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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2015 

6:00 P.M. 
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROM OF VILLAGE HALL 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 
 
Members Present: Trustee Dan Sullivan, Chairman 
 Trustee Carol Ducommun 
 Trustee Ted McKenna 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: John Adler, AICP, Director, Community Development 
 Lisa Roberts, AICP, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
I. Call to Order. 
 
Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said that since there will be public hearings on two matters tonight, anyone 
wishing to speak on either matter must be sworn in.  He swore in those wishing to speak.   
 
II. Approval of Minutes. 

 
Trustee Ducommun moved to approve the minutes of the June 22, 2015 Land Use Committee 
meeting.  The motion was seconded by Trustee McKenna.  Voting yes: Chairman Sullivan, Trustee 
Ducommun and Trustee McKenna.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  
 
III. 2015-SZC-01 – Review of the R2, Attached Residence Zoning District, and 
Townhouse/Stacked Flat Use Requirements 

 
Mr. Adler indicated data that the staff had collected to help the committee with their discussion.  
At the June Land Use Committee meeting, it was discussed whether or not to convene a special 
zoning committee to review townhouse and stacked flat development standards.  This came about 
after the seven-townhouse unit development at 1314-1318 Wilmette was denied in January of this 
year.  After that case, some residents in the area requested that the townhouse and stacked flat 
regulations be reviewed, specifically for townhouses that don’t front on a public street, that face 
side lot lines.  In the re-write of the Zoning Ordinance effective 2014, side-facing townhouses 
became a permitted use.  Prior to that, such developments were a special use. 
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The staff memo contains data about existing townhouse developments around the Village Center 
and at Linden Square.  With this information, the committee can look at examples of developments 
they like or don’t like.  For those developments that they like, we can look at the regulations to 
replicate that. 
 
Chairman Sullivan opened the discussion up to the other committee members. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said there was discussion in the R2 minutes, with Camiros, but she didn’t see 
a specific discussion where side-ways townhouses were agreed to be made a permitted use. 
 
Mr. Adler said the seven-unit development that was recently denied was previously approved in 
2007.  Other projects were also approved with more than four units, which requires a special use.  
The idea was there were other requirements in place that would trigger special uses or variations.  
A four-unit building would require a 100’ wide lot, a minimum lot area of 12,000 square feet, with 
3,000 per unit, and 50% combined side yard setback.  Why make this a special use if the difference 
is that it is turned sideways.  Anything else, more units or more buildings, would require a special 
use, or a variation for the lot. 
 
Trustee Ducommun confirmed that lot requirements of a minimum lot area of 3,000 square feet 
per unit, 12,000 square feet for four units, and the minimum lot width is 100’.  At a minimum, a 
lot could be 100’ wide by 120’ deep.  Each unit may be up to 30’ wide.  A permitted use could be 
one building extending the depth of the lot. 
 
Mr. Adler said that front and rear yard setbacks would also need to be met.  One could build to the 
rear of the buildable area, but that is true of a single-family home as well.  A single-family home 
could arguably be as close as five feet to a side lot line.  If one wanted to build a narrow, long 
house, one could. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said that this would be very unlikely.  With townhouses, there are many side 
facing townhouses that go close to the whole length of the property. 
 
Trustee McKenna said most of those townhouses are corner locations, not mid-block. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said there seven in the study that are mid-block.  If you look at the site plans, 
most of them go all the way back.  That is normal configuration for side-facing development.  
 
Trustee Ducommun asked how the zoning committee finally got comfortable with side-facing 
townhouses as a special use.  A consensus was reached somehow. 
 
Mr. Adler said from 1990 to 2007, a number of developments that were side facing but larger than 
4 units, were ultimately approved.  If a development was otherwise conforming with the greater 
side setbacks, limited to four units in one building, on a lot at least 100’ wide, and deep enough 
for the floor area, if such a request required a special use but not variations and it was likely to be 
permitted, why not just make it a permitted use.  Calling that a special use suggests that there is a 
chance it can be denied when historically larger requests were approved.  
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if the village heard from residents about the side-facing issue during the 
zoning ordinance meetings. 
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Mr. Adler said that for the zoning ordinance process, the kind of notice given is not the same as 
what is required for a specific development request.  We did have some people attend meetings 
and there were concerns about different aspects of R2.  When the zoning ordinance process started, 
the staff would not have expected that the development at 1314-1318 Wilmette would have been 
denied, given the history of development in general and the history at that site.  That said, things 
have changed.  The development that was favored in 2007 is not favored today.  Are we less 
comfortable today than we were five years ago with this type of development?  That’s why the 
committee is discussing this now. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said looking at the developments that are side facing and not on a corner, they 
do tend to abut non-residential uses, such as the Masonic Temple.  There are very few mid-block 
with residential on either side.  The one on Wilmette Avenue has the gas station on one side and a 
house on the other. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked if there were any other requests for mid-block developments since 2000, 
besides the one that was approved in 2007 and denied in 2015. 
 
Mr. Adler said no. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked if the change in the code was to incent this type of development. 
 
Trustee McKenna said he didn’t think so.  He said the committee wanted to define the zoning 
districts clearly and it was clear to the committee that this was a transition zone, not just single-
family.  The committee wanted to peel off things that were typically going to be approved and 
make them conforming rather than hold people up unnecessarily with the process.  Tonight’s 
discussion will touch on the zoning in general as well as this particular block.  How does the 
committee want to approach this?  He suggested the committee look at it on a practical basis about 
just this block. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said we’re either going to go back to the earlier wording or we’re going to leave 
the ordinance as is.  The development at 1314-1318 Wilmette will have been reviewed by the ZBA 
and Village Board under both codes. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked for a summary of any discussion by the zoning ordinance committee 
about coach houses. 
 
Mr. Adler said the desire was to not open up coach homes as an allowable accessory dwelling unit.  
There was a change prior to April 2014 that does allow an accessory living unit within the principal 
dwelling, this can have a secondary entrance, and there are specific requirements on size and so 
forth.  In 2010 to 2012, there wasn’t a lot of discussion on coach homes.  The existing ones that 
are legal non-conforming could remain as such but no new coach homes would be permitted. 
 
Trustee McKenna said would the Village give any special relief for a coach home, for example, if 
someone wanted to take floor area out of the house for the coach house.  That’s not relief that 
would typically be granted.   
 
Mr. Adler said if people who live in the R2 district think it would be a positive, we could create a 
different type of use that is a single-family home with a coach home.  This was not considered in 
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the single family district where it’s typically one unit on the property.  The zoning ordinance 
committee didn’t get into breaking it down into R2 versus R1. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if someone in the R2 district wanted to do a coach home, would that be 
permitted. 
 
Mr. Adler said no, it is not permitted.  A two-unit building would be permitted in the R2 provided 
the lot is at least 50’ wide and 8,400 square feet in area. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said he would now take public comment.  He thanked those who had submitted 
materials to the committee.  He said he wanted to start with those who are proposing to make 
changes to the current code. 
 
Ms. Margaret (Peggy) Smith, 1322 Wilmette Avenue, provided the committee with a handout.  
She said she too was looking for the moment when the zoning ordinance committee agreed to 
make side-facing townhouses a permitted use.  She reviewed the minutes and she could see where 
several members had concerns, for example, Mr. Darbyshire had some distinct things to say about 
barracks-style townhouses.  Trustee McKenna had concerns, but then, the next thing you see in 
the minutes, it’s passed.  It’s not clear how or where those concerns were addressed.   
 
There’s a map in the meeting packet in the Camiros packet, Village Center, shows in yellow all 
the R2 that are single-family.  In her own area, the map is incorrect.  Several houses that she has 
noted are and were in 2010 either a two-flat or a three-flat.  She doesn’t know where Camiros got 
this information except for the fact that these buildings look like single-family homes.  Considering 
that the purpose of the R2 is to accommodate townhouse development, “existing mix of detached 
single family, townhouse, and institutional uses.”  The ordinance doesn’t even mention two-flats, 
but these work very well.  They make R2 a transition from the higher-density Village Center to 
the lower-density R1 neighborhoods.  It was decided that townhouse development needed to be 
promoted, to make the area more multi-family, not realizing that it already was multi-family. 
 
She thinks this was a very flawed assumption to make.  To make this big of a change in the 
ordinance based on information that is flawed, she thought was a problem.  This is another reason 
why townhouses down the side are objectionable, in addition to the other reasons she has raised in 
her letter, such as it is an intrusion in the backyard and others. 
 
She indicated on the same map a red line down Wilmette and Greenleaf and a dotted line down 
Poplar.  This is the established bicycle route in Wilmette.  Allowing such developments to put 
multiple curb cuts along the established bike route is a big mistake.  This is something that should 
also be considered when allowing multiple units. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if this is because most of the homes use the alley and not a curb cut. 
 
Ms. Smith agreed, most of the properties have the house in the front and the alley in the back.  
There are a few curb cuts.  With this type of side-facing development, there could be a curb cut 
every 100 feet. 
 
Mr. Chad Boomgaarden, 1315 Central Avenue, said he too reviewed the minutes to understand 
what prompted the change.  He said he looks at the issue from an architectural and an urban 
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planning background.  We have something of an archetype, with a certain scale, and the units 
facing the street, were designed to be viewed at a certain speed. 
 
By turning them into the lot, you lose that intentional repetition.  While the front unit is required 
to face the street, you are then penalizing the two lots on either side by having the building all the 
way to the back of the lot.  It goes from the concept of a single-family home based on what a 
family can use and afford, to something that is driven by maximizing profit.  From an urban 
planning standpoint, you’re benefiting one over the other. 
 
He presented an example of what the floor plan of an 18’ wide unit look like.  Four units side by 
side, as long as floor area would allow.  It fits the scale of the neighborhood.  To the argument that 
it can’t be built, it exists elsewhere, in the Chicago and in Evanston.  It just may not be what one 
wants to market. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked how much square feet and how far back does this example go. 
 
Mr. Boomgaarden said he had not done those calculations.  He was showing the 18’ unit width to 
show how one could fit four units facing front on a 100-foot wide lot.  The depth depends on the 
number of bedrooms.   
 
Trustee Ducommun said there are some small lots in Wilmette that have a typical Chicago 
bungalow.  With a lot width between 25’ and 45’ wide, how does that compare to Mr. 
Boomgaarden’s 18’-wide unit example. 
 
Mr. Boomgaarden said those would be similar to the 18-foot wide example he prepared.  He said 
it comes back to contextual architecture.  People love Wilmette for the tree lined streets and the 
building scale.  They would like to go back to the scale of four units facing the front.  With a 
special use, at least the public can come and comment.  As it is now we are getting projects that 
the public has told you they do not want to see. 
 
Ms. Smith emphasized her opposition to any development that is allowed to run down the depth 
of a lot.  It interferes with the neighbors and it takes away her ability to enjoy her legal two-flat 
because of a loss of privacy.  No one neighbor has the right to do that to another neighbor, 
especially when there are design alternatives for a profitable use of the property that is still front 
facing.   
 
She’s heard from people that the early 2015 request asked for too many units.  If there were only 
five units, for example, it would have been approved.  So she is hearing some appetite for the R2 
to be a little more dense.  She doesn’t personally object to this.  But rather than paving over the 
whole lot, she’d rather see buildings get a little bit taller, with another unit on the third floor or 
something.  That allows owners to maximize and get more density but wouldn’t hamper the 
neighbors.  She referenced a chart that shows height of buildings in each district.  In the R1 
districts, the height limit is 30’ or 35’.  The R2 has the same height limit.  The height limit in the 
Village Center is much taller.  We have increased density in the downtown.  To her, it makes sense 
to increase the height in the R2 a little bit, as a transition to R1.  As long as it’s done in the context 
of some of the examples that she submitted in her packet, that have the feel of single family and 
don’t hurt the neighbors. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if a change in zoning would be required to allow a third-floor unit. 
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Mr. Adler said that was correct.  The allowable height and allowable stories would need to be 
changed.  That could be done through the current review process that is underway for 
townhouses/stacked flats. 
 
Trustee McKenna said Ms. Smith’s objection is primarily related to how far the building goes back 
on the lot.  He asked Ms. Smith if she could imagine any structure going back further on the lot 
than her house being acceptable.  He thought her illustrations were helpful. 
 
Ms. Smith said it’s a privacy issue.  It takes a property that had a backyard and turns it into a row 
of people, like apartments looking into her lot.  She thought it would be intrusive to any neighbor 
in the district, not just her.   
 
Ms. Cindy Gaskill, said for 45 years until recently, she lived at 1325 Wilmette Avenue.  She said 
one way to get another unit is to do a garage apartment.  You could have two units at the front and 
a garage apartment in the back, with open space in between.  Every unit would have a garage space 
off the alley.  At her house, the second entrance is at the back of the building, to preserve the 
single-family appearance.  Despite all the details and plans, etc., the committee needs to think 
about how they want Wilmette to present to people passing through.  Her street has a nice historic 
feel; do we want to destroy that?  It’s a big-picture issue. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said that there was vocal opposition to the case earlier this year regarding that 
site’s traffic being directed into the alley.  Those opposing, not necessarily those attending the 
Land Use Committee meeting, said don’t put the traffic on the alley; the alley is too busy for eight 
cars.  He said the rendering they were being shown tonight is putting eight cars into the alley. 
 
Ms. Gaskill said that is a good point and that may be a limiting factor. 
 
Mr. Boomgaarden said the key issue is the contextual aspect.  How does that impact the alleys?  It 
goes back to the public to say, what is the greater interest.  The corner townhouse at Central and 
Prairie has one entrance from the alley.  He said it works well.  The curb cut on Wilmette Avenue 
is a very bad idea, specifically as it applies to the 1314-1318 Wilmette lot, not the R2 as a whole.  
Generally, we should go back to four facing the street.   
 
Chairman Sullivan said in his opinion, the zoning code worked this last time in that the first 
townhouse request was denied by the Zoning Board and the Village Board.  Granted, they asked 
for more than four units in two buildings.  He clarified that Mr. Boomgaarden and others are 
concerned if someone puts four units in without any variations. 
 
Mr. Boomgaarden said the buffer zone is a highly contentious area.  It’s a mixture of both.  The 
public should always have an opportunity to come and voice their opinion.  Lacking the ability for 
public comment is an issue. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said we don’t want the code to result in something that people don’t want.  He’s 
not sure that we have something that is totally flawed in the current code.  What you can’t factor 
in is the economics.  Most people aren’t going to develop something where they lose money. 
 
Mr. Boomgaarden said it is profitable to build the smallest, simplest thing. 
 
Ms. Gaskill said smaller units can result in housing that is more affordable. 
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Ms. Natasha Miller, 1418 Wilmette Avenue, supports what Ms. Smith and Mr. Boomgaarden have 
been saying.  Her house faces the townhouses at the northwest corner of Prairie and Wilmette 
Avenues.  She bought her house knowing that was an issue and that it affected the value of her 
property.  It does change the feel of the lot to have the townhouses looking over her backyard.  She 
estimated she has put in about $35,000 in landscaping to buffer the lot.  Having the townhouses 
run down the lot changes the community feel.  People take ownership and feel like they have a 
bigger stake.  You don’t tend to know them as neighbors because they are part of larger 
community.  This changes the tone of the neighborhood.  She supports units facing the street, 
which feels more like a single-family home.  
 
Mr. Tim Gambacorta, 2626 Kenilworth Avenue, said he respects everyone’s beliefs.  The real 
issue is, in 2014 when the code was amended, did the board act correctly?  Are side-facing 
townhouses a properly permitted use?  That’s why we’re here.  Each section of Wilmette has a 
different feel.  One of the inconveniences of this R2 area, which is multi-family, is seeing people 
in your back yard.  He believes the board acted credibly in 2014 to make this a permitted use.   
 
Another issue is this.  The applicants in the earlier request relied on the earlier approval when 
spending money on the project.  The code says they are grandfathered in; even if you change the 
law to make side-facing units a special use, those who did this under the old law, that project will 
be a lawful special use.  This hasn’t been discussed yet. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the Gambacorta family submitted last Friday a building permit for a four-unit 
townhouse development that faces sideways that they think is conforming.  Wilmette’s corporation 
counsel may not necessarily agree with what Mr. Gambacorta is saying.  That’s why Mr. 
Gambacorta is raising this issue. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said the purpose of the special committee is to review and if necessary amend 
the townhouse code in general, not specific to that project.  The committee wants to get the code 
right, whatever that may be. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the Village Board would decide when any new regulations go into effect, when 
they approve the enabling ordinance. 
 
Ms. Meg Maris, 1200 Cleveland Street, said her family is involved with rental properties.  The 
proposed townhouses will remain as rentals.  They pride themselves on providing rental units.  To 
put four units on the 1314-1318 Wilmette property makes sense.  To the suggestion of building 
tall, narrow units; people do not want to live in such units.  There are too many stairs; older people 
find this a challenge.  Like a spec house, rentals need to appeal to the broadest interests.  They 
would never expect Ms. Smith to have to spend $40,000 of her own on landscaping.  They take a 
lot of care with their tenants and their own landscaping to provide privacy.  They have many units 
that are on a corner.  Screening benefits both the neighbors and the tenants. 
 
Regarding the curb cuts, 1314, 1318, and 1310 Wilmette do not have curb cuts, 1306 and 1322 do 
have curb cuts.  She’s not sure why 1314-1318 could not have a curb cut for that one frontage.  
She has built homes on school walking routes and she can understand why curb cuts can be a 
concern.  She described how near Harper school, a portion of Greenwood is one-way during certain 
times of the day.  She suggested that the alley could be treated the same way.  The alley does get 
used as a short-cut though because of the school; it really should be one-way because of the school.   
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She reiterated that rental is the heart of their business.  They don’t flip properties, they buy 
properties and keep them.  She said she didn’t understand why the townhouse regulations were 
being reviewed.  Their proposal conforms to the code.  They purchased the property May 14, 2015 
and in June, Ms. Smith went to the Village and started this whole thing up again.  She questioned 
why this is being brought up now rather than the last time.   
 
Chairman Sullivan reiterated that the Land Use Committee was meeting about how the code is 
written, not the specifics of the Gambacorta project.  The committee has reviewed several items 
from the 2014 ordinance that weren’t quite right.  The issue of the townhouse regulations has risen 
up because of community feedback.  The question the committee is discussing would apply across 
Wilmette: does the community want side-facing townhouses to be a permitted or special use.  Does 
the code support what we want in Wilmette?  That’s the discussion. 
 
Rich Jones, 1058 Linden Avenue, has lived there for 28 years.  He wanted to offer a historical 
perspective relative to special uses.  During their time, they have fought when the North Shore 
Community Bank wanted to buy a lot at the corner of Linden and Poplar, they fought when Jewel 
wanted to close Linden Avenue, and they fought ManorCare when they proposed a new three-
story facility in the residential neighborhood.  The special use provision is what has given them 
the opportunity to express their concerns over projects that would substantially change their 
neighborhood.  The issue is not limited to Wilmette Avenue but also in R2 districts throughout the 
community.  It’s about making sure the district is truly a transitional zone and not assumed to be 
R2 means townhouses.  The special use is a protection for all of us. 
 
Sam Gambacorta, 1221 Cleveland Street, said he wanted to speak to Trustee Ducommun’s 
question of how side-facing townhouses became a permitted use and why.  In reviewing the 
Camiros report, Mr. Gambacorta read, “Considering that the purpose of the R2 District is to 
accommodate townhouse development, classifying such development as both special and 
permitted does not align with the district’s purpose.  Our recommendation is to make townhouses 
a permitted use within the R2 District; this should be coupled with refined bulk and design 
standards…”  This for him answers the question about why this change was made.  
 
He referenced the petition submitted by Ms. Smith and said there were many double and triple 
entries per address as well as people not living in the R2 district.  Removing the double and triple 
entries and those who don’t live in the R2, the number of people on the petition is more like 30 
than 75. 
 
He noted that he had submitted a letter to the committee.  There was a lot of detailed discussion in 
the past.  The changes were well-thought out and made for a reason.  Having now purchased a 
property in the R2 district, he has started to go through the design process and is finding that there 
are some problems with the way the ordinance is written.  That’s what he wants to talk about. 
 
If you have 100’ wide lot, fronting on the street, as Mr. Boomgaarden indicated, 25’ goes to 
setbacks so the building envelope is 75’ wide.  Looking at land costs and construction costs and 
what each unit could sell four, four units is not enough to get a profit for sale.  If you front the 
building on the street and have a 75’ wide building envelope, that’s less than 18’ wide for each 
unit, which is pretty narrow.  While such units may exist historically, it’s been his experience that 
people don’t want long, narrow, tall units; they want something wider to get more of an open floor 
plan.  To dictate to a developer a design that is ultimately undesirable to people buying or renting 
isn’t right.  To get the better floor plans that people want, you need a wider plan, and the only way 
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to do that is to run the units length-wise on the lot.  The ordinance allows up to 30’ wide, which 
allows you to do a much different type of floor plan, one that’s more marketable. 
 
When the townhouses are oriented sideways, there are some safeguards in place.  For example, the 
combined side yard is then required to be 50% of the lot width or 50’.  That’s a generous setback, 
25’ on each side if the building is centered.  That provides room for landscaping.  There’s 
flexibility.  He recommends that side-facing townhouses remain a permitted use and not become 
a special use or outright not allowed. 
 
The ordinance requires a minimum 100’ wide lot and a lot area of 3,000 square feet per townhouse.  
For four townhouses, the smallest lot would be 100’ by 120’ deep.  A lot that is 250’ or 275’ deep 
should be allowed to have more than four townhouses by right.  Lot depths in the R2 vary; there 
probably aren’t many at 120’ but in the 150’ to 200’ feet.  If the lot is another 3,000 square feet/30’ 
deep, another unit should be allowed.  The number of townhouses shouldn’t be fixed on a 100’ 
wide lot, it should perhaps be on a sliding scale.  The bigger the lot, maybe you can have more.  
Maybe there is a maximum limit. 
 
Regarding the number of buildings per 100’ wide lot.  One building maximum with four units, 
again it’s dictating to the builder what they can do.  If it could be more beneficial to the 
neighborhood to split them up into two buildings back to back or whatever, the development should 
have that flexibility.   
 
Regarding the garage orientation for side-facing townhouses.  The ordinance reads “When the 
units are oriented..” “only either detached…” The one little sentence causes a lot of design 
problems.  When you have four units that are side-facing, the front unit has to face the street.  It’s 
impossible for the front unit to have an attached garage because the rear of that unit is the partition 
wall between the front unit and the unit behind it.  For the other units, the language dictates that 
the garage is at the back of the building opposite the front door.  That doesn’t make sense.  As a 
practical matter, you always have the garage door and the front door together.  I believe they were 
trying to avoid front-facing units having garages facing the street, which makes sense.  That 
language needs to be reviewed and amended or removed. 
 
Marie Jones, 1058 Linden Avenue, said she lives in the R2 district on the east side of the Village 
Center.  Though it’s R2, it’s primarily new homes that have been built.  There are still some two-
flats that look like single-family from the outside.  The R2 is very site specific.  Retaining the 
special use allows Village Boards to look at the specifics of a particular site.  One of things about 
side-facing townhouses mid-block is the design of having a driveway.  It’s not just a matter of a 
neighbor having lots of backyards facing them, but the neighbors on the other side have a driveway 
with traffic and potential problems with drainage.  Where does the snow go and where does it 
drain.  Because of the special issues with what amounts to a mini-alley, she believes side-facing 
townhouses should be returned to a special use. 
 
Rich Jones said the change to remove the special use was not sent out to residents of the R2.  It 
was a complete surprise when they heard about it from Ms. Smith.  Those who feel strongly about 
the protection provided by the special use were not given the opportunity to participate in the 
discussion of removing that protection.  He thanked the committee for discussing it.  He felt that 
it was deserving of the attention it is now receiving. 
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Ben Bezark, 1325 Wilmette Avenue, said he believes that the issues being raised are precisely 
what a special use is for and that it should be reinstated for side-facing townhouses.  If it’s just a 
permitted use then all of a sudden, investors or whomever become aware that you can put four 
units on any one of these lots, they will do just that.  That is the problematic piece.  It sets the 
precedent to fill out as many of the big lots as possible to make extra profit.   
 
There was no one else to speak on the matter. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked what the committee hoped to accomplish at the end of the review. 
 
Mr. Adler said at the end of this meeting or another meeting, to come up with a recommendation 
for what if any changes should be made to the R2 district.  If there are some simple changes that 
should or shouldn’t happen, such as returning side-facing townhouses to a special use, you could 
make that recommendation now and keep the discussion open for some of the other concerns that 
have come up.   
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if Mr. Adler thought some of the details that were raised should be 
discussed at the board level. 
 
Mr. Adler said staff agrees with Mr. Gambacorta on the garage issue that it is not written very 
clearly.  It would be nice to get a better grip on what we’re trying to accomplish with that.  As the 
ordinance is written, it’s not clear what the separation requirement should be between the side of 
one townhouse building and front or rear of another.  The ordinance only addresses side to side or 
front to rear.  This came up with the recent seven-unit development.  Staff would want to call this 
out and specify a separation amount regardless of any other changes to the ordinance. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the committee would explore these details, reach consensus, and then 
make a recommendation to the Village Board.  The detailed discussion is to take place at the 
committee level.   
 
Chairman Sullivan said a seven-unit development would still require board review.  Is the 
committee comfortable with the ordinance as written that a 4-unit development could be built by 
right on a 100’-wide lot with the units side-facing. 
 
Mr. Adler asked the committee to consider a 4-unit townhouse building with detached garages in 
the back and 25’ to 30’ on either side of the building.  Is that something this committee thinks 
should be a special use?   
 
Trustee Ducommun said she questioned whether all the relevant stakeholders were aware of the 
discussion.  If people didn’t know about it the first time, they should be made aware now. 
 
Mr. Adler said there are problems with notification. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said it wouldn’t have to be notice but perhaps press coverage. 
 
Mr. Adler said there was a lot of press coverage of the 1314-1318 Wilmette zoning case.  Both 
Ms. Smith and Mr. Gambacorta have also gotten the word out. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said if there are more opinions to be heard, she’d rather hear them now. 
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Chairman Sullivan said the ordinance was reviewed and discussed previously.  At the time the 
ordinance was voted on, it was important to make this change, to promote more development in 
R2.  We want to get the ordinance right.  It may be negatively impacting one block now.  Do we 
want to promote this as written? 
 
Trustee Ducommun said it’s likely to be more than one block that would be similarly impacted.   
 
Chairman Sullivan said there hasn’t been a rush of requests for this type of development.   
 
Mr. Adler said the 3,000 square foot lot area per unit and the 0.7 floor area ratio have been in the 
ordinance for a long time but historically, townhouse developments have not built up to these 
limits.  He referenced the data collected by staff regarding existing developments.  These might 
ultimately be more impactful standards than whether the units face front or sideways.  The smaller 
the building, the less it extends into the property.  Townhouses have gotten larger over the years.  
We might want to look at whether 0.7 is still a good number regardless of which way the units 
face. 
 
Trustee McKenna said the central question for the committee is whether to recommend that side-
facing townhouses be a special use.  He’s not sure he would support that but he’s more inclined to 
do so specifically for mid-block developments.  The corner lots are basically no-brainers.  There 
was considerable discussion and the zoning committee reaffirmed that the R2 was for multi-family. 
 
The unique issue for mid-block developments is the practical difficulty for the neighbors by having 
a driveway down the length of the property.  He though the challenges raised about the driveway 
and garages was intended, however sloppy that sounds, it makes it such a challenging design that 
it’s a disincentive, and then the zoning committee came up with the stacked flats.  You can’t build 
down the length of the lot so let’s go up.  That would seem to solve the issue, you have the garages 
in the back and it just looks like a big house. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the distinction between mid-block and corner lots seems natural to her.  
Her concern is for mid-block development.   
 
Mr. Adler said for the property next door to the corner lot, the impacts are arguably the same as 
what Ms. Smith has identified.  On a corner lot, the side yard adjoining a street setback will be 
larger and the interior side yard setback will be smaller, pushing the building towards the 
neighboring lot. 
 
Ms. Gaskill asked when the requirement changed from having a single-family looking building to 
townhouses. 
 
Mr. Adler said the two-unit use was not related to townhouses.  It was placed in the 1990 ordinance.  
Prior to that, two-flats were not a permitted use in the R2.  Townhouses were allowed but not two-
flats.  In the 1990s, two-units were made a permitted use provided they had the exterior appearance 
of a single-family home.  It didn’t make sense to allow townhouses but not two-units, particularly 
when there were so many two-units already in the district.   
 
Chairman Sullivan asked the committee their feelings about requiring a special use for side-facing 
townhouses. 
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Trustee McKenna said the only reason people are interested is because it is a mid-block location.  
He said the Gambacortas should acquire the entire block and then be able to control the whole 
development.  The challenge is with townhouses on in-fill lots.  At Fourth and Linden, why do 
these developments work?  Because of their development size.  All the garages are in the back and 
you see the houses in the front. 
 
Andre Sanders, 1326 Wilmette Avenue, said he lives just west of Ms. Smith.  He and his family 
moved in two years ago.  It becomes more and more upsetting to him that he bought into a small 
single-family neighborhood with newer single family homes on Prairie and now there’s going to 
be a lot of rental development.  The value of his single-family home is going to decrease.  He is 
putting in time and effort into his single-family home.  He has three kids at McKenzie.  By the 
time his family is ready to move, they won’t be able to sell.  It’s upsetting to him that the time and 
money spent to convert this house will be lost. 
 
Ms. Gaskill said when she and Ms. Smith were surveying their neighbors, many people did not 
know they were in an R2 district.   
 
Ms. Smith says they don’t know that a development can go right next to them.  She said she liked 
Trustee Ducommun’s suggestion of notifying everyone on the R2 districts.  She did mention it to 
staff and it was decided not to do it for this meeting.  She doesn’t know how you can provide 
enough screening, even with a large side yard setback, to screen a 35’ tall building. 
 
Mr. Boomgaarden said it would be beneficial to allow for public comment of townhouse requests 
and that restoring the special use is a good idea. 
 
Ms. Smith said that perhaps mid-block developments should be required to be front facing.  Two 
lots together, four stacked flats, are basically condos.  She said she and Mr. Boomgaarden 
submitted a photograph of what that would look like.  She said you could have two duplex units 
with the basement and first floor and then two above at the second floor with part of the attic level.  
Four units as condos are very marketable.  It’s a workable solution that doesn’t hurt the neighbors. 
 
Ms. Gaskill said it should still be a special use. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said four stacked-flat units facing front is a permitted use now. 
 
Trustee McKenna said the only issue is the building going back into the yard.  He said it is what 
people always complain about.  If the property was half the block, the neighbors wouldn’t be 
impacted. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said if that is a common complaint, she is curious as to how Camiros and the 
zoning ordinance committee got to their recommendation. 
 
Trustee McKenna said that’s why the permitted use remained limited to four units.  The stacked-
flats came about as an alternative to the townhouse; if you can’t go sideways, go up. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the ordinance does allow the building to go sideways. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said they can’t go as far back. 
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Trustee Ducommun said they can have a building 120’ long into the yard.  Most single-family 
homes go back maybe 50’. 
 
Mr. Adler said it depends but probably more like 70’ to 90’.  He said Camiros was asked to do this 
work, they saw a permit that was ready to issue for a seven-unit development.  The development 
had been approved unanimously by the Village Board and maybe also unanimous by the Zoning 
Board.  Not to say that that was right, but when Camiros looked at it, they thought this was 
something the Village found acceptable.  Camiros initially wanted all types of townhouses to be 
permitted, but we pulled that back to the four units and one building, that was an approval that was 
in place at the time. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the question is, what is different now.  And the difference is, in response 
to the request earlier this year, there was sentiment against even four units going down the lot. 
 
Mr. Adler said from the staff point of view, how Camiros got to the recommendation made sense.  
We thought it should be limited to four units and one building.  There was also past history, such 
as the approval of the development next to the gas station.  There were the two developments on 
11th Street where two units face the front and three units face the rear.  In that case, there is a lot 
of building facing the single-family home next door.  Back then, it made sense.  We understand 
that opinions and feelings change. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said based on his read of the minutes from the 2015 zoning case, it wasn’t the 
side yard so much as the number of units.  There were comments from trustees and ZBA members 
that if it were five or fewer units, they may have felt differently. 
 
Mr. Adler said there was an argument made by those who didn’t support the seven-unit 
development regarding the Comprehensive Plan saying to maintain the density at the current 
permitted level.  The permitted density on two lots is four units.  You could build by right two 
two-unit buildings and that is a permitted density.  When building townhouses facing the side lot 
line, this will likely be a bigger building than two two-unit buildings on 50’ wide lots.  The unit 
density, not square footage density, is the same; the difference is the building orientation.  The 
square footage of the building ultimately is a factor as well. 
 
Ms. Gaskill said if many of these types of developments come in, there will be an impact on the 
schools and the traffic.  It will increase the population density. 
 
Mr. Adler said four units is currently permitted.  Opening up the question of reducing the number 
of permitted units may complicate the committee’s discussion. 
 
Mr. Sam Gambacorta Jr. said the standard has been set with four units either front-facing or down 
the lot.  More than four units is already a special use.  He thinks it’s reasonable for the allowable 
four units to be side-facing.  It should be allowed on a corner or with the greater setback provided 
to the neighbor.  This is an R2 district where townhouses are allowed.  Four units should be 
permitted regardless of the building orientation or lot location. 
 
Ruth Schmidt, 1319 Wilmette Avenue, said her home is single-family and they knew the district 
was R2 when they bought.  She said they were led to believe this meant two-flats.  There is a 
single-family house on either side of her.  If those both became townhouses with a driveway on 
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either side of her house, that would be very upsetting.  It would impact their quality of life.  She 
asked that the special use for side-facing townhouses be reinstated. 
 
Mr. Tim Gambacorta said when you buy a home, the broker or agent tells the buyer what zoning 
district they are buying in.  The excuse of not knowing what zoning district you are in doesn’t 
really cut it here.  With the Internet, there’s a lot of research one can do.  It is incumbent on the 
purchaser to do their own due diligence.  The expectation of privacy in a multi-family district is 
less than in a single-family district. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said he doesn’t want to discount what the zoning review committee did a few 
years ago.  He sees three options: hold another hearing before the committee or recommend to add 
a special use or to recommend to leave the regulations as written.  He wants to hear from Trustee 
McKenna and Trustee Ducommun. 
 
Trustee McKenna said he doesn’t object to recommend reinstating the special use.  Does that mean 
the Village Board sends it back to the committee? 
 
Mr. Adler said the committee could ask staff to forward a recommendation to add side-facing 
townhouses as a special use.  The language in the old ordinance was “non front-facing 
townhouses.”  And let the Board know you are continuing to deliberate on other aspects of the 
townhouse regulations. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said a recommendation would go to the Village Board to talk about with public 
comment. 
 
Mr. Adler said there would be a recommendation with a finding of fact regarding the committee’s 
decision.  Those who wanted to address the Village Board on the matter could do so, and the Board 
would vote on that particular aspect of the regulations.  You could leave open the matter for further 
discussion of some of the other aspects that have been brought up, like the garage location or 
separation between buildings. 
 
Trustee McKenna said those issues do have to be dealt with.  He suggested proposing all changes 
or corrections at one time. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked staff how best to proceed with amendments. 
 
Mr. Adler said if the committee wants to vote on going back to the pre-2014 wording for a special 
use, a motion could be made on that right now.  Public testimony has been taken.  The other items 
need more work before they are in a format for the committee and the public to evaluate. 
 
Trustee McKenna said do all the amendments at once. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said Mr. Adler said this will take some more discussion of the other items. 
 
Trustee McKenna agreed.  Whether they vote on the special use requirement tonight or not, there 
will need to be at least one more committee meeting. 
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Trustee Ducommun clarified that Trustee McKenna would rather have staff prepare one package 
of all the recommendations for the committee to review and possibly for recommendation to the 
Village Board. 
 
Trustee McKenna said the only difficult situations seem to be the mid-block location on a 50’ or 
100’ wide lot.  The issues are real to the neighbors.  He does not want to get into the discussion of 
whether there should be four units on the Wilmette Avenue site; there should be.  The question is 
the orientation and how it impacts the rest of the neighborhood.  Does making that a special use 
address that?  He’s not sure. 
 
Mr. Adler said Chairman Sullivan asked a question about the seven-townhouse development.  If 
they had removed three units, is that something the trustees think they could have supported.  That 
doesn’t necessarily mean that is should be a special use or it shouldn’t, if it was okay with four 
units,  but then you get to understand how we got this got to be a permitted use.  If you still had 
trouble with it at four units because it was sideways facing, then side-facing should be a special 
use. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked if the committee members were in agreement that the ordinance needs 
to be amended in some way. 
 
Trustee McKenna said he would support moving forward if there were one package of 
amendments. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said he thinks the ordinance is close to being right.  It has accomplished what 
it was supposed to.   
 
Trustee Ducommun said it will be on the Village Board agenda and people know to come and talk 
about it. 
 
Trustee McKenna said in one respect, the committee doesn’t have the answer.  The committee 
needs more time to review and consider. 
 
Mr. Boomgaarden said the board asked for examples of what can be built besides the four units to 
the back.  They did that with their submission of alternatives.  He clarified that the committee 
would not be making a final decision that evening.  Many neighbors he spoke to thought some 
action would be taken by the committee meeting this evening. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said it is more effective to take all the amendments to the Board at once rather 
than sending one piece at a time.  She said Mr. Boomgaarden could tell others that the committee 
discussed the issue at length but there are other details that still need to be worked out. 
 
Chairman Sullivan agreed. 
 
Mr. Tim Gambacorta asked what would happen to the permit that has already been applied for. 
 
Mr. Adler said that absent any other action by the Village, the conforming project could be 
scheduled before the Appearance Review Committee and would be reviewed by the Site Plan 
Review Committee.  If the plans get through those processes, then a permit would be issued. 
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Chairman Sullivan said he could go one of two ways.  The ordinance is as well written as possible 
and we should see what happens case by case. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said they wouldn’t be reviewing them case by case because they are permitted. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said in the sense of seeing what kind of developments are proposed and then 
determining if this is really what was intended.  If he had to decide tonight, he thinks the ordinance 
is well written as is.  He said he doesn’t see the need to put the special use back in.  He respects 
the work of the zoning committee and the consultant. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said she sees it differently.  She sees the consultant recommendation and the 
zoning committee as having been made in the context that the community supported seven units 
back into the lot because that was what had been approved.  This conversation should not be 
deferred.  It can be packaged with other items if necessary but the neighbors deserve some 
resolution to this process not just wait to see what happens in the next five or ten years. 
 
Trustee McKenna said if a recommendation is made to the Board, the Board will react to it. 
 
Mr. Adler said if a package is put together that at least two of the committee members support, it 
would go with a positive recommendation and the Board would discuss it. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said the neighbors want to know what the timing may be. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the staff will put something together based on the issues that have been 
raised.  The committee will schedule another meeting to discuss what consensus there is to take 
those items to the Village Board. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said the special zoning committee would be continued to another date to await 
more information from staff. 
 
Trustee McKenna moved to continue the Special Zoning Committee to another date pending 
additional information from staff, the next meeting to be held as soon as possible.  The motion was 
seconded by Trustee Ducommun.  Voting yes: Chairman Sullivan, Trustee Ducommun, Trustee 
McKenna.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
The committee took a break. 
 

 IV. 2015-SZC-02 – Review of Residential Short-term Rental Regulations 
 
Chairman Sullivan called the meeting back to order and opened the hearing on case was 2015-Z-
02, review of residential short-term rental regulations. 
 
Trustees McKenna said while they still need to hear the testimony given at the meeting, he was 
confident that he won’t be able to make a recommendation tonight.  
 
Mr. Adler said staff has known about short-term rental websites such as Airbnb and VRBO for 
some time but it wasn’t until approximately a year ago October when the first complaint about a 
short-term rental was received. That complaint is referenced in the memo. Once the complaint was 
received, staff needed to figure out if the Village’s existing codes prohibited residential short-term 
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rentals.  After talking with corporation counsel it was determined the renting of a portion of one’s 
home for a short-term is prohibited based on our current Village Code. A cease and desist letter 
was sent to the owner/operator of the short-term rental which was the source of numerous neighbor 
complaints. From a staff point of view, if this is something we want to limit we should make that 
intention clearer in the zoning ordinance. Mr. Adler mentioned that Howard Handler, Government 
Affairs Director for the North Shore/Barrington Board of Realtors, sent correspondence about 
short-term rental regulations and in particular the work they did with the City of Evanston in 
creating a series of short-term rental exemptions. He said that if we are going to allow short-term 
rentals in certain cases, we should be clear in how we are going to do this.  If we are going to 
prohibit, we should make it clearer so we don’t need to use different sections of the Village Code 
to do so. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if as it stands right now short-term rentals are prohibited. Mr. Adler 
answered yes, but that it hasn’t gone to court so we don’t know exactly how a judge would view 
the Village’s stance.  
 
Mr. Adler said there are approximately eight other short-term rentals listed in the Village and while 
no complaints have been received regarding those properties, there is no guarantee that no 
complaints will be received in the future. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked for comments from the audience. 
 
Howard Handler said that the NS/B Board of Realtors are not advocates for Airbnb or people 
wanting to run hotels out of their homes. They did work closely with Evanston to make sure there 
were good exemptions built in so people will have the inherent right to rent out their property on 
an occasional basis. He asked for clarification on if renting out the entire property would be a 
violation.  Mr. Adler said that corporation counsel felt it would be difficult to prohibit entire 
dwelling units from being rented on a short-term basis given the Village’s existing regulations. 
 
Mr. Handler said there were four exemptions that Evanston adopted. He said that not everybody 
coming in short-term is doing so to party. It might be grandparents visiting for two weeks with 
their family and it is more economical and/or easier to rent a portion of a house. It might be people 
in town for medical treatment. Please keep that in mind. He said renting short-term can provide 
financial help to those having trouble making their mortgage payments, or whatever the case may 
be, even if it is on a one time basis.  
 
Andy Rix, 3139 Walden Lane, lives diagonally opposite of the Walden Airbnb. He moved from 
Chicago to Wilmette to get the suburban lifestyle, away from business. He deliberately choose a 
cul-de-sac as a safe place to bring up children. From a zoning perspective there are residential 
areas and business areas. He bought his home with the expectations that his neighbor wouldn’t be 
able to start a business in the home next to his. Walden isn’t on the edge of a commercial district 
or near any other businesses. The 2nd issue is the volume of traffic that comes through. It seems 
like people are staying one night on their way to somewhere else because the property is close to 
the Edens Expressway. People arrive all different times of night. There have been instances where 
people arrive late at night and ring door bells because there is no hotel sign on the Airbnb property.   
There are lots of people and cars all times of the day and night so it is a significant disruption and 
a clear violation of the zoning law. While the neighbors appreciate the benchmarking work that 
was done showing what has happened in Chicago and Evanston, they would say Wilmette is not 
Evanston or Chicago. Wilmette is mainly a residential suburb. When the Chicago Tribune article 
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was published a couple of months ago, Winnetka came out and said they are a residential suburb 
and will not allow Airbnb properties in Winnetka. The neighbors compare themselves as a town 
more to Winnetka than Evanston, which is much more commercial and transient with the students. 
 
Chris Bona 3126 Walden Lane, lives across the street from the Walden Airbnb. He has been a 
resident for 37 years and has two girls, 8 and 11. He works in corporate communications for a 
large company in Chicago and teaches the same subject at 3 academic institutions in Chicago. He 
lives and breathes social media all day long. He said people in academia and the corporate sector 
are challenged liked the Plan Commission to make good decisions on these kind of subjects for 
the health, safety and welfare of customers, institutions and communities, so he understands that 
doing such is hard. He has thought about this long and hard and doesn’t feel short-term rentals are 
good for the community and is not safe. His 8 year old who play outdoors came in one day and 
said that the house across the street has lots of cars coming in and out and lots of strangers carrying 
bags in and out. Some of them are not fully clothed (not wearing shirts), some standout front and 
smoke and throw their cigarette butts down. His son said he knows the cars in the neighborhood 
because it is a cul-de-sac and he didn’t feel safe. The Plan Commission is going to hear a lot of 
information from people but here’s an 8 year old that was savvy enough to pick up on that. Because 
of this he had to have a talk with the owner of the Airbnb property about what was going on. In 
closing he wanted to say he knows this is a tough issue to deal with but he doesn’t feel Wilmette 
is safer by letting this continue.  
 
Bodee Kittikamron, 3133 Walden lane, lives next door to this in-laws who are at 3135. His wife 
was raised at 3135 Walden Lane. He lives next door to the Airbnb property. He wanted share a 
brief story. He saw a car driving down Walden Lane very slowly late one Saturday night. It turned 
to go around the cul-de-sac and he thought wow, it is late for a car to be driving this slowly on 
Walden. He went to grab his cellphone to call the police about suspicious activity and looked out 
the front door and saw two men walking up his driveway with a car trailing behind them. While 
we now know this is about Airbnb activity, two summers ago nobody knew that. He thought they 
were looking for a house to rob. He called the Police and ran to make sure his kids were asleep 
and the shades were closed. When he got back he saw them next door on the street putting stuff in 
the trunk. At that time he thought they were robbing his neighbor. This is how he found out about 
his next door neighbor operating an Airbnb. These were three or four men staying at the Airbnb 
and this is a common occurrence. He has an 8 year old son and a 5 year old daughter and he no 
longer feels it is safe for them to be outside. He asked if the Commissioners would feel safe having 
their kids play outside if they didn’t know who was coming in and out of the neighborhood or 
groups of men coming in and out of the neighborhood. He saw one family one time but multiple 
groups of men. He doesn’t know what is going on inside the Airbnb operator’s house. When you 
look at the reviews of her home, there are lots of men giving the reviews. She is a single woman 
living in the house. After they found out about what was happening they spoke to their neighbor 
and told her they were concerned for her safety as well as the safety of their children, their 
neighbor’s children and their own safety. There have been multiple times that he has been 
downtown late and when he comes home there is somebody turning on the street. Recently a car 
was driving down the street very slowly at midnight and pulled into his neighbor’s driveway. This 
happens on a regular basis. You can’t get at Residence Inn a three bedroom house for $150 a night. 
This is why she gets a lot of traffic. The neighbors shouldn’t have to suffer for it. There have been 
times he has been out walking with his children and one wants to go back home. He is needs to 
make sure his child gets back in the house to make sure nothing bad happens. It takes just one bad 
incident for us to regret not taking action. It has changed his lifestyle and the liberty he had prior 
to the Airbnb being operated next door.  
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Trustee McKenna asked if any of the neighbors have talked to any of the guests. Karl Bilimoria, 
1033 Hibbard, who live in the first house on Walden, answered you wouldn’t want to talk to some 
of them. He said there are seedy looking people that come in and out of there and it increases the 
amount of traffic tremendously. You wouldn’t want those people around your kids when they are 
playing outside. He hates to make a judgement like that but it isn’t what they signed up for when 
they moved into their neighborhood. It is like somebody put a hotel sign on their house. He 
understands that it is different when somebody rents out their whole house. Different economics 
but this is a business running on their street.  We should take a lesson from Winnetka and just put 
a stop to it. If you look at the Airbnb website there are none in Winnetka and 14 in Wilmette. 
  
Mr. Adler clarified that nobody ever contacted the Village of Wilmette to ask if operating as an 
Airbnb was allowed. He suspects the same thing to be true for Winnetka. Mr. Bilimoria said 
Winnetka is shutting them down. Mr. Adler didn’t know if that was necessarily true. Mr. Handler 
said the Pioneer Press article was incorrect. He talked with Winnetka and they prohibit bed and 
breakfasts but there is no prohibition on short-term rentals. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if Winnetka was allowing whole house rentals. Mr. Handler said yes, 
he talked with their Director of Community and he said there is no prohibition. They are not doing 
anything at this time because it hasn’t been an issue.  
 
Trustee Ducommun asked why a whole house rental works. Is it because people might be looking 
to rent a house because they have sold their house. Mr. Adler said that the section of the Village 
Code that corporation counsel felt helps prohibit the short-term rental of a portion of a dwelling 
might also apply to whole house short-term rental. He felt the issues created by renting a portion 
of a house are possible with short-term whole house rentals. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if most of the Airbnb rentals are for a single night so the property is used 
like a hotel. Mr. Rix said it appear to be a transient situation with people arriving late and night 
and leaving early in the morning. Typically out of state plates. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked about Mr. Handler’s scenario when you have relatives visiting for a 
couple of week and you don’t have room for them at your house, is that different? Mr. Rix said 
everybody wants the freedom to do what they want to do depending on the circumstances, so he 
doesn’t think anybody is against reasonable accommodations. The problem arises when you have 
a small unlicensed hotel with no oversight.  
 
Chairman Sullivan asked if Evanston tried to tailor the exemptions towards events, is it a one-time 
exception. Mr. Handler there is a one-time exemption per property per year. There are other 
exemptions such as needing to rent a property short-term because of a fire.  He said a lot of the 
same concerns raised in Wilmette were raised in Evanston. He didn’t raise Evanston as a model 
example, he just felt Evanston just built in some reasonable exceptions.  
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if the reason to allow the one time a year exemption was so people could 
rent out their homes for Northwestern graduation. Mr. Handler said he thought the intent was those 
people wouldn’t be running quasi-hotels in their neighborhood. It was a compromise to allow 
people to financially benefit from their house while respecting the rights of neighbors. He 
explained that Evanston does allow short-term rentals for more than one time a year but you need 
to go through a more rigorous process to do so. He said he wasn’t recommending that for Wilmette. 
He just wanted the Committee to know that option does exist in Evanston. 
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Chairman Sullivan reiterated that no decision would be made at the meeting but they needed to 
know where they go at the next meeting. Mr. Adler said staff will need direction. If the decision is 
to prohibit, the Village currently has the ability to do so but making the prohibition clearer would 
make sense. If we want to consider exceptions we would come back with a draft ordinance 
containing the exceptions.  
 
Mr. Rix said the reason he brought up Evanston when talking about benchmarking is he thought 
there were sensible exceptions. One big different is they license B and Bs.  He doesn’t think B and 
Bs licensing is appropriate to Wilmette.  
 
Mr. Bona wanted to respond to what Trustee McKenna was asking, is there a distinction between 
the grandparents visiting a week for a graduation and the unsavory person that isn’t in for 
graduation. He didn’t see the difference. Regardless of being wrapped in a nice package or not, 
unintended consequences and bad things can happen.   He asked his neighbors if they would have 
moved to Walden Lane if they knew a neighbor was renting out 3 bedrooms in her house to 
multiple groups while she stays in the basement. There can be 8-10 people in that house from 
different groups. If you read the reviews on Airbnb they all love the area and that is the reason 
they choose to live there and the reason to not allow this. 
 
Mr. Kittikamron said he used to be able to let his kids walk to their grandparent and he can’t do 
that now. If you have an Airbnb next door you wouldn’t want any exceptions and that is his 
opinion. How are people vetted? You don’t do a credit check, you look at their profile. We know 
that you can fake reviews and profiles online. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if the Walden Airbnb operator rented out all the bedrooms and can each 
bedroom accommodate 2 people. Mr. Bona said yes and that results in multiple cars parked on the 
street and in the driveway. He is challenged as a parent on how to address this. There is good 
parenting but there is also uncontrollable variables and if this is allowed to continue the number 
of uncontrollable variables on Walden Lane is a lot higher.  
 
Amal Melhem-Bertrandt, 3140 Walden Lane, moved in a year and a half ago and if the Realtor 
had told her that there was an Airbnb on the block she wouldn’t have purchased her home. This is 
a business and a backdoor way to have a hotel. This isn’t about need but about greed. She wouldn’t 
allow exceptions because they would become a nightmare for the Village to administer. 
 
Mr. Kittikamron said his neighbor Dean at 3137 Walden Lane was at the meeting with his wife 
but had to leave. He doesn’t believe Dean would have moved into the neighborhood if there was 
an Airbnb at the time he bought. He knows the market would shrink because of the reduction in 
viable buyers so it is impacting his property value. While he is not looking to sell anytime soon, 
Dean who is probably closer to retirement is thinking this isn’t good for my property values. 
 
Mr. Rix said they are all on the same page as it relates to no Airbnb or hotel use. When he is talking 
about exemptions he is talking about renting your house for a year because you need to move for 
a job. He doesn’t think there should be any exemptions for any kind of B and B or hoteling type 
situation but allow people to do with their property what they have been doing for time 
immemorial. 
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Mr. Bilimoria said none of the Wilmette rentals on the Airbnb website are for whole houses. They 
are all rooms or two rooms. Mr. Adler clarified that there is one whole house but that is offered 
only over the Christmas holiday and another is a unit in a two-unit building. Mr. Bilimoria said 
the main issue to solve is the renting of rooms at a high rate. He thought that there should be a 
minimum number of days that one can rent their property like 30. Mr. Adler said a lot of 
communities limit residential rentals to at least one month and that basically eliminates the ability 
to Airbnb one’s property.   
 
Sam Gambacorta, 1310 Wilmette Avenue, asked if what is happening on Walden isn’t permitted. 
Mr. Adler answered yes. Mr. Gamborcorta asked if somebody renting a whole house for a day or 
week would be allowed. Mr. Adler said originally corporation counsel felt it would be difficult to 
prevent hat situation but by using other sections of the Village Code, we probably could interpret 
the whole house renting on a short-term basis a violation. 
 
Mr. Handler said it sounded like the problem is with somebody renting rooms in a house day after 
day. Maybe that is the place to start instead of having a blanket prohibition. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked Mr. Handler if he was against requiring residential rentals to be for at 
least 28 day. Mr. Handler said the Association didn’t have a hard and fast position on this matter. 
They caution that there may be reasonable reasons one would want to rent their property for less 
than 28 days. If you create an ordinance correctly you wouldn’t have the problems a day to day 
short-term rental may have. Trustee Ducommun asked what would the ordinance say that would 
take care of the problems. Mr. Handler said it could be crafted a number of ways. Maybe have a 
minimum 7 or 14 day requirement.  
 
Mr. Adler felt that if a person rented their house out once a year for 7-14 day, it would never come 
to the Village’s attention. That is not to say we shouldn’t craft some narrow exceptions to cover 
this, it is just unlikely the once a year rental of a property would be reported to the Village. Mr. 
Adler said that Mr. Gambacorta is looking to build rental townhomes and he could make more 
money by renting the townhouse units as an Airbnb.  This type of whole house rental would most 
likely become a problem for the neighbors. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said one of the problems with allowing the one time exception is tracking the 
number of times a property has been rented. She asked if it would be better if there was a minimum 
number of days a property needed to be rented for, 14 or 28 days. Mr. Adler said the enforcement 
issue was a good point.   
 
Mr. Handler said something to keep in mind is that short-term rentals bring people into town and 
they go to restaurants and shop. Trustee Ducommun questioned the economic benefit of Airbnb 
properties near the Edens Expressway.  Mr. Handler said the pattern we are seeing now isn’t 
necessarily what we will see in the future. 
 
Mr. Adler said in the past there have been discussions about allowing bed and breakfasts in certain 
zoning districts with proper licensing. That isn’t what is being discussed now but it has come up 
in the past. 
 
Trustee Ducommun did like the idea of districting as we have commercial and residential districts. 
Why would we want to allow things that are commercial in nature in residential neighborhoods?  
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Trustee McKenna said we allow home businesses in residential districts. He said there are 
businesses run out of homes that neighbors don’t like. Mr. Adler said that the Village has standards 
that relate to home occupations to try and keep the nuisances to a minimum. 
 
Mr. Rix said the conversation just took a turn that was worrying. The old chestnut of generating 
money through tax or licensing revenue. This isn’t Evanston or Chicago.   There is a big difference 
between a local therapist whose clients are local people versus a hotel. There is a massive 
difference between people coming from all over the United States compared to people visiting a 
local therapist’s office.  
 
Chairman Sullivan said after hearing the experiences of the Walden neighbors it was hard to think 
why this might be good for Wilmette.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked why the other 13 Wilmette Airbnbs could co-exist without problems.  
 
Trustee Ducommun pointed out that 5 of the Airbnbs were fairly new.  
 
Trustee McKenna said if we could get some publicity around this it would help the discussion.  
 
Mr. Adler said knowing that the activity on Walden Lane is an issue, maybe we should start 
tailoring some regulations that more clearly deal with that.  
 
Trustee McKenna agreed that one should not be running a hotel out of their home but where is the 
soft point, is it 30 day or 2 weeks. He felt there isn’t enough experience with longer rental periods 
to judge whether it would also be a problem. 
 
Mr. Adler didn’t think many people would list their home on Airbnb if the minimum rental period 
needed to be a 2 weeks.  Because of this, he questioned why not just make the minimum rental 
period a month, which is much more common.  
 
Trustee Ducommun said she would prefer a month over 2 weeks. Trustee McKenna wanted to hear 
more testimony about that.  
 
Mr. Kittikamron said Airbnb is just going to expand in Wilmette. The Walden Airbnb is successful 
because the residents of Walden have built a beautiful neighborhood which she is monetizing. She 
is benefiting from her neighbors suffering. He wouldn’t wish what they are going through on 
anybody. To suffer that way if you have small children or grandchildren. Now they can’t play 
outside. You have to put fences up. Not to block a view but to block pedophiles, molesters and sex 
offenders. You don’t know any of these people. We don’t know any of these people. While he 
doesn’t want to be inflexible, there have been many times he has gone on Airbnb and rented 
vacation homes for two weeks and he never met any of the neighbors.  
 
Trustee Ducommun said that the 30 days would be to accommodate somebody who wants to rent 
their home because they are gone on a sabbatical or other shorter term absence. That is why 30 
days is being considered.   Mr. Kittikamron suggested allowing a minimum of 6 months with 30 
day extensions.  
 
Chairman Sullivan said we should continue the hearing with additional public notice. He would 
like to know from corporation counsel what legally could be done.  
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Mr. Adler said there was no need to vote on continuing the discussion because it wasn’t being 
continued to a date certain. 

 
V. Other Business. 

  
 There was no other business. 
 

VI. Public Comment. 
 
 There was no public comment. 
 

VII. Adjournment 
 

At 9:39 p.m., Trustee Ducommun moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee McKenna seconded the motion 
and the motion carried unanimously.  The meeting was thereafter adjourned.  
        

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler, Director 
Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director 
Community Development 
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