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MEETING MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 7, 2020 
7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

Members Present: William Bradford, Chairman 
Homa Ghaemi  
Mariah DiGrino 
Steven Schwab 
Justin Sheperd 
Michael Taylor 

Members Absent: Jeffrey Head 

Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
Jeff Stein, Corporation Counsel 
Dan Manis, Village Engineer 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Bradford called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

II. 2019-P-3 - 1210 Central Avenue – Planned Unit Development

A request by Green Bay Wilmette, LLC (Optima Wilmette) for approval of a Planned Unit
Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a mixed use
building containing commercial space and approximately 108 dwelling units located in the
VC, Village Center, zoning district - Pedestrian Commercial West

Commissioner Taylor moved to continue the case to the February 4, 2020 meeting. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner DiGrino and the voice vote was all ayes and no
nays. The motion carried.

Case Minutes are attached.

02-25-20
3.3
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III. NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business.  

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

V. AJDOURNMENT. 

At 10:57 p.m., Commissioner Shperd moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner DiGrino and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. The 
motion carried. 

The meeting was thereafter adjourned. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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Case Minutes 2019-P-03 – 1210 Central Avenue 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
3.11 Mark Segal, Senior Vice President, Optima 

Bill Duke, Senior Vice President, Optima,  
Matt Cison, Senior Vice President, Optima  
Steve Bauer, Partner and Attorney, Meltzer Purtill and Stelle 
Luay Aboona, Principal and Civil Engineer,  KLOA 
Rob Anthony, President, Community Partners for Affordable Housing 
Fran Fazio, Vice President and Civil Engineer, Manhard Consulting  
Scott Reinish, SVN Chicago Commercial Real Estate  
Tim Rasmussen, SVN Chicago Commercial Real Estate 
         

 3.2 Summary of comments 
 
3.21 Chairman Chairman Bradford noted that staff prepared a PowerPoint presentation 

on the PUD process. The PC is a fact-finding board. They hear testimony and make 
recommendations to the Village Board who has the ultimate decision to approve or 
reject the recommendation. After Mr. Adler provides an overview of the PUD 
process, he will speak about the ARC meeting that was held last night. It was an 
advisory meeting. The next step is to ask the petitioner to make their presentation. 
After their presentation, members of the audience will be asked to speak either for 
or against the application. After that testimony, a motion will be made and at that 
point, audience discussion is ended. The commission will debate among themselves 
and then vote.  

 
Because of the case’s complexity, he does not anticipate being able to conclude the 
discussion tonight. He said that tonight’s discussion would end no later than 10:30 
PM. More than likely the case will be continued to the February 4, 2020 meeting.  

 
The public will be allowed to make comments either at tonight’s meeting or at the 
February meeting. The PC will not make a decision until everyone who wishes to 
speak can do so.  

 
3.22 Mr. Adler reviewed the PUD process at the hearing. A PowerPoint was available 

at the meeting. The Plan Commission and ARC review is in one process. It is heard 
as a special use by the PC and the Village Board has final approval. Public benefits 
need to be shown in the PUD process if zoning relief is being requested.  

 
The applicant can choose the process they want to follow – a zoning process before 
the Zoning Board of Appeals where a hardship must be shown to be granted a 
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variation or the PUD process where the applicant has to prove that the request meets 
a number of standards, as well as showing public benefits that justifies the requested 
relief.  

 
Chapter 6 of the Wilmette code talks about the PUD. In the village, the process has 
three phases – pre-application meeting, preliminary approval phase, which is the 
phase for this hearing, and a final approval process that is before the Village Board.  

 
The Village Board will receive the applicant’s presentation and will also hear public 
testimony. 

 
Mr. Adler talked about public benefits. The zoning ordinance lists many 
permissible benefits. He listed them on the PowerPoint and reviewed them at the 
meeting. 

 
Optima submitted their preliminary PUD application on November 22, 2019. That 
applicant was posted on the village website. In addition, Optima’s pre-application 
materials where posted on the Village’s website shortly after being received.  

 
The primary question before the PC is to review the zoning relief requested and 
determine whether the public benefit provided meets the village standard contained 
in the zoning ordinance.  

 
The soonest the case would go to the Village Board would be February 11, 2020. 
That probably will not be likely and it could be heard at the February 25th meeting 
or the first Village Board meeting in March.  

 
He shared a list of public benefits presented by Optima, which are listed in the 
attached PowerPoint. Optima will also discuss the benefits in their presentation. 
Optima is looking for building height modification. This area of the VC has a 
maximum height of 52’ or 4 stories and at the main roof, they are requesting 62’ 
and six stores. There is a terrace in the building’s center that is 63’. There is a 
penthouse roof at 72.66’ and 7 stories. There is mechanical equipment on the 6th 
story that would exceed the maximum allowed. That would be at 69.17’. The 
elevator housing maximum is 64’ and they are asking for 81’.  

 
The ground floor height minimum is 14’ and they are asking for 13’. The front yard 
setback on Green Bay Road has a minimum of 5’ and they will meet that on the 
ground level, but are asking for a variation to have 0’ above. There is a fence height 
variation. The maximum is 6.5’ and they are asking for 7.5’. They are asking to 
have more first floor common area than the ordinance provides for. They are asking 
for a first-floor management office that would typically be a special use in this 
district on the first floor. They are asking for residential dwelling units on the first 
floor. They are requesting design relief for a building that is more than one story 
and does not evidence a bottom, middle, and top. They are asking for relief from 
the requirement that linear roof lines be no greater than 25’. They are asking for 
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relief of one pedestrian access path. They do have pedestrian access from parking 
directly to street level, so that meets the requirement’s intent for one of the two 
required paths. They are asking for relief on the Central Avenue side that there be 
40% clear glass on that facade. There is an additional relief that the applicant will 
discuss and that they want to ask for based on the ARC meeting last night.  

 
The ARC had an advisory meeting on January 6, 2020. Typically, the ARC is not 
involved with PUD requests. The ARC was asked to take a look at the proposal and 
mostly spoke positively about the request. One commissioner liked the building 
aesthetically. Another commissioner talked about diverse architectural styles in the 
village and thought the building had nice scale. Another commissioner thought it 
would be a great addition to the village. One commissioner questioned how Optima 
arrived at the proposed architectural style as it is a modern design compared with 
other buildings in the village. Most of the commissioners were concerned about the 
length of the fencing wall along Central, which is about 120’. The applicant was 
encouraged to relocate possible amenity space to that area so that the façade could 
contain more transparency. Currently there are residential dwellings on that floor. 
The fence and wall are for privacy.  

 
One of the commissioners encouraged the applicant to find a use that would provide 
a community benefit in place of the proposed residential use along Central. The 
applicant was encouraged to pull the fencing back from the corner at the alley and 
Central to give a better sight line distance. A suggestion was made to set back the 
units slightly from Central and that might be part of the additional relief that the 
applicant is requesting.  

 
A commissioner thought that the 14’ height should be maintained and that height 
is important to the pedestrian feel of the structure. The entire commission believed 
that since this is a predominantly glass building, the glass has to be correct.  They 
talked about the bronze color, the acoustical qualities and the impact on migrating 
birds. They felt it was important to pay particular attention to the glass and stone 
wall so that was is built is the same as what is shown on the renderings. That 
concluded Mr. Adler’s presentation.  

 
Chairman Bradford swore in those who will be speaking.  

 
3.23 Mark Segal, Senior Vice President, Optima, presented for the applicant. At the 

meeting were a number of team members who are part of the presentation including 
Bill Duke and Matt Cison, Optima; Steve Bauer, zoning attorney, Meltzer Purtill 
and Stelle; Luay Aboona, Principal and civil engineer, KLOA, traffic consultant; 
Rob Anthony, President, Community Partners for Affordable Housing; Fran Fazio, 
Vice President and civil engineer, Manhard; and Scott Reinish and Tim Rasmussen, 
SVN Chicago Commercial, who has worked with Optima on retail strategy. 
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3.24 Mr. Segal gave an overview of Optima – who they are and what they have done. It 
was founded by 40+ years ago by David and Eileen Hovey. The started and have 
continued as a family business. Their focus is on multifamily rental and condo 
projects, and mixed-use developments. They currently have offices in Glencoe and 
Scottsdale, AZ. They do everything internally at Optima. They are the developer, 
architect, general contractor, and the property operator. He gave Mr. Hovey’s 
professional credentials. He noted that Optima is a design led firm. They have 
developed 30+ projects and 6000+ residential units. Most projects have won 
awards. They have received many national and international design awards.  

 
The family has focused on being a long-time community stakeholder. This would 
be their 4th development in the village. They are asking for a special use for a PUD 
and preliminary approval with associated exceptions.  

 
3.25 He then provided a site orientation. They are at the northwest corner of Central and 

Green Bay. He named various businesses in the area. There is an alley behind the 
site that runs from Central to Washington. On the other side of the alley is a 
townhome development, which is the only residential development immediately 
adjacent to the site.  

 
He then showed existing site conditions via photos with views of the site from all 
directions. There are currently two curb cuts on the site.  The curb cuts will be 
eliminated so there will be no curb cuts on the development. All vehicular access 
will come in from the alley.  

 
They are in the VC zoning district. The townhome development is R2. Surrounding 
that are single-family homes.  

 
3.26 When they thought about plans for the site, they took the comprehensive plan and 

the Village Center master plan into consideration. They are encouraging retail 
facilities, providing a housing option that complements the single-family character 
of the village, providing for non-single family detached housing options, providing 
market rate multifamily housing for older residents, encouraging the redevelopment 
of underutilized commercial facilities, and providing an attractive appearance along 
the public way.  

 
Regarding the VC master plan, they want to do the following and more- provide 
new residential uses that support and sustain an active Village Center, provide 
higher density multifamily residential opportunities that support current and future 
lifestyle community needs, maintain a balanced retail environment that consists of 
independent retailers and restaurants, providing a well-integrated design strategy 
with increased density and little impact on surrounding single family residential 
neighborhoods, provide for continued streetscape and open space improvements, 
promoting the development of a vacant and underutilized parcel, creating a 
development that is not a big box or drive through, creating first floor retail on 
Green Bay Road, helping to create an economically sustainable and vibrant VC, 
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increasing the VC’s recognition as a desirable place to live and shop, and providing 
a new high density opportunity for multifamily housing.  

 
3.27 He then showed a site context image of relationship to what is happening at the site. 

He described the area including the Metra station, businesses, commercial spaces, 
and a bank, as well as a townhome development. The property has 175’+ of 
frontage on Green Bay Road and 240.68’ of frontage along Central. The property 
is about 42,167 square feet. They have a lot coverage of 30,400 square feet.  

 
He then provided stats about the development, which is a mixed-use transit oriented 
development. They plan 108 residential units, approximately, 7,347 square feet of 
ground floor commercial space along Green Bay Road and wraps onto Central 
Avenue. There are 200 below grade parking spaces. 177 of those spaces are for 
residential use and 23 are open for public parking. They propose a 62’ tall building 
to the main building roof.  

 
3.28 Their goal is to create a distinctive development for the village, a distinctive home 

for future residents that provides them with services of a boutique hotel. They plan 
to create a sophisticated and timeless residential community. It will be a great asset 
to the community.  

 
He provided an overview of designer finishes on the interior of the units. The 
resident can choose custom painting, 9’ ceilings, outdoor terraces and courtyards, 
designer kitchen cabinetry and lighting, quartz and granite kitchen counter tops and 
islands, laminate plank style wood flooring, designer baths, walk in master closet 
with a closet system, same with linen and secondary closets, and SMART 
technology.  

 
The current plan for the amenities, which are located on the first floor, include an 
interior landscaped court yard and there will also be a roof deck with an indoor pool 
and spa, furnished landscaped courtyards and roof terraces, controlled access 
reception lobby with a concierge, a residents club with social areas, a party room 
and demonstration kitchen, lounge/coffee bar/co-working space, pet spa, dedicated 
dog park, conference room, secured bike storage and repair, fitness center, electric 
car charging station, storage rooms, and on site leasing/management office.  

 
They will be providing services to residents including Optima connect, which 
works with area retailers to provide benefits to the residents, and an in-home 
concierge program.   

 
The final amenity is the retail offering for the residents and the community. Their 
focus is to identify a restaurant use for the corner of Green Bay and Central.  
There are many market needs that the development will address. There is a need 
for more housing in the village center to increase support for local businesses and 
to provide housing options for seniors, empty nesters, divorced parents, and young 
couples. The VC will become more of a 24-hour location.  



  
   

January 7, 2020 Plan Commission Minutes 8 Approved February 4, 2020 

3.29 He was pleased with the interaction that Optima had with the Appearance Review 
Commissioners and residents who were present at last night’s meeting. They 
provided new plans to tonight’s commissioners as they incorporated some ideas 
from last night’s ARC meeting.  

 
One issue discussed was a safety concern at the corner of the alley way. They have 
now cut back the stone garden wall that ran all the way to the alley. It is cut back 
by 11’ from the alley to provide clearer sight lines. They provided for low level 
landscaping and illumination for the landscaping. Based on community concerns, 
the applicant also provided for an additional street light.  

 
Another issue that came up was the treatment of the stone wall along Central 
Avenue. They are now asking to shift the entire building 6” to the north. Central 
Avenue requires a zero-lot line along Central. If they push the structure 6” to the 
north, they can provide an enhanced landscaping strip along that frontage.  

 
Two other issues that came up last night was concern about maturity of planted 
trees along the frontage. They had originally proposed a 4” caliper tree for all street 
trees. They were then asked to reduce that to a 2” caliper. They are going to ask 
Forestry and the village if they can plant 4” caliper trees. That is not reflected in 
updated plans. Larger trees will enhance the streetscape.  

 
Another forestry comment was that although there were plantings in a grate 
structure along Green Bay Road, they were asked to create a grass intersection 
between the planted trees in one area. Residents expressed concern about the level 
of pedestrian traffic that occurs along Central in that location including commuter 
and children going to and from school. Their request is to allow them to go back to 
the more standard grate system so a specific area becomes more pedestrian friendly.  

 
3.30 He then spoke about the commercial space. It runs the entire length of the building 

on Green Bay from the north property line towards Central. There is a 10’ setback 
from Central Avenue. They are creating a covered space for indoor/outdoor dining. 
They continue the setback as they go along 5’ along the Green Bay frontage with 
the building overhead coming to the property line. The entire space allows for 
indoor/outdoor use of the commercial space.  

 
A change that they made is that they dimensioned the retail space and provided for 
a hypothetical division of the space into two retail uses. They anticipate that the 
southern location could be a restaurant. That would have a depth of 42’6”, the 95’ 
depth from Central, and a 57.6’ depth. To make sure there was no issue with service 
when dividing that space, they took some of the residential corridor space and 
converted that into a retail corridor that turns south to service retail uses. The 
dimensions are different from those in the staff report.  

 
As Mr. Adler referenced, that there is one pedestrian access to the commercial space 
from parking. All parking is below grade. There is a retail elevator from public 
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parking. There is a separate retail lobby. The access will be off the frontages.  
 

There is a service corridor serving retail use. There is a dedicated retail loading 
dock as well as a separate trash area for retail space and is enclosed in the loading 
dock. There is an overhead door to fully enclose it. The loading bay is 10 x 25 for 
the commercial use. He showed access to residential and public parking. There is a 
loading bay for residential use and an access corridor.  

 
3.31 At the rear of the property is a dog run. Staff requested that they provide for a 

minimum 3’ setback for the dog run. He showed that there is a 3’ setback. They 
continue around the rear of the building with courtyard areas. There are units on 
the first floor that would be enclosed by a red stone garden wall.  

 
There is interior amenity space for the residential units. There is a lounge and an 
interior residential courtyard and management office. The courtyard is on the north 
façade. There is a zero-lot line along that façade. There will eventually be future 
development on the Imperial Motors site. The interior courtyard will run the 
entirety of the building so that units on that courtyard will have light.  

 
He noted that because of safety concerns expressed at the ARC meeting as well as 
feedback from the traffic and parking consultant, they are proposing a high 
visibility cross walk to add to additional pedestrian safety.  

 
We have asked for a below grade easement of 5’ to allow the expansion of the 
parking garage to accommodate public parking. The easement runs the entirety of 
Central Avenue. A concern expressed by staff was whether there was any impact 
on parkway trees. There is no impact on parkway trees.  

 
On the Central Avenue is the stone wall. They are part of court yards for first floor 
unit.  

 
He talked about the second floor. It is all residential on a double loaded corridor. 
There is an introduction of a series of terraces along each of the building’s four 
facades. The terraces break up the building façade. This also occurs on floors 3-5.  

 
On the sixth floor there is the mechanical room and the pool and pool deck. The 
terraces on the sixth floor have no roofs. There is a variation in the roofline that is 
not happening at the required 25’ interval. He talked about the roofline 
differentiation that is shown in renderings.  
 

3.32 He talked about the roof plan. There are openings to terraces below. There is an 
enclosed volume of amenity space. The enclosed amenity space is setback 35.5’ 
from the Central Ave building perimeter, 57.5’ from the western side of the 
building, 94.5’ from the north side of the building, and about 33’ from the east 
façade. They have drawn the enclosed amenity space into the property’s interior. .  
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There are walkable terrace areas on the rooftop. There will be pergolas created that 
are no higher than the amenity space on the roof at both roof terraces.  

 
There is an enclosure for the HVAC on both the west and east ends of the building. 
There is a landscaped perimeter around the entire usable roof space. The covered 
area represents only 19% of the entire roof. The roof area is 30,795 square feet. 
There is 5,700 square feet of covered space.  

 
They have planted trees at the roof on the western façade to serve as a buffer to the 
residential neighbors to the west.  

 
3.33 He showed the LL1 garage plan. He depicted where public parking is located. There 

is a retail elevator that will take one up to the retail lobby at grade. There are secure 
entrances for access to residential parking which goes to the lower level. At the top 
of the entrance to the garage there are overhead doors and signage. They want 
public parking to be of a limited duration. A focus of the VC master plan is not 
dedicating parking for specific uses.  

 
He showed the LL2 garage plan, which is all residential parking.  

 
3.34 He next discussed property elevations. The east elevation is along Green Bay Road. 

It is an aluminum glass window wall system that provides 100% transparency along 
Green Bay Road to highlight the commercial uses and to create activity and 
engagement for pedestrians. They have provided for signage along the glass for the 
two commercial spaces. They have painted metal louver bands for ventilation. 
There is also an aluminum and glass balcony system. At the top is a mechanical 
screen wall of light gray metal panels. There is dark brown aluminum and glass 
wall system at the penthouse area and that is continued throughout the building 
façade. Terraces break up the façade. There is a dark brown slab edge to create 
horizontal breakup of the façade. There is the metal of the terraces for another 
horizontal element. 

 
The south elevation is along Central. The glass façade continues for the commercial 
use. The same rhythm and materials that are on the east façade are on the south 
façade. There is an entrance, as well as a red stone garden wall panel system that 
extends to the rear of the property. There are rear courtyards behind the building.  

 
The west façade continues the panel system at grade. There is access to the 
residential loading dock and public parking with signage. It will show parking 
availability. There is a commercial loading dock entrance. At the roofline, trees are 
planted to further shelter the penthouse from the residences to the west.  

 
They focused on consistency of materials that wrap the structure. It is continued 
along the north façade. At the first level is concrete but above that is the enclosed 
interior courtyard with terraces on the ends. This is a spandrel glass system that will 
mimic the glass system on the other three facades.  



  
   

January 7, 2020 Plan Commission Minutes 11 Approved February 4, 2020 

They wanted to plan for future development at the Imperial Motors site. It was 
critical to them that village residents see more than a blank wall, so they provided 
architectural attention to the north facade.  

 
He discussed the first rendering of a view from the northwest from Green Bay and 
Central. It shows the dark brown slab edge that wraps around the building. There 
is an aluminum and glass window wall system. Terraces break up each façade. They 
introduce horizontal metal elements of the terrace system. He reiterated that there 
will be indoor and outdoor dining space at that corner. There is also a stone panel 
system along the southern façade.  

 
He showed the view from the Metra station. This highlights the north façade with 
spandrel glass. They have matched the appearance on the north façade with the 
spandrel glass and aluminum wrap on other facades. The terraces create shadow 
and shading on the façade to create differentiation. He talked about the roofline and 
uncovered terraces on the top floor of the building.  

 
He showed the residential entrance on Central Avenue. There is a panel system and 
vines go up the system. There is also landscaping at the entrance. He showed the 
terrace detail. A question that came up at the ARC meeting was what they do in the 
units regarding window treatments. Optima has a consistent roller shade used in 
every apartment home.   

 
He showed a rendering from outside village hall. It shows the breakup of the façade 
through design elements.  

 
3.35 He showed the 611 Green Bay building and Optima’s proposed development. 

When the 611 Green Bay building was approved by the Village Board, it was 
approved with a 69’ height to its roof. Their project is proposed at a 62’ height. 611 
Green Bay has five residential stories and Optima has six residential stories in 62’ 
of height. The parapet for the 611 Green Bay building was approved at 70’ and the 
mechanicals were approved at 75’. He said that for Optima’s project, the roof 
terrace adds 1’ of height for 63’. The top of the enclosed amenity space goes to 
72’8” and the top of the 205 square foot elevator housing is at 81’.  

 
3.36 They were concerned about the project’s impact on neighbors. They performed a 

shadow study using a computer-generated model of their project’s impact. Their 
study shows information at 62’ which they are proposing and at 52’ which is 
allowed. There is virtually no differentiation except in one instance between a 52’ 
and 62’ building’s impact is on the neighbors. There are no standard shadow studies 
in place in Wilmette, so they followed Chicago’s standards for shadow studies 
regarding time of day and season for what they are showing. They showed 7 AM 
at the spring equinox. A 52’ building or their proposed building casts a shadow. 
With the 7 AM summer solstice, that pulls back. At 7 AM, fall equinox, there is a 
comparable relationship what the buildings of either height would do. It is virtually 
identical at the 7 AM winter solstice. That further shows up in the noon time 
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dimension. He showed shadow studies for 3 PM and 5 PM. They were happy to see 
the limited impact from the building with a proposed height of 62’.  

 
3.37 He showed more renderings of different perspectives. With foliage in the summer, 

the building is not visible from Park Avenue. In the winter, there is some visibility 
of the top of the building. He talked about other perspectives and what part of the 
building could be viewed.  

 
3.38 He then talked about the landscape and illumination plan. He showed loading for 

commercial, parking access ramp, and loading for residential. They provided 
landscape buffering in specific areas. There are enclosed yards and a dog park. 
Stone fencing goes around specific areas. There is a setback of the tone fencing 
based on ARC and resident comments. They added an additional streetlamp.  They 
were asked to install sod between tree pits along Central. They are asking for an 
exception to this so they can create a grate system and it would be a walkable area 
for pedestrians.  

 
There is an interior residential courtyard with a fountain. Along the entirety of one 
façade vines will be planted to give life to the garden wall. Staff asked them to set 
back where they have trees from the corner, so they eliminated two trees. He talked 
about two different planting conditions. There are 2” caliper trees, but they would 
like to increase to 4” caliper.  

 
He showed the roof landscaping plan. There are trees on the western façade and 
along the entire perimeter of the usable space in the enclosed location.  

 
3.39 Chairman Bradford asked for an explanation of the flat roof material.  
 

Mr. Segal said that is a roof membrane. It is not going to be a green material. They 
are pursuing Green Globe certification and are at the beginning of that process. To 
satisfy requirements, there may be a green roof component. They are working with 
their consultants on what the requirements are. Right now, it is not a green roof.  

 
3.40 Mr. Segal talked about the exceptions they are requesting.  
 

• Allowing for a ground floor office use for the building management office 
• Allowing for the nine ground floor dwelling units 
 
• An increase in maximum building height from 52’ and four stories to 62’ 

and six stories for the main building; 63’ and six stories for the roof terrace; 
72.66’ and seven stories for the amenities penthouse 

• An increase in the maximum permitted height of the elevator housing from 
64’ to 81’ 

• An increase in the maximum permitted height of rooftop mechanical 
equipment from 58’ to 69.17’ 
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• A waiver from the building massing design requirement illustrating a 
building bottom, middle, and top.  The commercial is the clearly articulated 
bottom. They have the main residential section as the middle. They have the 
penthouse, which is recessed, and they were not sure if that would be 
counted for the top articulation.  

• Allow for a variance of roof lines at intervals in excess of 25 linear feet of 
building length – they have a differentiation of a roofline and at some 
instances it is happening at greater than 25’ intervals 

• They talked about the decrease in the minimum ground floor height from 
14’ to 13’ 

• Decrease in the minimum number of required pedestrian access paths from 
two to one because they have enclosed public parking and an elevator 
serving that access path. The balance of the property has the Central Avenue 
sidewalk and the Green Bay Road sidewalk.  

• Increase the maximum permitted ground floor residential common space 
from 600 square feet to 4,415 square feet, which is to take into account the 
amenity space 

• Increase the maximum permitted solid fence height from 6.5’ to 7.5’ – that 
is the red stone garden wall they are talking about 

• Decrease the front yard building setback above the ground floor from 5’ to 
0’ 

• Regarding the permitted setback along Central Avenue, increasing to .5’ so 
they can provide for more robust landscaping 

• Asked for the use of tinted or colored glass for non-retail use – the VC 
design standards call for a clear glass 

 
3.41 The public benefits they are providing as part of this development are as follows- 
 

• Green Globe multi-family new construction sustainability design 
certification 

• They would make a 1.6-million-dollar donation to advance affordable 
housing opportunities in the village 

• Improves storm water management from its current condition at the 
International Bank of Chicago site 

• They are advancing several goals and policies of the comprehensive plan 
and VC master plan 

• Encouraging retail facilities that serve resident’s needs 
• Provide housing options that are alternative to and complimentary of the 

single-family village character 
• Encouraging redevelopment of underutilized commercial property 
• Provide and maintain an attractive appearance along public way 
• Build upon the existing commercial and dwelling unit bases in the VC 
• Providing high density transit friendly residential opportunities 
• Streetscape improvements 
• Promoting reinvestment in the VC 
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• Promoting redevelopment of vacant or underutilized and inefficient 
properties with taller building structures 

 
3.42 Mr. Segal said that is the conclusion of the presentation about the development, but 

he then invited Mr. Rob Anthony to speak about the benefits of the collaboration 
between Optima and Community Partners for Affordable Housing.  

 
3.43 Mr. Rob Anthony, President, Community Partners for Affordable Housing 

(CPAH). The organization is a 501c3 nonprofit whose mission is to develop 
affordable housing services that empower individuals and families to secure and 
retain quality housing. Their vision is thriving communities, diverse housing, and 
successful residents. What they mean by diverse housing is that they partner with 
communities in several ways to help them offer a full range of housing options in 
communities so that people of all income levels have a place to call home. They 
work to ensure that there is a diverse range of housing sizes, styles, and types for 
people who are in different life circumstances.  

 
They are a HUD certified counseling housing agency and a certified community 
housing development organization. They provide a whole range of housing services 
in Lake and northern Cook counties. He talked about the various services they 
provided. They get people into housing and prepare people for sustainable and 
responsible home ownership. They partner with the cities of Evanston, Highland 
Pak, and Lake Forest to administer their inclusionary housing programs. They 
provide new construction of affordable housing and do acquisition and rehab and 
resale/lease in various communities. They, themselves, have rental housing and 
provide property management services and construction management. He showed 
photos of the types of housing they provide. They often provide a mixture of rental 
and ownership units. They have a preference for people who live or work in the 
community. They would provide the same in Wilmette.  

 
They have helped 5,800+ households prepare for successful ownership. They 
provided down payment assistance to 2,400+ households. They provided 
foreclosure counseling to 2,000+ residents. They acquired and rehabbed 140+ 
distressed properties. They provide home rehab services and grants for 260+ 
households. They have over 95 units they have created through rental housing that 
they manage themselves. They have helped create or preserve 1,300+ units of 
affordable housing through joint venture partnerships with for profit developers.  

 
Optima came to them and asked for help with developing a plan for affordable 
housing in the village. Their immediate reaction was let’s see how they could 
leverage any funds that Optima would donate so they could provide the greatest 
number of units to the greatest number of people. They looked at more than one 
option. They are proposing an exciting model to leverage Optima’s donation and to 
help launch a new foundation in the village- the Morgante Wilson Foundation.  Fred 
Wilson is a board member at the organization. Fred and Elisa are both strong 
advocates for affordable housing in the village. They can bring in about 
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$75,000/year to the foundation for affordable housing in the village. Optima was 
proposing a donation of $1,600,000.  That donation is made to the CPAH or to the 
village and then to CPAH. They can then apply for the Illinois Affordable Housing 
tax credits. That is a state-run program that provides a $.50 credit for every dollar 
donation to a nonprofit performing affordable housing work. That $1.6M can 
generate a state tax credit of $800,000. They can then sell the tax credit, which is 
usually about $.87 on the dollar. That could bring in $696,000 of revenue to be used 
for affordable housing. The Morgante Wilson Foundation is proposing $75,000 
annually over a four-year period. They have had conversations with the Cook 
County Planning Department. Early conversations show they would be interested 
in supporting this work. Perhaps they would give about $315,000 or $35,000 for 
nine proposed units.  

 
The state donation tax credit program is an application to submit and is not 
guaranteed. They have received revenue from that program many times and have 
gotten money every time they have applied. The same is true with the Cook County 
home and CWG fund – an application is needed.  

 
That would generation about $2,900,000. They could create 14 affordable units 
throughout the village. They are proposing four rental units for those earning no 
more than 60% median income and create five ownership units using the 
community land trust model for those earning no more than 80% of median income 
and five ownership units for households earning no more than 120% of median 
income. All units would be in a community land trust. They operate the first 
community land trust program in Illinois. They operate this for Evanston, Highland 
Park, and Lake Forest. He explained how the model works. They will build or 
acquire and rehab housing. They will sell it to an income qualified buyer. The buyer 
buys the improvements and a nonprofit entity retains ownership of the underlying 
land. This takes the land value out of the equation and that stays with the nonprofit. 
There are resale restrictions on the property. He explained the resale formula. It 
creates permanent affordable housing in the community. The units are resold 
repeatedly.  

 
This proposal would create 14 units over four years. They would give a preference 
to those who live or work in the village. It would be an exciting opportunity to 
leverage the donations, to launch the foundation, and start more affordable housing 
work in the village. The typical residents they serve are nonprofit staff, municipal 
employees, retail and wait staff, school and healthcare employees, younger people 
who grew up in the village, seniors, persons who experienced death or divorce in 
the family.  
He then talked about income limits. The four rental units have HUD defined income 
limits based on household size. For a four-person household, the income limit is 
$53,460 for rental units at 60% of median income. For the lower priced ownership 
units, the income limit would be $70,300 for a four-person household. At 120% of 
median income, the income limit would be $98,000.   
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He showed the sample resale formula and explained it. What it essentially does is 
that it compresses a gain or a loss. If there is appreciation on the home, the 
homeowner can get the equity they built in the home and then decide to resell, they 
can get some appreciation, but it is capped so it stays affordable to the next buyer. 
It always remains affordable for every future buyer.  

 
They have similar models in Highland Park, Evanston, and Lake Forest and 
leveraged about $12,000,000 in outside resources for other communities. Those 
three communities have some inclusionary housing funds they use to contribute. 
They take those funds and leverage those with additional dollars. In the village, the 
village, itself, does not have an inclusionary housing fund so they would use the 
Optima donation to leverage the additional dollars. 

 
3.44 Chairman Bradford asked if they developed any properties in the village.  

 
Mr. Anthony said they have not developed any properties in the village.  

 
3.45 Mr. Segal said other consultants are at the hearing including their traffic and 

parking consultant, civil engineer, and SVN commercial retail brokers. Should they 
speak? They can also answer questions.  

 
Chairman Bradford said it would be beneficial if the traffic and parking consultants 
could summarize their studies.  

 
3.46 Luay Aboona, Principal, KOLA, said his firm conducted the traffic and parking 

study for the proposed development. The traffic study report detailed the analysis 
they completed. As part of the study, they analyzed several intersections in the 
immediate vicinity of the site. They looked at the Green Bay corridor; Central and 
Washington and Lake Street intersection; Park, Washington, and Central 
intersections; as well as the alleys with Central and Washington. They looked at 
weekday morning and evening during peak periods. They analyzed the 
intersections to understand the operations and how they interact with other area 
uses and the proximity to the railroad crossing. Generally, these intersections 
operate efficiently with an acceptable level of service. There are some area of delay 
and congestion and some are related to train events when the gates are down. Then 
traffic on Central and on Lake tend to back up until the train is clear. When the 
gates are up, traffic goes back to normal conditions within 1-2 cycles.  

 
The development being located in the VC and close to public transportation and to 
the businesses in the VC, qualifies it as a transit-oriented development. As a result, 
they expect the trips will be reduced with residents opting to use the train to and 
from work or maybe work in the village and not need to drive. That would lower 
the impact of the proposed development. The development of the site will eliminate 
curb cuts on both Green Bay and Central. There currently are three curb cuts. This 
is very positive on the impact of vehicular and pedestrian traffic. All access is 
limited to the alley, which helps reduce the impact and helps distribute traffic to 
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Washington and to Central.  
 

He reviewed the conclusions in the traffic study. The development is transit 
oriented and will have reduced traffic. The development traffic will have a low 
impact on the surrounding roadway traffic and pedestrian operations. The 
development access of the north/south alley will eliminate current curb cuts on 
Central and Green Bay Road therefore reducing the pedestrian conflict. They 
recommended that pedestrian improvements be implemented at the intersection of 
Green Bay and Central, which includes restriping of the cross walk and installation 
of count down timers. The parking supply meets the village’s requirements for both 
residential and commercial components.  

 
The study was sent to the village and village staff and consultants reviewed it and 
generally concurred with the conclusions.  

 
3.47 Chairman Bradford asked what time of year the traffic study was done.  

 
Mr. Abuna said they did two sets of counts. The initial counts were done in June 
and they did more counts in October when school was in session.  

 
Chairman Bradford said that a resident raised this question about the traffic study 
being done in June when school was out.  

 
Mr. Abuna said they did counts in October to address what if any impact the school 
had. Central becomes one way west of Park when school is in session. In the 
comparison of traffic in afternoon v. evening peak hour, even though there is a 
surge of traffic from the school, the evening peak hours occurs after school is out, 
between 5 and 6 pm.  Although there is a surge of traffic from the school, the traffic 
in the area is much higher in the evening so they focused the analysis on the 
weekday peak evening hour.  

 
3.48 Mr. Segal said they have concluded their formal presentation. They can address 

some concerns that residents raised with the village or if the commissioners want 
to wait until after public comment, that’s fine.  

 
Chairman Bradford said he wanted to open it up to public comment. And then the 
applicant can respond to the comments.  

 
After 4.40 of public comment 
 
3.49 Mr. Segal thanked the speakers for their feedback.  

 
Their focus has been on creating a development that respects, fits within, and 
enhances what the comprehensive plan and the VC master plan call for. One of the 
priorities for the Green Bay Road corridor is to provide for retail use. That is very 
much what they focused on. They wrapped the retail around a portion of the Central 
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Avenue corridor. One exemption they are requesting is to avoid adding more 
commercial space along Central Avenue that approaches towards the residential 
neighbors. This is consistent with creating a more vibrant downtown environment. 
They are also trying to bring to bear the additional density of the master plan for 
this location. Some speakers referenced the master plan’s program for the Imperial 
Motors block. The master plan talks about how one must deal with things on a case 
by case basis and evaluate the economic conditions, the unique characteristics of 
each site. There were four alternate plans that were considered as part of the VC 
master plan for this block. They are looking to implement one of those options. 
There is no question that they are asking for relief on height. They understand and 
appreciate the residential neighbors behind them. That is different from the 
611Green Bay site.  

 
They did not disregard what is happening to the neighbors behind them. That is one 
reason they performed the shadow study.  They had conversations with people 
concerned about the impact on light and shade in that area. Through the computer-
generated model, they showed there is not an adverse impact from their proposal.  

 
He understands and appreciates neighbor concerns for what could be coming. But 
the reality is that other than a few instances over the year, there will be no disruption 
of natural light from the development.  

 
Regarding the alley, he is not sure what to speak to. They engaged a traffic 
consultant to assess the traffic situation. The village engaged a firm for peer review 
of that study. As was previously noted by Mr. Aboona and reflected in staff report, 
other than one instance, the peer review found out that the traffic report was 
accurate. What they do in the alley is important as they want to respect and 
accommodate the neighbors.  

 
At the ARC meeting, they spoke with a townhome resident. Concern was expressed 
about the condition of the alley. He turned to village staff and said they would 
welcome the opportunity, along with the village, to resurface the alley. Another 
issue that came up at the ARC meeting was the impact on utilities. As part of the 
redevelopment there are three ComEd poles along the alley behind their property. 
They will come down. There will be no utility poles behind their property. All 
service will be under ground and served by the ComEd transformer at grade.  

 
Another impact that was discussed was the impact of the development on 
neighboring property values. Their experience as a developer has been that when 
they have completed a development, the property values in the surrounding area 
increase. They would expect the same to occur with this development.  

 
Their commitment to try to fulfill the purposes of the master plan is there. There 
was discussion about deviation from the plan. One thing that the PUD process is 
intended to accommodate is variations from the zoning ordinance. The 
commissioners assess whether the variation is worthwhile. Are they fulfilling the 
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goals and policies of the village to merit these changes? They think they are, but 
the commissioners will decide this.  

 
There was a lot of discussion about affordable housing. They are very committed. 
as is the family that owns Optima, to affordable housing. They are doing a lot of 
work in affordable housing as a company. They will be launching an initiative.  

 
When they looked at this project and what it would take to execute on a project in 
this location and appeal to the market that is needed for the project to be a success 
in a time of increasing construction costs and real estate taxes, they could not 
accommodate onsite affordable housing. He is not happy to say that was the 
conclusion. They decided to figure out a way to create a long-term perpetual 
solution by providing a vehicle for the village to have sustainable long-term 
housing in the units they are creating. A $1.6M donation is a meaningful 
contribution. In the context of the 611 PUD, the developer made an $80,000 
contribution. Their goal is to facilitate the village’s objective.  

 
He noted that Chicago provides different standards for affordable housing. They 
have come to the hearing with not just a check, but a solution. By identifying CPAH 
and trying to foster a long-term relationship between CPAH and the village, they 
are setting the village on a course of sustainable affordable housing. There is a 
model to create ongoing affordable housing units.  

 
3.50 Fran Fazio, Vice President, Manhard Consulting, civil engineer, spoke about the 

questions regarding storm water management.  
 

She said that the Subject Property was currently completely impervious. The 
rainwater goes into the sewer and then out to Green Bay Road. There will be a 
storm water detention underground basin vault under the parking lot that will take 
all rainwater and then slowly release it to the sewers. This will take into account 
the rainwater release rate and the sanitary sewer release rate. They did a 
comprehensive study of the building’s use and impact on the sewers and presented 
this to the village. This development will improve the sewer system in the general 
area.  

 
3.51 Mr. Segal continued said that they are very excited about the creation of the 

Morgante Wilson Foundation, which was created by village residents for the future 
affordable housing in the village.  

 
3.52 There were comments/questions about sustainability. As he noted, they are 

pursuing Green Globe sustainability certification.  
 

3.53 There were several questions about traffic being generated by the building. One 
question related to valet parking. They identified the idea of providing for valet 
parking to the extent that it is needed. If they are generating traffic along GBR, the 
goal is not to add more traffic on the alley. In their plans, they proposed that if valet 
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parking is needed, they would use the drop off zone on Central Avenue near the 
residential entrance. They could also take the benefit of the Metra lot for evening 
traffic. Valet parking would go there.  

 
3.54 Several people objected to the design and architecture of the building. Chairman 

Bradford said earlier that beauty is in the eyes of the beholder. There is no project 
that satisfies everyone. From a design perspective, they have won 45 national and 
international design awards. They are focused on aesthetics of their buildings.  

 
3.55 Some people talked about bird friendliness. This came up at the ARC meeting. It is 

an area that is gaining more attention nationally. It is something a lot of 
communities are investigating. The bulk of what is being done regarding birds in 
Chicago is focused on major metro urban centers and the impact those high rises 
illuminated developments are having on the bird population. Downtown Chicago 
has office buildings lit at night. The city embarked upon a voluntary program that 
they call Lights Out Chicago. They will work with owners so that lights are turned 
off from 11 PM to 4 AM.  He talked about New York City adopted an ordinance 
that relates to bird glass and new construction. That will not be triggered for a year. 
The opinion is that developers would experience a 3-50% increase in the cost of 
glass to deal with this issue. He is not making light of the issue. Given the height 
of their building and the area they are in and the fact that they are not a dense high 
rise, it is not necessarily needing to be done with this project at this location at this 
time. He encouraged the village to talk about a prospective policy regarding this.  

 
3.56 There will be 108 residential units. Industry standard is that there is 50% retention 

of residents each year. They expect more retention than that with this project. They 
tried to preserve the segregation of vehicular and pedestrian traffic around the site 
and to have it at the site boundary v. intersecting the site is a concern they would 
have to make a safety condition worse.  

 
3.57 Safety was brought up at the ARC meeting last night. They took that to heart. In 

less than 24 hours, plans were revised to provide a better view corridor, more 
illumination at the alley, and to increase the sidewalk depth by changing the 
planting requirements along Central.  

 
 

The alley is 20’ wide at Central Avenue. There is really no issue regarding the 
ability for vehicles to pass each other. They understand the concern that the alley 
narrows at Washington Avenue. They are open to working with anyone who is 
delivering to the property to ensure they are doing ingress and egress out of the 
Central Avenue side. It is a wider point in the alley. The traffic report highlights 
the ability for access in and out of their property along Central. Other things could 
be done at the blind spot on Washington to address concerns. Warning signs could 
be installed for traffic exiting over the sidewalk. Putting in speed bumps or putting 
in a mirror are options.  
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With vehicular access at the rear, people expressed concerns about trash.  Trash 
will be enclosed. There are overhead doors for both loading areas and the garage.  

 
They tried to not treat the western façade as the building’s rear. They provided the 
same architectural detail on that façade.  

 
3.58 Regarding height, if the townhomes are two stories high and a four-story building 

was built, the concerns expressed by neighbors would remain the same. From a 
shadow perspective, there is no real difference between the two heights. There is 
only impact on the townhomes at very limited times during the year.  

 
3.59 Mr. Adler said there were questions about the retail space configuration.  

 
Mr. Segal said that the retail is a great design. The depth, transparency along Green 
Bay, indoor/outdoor space, availability of public parking are all great attributes. 
They leased a space like this at one of their downtown properties. It is on a corner 
with two facades being all glass. He introduced Tim Rasmussen and Scott Reinish 
of SVN Chicago Commercial. 

 
Mr. Rasmussen said an issue was raised about space depth and ceiling height. He 
said to look at the issue as the width of the space off of Central, which is 50+’.  In 
general, it is 45’. Most restaurants in Wilmette have less than 45’ in width.  

 
Regarding the ceiling height of 13’, it is substantial. Contemporary design is an 
industry trend. Light and air are important elements. The space will be a great 
addition. There is parking and visibility. There is a setback providing functionality 
for the weather, which provides an outdoor amenity. Few restaurants have this in 
the VC. The space could be subdivided up to three different spaces though two 
would be best. He said that this project should have the same success as Optima’s 
downtown project as well as many other projects on the North Shore. He gave a 
few examples of restaurants they worked on that have done well.  

 
Downtown Wilmette is an attractive environment. This project will add to the 
vitality of the village in an important way. People are looking for contemporary 
modern facilities.  

 
Mr. Reinish said he has been doing this type of retail work for 11 years. He said 
that Mr. Rasmussen is a commercial broker and former restaurant operator. 
Optima’s downtown restaurant is similar to this space. Restaurants are looking for 
this type of building. Having this type of exposure is what restaurants are looking 
for.  

 
3.60 Mr. Segal said that a concern was expressed about the roof top trees at the western 

façade and that would contribute adversely to light to the neighbors. He said that is 
not going to happen based on the model they generated. Trees on the roof were seen 
as a benefit to the residential community to the west as a further buffer. The 
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proposed trees don’t add to shading of the neighboring properties.  
 

He thanked everyone for their time, patience, and consideration and for the 
questions and concerns brought up.  They are creating something special for the 
village. They will continue the dialogue and work with the neighbors.  

 
3.61 Chairman Bradford said that the applicant’s presentation concludes at this point. 

Regarding storm water management, Chairman Bradford said that the village 
engineer reviews storm water calculations and the design.  

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Joel Sugar, 1230 Central Avenue 
4.12 Sherry Medwin, 848 Park Avenue 

  4.13 Julie Wolf, 1202 Lake Avenue 
  4.14 Dan Marguerite, 1609 Walnut Avenue, Owner of the Backyard Barbeque  
  4.15 Mike Myers, 2634 Laurel Lane 
  4.16 Iwona Bochenska, 1234 Central Avenue 
  4.17 Joe Lunkes, 811 Park Avenue 
  4.18 Nancy Hoying, 901 Forest Avenue, Co-President, League of 

Women Voters 
  4.19 Renee Lanam, 1425 Maple Avenue 
  4.110 Jennifer Reiner, 1225 Washington Avenue 
  4.111 David Ferster, 1621 Elmwood 
  4.112 Barbara Bischoff Kleeman, 1223 Washington Avenue 
  4.113 Richard Egen, 1236 Central Avenue 
  4.114 Sharon Block, 1240 Central Avenue 
  4.115 Vicki O’Donnell, 714 Prairie Avenue 
  4.116 David O’Donoghue, 2419 Thornwood Avenue 
  4.117 Mimi Manding, 1240 Central Avenue 
  4.118 Rich Deleo, 1710 Central Avenue 
  4.119 Andrew Gustafson, 720 Park Avenue 
 

4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 Chairman Bradford suggested that those speaking limit comments to three minutes. 

If someone made a comment that is similar to what someone else wants to make, 
the commissioners would prefer that people not repeat the same thing. If there is a 
group represented together and there is a spokesperson, that’s great too. He then 
asked if anyone wanted to speak on the case, either for or against.  
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4.22 Mr. Joe Sugar, 1230 Central Avenue, said he is an officer of the Wilmette Village 
Commons HOA, but his comments represent his views and are not intended to 
represent those of the HOA.  He has lived in the village for 36 years and lived at 
his current address for two years. His home and the other residences in the village 
commons are the homes most impacted by the PUD.  

 
The proposed development site is underutilized, poorly landscaped, and poorly 
maintained. The Optima plan has some appeal. There are some concerns. The 
building height and the shading of his unit is concerning. A shorter building would 
be more attractive to him. If the present proposed height is maintained, the 
placement of five large trees on the west end of the rooftop terrace would appear to 
increase the shading of his property and this enhancement should be reconsidered.  

 
The alleyway behind his property will be the primary vehicular access to the 
proposed development for residents, commercial occupants and customers, and 
deliveries. He is confused by the assessment by KLOA that “based on review of 
the traffic counts, the alley carries a limited amount of traffic. Given the limited 
amount of traffic that the proposed development will generate, the alley will be 
adequate in accommodating current and future traffic volumes.”  With 108 
residential units and commercial units and 200 parking spaces for both, it is hard to 
believe there will not be substantial alley usage and congestion, which will impact 
noise for his development and will likely impact vehicular egress from the north 
end of his property.  

 
With a proposed restaurant, there will be traffic in the evening, the morning, and 
deliveries will occur.  Commercial delivery vehicles for 1210 Central and their 
loading/unloading will impact his property negatively. At the very least, it should 
be expected that the developer upgrade the alley surface to handle increased traffic 
and that trucks not be allowed to load, unload, idle, or back out due to beeping 
noises at inappropriate hours – e.g. early in the morning and late in the evening.  

 
During the building process, it is essential that work and associated vehicular traffic 
be limited to appropriate hours and that this be monitored and enforced by the 
village.  

4.23 Ms. Sherry Medwin, 848 Park Avenue, commended the Optima developers for 
considering the importance of affordable housing in the village. The village 
ordinances address the shortage of decent, safe, and reasonably affordable housing 
in Wilmette. The village’s affordable housing plan was adopted in 2004. It 
recognizes that affordable housing enables persons with moderate income to enjoy 
the benefits of living in the village. She talked about economic diversity.  She also 
thanked Optima for partnering with Mr. Anthony’s Community Partners for 
Affordable Housing organization. Why were 14 affordable units not included in the 
proposed development? It would be nice to have affordable units in town vs. on the 
outskirts of town. Most units are in west Wilmette or very east Wilmette close to 
the L. There are no affordable units in town. She asked the developer to take this 
into consideration.  
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4.24 Julie Wolf, 1202 Lake Avenue, commended Optima for a very nice-looking 
development that is transit oriented. She is impressed with what they are planning 
to do with Community Partners for Affordable Housing. It will be a real plus to the 
community.  

 
She was asked to convey some concerns from Go Green Wilmette about bird 
friendliness. She said it’s great that the development will be green globe certified. 
There are some concerns about bird safety during migration. The Audubon Society 
said that bird populations have decreased, and Wilmette is a major migratory area. 
She talked about a group called the American Bird Conservancy. They work with 
the AIA. She talked about an article that talks about what can be done such as a frit 
applied to the glass. A 2” x 4” dimensions keeps the birds away. There are 
ultraviolet coatings that can be applied. Birds can see it, but humans cannot. There 
is a glass company that supplies various options of glass that would do this. This 
would add to the green considerations on this building.  

 
4.25 Dan Marguerite, 1609 Walnut Avenue, owner of the Backyard Barbeque, said he 

is at the meeting as the business owner of 535 Green Bay Road. He likes what has 
happened in the village during the last 8-10 years. He is looking forward to the 
development adding more consumers to the downtown businesses. The proposed 
development can add to the downtown area.  

 
4.26 Mike Myers, 2634 Laurel Lane, said his main argument is that aesthetically he 

thinks that the building is very unattractive. The village is quaint, and the proposed 
development seems like something found in the west loop or Evanston. This should 
be taken into consideration based on the other new apartment building down the 
street, which he believes is also aesthetically unappealing. There is development at 
Wilmette Avenue and Ridge for a new senior facility. He hopes that there is 
coordinated planning and that aesthetics are taken into consideration. Optima has 
two other projects in the village, which are also unattractive. There is a theme. He 
asked that something be built that is similar to what the village is. Regarding 
affordable housing, Optima should give more money if they get everything that 
they want.  
Chairman Bradford said that the village has an Appearance Review Commission 
(ARC) which reviews all commercial properties coming up for redevelopment. 
There is no aesthetic standard that has been created for buildings in the Village. 
Each property is reviewed on a case by case basis. Within the ARC, which he was 
a commission member of, there is a wide difference of opinion about what is 
aesthetically pleasing.  

 
4.27 Iwona Bochenska, 1234 Central Avenue, said she stated her concerns in a letter to 

the village. She thanked Mr. Segal for an insightful presentation. Optima is creating 
a heaven for their residents. She is considering becoming a renter.  

 
But Optima is creating hell for her. She is behind the loading dock and the garbage 
unit. Her townhouse and her backyard is right there. How does she approach the 
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development? As a taxpayer she welcomes something new and interesting. On the 
other hand, she spent $750,000 on her home and is concerned about resale in the 
future.  

 
Currently there are two entrances from Central Avenue. Why not build a fence from 
the alley and enter the development from Central? One of her colleagues talked 
about noise, which is a real concern. She also added that pollution is a concern. 
Most of the vehicles using the loading areas are diesel operated. People will move 
in and out of the development. She will see and hear garbage trucks and a lot of 
cars entering and leaving. 

 
She said that Mr. Segal noted that he would like to bring 24-hour activity to the 
village. She moved to the village not to have 24-hour activity. Her daughter just 
moved back to Wilmette, so she has a strong connection to the community. She 
wants to be happy with her community and with new developments. She asked that 
they reconsider how one will enter the development. She suggested that activity 
take place behind the fence.   

 
4.28 Joe Lunkes, 811 Park Avenue, has lived in the village for 35 years. He objects to 

the magnitude of the project. Years back there was a village planning process and 
came up with guidelines for a PUD.  Those guidelines were not adhered to when 
the One Wilmette project was built. Now Optima is asking for significant variances 
from the guidelines for a PUD. They are asking for a 50% variance in number of 
floors, 40% variance in height, variances on the setback and public access on 
sidewalks. 

 
What concerns him is the domino effect. What will happen when someone shows 
up with a plan for the Jaguar dealership? Or when a developer comes in with a plan 
for the northeast corner of Wilmette Avenue and Green Bay Road? Or a plan for 
the mini mart and service center? Or for Wilmette Auto care? Will all these 
developers get variances? If so, there will be monolithic streetscape from Isabella 
to Lake.  

 
He is concerned about the community direction and what the village is being built 
into, which is a more urban city. That is not why he moved to the village.  

 
It’s a tough decision. Tax dollars are attractive. There should be some density in 
the village, but this doesn’t need to be achieved on one large property. The PUD 
guidelines should be reviewed. This case could set a precedent for future 
developments. It will add a lot of congestion down the alleys.  

 
Affordable housing is commendable. He sees no reason why Optima should not be 
required to incorporate it into their plan. He lived in Lincoln Park before moving to 
the Village. He lived at Walpole Point, which was 1/3 owner occupied, 1/3 rental, 
1/3 subsidized housing and everyone got along.  
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4.29 Nancy Hoying, 901 Forest Avenue, Co-President, League of Women Voters, said 
she is speaking on behalf of the League of Women Votes of Wilmette. Their core 
mission is to support voter rights and provide voter education, but there is an 
advocacy division that supports fair and affordable housing. They are encouraged 
that affordable housing was considered and proposed as part of this application. All 
new developments should include this standard. They are happy that Optima is 
partnering with a solid organization and that a community land trust is involved. 
The existing affordable housing plan sets a goal of 15% of units in new multifamily 
unit developments to be affordable. She said that they request that Optima increase 
their donation to a level needed to provide 16 units, not 14 as proposed.  

 
1210 Central is a location that would work for affordable housing units given 
closeness to transportation, employment, and retail. They support the plan for 
scattered site housing that includes affordable housing units and they also strongly 
believe in inclusionary housing in new developments. They would like to see some 
of the affordable units on site at 1210 Central.  

 
The League concurs with the community and village leaders regarding the last 
mixed-use commercial development at 611 Green Bay Road that an opportunity 
was missed to require the developer to provide onsite inclusionary affordable 
housing units.  

 
They ask the village to consider in the future appropriate mechanisms to ensure 
affordable housing units created by Optima exist in perpetuity and with guarantees 
that it continue in the future.  

 
4.30 Renee Lanam, 1425 Maple Avenue, serves as president of a nonprofit that provides 

housing out of Evanston and is being given grief about why Wilmette is not 
stepping up to help with affordable housing. She said that there is about 4.5% 
affordable housing in Wilmette. The Cook County target is 11+%. This is a 
tremendous opportunity to make a dent in the affordable housing shortage. This is 
a huge project. If it was in Chicago, 10-20% of units would be required to be 
affordable housing. Everyone needs to address affordable housing. Maybe there 
should be 10 units on site and 10 units offsite. $1.6M on a project this size is 
ridiculous and embarrassing at some level. She suggested that Optima be asked for 
more.  

 
4.31 Jennifer Reiner, 1225 Washington Avenue, said she welcomes the idea of adding 

more interest to the village, she objects to the project magnitude. She is the mother 
of two young children, she is frightened about increased alley traffic. She cannot 
imagine how traffic studies came out so favorably for this project. The alley is a 
thoroughfare between Central and Lake. 

 
4.32 David Ferster, 1621 Elmwood Avenue, said he lived in Evanston for 15-20 years 

before he moved to the village and he has lived in the village for 15 years. He 
watched his commute time within Evanston increase three-fold while Optima 
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developed all of its Evanston properties. Evanston is an urban tangle and an 
unpleasant place to be. He would hate to see this out of scale project with very small 
setbacks and high profile start to take over a very hospitable environment in the 
village. These kinds of developments will drastically start to change the character 
of the village. He prefers that not to happen.  

 
He was struck by the rhetoric from the KLOA analyst that there will be reduced 
impact. Adding 200 cars to an already congested area of Green Bay and Lake will 
make the village into a less hospitable place to live.  

 
He is against the project’s scale in all dimensions.  

 
4.33 Barbara Bischoff Kleeman, 1223 Washington Avenue, said that people have talked 

about precedent and scale. One of the criteria is that for this block that it does not 
impact property values. The development will impact property values. She said that 
common sense says that this impacts property values for all who adjoin the site. 
She wishes they could put the development at the Carson’s site. The project is 
overwhelming. The master plan is well written. There is a long way to go. Being 
wise and conservative will protect neighbors and the property values.  

 
4.34 Richard Egen, 1236 Central Avenue, lives in the townhome development that is 

most impacted by the project. He has lived in the village for 50+ years. As he looked 
at the master plan, there was a section that talked about this particular block – the 
Imperial Motors block. Originally, they were proposing a four-story building on the 
dealership site and maintaining the Optima site as a two-story building. Now there 
is a different situation. He asked the commissioners to please consider that there is 
enough development. They now don’t need a four-story building on the Jaguar site.  
Now there could be more development at the north end of the proposed multi-story 
building. If another major building is added to the area, traffic in the alley will really 
be a problem.  

 
 

4.35 Sharon Block, 1240 Central Avenue, lives in a townhome behind the property. 
People raised good points tonight. She grew up in West Wilmette and is happy to 
be part of the community again. She and her sister use public transportation. They 
walk to Jewel. The traffic study that suggests all people in the building would do 
that and that vehicular traffic will not increase. This is not feasible. Another concern 
is about the presentation. A lot of comparisons about the building height and size 
are comparing this to the 611 Green Bay property, but there are no houses near 611 
Green Bay. There are other commercial areas behind 611 Green Bay, as well as the 
library. Saying that the Optima building is not as high as the 611 Green Bay 
building doesn’t really matter. The noise and shadows will impact her. Everyone 
on that alley has a second story window that gets light. That was a big selling point.  

 
Where are they parking additional valet cars? Is that in the 22 spaces being set 
aside? That recognizes that people are not just going to use transit to get to the site. 
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That is problematic. The alley is dangerous, both on Central and at Washington.  
 

The traffic study was done in October and June when there was no snow. That alley 
is nearly impassable with snow. A lot of things were not considered in the 
information provided.  

 
She appreciates Optima’s commitment to affordable housing but agrees that it 
should be in that building. She doesn’t care about the building’s amenities. The 
proposal is upsetting to her. Regardless of what goes there, there will be two years 
of construction. And then there is the Jaguar site. She wants a vibrant town and tax 
revenue. She shops locally. She cares, but the proposal is just too much. She hopes 
that the project goes to another meeting and more people can see the presentation. 
It’s hard to see the slides and renderings.  

 
4.36 Vicki O’Donnell, 714 Prairie Avenue, said she will not be the most popular person 

at the meeting, and she originally was not going to speak. She lived in Evanston for 
30 years. She was on the Chamber board. She remembers the first high rise in 
Evanston and the petitions against it. Evanston changed big time and it’s still 
changing. She moved because the city was not for her any longer. It is a booming 
town. Things change. People don’t like change. She likes the building. She doesn’t 
like her printer’s building being demolished and a fence around it. It has been like 
that for a few years. She said that the current townhouses sat half built for two years 
because the developer went bankrupt. Then someone built them, and they are 
beautiful. She said that property will not devalue. She had a house behind the Jewel 
on Green Bay. She had gone before all the boards and commissions to object to the 
Jewel. She did mot want that Jewel. She thought her home value would go down. 
Trucks would pull up and idle. It was not fun for two years. Jewel built a brick 
fence because she persisted and said it was too noisy. They put arbor vitae on the 
brick wall. She sold her house at a nice profit. Change is scary.  
There are some things on the building that may need to change, but she likes the 
idea of a restaurant. The development will increase her home’s value. She does not 
like vacancies. She likes progress. Wilmette property values won’t go down if this 
development is approved.  

 
This building is not a high rise. She supports the proposal.  

 
4.37 David O’Donoghue, 2419 Thornwood Avenue, said that one issue not presented is 

the Tax Increment Financing (TIF) issue. A TIF district was instituted in 
Kenilworth along the Green Bay corridor to encourage something like this. The 
village is lucky to have Optima willing to spend a lot of money and investment 
updating the Green Bay corridor. It is a fine example of a nice development that 
would enhance the VC. He encourages the PC to work with Optima to have this 
development happen under reasonable and customary, as well as precedent, 
circumstances. It is a nice start and would be an improvement over what is there at 
Green Bay and Central.  
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4.38 Mimi Manding, 1240 Central Avenue, said she is directly in the shadow of this 
building at almost all times. She said that the traffic study is ridiculous. Currently 
there is no business happening on that alley. Traffic, noise and garbage is a problem 
now. She does not own a car but probably half of her neighbors drove to tonight’s 
hearing. Even if people take a train to work, they come home and drive somewhere.  
It is ludicrous to say there won’t be an impact on traffic. As a pedestrian, she cannot 
get to Walgreens safely down that alley. She is dodging cars and only one car can 
get through. One truck blocks the whole alley.  

 
4.39 Rich Deleo, 1710 Central Avenue, said regarding the storm water management 

program, what will the impact be from this development. Retention or detention – 
what is proposed for the project? Is there any impact of this project on village 
services?  

 
Retail is a concern in the VC and in other municipalities. He does not know if the 
applicant has contacted a broker or if there was a retail study done. Everyone wants 
a restaurant, but the proper depth must be examined. He is concerned about the 
first-floor plan regarding retail depth and residential units behind it. Is that the right 
depth for the retail space?  

 
He talked about renewable energy. Have the applicants looked at solar or wind 
turbines that could be at the top of the roof?  

 
4.40 Andrew Gustafson, 720 Park Avenue, said he lives across from the townhomes. He 

uses that alley to get to his garage. He moved to the village six years ago and moved 
here for the village’s quaintness and lack of tall buildings like the one proposed. 
They object to the scale and height of the building as proposed. They have been 
very pleased with the village growth. But the zoning ordinance is in place for a 
reason. When he does something to his house, he needs to obey village ordinances. 
To have a developer cone in and wow everybody with a big nice building. This 
feels hypocritical and not fair. It feels like pay to play. The developer wants a big 
building because it drives more income. He does not know why Optima was not 
told to come back with a proposal that obeys the ordinances.  

 
Regarding public benefits, he fully supports low income housing. But none of the 
public benefits as discussed are mutually exclusive with the building being above 
four stories. The building can be environmentally friendly at four stories. He said 
that no one will build the building without adding underground basins for storm 
water management. They can do what they propose at four stories.  

 
He said that the developer is going for more than some exemptions for the public 
benefits. The public benefits seem thin to him and most can be done with a four-
story building.  

 
One of the public benefits listed is a park. They have an indoor garden that is 
exclusive to the building. The neighbors are bearing the impact of the developer 
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wanting to get more yield by going higher. That does not seem fair.  
 

One special use standard is that the project is not injurious to the use or enjoyment 
of other property in the neighborhood. He and his neighbors would agree that based 
on the proposed height, the impact, shadows, and privacy concerns is injurious to 
the enjoyment of his property.  

 
Another standard is that the project will not be substantially diminish property 
values. He thinks it is ludicrous to assume that a seven-story building next to a two-
story building isn’t going to impact property values.  

 
He talked about minimizing congestion. The traffic study has been discussed. He 
and other residents on Park have worked with the village so that traffic studies could 
be done on Park. The traffic studies confirmed that the average daily vehicle counts 
on Park on the 700 and 800 blocks are well above the limits for that street, which 
is to be 1200 vehicles. They average 3000+ vehicles/day. The development will 
increase this problem.  

 
He said that in order to get traffic counts, most residents in that area need to approve 
the traffic counting measures. To get a speed bump put in, most residents need to 
approve of it. In order to get a seven-story building, the residents only get some 
time to talk and that’s about it. It doesn’t seem to align.  

 
4.41 The public portion of the hearing then concluded. Chairman Bradford said he 

wanted to give the applicant a chance to respond to some comments.  
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 
     
5.10 Chairman Bradford asked for a motion on the case.  

Commissioner Taylor moved  to recommend approval of a PUD preliminary plan 
and special use to permit the construction of a mixed use building containing 
commercial space and approximately 108 dwelling units located in the VC zoning 
district pedestrian commercial west at 1210 Central in conformance with the plans 
submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi seconded the motion. Chairman Bradford said that the 
motion can be amended at any point before the actual vote.  

 
5.11 Commissioner DiGrino had a number of questions and comments. She started with 

Green Globe certification. She is more familiar with the LEED program and various 
levels. Are there levels with Green Globe? Is the developer making a commitment 
to a specific level for the project?  

 
Mr. Segal said that the last PUD on Ridge Road had Green Globe certification.  He 
said there are various levels for the certification. They have not formally made a 
commitment for a certain level and made a commitment for sustainable certification 
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that requires that we have to meet minimum energy and water requirements 
efficiency and certain basic minimum thresholds. They have to achieve a 35% score 
on their minimum requirements. They also have to achieve either a 15% or greater 
projected energy consumption savings over the established baseline and must meet 
all three of the energy minimum requirements, which relates to an energy star score 
or an energy use intensity reduction.  They have to achieve an energy efficient 
equipment standard and use products which are either energy star qualified 
products, federal emergency or federal management program energy and water 
efficiency product, or AHEM verified. They have to engage in energy performance 
monitoring and tracking to show over time that they are maintaining the level of 
energy efficiency that is called out by certification requirements. They have to 
continue to show maintenance and progress. With LEED, once you attain it, you’re 
done.  

 
They have to meet energy and water requirements for certification. They would 
have to achieve a 15%+ water consumption savings over the established baseline 
and meet both of the minimum water requirements. He explained what they needed 
to do to meet the requirements. There is an ongoing measurement and management 
of water to ensure they are preserving the certification.  

 
Commissioner DiGrino asked how Green Globe certification compare to what the 
village would ordinarily require under the building or energy code.  

 
Mr. Segal said that Green Globe has higher standards. He cannot quantify this. He 
said that the basic building is intended to meet the village’s base standards. Their 
goal is to go beyond the base standards.  
 

5.12 Commissioner DiGrino referenced storm water. It has been said that the site is 
entirely impervious surface, so it is a low bar to clear improving the condition. How 
does their storm water management plan compare with what the village would 
require? 

 
Mr. Segal said he did not know the answer.  

 
Ms. Fazio said they are meeting what the village requires. They are improving what 
is there now.  

 
5.13 Commissioner DiGrino thanked Optima for their presentation and willingness to 

invest in the village. The process is intended to refine the plan. She is not opposed 
to modern design. It was stated at the ARC that the village is a diverse community 
including diversity of architecture and design. That makes the community 
attractive. The design needs to respect and respond to the environment in which it 
is being placed. There should be a pure architectural consideration. There were 
several comments regarding scale and massing. How does the building engage with 
the pedestrian community? What she does not see is a layout that engages with the 
community fully. At the ARC meeting, a suggestion was made to continue an active 
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space along Central. She understands challenges with continuing retail on Central. 
Putting up a blank wall along part of Central turns its back on the pedestrian 
community. The 14’ height is an important consideration for pedestrian 
engagement. She said there was testimony that the restaurant industry supports 
narrower depths. The staff report expressed concerns the other way. She is 
concerned about the developer shortchanging himself when it comes to retail 
opportunity and to deliver on their promise to put retail in this space.  

 
5.14 Commissioner DiGrino commended the applicant on the affordable housing 

approach. She appreciates that a solution was brought forward vs. just writing a 
check. She is grateful to have heard overwhelming support in favor of affordable 
housing, as well as that type of housing on site. She does understand challenges of 
affordable housing on site. There are considerations to look at regarding where 
affordable housing should go. The dollar amount they are committing is being 
leverages to create 14 affordable housing units that do not exist today. If those units 
were onsite, that number would probably be less than 14. That is a question for the 
community to consider – whether it makes sense to have 14 units elsewhere in a 
scattered approach or put a lesser number of them at this building. It is a question 
for other bodies to weigh in on.  

 
5.15 Commissioner DiGrino said she is unclear about the public parking aspect. It was 

described in materials as unsecured parking.  Parking is accessed through a door 
off the alley. What is meant by unsecured?  

 
Mr. Segal said that parking is enclosed and there is an overhead door that anyone 
can access. He explained the difference between resident and public parking on 
accessing the actual parking. They got a number of comments from village staff on 
how to deal with public of parking. There was a request to add a number of call 
buttons in the garage that would go to 911. There was a request that they provide a 
camera security system and coverage in the garage as well as a requirement that 
they make sure that the secure and public parking is accessible by emergency 
services. They agreed to each of these requests. They worked with the village to try 
to provide parking solutions.  

 
Commissioner DiGrino asked if there was a way for parkers to determine 
availability.  

 
Mr. Segal said that part of the garage entry sign will indicate if there is public 
parking available. 

 
Commissioner DiGrino asked if the public spaces were for people using their retail 
space or more broadly.  

 
Mr. Segal said that as part of their conversations they talked about dedicated 
commercial spaces for their property and retail. But they want to provide a broader 
benefit to the community. Those spaces are available for anyone in the community. 
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An objective of the master plan is that you don’t dedicate parking to specific spaces.  
 

5.16 Commissioner Sheperd asked how long someone could park there.  
 

Mr. Segal said the public parking will be two-hour parking. They don’t want people 
to use it as commuter parking.  

 
5.17 Commissioner DiGrino asked who would police and enforce that.  

 
Mr. Segal said that Optima would.  

 
5.18 Commissioner DiGrino said the development was described as transit oriented. The 

proximity to the train station leads one to conclude that. She asked the applicant to 
discuss development features that are transit oriented.  

 
Mr. Segal said that proximity is the key that makes them transit oriented. They will 
put a transit kiosk in the lobby. There is a bus stop in front of Jaguar site. Metra is 
across the street. There will a display integrating Pace and Metra so residents can 
view schedules. They will be onsite bike storage. They do not allocate parking 
spaces for residents. There is no specific space per unit. That is a transit-oriented 
feature.  

 
Commissioner DiGrino said that one big aspect of transit-oriented development is 
a reduction in the parking ratio. Their ratio is 1.68 per dwelling unit.  

 
Mr. Segal said they are at 1.64.  
Commissioner DiGrino said this seems high for a transit-oriented development and 
this seems to intersect with issues regarding traffic volume and alley usage. Is the 
ratio driven by their market needs and demands or the village’s demands?  

 
Mr. Segal said behind that is their assessment of the market. They lease to everyone. 
They anticipate that the development will appeal to an older demographic.  These 
are people who are used to having a vehicle whether they use it or not. Experience 
has shown that use doesn’t match capacity in a transit-oriented development. 
People in their anticipated market like knowing there is a place for their car.  

 
Commissioner DiGrino said that the answer is market driven. She is having trouble 
reconciling the nature of a transit-oriented development with such a high parking 
ratio.  

 
Mr. Segal said that the parking ratio is higher in part because the unit mix is larger 
units. They are expecting a lot of couples and maybe some families. This is not the 
building that would be built downtown for millennials. The great appeal of the 
development is to allow current residents to remain in the community. He said that 
the average age would probably be 55+. The master plan showed that there is a 
market for housing for divorced people in the community. In addition, as people 
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transition into the North Shore and Wilmette, they may choose to rent before 
buying.  

 
5.19 Commissioner DiGrino referenced the valet potential. Is there concern about the 

proximity of lay by lane to the restaurant?  
 

Mr. Segal said that the lay by lane starts 90’ from the intersection.  
 

Commissioner DiGrino asked if it was too far away for convenience.  
 

Mr. Segal said he does not think it is too far away for convenience. It has a less 
disruptive impact on the community by double purposing the lay by lane. They are 
not totally sure there will be a valet.  

 
5.20 Commissioner Sheperd asked if the lay by lane would be on Central.  

 
Mr. Segal said it would be on Central in front of the residential entrance.  

 
Commissioner Sheperd asked if locating the lay by lane of Green Bay was 
considered, so it does not feed into the neighborhood.  

 
Mr. Segal said there is no ability to put it on Green Bay Road due to the turn lane 
off of Green Bay and the traffic impact of the train when the gates are down. Doing 
anything on Green Bay would create more traffic concerns.  

 
5.21 Mr. Stein said that the village requires valet services be licensed and could require 

the route to the parking being the one that would have the least amount of impact 
on the neighborhood.  

 
Mr. Segal said that they had no problem with requiring that.  

 
5.22 Commissioner DiGrino said she starts to think about the route and exacerbating the 

issues on the alley unless one does a u turn which is not ideal. How many cars can 
fit in the lay by lane? 

 
Mr. Segal said two cars could fit there.  

 
Commissioner DiGrino asked if there was any consideration into doing a porte 
cochere. She knows that this means two curb cuts and crossing the sidewalk but 
that could provide a moment of arrival and preserves the sidewalk width in that 
area.  

 
Mr. Segal said that could create a more adverse impact for pedestrians along 
Central. They were focused on separating traffic from pedestrian.  
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Commissioner DiGrino asked about the area where the lay by exists and the 
resulting sidewalk width.  

 
Mr. Segal said it is the standard sidewalk width. The lay by lane is in the parkway 
portion of the right-of-way.  

 
5.23 Commissioner DiGrino said that the applicant mentioned they were looking to 

implement one of the Imperial Motors plans from the master plan.  
 

Mr. Segal said they are close to alternate C. The main proposal in the master plan 
for the Imperial Motors block was a two-story commercial building on that corner 
and preserving the façade of Imperial Motors and having retail there and then 
setting back and having a four-story residential building. There was some type of 
center treatment between the two like there was on the 611Green Bay master plan. 
There was an intention for two buildings with an access down the middle of the 611 
Green Bay site as well. Alternate C provided for two buildings on the Imperial 
Motors block with four stories.  

 
5.24 Commissioner DiGrino said that this segues into her overall reaction and 

comments. The PUD is supposed to provide flexibility. The applicant does not have 
to comply with the letter of the law but does have to comply with the spirit of the 
law. When they talk about a comprehensive plan for the Imperial Motors site, to 
suggest what they are proposing matches one of those plans, is a little disingenuous.  

 
 

This site is confined to a small part of the overall master plan site. This site is being 
developed and designed in isolation to what could happen on the Imperial Motors 
site. The PUD process provides that rules can be bent, but it is not intended to blow 
the roof off. In the applicant’s proposal she sees that it does not provide for an 
efficient massing of buildings on the site. It is not providing that trade off other than 
the affordable housing payment, which is the only substantial public benefit that 
she sees.  

 
She does not see how the applicant’s design has mitigated or offset any of the 
impacts of the relief they are seeking from the commission. The height is the 
elephant in the room. They are proposing to exceed the current standard by 50% in 
terms of number of floors. They are looking for height relief of 40% over the 
permitted heights. If the building were designed in such a way that the heights were 
confined to certain parts of the site, it would be different. They are talking about a 
building that is lot line to lot line. There is a setback on the alley. They are setting 
a single mass on the entire site.  There is articulation with the roof line, but for the 
most part it is a single mass on the site. They need to maintain the ground floor 
height from a proportionality standpoint. She asked the applicant to reconsider the 
massing.  
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She understands that the pro forma makes certain assumptions about revenues and 
number of units. She asked them to reconsider the unit count, massing, density. She 
supports density at this location, but the way the applicant is proposing it is out of 
character with surrounding properties. It is not consistent with the comprehensive 
plan or the zoning ordinance. She asked the applicant to take a more thoughtful 
approach to fitting the design within the existing character of this downtown area.  

 
Mr. Segal thanked Commissioner DiGrino for her comments. They like to think in 
terms of feet rather than floors because they are an efficient builder. 611 Green Bay 
has a higher base building and is five stories. Optima’s proposal is at 62’ and six 
stories for the base building. Because of the way they do construction and because 
they have a 9” thick slab, that is how to create more stories in less space and height. 
The 9” is a perspective for them on the first-floor height. The 14’ measurement 
point is from the first-floor slab to the top of the second-floor slab. For them, 
because of the 9” slab, they are creating a clear ceiling to 12’3”. They looked at the 
100% transparency they are creating along GBR to make that an attractive element 
and interaction between the community and the space.  

 
5.25 Chairman Bradford said they are beyond their 10:30 pm target end time. Should the 

discussion continue to move forward? The Commission decided to finish with their 
initial questioning. 

 
5.26 Commissioner Sheperd asked how the loading docks would work. How many cars 

or trucks can fit? Will they have to back out?  
 

Mr. Segal said that the loading docks will take one truck in each dock. They would 
back out and do a three-point turn.  

  
Commissioner Sheperd said that at the ARC, the applicant said that Amazon and 
package deliveries would also go into those docks. With 108 units, more than one 
truck could come at a time and how will that be managed.  

 
Mr. Segal said that the times when both docks are used is limited.  

 
Commissioner Sheperd asked if that was reflected in the traffic study.  

 
Mr. Segal said he did not think that was modeled in the traffic study. They operate 
communities in Chicago and Arizona and based this plan off of meeting the 
demands they experienced at far larger communities.  

 
Commissioner Sheperd asked if there was a way to include a round about delivery 
process for smaller deliveries. Could it be done in the garage?  

 
Mr. Segal said they could direct delivery trucks to park in the garage if that was 
something everyone thought was beneficial. There is a trade off with the parking 
use. They could designate a parking space as a delivery space.  
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5.27 Commissioner DiGrino said that reality is the Amazon type delivery trucks will use 
the lay by lane and they won’t use the loading dock.  

 
Mr. Segal said they have on site management who can deal with those types of 
issues.  

 
5.28 Commissioner Taylor said that the applicant talked about the pedestrian cross walk 

of Green Bay Road at Central and the anticipated increase in pedestrian traffic. 
What are the enhancements at that intersection? It is tough to cross GBR.  How can 
that intersection be made better.  

 
Mr. Aboona said that the intersection is currently improved with a crosswalk and 
walk signal. It is a standard crosswalk with parallel lines. They are suggesting they 
enhance it with a ladder style crosswalk that is more visible to drivers and 
pedestrians. Regarding the walk signal, they are recommending that it be changed 
to a count down timer.  

 
5.29 Commissioner Taylor talked about a safer crossing at Green Bay Road. Was there 

any consideration to providing an underground passage?  
 

Mr. Segal said that this was brought up at the ARC by a resident and it may have 
been brought up in a letter from a resident. There was no consideration on their part 
to do that. Given that they are excavating, if the village wants to undertake that 
underpass, they will coordinate work with the village.  
Chairman Bradford said there are major sewers that run under GBR that would 
probably preclude an underpass.  

 
Mr. Segal said that a pedestrian bridge is possible, but it requires additional landing 
areas on either side. It would be positioning the access point to the bridge well in 
front of the entrance to the Subject Property.  It would go into the parking lot of the 
Metra station.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said that there already is a berm that should make it easier 
to bridge over to.  

 
5.30 Commissioner Schwab referenced the height of the building. The shadow studies 

are useful. There was a question that is related to the shadow study and it is with 
respect to site lines. The shadow study concludes that there is not much difference 
between a four and six story building. But there is a difference in site lines between 
these two heights. Has there been any thought about site lines that will occur on a 
six-story building? Will they look into the backyards of neighboring homes? Or 
back porches? Compared to a four-story building where site lines would be lower?  

 
Mr. Segal said he is not sure if they studied that issue. But rather than focusing on 
number of floors, he will focus on number of feet. If there is a 10’ difference 
between a 52’ top and a 62’ top, he is hard pressed to imagine a meaningful 
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difference a block away. He does not think that there is a difference if he is 52’ high 
or 62’ high and looking down. Being a block away, it is extending out more, but it 
depends on season and tree cover. There is no question that if someone is up higher, 
they can look down and see something.  

 
5.31 Commissioner Schwab said that Mr. Segal addressed the trees on the top floor. The 

trees look like they go above the 7th floor penthouse.  
 

Chairman Bradford said the trees will never grow that large.  
 

Commissioner Schwab asked how it is known that they would not grow that large. 
His point is why wouldn’t the applicant address the issue. If the residents believe 
that there is a concern, why not say that whatever is put there is lower than the 
building height, so no issue is presented.  

 
Mr. Segal said that was fine.  

 
Commissioner GiGrino said it more than the visual impact from the residents. The 
rendering from Central and Park shows that the view of the amenity space is 
screened. 

 
Commissioner Schwab said a resident thought it might increase the shading.  

 
Mr. Segal said they would agree to leave the trees in place but manage the height, 
so the trees do not get any taller than the amenity penthouse.  

 
Chairman Bradford said his point is the amount of soil required for trees of that 
height would preclude them from being installed on a roof. They are looking at 
more of an ornamental vs. a shade tree.  

 
Mr. Segal said they were going to put in Honey Locusts.  

 
Commissioner Schwab said he heard that the goal was to screen and is not to 
increase the height or shadowing in any way.  

 
Mr. Segal agreed with that comment.  

 
5.32 Chairman Bradford had several comments.  

 
• They are over-reaching with building height 
• He does not have a problem with the 62’ height, but then to top that with an 

amenities penthouse and an elevator overrun that increases the height to 81’ 
is excessive 

• They need to look at how important the amenities penthouse is to them – he 
talked about a tradeoff – six stories of residence and no amenities penthouse 
or five stories of residence and an amenities penthouse – they will have to 
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look at this from an economic standpoint – he does not see that both would 
be granted 

• He appreciates the shift back 6” towards the north to get s small planting 
area along the wall on Central but 6” is not enough 

• They need to rethink that entire wall regarding articulation 
• It is not a pedestrian friendly environment along Central 
• He sees no reason for a 1’ variance to increase the height of the wall from 

6.5’ to 7.5’ 
• In looking at the requested exceptions on page 34 of the handout, the last 

one says to allow the use of reflective, tinted or colored glass – he would 
discourage the use of reflective glass – Mr. Segal said the glass sample they 
are proposing is a colored glass and they will need an exception 

 
5.33 Commissioner DiGrino said there have been mixed reviews on Optima’s 

architectural quality and what they designed previously. She agrees that beauty is 
in the eye of the beholder. But that does not mean that the highest quality materials 
and design standards, as well as architectural standards should not be expected. 
Contemporary design must still be timeless. She heard critiques of Optima’s other 
project in the village regarding a lack of timelessness and durability and not being 
constructed of the highest quality materials. She encourages them to use them here. 
From an architectural standpoint, it is important to respect and respond to the 
environment they are fitting into.  

 
5.34 Chairman Bradford said that the village is fortunate to have Optima develop this 

property and he considers them to be a high-quality developer. In general, their 
properties are of high quality and design. He likes the building design. Maybe it’s 
a little too brown for his taste. He was in favor of the VC development done several 
years ago. He likes buildings with a modern aesthetic. He would encourage the 
dialog to continue and said the applicant should work on refinements.  

 
5.35 Commissioner Sheperd said one issue that came up a lot was affordable housing 

for people from Wilmette or who work in Wilmette but may live elsewhere. He 
imagines that the first floor will be a lower price point than the upper floors. How 
far would that discount have to be to meet affordable housing standards?  

 
Mr. Segal said it would have to be enormous – close to 33% of the rent. Their design 
is intended to create benefits for each unit and part of the intent of the amenity deck 
is that it affords every resident wonderful view.  

 
5.36 Commissioner Sheperd asked about a staircase to an upper terrace vs. an elevator? 

 
Chairman Bradford said then one gets into issues of accessibility.  

 
5.37 Seeing that there were no further comments from the Commissioners, Chairman 

Bradford asked for a motion to continue the case until the next Plan Commission 
meeting. Commissioner Taylor moved to continue the case to the February 4, 2020 
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meeting. Commissioner DiGrino Seconded the motion and the voice vote was all 
ayes and no nays. Motion carried.  

 
 
 


