish property values in the neighborhood.  Adequate 
utilities, road access, drainage, and other facilities already exist.  Adequate measures already 
exist to provide ingress and egress.  The special use is consistent with the community character 
of the neighborhood.  The proposed use does not substantially adversely affect a known 
archaeological, historical or cultural resource.  Adequate legal provision has been made for 
buffers and landscaping. 
 
Regarding the variation standards, the particular physical conditions of the property, the 
orientation and location of the buildings on the lot imposes 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 others.  The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with safety and other 
improvements.  The window wells are necessary to improve the safety of existing basement 
space.  The lack of separation between the window wells is due to the location of utility pipes 
and the entrances to the units, reducing the available room on the north side of that building.  The 
units currently do not have air conditioning and a variation is required for half of the condensers 
on one building, which can’t be located elsewhere because of the utility pipes and unit entrances.  
The variations, if granted, will have minimal impact on the exterior of the building and will not 
alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
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 8.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a revised request for a special use to expand 
an existing special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ 
combined side yard window well setback variation, a 2.25’ window well separation variation, a 
3,056.18 square foot (17.79%) combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 3.0’ 
front yard air conditioner condenser setback variation, a 5.17’ aisle width variation, a 3.33’ aisle 
width variation, a variation from the requirement that 50% of all parking spaces be enclosed, and 
a variation to alter an existing non-conforming structure at 422-444½ Ridge Road in accordance 
with the plans submitted.  The use shall run with the use.   

 
 
 

MINUTES FROM THE JUNE 3, 2015 MEETING 

 
 3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 

 

 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 

 

  3.11 Mr. Cameel Halim, property owner 
 
  3.12 Mr. William Ng, architect 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 

 

 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a special use to expand an existing 
special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ 
combined side yard window well setback variation, 2,652.10 square foot (15.44%) 
combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 5.17’ aisle width variation, 
a 3.33’ aisle width variation, a variation from the requirement that 50% of all parking 
spaces be enclosed, and a variation to alter an existing non-conforming structure.  The 
Village Board will hear this case on June 23, 2015.   

 
 3.22 The property owner said they did not do a good job explaining the project’s intent and 

why they are doing it.  He will talk about the exterior work and then the interior of the 
buildings.  There are three rows of townhouses with eight townhouses per row.  The south 
units have their own parking and the middle and north units have a combined driveway.  
Each townhouse is 19’ wide.  The condition of the parking areas at this time is very bad.  
Concrete is broken, ties are uneven, many trees died, and the grass is not attractive.  
People use the back area for parking.  There are a potential 48 parking spaces.  The 
garbage situation is horrible.  Each house has their own can.  It is disorganized and dirty.  
The whole building exterior is in bad shape.  The landscaping is 40 to 50 years old and 
the bushes are overgrown.   
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  He wants to upgrade to meet today’s standards, both on the interior and the exterior.  He 
wants the units to be safe and a good representation of the Village.  They organized the 
garbage area and they will install new landscaping.  They are spending $600,000 to 
$700,000 on the exterior.  They are not adding parking.  The parking is already there but 
it is disorganized, unsafe, and in poor condition.   

 
  Regarding the interior, they are not converting the units from 1 bedroom to 3 bedrooms.  

He has already been issued permits to convert the units from 1 bedrooms to 2 bedrooms 
in the north and middle buildings.  The units in the south building have full basements.  
People already use this space for bedrooms.  They want to make the townhomes safe.  
They are doing extensive remodeling, such as removing and replacing all of the kitchens 
and furnaces.  They spent $25,000 per unit on modernizing.  They are not adding square 
footage.   

 
 3.23 The architect reviewed changes made since the last meeting.   
 
 3.24 Mr. Surman asked the architect to talk about hardship for each area being discussed.   
  
  The architect said that the units, as proposed, will have a positive impact on the 

neighborhood and on the new tenants.  There are existing permits for two bedrooms, 
which will add to occupancy.  Currently there are 24 parking spaces and they are 
proposing 34 with two handicap spaces included.  24 spaces might not be sufficient for 
all the tenants.  They want to upgrade the property and make it safer.  He has slides 
showing people hanging out in the parking spaces because there is no open space to use.  
They sit next to a garbage receptacle.  There is a need for improvements.   

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that there is a typo in the sheets.  The combined side yard 

impervious surface coverage variation should be 2,652.1 square feet not 12,957 square 
feet.   

 
 3.26 The owner said that most of the relief they are asking for is for the building that is already 

there.  They are not asking to build a new building.  The building has conditions 
grandfathered in and any work they want to do requires a variation.  If they count the 
patios in the back and the areas used for parking, there is little change in the impervious 
area.   

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked about number of existing spaces.   
 
  The owner said there are 24 parking spaces and they are proposing 34.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman asked what variation that impacted.   
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy said it would impact some of the lot coverage.  They reduced the request 

from the previous requests.  They started with 46 spaces and now they are requesting 34 
spaces.   
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  Chairman Duffy noted that they have to provide window wells for access out of those 8 
units with basement bedrooms.   

 
  The owner said the window wells are for safety.  Having a window well is good for the 

tenants.   
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said that a previous meeting they showed some tenant’s use of the 

basement.  People had beds down there and there is no egress other than the stairwell that 
leads up to the kitchen.  They have to put window wells in for escape purposes with their 
proposed request.   

 
  The owner asked the board to consider some questions.  What would happen if they do 

not do anything?  Should he leave it as is?  Should they leave the garbage as it is with 46 
cans?  With the new proposal, all garbage is in its own area and landscaping will be 
upgraded.  There are a lot of negatives if they do not do anything.   

 
 3.31 Mr. Schneider said that he has been to the site and he agreed that people park all over 

including on areas that previously were landscaped.  On page 4, the Site Plan Review 
committee requested curbing the parking lot and the owner agreed to do this.   Where will 
the curbing be? 

 
  The architect said that the curbing is around the whole parking area and around landscape 

planter areas.   
 
  Mr. Schneider said that here is a 3’ distance between the building and the parking space.  

Right now there are bumpers.  There will now be continuous curbing.   
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman asked what happened when someone came out of their unit.  Would there be 

a part that drops down?  
 
  The architect said that there is are dedicated walkways without curbing.  There is a new 

sidewalk.   
 
 3.33 Mr. Merci said that the proposed site plan denotes a double line all the way around the 

parking area and planting area.  Is that the curbing as proposed? 
 
  The architect said that it is the curbing as proposed.  Single lines are for the handicapped 

area.  They will have a depressed curb for handicap parking.   
 
  The owner said there are two dedicated handicap spaces and he does not have that at this 

time.   
 
 3.34 Mr. Merci asked if they planned to now assign parking to tenants.   
 
  The owner said they had not decided yet.  
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 3.35 Mr. Merci said that the number of new spaces should equal the number of bedrooms being 
added.  Parking spaces should not be available for sale or least to at large individuals.   

 
  The owner said he owns the commercial property next door.  So they could overflow into 

that lot or use it for guest parking. 
 
 3.36 Mr. Merci said that the curbing eliminates a big problem.  They have a 16 double loaded 

traffic isle about 6’ to 8’ deficient in normal vehicular planning.  The curb will be useful 
in guiding car traffic.   

 
  The architect said that the curb will make a better situation.   
 
 3.37 Mr. Boyer asked about the size of the container in the garbage shed.   
 
  The architect said that currently the containers include one recyclable container that is .5 

cubic yard and one regular trash container.  The containers they are proposing are front-
end lifted.   

 
 3.38 Mr. Merci clarified that any refuse vehicle would have to drive in, lift and back out.   
 
  The architect said that existing containers are .5 yard.  They are proposing 8 cubic yard 

containers, two of them.  The south lot containers are smaller than the north lot.   
 
 3.39 Chairman Duffy said that where the current parking lot extends into the grassy area 

beyond the townhouses that becomes the garbage area that is fenced.   
 
 3.40 Mr. Merci said that the refuse truck will lift the garbage.  Vehicles will have to drive in 

and back out.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said or back in and drive out.   
 
  The architect said he is not sure which type of truck they will assign to pick up garbage.   
 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy said they are limited based on what is there right now.  Adding the 3’ 

from building to parking lot and curbing that and then widening the parking spaces to 
make the turn into them a little easier.  They made some accommodations by decreasing 
parking spaces.  The AC units have all been moved.  That eliminated one of the variances.   

 
  The architect said that the new AC location is better and tenants are not impacted.  It 

coincides with the aesthetics.  They will probably put gates that match the window well 
gates.  In between the window wells will be condenser units.  A uniform fence will 
surround the AC units.   

 
 3.42 Mr. Boyer clarified that originally there were: 24-1 bedroom units and they are proposing 

16 2-bedroom units and 8 3-bedrooms units.   
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  The owner said that is correct.  They have already converted 12 of them into two 
bedrooms.   

 
 3.43 Mr. Surman said there was a concern about where the snow would be put at the end.  The 

previous design showed lawn areas.  Now the garbage is at the end so where will they 
push snow.   

 
  The architect said this issue has been discussed.  The building manager said that there are 

not problems at their other sites regarding snow removal.  By reducing the number of 
spaces, they added green space comparable to what is now impervious and green space 
in the parking area.   The snow cannot be pushed up against fences or rear yards.  There 
are areas of Chicago where they have to truck out the snow.   

 
 3.44 Mr. Surman said there are two handicap spots.  Why didn’t they put in a third one so that 

there would be one for each parking area?  If there were more handicap spaces they could 
be handicap/visitor parking.   

 
  The owner said that the new units will be attractive to a mother with a child.  There is no 

housing for mothers with children.  Single family homes rent up to $8,000.  His rent is 
$1,600.  They fill an important role in the Village.  All units have been leased to single 
mothers with one child.   

 
 3.45 The architect said he wanted to go over the impervious calculations.  By reducing the 

number of parking spaces they reduced impervious by about 200 square feet from the last 
meeting.  As proposed they are under the allowable impervious for the entire calculated 
site as shown on the impervious summary.  They are over on the side yard, but on the 
whole project, they are under.  If they were to remove the patios from the equation since 
under the patios is impervious condition, some communities do not calculate patios as 
impervious.  If they took out the patios their overall site is reduced by another 1,570 
square feet which is 350 square feet less impervious than what currently exists.  The 
zoning is calculated front yard, side yard, rear yard for impervious.  Under those 
calculations they are under what is allowable.  The upper chart shows the entire site with 
the buildable area.   

 3.46 Mr. Surman referenced information on a chart that indicated total site square footage 
actual is 50,000.  Is that actual or allowed?  

 
  The architect said that number was actual.   
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman asked about total allowed square footage.   
 
  The architect said that number is the total square footage.  The allowable impervious is 

18,319 and the proposed is slightly less than what is allowed.  The existing is 16,849.  
They are proposing patios with pervious soil underneath.  The wood patio does not retain 
water and will drip underneath.  In reality it does go into the soil and not drain into the 
storm sewer system.   

 
  The owner said he might change his mind about patios because it might crowd the area.   
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 3.48 Chairman Duffy asked if the owner was committing to taking all the patios out.  That 

there would no decks/patios.   
 
  The owner agreed that there would be no deck/patios.   
 
  Ms. Roberts suggested that the request be considered as submitted and if the applicant 

wants to later take out the patios, he can.   
 
 3.49 Mr. Schneider agreed with Ms. Roberts.   
 
 3.50 Chairman Duffy was also in favor of moving in that direction.   
 
(After section 4.0) 
 
 3.51 The owner responded to the neighbor’s concerns.  Regarding the air conditioner units, 

they can still put in an air conditioner for every unit even without an approval.  There is 
distance between the lot line and the units.  They will not build the decks.  The units are 
being leased by Village residents including single parents.  Regarding the parking, there 
will be less parking than is currently on the site.   

 
  The architect said that the impervious calculations without the decks will be an 

improvement over existing.  There is less impervious with the current site plan.  They are 
keeping all live mature trees.  There will be more green space in parking areas.   

 
 3.52 Mr. Surman said they are asking for ten additional spaces and asked if they had considered 

identifying any spaces as visitor parking only?  
 
  The owner said they must have visitor parking.  In the south grassy area, there are two 

bumpers and that is not counted.  They are improving the parking.   
 

 4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 

 

 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 

 

  4.11 Ms. Maureen Shelley 
   502 Ridge Road 
 

 4.2 Summary of presentations 
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 4.21 Ms. Shelley said she was a resident of the southern-most townhouse in Sutton Place, 
which is north of these units, for the last 40 years.  She said that it is her recollection when 
she moved to her home there was no impervious surface in what is now considered the 
parking area.  It was all gravel.  The last few times in a big rainstorm when she tried to 
get down facing streets to get to her house, Washington or Schiller, they were flooded.  
She was not able to get through.  Ridge is the highest point so water goes in both directions 
from Ridge.  In the last year since Edens was repaved, which caused traffic problems for 
two years; a lot more traffic now uses Ridge.  She is worried about increased density as 
Ridge is a busy street.  She is worried about children moving in.  Children have rarely 
lived in these units.  She said the residents have been retired people or singles who come 
here to teach, and so on.  It is a quiet and a good neighbor.  She is concerned with the 
decks NU students will rent and the decks will face her house.  The air conditioner units 
will face her.  She is concerned about noise and exhaust of units.   

 
  Chairman Duffy asked if Ms. Shelley lived to the north of these townhomes.  There is a 

house between her and the townhomes.  The house is set back.  She has concerns with 
increasing impervious surface, the parties that will take place on the decks and keep her 
awake.   

 
  Mr. Boyer asked if there were decks there at this time.   
 
  The owner said that there are patios there right now.   
 
  The neighbor asked if larger units should go in with the possibility of larger families 

moving in.  She would not move into one of those units if she had a child that age.  Ridge 
is now used differently.  People drive fast if the road is clear.  People use it to get to the 
northwest side of Chicago.  She is opposed to any of this and asked that as little change 
as possible be done.  She said that they have already gotten variances and no one assumed 
they would keep asking for them.  She said a different kind of person than lives there 
today will be attracted by the amenities he is asking for.   

 
 5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

 5.1 Mr. Schneider said he thinks he can support this request.  There is no additional interior 
space being added; it exists now.  By providing window wells, it improves safety, 
especially in emergencies.  Curbing the parking areas and providing a 3’ wide aisle 
separating parking from the front doors are all positive improvements without changing 
the square footage.  There is more space now used for parking than what will be allowed 
with curbed new parking areas.  The proposal is an improvement.  Providing rental 
options in the Village is a positive.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said he is on the fence for this case and wants a discussion about the good 

points of the development.  He is stuck on hardship.  What is the hardship? The hardship 
is self-created.  Some of the variances requested are because of additional basement 
bedrooms.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider asked how the variance was created by having more bedrooms.   
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 5.4 Mr. Boyer said that window wells are needed because of those bedrooms in the basement.  

The development was built as one bedroom units with storage.  On the south building, 
they removed the storage in the one bedroom units.  There are not a lot of one bedroom 
rentals, but this is exactly what is needed.  He searched rental history in the MLS.  The 
question he keeps coming back to is whether the Board would approve the request if this 
was a new building.   

 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said one cannot look at this as a new building.  If the owner started with 

a blank state they could probably put in more units than there are currently on the site.  
The configuration would be different.  No variances would be needed.  At a previous 
meeting he became comfortable with basements used for living space.  He owns rental 
units as does Mr. Boyer and one cannot always control how tenants use space He 
understood why the bedrooms were needed and why egress had to be supplied.  He 
struggled the most with this variance initially.  He initially thought that some of the 
variances were aggressive.  But they moved the air conditioner units and took care of the 
trash.  They are close to what is going to be the best plan for this site.  The applicant has 
done a good job in reducing the request.   

 
 5.6 Regarding window wells, Mr. Schneider said that even if the area is used as a family room 

and not as a bedroom, window wells are good for an exit at that point.  Any habitable 
space needs an ability to egress in an emergency.   

 
 5.7 Mr. Merci said if one was to factor in an approved parking area it would never get the 

same number of dwelling units.  The parking area is grossly deficient in aisle width.  They 
would have to design a new project at 24’ aisle width and they would lose an entire row 
of parking.   

 
 5.8 Mr. Duffy said that one could get more height in a new development.   
 
 5.9 Mr. Merci said that the footprint would be substantially reduced.  And the structures 

would need stairwells and handicap access.  They have probably done as well as they can 
with what they have to work with.   

 
 5.10 Mr. Boyer said that the Board is discussing issues that almost feels like a Village Board 

decision.   
 
 5.11 Chairman Duffy noted that the Village Board has not remanded this project back because 

the ZBA has denied the requests both times and the applicant has returned twice with 
changes and revised plans.  

 
[Staff Note: The two previous requests were remanded back to the Zoning Board of 
Appeals by the Village Board at the request of the applicant.] 
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 5.12 Mr. Boyer asked if it is within the purview of the ZBA to grant variances on this project.  
Is this more of a Village Board decision?  It is a larger approval.  Is it looked at almost a 
new project?  It feels like rehabbing an existing house and then it is considered to be new 
construction.   

 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that the Zoning Board never got to that threshold of going from 

rehab to new construction.   
 
 5.14 Mr. Schneider said that the Village Board is owed a recommendation from the ZBA. 
   
 5.15 Chairman Duffy said that there would be a vote on this case.  He said he supports the 

request presented tonight.  They are limited in what they can do because the structure is 
there.  There is only so much space for parking.  Compared to what they started out with, 
the applicant has done a great job adjusting to what the Zoning Board has asked of them 
to change.  This is as good as it gets for what is currently on the site.   

 
 5.16 Mr. Surman said when one designs more of a commercial project, as an architect one has 

to take the worst case scenario and say this is potentially what could happen.  So you have 
to go to the furthest extent for life safety.  He has no problem with the window wells and 
the parking has been reduced substantially.  He would hope they would add another 
handicapped space for the other building and identify some of the spaces as visitor 
parking.  They could dedicate 24 for the units with some visitor spaces at the far end 
where snow is stacked.   

 
 5.17 Mr. Merci said he was concerned about the increase in impervious area.  While it is not 

the purview of the ZBA to talk about engineering solutions, there are engineering 
solutions that could relieve that problem through detention in the parking lot and 
restrictors in the drain that would defer any storm water discharge into the sewer system.  
The increased pervious area should not be a critical matter if engineering is involved with 
a solution.   

 
 5.18 Mr. Schneider said there is not that much of a change in impervious surface.   
 
 5.19 Mr. Merci said there wasn’t much of a change but in so far as addressing neighbor 

concerns about flooding.   
 5.20 Chairman Duffy said that in a case like this where they are going to reconstruct the 

parking area, there is a whole drainage and grading plan they have to follow.  Water to 
neighbors should be reduced because of the way that the Village mandates the new code.   

 
 5.21 Mr. Surman said that additional curbing will also help.   
 
 5.22 Chairman Duffy said that under the decks is pervious soil.  The water from the decks goes 

into the ground but the ordinance considers that impervious surface.   
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 6.0 DECISION 

 

 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a revised request for a special use to expand 
an existing special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 
30.32’ combined side yard window well setback variation, 2,652.10 square foot (15.44%) 
combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 5.17’ aisle width variation, 
a 3.33’ aisle width variation, a variation from the requirement that 50% of all parking 
spaces be enclosed, and a variation to alter an existing non-conforming structure at 422-
444½ Ridge Road in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
 Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
 Mike Boyer Yes 
 John Kolleng Not Present 
 Bill Merci Yes 
 Lynn Norman Not Present 
 Reinhard Schneider Yes 
 Bob Surman Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation 

for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2015-Z-05.   
 
 6.21 Mr.  Schneider 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 
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The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of Section 
5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed use is 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, which call for housing options 
in appropriately zoned locations that complement the traditional single-family character of 
Wilmette.  The townhouses have operated continuously since they were built in the 1950s 
therefore, the continued operation of the special use will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety, and welfare nor will it be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property in the 
neighborhood.  The revised plan moves the parking away from the east lot line, which was 
previously a concern to that neighbor, and improves the garbage and recycling collection.  The 
properties around the subject property are fully developed and the operation of the special use 
will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of these properties.  The 
special use will not substantially diminish property values in the neighborhood.  Adequate 
utilities, road access, drainage, and other facilities already exist.  Improvements to the parking 
lots and drainage are part of the proposal.  Adequate measures already exist to provide ingress 
and egress.  The special use is consistent with the community character of the neighborhood.  
The proposed improvements to the parking areas and landscaping will have a positive impact on 
the neighborhood.  The proposed use does not substantially adversely affect a known 
archaeological, historical or cultural resource.  Adequate legal provision has been made for 
buffers and landscaping. 
 
Regarding the variation standards, the particular physical conditions of the property, the 
orientation and location of the buildings on the lot imposes 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 others.  The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with safety and other 
improvements.  The window well openings and the window wells are necessary to improve the 
safety of existing basement space however it is used by the tenants.   The variations, if granted, 
will have minimal impact on the exterior of the building and will not alter the essential character 
of the neighborhood.  The variations will permit the improvement of the appearance and function 
of the parking areas. 
 

 8.0 RECOMMENDATION 

  
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for a special use to expand 
an existing special use (townhouses), a 36.32’ combined side yard setback variation, a 30.32’ 
combined side yard window well setback variation, 2,652.10 square foot (15.44%) combined 
side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 5.17’ aisle width variation, a 3.33’ aisle width 
variation, a variation from the requirement that 50% of all parking spaces be enclosed, and a 
variation to alter an existing non-conforming structure at 422-444½ Ridge Road in accordance 
with the plans submitted.   
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Gymnocladus dioica ‘Expresso’ 
Kentucky Coffee Tree  

Tilia americana ‘Redmond’ 
Redmond American Linden 

SHADE TREES  

Zone: 3 to 8 
Height: 60.00 to 80.00 feet 
Spread: 40.00 to 55.00 feet 
Bloom Time: May to June 
Bloom Description: Greenish-white 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Shade Tree, Rain Garden 
Flower: Showy, Fragrant 
Fruit: Showy 
Other: Winter Interest 
Tolerate: Drought, Air Pollution 

Zone: 2 to 8 
Height: 50.00 to 70.00 feet 
Spread: 30.00 to 45.00 feet 
Bloom Time: June 
Bloom Description: Pale yellow 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Shade Tree, 
Flowering Tree 
Flower: Showy, Fragrant 
Attracts: Butterflies 
Fruit: Showy 
Tolerate: Drought, Clay Soil 



Ulmus americana ‘Princeton’ 
Princeton Elm  

Ulmus x ‘Glossy Morton’ 
Triumph Elm 

Zone: 3 to 9 
Height: 50.00 to 70.00 feet 
Spread: 30.00 to 50.00 feet 
Bloom Time: March to April 
Bloom Description: Green 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Shade Tree, 
Street Tree, Rain Garden 
Flower: Insignificant 
Tolerate: Drought, Black Walnut, 
Air Pollution 

Zone: 4 to 9 
Height: 50.00 to 60.00 feet 
Spread: 25.00 to 40.00 feet 
Bloom Time: March to April 
Bloom Description: Green 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Shade Tree, Street Tree 
Flower: Insignificant 
Leaf: Good Fall 
Tolerate: Air Pollution 

SHADE TREES  



SHRUBS  

Hydrangea paniculata ‘Limelight’ 
Limelight Hydrangea 

Juniperus horizontalis ‘Emerald Spreader’ 
Emerald Spreader Juniper 
Zone: 3 to 9 
Height: 0.50 to 0.75 feet 
Spread: 5.00 to 6.00 feet 
Bloom Time: Non-flowering 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Ground Cover 
Leaf: Evergreen 
Other: Winter Interest 
Tolerate: Deer, Drought, Erosion, Dry 
Soil, Shallow-Rocky Soil, Air Pollution 

Zone: 3 to 8 
Height: 6.00 to 8.00 feet 
Spread: 6.00 to 8.00 feet 
Bloom Time: July to September 
Bloom Description: Chartreuse-lime aging to rose 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Medium 
Suggested Use: Hedge 
Flower: Showy 
Leaf: Good Fall 
Tolerate: Air Pollution 



SHRUBS  

Pinus mugo ‘Valley Cushion’ 
Dwarf Mugo Pine 

Spiraea betulifolia ‘Tor’ 
Birchleaf Spirea 
Zone: 4 to 8 
Height: 2.00 to 3.00 feet 
Spread: 2.00 to 3.00 feet 
Bloom Time: May to June 
Bloom Description: White 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Hedge 
Flower: Showy 
Leaf: Good Fall 
Attracts: Butterflies 
Tolerate: Deer 

Zone: 2 to 7 
Height: 2.00 to 3.00 feet 
Spread: 2.00 to 3.00 feet 
Bloom Time: Non-flowering 
Bloom Description: Non-flowering 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Leaf: Evergreen 
Other: Winter Interest 
Tolerate: Deer, Air Pollution 



SHRUBS  

Viburnum lantana ‘Mohican’ 
Mohican Wayfaring Tree  

Viburnum trilobum ‘compactum’ 
Compact American Cranberry Viburnum  
Zone: 2 to 7 
Height: 6.00 to 8.00 feet 
Spread: 6.00 to 8.00 feet 
Bloom Time: April to May 
Bloom Description: White lace cap 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Hedge 
Flower: Showy 
Leaf: Good Fall 
Attracts: Birds, Butterflies 
Fruit: Showy, Edible 

Zone: 4 to 8 
Height: 7.00 to 8.00 feet 
Spread: 7.00 to 10.00 feet 
Bloom Time: May 
Bloom Description: White 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Dry to medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Hedge 
Flower: Showy 
Attracts: Birds, Butterflies 
Fruit: Showy 
Tolerate: Drought 



PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVERS  

Amsonia ‘Blue Ice’ 
Blue Ice Bluestar 

Baptisia leucophaea 
Cream False Indigo 
Zone: 5 to 8 
Height: 2.00 to 4.00 feet 
Spread: 2.00 to 2.50 feet 
Bloom Time: April to May 
Bloom Description: Creamy white 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Dry to medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Naturalize 
Flower: Showy, Good Dried 
Attracts: Butterflies 
Fruit: Showy 
Tolerate: Drought, Erosion, Dry Soil 

Zone: 4 to 9 
Height: 1.00 to 1.50 feet 
Spread: 1.00 to 1.50 feet 
Bloom Time: May 
Bloom Description: Dark lavender blue 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Flower: Showy 
Leaf: Good Fall 
Tolerate: Deer 



PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVERS  

Carex flacca ‘Blue Zinger’ 
Blue Sedge 

Geranium sanguineum ‘Max Frei’ 
Dwarf Blood-red Crainesbill  
Zone: 3 to 8 
Height: 0.50 to 0.75 feet 
Spread: 0.75 to 2.00 feet 
Bloom Time: May to June 
Bloom Description: Reddish-purple 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Flower: Showy 
Leaf: Good Fall 
Attracts: Butterflies 
Tolerate: Rabbit, Deer, Clay Soil 

Zone: 5 to 9 
Height: 1.00 to 1.50 feet 
Spread: 1.00 to 1.50 feet 
Bloom Time: July to August 
Bloom Description: Greenish-white 
Sun: Part shade to full shade 
Water: Medium to wet 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Rain Garden 
Flower: Insignificant 
Leaf: Evergreen 
Tolerate: Deer, Heavy Shade 



PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVERS  

Ligularia stenocephala ‘The Rocket’ 
Rocket Ligularia 

Molinia caerulea aryubdubacea ‘Transparent’ 
Moor Grass 
Zone: 5 to 8 
Height: 6.00 to 8.00 feet 
Spread: 2.00 to 4.00 feet 
Bloom Time: July to September 
Bloom Description: Purple 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium to wet 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Naturalize, Rain Garden 
Flower: Showy 
Leaf: Good Fall 
Tolerate: Erosion, Wet Soil,  
Black Walnut, Air Pollution 

Zone: 4 to 8 
Height: 3.00 to 5.00 feet 
Spread: 2.00 to 4.00 feet 
Bloom Time: June to July 
Bloom Description: Lemon yellow 
Sun: Part shade to full shade 
Water: Medium to wet 
Maintenance: Medium 
Suggested Use: Rain Garden 
Flower: Showy 
Tolerate: Heavy Shade, Wet Soil 



PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVERS  

Nepeta x faassenii ‘Kit Kat’ 
Kit Kat Nepeta 

Penstemon digitalis ‘Huskers Red’ 
Beard-tongue 
Zone: 3 to 8 
Height: 2.00 to 3.00 feet 
Spread: 1.00 to 2.00 feet 
Bloom Time: April to June 
Bloom Description: White 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Dry to medium 
Maintenance: Medium 
Suggested Use: Rain Garden 
Flower: Showy 
Leaf: Colorful 
Attracts: Birds, Butterflies 

Zone: 3 to 8 
Height: 1.00 to 1.50 feet 
Spread: 1.00 to 2.00 feet 
Bloom Time: May to September 
Bloom Description: Blue 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Dry to medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Flower: Showy, Fragrant 
Leaf: Fragrant 
Tolerate: Deer, Drought, Dry Soil, 
Shallow-Rocky Soil, Air Pollution 



PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVERS  

Polystichum acrostichoides 
Christmas Fern 

Stachys officinalis 
Betony 
Zone: 4 to 8 
Height: 1.50 to 2.00 feet 
Spread: 1.50 to 2.00 feet 
Bloom Time: July to September 
Bloom Description: Rose-lavender 
Sun: Full sun 
Water: Medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Suggested Use: Naturalize 
Flower: Showy 
Tolerate: Deer, Black Walnut 

Zone: 3 to 9 
Height: 1.00 to 2.00 feet 
Spread: 1.00 to 2.00 feet 
Bloom Time: Non-flowering 
Bloom Description: Non-flowering 
Sun: Part shade to full shade 
Water: Dry to medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Leaf: Evergreen 
Other: Winter Interest 
Tolerate: Rabbit, Deer, Drought, Heavy 
Shade, Erosion, Dry Soil, Shallow-Rocky Soil 



PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVERS  

Sesleria autumnalis 
Autumn Moor Grass  
Zone: 5 to 8 
Height: 0.75 to 1.00 feet 
Spread: 0.50 to 1.00 feet 
Bloom Time: September to October 
Bloom Description: Greenish 
Sun: Full sun to part shade 
Water: Dry to medium 
Maintenance: Low 
Flower: Insignificant 
Tolerate: Drought, Erosion, Dry Soil, Black Walnut, Air Pollution 
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