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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE 
TUESDAY, JULY 26, 2016 

5:30 P.M. 
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 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 
Guests: Chris Canning, 1000 Skokie Boulevard 
 
I. Call to Order. 
 
Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. 
 
II. Approval of Minutes. 

 
Trustee McKenna moved to approve the minutes of the April 14, 2016 Land Use Committee 
meeting.  The motion was seconded by Trustee Ducommun.  Voting yes: Chairman Sullivan, 
Trustee Ducommun, and Trustee McKenna.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  

 
 III. Review of Electrical Licensing Program and Code Amendments 

 
Mr. Adler said the Village has been licensing electricians for a long time but haven’t been testing 
them since the full-time electrical inspector retired in 2005.  Since then, a combination inspector 
has been doing building and electrical inspections.  For some time, the staff has been discussing 
whether to abandon the licensing program or re-test the current license holders and open it up to 
new individuals.  The code has changed enough that re-testing is probably warranted if the licenses 
will continue.  The Village has a new plan reviewer who was an electrical contractor before he 
became a certified building code official.  With his help, we feel we are in a position to offer a new 
test and expand licensing to new contractors. 
 
There are not that many communities that test and issue licenses any more.  Staff’s 
recommendation is to make amendments to the Village code to allow testing of current license 
holders and to offer testing and new licenses.  This proposal is at least budget neutral as we expect 
it will be done using existing staff time. 
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Chairman Sullivan asked if the proposed test shown in the packet is the same test from when the 
Village was actively testing. 
 
Mr. Adler said the older test was probably a little bit easier.  The new draft test is probably more 
comprehensive but a fair test.  The goal is not to make it so hard people can’t pass it.  The plan 
reviewer wants to know, if they do pass, that he feels comfortable that when the contractors do 
work, it is going to be conforming. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if the license implied any level of quality and if the Village’s liability 
and/or reputation are on the line. 
 
Mr. Adler said other towns recognize the license, many other communities allow contractors to 
use a Wilmette license and it’s been 10 years at least since those individuals have been tested. This 
will give us a level of confidence that those who are issued a Wilmette license are at least as 
qualified as they have been in the past, perhaps even more so than from other communities that 
test.  Some communities have also been re-issuing licenses without testing, as Wilmette has been 
doing. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if any community has tried to come back at Wilmette because of 
problems with a contractor holding a Wilmette license. 
 
Mr. Adler said the Village has not had that problem.  Neither has the Village had a major problem 
with a contractor licensed from another community.  If you are able to pass the test and continue 
to work, you are probably up to speed on code requirements.  Many current Wilmette license 
holders haven’t done work in Wilmette in years.  If one of these contractors came in now, we’d 
likely be more concerned about their work than someone who does four or five jobs a year and has 
demonstrated to the inspector they know the code, or have had their work corrected. 
 
Trustee Ducommun clarified that Wilmette accepts electrical licenses issued by other 
communities. Mr. Adler said yes.  There hasn’t been a problem with licenses from any particular 
community.   
 
Trustee Ducommun asked what the plan is regarding requiring the electricians to provide a 
certificate of insurance. Ms. Roberts said that it is not proposed to be a requirement but can be 
added.  Some communities have this as a requirement. 
 
Mr. Adler said an argument could be made for requiring a certificate of insurance.  We don’t 
require this for other contractors but then the contractor license is somewhat different than the 
electrical license.  If the Committee supports the idea of the licensing, the staff can review with 
corporation counsel Mike Zimmermann about an insurance requirement and also how to address 
any liability concerns. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked how to monitor people doing electrical work who are not licensed. Mr. 
Adler said if we find someone doing electrical work and they’re not licensed and they’re not the 
owner, they need to stop working.  This hasn’t been a huge issue.  It comes up more often with 
plumbers, that someone is doing work improperly under someone else’s license without 
supervision.  It’s probably more difficult to obtain a state plumbing license than a local electrician’s 
license.  To be a plumber, the State requires a number of years of work under the supervision of a 
licensed plumber.  
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Chairman Sullivan asked if there was a big administrative burden with offering the testing and 
licensing. Mr. Adler said no.  It comes down to administering the test.  We’re already issuing the 
licenses each year.  With this new testing, we will be collecting a fee for the license regardless of 
whether the individual is also obtaining a Wilmette contractor’s license.  We’re not losing money 
now because it’s not that difficult to simply issue a license.  For those who don’t do work in the 
Village, we issue the renewed license without a fee, which doesn’t make a lot of sense because it 
has value; they are using it to do work in other communities. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked what the cost will be to the person taking the test.  Will it be minimal? 
Mr. Adler said yes, it will be tested during the work day. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said the memo referenced sending the tests outside for grading. Ms. Roberts 
said that the plan reviewer has created a different test than what is shown in the packet; he has an 
answer key for this.  The staff had talked about having someone, probably SAFEbuilt, do the actual 
grading of the test to avoid any concerns by applicants that they didn’t pass the test because the 
inspector or whoever doesn’t like them.  The cost from SAFEbuilt to do this would probably be 
small. 
 
Mr. Adler said the cost for taking the test and for the license will far exceed whatever SAFEbuilt 
might charge to do this.  SAFEbuilt would be given the answer key and simply check each test. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked why this issue was in front of the Land Use Committee. Mr. Adler said 
the committee has looked at building code issues recently.  There is an Electrical Commission but 
they haven’t met in a while.  We’re confident that they will support this.  Given that this is basically 
a new program to be offered, it made sense to get input from the Village Board. 
 
Trustee McKenna said from his research, this looks to be a tough test.  Half of it is not applicable 
to residential; it includes commercial work as well.  The committee should be aware of this. 
 
Mr. Adler said that if there is feedback that the test is way too difficult, the test can be reconsidered.  
SAFEbuilt and the plan reviewer thought this was reasonable.  It’s not like an electrician has to 
pass this test to work in Wilmette; the Village will still accept licenses from other communities.  
What the Village is says is, if you have a Wilmette license, we’re confident you know what you’re 
doing since you passed this test. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said she thought Trustee McKenna was saying that it may be difficult for 
current license holders to pass this test if they don’t regularly do commercial work, for example. 
 
Trustee McKenna said he would expect the larger companies to have Chicago licenses.  It’s going 
to be the smaller companies seeking a Wilmette license. 
 
Mr. Adler said the Wilmette license allows people to do both residential and commercial work so 
it would be difficult to only test on the residential.  There are a few other places they can test if 
they have concerns about Wilmette’s test.  If the test is oriented towards residential and an 
electrician decided to take a commercial project, we don’t have any representation of their work.  
If they are using the Wilmette license elsewhere, it would be beneficial for other communities to 
be sure they can do both residential and commercial work.   
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Trustee McKenna asked if this proposal is going to the Electrical Commission.  If so, he would 
suggest getting their input regarding residential versus commercial testing. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that some communities have separate licenses for residential and for commercial.  
This is something that could be discussed with the plan reviewer as well as the Electrical 
Commission.  She said the test in the committee packet was created by SAFEbuilt and that the 
plan reviewer has created a new test that might be more manageable. 
 
Mr. Adler said the plan reviewer has been reasonable and it is not expected that every electrician 
is going to be an expert on everything.  Seeking feedback on the test is a reasonable. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked how many electrical contractors who do work in Wilmette have a 
Wilmette license.  Is it 50% of everyone in business or less or more? Mr. Adler said the staff isn’t 
sure.  There are about 60 Wilmette electrical license holders.   
 
Ms. Roberts said she would expect about 80% of those doing work in Wilmette have a license 
from somewhere else. 
 
Trustee McKenna clarified that the Village asks all electricians to provide their electrical license 
from another community.  He clarified that the proposed test is given to the supervisor and not all 
workers.  He asked if the staff knows where the majority of electricians working in Wilmette have 
their license. 
 
Mr. Adler said we issue 60 licenses.  We don’t know how many electricians are using that license 
in Wilmette.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if when the Village is sending the renewed licenses out, is proof of another 
license required. Mr. Adler said no, no other license needs to be provided.  If they are being issued 
a Wilmette electrical license each year, they passed the test in the past.  The Village has not been 
re-testing. 
 
Trustee McKenna clarified that every electrician working under a permit has a license. Mr. Adler 
said that was correct, either a license issued by Wilmette or one from another community. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said that Wilmette electrician’s licenses have not been given to new 
contractors in over ten years. Mr. Adler said that was correct. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if an electrician is given a Wilmette electrical license for having a license 
from another community. Mr. Adler said no, such individuals are not issued a Wilmette electrical 
license. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said the Village hasn’t issued a new electrical license in years. Mr. Adler said 
that was correct.  Some people have dropped off the list by not seeking a new license each year.  
Others request a new license each year whether they are doing work in Wilmette or not.  As long 
as Wilmette’s license continues to be accepted in other communities, individuals will keep 
renewing their Wilmette license.  Liability hasn’t been an issue but if he was asked if he was 
confident that everyone holding a Wilmette license is up to date, he could not say for certain that 
is the case. 
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Trustee Ducommun moved to send the proposal to the Electrical Commission for review and 
recommendation to the Village Board. Trustee McKenna seconded and the motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
IV.  Review of Demolition and New Construction Definition Amendments 
 
Ms. Roberts said in 2007, the definition of demolition and new construction was amended with a 
50% provision.  The problem continues to be with how to define that 50%.  The current proposal 
is a way to calculate the area of the structure from a staff memo prepared by Highland Park.  The 
calculation weighs the different parts of the structure: the roof, the foundation, the exterior walls, 
and the interior walls.  It’s not really changing the 50% qualification; it is clarifying how to apply 
it.  There have been a number of projects that have either started out as additions and remodeling 
that expanded in scope during construction or that were proposed for permit with such extensive 
work that they are practically new homes.  When the work rises to the level of a new home, existing 
non-conformities under the zoning ordinance need to be addressed, where they were not an issue 
for an addition/remodel.  A few projects have had to go to the Zoning Board for relief.  There are 
incentives for applicants to not have the project be considered a new home, with property taxes, 
the fire sprinkling requirement, and the zoning issues.  The proposal attempts to be as clear as 
possible about drawing the line in these cases.  For most of these types of projects, the architect 
prepares a demolition plan so it shouldn’t be too much more work to measure what’s being 
removed.  It is not proposed that everyone do this paperwork, only those projects where there is 
some question about the extent of the project scope.  If an applicant wants to modify their plans to 
try to fall under 50%, they have some idea of where to make changes.  This calculation from 
Highland Park seems to be the only tool out there to quantify demolition. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the memo referenced that the Village Code and the Zoning Ordinance do 
not have the same language and that it will be proposed to make them consistent. Ms. Roberts said 
this was a point the staff wanted to raise with the Committee.  The language in the Village Code, 
50% of the structure, is not the same as 50% of the replacement value, as is written in the Zoning 
Ordinance.  There was one case where the architect was able to provide a statement that the value 
was less than 50% but the area of the structure was pretty clearly more than 50%. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the value test is also more easily manipulated.  She asked if the intention 
was then to use the same proposed language in the Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Adler said more likely 
that section of the Zoning Ordinance would simply refer to the Village Code.  He discussed the 
case of 1819 Wilmette where zoning relief was necessary because the replacement value was over 
50% but the area of the structure being removed was less than 50%.  The applicant was strongly 
encouraged to seek the zoning relief before starting construction so that any increase in the scope 
during construction, such as the replacement of damaged studs, would not delay them at that time. 
 
Trustee Ducommun clarified what the staff recommendation is. Mr. Adler said yes, the idea was 
to have the Village Code and Zoning Ordinance definitions be the same.  If the Committee agrees 
to that idea, the next step would be to request referral to a Special Zoning Committee to amend the 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Trustee McKenna said he supports taking the next step of also amending the Zoning Ordinance.  
The floor area is completely appropriate for both zoning and building.  The measurement is 
consistent with the code and trying to rehabilitate older homes.  Addressing the removal of roofs 
and floors is more compelling than the valuation. 
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Mr. Adler said trying to determine the replacement value of old construction can be problematic, 
as was the case with the type of construction and materials that were used in the Women’s Club.  
In that case, they demonstrated that the work to be done was about 47% of the replacement value.  
The walls, foundation, and floors would be millions of dollars to replace. 
 
Trustee Ducommun moved that a referral to the Land Use Committee be recommended for the 
associated amendment to the Zoning Ordinance.  Trustee McKenna seconded and the motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
V. Review of Swimming Pool and Spa Amendments 
 
Ms. Roberts said that this issue has not been a problem but one the staff thought should be brought 
up to the Committee.  A couple times a year, the Village gets a request to do an infinity pool with 
an edge that drops off.  They have been allowed provided that the 4’ walk is included around the 
lower portion of the pool through the walkway at the lower level doesn’t meet the intent of the 
code, which is to have a way to access someone in the pool all the way around.  The proposal is 
based on what some other communities allow, which is that a certain percentage of the pool 
perimeter would not be required to have the walk provided there is a handhold.  If someone is in 
trouble in the pool, there is an alternative way to secure themselves. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if it was an industry standard to have a walkway or a handhold. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that the walkway seems to be a common requirement. 
 
Mr. Adler said staff has been told by a pool company that infinity edge pools have been installed 
in Winnetka, so somehow other communities are getting around the requirement.  Perhaps they 
are not enforcing it or perhaps they are allowing it like we did through an appeal process.  The 
Village received a request for a lakefront home with a pool in the basement.  Their request went 
to the Building Code Board of Appeals and they came up with a compromise that is similar to 
what is being proposed to the Committee.  The applicant was allowed to do it.  In that case, it really 
wasn’t a life safety issue.  The pool in that case wasn’t unduly wide. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if pool owners are required to have things like life rings that can be 
thrown into the water. Ms. Roberts said that is not required in the Village Code.  The Village has 
not adopted the ICC pool code either but it’s possible something like that might be in there. 
 
Mr. Adler said in the next six months, the staff will be reviewing and proposing adoption of the 
2015 ICC codes.  The staff could look at some of the other codes that the Village hasn’t used.  
When the Committee recently talked about adopting the 2006 Property Maintenance Code, there 
was discussion about adopting the 2015 ICC codes.  The swimming pool code is a part of these 
codes.  There is probably a reason the pool code hasn’t been adopted before, perhaps so the Village 
can be more flexible, but that’s something staff would have to look into.  It hasn’t been a problem. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked how many requests come in for infinity pools.  Why not just send all 
requests to the Board of Appeals?  It seems like the one request went through a good process and 
had a good outcome. Ms. Roberts said it is maybe two or three requests a year, if that. 
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Mr. Adler said the Committee could recommend having the Building Code Board of Appeals 
review this proposal.  The proposal is similar to what they came with on their own for the one 
appeals case so it’s possible that they will agree with it.  But if they don’t feel it’s necessary, they 
can recommend against it.  If we get one or two of these requests a year, the Board of Appeals is 
likely to not want to meet when it could be addressed by an amended code.  
 
Trustee McKenna said he supports having the Board of Appeals take a look at it.  He was 
concerned that each situation might be unique with other considerations they’re not aware of.  The 
Fire Department might also have an opinion regarding the amendment. 
 
Mr. Adler said that’s another idea.  The Zoning Ordinance provides requirements for solar panels 
but certain requests for relief go to the Fire Chief.  He can authorize relief or some other 
modification.  Maybe something like that could be done with pools. 
 
Trustee McKenna said what is being proposed has been effective in other homes and even hotels. 
 
Mr. Adler said there may be some people who want less walk than is proposed here and they will 
still need to go to the Board of Appeals.  This proposal is an attempt at something most people can 
comply with.  The staff has used a work around and that can continue to be done, but that may not 
be the best way to deal with infinity pools. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked if anyone in the audience wanted to comment on pools. 
 
Mr. Chris Canning described a recent situation where a resident sought to install a pool in a 
conforming location in their backyard.  A neighbor objected to the location and the pool was 
moved.  The pool equipment was in a non-conforming location, non-conforming by inches, and 
the neighbor on that side did not have any objection to that setback.  Mr. Canning then asked staff 
if the pool equipment setback could be handled administratively.  Air conditioners were made 
administrative and generators were made administrative, but upon the staff doing research, it 
seemed that relief for pool equipment doesn’t qualify for that process.  If they put the equipment 
in a conforming location, they would have upset the neighbor who was initially unhappy with the 
pool location.  And if they had to go through the full ZBA process, they wouldn’t have had their 
pool equipment for the summer swimming season.  It’s not a request before the committee tonight 
but could the committee review this as an administrative process.  His understanding from the 
installer in this case is the other communities handle this type of thing administratively. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked how big the equipment is.  Mr. Canning said it will fit in a shed. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked how tall.  Six feet?  Five feet? Mr. Canning said maybe larger than the 
size of the table in the meeting room. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if there was any sound consideration. Mr. Canning said if you put it in a 
shed, that will dampen the sound.  It’s probably similar to an air conditioner or generator.  He said 
he hears his neighbor’s air conditioner much more than he hears their pool equipment though the 
air conditioner is right under his bedroom window. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked what the next step was. Mr. Adler said the committee could direct staff 
to put in a request for referral to a Special Zoning Committee, like was discussed with the zoning 
definition of new construction.  There are several other small items as well. 
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Trustee Ducommun moved to send the swimming pool and spa amendment to the Building Code 
Board of Appeals for review.  Trustee McKenna seconded and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said the second item regarding relief for pool equipment does not require a 
motion.  That item will be included in a request to the Village Board for referral to a Special Zoning 
Committee along with the demolition definition and other zoning ordinance items. 
 
VI. Review of Permit Extension Fee 
 
Mr. Adler said the permit extension fee has been in place for eight or nine years.  The staff has 
been able to manage it but the main issue is with people who get a one-year permit and then run 
over three, four, five weeks.  The staff has basically held fast that if the work isn’t completed, if 
there is no conditional certificate of occupancy, the applicant needs to pay the extension fee.  The 
way the ordinance is written, when a permit is issue, one chooses either a 12-month or an 18-month 
permit.  If the permit exceeds 12 months, an extension equal to another 12 months must be paid.  
Early on, it was reviewed with the Village Manager and the village attorney, and the decision was 
made, since an 18-month permit is an option, to allow for a six month extension, so it’s the same 
effect as if someone has intended an 18-month permit from the start.  Some recent cases where the 
12-month permit is a fairly large fee, and so a six-month extension can be fairly significant.  At 
this point, they have to pay six months, potentially thousands of dollars for going over by a couple 
of weeks.  The staff is suggesting we look at the ability to extend permits prorated by month.  We’ll 
have to discuss with the village attorney how to address projects already under construction.  He 
mentioned a couple of examples.   
 
Trustee McKenna suggested that the solution be whatever is least burdensome on applicants. 
 
Mr. Adler said there’s a second part that’s not included in the memo but something the staff is 
starting to look into.  One very expensive home that is currently under construction, one of several 
in recent years, has a 12-month permit fee of $224,000.  If it takes three years to construct, they 
will be charged over $600,000 in permit fees.  The most we’ve collected so far for a single-family 
home is $350,000 and that had to be carefully managed. This may or may not be an issue in the 
future.  There are other homes under construction, one with a construction value of $10 million, 
where the extension fee is going to be expensive. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked if a $10 million home applies for just a one-year permit. Mr. Adler said 
in this case, the applicant chose a 12-month permit because they know they will need to extend the 
permit at some point and why pay the Village for 18 months when you will be paying more later.  
When the 18-month permit option was created, the applicant had the choice of paying for a 12-
month or an 18-month permit up front, but it you pay for 18 months and only take 16 months, you 
don’t get money back.  There might be a way to say for a house that’s $10 million dollars and will 
take two and a half to three years to construct, if you’re willing to pay us two or two and half years 
up front, that permit is good for three to four years.  These homes don’t get done in a year or a year 
and a half, and no one expects them to get done in that time.  Arguably this change will have an 
impact on the revenue that is being generated but that’s not a reason make a decision. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said the original intention of the extension fee was to keep the project moving 
and not disadvantage the neighbors. 
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Mr. Adler said one lakefront home took three years; most others have taken more like two-and-a-
half years.  One of the ideas was to charge at two-and-a-half years and allow that to be good for 
three or four years or however long it needs to go, paid all up front.  It’s still a lot of money.  In 
the case of a $10 million home, they pay $500,000 up front, instead of $600,000 or more if the 
project takes three or four years.  If the baseline is two years, they might pay $450,000 for two 
years but they’re not paying more to go three or four years. 
 
Mr. Canning said he has a lakefront client who is impacted on by this.  His client is looking for 
cost certainty as well as cost containment.  This project will probably be two-and-a half to three 
years.  The architect is familiar with having to pay extensions.  Mr. Canning and Mr. Adler have 
been discussing the proration concept described in the memo as well as the lump-sum-up-front-
for-a-longer-period-of-time concept.  They wanted to get the idea before the Committee. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said a $10 million house that takes two-and-a-half to three years, that seems 
reasonable.  How do you tell someone with a $1 million house they only get 18 months?  He like 
the idea of a cap.  He doesn’t think we should allow applicants to take forever to build but he also 
doesn’t think we should penalize to pay $700,000 in permit fees every year. 
 
Trustee McKenna said the standard period of twelve months is arbitrary.   
 
Chairman Sullivan said banking loans for residential are limited to twelve months. 
 
Mr. Canning said the original 2007 ordinance was in response to one particular project. 
 
Mr. Adler said it was an expensive house and maybe not the perfect example for adopting the 
regulations.  Kenilworth had a situation where they were sued and ultimately, the owner and the 
village agreed to a permit amount.  That the permit fee was challenged is a caution to staff.  One 
of the differences is that projects that are over $2 and $3 million that are taking over 18 months to 
complete.  If we go with a two-year or two-and-a-half year permit, everyone would be treated the 
same to that point.  What we don’t want is someone pulling a two-and-a-half or three year permit 
for a $50,000 addition.  He mentioned one homeowner who is on his fifth or sixth year because he 
is doing the work himself on a small remodeling project.  He pays an extension fee of 100% of the 
original fee, $900 per year.  We would not want to encourage someone in this position to get a 
multiple year permit because the original point of the permit extensions was to get that person to 
finish.  There are not a lot of projects that go over 18 months that shouldn’t go over 18 months.  
He described two new homes on Crestview where they put in TJIs without getting approval.  
Ultimately it was their own fault but now they are paying for sprinklers as well as $8,000 for each 
home.  At this point, proration would be fairer to them.  Those projects should have been completed 
within a year. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if Mr. Adler thought the proration still works as an incentive to finish. 
Mr. Adler said in the case of Crestview, they’ve paid a 6 month extension.  But if the houses aren’t 
sold, they don’t have any incentive to get them finished and get the certificate of occupancy.  If 
we are able instead to say, you’re going to pay $1,300 or $1,400 a month, there’s an incentive to 
get done.  It’s fair and easier to justify.  Staff isn’t yet sure what the answer is for two- and three-
year projects, but if the Committee is open to looking at that, the staff can think more about it.  
Regarding monthly extensions, if the Committee agrees with the idea, the staff will present some 
language regarding paying 1/12 of the original permit fee to extend.  At that point, we don’t need 
to even offer an 18-month permit. 



                                  

10 
July 26, 2016 Land Use Committee Minutes Approved July 10, 2017 

 
Trustee Ducommun asked if there was threshold for example of so much square feet over which a 
project is allowed to roll past the 18 months. Mr. Adler said he was thinking by valuation.  Staff 
can review with the plan reviewer and also see how many projects went over 18 months and over 
2 years, to see if there is something that can be defined, like a construction value.  Permit fees are 
already tied to the construction value. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if there were any outside recommendations on this. Mr. Canning said he 
has been talking to Mr. Adler based on the situation with a different client.  There are maybe four 
homes that Mr. Adler thought would be starting soon that are in the three to four year construction 
range.  So it is something of a pressing issue. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if Mr. Canning was representing some of those owners. Mr. Canning 
said only one. 
 
Mr. Adler said it is pressing to those who want to know the number.  For the $10 million home 
that has already paid $224,000, if we figure it out in the next 6 months and tell them, pay a second 
$224,000 extension and that’s it, it’s not necessarily pressing for them.  It is perhaps pressing for 
someone just starting construction who wants to know what the total fees will be.  For those already 
under way, they’ve probably already resigned themselves to pay whatever fees are required.  The 
homeowners may not be completely aware of the permit fees or that they need to be paid each 
year. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked what the permit fee was for 611 Green Bay Road. Mr. Adler said that was 
$418,000.  The difference is, that’s a mixed use project that is not subject to the 12-month limit.  
It’s only residential projects that require extension fees, because of the impact on residential 
neighbors.  Houses of worship, such as the Chai Center and the Baha’i House of Worship, did not 
have to pay extension fees. 
 
Trustee McKenna said arguably the Baha’i House of Worship project was more disruptive than 
the five year home construction project that led to the ordinance originally. Mr. Adler said the staff 
could look at extension fees of non-residential projects in residential districts.  
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if Imperial Motors will be subject to an extension. Mr. Adler said they 
would probably finish within a year, but if they went past a year, they would not have to pay an 
extension.  He clarified that the ordinance says “residential structure” for extensions.  Mather is 
considered a residential structure so they will pay an extension fee. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if it was intentional to only apply to residential construction. Mr. Adler 
said it was.  He was not at the Village for those discussions but perhaps it was seen as a way to not 
discourage redevelopment.  The developers of 611 Green Bay Road had been surprised at their 
permit fee.  If they were told they would have to pay another $400,000 if the project ran over even 
just one day, that could be seen as a disincentive. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked what the permit fee might have been for the same project in Evanston, 
for example. Mr. Adler said it would have been a less would be his guess.  Wilmette is more in 
line with Kenilworth, Winnetka, and Glencoe in the fees that are charged.  Wilmette isn’t the 
highest but the extension fees put the Village up there because not a lot of communities charge this 
kind of fee. 
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Trustee Ducommun said there are two things: the first is to prorate between 12 and 18 months.  
Second, when do we supersede the 18 months based on value.  Mr. Adler said staff can work with 
corporation counsel on drafting an ordinance that allows the proration of permit fees above one 
year.   
 
Trustee Ducommun suggested this be up to but no more than 18 months. Mr. Adler said at that 
point, he didn’t think it mattered; there will still be an incentive to finish.  Regarding the second 
issue, if the Committee supported the idea, you could ask staff to investigate the larger projects of 
greater construction value, to try to tailor something more appropriate to the typical length of those 
projects. 
 
Trustee McKenna said the construction companies doing those projects have a construction 
schedule that they want to stick to.  They’re very much like commercial construction projects. Mr. 
Adler said he agreed and said the problem is often the number of change orders. 
 
Chairman Sullivan said with the proration, there’s no need to keep an 18-month option.  The permit 
is issued for 12 months and if it goes longer, they pay for each additional month. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked if a project could be three-and-a-half years and it would still just keep 
prorating. Mr. Adler said yes. 
 
Ms. Roberts said one challenge will be for the projects that don’t require a certificate of occupancy. 
Mr. Adler said they will have to look at that.  Getting someone to come in each month to pay the 
extension fee might be a challenge.  We will have to make sure to communicate what the fees are 
going forward if they are about to go over and that no final inspections until the fees are paid. 
 
Chairman Sullivan asked the Committee members about having the staff do more research 
regarding extension fee proration and large construction project fees and timing. There was 
consensus to look at both issues. 
 
Mr. Adler said staff is ready to work with corporation counsel on language regarding a monthly 
proration. 
 
Trustee Ducommun moved to recommend that staff work with the Village attorney to develop an 
ordinance regarding monthly proration of building permit fees.  Trustee McKenna seconded and 
the motion carried unanimously. 
 
The staff has also been directed to research large construction projects, but no motion was 
necessary regarding this item. 
 
VII. Other Business. 

  
 Mr. Adler said there has been an issue with attendance at Zoning Board meetings and consequently 

applications are receiving negative recommendations.  With a negative recommendation, most 
applicants wait to have a full Village Board to hear their request because a supermajority is necessary 
to overturn a negative recommendation.  Unless the Committee has a concern, the staff plans to 
include in the Special Zoning Committee referral looking at the supermajority, perhaps allowing a 
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majority rather than a supermajority to overturn.  Or maybe it’s looking at how votes are done at the 
Zoning Board level. 

 
 Trustee Ducommun said she didn’t like the gamesmanship that is played when applicants decide to 

request a table based on what board members are in attendance or not. 
 
 Chairman Sullivan said the Zoning Board needs a couple of alternate members. 
 
 Trustee Ducommun said she thought that might be a better solution. 
 
 Mr. Adler asked if the Committee was okay with the item being looked at. 
 
 Trustee Ducommun said she was not.  She likes the requirement for a supermajority to overturn a 

negative recommendation from the Zoning Board. 
 
 Trustee McKenna said he is okay with the issue being looked at because there seem to be some 

unintended consequences.  The Zoning Board rightly should deny things that are plainly acceptable 
from a policy perspective but their interpretation is going to be such that they need to provide a 
negative recommendation.  You hate to see those applicants get delayed. 

 
 Chairman Sullivan said most of those applicants have taken another look and revised their plans. 
 
 Trustee Ducommun said they gotten some discipline around revising plans with a positive impact on 

improving plans.  If you study something, you may feel obligated to change it. 
 

Chairman Sullivan said he’d like to see ways to improve attendance at the Zoning Board. 
 

VIII. Public Comment. 
 
 There was no public comment. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 

At 6:49 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, 
 
Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director 
Community Development 
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