1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
of the
Plan Commission – Special Zoning Committee
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 at 5:00 P.M.
Remote Meeting
This meeting will be held remotely by the Plan Commission – Special Zoning Committee
and will be recorded as required by law. The meeting will be broadcast live at
https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live and on Channel 6 and then
published on the Village’s YouTube website. Members of the public may submit a
comment in advance of the meeting by emailing their comment to
comdev@wilmette.com. All emailed comments received two hours prior to the start of
a meeting will be provided, unredacted, to the Plan Commission – Special Zoning
Committee. Emails received at any time within two hours of the beginning of the
meeting until its adjournment will be included in the draft minutes of the meeting. Public
comments may be made during the meeting through YouTube Live which will be read
aloud during the appropriate portion of the meeting. There is also the option to make a
public comment during the meeting via PC, mobile device or phone. For complete details
and instructions on joining or participating in the meeting, please click here.

AGENDA
I.

Call to Order and Roll Call

II.

Opening Remarks and Swearing In of All of Those Wishing To Testify

III.

Approval of Minutes
Approval of the October 5, 2020 Meeting Minutes
1. Motion to approve
2. Roll call vote on motion
Approval of the October 6, 2020 Meeting Minutes
1. Motion to approve
2. Roll call vote on motion

IV.

2020-P-03
2133 Greenwood Avenue
Request by Michael Murdock for tentative plat approval for a two-lot subdivision
located in the R1-C, Single-Family Detached Residence, zoning district.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

V.

2020-P-01
56 Indian Hill Road & 39 Locust Road
Request by Beach Club 100, LLC for the Annexation of the north portions of 39
Locust Road and 56 Indian Hill Road that are currently in unincorporated Cook
County.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

VI.

Applicant presentation
Interested parties speak
Remote comments are presented
Applicant gives final comments
Closure of testimony
Motion to approve
Board deliberation
Roll call vote on motion
Roll call vote on preparation of the report

56 Indian Hill Road
2020-SZC-02
Request by Beach Club 100, LLC for the rezoning from R to R1-C, the north portion
of 56 Indian Hill Road that is currently in unincorporated Cook County.
1.
2.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

VII.

Applicant presentation
Interested parties speak
Remote comments are presented
Applicant gives final comments
Closure of testimony
Motion to approve
Board deliberation
Roll call vote on motion
Roll call vote on preparation of the report

Open Special Zoning Committee Hearing
Applicant presentation
Interested parties speak
Remote comments are presented
Applicant gives final comments
Closure of testimony
Motion to approve
Board deliberation
Roll call vote on motion
Roll call vote on preparation of the report

Comprehensive Plan Process Review – Scope of Services Discussion

VIII.

Public Comment
Comments will be taken from the public on any matter not elsewhere on this
agenda.

IX.

Adjournment
1. Motion to adjourn
2. Roll call vote on motion

NOTE: The Chairman reserves the right to alter the order of the published
agenda if he deems a change necessary.

MEETING MINUTES
PLAN COMMISSION
MONDAY, OCTOBER 5, 2020
5:00 P.M.
REMOTE MEETING
Members Present:

William Bradford, Chairman
Mariah DiGrino
Homa Ghaemi
Justin Sheperd
Michael Taylor

Members Absent:

Jeffrey Head
Steven Schwab

Staff Present:

John Adler, Director of Community Development

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Bradford called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETINGS OF FEBRUARY
4, 2020
Commissioner Ghaemi moved to approve the minutes of the February 4, 2020 meeting.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Taylor. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford, Ms.
DiGrino, Ms. Ghaemi, Mr. Sheperd, and Mr. Taylor. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

III.

DISCUSSION OF REMOTE MEETING PROCESS
Chairman Bradford explained that because of the pandemic the Village was conducting
public meeting remotely. He explained the various ways that one could participate in the
remote meetings including Microsoft Teams, watching YouTube live and phoning in.

October 5, 2020 Plan Commission Minutes

1

Approved November 17, 2020

Mr. Adler explained that for remote meetings all votes will be role call votes and that the
Commissioners should have their video on when attending a remote Commission meeting.
He said that the remote Village Board and Zoning Board meetings have been going well.
IV.

NEW BUSINESS
There was no new business.

V.

PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.

VI.

AJDOURNMENT.
At 5:10 p.m., Commissioner Schwab moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner DiGrino and the 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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MEETING MINUTES
PLAN COMMISSION
MONDAY, OCTOBER 6, 2020
5:00 P.M.
REMOTE MEETING
Members Present:

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

Members Absent:

Jeffrey Head

Staff Present:

John Adler, Director of Community Development

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Bradford called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

II.

2020-P-03

2133 GREENWOOD AVENUE

Request by Michael Murdock for tentative plat approval for a two-lot subdivision
Mr. Adler explained that the neighbor notification was not completed so the request could
not be heard. The case has been rescheduled to the November Plan Commission meeting.
III.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW PROCESS - DISCUSSION
Mr. Adler explained that the Village was undertaking the rewrite of its Comprehensive
Plan early next year. He explained the history of the current Plan and amendments to the
plan. It is expected that the Plan Commission will oversee this endeavor with assistance
from a number of boards and commissions. The first step is the drafting of a request for
proposal for which he was looking for Commissioner input.
Mr. Adler said a lot has changed since the adoption and amendment of the current plan and
talked about the need for the new plan to address topics such as sustainability, culture,
health and wellness, and economic development, as well as updating current chapters like
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Housing and Historic Preservation. He said it is also expected that the consultant that is
hired may have additional elements that they would recommend be addressed in the new
plan. He asked if the Commissioners had any elements that they feel should be addressed
in the plan which haven’t been mentioned.
Commissioner Ghaemi said that she has not gone through this process and asked if it would
be appropriate to find out how other communities have gone about updating their plans.
Mr. Adler said staff has done that already, having looked at number of RFPs and plans
from nearby communities.
Commissioner Ghaemi said to set tone from the start of the process, certain things are going
to be more important. She wondered if we could learn from other communities that have
plans that we like by looking at the types of consultants they considered.
Mr. Adler said while the RFP review process hasn’t been defined yet, he expects the
Commission to play a role in the selection of the consultant. During this process we will
learn more about the plans they have helped create and the communities they have worked
with. Staff is very familiar with most of the consultants we expect to receive responses
from. He explained whether the RFP is generic or detailed shouldn’t matter that much as
we will be hiring a consultant to guide us through the process. The real desire is to make
sure we aren’t missing any important plan elements.
Commissioner DiGrino said she was excited about the opportunity the updating of the plan
provides. A lot has changed since the plans was last reviewed. How do we assess where
we are in this pandemic and how do we plan going forward? She asked about what the
community input process is going to look like.
Mr. Adler said two things we need to consider is for the foreseeable future no large-scale
meetings will be able to be held. We will need to understand the consultant’s experience
in engaging people remotely and the tools they use. Hopefully there will be a time during
the process where large scale gathering can take place as there will be elements of the plan
that will attract a lot of public input. He said that the good news is that during the first six
months there will be data collection and smaller scale meeting that typically take place.
Mr. Adler talked about the neighborhood retail areas and the need to assess what could be
successful in those areas so when we hear from residents that they would like a certain use,
we will know the likelihood of that happening. Treasure Island is an example where the
neighborhood wanted a new grocery store and the owner of the property and staff tried
locating an interested grocer with no success. He sees the review of the NR districts as
needing a lot of public input, mostly from the neighbors but also from property owners and
developers.
Mr. Adler said the housing update will need a lot of public input. He said because of all the
work the Environmental and Energy Commission has done on the sustainability plan, the
public input regarding sustainability may be less. He said that staff has not tried to estimate
the number of meetings necessary at this point.
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Commissioner DiGrino said the Treasure Island situation is an example of the challenges
in addressing the economic development component of the Plan. How de we accurately
assess what is possible and reconcile that with what the community wants, and to the extent
that there is a disconnect there, are there levers of authority that the Village can assert to
bring those two together so the community can get what they want.
Mr. Adler said that we are going to want to ask the consultant to take a look at certain areas
such as the Ridge Road corridor and Linden Square more closely to address the economics
of those areas. These subarea reviews can take months themselves. This was a daunting
task even before the pandemic changed things even greater.
Commissioner DiGrino said the plan should address how we can preserve and enhance the
tax base as things have changed so significantly since the adoption of the last plan. Mr.
Adler said that the Village is now receiving tax from online sales, which helps the Village’s
finances, but such online sales have had a significant impact on our commercial areas.
Commissioner DiGrino asked how we capture the intangible qualities of being a livable,
walkable community that is less transactional in nature. She also wanted to look at the plan
through the perspective of social equity. This is an opportunity to look at policies in place
through a social equity lens.
Chairman Bradford said that segues into a question he had regarding if the Village had a
policy about a consultant’s diversity participation. Mr. Adler said he didn’t think so.
Commissioner DiGrino said that could be part of the RFP scoring and how respondents are
rated.
Chairman Bradford said at his workplace they set certain goals for diversity participation
from both professional service consultants and contractors. Professional service
consultants usually put together a team and they can look at including diversity as part of
their support team.
Commissioner Ghaemi is excited about the process. She said as a community we need to
have an idea where we want to go and who we want to be. What we want to look like is
30-40% of the work and for that, community involvement is very valuable.
Chairman Bradford said he agrees with Commissioner Ghaemi and to that end was there
any consideration of doing a Community survey to get a sense of the mood out there.
Mr. Adler said we can consider that. He said that while the Comprehensive Plan is
essentially a land use document, it is much more than that. He said the social equity and
diversity participation that was discussed and the recent reconstituting of the Housing
Commission and Community Relations Commission, are a result of the community
providing input to the Village on what is important to the community. While it doesn’t
mean we shouldn’t do a community survey, we know these elements are important to the
community.
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Chairman Bradford said a survey might help ferret out what the aspirational goals of the
community are.
Mr. Adler said staff will return with a draft scope of services at the next Commission
meeting.
IV.

NEW BUSINESS
Mr. Adler said because the next Plan Commission meeting falls on election day, he was
looking at November 17th as the date for the November meeting. The 17th appeared to work
with the schedules of the Commissioners in attendance.

V.

PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.

VI.

AJDOURNMENT.
Commissioner DiGrino moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner Schwab. Voting yes: Ms. DiGrino, Ms. Ghaemi, Mr. Schwab, Justin
Sheperd, and Michael Taylor. Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 5:40 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,
John Adler
Director of Community Development
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REPORT TO THE PLAN COMMISSION
FROM THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Case Number:

2020-P-03

Property:

2133 Greenwood Avenue

Zoning District:

R1-C, Single Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

Michael Murdock

Nature of Application:

Request for tentative plat approval for a two-lot
subdivision

Section of Code:

Chapter 15, Planning and Platting

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 8.3

Hearing Date:

November 17, 2020

Date of Application:

August 26, 2020

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, October 19,
2020. Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette
Life October 29, 2020. Posted on the property, October
30, 2020. Affidavit of compliance with notice
requirements.

Report Prepared By:

John Adler, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Community Development

Case 2020-P-03
2133 Greenwood Avenue

STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE PLAN COMMISSION
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on the south side of Greenwood Avenue, approximately 365.71’
west of 21st Street. The property has approximately 100’ of frontage on Greenwood Avenue and
measures 121.95’ in depth. The property is approximately 12,195 square feet in area. The
property is improved with a two-story single-family home and attached one-car garage.
The Subject Property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-C, Single Family Detached
Residence and improved with single-family homes.
Subdivision Request
The petitioner is seeking to subdivide one existing lot into two new lots. The existing parcel measure
approximately 100’ wide by 121.95’ deep, with an area of approximately 12,195 square feet and is
improved with a two-story house with an attached two-car garage.
The parcel is proposed to be re-subdivided into two conforming lots. Both lots are proposed to
measure approximately 50’ wide by 121.95’ deep and have an area of 6,097.5 square feet The
Village Code requires Plan Commission review and Village Board approval of a plat of subdivision.
While if approved a new single-family home can be constructed on each lot, the applicant has been
granted the necessary variations to allow the existing house to remain on the west lot.
The zoning will remain R1-C, Single Family Detached Residence. Section 8.3 of the Zoning
Ordinance requires lots in the R1-C District to have a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet and a
lot width of 50’. The proposed lots conform to the lot area and lot width requirements.
This request was originally approved by the Plan Commission (minutes attached) and Village
Board in 2018 but needs to be heard again because the approval expired before the subdivision plat
was finalized.

R1-C District Lot Requirements

Lot Width
Lot Area

Minimum
Requirement

Proposed
Lot 1

Proposed
Lot 2

50’
6,000 s.f.

50’
6,097.5 s.f.

50’
6,097.5 s.f.
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Case 2020-P-03
2133 Greenwood Avenue

Subdivision Code, Chapter 15 of the Village Code
Chapter 15, Planning and Platting contains the subdivision regulations and sets forth the plat
requirements.
Chapter 15-2.3(d) requires lots to be “consistent with the density and the existing pattern of
development in the surrounding neighborhood. For the purpose of this Section, “neighborhood”
shall mean that area delineated in the Neighborhood Area Map, incorporated by reference in this
Section as if fully set forth herein, within which the property proposed to be subdivided is located.
“Neighborhood Map” means the Neighborhood Area Map approved by the Board of Trustees as
well as any amendments adopted thereto.” “Each lot in a proposed subdivision or resubdivision in
a residential zoning district shall be substantially rectangular in shape, unless the contours of an
adjacent street or previously established lot render such shape impractical. A lot whose relationship
to one or more adjacent lots is such as to form an “L” shape is considered inconsistent with the
foregoing requirement and shall not be included in any residential subdivision or resubdivision.”
A copy of the Neighborhood Area Map for the subject property is attached as Document Number
1.5. The subject neighborhood includes properties bounded by Hunter Road on the west, Ridge
Road on the east, Elmwood Avenue on the south, and the northern property line of homes along
Beechwood Avenue on the north.
Of the approximately 469 single-family parcels (not including the Subject Property) contained in
the subject neighborhood, as defined by the Neighborhood Area Map, approximately 174 are lots
with areas equal to or less than the proposed new lots (6,097.5 sf) and approximately 404 are lots
with widths equal to or less than the proposed new lots (50’ wide).
If tentative approval is granted the applicant will be required to obtain engineering approval before
seeking final plat approval from the Village Board.
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3 which establishes a minimum lot area of 6,000 square feet, a
minimum lot width of 50’, and the setback provisions for lots in the R1-C, Single Family Detached
Residence District.
Action Required
Approval of this request entails a recommendation to grant tentative plat approval for the proposed
two-lot subdivision of the property located at 2133 Greenwood Avenue, in conformance with the
plans submitted.
(After the vote on the request)
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Plan
Commission for case number 2020-P-03.
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Case 2020-P-03
2133 Greenwood Avenue

CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.
Documents
Location Maps and Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7

Aerial Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Zoning Map
Plat of Survey
Plat of Survey West Lot
Plat of Survey East Lot
Proposed Plat of Subdivision
Neighborhood Area Map

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7

Completed application form dated August 26, 2020
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, October
19, 2020
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
October 29, 2020
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated October 30, 2020
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant dated November 6, 2020
Plan Commission minutes of August 7, 2018
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1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

2.4

2.6

MEETING MINUTES
PLAN COMMISSION
TUESDAY, AUGUST 7, 2018
7:00 P.M.
VILLAGE HALL TRAINING ROOM
Members Present:

Michael Bailey, Acting Chairman
William Bradford
Homa Ghaemi
Michael Taylor

Members Absent:

Maria Choca Urban
Jeffrey Head
Steven Schwab

Staff Present:

John Adler, Director of Community Development

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Acting Chairman Bailey called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETINGS OF FEBRUARY
6, 2018 AND MARCH 6, 2018
Commissioner Taylor moved to approve the minutes of the February 6 and March 6, 2018
meetings. The motions were seconded by Commissioner Ghaemi. Voting yes: Acting
Chairman Bailey, Mr. Bradford, Ms. Ghaemi and Mr. Taylor. Voting no: none. The
motion carried.

III.

2018-P-03

2133 GREENWOOD AVENUE

A request by Robert Garrison for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision.
Commissioner Bradford moved to recommend granting a request for tentative plat approval
of a two-lot subdivision at 2133 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the plat submitted.
6.11

Commissioner Ghaemi seconded the motion.
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6.12

The vote was as follows:
Maria Choca Urban, Chairman
Michael Bailey, Acting Chair
William Bradford
Homa Ghaemi
Jeffrey Head
Steven Schwab
Michael Taylor

Absent
Yes
Yes
Yes
Absent
Absent
Yes

Motion was approved. The subject request will be on the September 11, 2018 Village
Board agenda.
Case Minutes are attached.
III.

NEW BUSINESS
There was no new business.

IV.

PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.

V.

AJDOURNMENT.
At 7:20 p.m., Commissioner Ghaemi moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Taylor 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 2018-P-03 – 2133 Greenwood Avenue
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

4.0

3.2

Summary of comments

3.21

Mr. Adler said the request is for tentative plat approval of a conforming two-lot
subdivision at 2133 Greenwood Avenue.

3.22

Mr. Garrison said Realtors suggested that the lot be marketed to both people
interested in keeping the house and developers looking to building new homes on
the property. Those Realtors advise him that it would be prudent to make the lot
attractive to builders by subdividing the property.

3.23

Acting Chairman Bailey asked for public comments. Two audience members
indicated they lived in the neighborhood and were just in attendance to observe.

INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.1.1

5.0

Mr. Robert Garrison, 2133 Greenwood Avenue, Wilmette, IL

Carrie Tarzon, 2126 Greenwood, Wilmette IL

4.2

Summary of Comments

4.21

(after 5.9) Ms. Tarzon asked the permitted height of the new houses. Mr. Adler said
30’, however there is a process if the adjacent homes are taller that may allow the
height up to 35’.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION
5.1

Acting Chairman Bailey asked if the staff was satisfied with the notification. Mr.
Adler said yes. Mr. Garrison said he mailed all the notices.

5.2

Commissioner Bradford said his only comment is if the subdivision is completed
and the existing house were to be retained, it appears that if the porch connecting
the garage to the house is demolished, there would be about a 10’setback to the new
lot line. This would be a sufficient dimension to install a driveway to go back to a
garage to the rear of the property. It would appear to meet the zoning requirements
if whoever bought the property wanted to retain the house.
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5.3

Mr. Adler said an interesting thing about many of the lots in the area is that they
have been divided by just tax divisions and not subdivisions. The Subject Property
has been divided into two lots by a tax division but not a subdivision, similar to the
lots up and down the block. What Commissioner Bradford said about making the
existing house conforming after the subdivision makes sense as the original house
was probably built just on the western lot. Mr. Garrison confirmed that the original
house was built in the 1930s with the breezeway and garage added as an addition
later.

5.4

Mr. Adler said tax divisions are done by the county and the Village does not receive
notification of those.

5.5

Commissioner Taylor clarified that these properties were one lot and separated in
to two tax lots. Mr. Adler said that is correct and asked the Commission to look at
the Sidwell Tax Map (1.1), which shows 100’ wide subdivided lots like the
Garrison property that were divided by tax division and developed as 50’ wide lots.
The dotted line shows where the tax divisions were done.

5.6

Acting Chairman Bailey asked once this property is divided and you have an owner
of a lot with structure on it and an owner of a lot with no structure, what happens if
the nonconforming part of the structure isn’t removed. Mr. Adler said to prevent
that from happening the Village would not sign off on the final plat until the existing
structure is brought into conformance on the new lot or the existing structures are
demolished. Without the Village signing off on the plat the subdivision cannot be
completed.

5.7

Commissioner Bradford said he brought up the existing house being able to remain
because there have been zoning cases where owners wanted to subdivide and keep
the existing house but couldn’t do so without obtaining a variation. In this case the
owner could still sell a lot and retain the house by demolishing the porch and garage
and installing a garage to the rear of the property.

5.8

Mr. Adler pointed out that the existing house has a west side yard setback very
close to 5’, which would have been the minimum side yard setback for a 50’ wide
lot, not a 100’ wide lot.
Mr. Garrison said it his belief that the existing house was constructed to be
conforming on a 50’ wide lot. Commissioner Bradford agreed.

5.9

6.0

DECISION
6.1

Commissioner Bradford moved to recommend granting a request for tentative plat
approval of a two-lot subdivision at 2133 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with
the plat submitted.
6.11

Commissioner Ghaemi seconded the motion.
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6.12

The vote was as follows:
Maria Choca Urban, Chairman
Michael Bailey, Acting Chair
William Bradford
Homa Ghaemi
Jeffrey Head
Steven Schwab
Michael Taylor

Absent
Yes
Yes
Yes
Absent
Absent
Yes

Motion was approved. The subject request will be on the September 11, 2018
Village Board agenda.
6.2

Commissioner Taylor moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2018-P-03.
6.21

7.0

Commissioner Bradford seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes
and no nays.

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH THE DECISION WAS BASED
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the density
and development pattern of the surrounding neighborhood.

8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Plan Commission recommends tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision at 2133
Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the plat submitted.
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REPORT TO THE PLAN COMMISSION
FROM THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Case Number:

2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02

Property:

39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

Zoning District:

39 Locust Road – in part in Wilmette - R1-C, in part in Cook
County - R-3
56 Indian Hill Road – in part in Wilmette - R1-C, in part in Cook
County - R-3
39 Locust Road in Unincorporated Cook County will be zoned R,
Single-Family Residence upon annexation. The southern portion
of 39 Locust Road that is in the Village of Wilmette will remain
R1-C.
56 Indian Hill Road in Unincorporated Cook County will be
zoned R, Single-Family Residence upon annexation and rezoned
to R1-C as is the southern portion of 56 Indian Hill Road that is
in the Village of Wilmette.

Applicant:

Beach Club 100, LLC

Nature of Application:

Request for annexation of those northern portions of 39 Locust
Road and 56 Indian Hill Road that are currently in unincorporated
Cook County.
Conditioned upon the annexation of the parcels, the petitioner is
requesting the rezoning from R to R1-C, the north portion of 56
Indian Hill Road that is currently in unincorporated Cook County.

Applicable Goals/Policies
of the Comprehensive Plan:

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Applicable Provisions of
Village Code:

Chapter 3 - Land Use – Policy One & Two

Section 30-5.2
Section 30-7.4
Section 30-8.3

Section 18-16

Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

Hearing Date:

November 17, 2020

Date of Application:

March 9, 2020

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, October 22, 2020.
Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Life October
29, 2020. Posted on the property, October 30, 2020. Affidavit of
compliance with notice requirements dated October 29, 2020.

Report Prepared By:

John Adler, Director of Community Development
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Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE PLAN COMMISSION
Description of Property
The Subject Properties are located on Locust Road and Grant Street, with frontage on Indian Hill
Road, which is a private road. The northern portions of the lots are located in unincorporated
Cook County.
39 Locust Road has 198.77’ of frontage on Locust Road, 83.77’ of frontage on Grant Street,
176.41’ of frontage on Indian Hill Road easement and is approximately 329’ in depth. 39 Locust
Road has an area of 67,649 square feet and is improved with a two-story single-family home.
56 Indian Hill has 91.77’ of frontage on Grant Street, 110.37’ of frontage on the Indian Hill Road
easement and is approximately 131.5’ in depth. 56 Indian Hill has an area of 14,871 square feet
and is improved with a two-story single-family home.
To the south and east of 39 Locust Road are properties sited in the Village of Wilmette and zoned
R1-C, Single-Family Residence, improved with single-family homes. To the north and west are
properties sited in Cook County and zoned R-3, Single-Family. This includes the northern
portion of the Subject Property, improved with single-family homes which is the subject of the
annexation request.
To the south, east and west of 56 Indian Hill Road are properties sited in the Village of Wilmette
and zoned R1-C, Single-Family Residence, improved with single-family homes. To the north are
properties sited in Cook County and zoned R-3, Single-Family, including the northern portion
of the Subject Property, improved with single-family homes which is the subject of the
annexation request.
Annexation Request
The applicants are seeking to annex the northern portions of their properties at 56 Indian Hill Road
& 39 Locust Road. Currently the southern portion of the lots are in the Village of Wilmette while
the northern portions are in Unincorporated Cook County.
The portion of 39 Locust Road currently in the Village of Wilmette is the south 83.77’ of the
property. The area of the Wilmette portion of 39 Locust Road is approximately 22,695 square feet
with the unincorporated portion being approximately 44,954 square feet.
The portion of 56 Indian Hill Road currently in the Village of Wilmette is the south 91.77’ of the
property. The area of the Wilmette portion of 56 Indian Hill Road is approximately 12,067.8 square
feet with the unincorporated portion being approximately 2,803.2 square feet.
Upon annexation, the annexed portions of the properties will be automatically zoned R, Single
Family Detached Residence per the Village Code. The portions of the Subject Properties currently
in Wilmette are zoned R1-C, Single Family Detached Residence. The description of the proposed
rezoning of 56 Indian Hill Road is presented below.
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Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

Section 8.3 of the Zoning Ordinance requires lots in the R District to have a minimum lot size of
15,000 square feet and a lot width of 100' and lots in the R1-C District to have a minimum lot size
of 6,000 square feet and a lot width of 50’.
39 Locust Road exceeds the lot area and lot width requirements of the R District and 56 Indian Hill
Road exceeds the lot area and lot width requirements of the R1-C District.
For comparison purposes the chart below compares the current Cook County zoning of the property
to the Village of Wilmette’s R and R1-C District requirements.

Wilmette - R District Lot Requirements

Lot Width
Lot Area

Minimum
Requirement

39 Locust

100'
15,000 s.f.

198.77’
67,649 s.f.

Wilmette -R1-C District Lot Requirements

Lot Width
Lot Area

Minimum
Requirement

56 Indian Hill

50'
6,000 s.f.

91.77'
14,871 s.f.

Cook County - R3 District Lot Requirements
Minimum
Requirement
Lot Width
Lot Area

150'
40,000 s.f.

Comprehensive Plan Goals – Annexation Assessment
Chapter 3 Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan lists as a policy the assessment of all requests for annexations using the
criteria listed below.
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Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

Policy Two:

Assess all requests for annexation based upon the following criteria:

1.

Will the new municipal borders have logical boundaries based on natural
features, public improvements and community orientation?

2.

Can the annexed area become an integral part of the community and not an
isolated enclave?

3.

Can the annexed area be served by Village utilities and services without undue
difficulty or economic penalty to the Village and property owners?

4.

Are existing Village zoning and subdivision regulations compatible with the
existing development pattern of the annexed area?

5.

Will annexation and the subsequent application of Village land use regulations
improve existing conditions in, or assure the sound development of, the annexed
area?

Rezoning Request
Map amendment (rezoning) requests in Wilmette are heard by a Special Zoning Committee. The
Village Board refers rezoning requests to a Special Zoning Committee, which can be the Plan
Commission or other group so designated by the Village Board. On March 10, 2020 the Village
Board referred the review of the rezoning of the north portion of 56 Indian Hill Road to the Plan
Commission sitting as a Special Zoning Committee.
The applicants are requesting that the annexed portion of 56 Indian Hill Road be rezoned from R
to R1-C after annexation. This would make the entirety of 56 Indian Hill Road R1-C if approved.
Because the existing house is entirely on the portion of the property in Wilmette and was developed
under R1 zoning, the proposed rezoning will not have an impact on the conformity of the existing
structure.
The applicants are not requesting that the annexed portion of 39 Locust Road be rezoned from R
to R1-C to match the portion currently in Wilmette. This will result in the newly annexed portion
of the property being zoned R and the portion currently in Wilmette R1-C even though it is
technically the same lot. For 39 Locust Road, the only setback difference would be the rear yard
setback, which would be 50’ for the R portion of the property and 40’ for the R1-C portion of the
property. Currently the north portion of the property being under Cook County jurisdiction has
different zoning requirements than the south portion located in Wilmette.
In reviewing a request for a text amendment, the Special Zoning Committee considered the
following factors and standards contained in the 2000 Comprehensive Plan:
Petitions for zoning variations, special uses, and rezonings are regularly received, and smallscale land use decisions are made accordingly. Given that a series of land use decisions may
have a cumulative impact on an area over time, those decisions should be made within a planning
context and with consistency.
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Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

Policy One: When assessing the reasonableness of land use changes within the community, the
following factors should be considered.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

Compatibility with the existing development pattern and the zoning of nearby properties.
Changes in the circumstances upon which the original zoning designation was based.
Major changes in land uses or conditions since the zoning was established.
Conformance of the current zoning and the proposed zoning to the current
Comprehensive Plan.
Satisfaction of a public need by the proposed use.
Suitability of the subject property for the zoned purpose and the proposed use and
purpose.
Availability of sites for the proposed use in existing districts permitting such use.
Compliance of the present development of the area with existing ordinances.
Possible unreasonable hardship imposed by the existing zoning.
Likelihood of a reasonable economic benefit being realized from uses in accordance
with the existing zoning.
Effect of proposed use and zoning on property values in the area.
Effect of the existing use and zoning on adjacent properties.
Contribution to the redevelopment of a deteriorated area.
Conflicts with existing or planned public improvements.
Impact on traffic patterns, congestion and infrastructure.
Impact on population density such that the demand on public facilities is adversely
affected. (Including but not limited to schools, recreational areas and facilities, sewers
and streets)
Environmental impact on the vicinity.
Effects on the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood and Village.

Zoning Ordinance Approval Standards for Zoning Amendments
The reviewing committee or commission’s recommendation and Village Board decision on any
zoning amendment, whether text or map amendment, must consider the following standards, as set
forth in Table 5-1: Approval Standards for Zoning Amendments below. However this is a matter
of legislative discretion that is not controlled by any particular standard.
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Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 5-1: APPROVAL STANDARDS FOR ZONING AMENDMENTS
MAP
TEXT
AMENDMENTS AMENDMENTS
1. The existing development pattern, use and zoning of nearby property.
X
2. The extent to which property values of the subject property are
X
diminished by the existing zoning.
3. The extent to which the proposed amendment promotes the public
X
X
health, safety and welfare of the Village.
4. The relative gain to the public, as compared to the hardship imposed
X
X
upon the applicant.
5. The suitability of the property for the purposes for which it is presently
zoned, i.e., the feasibility of developing the property in question for one
X
(1) or more of the uses permitted under the existing zoning classification.
6. The length of time that the property in question has been vacant, as
presently zoned, considered in the context of development in the area
X
where the property is located.
7. The evidence of community need for the use proposed by the applicant.
X
8. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the Comprehensive
X
X
Plan.
9. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the intent and
X
general regulations of this Ordinance.
10. Whether the proposed amendment corrects an error or omission,
X
adds clarification to existing requirements, or reflects a change in policy.
11. That the proposed amendment will benefit the residents of the Village
as a whole, and not just the applicant, property owner(s), neighbors of
any property under consideration, or other special interest groups, and
X
X
the extent to which the proposed use would be in the public interest and
would not serve solely the interest of the applicant.
12. Whether the proposed amendment provides a more workable way to
achieve the intent and purposes of this Ordinance, the Comprehensive
X
Plan, or planned public improvements.
13. The extent to which the proposed amendment creates nonX
X
conformities.
14. The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the property
X
in question.
15. Whether adequate public facilities are available including, but not
limited to, schools, parks, police and fire protection, roads, sanitary
sewers, storm sewers, and water lines, or are reasonably capable of
X
being provided prior to the development of the uses, which would be
permitted on the subject property if the amendment were adopted.
STANDARDS

The yellow highlighting is showing the review standards applicable to a map amendment as the
standards vary slightly for text and map amendments.
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Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

The applicants were originally seeking to subdivide 39 Locust Road along the current municipal
boundary and create two lots after annexation with the north lot being zoned R and the southern lot
zoned R-1. The applicants have withdrawn that aspect of their request at this time.
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.2 outlines the map amendment process.
Section 7.4 states that annexed land shall automatically upon annexation be classified as R SingleFamily Detached Residence District and is subject to the requirements of the R District, unless
otherwise provided for in the annexation agreement or until the territory is rezoned.
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3 which establishes a minimum lot area of 6,000 square feet, a
minimum lot width of 50’, and the setback provisions for lots in the R1-C, Single Family Detached
Residence District.
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3 which establishes a minimum lot area of 15,000 square feet, a
minimum lot width of 100’, and the setback provisions for lots in the R, Single Family Detached
Residence District.
Village Code Provisions Involved
Section 18-16 outlines the Plan Commission’s annexation process.
Action Required
Approval of this request entails a recommendation to grant approval for a plat of annexation for
those portions of 39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road that currently are in unincorporated Cook
County.
Subsequent to annexation approval of this request entails a recommendation to rezone 56 Indian
Hill Road from R to R1-C.
(After the vote on the request)
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Plan
Commission for case number 2020-P-01.
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Plan
Commission for case number 2020-SZC-02.

CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.
Documents
Location Maps and Plans
1.0
1.1

Aerial Map
Area Map
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Cases 2020-P-01 & 2020-SZC-02
39 Locust Road & 56 Indian Hill Road

1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

Zoning Map
Plat of Survey - 39 Locust Road
Plat of Survey - 56 Indian Hill Road
Plat of Annexation

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11
2.12

Completed application forms dated March 9, 2020
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, October
22, 2020
Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Life,
October 29, 2020
Letters of Application
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated October 30, 2020
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, October 29, 2020
Annexation Petition
Email from Mark and Margot Bowen, 55 Indian Hill Road,
dated February 22, 2020
Email exchange with Grant G. McCullagh, 43 Locust Road,
and Matthew Herman, 41 Locust Road
Email with attachment from Stephanie and Phil Van Winkle,
2624 Kenilworth Avenue, dated March 30, 2020
Letter from Gerald Callaghan, O’Donnell Callaghan, LLC,
dated November 12, 2020
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Property Proposed to be Annexed

Municipal Boundary

Property in Wilmette

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

2.0

2.0

CANNING & CANNING LLC
1000 SKOKIE BOULEVARD, SUITE 355
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091
(847) 853-7042 - FAX

CHRISTOPHER S. CANNING
DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(847) 853-7040
canningchris@comcast.net

October 13, 2020

VIA EMAIL
John Adler
Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

Re:

Annexation Matter with Village of Wilmette 39 Locust Road and 56 Indian
Hill Road.

Dear Mr. Adler,
I am writing on behalf of Beach Club 100 regarding their Annexation Petition filed
March 24, 2020. My clients ask that the Plan Commission schedule a hearing on the Annexation
Petition at their earliest opportunity. My clients also ask that with respect to the Application for
Public Hearing dated March 9, 2020, that their request to rezone the northern portion of 56
Indian Hill Road from the R District to the R-1C District be referred by the Village Board to the
Plan Commission sitting as a Special Zoning Committee. At this time Beach Club 100 is
withdrawing its request to subdivide 39 Locust Road into two (2) lots subsequent to Annexation.
Please let me know when the matter will be heard by the Plan Commission. Thank you.
Very truly yours,

Christopher S. Canning
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CANNING & CANNING LLC
1000 SKOKIE BOULEVARD, SUITE 355
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091
(847) 853-7042 - FAX

CHRISTOPHER S. CANNING
DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(847) 853-7040
canningchris@comcast.net

October 21, 2020

VIA EMAIL
Plan Commission
Village of Wilmette
c/o John Adler
Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

Re:

Annexation Matter with Village of Wilmette 39 Locust Road and 56 Indian
Hill Road.

Dear Mr. Adler,
I am writing on behalf of Beach Club 100 regarding their Annexation Petition filed
March 24, 2020. I am writing to supplement the Annexation Petition and supporting documents
filed pursuant to 65 ILCS 5/7-1/8.
In addition to complying with State law, all Annexation Petitions in Wilmette must also
be reviewed pursuant to the 2000 Comprehensive Plan. As set forth below, the Annexation
Petition brought by Beach Club 100 meets the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
The Comprehensive Plan provides that “Policy Two: Assess all requests for annexation
based upon the following criteria:
1.
Will the new municipal borders have logical boundaries based on natural
features, public improvements, and community orientation?
Response:
The new municipal border will be contiguous to the current north border
of Wilmette and will be separated from unincorporated Cook County and the Village of
Winnetka along Indian Hill Road.

2.4

2.
Can the annexed area become an integral part of the community and not an
isolated enclave?
Response: Yes. With respect to the Annexation of that portion of 56 Indian Hill Road,
the southern portion of the property is in Wilmette and is adjacent to Grant Street and the homes
on Kenilworth Avenue. As for the Annexation of 39 Locust Road, the southern portion of the
property is in Wilmette and is adjacent to Grant Street so both parcels are already part of the
community.
3.
Can the annexed are be served by Village Utilities and services without undue
difficulty or economic penalty to the Village and property owners?
Response:

The annexed areas are already being served by Village utilities.

4.
Are existing Village zoning and subdivision regulations compatible with the
existing development pattern of the annexed area.
Response: Yes. All parcels annexed into the Village become part of the R Zoning
District. For 56 Indian Hill Road, the Applicants are seeking rezoning of the annexed area to the
R-1 C Zone since the southern portion of the lot is currently in the Village’s R-1-C Zone. With
respect to the 39 Locust Road parcel, it will remain in the R Zoning District and it meets the
requirements of that District.
5.
Will annexation and the subsequent application of Village land use regulations
improve existing conditions in or assure the sound development of the annexed area?
Response:
Yes. With respect to 56 Indian Hill Road, the annexed area will be used by
rezoned so that the entire parcel will be in a single zoning district thus allowing for consistent
application of the Village land use regulations. As for 39 Locust Road, annexation will permit
the Village of Wilmette regulations to assure sound development of the annexed area, if any,
rather than Cook County Zoning regulations.
Since the Annexation Petition meets the requirements of State law and the
Comprehensive Plan, they ask that the Plan Commission recommend approval of their
application.
We look forward to the opportunity to appear at the Public Hearing on the
application and answer any questions the Plan Commission may have.
Thank you for your consideration of this request.
Very truly yours,

Christopher S. Canning
90300\00057\506948.1

CANNING & CANNING LLC
1000 SKOKIE BOULEVARD, SUITE 355
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091
(847) 853-7042 - FAX

CHRISTOPHER S. CANNING
DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(847) 853-7040
canningchris@comcast.net

October 21, 2020

VIA EMAIL
Plan Commission
Village of Wilmette
c/o John Adler
Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

Re:

Annexation Matter with Village of Wilmette 39 Locust Road and 56 Indian
Hill Road.

Dear Mr. Adler,
I am writing on behalf of Beach Club 100 regarding their Annexation Petition filed
March 24, 2020. I am writing to supplement the Annexation Petition and supporting documents
filed pursuant to 65 ILCS 5/7-1/8 and the request for Rezoning
In addition to complying with State law, all requests for Rezoning in Wilmette must also
be reviewed pursuant to the 2000 Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance. As set forth
below, the request for Rezoning brought by Beach Club 100 meets the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance.
The Comprehensive Plan provides that:
Petitions for zoning variations, special uses, and rezoning are regularly received, and
small-scale land use decisions are made accordingly. Given that a series of land use
decisions may have a cumulative impact on an area over time, those decisions should
be made within a planning context and with consistency.

2.4

Policy One: When assessing the reasonableness of land use changes within the
community, the following factors should be considered.
1.

Compatibility with the existing development pattern and the zoning of
nearby properties.

Response: The southern portion of the parcel is currently zoned R-1C so rezoning the northern
portion of the parcel to R-1C would make the entire parcel consistent for zoning purposes.
2.

Changes in the circumstances upon which the original zoning
designation was based.

Response: Not applicable.
3.

Major changes in land uses or conditions since the zoning was
established.

Response: Not applicable.
4.

Conformance of the current zoning and the proposed zoning to the
current Comprehensive Plan.

Response: Rezoning would allow the entire lot to be zoned R 1-C.
5.

Satisfaction of a public need by the proposed use.

Response: Not applicable.
6.

Suitability of the subject property for the zoned purpose and the
proposed use and purpose.

Response: The entire parcel contains a single-family home and after rezoning will continue to
contain a single-family home. The southern portion of the lot is in the R 1-C district and the
intent of the rezoning of the northern portion of the lot is to bring it into the same zoning district.
7.

Availability of sites for the proposed use in existing districts permitting
such use.

Response: Not applicable.
8.

Compliance of the present development of the area with existing
ordinances.

Response: Once annexed the entire parcel will comply with the requirements of the R-1C Zoning
District.
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9.

Possible unreasonable hardship imposed by the existing zoning.

Response: It would be a hardship to the Applicant if part of the parcel were zoned R and the
other part of the parcel was zoned R 1-C.
10.

Likelihood of a reasonable economic benefit being realized from uses
in accordance with the existing zoning.

Response: Not applicable.
11.

Effect of proposed use and zoning on property values in the area.

Response: The rezoning will have no impact on property values.
12.

Effect of the existing use and zoning on adjacent properties.

Response: The rezoning will have no effect on the existing uses and zoning on adjacent
properties.
13.

Contribution to the redevelopment of a deteriorated area.

Response: Not applicable.
14.

Conflicts with existing or planned public improvements.

Response: The rezoning will not conflict with existing or planned public improvements.
15.

Impact on traffic patterns, congestion, and infrastructure.

Response: The rezoning will have no impact on traffic patterns, congestion, and infrastructure.
16.

Impact on population density such that the demand on public facilities
is adversely affected. (Including but not limited to schools, recreational areas
and facilities, sewers, and streets)

Response: The rezoning will have no impact on population density.
17.

Environmental impact on the vicinity.

Response: The rezoning will have no impact on the environment in the vicinity.
18.

Effects on the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood and
Village.

Response: The rezoning will have a neutral effect on the health, safety, and welfare of the
neighborhood since the request is simply to change zoning classifications.
90300\00057\506948.1

Zoning Ordinance Approval Standards for Zoning Amendments
The reviewing committee or commission’s recommendation and Village Board decision
on any zoning amendment, whether text or map amendment, must consider the following
standards, as set forth in Table 5-1: Approval Standards for Zoning Amendments below.
However this is a matter of legislative discretion that is not controlled by any particular
standard.
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 5-1: APPROVAL STANDARDS FOR ZONING AMENDMENTS
STANDARDS
1. The existing development pattern, use and zoning of nearby
property.
2. The extent to which property values of the subject property are
diminished by the existing zoning.
3. The extent to which the proposed amendment promotes the public
health, safety, and welfare of the Village.
4. The relative gain to the public, as compared to the hardship
imposed upon the applicant.
5. The suitability of the property for the purposes for which it is
presently zoned, i.e., the feasibility of developing the property in
question for one (1) or more of the uses permitted under the existing
zoning classification.
6. The length of time that the property in question has been vacant, as
presently zoned, considered in the context of development in the area
where the property is located.
7. The evidence of community need for the use proposed by the
applicant.
8. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the
Comprehensive Plan.
9. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the intent and
general regulations of this Ordinance.
10. Whether the proposed amendment corrects an error or omission,
adds clarification to existing requirements, or reflects a change in
policy.
11. That the proposed amendment will benefit the residents of the
Village as a whole, and not just the applicant, property owner(s),
neighbors of any property under consideration, or other special
interest groups, and the extent to which the proposed use would be in
the public interest and would not serve solely the interest of the
applicant.
12. Whether the proposed amendment provides a more workable way
to achieve the intent and purposes of this Ordinance, the
Comprehensive Plan, or planned public improvements.
13. The extent to which the proposed amendment creates nonconformities.
14. The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the
property in question.
15. Whether adequate public facilities are available including, but not
limited to, schools, parks, police and fire protection, roads, sanitary
sewers, storm sewers, and water lines, or are reasonably capable of
being provided prior to the development of the uses, which would be
permitted on the subject property if the amendment were adopted.
90300\00057\506948.1

MAP
AMENDMENTS

TEXT
AMENDMENTS

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

Responses:
1. The rezoning will have no impact on the existing development pattern.
2. The rezoning will have no impact on property values.
3. The rezoning will have a neutral impact on the public health, safety, and welfare of the
community.
4. If the rezoning were denied, it would be a hardship to the Applicant in that their lot
would be in two distinct zoning districts with different requirements. The public will gain by
annexing the property so that it is added to the Village tax base and the entire parcel would have
a single zoning classification.
5. The property is currently improved with a single-family home and that home will
remain after the rezoning.
6. Not applicable.
7. Not applicable.
8. Not applicable.
9. Rezoning is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance which favors parcels to be in a
single zoning district.
10. The rezoning will allow the Applicant’s parcel to be in one zoning district, not two.
11. Not applicable.
12. Not applicable.
13. The rezoning will not create a non-conformity, but instead will rectify a possible nonconformity.
14. The rezoning will have no impact on the general area which is fully developed.
15. Not applicable.

Since the Rezoning Petition meets the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and the
Zoning Ordinance, they ask that the Plan Commission recommend approval of their application.
We look forward to the opportunity to appear at the Public Hearing on the application and
answer any questions the Plan Commission may have.
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Thank you for your consideration of this request.
Very truly yours,

Christopher S. Canning
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2.5

2.7

2.8

39 Locust Road

56 Indian Hill Road

Property Index Numbers 05-29-204-028-0000 & 5-29-204-019-000

Property Index Numbers 05-29-204-022-0000 & 05-29-206-018-000

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Margot Bowen
Adler, John
markbowenmd@gmail.com
Re: 39 Locust - PRELIMINARY PLAT OF RESUBDIVISION- 2 SHEETS (revision 2-12-20) & PLAT OF ANNEXATION
(revision 2-12-20)
Saturday, February 22, 2020 6:20:27 AM
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Dear John,
Thank you very much for sending the proposed plat of subdivision.
We received the notice on Wednesday, the 19th, regarding the hearing on the 3rd of March for
annexation and subdivision of the property at 39 Locust Road and hereby request a thirty day
continuance to allow us the time to complete our due diligence.
I am on currently my way to Nepal for a week long a medical mission trip with Operation
Walk Chicago and will not return until the 2nd of March and my husband, head team
physician for the Chicago Bears needs to be in Indianapolis all next week for the NFL
Combine.  
We are extremely concerned about the subdivision and development of 39 Locust Road. The
loss of valuable green space, removal of many beautiful mature trees and water displacement
issues will have a significant negative impact on the neighborhood.
With many thanks for your consideration, Margot and Mark
Mark and Margot Bowen
55 Indian Hill Road
Winnetka, IL 60093
847.877.3190
On Feb 18, 2020, at 9:53 AM, Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com> wrote:
Hi Ms. Bowen – Attached is the proposed plat of subdivision. The request conforms to
the Wilmette zoning/planning platting codes. If approved, any development on the
property will need to meet Wilmette’s Engineering grading and drainage requirements.
If you have any questions regarding how the Engineering Department reviews new
development for grading and drainage, I am happy to put you in touch with Dan Manis,
Village Engineer.
Regards,
John
John Adler, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette
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1200 Wilmette Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091
Phone: (847) 853-7528
Fax: (847) 853-7701
Find Wilmette Biz on Facebook:
Follow Wilmette Biz on Twitter:
Learn more about your Wilmette property at:

From: Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 9:49 AM
To: Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com>
Subject: FW: #7915 - 39 Locust - PRELIMINARY PLAT OF RESUBDIVISION- 2 SHEETS
(revision 2-12-20) & PLAT OF ANNEXATION (revision 2-12-20)

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Adler, John
"Matthew Herman"; Grant McCullagh
msbfinearts@gmail.com; markbowenmd@gmail.com; polinaphilip@yahoo.com
RE: 39 Locust Road Hearing
Tuesday, February 25, 2020 10:31:00 AM
image001.png
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Mr. Herman – I apologize if I wasn’t clear in my email below. It is not staff’s decision whether your
request for a continuance will be granted. It will be the Plan Commission on Tuesday who would
make that decision. My intent to seek a voluntary delay was so that you knew prior to Tuesday,
March 3rd at 7:00 pm that the meeting was being continued or not. Short of Dr. Fox agreeing to the
continuance, you or your representative will need to attend the meeting on Tuesday and make the
case for the continuance before the Plan Commission.
Please feel free to call me at (847) 853 7528 if you have any further questions about the
continuation process or this email.
Regards,
John
John Adler, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091
Phone: (847) 853-7528
Fax: (847) 853-7701
Find Wilmette Biz on Facebook:
Follow Wilmette Biz on Twitter:
Learn more about your Wilmette property at:
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From: Matthew Herman <matthewaherman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 10:17 AM
To: Grant McCullagh <grant.mccullagh@gibscorp.com>; Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com>
Cc: msbfinearts@gmail.com; markbowenmd@gmail.com; polinaphilip@yahoo.com
Subject: Re: 39 Locust Road Hearing
Mr. Adler,
It seems like the bottom line to your statement is that your approach is still to let Dr. Fox be the effective
arbiter of whether or not to go forward with Dr. Fox's plan which seems inherently unfair to the property
owners nearby.  
I am not saying I even have a problem with Dr. Fox's plan but it seems imprudent to me to rush forward
with an irreversible process when the adjacent property holders were given notice so recently and have
numerous questions. The mail may have been postmarked February 14 but due to the holiday weekend
it was not received until the middle of the following week.  
Again, I believe the most prudent and reasonable course would be to grant a continuance.
Best,
Matt
On Tuesday, February 25, 2020, 09:40:30 AM CST, Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. McCullagh – The intent of my email was not to be erroneous in any way, and I understand you
are asking the Village (Plan Commission) to grant the continuance, not Dr. Fox. The reasoning to ask the
applicant if they are willing to except a continuance is twofold. First, if it is done willingly, there would be
no need for the neighbors or applicant to show up at the Plan Commission meeting on March 3rd. The
second reason is because the Plan Commission typically does not continue cases against the desires of
an applicant if the notification was does correctly.

I am cautiously optimistic that the applicant will be willing to except the continuance and should know later
today.

Regards,

John

John Adler, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette

1200 Wilmette Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091
Phone: (847) 853-7528
Fax: (847) 853-7701
Find Wilmette Biz on Facebook:
Follow Wilmette Biz on Twitter:

Learn more about your Wilmette property at:

From: Grant McCullagh <grant.mccullagh@gibscorp.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 8:44 AM
To: Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com>
Cc: msbfinearts@gmail.com; matthewaherman@yahoo.com; markbowenmd@gmail.com;
polinaphilip@yahoo.com
Subject: RE: 39 Locust Road Hearing

Dear Mr. Adler,

Thank you very much for your note below, but we are confused by your comment. Does this suggest that
you will “share our email with the applicant to see if they will agree to the continuance”? This step seems
erroneous to us as Dr. Fox will of course be motivated not to grant such an extension. Moreover it is the
Village of Wilmette we are asking to grant the limited time extension for review.

As the Village of Wilmette, please do consider granting this extension. This is a major topic of discussion
in the neighborhood now.

I’ve copied several of a larger group of concerned residents as a number of these neighbors have now
contacted your office so we can collectively express our concerns and be granted an extension. Please
advise as to when the Village of Wilmette will address the group request for an extension.

Thank you in advance.

Best regards.

Grant G. McCullagh

From: Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2020 2:22 PM
To: Grant McCullagh <grant.mccullagh@gibscorp.com>
Subject: FW: 39 Locust Road Hearing

Hi Mr. McCullagh – We will share you email with the applicant to see if they will agree to the continuance
and if not, share it with the Plan Commission.

Regards,

John

John Adler, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Ave

Wilmette, IL 60091
Phone: (847) 853-7528
Fax: (847) 853-7701
Find Wilmette Biz on Facebook:
Follow Wilmette Biz on Twitter:

Learn more about your Wilmette property at:

From: Roberts, Lisa <robertsl@wilmette.com>
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2020 2:37 PM
To: Adler, John <adlerj@wilmette.com>
Subject: Fwd: 39 Locust Road Hearing

Sent from my iPhone - Lisa

Begin forwarded message:
From: Grant McCullagh <grant.mccullagh@gibscorp.com>
Date: February 21, 2020 at 2:30:56 PM CST
To: "Roberts, Lisa" <robertsl@wilmette.com>
Cc: Suzanne McCullagh <suzanne.mccullagh@gmail.com>
Subject: 39 Locust Road Hearing


To whom it may concern,

My wife, Suzanne McCullagh, and I have lived at 43 Locust Road for 35 years. Yesterday
we received a formal notice from the Village of Wilmette regarding a public hearing on
March 3 relative to the property at 39 Locust Road. We, as most of the neighbors in this
area, would be most appreciative if this could be postponed one month to the April Meeting.

We thank you for your consideration.

Grant G. McCullagh
grant.mccullagh@gibscorp.com
847 446 0499 H
224-216-7992 C
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
FAX (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com

Date:

November 13, 2020

To:

Chairman Bradford and Members of the Plan Commission

From:

John Adler, Director of Community Development

Subject:

Comprehensive Plan Review Process - Discussion

Please find attached a draft of the Scope of Services from the Comprehensive Plan rewrite
request for proposals.

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
FAX (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
Village of Wilmette
Comprehensive Plan – Major Update
________________________________________________________________________
BACKGROUND
Will Complete
PROJECT OBJECTIVE
Wilmette has not undertaken a major update of its Comprehensive Plan since 1990. While a
minor update was completed in 2000 and the Village Center Master Plan was incorporated
into the Comprehensive Plan is 2010, several things have changed necessitating this major
update.
Because Wilmette is almost a fully developed community, the existing Comprehensive Plan
has served the Village well since its adoption in 1990. However, with community attention
turning to the environment, social equity, economic vitality and housing that can serve a more
diverse demographic, the need for a major rewrite of the Plan became evident.
While global warming has raised the importance of addressing resiliency in the Plan, the
COVID-19 pandemic has made addressing this need even more important. To help in
incorporating sustainability throughout the Plan, the Village is in the process of adopting its
first Sustainability Plan. The Sustainability Plan should be used in identifying ways to
incorporate the environment and resiliency into the Comprehensive Plan.
In addition, while economic development has always been important to the Village, the
changing shopping habits of Wilmette residents, visitors and workers has had a significant
impact on the Village’s seven commercial districts and a new Plan that addresses these
changes and prepares the Village for the future is needed.

The selected consultant will be expected to help guide the Village through the
Comprehensive Plan review process, resulting in a new plan to guide the Village’s land use
decisions for the next twenty (20) years.
SCOPE OF SERVICES
While the final scope of services will be developed in collaboration with the selected
consultant, the scope should at a minimum include the following:
Review the existing Comprehensive Plan elements to determine the best way to update the
current chapters/components to allow the plan to serve the community into the future. The
current plan is comprised of the following chapters/components:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introduction – Vision of Wilmette
Wilmette Today & Tomorrow – Growth Potential & Limitations
Land Use – Conditions, Rezoning & Annexation, Specific Policies for Development
Areas, Public Land Policies, General Policies for Land Use Regulation, Existing Land
Use, Designated Land Use
Housing
Commercial Areas
Historic Preservation
Municipal Infrastructure & Services
Implementation

In addition to updating the above elements addressed in Wilmette’s current Comprehensive
Plan, this major update will be expected to touch on a number of additional elements in either
standalone chapters or incorporated in appropriate parts of the plan.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community Wellbeing and Safety
Culture & Educational Activities and Programs
Social Equity & Diversity
Sustainability
Community Character
Institutions – Schools, Places of Worship, Governmental etc.
Parks, Recreation and Open Space
Active Transportation – Multi-Modal

Community Engagement and Public Communication
While robust public engagement is always important when preparing a Comprehensive Plan,
beginning the rewrite process during a pandemic provides additional hurdles to engagement.
Because of this it will be necessary to engage all stakeholders through a number of remote
and in person engagement activities such as:
•
•

Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Online presence including a dedicated website and social media
Community forums
Outreach activities at community events, festivals, and markets
Public meetings
Board and commission meetings
Attendance at community group meetings
Open houses
Preference surveys
Village print, email and online communications

With the Village’s input a list of stakeholders will be created. It will be paramount that the
outreach strategy reaches all interested community members and creates a plan that is
supported by the community.
The Village is looking for the consultant to provide an estimate number of meetings, open
houses, and outreach activities that will be necessary to create the new Comprehensive
Plan.
Board and Commission Involvement
Wilmette’s Plan Commission will be leading the development of the Plan, with support from
the Community Development Department and other Village departments as needed. While
it is expected that the consultant will be develop and lead the community engagement
process, support from the Village Manager's Office will be provided as needed.
The Village has a number of Board’s and Commission’s that will assist the Plan Commission
in drafting of the Plan. The following Board’s and Commission’s will be expected to provide
insight into elements of the Plan that overlap their mission:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Appearance Review Commission
Community Relations Commission
Environmental and Energy Commission
Housing Commission
Historic Preservation Commission
Transportation Commission
Zoning Board of Appeals

Sub-Area Plans
As mentioned above, a number of factors has impacted the retail success of parts of
Wilmette’s commercial areas. In order to prepare the Village’s commercial areas for the
future, closer looks at the following three Wilmette commercial areas will be necessary:
•
•
•

Linden Square
Ridge Road Corridor
Green Bay Road Corridor
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These commercial areas have all seen a reduction of retail and restaurant tenants and an
increase in vacancies. Understanding the needs/desires of the neighborhoods these districts
serve, the market reality of meeting those needs/desires, and strategies to encourage the
needed/desired outcomes is necessary in developing a plan that the Village can rely on when
making future land use decisions.
In addition, the Plan should revisit the Village Center Plan, amending it where needed and
better incorporating the goals and policies into the new Comprehensive Plan. Recent
developments in the Village Center include a 5-6 story mixed use building on the west side
of Green Bay Road that received a Planned Unit Development special use and a 4-story
mixed use building on Greenleaf Avenue that was built by-right.
A 6-7 story mixed use building at 1210 Central Avenue was recently approved by the Village
through the PUD process and is expected to break ground in mid to late 2021. While these
structures are of a size/mass that fit in with the community character, there is a concern that
future development of a similar size may change the character of the Village Center in a
negative way. The Village would like to ensure that new development is sympathetic in scale
and design to adjacent residential neighborhoods.
The Village has received tentative approval to designate a portion of the east Village Center
as a National Historic District. While this designation if finalized would only be honorific in
nature, the Plan should recognize the importance of those historical elements of Wilmette’s
Village Center that make it unique.
Descriptions of Wilmette’s commercial areas are as appendix A. Past Studies completed for
these areas are attached as Appendix B.
Data Collection and Evaluation
The selected consultant will collect data, evaluate existing conditions and review existing
Village plans, studies and reports as necessary to develop the plan.
In order to properly assess the strengths and weaknesses of the Village’s commercial areas
and develop appropriate goals, policies and strategies, a commercial market analysis will
most likely be necessary.
In addition, a housing needs assessment may be necessary to develop meaningful housing
related goals, policies and strategies.
Deliverables
The Consultant will:
• Provide project management
• Manage community engagement
• Provide regular status reports to t he P la n Co mm issio n , Village staff and
Village Board
• Coordinate with Village staff
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•
•

•
•

Hold periodic meetings with Plan Commission to present discuss study results
and drafts.
Produce a draft and then final report that includes all minimum elements
outlined in scope of services, related recommendations and strategies for
implementation
Provide 25 bound paper copies and a PDF of the final report and all
attachments.
Present a draft and then final report and recommendations to the Plan
Commission and Village Board

Selected Consultant Scope of Services & Deliverables Input
The scope of services and deliverables listed above are not intended to be a comprehensive
list of what will be necessary to deliver the final product. The Village will be relying on the
selected consultant to provide additional input of the final product based on their past
Comprehensive Plan work.
CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSALS
No proposal will be accepted from or contract awarded to any person, firm or corporation
that is in arrears or is in default to the Village upon any debt or contract, or that is a defaulter,
as surety or otherwise, upon any obligation to said Village, or that has failed to perform
faithfully any previous contract with the Village. In awarding the contract in addition to price,
the Village shall consider the following:
a. The ability, capacity, and skill of the consultant to perform the contract to provide the
service required,
b. Whether the consultant can perform the contract or provide the service promptly, or
within the time specified, without delay or interference,
c. The character, integrity, reputation, judgment, experience, and efficiency of the
consultant,
d. Diversity of the consultant team,
e. The quality of performance of previous contracts of services,
f. The previous and existing compliance by the consultant, with laws and ordinances
relating to the contract or service,
g. The sufficiency of the financial resources and ability of the consultant to perform the
contract or provide the service,
h. The quality, availability, and adaptability of the supplies or contractual services to the
particular use required,
i. The ability of the consultant to provide future maintenance and service for the use of
the subject of the contract,
j. The number and scope of condition attached to the proposal,
k. Whether the consultant has a place of business in the Village,
l. Responsiveness to the exact requirements of the invitation to proposal,
m. Ability to work cooperatively with the Village and its administration, and
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n. Past records of the consultant, transaction with the Village or with other entities as
evidence of the responsibility, character, integrity, reputation, judgment, experience,
efficiency, and cooperativeness.
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