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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 2015 

7:30 A.M. 

VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROM OF VILLAGE HALL 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 

Members Present: Trustee Alan Swanson, Chairman 

Trustee Ted McKenna  

Members Absent: Trustee Dan Sullivan 

Staff Present: John Adler, AICP, Director, Community Development 

Lisa Roberts, AICP, Assistant Director of Community Development 

I. Call to Order. 

Chairman Swanson called the meeting to order at 7:33 a.m. 

II. Approval of Minutes.

Trustee McKenna moved to approve the minutes of the October 7, 2014 Land Use Committee 

meeting.  The motion was seconded by Chairman Swanson.  Voting yes: Chairman Swanson, 

Trustee McKenna.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  

III. 2014-SZC-03 - Review of the April 1, 2014 Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map

Chairman Swanson opened the public hearing at 7:36 a.m. 

Chairman Swanson said catching up on odds and ends that came up.  As noted in the memo, we 

knew there would be some items to be reviewed and cleaned up. 

Trustee McKenna said he had comments on a couple of items. 

Chairman Swanson suggested that they only focus on those items that the committee members 

wanted to discuss.   

Trustee McKenna agreed.  He said he was fine with all the proposed changes up until page 19 of 

the memo, the discussion of personal services establishments in commercial districts. 
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Chairman Swanson indicated a question on page 5 of the memo regarding the published notice for 

the Appearance Review Commission.  If notice is required, then it will be published, 

 

Mr. Adler said there was some confusion the way the published notice section is worded.  The 

Village wants to get applicants through the Appearance Review process as quickly as possible so 

in some cases, notice wasn’t being published.  Upon review of new text, it appeared that notice 

should be published, but there didn’t seem to be any harm caused by not publishing in those types 

of cases.  It removes the wait for 30 days while the notice is published.  As proposed, it matches 

the process that’s been followed since the inception of the ARC. 

 

Chairman Swanson said he had a question on page 8 regarding parking lots as a principal use in a 

residential zoning district.  Item 2.a says that off-street parking must be solely for parking for 

periods of less than one day and not used for off-street loading.  A multi-family dwelling could 

buy a lot nearby and use it for parking; that would be allowed as a special use in this section.  But 

would that be considering compliant with the restriction for parking for less than one day? 

 

Mr. Adler agreed that the section needed to be clarified to limit parking for less than one day to 

non-residential uses. 

 

Trustee McKenna asked if the intention was to make personal service establishments a permitted 

use in the commercial districts.   

 

Mr. Adler said personal service establishments had been changed to be a special use in commercial 

districts in the new ordinance.  It had not been the intent to make that change.  These uses, such as 

hair salons, were a permitted use in these districts in the old ordinance.  The NR-1 had been 

previously been changed to limit the amount of office space on the first floor, but there was never 

a limit on personal service. 

 

Trustee McKenna asked where the GC-1 area is. 

 

Mr. Adler said that is on Green Bay south of Linden.  It’s not a very large area. 

 

Chairman Swanson said if something moves out and be replaced by something else, would we 

want more control over possibly getting a tax generating business. 

 

Mr. Adler said medical office is a permitted use there and someone bought the Perkowitz property 

and plans to do a medical office use there.  Medical office was split off from personal service in 

the new ordinance.  In the past, the GC-1 and NR districts haven’t been controlled like the Village 

Center.  Not that it can’t be done, but it would be a fairly large departure. 

 

Chairman Swanson noted that you have to allow personal services someplace. 

 

Trustee McKenna said he wanted some explanation of what is proposed with the changes to 

attached garages. 

 

Mr. Adler said the memo contains two options for the committee to consider.  The Zoning Board 

saw a variation request for a new home on Pawnee that needed relief to have an attached front-

facing garage that did not have the 5’ front façade setback.  The architect argued that having the 

garage setback was different than most of the homes in the immediate area.  That whole 
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neighborhood has garages that are flush with the front of the home.  Since that issued had been 

raised, the committee briefly discussed it at the last meeting and asked staff to provide the 

committee with some options.   

 

One option is to do nothing.  A second option is to eliminate the requirement altogether.  A third 

option is to develop an administrative process to grant a variation under certain conditions.  As we 

came up with the criteria under which relief could be sought, we thought, perhaps it should just be 

permitted under those circumstances.  If it met the criteria, it is unlikely that staff would deny it, 

so it would be up to a neighbor to oppose the request.  The administrative standards are not geared 

for new construction, so new standards would be needed for this type of request.  That led us to 

the fourth option, which is to allow a front-facing attached garage if it meets these contextual 

criteria. 

 

There are two criteria.  The 500’ requirement is for small blocks that might have only one house; 

it shouldn’t necessary be allowed when all the rest in the neighborhood are different.  Five-hundred 

feet is based on the subdivision code and the neighborhood map. 

 

Trustee McKenna asked the difference in the text that was presented. 

 

Mr. Adler said the first option is the language for an administrative review process.  The second 

option is the wording where it would be permitted as a contextual option. 

 

Chairman Swanson said that an administrative request would involve neighbor notice. 

 

Mr. Adler said that it would require the staff to put out notice.  It would be a variation for a new 

house, so how does that work with the standards.  If it meets the proposed criteria to qualify for 

administrative review, staff is unlikely to deny it. 

 

Trustee McKenna asked what would have happened with the new home at 6th and Linden. 

 

Mr. Adler said what they did would be conforming under the current ordinance because the garage 

doesn’t face the front lot line. 

 

Chairman Swanson said their issue was more related to the traffic code because they had alley 

access but wanted to use street access. 

 

Trustee McKenna asked if there was still protection in the code for that. 

 

Chairman Swanson said yes, that’s a separate issue. 

 

Mr. Adler said the other question for the committee relates to the wording of the code.  As written, 

you have the garage in front but the garage door faces the street, it’s a problem; you move the door 

to the side and it’s allowed.  The question is if we want to prohibit the garages in front even when 

the door is on the side.  If so, some additional changes to the wording would be needed. 

 

Trustee McKenna said he didn’t think a change was necessary. He was more concerned about 

looking at the garage door, which is covered in the new ordinance. 
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Chairman Swanson said some areas have attached front-facing garages.  If this type of request is 

handled administratively, a neighbor can come and objects, but when the layout matches the rest 

of the neighborhood it would be difficult to deny the request. 

 

Mr. Adler said the requirement not to face the street is new to this ordinance; it hadn’t been a 

problem before. 

 

Chairman Swanson said he thought the ability to face the garage to the street should be a right, 

given the parameters proposed by staff.  To do otherwise would be difficult for the staff to make a 

determination consistently.  

 

Mr. Adler said he would expect in most cases, it will not be close, either most or none have a front-

facing garage. 

 

Trustee McKenna agreed with using option 2, the by-right contextual wording. 

 

Trustee McKenna said he wanted to look at the generator section on page 25 of the memo.  He 

said the proposed changes are about the sound and less about the actual location of the generator.   

 

Mr. Adler said the changes indicate that it’s less of an issue if the decibels are higher along an 

alley.  He said there is still a setback requirement but this proposal allows the generator to be 5 

feet from a lot line along an alley, provided the decibels comply at the lot line across the alley.  In 

most cases, a 5-foot setback will end up behind a fence. 

 

Trustee McKenna said this will allow a generator in the back yard next to a detached garage, using 

the electric line from the garage.  It’s probably a better location for everyone. 

 

Trustee McKenna said he wanted to spend some time on the proposed car sharing section.  This is 

not addressed in the current ordinance. 

 

Mr. Adler said the staff was contacted by ZipCar who wanted to locate in Metra lot.  The Metra 

lot however is routinely full and it doesn’t make sense to dedicate spaces there or to take up heavily 

used on-street parking for car sharing.  The staff told ZipCar to try Chase Bank or the Jaguar 

dealership.  If a private entity is willing and meets their own parking requirements and has extra 

spaces available, the Village will look into allowing car sharing on private property.  The proposed 

text allows car sharing without requiring a property owner to provide their current parking 

calculations. 

 

Trustee McKenna said this a public good. 

 

Mr. Adler said this is particularly true in the Village Center. 

 

Chairman Swanson asked if this would be permitted at the CTA. 

 

Mr. Adler said iGo tried to do this at the CTA station several years ago.  They could do it by right 

there.  The new text outlines what car sharing is and how many spaces can be dedicated for the 

purpose without being concerned about the impact on required parking.  The PUD section lists car 

sharing as a public benefit.  The developers of 611 Green Bay have been encouraged to offer car 

sharing as a benefit in their project. 
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Chairman Swanson asked about the use requirement that the locations be unstaffed. 

 

Mr. Adler said the proposed language was pulled from several different ordinances.  He speculated 

that if the location is staffed, that might suggest that there is a larger number of vehicles, which 

arguably becomes a car rental facility.  The proposal is only to allow 2 car sharing spaces. 

 

Chairman Swanson asked if there is a doorman or similar staffing for a building. 

 

Mr. Adler said parking for that person would be associated with that use rather than the parking.  

He noted that car sharing programs have people come out and service the cars, but not a person 

checking the vehicle in or out. 

 

Chairman Swanson indicated the proposed use standard regarding vehicle length and said vehicles 

are not as long as 18’. 

 

Mr. Adler said an extended Escalade is about the largest vehicle you’ll find.  Most mid-sized SUVs 

are about 16’ long.  The 18’ depth is a maximum and was common in the ordinances he reviewed. 

 

Ms. Roberts suggested adding a cross-reference under the definition of vehicle rental to say that is 

not car sharing and vice versa. 

 

Mr. Adler said that might help to make it clear that a vehicle rental establishment is different from 

a car sharing program.  By definition, an establishment is something that has many vehicles.  That 

is a special use, compared to the car sharing which is permitted.  Car sharing is done on an hourly 

basis. 

 

Trustee McKenna asked if those were the terms actually used. 

 

Mr. Adler said yes.  It’s just the use of car sharing. 

 

Chairman Swanson said it’s not a bad idea to make a distinction between car sharing and car rental. 

 

Mr. Adler said this is the beginning of the discussion regarding bed and breakfast type of use in 

the single-family zoning district.  The committee could ask staff to investigate the idea including 

getting information on how this works in Evanston.  He used the example of a resort town where 

there is a special accommodations district and a certain number of licenses for short-term rentals 

within that area.  There are zoning regulations associated with that and lodging tax is collected.  

The staff could present the types of regulations that go with a traditional bed and breakfast 

compared to the Airbnb model of renting out a room and how that is regulated elsewhere.  

Corporation Counsel Mike Zimmermann had a greater concern with renting a whole house.  If 

renting a whole house for 28 days or more is permitted but renting for 26 days is not, a court is 

going to ask why. 

 

Trustee McKenna suggested starting with what we don’t want.  Wilmette is not a resort area and 

such rentals are not expected by the neighbors. 

 



                                  

6 

February 19, 2015 Land Use Committee Minutes Approved June 22, 2015 

Mr. Adler said he spoke to the resident who had concerns about the rental we know of.  His concern 

was that the owner doesn’t seem to be around, she turns over the keys.  The neighbor has seen two 

or three of the guests out on the front lawn smoking.  This is not illegal but if a neighbor has a 

concern, they might feel more comfortable talking to the person if it’s their neighbor instead of 

someone they don’t know.  This particular rental is on Walden, which is appealing because of its 

proximity to the highway and it’s affordable. 

 

Trustee McKenna said the affordable aspect is an important part of the discussion. 

 

 Mr. Adler suggested doing a referral from the Village Board to get further into the issue of short-

term rental. 

 

Trustee McKenna said in densely populated areas such as in Chicago, nobody knows the rentals 

are taking place.  Wilmette is not a resort area and no one is approaching the Village requesting to 

start a bed and breakfast. 

 

Mr. Adler said a lot of communities will define a single-family home as owner-occupied and 

occupancy for less than 28 days is not permitted in a single-family district. 

 

Trustee McKenna clarified that in that case, rental for a month would not be a problem. 

 

Mr. Adler agreed based on the ordinances he is aware of. 

 

Chairman Swanson said there is a need for rental units.  There is next to nothing available. 

 

Mr. Adler said if rentals are regulated, those operators should be paying the lodging tax.  Airbnb 

is now collecting the city of Chicago’s portion of the tax. 

 

Trustee McKenna agreed that the lodging tax should be paid. 

 

Chairman Swanson agreed and noted that it might take some time to get the regulation just right, 

to make sure we avoid the impacts we don’t want. 

 

Regarding the February 13, 2015 memo on side yard setbacks and encroachments, Chairman 

Swanson said he understood the need for escape window wells that are large enough to actually 

be used and he understood the benefit of a concrete well for long-term durability as well as 

aesthetics.  He said perhaps the solution is to have an absolute minimum. 

 

Trustee McKenna said that’s the staff’s proposal. 

 

Mr. Adler said the recent variation case at 1047 Linden was interesting because it was meeting the 

minimum requirement for a 5’ setback.  The house was centered so the side that the window wells 

went into was larger to meet the combined side yard setback in combination with the other side.  

It would be reasonable to have an encroachment of 3’8” or 3’10” but in no event less than 2’ to 

the lot line.  You’re still only going to get a 3’ deep window well, so they’ll probably put the 

window wells on the larger side.   

 

Chairman Swanson said he liked the minimum requirement.  It really only impacts construction 

when excavation gets close to the lot line.  Once it’s in, there’s no problem. 
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Ms. Roberts noted that the code requires hand-digging for those areas less than 3’ from the lot line. 

 

Chairman Swanson asked if there is any advantage to install a 4’ deep window well. 

 

There was agreement that this brings in more light to the basement and has been done with window 

wells off the rear of a house. 

 

Chairman Swanson asked if it was possible to write the regulation so the window well is permitted 

with an outside dimension of 3’8” and an interior dimension of 3.0’ so you can’t make the window 

well out of metal and get an extra 6” inside.  It’s allowing a 3’ deep window well with an allowance 

for the concrete structure. 

 

Mr. Adler said for really wide lots, if they want to do a large window well but they’ve got more 

than enough of a setback, we don’t care how big the window well is as long as the grading and 

drainage is approved. 

 

Chairman Swanson said at some point, such a thing becomes something other than a window well. 

 

Trustee McKenna said he had seen in a commercial application a well that became basically a 

walk-out patio.  They can be very nice. 

 

Mr. Adler said such a thing oriented to the rear would generally not be a problem. 

 

There was agreement that that kind of thing would likely not be attempted on a side yard. 

 

Ms. Roberts said there was one last memo regarding how lot coverage and floor area are measured.  

The intention with the new ordinance had been to not count the chimney as floor area.  That this 

didn’t get changed in the new ordinance was an oversight.   

 

Chairman Swanson and Trustee McKenna agreed this was fine. 

 

Trustee McKenna said regarding the second item for building cladding that he had people in the 

past complain to him that they had to change their exterior brick because of the impact on their 

floor area.  He asked if this stops that issue. 

 

Mr. Adler said it does up to 3’.  He said we don’t count it as floor area up to 3’, so this makes lot 

coverage the same as floor area. 

 

Trustee McKenna asked if this helps in a case where you have a frame house and to change the 

exterior to brick, but the brick is encroaching by one inch. 

 

Ms. Roberts said that this text doesn’t change the setback.  This just addresses lot coverage and 

floor area. 

 

Mr. Adler said if you add the brick on top of the exterior so that the house is 3 or 4 inches wider, 

that would be calculated. 

 

Trustee McKenna said someone could request a variance. 
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Mr. Adler said yes and mentioned such a case where the existing house was over on floor area and 

the addition of the brick exterior increased the floor area by 30 to 40 square feet. 

 

Trustee McKenna said this is an unintended consequence of changing the façade. 

 

Chairman Swanson said that it doesn’t make sense as it relates to floor area since there is no change 

to the interior space, but from the exterior, that is more structure covering the ground. 

 

Trustee McKenna moved to recommend the changes as proposed to the Village Board.  The motion 

was seconded by Chairman Swanson.  Voting yes: Chairman Swanson, Trustee McKenna.  Voting 

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

There being no other discussion, Chairman Swanson closed the public hearing at 8:23 a.m. 

 

IV. Other Business. 

 

 There was no other business. 

 

V. Public Comment. 

 

 There was no public comment. 

 

VI. Adjournment 

 

At 8:23 a.m., Trustee McKenna moved to adjourn the meeting, Chairman Swanson seconded the motion 

and the motion carried unanimously.  The meeting was thereafter adjourned.  

        

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director 

Community Development 


