
1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT        (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT        Fax (847) 853-7701 

  TDD (847) 853-7634 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

of the  
Plan Commission 

Tuesday, November 1, 2022 at 7:00 P.M. 
Second Floor Training Room – Wilmette Village Hall 

1200 Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois 

AGENDA 

I. Call to Order 

II. Approval of Minutes
Minutes of the Plan Commission meeting of August 2, 2022

III. 1210 Central Avenue – Planned Unit Development Amendment
A request by Wilmette, LLC (Optima Wilmette) for an amendment to the approved
Planned Unit Development Ordinance (2020-O-43). The proposed amendment
would allow modifications to install a bocce ball court on the roof of the 6th floor and
for a reduction in the unit size of two units on the southeast corner of the 5th and 6th

floors of the building to permit the increase in deck area of those units.

IV. Planned Unit Development Concept Plan Review – 1306-1318 Wilmette
Avenue
A request by Sam Gambacorta, Jr., for the review of a Planned Unit Development
concept plan for a fourteen (14) unit townhouse development.

V. New Business 

VI. Public Comment

VII. Adjournment
William Bradford, Chair 

IF YOU ARE A PERSON WITH A DISABILITY AND NEED SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 
 IN AND/OR ATTEND A VILLAGE OF WILMETTE PUBLIC MEETING, PLEASE NOTIFY THE VILLAGE  

MANAGER’S OFFICE AT (847) 853-7509 OR TDD (847) 853-7634 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 
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MEETING MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION  

 
TUESDAY, AUGUST 2, 2022 

6:00 P.M. 
VILLAGE HALL TRAINING ROOM 

 

Members Present:  William Bradford, Chair       
    Rahul Bhangare  
    Mariah DiGrino, Acting Chair after Chair Bradford’s departure 
    Homa Ghaemi         
    Martin Wolf 
 
Members Absent:  Alan George and Michael Taylor      

       
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 
Guests Present:  Michael Blue, Teska & Associates and Francesca Sallinger 

Lawrence, Teska & Associates,  
   
I. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Bradford called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

II. OPENING REMARKS AND SWEARING IN OF ALL OF THOSE WISHING TO 
TESTIFY 

 Chair Bradford swore in all who were going to testify during the public hearing portion of 
the meeting. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETING OF MARCH 1, 2022 

Commissioner Wolf moved to approve the minutes of the March 1, 2022 meeting.  The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Bhangare.  Voting yes: Chair Bradford, Mr. 
Bhangare, Ms. DiGrino, Ms. Ghaemi, and Mr. Wolf.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
  

IV. 2022-P-02  1100 Ridge Road – Subdivision   
 
A request by Jose Rodriguez for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision of the 
property at 1100 Ridge Road. 
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Commissioner Ghaemi moved to recommend approval of the request for tentative plat 
approval of a two-lot subdivision of the property at 1100 Ridge Road in conformance with 
the plat submitted. Commissioner Wolf seconded the motion. 
    
The vote was as follows: 
 
 William Bradford, Chair  Yes 
 Rahul Bhangare   Yes 

Mariah DiGrino   Yes 
 Alan George    Absent  
 Homa Ghaemi    Yes      
 Michael Taylor   Absent 
 Martin Wolf    Yes 
    

Motion was approved. The request will be on the August 23, 2022 Village Board 
agenda.  

  
 Case Minutes are attached.   

 

V. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN - DRAFT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES DISCUSSION 

 Mr. Blue and Ms. Sallinger provided background on how the proposed goals and objectives 
were drafted. They asked the Commissioners to pair up to discuss the goals and objectives 
and report back after 30 minutes. After the paired discussions the commissioners 
commented on the document.  

 The Commissioners liked the objectives related to historic preservation under the 
Community Character Theme.  

The Commissioners felt that in general the goals and objectives sounded good but need 
more context – what are these in response to, what was brought up as issues by 
community? What are the main deficiencies/challenges? 

 
The Commission asked that Village’s recently aopted plans (Active Transportation Plan & 
Sustainability Plan) be better cross-referenced in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
The Commission commented on how there is a lot of overlap between the sections and that 
they would like to see intersectionality – i.e., how does housing relate to diversity, 
businesses relate to transit, etc. 

 
The Commission asked about adding a section about maintaining the high quality of 
education (i.e., supporting the library, capital improvements in infrastructure). 
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Chair Bradford had to leave the meeting and Commissioner DiGrino sat as Acting Chair. 
 
The Commission asked that the story of the Village Center transformation be mentioned in 
the plan and felt that ideas for Edens Plaza and Lake & Skokie should be added. 

 
The Commission questioned why many of the goals and objectives are about continuing 
to do certain things, or to preserve what is existing. Mr. Blue answered that because a 
comprehensive plan sets the policy direction for a community, it’s important to document 
what the Village wants to improve/change and want to continue/preserve, so that those 
current activities continue to be supported and receive funding. Otherwise, we risk not 
maintaining current strengths of the Village. 
 
The Commission asked about prioritization. Should we think about putting aside some 
things for now to solve the more pressing problems? Mr. Blue answered that the 
implementation section of the plan will establish priorities for those actions that should be 
implemented in the near-, medium-, and long-terms 

 
Mr. Blue indicated that the project team will revise the draft goals and objectives per the 
input from the Plan Commission. A number of the suggestions will be more appropriately 
incorporated into the full draft plan.  Next steps in consideration of the draft goals and 
objectives are review by the Village Board and Village commissions whose responsibilities 
relate to the plan themes. 

 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business. 

VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

VIII. AJDOURNMENT. 

Commissioner Ghaemi moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Wolf. Voting yes: Acting Chair DiGrino, Mr. Bhangare, Ms. Ghaemi, and 
Mr. Wolf. Voting no: None. The meeting was adjourned at 8:41 p.m. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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Date:  October 28, 2022 
 
To:  Chairman Bradford and Members of the Plan Commission 
  
From:  John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 
Subject: 1306-1318 Wilmette Avenue Planned Unit Development (PUD) Concept Plan  
 
Background 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to inform the Plan Commission of a request made by a landowner 
for an optional concept plan review.  In the establishment and authorization as a special use as provided 
for in the Village Code, in addition to the special use standards of Section 30-5.3, the planned unit 
development procedures is a four-step process, which includes a pre-application meeting, optional 
concept plan, Preliminary Plan, and Final Plan. 
 
Before a formal PUD application is submitted for review by the Plan Commission the Village requires a 
pre-application meeting with staff. The purpose of the pre-application presentation is to make advice 
and assistance available to the applicant before preparation of the optional concept plan or formal 
application.  
 
Property Description 
 
The Subject Property is zoned R-2, Attached Residence District, and located on the north side of 
Wilmette Avenue, approximately 64.5’ west of Park Avenue.  The property has approximately 200’ of 
frontage on Wilmette Avenue and an average depth of approximately 239’.  The Subject Property is 
approximately 47,877 square feet in area.  The west 100’ of the property is currently vacant and the 
east 100’ is currently occupied by a two-unit dwelling and a single-family home. 
 
The properties to the north, south, east, and west are zoned R2, Attached Residence District.  To the 
east are townhomes and to the west is a two-unit dwelling.  To the north and south are single-family 
dwellings. 
 
PUD Pre-Application Meeting 
 
The owner of the property at 1306-1318 Wilmette Avenue requested a PUD pre-application meeting for 
a fourteen (14) unit townhouse development. The pre-application meeting with staff took place on 
September 8, 2022. At the pre-application meeting staff provided the following feedback (including staff 
opinions) to the property owner: 

 
 
 
 

Community Development 
Department 
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• The relief being requested is significant and the public benefit minimal. 
 
The relief includes:  
 

1. A special use to permit a townhouse with more than 4 units in one building. 
2. A special use to permit more than one townhouse building on a lot. 
3. A variation to allow attached front-loaded garages to face the front lot line. 
4. A front yard setback variation. 
5. A combined side yard variation. 
6. A rear yard setback variation. 
7. A principal structure separation variation. 
8. An accessory structure separation variation. 
9. A rear yard structure coverage variation. 
10. A rear yard pavement coverage variation. 
 

 The public benefit includes: 
 
1. Monetary donation towards affordable housing. 
2. Monetary donation towards repaving a portion of the adjacent public alley. 

 
• The proposed concept provides no additional creativity or significant public benefit that would 

make reviewing the request as a PUD special use the appropriate process to follow. 
 

• If the property owner desires to continue to use the PUD process to seek approval of a 
townhouse/stacked flat development, staff recommended that the site be planned to more closely 
replicate the street frontage that existed before the two structures (two-unit) were demolished by 
the property owner. Staff mentioned the possible use of stacked flats and smaller unit sizes to 
better reflect the current character of the neighborhood.  
 

• The concept plan proposes a density greater than a similar plan denied by the Village Board in 
2015. At that time the Village Board was concerned about the impact on the character of the 
neighborhood and that was for a development on the west 100’ of the now subject property. 
 

• In 2016 after the denial of the seven-unit proposal, the Village Board approved a five-unit 
townhouse development on the western 100’ of the property. The approval was by a 5-2 split 
vote and was on a parcel size greater than half of the current subject property. That request was 
brought forth by the current owner of the property and never constructed. 

 
Concept Plan Process 
 
After the pre-application meeting with staff, but before submitting a formal application for a PUD , the 
PUD regulations allows the applicant to present the development concept plan that was submitted as 
part of the pre-application meeting to the Plan Commission to obtain information and guidance prior to 
entering into binding commitments or incurring substantial expense.  
 
The property owner requested that the Plan Commission review the proposed concept plan. It should 
be noted that the concept plan review is not a public hearing and the guidance given is meant to be 
informal, but also informative regarding the proposed concept and the potential use of the subject 
property. 
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Date: October 28, 2022 

To: Chairman Bradford and Members of the Plan Commission 

From: John Adler, Director of Community Development 

Subject: Amendment to the Approved Final Planned Unit Development – 1210 Central 
Avenue 

Background 

On January 7, 2020, and February 4, 2020 the Plan Commission reviewed Optima’s request 
for Preliminary PUD approval for a mixed use building at 1210 Central Avenue. On February 
4, 2020 the Plan Commission voted on the project and failed to make a positive 
recommendation.  

On February 25, 2020 and March 10, 2020 the Village Board reviewed Optima’s proposal and 
after modifications were made, a majority of the Board found that the project met the Zoning 
Ordinance standards for a Planned Unit Development. On April 28, 2020 the Village Board 
adopted Ordinance 2020-O-22 granting a special use for the Preliminary PUD plan that 
consisted of a mixed-use building containing approximately 5,900 square feet of commercial 
space on the ground floor and approximately 109 dwelling units.   

On October 27, 2020 the Village Board granted final PUD approval for the proposed PUD with 
the passage of Ordinance 2020-O-43. After final approval but before construction began the 
applicant submitted slight changes to the development’s floor plans, elevations and unit count 
(reduction from 109 units to 100). On September 28, 2021 the Village Board granted the 
necessary amendment to the final PUD approval to allow the revisions. Because the changes 
granted in September of 2021 were requested prior to the commencement of construction, the 
Village Board acted directly on those changes. 

Copies of Plan Commission report is attached as document 2.  A copy of the staff memo 
regarding Preliminary PUD approval is attached as document 3. A copy of the staff memo 
regarding Final PUD approval is attached as document 4. A copy of staff memo regarding the 
amended Final PUD approval is attached as document 5. 

Discussion 

The Zoning Ordinance provide the following procedure for handling changes to the approved 
final PUD plans during construction: 

Community Development 
Department
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1.  Minor Changes 
 

Minor changes, as required by engineering or other physical site circumstances 
not foreseen at that time that the Final Plan was approved and verified by the 
Village Engineer, may be authorized by the Zoning Administrator, who reserves 
the right to forward any requests for changes to the Village Board. Any item listed 
in Paragraph 2.c below is not considered a minor change. Any changes to the 
Final Plan must be recorded as amendments to the planned unit development 
ordinance. If changes are allowed in a final site plan, then a new site plan 
reflecting such changes must be filed with the Village noting the date of the 
changes. 

 
2.  Major Changes 
 

a.  Major changes are those changes that substantially affect the basic design, 
density or bulk of the development. All changes in land use, building height or 
density of the development are considered a major change, and must be 
approved by the Village Board, after a public hearing by the Plan Commission, 
as an amendment to the planned unit development ordinance.  

 
b.  The Plan Commission must review the request for a major change at a public 

hearing within a reasonable time after receipt of a request. Within a 
reasonable time after the close of the public hearing, the Plan Commission 
must recommend either approval or denial of the request for a major change, 
and submit its written recommendation to the Village Board. The Village 
Board, after receipt of a recommendation from the Plan Commission, must 
approve, approve with conditions or deny the request for a major change 
within a reasonable time following the receipt of the Plan Commission 
recommendation. The Village Board may also decide that the request for a 
major change is so significant that it must be considered a new planned unit 
development application and should be resubmitted as such. 

 
c.  Major changes include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 
i.  A change equal to or greater than five percent (5%) in the number of 

dwelling units, the gross floor area of the development, or the gross 
floor area devoted to any particular use. 

 
ii.  A change of five (5) feet or more in building height. 
 
iii.  An increase in building coverage of more than five percent (5%) than 

that approved in the Final Plan (for example, an increase from (25% 
coverage to 30% coverage). Any building coverage increase above 
that permitted by this Ordinance is considered a major change. 

 
iv.  A decrease in open space. 
 
v.  A change in the location of any open space in any manner that detracts 

from its intended function in the previously approved plan. 
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vi.  A change in excess of ten (10) feet in the location of walkways, vehicle 

circulation ways and parking areas, or exterior building or structure 
walls.  

 
vii. A change in the location and arrangement of land uses within the 

development as shown on the previously approved final plan. 
 
viii. A change or relocation of rights of way shown on the approved final 

plan in any manner or to any extent that decreases their functionality, 
adversely affects their relation to surrounding land use and rights-of-
way elements, or reduces their effectiveness as buffers or amenities. 

 
ix.  An alteration, whether an increase or decrease, in the amount of any 

land use in any stage of the development by more than ten percent 
(10%) or a change in the overall final approved and use mix.  

 
x.  A reduction in the number of parking spaces or an increase of more 

than five (5) parking spaces. An increase of up to five (5) spaces is 
considered a minor change. 

 
xi. A change to the landscape plan that results in a reduction in the net 

amount of plant material. Changes to the landscape plan that do not 
result in a reduction in the net amount of plant material, a change in 
plant species or a change that does not violate the landscaping 
requirements of this Ordinance is considered a minor change. 

 
Because the proposed modifications do not relate to engineering or physical site circumstances 
not foreseen at that time that the Final Plan was approved (see highlighted text above), they 
cannot be considered minor changes and therefore require Plan Commission review and 
Village Board approval.   While for the purposes of the review process the proposed changes 
are considered major, the modifications arguably do not substantially affect the basic design, 
density or bulk of the development and are not changes in land use, building height or density 
of the development. 
 
The requested changes are listed below and addressed in additional detail in Optima’s 
attached letter requesting the modifications – document 1. 
 
Roof Change 
 
Install a bocce ball court on the roof of the 6th floor off the interior courtyard. The applicant has 
indicated that the bocce court activity would only be viewable from the vacant car dealership 
site to the north. A site line drawing was submitted along with the roof plan. 
 
Elevation & Floor Plan Changes 
 
Reduction in the unit size of two units on the southeast corner of the 5th and 6th floors of the 
building to permit the increase in deck area of those units. 
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Plan Commission Action 
 
The Commission must determine if the proposed changes will substantially affect the basic 
design, density or bulk of the development as approved by the Village Board.  
 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to recommend an amendment to the approved Planned Unit Development Ordinance 
(2020-O-43) to allow modifications to install a bocce ball court on the roof of the 6th floor and 
for a reduction in the unit size of two units on the southeast corner of the 5th and 6th floors of 
the building to permit the increase in deck area of those units, in conformance with the plans 
submitted. 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Letter requesting Final PUD Amendment with attachments 
2. Plan Commission report 
3. Staff memo regarding Preliminary PUD approval 
4. Staff memo regarding Final PUD approval 
5. Staff memo regarding the amended Final PUD approval  
6. Application 
7. Affidavit of Notice Compliance 
8. Certificate of Publication 



Optima, Inc. 630 Vernon Avenue Suite E 847 835-8400 
www.optimaweb.com Glencoe, Illinois 60022 847 835-3073 fax 

optima® 

Board of Trustees 

c/o Mr. John Adler 

Director of Community Development 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 

Wilmette, IL 60091-0040 

October 12, 2022 

Re: Optima Verdana – Minor Modifications 
T:\5160\1F\7-2\21_0913 Ltr to Board of Trustees with Final PUD Dwgs\22_1012 Ltr to Board of Trustees re Bocce and Terrace.doc 

To the Board of Trustees: 

We would like to request the following two minor modifications to the project, which we believe are 

in keeping with the design intent of the approved PUD: 

1) Enlarge Terraces at Level 5 and 6:

We are proposing to enlarge the terrace at Level 5 and 6 so that residents may enjoy an

outdoor dining area.  Pushing the exterior wall back at this corner is in keeping with the initial

request from the Board of Trustees to create unique terraces at Level 5 and 6 to reduce the

visual mass at the SE corner.  Optima complied with this request and would now like to simply

push the exterior wall further back.  Please see the original and updated renderings for this

proposed modification.

2) Provided Bocce Ball Court at Amenity Level 7:

On the interior courtyard side of the building, we propose to provide a bocce ball court at

Level 7, instead of the roof material currently planned for this area.  The bocce ball court

would be located on the north side of the amenity volume at level 7 and cannot be seen from

any public way.  A glass guardrail is proposed, consistent with the other guardrails on level 7,

to protect this area.  Please see the Roof Plan and Section A-A, and B-B for a view diagram.

Also refer to the rendering from the original approved PUD submission that demonstrates

that the bocce ball court is not visible from the public way.  Rendering titled “View Along

Green Bay Road Viewing South.”

1.0



  Optima, Inc. 630 Vernon Avenue 847 835-8400 
  www.optimaweb.com Glencoe, Illinois 60022 847 835-3073 fax 

We feel that these minor modifications remain consistent with the design intent of the PUD, and, as 

such, we respectfully request your consideration for approval. 

 

We appreciate your time and effort. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

William F. Duke, AIA 

Senior Vice President, Optima 

 

 

Cc:   David Hovey, Jr, AIA, Optima 

David C. Hovey, Sr, FAIA, Optima 

Mark Segal, Optima 

 

Encl: Revised PUD drawings: 

SD-A205 dated 8/03/22 

SD-A206 dated 8/03/22 

PUD-A311 dated 8/03/22 

 

Additional Diagram and Perspectives: 

Section A-A with Roof Plan dated 7/1/22 

Two Renderings: 

- Original rendering of SE corner, Level 5 and 6 as approved at time of PUD 

- Proposed rendering of SE corner 

APPROVED
DATE:
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
PUD-A311

0' 15' 30' 60'

EAST ELEVATION

SOUTH ELEVATION

SIGNAGE NOTES:

1. BUILDING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ VILLAGE 

SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.  

1. RETAIL SIGNAGE TO BE PANEL TYPE, 

MOUNTED HIGH AND TIGHT TO FACE OF 

STOREFRONT.  SEE EAST ELEVATION.

2. RESIDENTIAL SIGNAGE TO BE LETTERS 

ON GLASS.

2. PUBLIC PARKING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ 

VILLAGE SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.

PROJECT WILL PROVIDE FOR 

DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE PROGRAM FOR 

PUBLIC PARKING AND PARKING 

AVAILABILITY SIGNAGE AT ENTRANCE TO 

GARAGE.

1.1

1.2

2.1

BIRD-FRIENDLY DESIGN FEATURE NOTES:

A. LEED PILOT CREDIT 55 "BIRD COLLISION 

DETERRENCE" ESTABLISHED THE FIRST THREE 

FLOORS OF A BUILDING AS "ZONE 1" THAT IS 

THE HIGHEST THREAT FOR BIRD COLLISIONS.  

THE REQUIREMENT FOR ZONE 1 IS FOR THERE 

TO BE A BIRD COLLISION THREAT RATING 

(BCTR) OF 15 OR LESS.

A. GLASS ON THE FIRST THREE FLOORS 

WILL BE TREATED WITH BIRD-FRIENDLY 

GLAZING APPLICATIONS TO ASSIST WITH 

DETERRING BIRD COLLISIONS.

B. TERRACES TO BREAK-UP THE GLASS FACADE 

CREATE PHYSICAL DIFFERENTIATION.

C. USE OF METAL GUARDRAILS AT TERRACES 

INSTEAD OF GLASS.

D. SPANDREL GLASS ON NORTH FACADE HAS NO 

TRANSPARENCY AND WILL BE TREATED ON 

FIRST THREE FLOORS TO ADDRESS 

REFLECTIVITY.

E. RESIDENTIAL COMMON AREA LIGHTING 

INTERNAL TO THE BUILDING WITH NO 

EXTERNAL LIGHT POLLUTION.

F. ROOF TOP LIGHTING WILL BE ON TIMERS.

G. FUNCTION OF THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDING 

LENDS ITSELF TO LIMITED OVERNIGHT 

LIGHTING.

H. NO VISIBLE INTERIOR LANDSCAPING.

PROPOSED WINDOW WALL
LOCATION TO ALLOW
OUTDOOR DINING AREA
AT LEVEL 5 AND 6 ONLY,
SEE PLAN

PROPOSED WINDOW WALL
LOCATION TO ALLOW
OUTDOOR DINING AREA
AT LEVEL 5 AND 6 ONLY,
SEE PLAN
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ROOF PLAN
PUD-A207

ROOF COVERAGE AREA (SF) % OF ROOF
COVERED AREA 6,006 SF 20%
GENERAL ROOF AREA 17,139 SF 56%
OPEN TO SKY - DECK / PLANTER 7,211 SF 24%
ROOF AREA GRAND TOTAL 30,356 SF

0' 15' 30' 60'

6,000 SF
17,200 SF
7,200 SF

30,400 SF

57%

IMPERIAL MOTORS
PARKING LOT

COURTYARD

1210   CENTRAL

7/01/22

SECTION  A-A

ROOF PLAN

A A

BOCCE BALL 
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GLASS 
RAILING

1210 
CENTRAL
SERVICE
CORRIDOR

PROPERTY LINE

COURTYARD

GLASS 
RAILING

PROPOSED
BOCCE
COURT
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RENDERING
PUD-APPX-A311

VIEW ALONG GREEN BAY ROAD VIEWING SOUTH

5103/10/20

BOCCE BALL COURT BEYOND 
IS NOT VISIBLE FROM ANY PUBLIC WAY







Plan Commission 
Report to Village 

Board
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

PLAN COMMISSION 

Recommendation: The Plan Commission recommends denying a Planned Unit 
Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the 
construction of a mixed use building containing commercial 
space and approximately 109 dwelling units located in the 
VC, Village Center, zoning district - Pedestrian Commercial 
West at 1210 Central Avenue, in conformance with the plans 
submitted. The use to run with the use. 

Case Number: 2019-P-03 

Property: 1210 Central Avenue 

Zoning District: VC, Village Center District 
Pedestrian Commercial West Street Frontage 
Corridor Height 

Petitioner: Green Bay Wilmette LLC (Optima Wilmette) 

Nature of Application: Request 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 109 dwelling units located in the VC, Village 
Center, zoning district - Pedestrian Commercial West. 

Applicable Provisions of Section 5.9   Article 6 
the Zoning Ordinance: Article 10 Section 10.4 

Section 10.5  Section 10.6 
Section 10.7  Section 10.8 
Section 12.3.G.2 Section 13.4.H.2.b 
Section 13.5.C.2 Section 13.5.C.3 
Article 14 

Hearing Date:  February 4, 2020 
January 7, 2020 

Date of Application: November 22, 2019 

02-25-20
6.11
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Plan Commission Vote:  Charmain Bradford   No  
     Mariah DiGrino   No 
     Homa Ghaemi    No 
     Jeffrey Head    No 
     Steven Schwab   Yes 
     Justin Sheperd    No 
 Michael Taylor   Yes 
  
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the petitioner, December 2, 2019. 

Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
December 19, 2019.  Posted on the property, January 16, 
2020. Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, 
dated December 19, 2019. 

 
Report Prepared By:   John Adler, AICP 

Director of Community Development 
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff 

 
Report Approved and  
Submitted By:   Chairman William Bradford 
 
     William Bradford    2-20-2020 
     _____________________________________________ 
     Chairman William Bradford   Date 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE PLAN COMMISSION 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the northwest corner of Central Avenue and Green Bay Road.  
The property has 175.47’ of frontage on Green Bay Road and 240.68’ of frontage on Central 
Avenue. The property is approximately 42,167 square feet (.968 acres) in area. The property is 
currently occupied by the International Bank. 
 
To the north is the vacant Imperial Motors Jaguar dealership zoned VC, Village Center.  To the 
south is a two-story commercial building and a vacant lot owned by the Village zoned VC, Village 
Center. To the west are townhomes zoned R2, Attached Residence. To the east are the Metra tracks 
and Metra parking lot zoned VC, Village Center.   
 
Description of Request – Including Revisions Received After the February 4, 2020 Meeting 
 
The petitioner submitted revised plans. The changes included the following: 
 

• An approximately 25’ by 32.5’ publically accessible plaza with public art has been 
proposed (listed as a public benefit - 6.5.E.1). This results in a slight reduction of 
commercial space 

• The outdoor dining area off of Central Avenue was increased to 20’ wide from 10’ 
• The eastern most amenity space and management office has been setback 10’ from 

the originally proposed 0’. This results in a slight reduction in amenity and office 
space 

• Increased the number of public use parking spaces from 23 to 30 
 
Description of Request – Including Revisions for the February 4, 2020 Meeting 
 
The petitioner submitted revised plans. The changes included the following: 
 

• The elevator housing was reduced in height from 81’ to 79.92’, and relocated 25’ 
north to reduce its visibility from nearby public right-of-ways 

• The penthouse amenity area was reduced in size by 11.1% (750 square feet) and the 
proposed pergolas were eliminated 

• The fence/wall along Central was reduced in height from 7.5’ to a conforming 
height of 6.5’ 

• The Central Avenue ground floor transparency was increased from 34% to a 
conforming transparency of 89.3% by relocating amenity space from the interior 
courtyard to the frontage along Central Avenue. This also helps address the desire to 
see the Central Avenue street frontage being more activated 

• The ground floor of the building west of the residential entrance was setback 5’ for 
the portion of the building that contains the relocated amenity space. Because the 
frontage along Central Avenue requires a 0’ build to line, relief is necessary to 
provide a 5’ setback 
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• Trees are proposed on the south and east side of the roof to soften the view of the 
penthouse amenity space. The trees on the west side are shown as being no higher 
than the penthouse amenity space height, as discussed at the last Plan Commission 
meeting   

• Hanging vines/landscaping has been proposed at all the balconies. The petitioner 
has indicated that the proposed landscaping would remain green and survive during 
the wintertime 

• A minimum two Green Globes designation for the building will be attained 
• Two electric car charging stations will be provided in the 23 space public parking 

area 
• Clear bird friendly glass is now being proposed on the first three floors of the 

building 
• The landscaping adjacent to the loading dock has been reduced to allow delivery 

vehicles to drive through the loading area rather than pulling in and backing out 
• The elevator location change allowed an additional one-bedroom unit to be added  

 
The petitioner is requesting 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 109 dwelling units located in the VC, Village Center, zoning district - Pedestrian 
Commercial West. 
 
The proposed development consists of five (5) stories of residential above one (1) story of 
commercial/residential space.  Towards the middle of the building is a 7th story, which is proposed 
to contain additional residential building amenities. The proposed 207,544 square foot development 
has approximately 109 dwelling units, 7,347 square feet of first floor commercial space.  
 
The proposed unit count is as follows: 
One Bedroom   25 
Two Bedroom   48 
Three Bedroom  36 
Total    109 
 
In addition to the 7,347 square feet of commercial space on the ground floor, there is a management 
office, first floor dwelling units (9 of the 109) and additional residential amenity space (4,515 
square feet). Zoning relief is necessary for the amount of residential common area, the residential 
dwelling units and management office to be located on the ground floor. 
 
The ground floor residential units are proposed with yards provided in an interior court yard and 
along Central Avenue and the alley. A 6.5’ high solid fence is proposed to screen the residential 
units along Central Avenue and the alley.  
 
One of the ground floor residential amenities shown is dog park/run adjacent to the public alley. 
The zoning ordinance states that dog runs must be setback a minimum of 3’ from a rear lot line and 
the applicant is providing the necessary 3’ setback. 
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Parking is provided on two floors below grade. Residential units are served by 177 spaces and 
commercial uses are served by 30 spaces. Two electric vehicle charging stations are proposed in the 
30 space public parking area.  
 
The proposed building measures 62’ in height, 63’ in height and 72.66’ in height. The 62’ is 
measured to the roof of the main structure, the 63’ is measured to the top of the roof terrace, and the 
72.66’ to the top of the amenity penthouse, which is located towards the center of the building. 
Neither the main building, terrace, nor the penthouse are proposed to have a parapet.  
 
The elevator housing is proposed at 17.92’ above the top of the roof of the main structure to a 
height of 79.92’. The ventilation and heating and air-conditioning equipment and screening are 
proposed at 7.17’ above the top of the roof of the main structure to a height of 69.17’. Because the 
Zoning Ordinance establishes a maximum height of 52’ and four (4) stories for the top of the roof, a 
maximum height of 58’ for the top of the ventilation and heating and air-conditioning equipment, 
and a maximum height of 64’ for the elevator housing, height/story relief is required.   
 
For comparison purposes the chart below shows the maximum and proposed heights of 1210 
Central Avenue, and the maximum, approved and constructed heights of 611 Green Bay Road. The 
611 Green Bay Road approved and constructed heights differ because of changes that occurred 
during the finalizing of the construction drawings. The maximum heights are different because 611 
Green Bay Road falls within the Core Height Sub-District while 1210 Central Avenue falls within 
the Corridor Height Sub-District. 
 
   1210 Central Ave  611 Green Bay Road 
   Maximum Proposed Maximum Approved Constructed 
Roof   52’  62’  65’  69’  65’ 
Parapet   54’  NA  67’  70’  69.33’ 
Penthouse Roof 52’  72.66’  65’  NA  NA  
Mechanical  58’  69.17’  71’  75’  69’  
Elevator  64’  79.92’  77’  77’  69.16’ 
 
The ground floor of the building is proposed to maintain a five (5) foot front yard (Green Bay 
Road) setback, as required by the zoning ordinance. Floors two through six are proposed to 
maintain a zero (0) foot front yard setback, thus requiring relief to the five (5) foot front yard 
setback requirement. The seventh floor amenity penthouse is proposed to maintain a 33’ front yard 
(Green Bay Road) setback.  
 
The ground floor of the building is proposed to maintain a .5’, 5’, 10’ and 15’ setback along Central 
Avenue. The .5’ setback is adjacent to a ground floor dwelling unit towards the west end of the 
building. The 5’ setback is adjacent to ground floor amenity space that looks out onto Central 
Avenue. The 10’ setback is adjacent to the commercial space. The 15’ setback is adjacent to the 
residential entrance to the building. Floors two through six are proposed to maintain a zero (0) foot 
setback along Central Avenue. The seventh floor amenity penthouse is proposed to maintain a 35’ 
setback along Central Avenue. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 0’ build to line on Central 
Avenue, relief is necessary to have any setback along Central.  
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Along Central Avenue below grade, the applicant is requesting a 5’ easement to allow the below 
grade parking to extend onto Village right-of-way. Provided the necessary easement agreements are 
executed, staff does not have an objection to the easement request. In addition, the below grade 
parking extends into the 5’ required front yard (Green Bay Road) and the 25’ required rear yard 
setback, but remains within the property lines on those sides. 
 
The ground floor through the sixth floor of the proposed building are proposed to maintain a 25’ 
rear yard (west) setback. The seventh floor amenity penthouse is proposed to maintain a 57.5’ rear 
yard (west) setback. The building is proposed to maintain a 0’ interior side yard (north) setback. No 
relief is necessary for the rear yard or interior side yard setbacks. 
 
The 200 parking spaces are all located below grade with access provided from the 20’ north-south 
public alley that runs between Central Avenue and Washington Avenue. Thirty (30) of the parking 
spaces are located at the base of the access ramp and will be available for public use. A retail 
elevator is provided to serve the 30 spaces.  
 
By providing thirty (30) parking spaces on-site for the commercial uses, the development meets the 
parking requirement of most permitted uses. In addition to the provided off-street parking, the 
zoning ordinance allows parking spaces located in front of the subject property (4 spaces) and one 
out of every three parking spaces in public parking lots within 500’ of the development (18 spaces) 
to count towards required parking. With the parking credit provided by the zoning ordinance, 
sufficient parking spaces (52) are provided to meet the parking requirement for all possible 
permitted commercial uses.   
 
The other 177 spaces are located behind a secured door and are for the use of the residential tenants 
of the building. The applicant has indicated that all of the parking spaces will meet the Village size 
requirement of 8.5’ wide by 18’ deep, unencumbered. The parking spaces are accessed by 
minimum 23’-24’ wide aisles, which meet the Village’s 22’ parking aisle width minimum. The 
proposed residential parking exceeds the 127 parking spaces required by the zoning ordinance. 
 
As part of the redevelopment the petitioner is proposing a drop-off/pick-up area in front of the 
building along Central Avenue. Because two (2) existing curb cuts off of Central Avenue are 
proposed to be eliminated, the provision of the proposed drop-off/pick-up area does not reduce the 
number of on-street parking (4 spaces on Central Avenue) in front of the building.   
 
The proposed commercial space will have a finished floor of the ground floor to the finished floor 
of the second story height of 13’. Because the zoning ordinance requires 14’, relief is necessary.    
The proposed depth of the commercial space ranges from 30’ to 57.5’, with the majority of the 
space being 42.5’ or less in depth. While staff was concerned that the proposed depth of the 
commercial space would be inadequate for permitted uses such as full-service and specialty 
restaurants, the applicant’s retail leasing experts testified that the depth of the space as measured off 
of Central Avenue, and the possibility of covered outdoor dining will make the proposed 
commercial space attractive to full-service restaurant operators. 
 
As mentioned above, a retail elevator is provided to serve the below grade thirty (30) parking 
spaces. The elevator provides pedestrian access from the commercial parking to the public sidewalk 
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and can be considered one of the two pedestrian accesses required by the zoning ordinance. 
Because two pedestrian access paths are required, relief is necessary. 
 
Two (2), 10’ by 25’ loading spaces are provided on the west side of the building and are accessed 
from the 20’ north-south public alley that runs between Central Avenue and Washington Avenue. 
One of the loading spaces is for residential loading and the other is for commercial loading. 
 
The commercial and residential trash/recycling areas are located in their respective loading docks to 
the rear of the building off the alley. The commercial loading dock/service area is accessed by an 
enclosed ground floor corridor that runs adjacent to the north side lot line.  
 
The petitioner has indicated that the development will be designed to achieve sustainability 
certification by Green Globes® at the two Globes level. Green Globes® is the same sustainability 
certification program that Artis Senior Living is providing as part of the public benefit for their 
memory care facility on Ridge Road. The use of sustainable design and architecture is listed as a 
permissible PUD benefit in Section 30-6.5.E.10 of the zoning ordinance.  
  
While no affordable housing is shown in the proposed building, the applicant has indicated that 
they will pay an amount equal to $1,600,000 to the Village or to such non-profit as the Village may 
direct, to further affordable housing in Wilmette. Additional detail regarding the proposed 
affordable housing benefit is contained on Page 12 of this report. 
 
Traffic and Parking Review 
 
In order to better understand any issues with traffic and parking the Village’s engineering 
consultant, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn), conducted a peer review of the traffic 
impact study prepared by applicant’s consultant, Kenig Lindgren O’Hara Aboona (KLOA).  
 
Kimley-Horn’s comments are below and the full memo is attached as document 2.11. 
 
 Parking and Curbside Evaluation 
 

• For the residential portion of the development, Kimley-Horn concurs with the calculation of 
required off-street parking per the Village Parking Code (126 spaces as originally 
proposed for 108 units - 127 for 109 units). 

 
• The calculation of required parking for the 7,347 SF of commercial space utilizes the 

Multi-Tenant Commercial Space parking rate requirement from the Village of 
Wilmette Parking Code, which is 3 spaces / 1,000 SF. This results in a lower required 
parking rate than using a combination of the Retail Goods land use (2 spaces / 1,000 
SF) and the Full-Service Restaurant land use (5 / 1,000 SF). It should be confirmed 
through the Village’s zoning analysis that the Multi-Tenant Commercial Space 
category should be used in lieu of a combination of other uses. 
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• Based on the use of the Multi-Tenant Commercial Space requirement, of 3 spaces / 
1,000 SF, Kimley-Horn concurs with the calculation of 22 required parking spaces, for 
a total of 148 required spaces including the residential portion of the development. 

 
• If restaurant and retail uses were to be utilized, the total required parking for the retail 

portion of the development would be 26 spaces, for a total of 152 spaces.  
 
Staff Comment: Staff finds either of the calculations acceptable because the required 
parking is exceeded with the permitted parking credits. 

 
• Village Code indicates that within the Village Center the maximum amount of parking 

provided should be no more than 10 percent of the amount of parking that is required, 
except in the case of residential uses. Because this is primarily a residential use, the 
parking allotment in excess of this maximum is appropriate.  However, it should be 
confirmed with the Village that parking spaces in excess of this maximum are desired. 

 
 Staff Comment: Given the uncertainty in the uses that may occupy the commercial retail 

space, staff finds acceptable the amount of provided parking exceeding the required 
parking when calculated under the Multi- Tenant Commercial Space requirement. 

 
• Kimley-Horn concurs that the elimination of two curb cuts on Central Avenue will 

allow for the installation of a lay-by lane without impacting the on-street parking 
supply. This lay-by lane may be utilized for valet pick-up/drop-off if a restaurant is 
provided within the proposed space. 

 
 Analysis and Recommendations 
 

• On page 23, the Weekday AM Peak Hour projected condition for the Eastbound left turn 
movement should be changed from LOS D to LOS E based on the delay value. 

 
• Kimley-Horn concurs with the intersection capacity analysis conducted using Synchro 

10 / HCS 2010 software. The capacity analysis shows that the LOS of the study 
intersections is likely to remain the same in both the existing and proposed conditions. 
The level of service of some individual movements does decrease, but overall the study 
intersections are shown to operate at typically desirable levels of service (LOS C or 
better) in the proposed condition. Kimley-Horn agrees with the conclusion that the 
study intersections have sufficient reserve capacity to accommodate the traffic generated 
by the proposed development. 

 
• Both short-term and long-term bicycle parking facilities are recommended in the report; 

however, recommendations for the amount of bicycle parking to include in the 
development are not provided. Per Village Code, bicycle parking for residential 
developments is required at a rate of 1 space per 10 dwelling units reserved for residents 
and 1 per 20 dwelling units for visitors. A recommendation for  the  number  of  bicycle 
racks  to  be  provided  based  on Village  Code  requirements. 

 



Case 2019-P-03 
1210 Central Avenue 

 
 
 

9 

 Staff Comment: The applicant has indicated that the number of resident and visitor bicycle 
parking spaces will meet the zoning ordinance requirement. Bicycle parking for the 
residents of the building is provided on the ground floor of the building with access to the 
alley. Two bike racks have been proposed along Green Bay Road to service the commercial 
uses of the building.  A bike rack for visitors of the residential units should be provided 
along Central Avenue. 

 
• The installation of a high-visibility crosswalk at Green Bay Road and Central Avenue is 

appropriate.  
 
 Staff Comment: Staff concurs provided that any proposed crosswalk treatment be 

approved the Village Engineer. 
 
• Kimley-Horn concurs that the inclusion of a car-sharing vehicle space is appropriate. 

Note that, per Village Code, up to (2) off-street parking spaces designated for the 
parking of car-sharing vehicles may be counted toward the number of parking spaces 
required.  

 
 Staff Comment: Staff concurs. 

 
Zoning Relief in Connection with the PUD  
 
The PUD process allows a petitioner to propose a development that does not otherwise conform 
to the zoning requirements, including allowing uses not otherwise provided for in the Zoning 
Ordinance.  Below is the relief that is being requested in connection with the proposed special 
use for a PUD: 
 
30-10.4 requires a 5’ setback along Green Bay Road and a 0’ setback along Central Avenue. 
The petitioner is requesting that along Green Bay Road, the floors above ground level be 
permitted at 0’ and that the setback along Central at ground level vary between .5’ to 15’. 
 
30-10.5 establishes ground floor office use as a special use on the Subject Property. The 
petitioner is asking for relief to allow the management office to be located at ground level. 
 
30-10.5 does not permit first floor residential dwelling units on the Subject Property.  
 
30-10.6 references Table 10-3 which establishes a maximum permitted height in the Core Height 
District of 52’ & four (4) stories. The petitioner is requesting relief to allow a 62’ (main roof), 
63’ (terrace roof) and 72.66’ (amenity penthouse), seven (7) story building.  
 
30-10.7.A.1 states that all buildings over one (1) story must evidence a design that illustrates a 
bottom, middle and top. 
 
30-10.7.A.4.a states that for every twenty-five (25) linear feet of building length, roof lines must 
be either varied with a change in height or with the incorporation of a major focal point feature 
such as a dormer, gable or projected wall feature.  The petitioner is requesting relief to permit 
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the varying roof line heights on the building facades at a distance in excess of 25 linear 
feet of building length. 
 
30-10.7.A.4.b requires that the ground floor of commercial buildings be designed with a 
minimum ground floor height of fourteen (14) feet, as measured from the finished floor of the 
ground floor to the finished floor of the second story.  
 
30-10.7.B.5.c requires two pedestrian access paths between the parking area to the public 
sidewalk. The petitioner is requesting relief to allow one (1) internal corridor pedestrian access 
path.  
 
30-12.3.G.2 limits residential common area at grade to a maximum of six hundred (600) square 
feet. The petitioner is requesting relief to allow approximately 4,415 square feet of common 
area at grade.  
 
30-13.5.C.2 states that ventilation and heating and air conditioning equipment are permitted six 
(6) feet above the height limit to a height of 58’. The petitioner is asking for relief to allow 
ventilation and heating and air conditioning equipment to be 69.17’ in height. 
 
30-13.5.C.3 states that elevator and stairway housings are permitted twelve (12) feet above the 
height limit to a height of 64’. The petitioner is asking for relief to allow elevator housings to be 
79.92’ in height.   
 
Summary of Development Standards 
 
Development Standard    Minimum/Maximum  Proposed Building  
Lot Area       None   42,167 sf 
Lot Width       None    174.6’ 
Lot Coverage      None   30,400 sf 
Floor Area Ratio     None   4.92 (207,544 sf) 
Front Yard Building Setback – Ground Floor 5’     5’ 
Front Yard Building Setback – Above Ground Flr 5’   0’ *  
Side Yard Adjoining  Central – Ground Floor 0’   .5-15’ *  
Side Yard Adjoining  Central – Above Ground Flr 0’   0’ 
Side Yard Building Setback    0’    0’ 
Rear Yard Building Setback     25’    25’ 
Building Height – Main Roof    52’/4 Stories Max  62’/6 Stories * 
Building Height – Amenities Penthouse  52’/4 Stories Max 72.66’/7 Stories * 
Building Height – Roof Terrace   52’/4 Stories Max 63’/6 Stories * 
Elevator Housing     64’ Max  79.92’ * 
Mechanical Equipment    58’ Max  69.17’ * 
Ground Floor Height Minimum   14’ Min  13’* 
 
* Modifications being requested to required development standard 
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Development Standard    Minimum/Maximum  Proposed Building 
Total Parking Spaces - Residential   127   177 
Total Parking Spaces - Commercial  

Including Residential Leasing Office  24 Min - 45 Max  30 
   4 On-Street 

18 with 500’ 
52 total 

Loading Spaces - Residential    1    1 
Commercial      1   1 
 
* Modifications being requested to required development standard 
 
Planned Unit Development Process 
 
The PUD process is intended to allow flexibility in the development of commercial property.  
The PUD process allows a petitioner to request approval for a development that does not 
otherwise conform to the zoning requirements of the underlying zoning district.  The process 
allows the Village to work cooperatively with a petitioner so that the Village may receive some 
public benefit that would not otherwise be provided through a by-right development or through 
the variation process.  In exchange for some public benefit, the Village provides some relief from 
the underlying zoning requirements. 
 
To address the comprehensive nature of a PUD, the Plan Commission reviews all components of 
the development.  In addition to reviewing how the development complies with the zoning 
ordinance, the Plan Commission evaluates the appropriateness of the development for the area 
and the community, how well it conforms to the Comprehensive Plan and other applicable plans 
and studies and reviews the appearance, materials, and landscaping of the proposal. 
 
Upon completion of their review, the Plan Commission makes a recommendation to the Village 
Board, who will then consider whether or not to grant 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, Village Center, zoning district - Pedestrian 
Commercial West. Because Final PUD approval only requires Village Board approval, the 
Preliminary PUD review is the only time the Plan Commission will review the proposed 
development. 
 
Section 20-6.1 of the Zoning Ordinance states that the purpose of the planned unit development 
regulations is to: 
 

A.  Encourage flexibility in the development of land and in the design of structures. 
 
B. Encourage planned diversification in the location of structures. 

 
C.  Encourage a creative approach to the use of land that results in better development 

and design than might otherwise be accomplished under the strict application of 
other Articles of this Ordinance. 
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D.  Provide for the efficient use of land to facilitate a more effective arrangement of 
land uses, buildings, circulation systems and utilities. 

 
E.  Provide for more usable and suitably located open space and recreation areas than 

might otherwise be provided under the application of other Articles of this 
Ordinance. 

 
F.  Encourage the construction of appropriate amenities which will enhance the 

character of the site. 
 
 

G.  Guarantee quality construction commensurate with other developments within the 
community, and compatible with the character of the surrounding area and 
adjoining properties. 

 
H.  Provide an efficient application procedure that is sensitive to the need for 

expeditious development review. 
 

Section 20-6.5.E of the Zoning Ordinance states that no exception to district regulations 
within a PUD may be granted unless the petitioner demonstrates a substantial benefit to 
the Village. The benefits provided are to be balanced with the relief sought. The 
following items are a guide and not an exclusive list of permissible benefits. Additional 
design characteristics and amenities not listed may be considered as part of the approval 
process.  
 
1.  Community amenities including plazas, malls, formal gardens, outdoor seating, 

public art, and car sharing facilities. 
2. Preservation of historically significant structures. 
3. Adaptive reuse. 
4.  Preservation of environmental features. 
5.  Public open space and recreational amenities such as: 

a.  Swimming pools 
b.  Tennis courts 
c.  Recreational open space accessory buildings 
d.  Athletic fields 
e. Jogging trails and fitness courses 
f. Dog parks 
g.  Playgrounds 
h.  Natural water features and conservation areas 

6.  Innovative storm water management including a reduction of impervious surface, 
use of semi-pervious materials, such as pervious pavers, bio-swales, rain gardens 
and similar techniques. 

7.  Additional public infrastructure improvements in addition to the minimum 
required by the planned unit development, such as new or repaved streets, 
installation of gutters and sewers, repaved streets, bicycle paths and traffic 
control devices to improve traffic flow.  
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8.  Affordable or senior housing set-asides. 
9.  Provision of accessible dwelling units with accessible features beyond what is 

required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or any other applicable 
codes. 

10. The use of sustainable design and architecture, such as the use and/or 
incorporation of green or white roofs, solar panels, wind turbines and other 
energy efficient design concepts, new building technologies, and Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) or LEED-equivalent structures. 

 
The applicant lists the following public benefits that would be derived from the approval of the 
proposed PUD: 
 

• As stated above the proposed development will be designed to achieve sustainability 
certification by Green Globes® (Number 10 above). In addition, the applicant will install 
bird friendly glass on the first three floors of the proposed development and provide two 
publically accessible electrical vehicle charging stations. 
 

• The proposed development will improve stormwater management at the subject property 
from its current conditions. 
 

• As stated above the applicant will advance the Village’s goal of increasing affordable 
housing opportunities in the Village in one of the following ways (Number 8 above).  
 
The applicant will pay an amount equal to $1,600,000 to the Village or to such non-profit 
as the Village may direct in a single lump sum prior to the Village’s issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy for the proposed development. The applicant has identified 
Community Partners for Affordable Housing (CPAH) as a potential partner. Additional 
detail regarding the proposed affordable housing benefit is contained in a letter from Rob 
Anthony, President of CPAH, regarding how CPAH would work with Optima to expand 
Wilmette’s affordable housing options, attached as Document 2.15.  
 

• Operation of the on-site garage. Rather than providing parking dedicated to exclusive use 
for the residential units and retail space, Optima is creating 30 on-site parking spaces for 
public use that will be available for those who wish to shop, dine or be entertained in the 
Village Center.  Use of those public parking spaces will be limited to no more than two 
hours, monitored by a tow service engaged by Applicant, and not permitted to be used for 
valet parking, all in the interest of ensuring regular turnover of available parking supply.  
In addition, the public parking area will provide two electric vehicle charging stations as 
the first public electric vehicle charging stations offered in the Village Center. 
 

• The provision of a publically accessible plaza with public art (Number 1 above). 
 
The development of affordable housing or donation of $1,600,000 towards the development of 
affordable housing can be considered a substantial benefit to the Village as called for in Section 
30- 6.5.E.8 of the zoning ordinance. 
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In addition to the above the applicant believes the proposed PUD provides a public benefit to the 
Village by advancing the goals and policies of the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and the Village 
Center Master Plan. In particular, the proposed development will, among other things, (i) 
encourage retail facilities that serve the needs of Village residents, (ii) provide a housing option 
that complements the traditional single-family character of Wilmette, (iii) provide for non-single 
family detached housing, (iv) encourage redevelopment of underutilized commercial properties, 
(v) provide an attractive appearance along public ways, (vi) build upon the District’s existing 
residential dwelling unit base and first-floor commercial uses with quick access to public 
transportation facilities, (vii) maintain an attractive appearance along public ways, (viii) provide 
higher density, transit-oriented, multi-family residential opportunities and continued streetscape 
improvements, (ix) promote reinvestment in the District, and (x) promote redevelopment of 
vacant, underutilized and inefficient properties with taller building structures. 
 
In order to recommend approval of a PUD the Plan Commission must make certain findings 
about the proposed development. The required findings include appearance review, special use 
and PUD standards. Included in the PUD standards is the requirement that a PUD, including all 
proposed exceptions, are in conformance with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan, which includes 
the Village Center Master Plan. These standards are attached as document 2.8 and are addressed 
in the petitioner’s responses to the standards of review, attached as document 2.9. 
 
Village Center Master Plan Background 
 
The Village Center Master plan serves as Wilmette’s vision and land use policy of the community’s 
central business district, commonly known as Village Center. It has set forth the revitalization of 
Village Center into a vibrant hub for retail, dining, and entertainment options that meets housing, 
employment and transportation needs of the community in a way that maintains the historic, small 
town character that is uniquely Wilmette. 
 
Beginning with an Urban Land Institute Technical Assistance Panel (TAP) in 2008 the Village has 
been intently focused on revitalizing its central business district. Among other revitalization 
strategies identified in the TAP was the key recommendation of, “Developing and adopting a 
master plan…one that provides a clear and concise direction for the Village Center in addition to 
predictability of outcomes for the development community.” 
 
In pursuit of this task the Village engaged a consultant in late 2009 to assist in completing a master 
plan. The goal of the master plan was to create a guide and framework for the revitalization of 
Village Center that was both visionary and realistic.  
 
In order to gain support and assure adoption and implementation of the master plan the Village felt 
it was necessary to include a strong community outreach element to the plan.  An extensive list of 
community leaders, civic institutions, property owners, businesses, and residents was created from 
which people were invited to a series of one-on-one and small group interviews.  Over 70 people 
were interviewed as part of this initial outreach. 
 
During the time in which the interviews and focus groups were being conducted the planning team 
was analyzing land use, market and transportation conditions of the study area. This data collection 
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and analysis was summarized in a State of the Village Center report.  To gain further input through 
community outreach, three open houses were held throughout the Village over the span of a week. 
The open houses were designed to engage the community at a time and in a setting more convenient 
for them to attend. 
 
With the data collection and analysis completed the consultant team began developing land use 
strategies and development concepts.  These concepts were tested for community support at a 
workshop attended by over 80 people.  The preferred concepts from the workshop were then 
analyzed for development feasibility by the consultant team’s market research consultant.  Upon 
further refinements a second workshop was held to develop the strategies and concepts into final 
recommendations. The final master plan received broad community support resulting in the plan’s 
formal adoption by the Village Board on January 25, 2011 as an amendment to the Village’s 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Village Center Master Plan Goals and Objectives Being Furthered by this PUD Request  
 

The Master Plan provides a vision for how the Village Center can be enhanced and 
transitioned into a more vibrant, mixed-use, transit- supported commercial district that 
includes a variety of new residential, retail, office, service, civic and institutional uses. The 
fundamentals of this Master Plan are based on balancing preservation of the existing 
community character with appropriate new development that supports an active, 
sustainable Village Center. 

 
The following fundamental principles were outlined and built upon through community 
participation, further defined by the Planning Advisory Committee and were used in the 
development of the Master Plan: 

 
 • Provide a range of higher density multi-family residential opportunities that support 

current and future resident lifestyle needs. 
 
 • Maintain a balanced retail environment and shopping experience consisting of 

small independent shops, retailers and restaurants along with national retail 
operations. 

 
 • Provide for continued streetscape and open space improvements and additions 

through a coordinated plan. 
 
 Goals and Objectives 

The following overarching goals represent the “big picture” guidelines as derived from the 
planning process, while the objectives are more specific elements that the Master Plan has 
addressed. 

 
 Goal: Land Use Mix/Capacities 

Attract a range of sustainable land uses and development patterns more consistent with the 
transit supported nature, existing infrastructure capacities and community character in 
order to achieve a critical mass of energy and market activity that will support existing and 
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future businesses and mixed-use redevelopment in the Village Center. 
  
 MASTER PLAN OBJECTIVES 
 

• Encourage a variety of transit-oriented multi-family housing product types and price 
points that supports current and future resident lifestyle needs. 

 
• Promote development/redevelopment of vacant, underutilized and inefficient properties 

within the Village Center. 
 
• Discourage “mall-style” big box retail, drive-through retail and auto-dominated 

stores/services along Green Bay Road. 
 
• Encourage the formation of a continuous first floor retail frontage along the Green Bay 

Road Corridor and, where achievable, along Central and Wilmette Avenues. 
 
• Provide for a variety of public and private open spaces and streetscape environments that 

improve the physical appearance of the Village Center and Green Bay Road Corridor. 
 

 Goal: Market Position, Promotion and Support  
Create a vibrant and economically sustainable Village Center that serves the needs of area 
residents, business owners, employees and visitors. 

 
 MASTER PLAN OBJECTIVES 
 

• Increase the Village Center’s recognition as a desirable opportunity to live, shop and 
recreate. 

 
• Increase the Village Center’s recognition as a desirable opportunity to develop and 

improve properties. 
 
• Set the stage for high-quality development that preserves and enhances Wilmette’s 

character. 
 
• Promote a mixed-use commercial environment that supports current and future business 

needs and growth. 
 

Goal: Transportation, Traffic and Parking Maximize and improve upon the Village 
Center’s transit-oriented nature by coordinating traffic and parking efficiency, while 
establishing safer and more efficient pedestrian and bicycle linkages. 

 
 MASTER PLAN OBJECTIVES 
 

• Provide continuous improved streetscape and sidewalk connections on both sides of 
Green Bay Road. 
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The Village Center Master Plan envisions a Green Bay Road Corridor that helps “bridge 
this gap” by providing: 

 
 • New opportunities for higher density multi-family residential housing. 
 

• A commercial/retail environment with larger, more flexible development sites conducive 
to a mix of new restaurants, national retailers, larger format retailers and local shops. 

 
 • An improved streetscape with safer pedestrian amenities and crossings. 
 
 The preferred concept for the Imperial Motors block is described as follows: 
 

The Imperial Motors Block is defined by the area west of Green Bay Road between Central 
and Washington Avenues, including the property north of Washington Avenue and south of 
Walgreens. Currently, this block contains Imperials Motors Jaguar, Starbucks, Premier 
Bank, Redefined Fitness and a multi-user office building fronting Washington Avenue. It is 
predominantly an auto-oriented block with multiple vehicular curb cuts and unscreened 
parking adjacent to the sidewalk. As with all Green Bay Road properties, the block is 
served by a rear-loaded alley, which separates it from the adjacent single-family 
neighborhood to the west. 
Redevelopment on this block strives to maintain the existing character of the Imperial 
Motors building by preserving its architecturally significant façade. In addition to the 
Jaguar dealership and auto service, the property also contains a very active Starbucks 
coffee shop. Existing first floor commercial in the dealership totals about 15,000 square 
feet, which would provide a good opportunity for adaptive reuse as a new larger format 
retailer, such as a specialty grocery store, or divided into several smaller retail spaces. (See 
Figure 5.5: Imperial Motors Block Master Plan). 

 
Stepped back behind the façade, a new 4-story residential building would be built above 
and behind the first floor façade, adding approximately 52 new multi-family apartment or 
condominium units. Parking for the residential units would be primarily below ground or 
covered first floor space. The site also accommodates ample access to off-street surface 
parking and service/loading areas. 
 
South of the Imperial Motors building would be a new 2-story commercial/office building 
anchoring the northwest corner of Central Avenue and Green Bay Road. This development 
would add approximately 14,000 square feet of new commercial and 14,000 square new 
office space. The surface parking situated between these buildings would serve the 
commercial/retail and office uses for both buildings, and would be accessed from both the 
alley and from Green Bay Road. This shared surface parking lot contains 120 spaces. 
 
Two parcels of land north of Washington Avenue, one owned by Imperial Motors and the 
other by the existing Wilmette Auto Body shop, would be home to a 5,500 square foot 
commercial building that frames the corner of Washington Avenue and Green Bay Road, 
with parking located in the rear. 
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The Plan also envisions the parking lot for Starbucks on the southwest corner of 
Washington Avenue and Green Bay Road as a small corner plaza with outdoor seating 
opportunities. Replacement parking would be located in six new diagonal on-street parking 
spaces on the north side of Washington Avenue, as well as additional spaces located in the 
new parking lot behind the new commercial building to the north. 

 
It should be noted that the Master Plan delineates conceptual building massing, parking layouts and 
site design to illustrate how the area could be developed in a comprehensive, coordinated manner. 
The plan recognizes that actual building locations, heights and densities, as well as landscaping and 
parking layouts will vary as property owners, business owners and developers generate more 
detailed site plans.   
 
Text Amendment – January 2019 
 
In January of 2019 the street frontage designation of subject property and the commercial property 
north to Washington Avenue was changed from Arterial to Pedestrian Commercial West. The 
review of the street designation was undertaken in part because the Village lost two of its highest 
sales tax producing businesses with the closing of Imperial Motors and the Carson’s department 
store.  
 
The Arterial street frontage allows uses such as medical offices, personal service businesses, art 
studios, financial institutions, and offices on the ground floor as permitted uses. Such uses on the 
ground floor are generally treated as special uses in the VC Pedestrian Commercial East and 
Pedestrian Commercial West street frontages, where retail and restaurant uses are preferred.  
 
Since the time the Zoning Ordinance was rewritten in 2014, the above described commercial 
properties west of Green Bay Road have seen significant changes that were not factored into the 
development regulations for those properties. Because of this and the recent demand for sites that 
can support large medical offices, the Village added the Green Bay Road block south of 
Washington Avenue to Pedestrian Commercial West. 
 
The Pedestrian Commercial West street frontage designation also changed the setbacks (building 
and parking) and ability to have a curb cut off the street. The Arterial designation allows under 
certain circumstances curb cuts onto adjacent streets, while the Pedestrian Commercial West 
frontage designation requires access to be provided off an alley.  
 
Property Consolidation 
 
As part of the PUD approval the petitioner is requesting the consolidation of the 1210 Central 
Avenue property. The Plat of Consolidation would be presented as part of the Final PUD submittal. 
 
Appearance Review Commission Advisory Review 
 
While separate Appearance Review approval is not required for a PUD submittal, the Appearance 
Review Commission conducted an advisory review of the proposed development January 6, 2020. 
The results of that review were as follows:  
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• In general the ARC spoke positive about the proposed development 
o One commissioner said he likes the building aesthetically.  He feels the developer 

of 611 Green Bay Road did not spend enough time considering all sides of the 
building. He appreciates that the applicant considered all four sides. Because the 
majority of the project is glass, the glass needs to be great 

o One commissioner said compared to other north shore communities Wilmette is 
diverse in many ways including its architectural style.  Other communities have a 
distinct style which Wilmette doesn’t have.  The building has a nice scale to it and 
he thinks it will be a nice project 

o One commissioner said the development would be a great addition to the Village. 
o One commissioner questioned how the applicant arrived at the building’s 

architectural style as it was a very modern design compared to other buildings in 
the Village Center 
 

• The majority of commissioners had a concern about the length of fencing/wall 
(approximately 120’) along Central Avenue 

o The application was encouraged to relocate an amenity use from the interior 
courtyard to frontage along Central Avenue, thus allowing that façade to contain 
more transparency 

o The application was encouraged to find a use, in place of proposed residential use, 
that provides benefit to the community if they are concerned about being able to 
fill space along Central with a commercial tenant 

o The application was encouraged to pull the proposed fencing at the corner of 
Central Avenue and the alley back so as to provide better sight lines 

o A suggestion was made to setback the residential units along Central Avenue 
 

• A commissioner felt that the 14’ first floor height was important to maintain because the 
height of the ground floor has an impact at the pedestrian level of the building and is 
important for consistency in the downtown 
 

• The commission felt that getting the window glass correct was very important. The 
bronze color, acoustical qualities and the impact on migrating birds was discussed 

 
• The commission felt it was very important to pay special attention to the proposed 

window glass and stone wall to make sure the actual materials accurately reflect what is 
depicted in the rendering.  The windows shown in the rendering have a reflective quality 
and the stone wall appears to be a darker color like burnt umber rather than the pink stone 
sample presented 

 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.9 contains the planned unit development process.  
 
Article 6 contains the planned unit development requirements. 
 
Article 10 contains the Village Center district requirements. 
 
Section 10.4 requires a 5’ setback along Green Bay Road and a 0’ setback along Central Avenue. 
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Section 10.5 establishes dwelling unit above the first floor as a permitted use on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Section 10.6 contains the Village Center permitted building heights. 
 
Section 10 – Figure 10-7 establishes the Subject Property as being in the Corridor Height District. 
 
Section 10.7 contains the Village Center building design and location requirements. 
 
Section 10.8 contains the village center off-street parking access and design regulations. 
 
Section 12.3.G.2 limits residential common area at grade to a maximum of six hundred (600) 
square feet.  
 
Section 13.4.H.2.b limits the height of fences to a 6.5’. 
 
Section 30-13.5.C.2 states that ventilation and heating and air conditioning equipment are 
permitted six (6) feet above the height limit. 
 
Section 30-13.5.C.3 states that elevator and stairway housings are permitted twelve (12) feet 
above the height limit. 
 
Section 14 contains the off-street parking and loading requirements.  
 
Site Plan Review Comments/Conditions: 
1) All utilities must follow Village of Wilmette standards. 
2) Native planting materials are strongly encouraged. 
3) Public streetscape improvements shall be coordinated and approved by the Village’s 

Engineering and Public Works Department. 
4) A public bike rack should be installed closer to proposed commercial space. 
5) Handicapped parking spaces must be provided, striped and signed in accordance with the 

Illinois Accessibility Code. 
6) Final engineering review will take place at Final PUD review. 
7) A system to show available public parking to vehicles before entering the parking ramp 

should be provided.  
8) Illumination plan must be submitted. The applicant has indicated that all proposed 

lighting will meet the zoning ordinance maximum of .5 foot candles at the lot line.  
9) Emergency access to private parking must be provided. 
10) Parking garage shall have 7’ clear height in drive aisles and parking spaces. All spaces 

must be 8.5’ wide without any encumbrances. 
11) Four (4) to six (6) Emergency Push Buttons located in the public and private underground 

garage near elevators and stairwells must be provided.  The push button alarms would call 
9-1-1 and have the ability to allow direct two-way communication with 9-1-1 operators. 

12) Video surveillance security system must be provided in the underground parking garage 
and preferred 360 exterior coverage of building as well. 

13)  Public Safety Radio Amplifications system must be provided. 
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14) In order for Public Works to plow the public sidewalks, maintain 72-inches clear width 
between fixed objects (traffic signals, lights, building etc)  

15) LF01 Lighted Bollards shall be 42-inches in height (minimum) and be placed to allow 72-
inches clear width for sidewalk plowing 

16) Trees must be planted between April 15th and May 15th.  Trees planted must adhere to 
ANSI Z60.1 for Nursery Stock Standards and pass inspection by Village Forester.  Trees 
must be planted according to ANSI A300 Part 6 standards.  This would include watering 
the trees after planting.  Trees must be watered 6 times during the growing season. Each 
watering would include 10 gallons of water per tree. 

17) The village would prefer to plant bald cypress (Taxodium distichum) and Miyabe maple 
(Acer miyabei) instead of honey locust.  These trees would alternate on each street.  
Hardwood mulch shall be used as mulch for all trees planted (not black lava rock). 

18) Trees would not be allowed to be planted within 50 feet of the intersection on Green Bay 
Road side (can be extended to meet engineering requirements). Trees would not be 
allowed to be planted within 35 feet of the intersection on Central Avenue side (can be 
extended to meet engineering requirements).  This Plan shows trees installed less than 30’ 
on both streets. The total trees planted on Green Bay Road would be 5 (Not 6).  The total 
number of trees planted on Central Avenue would be 6 (Not 7). 

19) The Trees on Central Avenue east of the entrance drive would have at minimum, a soil 
pit that is 8 feet wide street side.   The pit would 5 foot wide on sidewalk side that is 36 
inches deep. Each tree pit would connected by a 36” wide by 36” deep CU Structural soil 
trench under the concrete sidewalk. 

20) On Green Bay Road tree openings should have grates and should be 9 foot long by 4 feet 
wide. These include a 4 grate system by Neenah foundry. These would match the grates 
on Green Bay Road to the south and north of the property.  A CU Structural soil Trench 
would connect each tree on the Green Bay Road side.  The trench would be 36 inches 
wide by 36 inches deep. 

 
The applicant has indicated that they understood the Site Plan Review comments/conditions and 
will meet/address all conditions/comments and no additional zoning relief is being requested. 
 
Action Required 
 
Approval of this request entails a recommendation to approve a Planned Unit Development 
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a mixed use building containing 
commercial space and approximately 109 dwelling units located in the VC, Village Center, zoning 
district - Pedestrian Commercial West at 1210 Central Avenue, in conformance with the plans 
submitted. The use to run with the use. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Plan 
Commission for case number 2019-P-03. 
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CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 Location Maps and Plans 
 

1.0 Zoning Map 
1.1 Aerial Map 
1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
1.3 GIS Map 
1.4 Plat of Survey 
1.5 Topographic Survey 
1.6 Building Data 
1.7 Site Context Plan 
1.8 Site Plan – Level One Floor Plan 
1.9 Level Two Floor Plan 
1.10 Levels Three – Five Floor Plan 
1.11 Level Six Floor Plan 
1.12 Roof Plan 
1.13 Lower Level One Floor Plan 
1.14 Lower Level two Floor Plan 
1.15 East & South Elevations 
1.16 West & North Elevations 
1.17 Roof Heights of Adjacent Properties 
1.18 Lot Coverage Diagram 
1.19 Usable Open Space Diagram 
1.20 Landscaping & Lighting Plan - Grade Level 
1.21 Landscaping & Lighting Plan – Roof Level 
1.22 Preliminary Grading Plan 
1.23 Preliminary Utility Plan 
1.24 January 7, 2020 Presentation Materials (48 pages) 
1.25 Submittal for the February 4, 2020 Hearing (28 pages) with 

letter explaining the changes 
1.26 Revised Submittal for the February 4, 2020 Hearing (49 pages)  
1.27 Revised Submittal for the February 25, 2020 Village Board 

Meeting with letter explaining the changes (38 pages) 
 

 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 

2.0 Completed application form dated November 22, 2019 
  2.1 Letter of Application with attachments dated November 22, 

2019 
  2.2 Letter of authorization and title commitment 
  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, 

December 2, 2019 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

December 19, 2019 
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  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated January 19, 2020 

2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 
petitioner, December 19, 2019  

2.8 Appearance, Special Use and PUD Standards 
2.9 Responses to the standards of review  
2.10 Revised Traffic Impact Study by Kendig, Lindgren, O’Hara, 

Aboona, Inc, dated January 28, 2020 
2.11 Village traffic impact study review completed by Kimley-Horn 

& Associates, dated December 12, 2019 
2.12 Optima Development Resume and Relevant Projects 
2.13 Letter from Scott Reinish, Senior Advisor, SVN Chicago 

Commercial, dated November 22, 2019 
2.14 Project construction Schedule 
2.15 Letter from Rob Anthony, President, Community Partner for 

Affordable Housing, dated December 30. 2019 
2.16 Email from Barb Bischoff, 1223 Washington Avenue, dated 

January 2, 2020 
2.17 Letter from Scott Reinish, Senior Advisor, SVN Chicago 

Commercial, dated January 2, 2020 
2.18 Revised Preliminary Sewer Impact Analysis prepared by 

Manhard Consultants, dated January 28, 2020 
2.19 Memorandum from Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development 

Coordinator, to the Appearance Review Commission, dated 
January 3, 2020 

2.20 Letter from Barb Bischoff, 1223 Washington Avenue, dated 
January 5, 2020 

2.21 Email from Julie Nelson, 714 Elmwood Avenue, dated January 
5, 2020 

2.22 Email from Arleen Boudart, 1707 Central Avenue, dayed 
January 6, 2020 

2.23 Email from Andrea Albaum-Feinstein, 300 Wilshire Drive East, 
dated January 6, 2020 

2.24 Email from Louis Alfred, Prairie Avenue, dated January 6, 2020 
2.25 Email from Sharon Sachse, 235 Ridge Road, dated January 7, 

2020 
2.26 Letter from Iwona Bochenska, 1234 Central Avenue, dated 

January 7, 2020 
2.27 Email from Allen Ali, 1330 Central Avenue, dated January 7, 

2020 
2.28 Email from Cam Krueger, Wilmette, dated January 7, 2020 
2.29 Email from Patrick Lahey, 716 Prairie Avenue, January 7, 2020 
2.30 Email from Louis Alford, 720 Prairie Avenue, dated January 8, 

2020 
2.31 Email from Timothy & Nora Joyce, 1322 Central Avenue, dated 

January 8, 2020  



Case 2019-P-03 
1210 Central Avenue 

 
 
 

24 

2.32 Letter from Andrew and Julie Gustafson, 720 Park Avenue, 
dated January 8, 2020 

2.33 Email Andrew Gustafson, 720 Park Avenue, dated January 9, 
2020 

2.34 Email from Sarah Lundin, Wilmette, dated January 14, 2020 
2.35 Email from Karen Glennemeier, Ph.D., 719 Laurel Avenue, 

dated January 15, 2020 
2.36 Email from David Price, 2002 Beechwood Avenue, dated 

January 18, 2020 
2.37 Email from Joel Sugar, 1230 Central Avenue, dated January 22, 

2020 
2.38 Email from Laurie & Joel Feinstein, 407 Wilshire Drive West, 

dated January 26, 2020 
2.39 Email from Julie Nelson, 714 Elmwood Avenue, dated January 

28, 2020 
2.40 Email from Heather Burgess, 914 Ashland Avenue, dated 

January 28, 2020 
2.41 Email from Susan Lieberman, Wilmette, dated January 30, 2020 
2.42 Email from Larry Craig, Wilmette, dated January 30, 2020 
2.43 Email from Lynn Martin, Wilmette, dated January 30, 2020 
2.44 Email from Gordy Sofyanos, 1440 Forest Avenue, dated 

January 30, 2020 
2.45 Email from Larry Craig, Wilmette, dated January 31, 2020 
2.46 Email from Bill & Alexandra Cole, 1046 Linden Avenue, dated 

January 31, 2020 
2.47 Letter from Julie Yusim, Director of Wilmette/Kenilworth 

Chamber of Commerce, dated January 29, 2020 
2.48 Letter from Go Green Wilmette regarding the sustainability 

elements of the proposed development  
2.49 Email from Elizabeth Andersen dated February 3, 2020 
2.50 Email from Mary Plante, 1004 Oakwood Avenue, dated 

February 3, 2020 
2.51 Email Andrew Gustafson, 720 Park Avenue, dated February 3, 

2020 with attachments 
2.52 Email from Richard Sciortino, 89 Ashland Avenue, Wilmette, 

dated February 4, 2020 
2.53 Email from Karen Glennemeier, Ph.D., 719 Laurel Avenue, 

dated February 4, 2020 
2.54 Email from Sarah Titterton, 1700 Forest Avenue, dated 

February 4, 2020 
2.55 Email from Susan Karol & Glenn Warning, 712 Park Avenue, 

dated February 4, 2020, with attachments 
2.56 Letter from Mick De Giulio, President of de Giulio Kitchen 

Design, dated February 4, 2020 
2.57 Email from Jane Hornstein, Wilmette, dated February 4, 2020 
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2.58 Letter from April Cesaretti, 935 Oakwood Avenue, dated 
February 4, 2020 

2.59 Email from Patrick Lahey, 716 Prairie Avenue, dated February 
4, 2020 

2.60 Letter from Mark Beckwith dated February 4, 2020 
2.61 Email from Julie Wolf, Wilmette, dated February 4, 2020 
2.62 Email from Amanda Nugent, Wilmette, dated February 4, 2020 
2.63 Email from Loryn Kogan, 1020 Greenleaf Avenue, dated 

February 4, 2020 
2.64 Letter from Jerome Ettinger dated January 26, 2020 
2.65 Email from Nora & Tim Joyce, 1322 Central Avenue, dated 

February 1, 2020  
2.66 Email from Richard Rubens, 2818 Blackhawk Road, dated 

February 2, 2020 
2.67 Email from Michael Hoffman, Wilmette, dated February 3, 

2020  
2.68 Letter from James Murray, 2811 Iroquois Road, dated January 

2020 
 

The Following Correspondence was received after the February 4, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting 
 

2.69 Email from David & Francine Dudzinski dated February 5, 
2020 

2.70 Letter from Michael Madden, 1225 Richmond Lane, dated 
January 24, 2020 

2.71 Email from Barbara & Mark Weinstein, 1232 Central Avenue, 
dated February 7, 2020 

2.72 Email from Larry Craig, Wilmette, dated February 7, 2020 
2.73 Email from Richard Rubens, 2818 Blackhawk Road, dated 

February 9, 2020 
2.74 Email from Dr. Robert & Clara Linder, 1624 Elmwood Avenue, 

dated February 10, 2020 
2.75 Letter from Roger Beckwith, 635 Brier, Kenilworth, dated 

February 10, 2020 
2.76 Email from Richard Jones, 1058 Linden Avenue, dated 

February14, 2020 
2.77 Email from Larry Craig, Wilmette, dated February 15, 2020 
2.78 Email from Julie Wolf, Wilmette, dated February 15, 2020 
2.79 Email from Mike Chookaszian, Napolita and Pescadero, dated 

February 7, 2020 
2.80 Email from Trudy Gibbs, Wilmette, dated February 17, 2020 
2.81 Letter from Julie Yusim, Director of Wilmette/Kenilworth 

Chamber of Commerce, dated February 18, 2020 
2.82 Letter from Jennifer Marino, Nick’s Neighborhood Bar & Grill, 

dated February 18, 2020 
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2.83 Email from Matt & Beth Lambrecht, Lambrecht’s Jewelers, 
dated February 18, 2020 

2.84 Letter from Nancy Rotering, Mayor of Highland Park, dated 
February 18, 2020 

2.85 Email from Barbara & Mark Weinstein, 1232 Central Avenue, 
dated February 18, 2020 

2.86 Letter from Jennifer Reiner, 1225 Washington Avenue, dated 
February 19, 2020 

2.87 Email from Bill Stavrou, Valley Lodge Tavern, dated February 
18, 2020 

2.88 Letter from Nancy Hoying & Cindy Levine, Co-Presidents, 
LWV-Wilmette, dated February 20, 2020 

2.89 Letter from Dan Marguerite, the Backyard Barbecue Store 
2.90 Letter from Don Hackl, 1534 Walnut Avenue, dated February 

14, 2020 
2.91 Email from Ken Obel, 221 Linden Avenue, dated February 2, 

2020 
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January 7, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting Minutes 
 
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 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.  
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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 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 
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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 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 
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Reinish and Tim Rasmussen, SVN Chicago Commercial, who has worked with 
Optima on retail strategy.  

 
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, 
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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, 
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.   
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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.  

 
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 
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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 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 
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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. .  

 
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.  
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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.  

 
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’.  
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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 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.  
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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’ 

• 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 
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• 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 
• 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 
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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 
$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 
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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.   

 
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 
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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 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.  
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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 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 
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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 
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.  
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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 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.  
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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.  

 
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.  

 



Case 2019-P-03 
1210 Central Avenue 

 
 
 

46 

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 
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 
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  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.  

 
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.  
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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.  

 
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.  
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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 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.  
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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.  

 
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 



Case 2019-P-03 
1210 Central Avenue 

 
 
 

51 

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 
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.  
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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. 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.  
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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.  

 
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 



Case 2019-P-03 
1210 Central Avenue 

 
 
 

54 

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 
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.  
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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 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.  
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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 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 



Case 2019-P-03 
1210 Central Avenue 

 
 
 

57 

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. 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.  
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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 
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.  
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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.  

 
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 
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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.  

 
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?  
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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.  

 
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.  
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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 
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.  
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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 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.  
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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 meeting. Commissioner DiGrino Seconded the motion and the voice vote 
was all ayes and no nays. Motion carried.  
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February 4, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting Minutes 
 

3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
3.2 Persons appearing for the applicant 

 
3.12 Mark Segal, Senior Vice President, Optima 

 Bill Duke, Senior Vice President, Optima,  
 Matt Cison, Senior Vice President, Optima  
 Hal Francke, Attorney, Meltzer Purtill and Stelle 
 Luay Aboona, Principal and Civil Engineer, KLOA 

Amy Rosenfeld Kaufman, Director of Development and Community 
Relations, Community Partners for Affordable Housing  

 Fran Fazio, Vice President and Civil Engineer, Manhard Consulting  
 Taylor Corbin, Civil Engineer, Manhard Consulting 

Mike Stopka, Associate Principal, Strategic Sustainability, BuroHappold 
Engineering  

 Aaron Hillman, Landscape Architect, Collaborative V Design Studio Inc 
         
 3.2 Summary of comments 

 
3.21 Chairman Bradford went through information about the Plan Commission and its 

role. The Plan Commission hears case, makes recommendations to the Village 
Board and the latter has the authority to grant or deny the recommendations. If the 
case is completed tonight, this case will be heard at the Village Board meeting on 
February 25, 2020. Anyone who plans to speak needs to be sworn. Those who 
were speaking were duly sworn.  He said the goal is to complete the meeting by 
10:30 PM. He is proposing that a schedule for tonight be based on the following: 

 
• Allow the applicants to present changes of what was submitted at the 

January meeting    45 minutes 
• Public comments    60 minutes 
• Applicant’s response    45 minutes 
• Commission discussion/questions  60 minutes 

 
Chairman Bradford clarified that commissioners can ask questions at any time.  

 
3.22 Mr. Adler said that the case is 2019-P-3, 1210 Central Avenue. It is a request by 

Optima Wilmette for a special use to permit the construction of a mixed-use 
building containing commercial space and 109 dwelling units in the VC zoning 
district, pedestrian commercial west. Most correspondence from interested parties 
was emailed to commissioners, but some emails/letters were received after the 
packet went out so there are physical copies of some emails/letters. There are 
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three new letters and the applicant also dropped off a new packet of updated 
information. It is his understanding that the changes have to do with the glass and 
building color because the glass now being proposed is clear.  

 
The applicant’s changes were summarized in the staff report.  The applicant will 
present those changes.  
 

3.23 Mark Segal, Senior Vice President, Optima is at the meeting with several 
colleagues.  

 
• Bill Duke, Senior Vice President, Optima 
• Matt Cison, Senior Vice President, Optima 
• Hal Frankce, Meltzer, Purtill and Stelle 
• Luay Aboona, President, KOLA – traffic consultant 
• Amy Rosenfeld Kaufman, Director of Development and Community 

Relations, Community Partners for Affordable Housing 
• Taylor Corbin and Fran Fazzio, Manhard – civil engineer 
• Mike Stopka, Associate Principal, BuroHappold Engineering – 

sustainability consultant 
• Aaron Hillman, landscape architect, Collaborative V Design Studio Inc 

 
Mr. Segal said they are very excited to be at the meeting to present the updates to 
the program. As a team, they spent a lot of time thinking about comments from 
the Appearance Review Commission on January 6, 2020, as well as comments 
from the Plan Commission meeting on January 7, 2020 and their ongoing dialogs 
with village staff and community members to try to respond to concerns and 
questions presented during that time period.  

 
He will discuss the program changes made after the January 7, 2020 meeting.  

 
3.24 The first request they heard at the ARC and PC meetings was to change the 

Central Avenue Street frontage to try to activate the frontage to bring more 
transparency to Central Avenue. They completely redesigned this frontage. They 
placed the community amenity space along the exterior of the building to provide 
active engagement with the project by relocating all but one of the residential 
units off of Central. They now have one residential unit on the Central Ave 
frontage at the very western end of the development.  

 
They replaced the garden wall stone panels along Central Avenue with floor to 
ceiling glass running 110’, creating ground floor transparency along Central Ave 
and this is 89.3% transparent. At the last meeting, they were asking for an 
exception to not satisfy that transparency requirement of 40% and now they are 
89.3%. 

 
They reduced the height of the garden wall stone panels throughout the project 
from 7.5 feet to 6.5 feet. This has resulted in a 1’ increase in the height of the 
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clerestory window at the lone residential unit at the western end on Central Ave. 
There was also a request to create more setback, so they increased to 5’ the 
setback along a 50’ stretch of the Central Avenue frontage immediately to the 
west of the residential entrance. They added landscaping throughout that setback. 
They worked with village staff to provide for the elimination of the large planter 
beds on Central to the west of the residential entrance to provide for the enhanced 
pedestrian traffic area that the public requested.  

 
They preserved pedestrian circulation area and on street parking by retaining the 
existing fire hydrant at the corner of Central and Green Bay. They worked with 
village staff and the fire department on this element.  

 
They added another streetlight to the east of the alley and set back the garden 
stone wall 11.5’ from the property line to provide a visibility corridor for 
pedestrians and vehicles that are interacting at the alley and the sidewalk at the 
western end of the property.  

 
They were asked to reduce the perceived presence at street level of the rooftop 
amenity space and the elevator overrun. They did a complete redesign of the 
rooftop space and added additional landscaping.  

 
They reduced the height of the elevator overrun, which is the tallest portion of the 
building, but comprises 205 square feet of area for the project. They reduced that 
from 81’ to 79.92’ and made it as tight as possible to the building.  

 
They have an amenity area on the building roof, but the height of that space is 
72.6’.  

 
There was concern about the visibility of the elevator overrun from neighboring 
rights of way. They relocated the elevator overrun approximately 25’ north into 
the building interior to eliminate its visibility from nearby public rights of way. 
The overrun is set back about 65’ from the southern property line, 100’ from the 
northern property line, 98’ from the eastern property line, and 121.5’ from the 
western property line.  

 
3.25 Commissioner Head asked the applicant if he could take the commissioners 

through the design changes by using the plans. It’s hard having only the spoken 
word about the changes and seeing changes on plans would help.  

 
3.26 Mr. Segal said he could do whatever the commission wanted. Before he goes to 

plans, he wanted to note that during the course of conversations with the ARC and 
the PC, there were questions and concerns about glass color. They had previously 
proposed bronze glass and a dark brown aluminum window wall system and slab 
edge. They had requested an exception for colored glass. They started to explore 
what they could do differently. One of the most significant changes and what is 
new in the packet is that they are proposing a clear glass eliminating that 
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exception. They changed the metal color to a dark gray. They will talk more about 
this during the discussion. They can now more meaningfully respond to the 
request from community members to enhance the bird friendliness of the design 
of the building. They will talk about this in more detail.  

 
The fist rendering depicts the development with the new look. They put up the 
first board.  

 
3.27 Commissioner Head asked if there was a mirror finish on the glass as reflected on 

the renderings.  
 
3.28 Mr. Segal said that was the glare of the sun off of the windows. Along Central, 

they completely changed that frontage. The stone panel used to run all the way to 
the residential entrance and extend beyond. Now the frontage is totally transparent 
glass, engaging the public.  

 
The other meaningful change in that rendering is the introduction of Optima’s 
vertical landscaping system. They incorporated what they had hoped to originally 
do and after working the landscape architect, they identified native plantings that 
will survive and thrive. It will provide an accent for vertical landscaping. It creates 
a different element in the building design, shadow, different visualization of the 
façade. They added three trees along the southern façade at the roof as well as 
three trees on the eastern façade of the roof. That provides additional landscaping, 
which relates to a previous comment from the community, as well as providing an 
additional screening element for the rooftop programming.  

 
3.29 Commissioner DiGrino asked if the plantings on the balcony would be green year-

round.  
 
3.30 Mr. Segal said they would be green year-round but may go dormant but will stay 

green. The landscape architect will talk about details of this element.  
 
3.31 Chairman Bradford asked if that element was used in the Chicago area before.  
 
3.32 Mr. Segal said they have not used the proposed system in the Chicago area, but 

the landscape architect has used comparable systems in this area. Management 
will maintain the landscaping. They are creating a uniform aesthetic for the 
property.  

 
3.33 Commissioner Sheperd asked if management had to access units to get to that 

landscaping.  
 
3.34 Mr. Segal said they did have to go into units to access the landscaping. The 

process is done at a number of Arizona communities and they coordinate with the 
landscape contractor for maintenance.  
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He then shared an update of the rendering from across the street at the Metra 
station.  

 
3.35 Commissioner Head asked what was protruding from the roof.  
 
3.36 Mr. Segal said it is the mechanical screening at the top of the building.  
 

He showed a better view of the Central Avenue frontage. The stone panels had 
gone all the way to the entrance and continued to another area. They have now 
opened it up with 110’ of floor to ceiling glass. This is the area that is setback 5’. 
They conform with the traditional tree grate and this is consistent with the eastern 
side of the Central frontage as well as along Green Bay.  

 
3.37 Commissioner Head asked how the sidewalk compared to the sidewalk in other 

areas of the VC.  
 
3.38 Mr. Segal said it is consistent with the standard sidewalk in downtown Wilmette. 

He continued and talked about the context image showing the 611 Green Bay 
building as well as their development. The screening trees are visible. One can 
view the enclosed amenity space on the roof. What used to be visible is the 
elevator overrun and it is no longer visible.  

 
He talked about a perspective looking east from Central and Park. The elevator 
overrun is not seen although the amenity space is visible. There are trees used as a 
screening element on the western façade. Based on conversations, the trees will be 
maintained at a height no higher than the amenity space. The trees at the southern 
and eastern facades will rise above the amenity volume as a more robust screen.  

 
He showed a view east just to the north of the Central and Park intersections. 
There is a side yard that exists at a corner that does not exist anywhere else on 
Park Avenue. There are homes along the Park Avenue frontage. He showed the 
winter condition looking over the side yard and the townhomes that are there. In 
another depiction, he showed the top residential floor in winter and the amenity 
space.  

 
The next rendering was if one was looking west from Central at the intersection of 
Central and Wilmette Avenues. The elevator overrun really cannot be seen. There 
is a hint of the amenity space. The most predominant view of the roof is of the 
trees.  

 
He next showed the level one plan. It highlights what they have changed in 
programming along Central Avenue. The darker orange is amenity space that used 
to be on the interior courtyard, and it is now relocated along the Central frontage. 
They have the management office in its original location. There is a 50’ run with a 
5’ setback and landscaping. There is a 15’ setback at the entry to the residential 
lobby. There is a pre-existing 10’ setback for the covered indoor and outdoor 
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space along the retail. In the back, there is a cutback in the stone panel. It goes 
from the remaining residential unit to the rear. It cuts off and then continues along 
the western frontage. The notch creates a view corridor for the site lines between 
pedestrians and vehicles.  

 
3.39 Chairman Bradford referenced the elevations sent on Friday; he could not tell to 

what extent the stone wall is along the alley. Does that continue north to the Com 
Ed pad?  

 
3.40 Mr. Segal said it also encloses the dog run. It will be clearer on the elevations.  
 

Other feedback they got was can they cut back the landscaping that was serving to 
buffer the garage entrance and the loading areas so delivery trucks could pull 
through vs. pulling into the loading areas and backing up and disturbing neighbors 
to the west. They cut back the landscaping as requested.  

 
He showed the elevator setback. They have recessed it. Other than that, the basic 
programming on the first floor remains the same.  

 
Commissioner Head asked the applicant to talk about the retail presence. A 
number of people reached out to him with concerns about the depth for restaurant 
space. At 611 Green Bay they have had a hard time leasing. The village is 
concerned about vacant storefronts.  

 
3.41 Mr. Segal said that at the last meeting, their commercial brokers were at the 

meeting to talk about the suitability of the space for a restaurant/retail use. The 
brokers are active in the village. The space as depicted is consistent with space 
they recently leased in another project. It is a tough retail environment. There is 
20,000 square feet of vacant retail space along Green Bay Road in Wilmette not 
including what may or may not happen with Imperial Motors. He said that he and 
his colleagues believe that an advantage their site has is the corner location. The 
glass façade makes it more engaging with pedestrians. They tried to create 
indoor/outdoor dining. This is different than what exists at 611 Green Bay.  

 
They are providing on-site parking, 23 spaces, for retail users and the community. 
They do not have this parking at 611 Green Bay. People who looked at 611 Green 
Bay were concerned about parking. Mr. Segal said that in a challenging retail 
environment, they addressed specific factors in their design and got positive 
feedback from retailers and restaurants that they spoke to. Nothing is done yet 
because there is no project yet. He thinks that his project is different than 611 
Green Bay. 

 
3.42 Commissioner Head asked if the floor plates were comparable between the 

applicant’s project and 611 Green Bay regarding the depth from sidewalk to back 
of house. 
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Mr. Segal said that the configuration is different. They tried to illustrate potential 
layouts for a restaurant. There is a floor plan that has divided space for indoor and 
outdoor seating. That has a 95’ depth. It depends on the reference point when 
calculating the depth of the space. Having 95’ of depth, which is similar to what 
they leased at their Chicago project, works well. There is space available for a 
traditional retail user.  

 
He reviewed the dimensioning for the restaurant space. He reiterated that the 
depth is 95’. The remaining retail space is 30’ at its narrowest and 42.5’ at its 
widest. At the last meeting, he said they extended the service corridor around to 
contemplate for a potential division of the space into two uses. If they did not 
have two uses and if someone took the entire space for a restaurant, there is a 65’ 
long by 25’ wide kitchen, 17’ wide seating area, a reception area off of the lobby 
and an 18’ wide bathroom.  42’6” is the depth and there is an 82’ run until 
someone gets to the bathroom. They worked with designers to lay out what could 
be done with the space. They are confident that a restaurant and another retail use 
could go in that space. This is their front door, so it has to be successful. They 
don’t want to build a project that won’t be occupied.  

 
3.43 Commissioner Sheperd said earlier Mr. Segal talked about making space for 

people to pull into the alley without backing out. Would they pull parallel to the 
alley between and not be in front of the parking ramp.  

 
3.44 Mr. Segal said they would pull in and pivot in the loading area, so they are not 

blocking the parking ramp.  
 
3.45 Commissioner DiGrino asked if the applicant had any letters of interest or 

expressions of interest in that space from retailers.  
 
3.46 Mr. Siegal said they have nothing in writing. They have had expressions of 

interest from people they spoke to. People are not anxious to engage until they 
know that the project will move forward.  

 
3.47 Commissioner DiGrino asked what a typical depth for retail space would be.  
 
3.48 Mr. Siegal said probably around 60’.  
 
3.49 Chairman Bradford said that would be for a narrow street frontage. In the 

proposed building they have taken the retail space and rotated it. 
 
3.50 Mr. Segal thanked the Chair for pointing that out. They have twisted the retail 

space so the depth is actually 95’ when viewed off of Central.  
 

He continued with discussion about the roof. They have five trees along the 
western façade that would grow no higher than the amenity space. One thing that 
they added is three trees along the southern façade, as well as the eastern façade. 
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There is recessing of the elevators that provides a setback. They narrowed the size 
of the amenity volume. They were asked to decrease the dimension of the roof 
deck and they did it with an 11.1% reduction. It was 6,750 square feet and now it 
is 6,000 square feet of the overall 30,000 square foot roof area.  

 
At the last meeting, they talked about pergolas on two roof terraces. They 
eliminated this concept.  

 
Regarding landscaping, they spoke with the village forestry staff and there was 
agreement that they can increase the tree caliper from 2” to 4”. This will allow 
more developed trees at the opening of the project.  

 
3.51 Commissioner Head asked about the nice rooftop greenery. Is there anything 

besides flowers and trees? Is there open space that is public and shared? Does the 
building cover the lot on all sides?  

 
3.52 Mr. Segal said that the building does not cover the lot on all sides. He talked 

about an open space that is behind the wall. They are not building lot line to lot 
line. There is courtyard space that is not public, but it is set aside as open space. 
They want to create light volume in the building as it goes up. 72% of the site is 
covered. He talked about the 28% that is open. There is 21% open space as they 
go up the building height.  

 
3.53 Commissioner Head asked if there was public open space like benches or seating. 

Is there a public amenity other than street trees? 
 
3.54 Mr. Segal said in one area they are asking for an exception to not build lot line to 

lot line which is a requirement of the code. They set it back to create landscaping. 
Along the Green Bay frontage there will be bike racks and some benches. Those 
are the pieces for the public sidewalk.  

 
3.55 Commissioner DiGrino asked the applicant to revisit the roof plan. There is a lot 

of green on the plan but clarified that the green is not necessarily landscaping. 
What are the specific landscaped areas on the roof? 

 
3.56 Mr. Segal said the landscaping would be trees on the west façade, trees on the 

southern façade, trees on the eastern façade. There is a multi-colored ring shown 
on the plan that is around the roof terrace and that is a landscaped area. That is the 
only landscaped area on the roof. At the last hearing, they talked about roofing 
materials. He misspoke at the last hearing. There is a roof membrane and in 
addition to that they have a material called T-Clear. The latter is a 2’ by 4’ 
composite roof covering material consisting of rigid insulation in a colored 
cementitious board. It locks together in a tongue and groove manner across the 
roof. He showed a rendering with that material on the roof. He showed tree 
plantings at one of their existing developments. He showed a sample of the T-
Clear roof material.  
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3.57 Commissioner Ghaemi noted that that is not walkable surface.  
 
3.58 Mr. Segal showed the area that the residents would access outside. There are 

walkable areas for maintenance purposes, but not for the residents to go on.  
 
3.59 Commissioner Ghaemi noted that the material was pretty light and asked how it 

was locked down.  
 
3.60 Mr. Segal said it adheres to the roof membrane. He showed a photo of an existing 

installation.  
 
3.61 Chairman Bradford told the applicant that he has 10 minutes remaining for his 

presentation.  
 
3.62 Mr. Segal showed a photo of the vertical landscaping that is at one of their 

projects in Arizona. As part of their interactions with the community, there was a 
request for them to try to make the building more bird friendly.  

 
3.63 Commissioner Ghaemi asked that they revisit the pavers on the roof. She said they 

have them in Arizona, which is a totally different climate. At this project, they are 
dealing with higher uplift and a lot of freeze/thaw. Have they used the material in 
Chicago? She knows that IBC has high values for uplift.  

 
3.64 Bill Duke, Optima, said they have used that roof system on quite a few projects in 

Arizona. Commissioner Ghaemi is correct in saying that Chicago’s climate is 
different but there is a similar approach. There is more insulation required for 
Chicago’s climate. But the membrane is on top of the concrete slab and then there 
is insulation above that. They can achieve the R value that is required by code 
with that insulation.  

 
3.65 Commissioner Ghaemi said that she is not really worried about the R value. She is 

worried that they have concrete, the membrane, and the pavers on top of the 
membrane. They are fairly light. She is concerned about the wind uplift. 

 
3.66 Mr. Duke said that two things are going on. They are locked and also adhered to 

the roof in locations on the panel.  
 
3.67 Commissioner Ghaemi asked where they used this product in Chicago.  
 
3.68 Mr. Duke said they have not used the product in Chicago, but they can get the 

manufacturer’s specs with warranty information.  
 
3.69 Commissioner Ghaemi said she would like to see the specs.  
 
3.70 Mr. Segal clarified that he had about five minutes remaining.  
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3.71 Chairman Bradford said that was correct if they adhered to the proposed schedule. 
But he then said that their presentation could continue.  

 
3.72 Mr. Segal wanted to focus on the public benefit component regarding changes and 

the project.  
 

One of the public benefits was that they spoke with community members who 
wanted the buildings to be designed to be more bird friendly. They tried to focus 
on the first three floors for bird friendliness to supplement the existing bird 
friendly aspects of the building design. That is the focus area of what LEED has 
laid out. LEED created a pilot credit for bird deterrents and collision deterrents, 
and they focus on the first three floors of the building. He said they are proposing 
to use glass materials that would have the requisite bird threat level categories as 
determined by the American Bird Conservancy to use on the first three floors of 
the building, surrounding the building. They would achieve an estimated zone 1 
bird collision threat rating based upon the proposed materials, which is 14.3. The 
LEED pilot credit standards is not more than 15. They satisfy the LEED standard 
for bird friendly. That is in addition to use of terraces which are a bird friendly 
tool. They used metal guard rails at the terraces vs. glass and this is a bird friendly 
tool. They built interior corridors so there is no light pollution as they go up the 
building.  There will be timers on the rooftop lights. He showed images of the 
areas that would be covered by the bird glass.  

 
They eliminated a number of exceptions that they had previously requested most 
notably the fence exception. They reduced the height, they are eliminating colored 
glass, and they added 110’ of transparent glass that is floor to ceiling on Central.  

 
Regarding public benefits that the project will deliver to the community, they are 
committed to deliver a minimum of two green globes out of a maximum program 
rating of four green globes under the green globes sustainability certification 
program that is like achieving a LEED silver building certification. They are going 
to enhance the bird friendliness of the design. They are making a $1.6M donation 
to advance affordable housing opportunities that will potentially be leveraged into 
$2.9M to deliver 14 affordable housing units in the village. They are providing for 
23 onsite parking spaces for public use. Use of the spaces will be limited to no 
more than two hours. It will be monitored by a tow service engaged by Optima. 
They will have valet parking. They are providing two electric vehicle charging 
stations that are the first of their kind in the VC. They have identified a number of 
goals and policies of the comprehensive plan and VC master plan that they believe 
that the development satisfies.  

 
Commissioner Questions 
 
3.73 Commissioner Head asked why they didn’t seek LEED certification. The LEED 

silver does not seem like a public benefit type of standard. It is a baseline 
standard. Why did they select Green Globe? Two out of four green globes seems 
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like a middle ground and not something to pitch as a public benefit. It is a 
straightforward sustainability standard.  

 
3.74 Mr. Segal said they selected Green Globes because of the ongoing engagement of 

the Green Globes processes. Green Globes provides for an audit process as they 
go through certification. It culminates in an onsite physical inspection of the 
development to make sure they delivered what they said. The LEED process is 
different. A person fills out forms and submits the forms. You can check boxes 
and LEED will send you a certificate that indicates you achieved LEED 
certification. They wanted to hold themselves to a higher standard. The Green 
Globes process will send out an auditor and do a physical inspection. That is a 
community benefit.  

 
Their commitment is to achieve the equivalent of LEED silver and their goal is to 
exceed LEED silver. But the commitment is a public benefit. The sustainability 
consultant is at the meeting to talk about Green Globes.  

 
3.76 Commissioner Head said that Mr. Segal answered his questions. Regarding 

affordable housing, how did they come to $1.6 M as the proposed donation?  
 
3.77 Mr. Segal said that as they looked at what they could achieve in terms of a 

program with CPAH and what the project could sustain and that is how they came 
to the conclusion.  

 
3.78 Commissioner Head asked if it was a percentage of the total development cost. He 

is not understanding Mr. Segal’s answer.  
 
3.79 Mr. Segal said they came to a per unit cost and value for what they were 

proposing. That is what they proposed to the village. They worked with CPAH to 
leverage that amount and it turned into $2.9M.  

 
3.80 Commissioner Head asked CPAH to talk about how they see this actually turning 

into housing. It has been a challenge to see affordable housing developed in the 
village.  

 
3.81 Ms. Kaufman said that this would fit with their land trust model.   
 
3.82 Commissioner Head asked about the acquisition price they would try to achieve 

under their model.  
 
3.83 Ms. Kaufman said she does not know exactly. Her colleague Rob Anthony did a 

look in the market to see what was available as well as the price range they would 
target, which she guesses would be in the $250,000  to $300,000 range. The 
acquisition and development costs have to equal x. They do fundraising and they 
can bridge some gap. The way it should work is that you want acquisition and 
development plus proceeds to equal the cost. They built enough subsidy in so they 
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can spread the units out in the village. They should not be clustered in one area.  
 
3.84 Commissioner Head said he is having a hard time finding those units that meet the 

baseline price anywhere and definitely not in a non-clustered way.  
 
3.85 Commissioner DiGrino said there was a clear comment from the ARC and was 

spoken of at the last hearing asking to meet the standard for the ground floor 
height of 14’. They came back maintaining that 13’ line and she wants to 
understand the rationale. It seems like an easy fix. Why didn’t they do that?  

 
3.86 Mr. Segal said they heard a couple of voices express a concern about that issue. 

From their perspective they believe that 13’ is sufficient to attract the right retail 
tenants. With the floor to ceiling glass they have ringing the property they thought 
that would further enhance the pedestrians as well as the retail experience. Given 
the sensitivity of overall height of the project and their belief that they achieved 
the pedestrian engagement and retail use, they did not see it being beneficial to the 
overall project to increase the building height.  

 
3.87 Commissioner DiGrino said that she might be the lone voice on this issue, but it 

seems to her that the 1’ is more impactful at maintaining a pedestrian scale. The 1’ 
would be more impactful at the base v. at the height. There are other height issues 
to cover. It seems like that 1’ is important to not just attracting the right tenants, 
but maintaining a pedestrian scale. It will balance the proportions of the building 
so that when there is a shorter ground floor presence, it makes the building seem 
that much more imposing.  

 
3.88 Mr. Segal said that their sense is that if the commission wants them to increase the 

building height, they would be open to that.  
 
3.89 Commissioner DiGrino asked if they studied any other massing. Did they look at 

shifting some of the massing away from the west side and perhaps pushing it onto 
the east side?  

 
3.90 Mr. Segal said they already have a 25’ setback on the west side and given the 

height concerns for the overall development, they did not see a chance to shift 
more mass to the east.  

 
3.91 Commissioner DiGrino said that she understands that sensitivity, but it would 

seem that the mass on the west side is more impactful to the neighbors. She would 
be more open to entertaining height relief on the east side of the property more so 
than on the west side especially if there is a way to shift the scale over. She does 
not know what visual impact it would have on the building, shadows, line of site, 
and elements like that. It would be interesting to understand that.  

 
3.92 Mr. Segal said as was discussed at the last meeting, they conducted the shadow 

studies to show the effect of the building and shadows on the neighboring 
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properties. He talked about the comparative study to show what they are 
proposing to build to what is allowed under existing zoning. For this purpose, they 
made sure to include the permitted height encroachments under the zoning 
ordinance. It is 52’ plus 2’ for a parapet plus additional space for a screening wall 
and additional height for an elevator overrun. They also added what the impact of 
the shadow of their elevator overrun and roof top amenity space is. There is not a 
material difference with regard to the shadow being case by their building to what 
could be built under existing zoning.  There are a few instances where that is not 
the case, but very limited instances at extreme times. In only a few instances does 
the amenity space actually cast a shadow off of the building and in no case does it 
cast a shadow beyond the shadow of the building base.  

 
When the arc of the sun comes a certain way and they were to shift volume, that 
would create a higher element to cast shadow further than the building done 
currently.  

 
He showed more images and noted how tight the shadow comparison is what is 
allowed by right and showed this during different seasons of the year. They 
wanted to show the context of the neighborhood. Here is their development and he 
showed the Imperial Motors site, the townhome development to the west and here 
there are a series of single-family homes along Park and the smaller structures are 
some garages for single family homes. The single-family homes continue further 
north along Park Avenue.  
 

3.93 Commissioner Schwab asked questions about the shadow study and the site line 
impact that happens.  

 
3.94 Mr. Segal showed the impact of their building in comparison with an underlying 

zoned building would be. A number of different perspectives were shown.  
 

The first issue raised was what someone will see if they are on the roof. What do 
people in his building see and what do the neighbors see of the building? Because 
there is no walkway on the western side of the proposed building, the furthest 
someone can be on the roof to have a site line would be to stand at the western 
façade of the closed amenity space. As a result of the setback of the amenity space 
one has to navigate the angle of the edge of the building roof. That means that the 
person on the rooftop cannot see anything that is within the purple area.  

 
At their top floors, with the underlying zoning, this would be the roof. So 
someone standing in a particular place would have an angle of sight. The area in 
purple is not visible from the roof.  

 
They then decided to look at what would happen if someone was standing in the 
backyard of a home along Park that did not have to deal with the two townhome 
condition and only had to deal with one townhome. He showed the double 
townhome situation. Otherwise it is one townhome with garages and backyards. If 
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someone is standing in a back yard along Park Avenue what will they look up at? 
They are still obscured by the single townhome – the easternmost townhome 
along the western side of the alley. The visible area for those people ends up being 
a space that he pointed out on the plan. He said that because of the setback of their 
amenity space, someone standing in the backyard does not perceive the amenity 
space because of the angle. They would have to be looking over the townhome.  

 
The final exhibit is what happens at the sidewalk vantage point for Park Avenue. 
This means that there is no landscaping obstruction, no home obstructing the 
view, but they still have to deal with navigating the townhomes. Those people 
would be catching that view, but they are clipped off in a certain area because of 
the recess of the amenity space on the roof top.  

 
They did look at the different conditions for site lines. They hope that the diagram 
illustrates the different perspectives that people from the building will have and 
people looking at the building will have. 

 
3.95  Commissioner Head asked about the difference between the 62’ and the 52’ 

height.  
 
3.96 Mr. Segal said that 62’ is the height of the base roof of their building. The 52’ is 

the base roof of the underlying zoning. One component of relief they are 
requesting is to go to 62.  While they have additional components on the roof, 
they are asking for exceptions for the permitted height encroachments. Those 
encroachments do not impact what is being viewed to the west because of the way 
it is setback. What would or could impact if someone were to build according to 
what is allowed by zoning, if they built the conditions to the end of the building. 
The design he showed accommodated the 25’ setback from the west. They are 
trying to take what they are proposing and compare it with what someone could 
come to the table with if they had conforming zoning and then comparing and 
contrasting what the site lines would be.  

 
3.97 Commissioner DiGrino asked the applicant to revisit the ground floor layout. She 

is hoping he can clarify the orientation of the dwelling units that appear at the 
west side. Are the primary entrances internal?  

 
3.98 Mr. Segal said that the primary entrances are internal.  
 
3.99 Commissioner DiGrino said that makes sense to have internal primary entrances, 

but it seems to orient the rear of the units to Central thus necessitating the 
screening wall, which is intentioned with creating a pedestrian friendly 
environment.  

 
3.100 Mr. Segal said that part of the stone panels is now 40’ of unit and another 20’ so it 

is about a 60’ run of stone panels with clerestory windows above it for the one 
unit that sits along that one corner. There originally was a 140’ run of that stone 
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panel. The entrances are from the interior of the building, but they don’t view it as 
the back end of the unit on Central.  

 
After 4.43 of public comment 

 
3.101 Mr. Segal thanked the community members for their engagement and comments. 

He apologized if he did not address this area as clearly as he thought he did. 
Regarding the line of site study, they were trying to highlight that this was their 
building as designed and what could be built by right. The red is what could be 
built as of right and his proposal goes above that. He showed the roof for the as of 
right building. He showed where residences would be in either building. Anyone 
along the western façade has a view to the west whether Optima’s building is built 
or the as of right building is built.  

 
What will people see? The people in the townhomes above the fence at the alley 
have a view in each direction regardless of building height. Once the first set of 
townhomes is cleared, anybody in the Park Avenue space has a view to the west 
no matter whether it is their building or an as of right building.  

 
Someone asked about adding a green roof. They will satisfy the Green Globes 
certification and try to do better than that. One of the things they learned are that 
green roofs are a problem for bird friendliness.  

 
Part of the question that has come up about public benefits has to do with what is 
a public benefit?  What the village has said in the zoning ordinance as being a 
public benefit, constitutes a public benefit. If someone says that for example 
affordable housing is not a benefit to them, it could still be a benefit to the 
community. The benefits provided follow the guidelines in the zoning ordinance 
and provide a broader benefit to the village as articulated regarding the goals and 
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. He talked about what he thought were 
public benefits to the village community.  

 
There was a lot of discussion about the master plan and requested variances. The 
master plan spoke to a lot of issues. The master plan represented a series of goals 
and objectives for the village as it considers its future. He believes that the 
development fulfills many of those goals and objectives. This has been stated 
verbally and in writing. The master plan acknowledged that it might not achieve 
all objectives for every site including specific design parameters. He thinks that 
Optima is achieving objectives of the VC master plan. Their design objectives 
align with the site’s uniqueness, what current market conditions are, and how they 
are trying to achieve/fulfill those objectives.  

 
The PUD process is intended to create an opportunity for the village to weigh 
what the proposed request for changes are against the perceived benefit of the 
PUD. That is what the commissioners will evaluate and make a recommendation 
to the village board, who will then make its own determination on the policy 
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implications. They believe that their project is an asset to the community. They 
look forward to delivering this project to the village and enhancing the quality of 
life in the overall community.  

 
There was discussion about parking and bike parking. They believe that the 
parking they are providing is sufficient for their residents and to meet the market 
demand that is there. There is a difference between what one might experience at 
a TOD in the village vs. what one might see in downtown Chicago. They think 
that they can use the excess parking capacity for other uses to further the 
development’s benefits.  

 
Chairman Bradford acknowledged tonight that this is not the ARC, Mr. Siegal 
noted that the master plan does articulate the fact that there is not a distinct 
architectural style in the VC. The ARC acknowledged that there is no distinctive 
architectural style in the VC.  The master plan and the ARC both acknowledge 
that there should be diversity in architectural design in the VC to enrich the 
community’s experience.  

 
Mr. Siegal asked commissioners if they had questions about landscaping or Green 
Globes certification, some experts are at the hearing and could address questions.  

 
3.101 Chairman Bradford said he would like to hear more from the landscape architect 

about what is proposed for balconies.  
 
3.102 Mr. Segal introduced Aaron Hillman, Collaborative V Design Studio.  
 

Mr. Hillman said that about ten years again, Optima developed a vertical 
integrated landscape system that is state of the art and one of a kind. It has not 
been done in Chicago but has been in multiple projects in the Phoenix area. 
Chicago is at the forefront of vertical and integrated green architecture. He talked 
about Whole Foods that has 5,000 square feet of literal vertical wall vegetation 
that was recently installed in Chicago. Millennium Park is a great example of 
limited soil profiles and is very successful. He showed a close up of terrace 
planters that were integrated in Scottsdale AZ. He knows that the climate is 
different and a different plant palette is necessary. But he works nationally.  What 
got this to work in AZ will make this work anywhere in the US. There was a 
decade long experiment before this method was integrated into the Optima 
building.  

 
They looked at potential plant species that would work in Chicago. Evergreens 
would provide year-round interest. They will be very hearty. The real feel is to get 
them to drape and fall. The last image was taken less than two growing seasons 
from the initial planting. On the Optima website are other images ranging from 4-
7 years old. The draping effect engulfs the building. They are proposing 
integrating the vertical landscape system into the planters. It adds a focal point. 
Only Optima has done this system through their massive expenditure.  
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It starts with a good water source that is fortified with nutrients and fertigation. It 
is piped through the building via risers and then out. Micro-irrigation drop 
emitters are for each individual plant that can be refined based on an individual 
plant’s needs. Different exposures play into effect. Each side of the building has a 
different unique look and feel. It has been very successful in AZ. Green roofs are 
successful in Chicago.  

 
3.103 Commissioner Ghaemi said she didn’t disagree with him. They will come back 

the next year in spring. They need to show a picture in winter. Only bushes last in 
winter in Chicago.  

 
3.104 Mr. Hillman said that plants selected are chosen based on Evergreen value. None 

of them have a full dormancy period. At the existing projects, 2-3 times/years, 
facilities go through the units to maintain them. Plant replacement is at a 
minimum. He talked about the examples that they went through about the green 
roofs in Chicago.  

 
3.105 Commissioner Ghaemi said that those pictures were taken in spring or summer. 

She doesn’t see a fall picture. Six months in Chicago is the winter season.  
 
3.106 Mr. Hillman said that pictures of the plant materials are not typically taken in the 

winter.  
 
3.107 Commissioner DiGrino said that the Chicago City Hall green roof doesn’t look 

like that except for 45-60 days a year. She appreciates that a lot of advancements 
were made. Every developer she works with talks about a landscaped rooftop 
amenity and they are talking about four seasons of plants with the winter not being 
green. It is unrealistic to expect the commissioners to accept that these will look 
like beautiful plants 12 months out of the year.  

 
3.108 Mr. Hillman said he saw ivy that is still green on his ride to tonight’s meeting. 

Junipers and Winter Creepers are still green. Euonymus is still green. That is what 
will be seen hanging off of the building. There will not be short lived annuals or 
grasses.  

 
3.109 Commissioner DiGrino talked about revolutionary advancements in soils that are 

happening in Chicago and hopes that the applicant is more on the cutting edge 
with this technology.  

 
3.110 Mr. Hillman said that there are growers in Chicago that are focusing on green roof 

plants. Specimen trees can be bought and placed in the planters. He cannot argue 
with the science. Nutrients, light, and water will ensure a successful planting.  

 
3.111 Commissioner DiGrino said that Mr. Hillman mentioned an irrigation system. Is 

that integrated into the balcony system? 
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3.112 Mr. Hillman said it is integrated into the balcony system. It comes through the 
basement via risers. Before it is pumped out of the basement it has a fertilizer 
injector system that carries that water up through mechanical chases in the 
building and out to the balcony planters. Each planter is its own zone and will be 
on separate timers. An evaporation system will be in place that knows through the 
satellite system how much the plant is releasing and how much more it needs to 
take back in for oxygen. That technology is available to all of us.  

 
3.113 Chairman Bradford told the applicant that he had ten minutes to finish.  
 
3.114 Mr. Segal said that the last point he wanted to make was that Ms. Kaufman 

reminded him that when they are talking about the amount of funds being 
allocated for affordable housing, there is another $2M of sale proceeds that would 
be generated by the for sale product that would be recycled into the overall 
affordable housing program.  

 
 

4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.12 Bob Surman, 1033 Green Bay Road 
4.13 Christine Moran, 823 Ashland Avenue 
4.14 Annie Finnegan, 930 Oakwood Avenue 
4.15 Susan Karol, 712 Park Avenue 
4.16 Paul Doty, 1924 Lake Avenue 
4.17 Amanda Nugent, 500 Lake Avenue 
4.18 Barbara Bischoff Kleeman, 1223 Washington Avenue  
4.19 Joel Lunkas, 811 Park Avenue 
4.20 Julie Nelson, 714 Elmwood Avenue 
4.21 Jeff Axelrod, 631 Central Avenue 
4.22 Beth Drucker, Go Green Wilmette 
4.23 Delia Conache, 747 Lavergne Avenue 
4.24 April Cesaretti, 935 Oakwood Avenue 
4.25 Alexandra Cole, 1026 Linden Avenue 
4.26 Andrew Gustafson, 720 Park Avenue 

   
4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 Chairman Bradford asked speakers to limit comments to three minutes. If 

someone spoke at the January meeting, all testimony was recorded and is part of 
the record. If they have more comments that they did not express in January, the 
person can express those comments. If a previous speaker makes the same point 
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someone wants to make, he asked that the same comments not be given again.  
 

Quite a few communications were received from residents that are part of the 
board packets. Communications were from people who were for and against the 
proposal. Several letters were lengthy. He asked that people not stand up and read 
their letters.  

 
In January, there was a fair amount of discussion regarding affordable housing 
units being within the development or not within the development. The developer 
chose to move forward with a donation to the village. He would appreciate not 
revisiting the fact that there is no affordable housing within the proposed 
development. There were a number of comments received about the building 
appearance. This element is not before the plan commission. There is a wide 
difference of opinion as to whether or not the building is attractive and/or is 
appropriate for the village. He leaves the ultimate decision to the village board. 

 
4.22 Bob Surman, 1033 Green Bay Road, said this property does not impact him as he 

is closer to Elmwood. He appreciates the work done by the commissioners. He 
was on the Plan Commission and helped rewrite the PUD. He is currently on the 
Zoning Board and he is a commercial architect.  

 
He is concerned about the setback on Green Bay Road on the east façade. He 
worked on the 611 Green Bay building and the PC pushed to have that building 
set back that amount. With the Optima building, it appears to be overhanging. 
This is a compromise.  

 
He talked about the north lot line. This is something he dealt with on the 611 
Green Bay property. What is happening on the lot line and how does it impact the 
neighbor? Is the project being created injurious to the Imperial Motors project? He 
assumes that the glass is spandrel glass. Will it have protection? Will it be glazed 
internally or externally?  

 
Mr. Segal said it would be glazed externally.  

 
Mr. Surman said he is talking about the future. Imperial Motors has the same right 
to build on the lot line. They could build right up to the spandrel glass with a 
concrete block wall. As a rental, it is not that big of a deal. But if the building was 
converted to a condo building, it could be a problem. Now Optima would be 
impacting Imperial Motors property by building right on the lot line. Imperial 
Motors could build a solid concrete wall right up to that. Imperial Motors could 
also build a balcony and the two balconies would be close. 

 
It may not seem like that big of a deal. But it could impact Imperial Motors. If it 
was a condo or rental there would be no light into the courtyard space or limited 
light.  
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4.23 Christine Moran, 823 Ashland Avenue, said she would not comment about onsite 
affordable housing, but did want to comment about the amount. $1.6M seems 
somewhat disingenuous for 14 units. That would be $114,000/unit. Even if they 
can leverage other state or county resources to get to $2.9M, that still is only 
$207,000/unit. She did a google search and there are six units on the market for 
under $200,000 in the village. It doesn’t seem like the amount is reasonable for 
this development.  

 
4.24 Annie Finnegan, 930 Oakwood Avenue, thanked the commissioners for their hard 

work and time. If there are going to be meetings on big developments, the 
meetings should not take place after the school break. The first meeting on this 
case took place the Monday after school break.  

 
She is a huge fan of transit oriented developments. She lived in Boston very close 
to transportation. How is more transit oriented development built? Her concern is 
that 1.65 parking spaces is too much per dwelling unit. She looked online. The 
idea of a transit oriented development is to decrease car usage. The project is 
across from the Metra station. She talked about an Evanston study and .94 parking 
spaces per unit at peak demand. What was recently approved in Evanston ranged 
.7 to 1.15. The average there is 1.19 spaces per dwelling unit and that is in a 
transit oriented development. 

 
Her family is going towards biking. She has one car. Uber and bikes are coming. 
Her concern is that residents would put their bikes in a little room after they drive 
down the alley. There is not enough bike storage. She said maybe they could use 
some of the 1.65 spaces/unit for more bike storage or for an on-site bike station.  

 
The Green Bay Road bike racks don’t look like much. She is concerned. She is 
looking at the future and where all of this is going.  
An oversupply of parking encourages auto use. This is from the RTA and their 
maximum spaces/unit is 1.5.  There are 23 public spaces. That is not necessary.  

 
What will people see when they look into the units from the Metra station?  

 
4.25 Susan Karol, 712 Park Avenue, said they looked at her backyards during site line 

studies. The line of site slide that was up when looking from the rooftop impacts 
her and her neighbors in the townhomes and on Park Ave.  

 
She appreciates the line of site from the roof for those of them that are to the 
direct west, she is assuming that there are residences six floors above there. They 
will have windows and/or balconies. This was not referenced in the line of site 
slide was that those people are likely going to glance out their windows and/or sit 
on their balconies. They would also have line of site. Therefore, they would look 
directly into her home and other homes and backyards. That was not referenced in 
the line of site. This should be part of tonight’s discussion.  
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4.26 Paul Doty, 1924 Lake Avenue, and Amanda Nugent, 500 Lake Avenue, said they 
are coming to lend their support and appreciation to the efforts that Optima is 
making towards remediation for bird strikes. It makes a difference in the 
community. Bird strikes are the third leading cause of mortality in birds. Optima 
is doing the work voluntarily and at some cost. They want to acknowledge their 
effort and is reflective of Wilmette values. Mr. Doty said that he and Ms. Nugent 
have volunteered in turning people onto birds and showing people the wildlife in 
the village. He learned from taking people out that there is a big segment of the 
population that values a commitment to maintaining habitat and wildlife within 
the village. He said to Mr. Segal that he (Mr. Doty) does not know the value of 
improvements being made but by doing this, Optima is setting an example to be a 
leader and will reflect the values of the community. He ended by thanking 
Optima.  

 
4.27 Chairman Bradford said there was communication from the ARC expressing 

concerns about birds. He has done research and said that the Chicago metro area is 
one of the hot spots for the number of bird deaths from striking buildings. 

 
4.28 Ms. Nugent said that being along the lake puts the village in a migratory path. 

With the creation of the bird sanctuary at Gilson Park, there is a unique 
opportunity to invest in the commitment to sustainability and being a habitat 
friendly place.  

 
4.29 Barbra Bischoff Kleeman, 1223 Washington Avenue, said that she lives in the 

house all the way down the alley at the north end. She thanked Optima for the 
work that they did after listening to comments. She had three items that she 
thought there would be discussion on. Edgewater Beach has a pool underneath. 
Has there been a thought to relocating the pool down below the residential areas? 
The bulk of the building is still too large. Regarding cumulative impact of traffic 
on the alley, they know that is a problem. Is making it one way southbound under 
consideration? Once you add in the Imperial Motors piece, they will have created 
a street. She still is envisioning the green roof idea.  

 
4.30 Chairman Bradford said that he understands that the village’s traffic consultant is 

at the hearing and Mr. Adler said that they were at the meeting.  
 

Chairman Bradford asked if they would address the issue of traffic in the alley.  
 
4.31 Dan Manis Village Engineer, introduced Peter Lemmon, Kimley Horn Associates, 

who is the professional traffic operations engineer that the village hired to review 
the traffic study for this development.  

 
Mr. Lemmon said he reviewed the traffic study prepared by the applicants. At the 
last meeting, there was talk about his firm reviewing the study, but they had no 
significant comments or changes in terms of methodology or data collected. He 
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will now talk about the question about whether the alley should be one-way or 
two-way and if one-way, which direction?  

 
The proposal is to keep the alley as a two-way alley serving adjacent residences 
and businesses. The purpose of an alley is for loading access, parking, service and 
things like that and this is consistent with the applicant’s plan. He would hesitate 
to want to make a one-way alley. Other consequences could occur if they did that. 
One thing to consider if they are worried about an increase in alley activity to the 
north, traffic could be oriented as they are leaving the garage and go towards the 
south. There is not a lot of advantage to want to go north and exit to the north. If 
they were looking to apply a change or restriction that would be one that would be 
worth considering.  

 
4.32 Ms. Bischoff Kleman asked about his recommendations for implementing his 

suggestion.  
 

Mr. Lemmon said there is not a good opportunity to physically deflect traffic to 
the south. Signage, primarily, would be his suggestion. Hopefully enforcement 
would not be an issue. The applicant can work with vendors regarding loading 
activity like trucks. He said that there might not be a good way to do a half pork 
chop. The quickest way out of the parking garage is to go south to Central.  

 
4.33 Commissioner Sheperd said they were told that the alley is wide enough. How 

much is it wide enough for the traffic? Is it barely wide enough?  
 

Mr. Lemmon said that the alley is 20’ and wider on the south end. It can handle 
two-way traffic particularly on the south end. When there is a lot of traffic in 
alleys, if there are utility poles and/or dumpsters that could reduce the alley width.  

 
Commissioner Sheperd asked if 18’ wide would be too small.  

 
Mr. Lemon said that most Chicago alleys are 16-18’. 20’ on the south portion is 
wide enough. There are two-10’ travel lanes, which is plenty wide for two-way 
traffic.  

 
Commissioner Schwab asked about alley obstructions.  

 
Mr. Lemmon said they are more to the north. The older buildings do not have 
alcoves and insets for dumpsters on the north end. From the parking entrance to 
the south is pretty clear.  

 
4.34 Joel Lunkas, 811 Park Avenue, thanked the commissioners for their service to the 

community. They are stewards of the community. He is dismayed at the position 
they are put in. Back in January 2011, his neighbor who is an architect, talked 
about the master plan. That master plan talked about the PUD.  Building heights 
were set. There were guidelines for a streetscape running all the way down Green 
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Bay Road. It talked somewhat about appearances and having cornices and 
breaking a building up into three sections. That was embodied on 4/1/14 in the 
zoning ordinance.  

 
He is dismayed because he said, “we are nibbling around the edges.” There is a 
building that is 20% higher than is called for. The Master Plan talked about 
developing properties and they mentioned the auto complex around the village 
pantry, auto care and the lot behind it. They talked about available land that could 
be developed into transit-oriented housing.  
 
At 611 Green Bay, there are about 75 units. As a village, it was agreed to waive 
the plan and approve those variances. Now Optima is here, and he is not sure how 
it got this far. They are proposing a gross expansion of what is allowed. He has 
not heard any convincing reasons from the applicants as to why it is appropriate. 
One way to avoid birds being killed is to reduce the building by 20% back to the 
height it should be.  

 
As stewards of our community, he asked the Plan Commission to think about their 
vision for the village’s future. They are reviewing the proposal with blinders on. 
Nibbling around the edges to get concessions for the public benefit and he is 
worried that if this is approved a precedent will be set. And then what is approved 
for this applicant is the norm. He would think that commissioners would follow 
the blueprint of the comprehensive plan. He appreciates their thoughtful response 
as to why they are considering the variances. How will variances be addressed 
when the next person comes in?  

 
His final comment is that they could face the light well west. His understanding is 
that Optima tried to buy the Imperial Motors site and they had a four-story 
building within zoning on the north side and a two story where the bank is 
located. They failed to secure the property, so they now come in with tonight’s 
plan. Will we wake up in three years when Optima buys Imperial Motors and 
there is a twin tower to the north? There is a zoning ordinance and a master plan 
to try to maintain the village’s integrity. To look at this building without taking 
the Imperial Motors site into account is short sighted. The commissioners owe the 
community a position on this before it is approved so the community knows what 
is going to happen and how the plan commission will react to the next developer. 
He has not heard anyone argue why this gross overbuilding is in the village’s best 
interest.  

 
4.35 Julie Nelson, 714 Elmwood Avenue, talked about a friend who moved to the 

village and was a developer in Colorado and was shocked that the master plan was 
developed yet they are still considering these variances. Wilmette can do better. 
What is the point of having a master plan if a developer comes in and the plan is 
thrown in the trash? She encourages the commissioners and village board of 
trustees to maintain the spirit of the master plan.  
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4.36 Jeff Axelrod, 631 Central Avenue, said he is part of the Wilmette Justice Team. 
He recognizes that Optima decided not to include on-site affordable housing. But 
he and the Team believe that the public benefit would be much stronger with on-
site units than with Optima partially funding the land trust program. The building 
is a great opportunity. If there were affordable units on site, residents could live 
with no car or one car. He asked the commissioners to request that Optima come 
back with a new plan that includes affordable units on site.  

 
4.37 Beth Drucker, Go Green Wilmette, read a brief letter from the board of Go Green 

Wilmette, in summary, they support Optima’s efforts in this area. They appreciate 
their commitment to incorporate bird friendly features in the building design to 
reduce bird injuries and deaths. They support additional bird friendly design 
features. They are pleased that Optima and Wilmette will be leaders in this effort 
to develop a bird friendly building that will serve as a model for other 
developments and other communities. Their endorsement of the bird friendly 
features is based on the assumption that these features will be included in the final 
building plans.  

 
4.38 Delia Conache, 747 Lavergne Avenue, is not directly impacted by the 

development. She has three questions. The first involves parking on the site. 
Metra parking is limited. Has there been any consideration given to Optima 
offering more Metra parking on the site? It is a unique opportunity to offer 
parking on the west side of Green Bay Road, so people don’t have to cross the 
tracks.  

 
Chairman Bradford said that the discussions taking place to date is that a portion 
of the proposed parking is for the public. The intent is that parking duration is 
limited to two hours to avoid commuters from parking there.  

 
Ms. Conache asked if there was consideration for day long parking.  

 
Chairman Bradford said that was not discussed to date.  

 
Her second question is the type of retail being considered for the ground floor. 
She knows that a lot of young parents would like a day care on the site due to the 
proximity of Metra.  

 
She said that Optima is a reputable developer and they hold onto their buildings. 
They have a unique model. The building needs to make financial sense to be built. 
She is sure that proposed height increases are due to this. If the building goes to 
52’ plus the parapets it might not be built.  

 
4.39 Chairman Bradford said he knows from experience with designing early 

childhood centers, there are outdoor space requirements. With constraints of the 
site, daycare is probably not the best option. He agrees that having available 
daycare convenient to Metra or the VC would be great.  
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4.40 April Cesaretti, 935 Oakwood Avenue, said she is a ten-year village resident. 
Ugly, site pollution, uncharacteristic, too big, too tall. She said that appearance is 
not within the purview of the Plan Commission because that will be discussed at 
the Village Board level.  

 
Regarding the overall look that the village wants to go towards with its 
architectural style of different buildings, this is a 100+ year old historic North 
Shore town. Charming, Main Street, small town charm feel. This building does 
not bring those things to mind.  

 
According to the VC master plan, it was recommended that a more 
comprehensive set of design guidelines should be developed to supplement the 
VC master plan recommendations. Were those guidelines developed? If 
developers come in with varying degrees of what they think is a good idea, there 
will be a Hodge podge of styles.  

 
According to the VC master plan, many of the recommendations for future 
developments are not apparent in this proposal. Is there a consideration of what 
else is being built on Green Bay Road is supposed to be? What is the plan for 
Green Bay Road? The other six story building built on Green Bay Road is too tall 
and too massive for the location and the ambiance of the village. That building 
should not be set as a model for things to come on Green Bay Road. Something 
should be learned from that mistake of approving the building and not doing it 
again.  

 
4.41 Alexandra Cole, 1046 Linden Avenue, has lived in her home for 36+ years. She 

sees things that are built of right that are in her opinion ugly, intrusive, and 
massive. She lives in one of the oldest homes in the village. She loves the village. 
She loves contemporary architecture. A beautiful community can have a lot of 
structures with different designs. It is not appropriate for the village to dictate 
design. The ARC can only do certain things and they have nothing to say if 
someone can build something of right. She appreciated the shadow study and 
other information that showed that if Optima was not asking for any exceptions, 
there would be no say on many elements. People look in her backyard now from 
other sites. She has not found it intrusive. There are things that worked and did 
not work in the master plan. She has seen many things that were built right and 
did not go through this kind of review. People come to the meetings with 
objections because this is their forum. It’s nice when people say the proposal is 
really good for the village. She likes Optima’s idea about contributing to 
affordable housing.  

 
4.42 Andrew Gustafson, 720 Park Avenue, said he spoke at the January meeting. He 

will not repeat those comments.  
 

Chairman Bradford noted that Mr. Gustafson sent a letter that is part of the packet.  
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Mr. Gustafson said he wanted to speak for people who are not at the meeting. 
Neighbors in the townhomes and single-family homes next to the townhomes 
drafted a petition saying they objected to the size and scale of the development 
and encouraged commissioners to ensure that the development is within the 
zoning ordinance and more in line with the master plan. To get support for that 
petition and bring awareness about the project to the residents, they created a 
survey about the project. Most of the people they talked to have no idea about the 
project. They got 160 residents to support the petition. 200 households total 
completed the survey. He shared some results so their voices can be heard. Not all 
can attend the meetings.  

 
They asked a few simple questions and about 1/3 of the residents had no idea 
about the project. About 50% were underinformed of the development. About 
90% of the residents believe that the village has not done enough to educate 
people about the development. Less than 10% supported the development as is. 
About 87% felt it was too large and 75% felt it was too large and they did not like 
the aesthetics of the building. Most of the respondents encouraged the village to 
stick closer to the master plan in looking at this building. It is important to note 
that the 12 neighbors who supported the petition were directly impacted by the 
building with regard to privacy. One neighbor said that there is more to this 
building than the size, scale and shadow study.  

 
Most who responded are not directly impacted by the building, but most objected 
to the size and scale for reasons that others pointed out at the hearings. Mostly it 
relates to the small look and feel of the town and the impact on the perception of 
what the building will have on the village.  People commented about looking at 
what was proposed for this site by the master plan compared to what is proposed.  

 
There has been talk about public benefits. They asked people who responded to 
the survey about whether they thought the public benefits proposed presented a 
benefit to the respondent. Public benefits had already been explained. 82% of 
respondents did not see any benefits to them. 10% said they represented somewhat 
of a benefit but not enough to support the exemptions. 8% thought that there 
would be an actual benefit to them.  

 
In conclusion, he wanted to ensure that the voices of survey respondents were 
heard. He encouraged commissioners to read the comments and the summary. The 
survey represents voices of people in the community.  

 
4.43 Chairman Bradford said that the summary was received. He appreciates the efforts 

to collect the information. It will be beneficial during the discussion.  
 

Chairman Bradford closed the public comment portion of the hearing. He will 
give the applicant approximately 30 minutes to respond to comments.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 
     
5.10 Chairman Bradford asked for a motion on the case.  
 
5.11 Commissioner Head 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 109 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.  

 
5.12 Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion. Chairman Bradford said that the 

motion can be amended at any point before the actual vote.  
 
Discussion 
 
5.13 Commissioner Sheperd referenced the goals and policies of the comprehensive 

plan and was furthering those goals and policies a possible public benefit. How 
much are people weighing goals such as having a vibrant commercial area as a 
benefit? He is wrestling with this. Is it a benefit vs. the exemptions being asked 
for?  

 
Mr. Adler said he would speak about other approved PUDs. A hotel was approved 
along the expressway. The economic benefit of the hotel was deemed to be a 
significant public benefit during the recession. There was no hotel in the village 
and having one was important. On 611 Green Bay Road, they were coming out of 
a recession. Land in the VC had negative residual land value. The idea of 
development in the VC was seen as a public benefit at that time. The 
commissioners have to decide how they feel about the stated public benefits 
related to tonight’s project at this particular time. Artis memory care was a recent 
PUD. That approval had more to do with the fact that there was a shopping center 
that would most likely not be successful as retail center and the proposed use was 
providing memory care for 64 households. This was deemed as something desired 
for the village. That was part of their public benefit. They also had a provision for 
funding affordable housing. HODC got approval for 16 units of affordable 
housing. The public benefit in that case was straight forward.  

 
5.14 Commissioner DiGrino said she had a perspective on the specific question posed 

above whether the applicant’s recitation of how the project advances the goals and 
policies of the comprehensive and master plans and whether this is a public 
benefit. She views those less as public benefits as more as factors that help the 
commissioners evaluate whether the relief they are seeking meets the spirit of the 
law. She does not put them in the strong public benefit category.  

 
5.15 Commissioner Head said he compared this site, which is as close to a premier site 

in the VC for a market rate development, to several projects that have the inherent 
benefit within their use. He talked about affordable housing and the memory care 
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center. He thinks that the proposal is an attractive development that fulfills the 
core goals of the master plan, which is designed to bring people into the center, 
walkable distance to the downtown. He looks at the benefits and see a lot of things 
called benefits that are really de facto requirements or de facto expectations of the 
market for a development this size and quality in a town of this type. He talked 
about the level 2 Green Globes as a public benefit and it’s not a public benefit, but 
it is the state of the art for doing a high-quality building. He congratulates the 
developer on the bird friendly design. He struggles with how a development that 
builds on 100% of the site has storm water management as a public benefit vs. a 
requirement. A garage that serves retail is a project benefit. Advancing the goals 
of the comprehensive plan is part of advancing and moving the project forward. 
He continues to be concerned about the idea that there is a contribution for 
affordable housing vs. accommodating the housing within the development where 
the developer has the control and ability to do this. He said that the donation is 
commendable and there have been no other donations like this. He asked the 
developer to reconsider the allocation of that donation to be within the 
development. His perspective is that it changes on a site by site basis. This is a 
premier site and the front door to the village. There is a higher standard for this 
type of site.  

 
5.16 Commissioner Sheperd asked if anybody had an opinion on why after such a long 

period of economic expansion the International Bank property is still such an 
underutilized site.  

 
Mr. Adler said it has to do with having a willing seller, a seller that came to an 
understanding with a buyer to sell the property for a certain amount of money that 
would get them to give up the site. There are a lot of properties like that in the 
village. Chase Bank is one of the biggest sites with redevelopment potential. 
Rumors were they wanted to redevelop that site but that is not what has happened. 
The village does not control when a property will sell.  

 
5.17 Chairman Bradford said that the same thing is true with the Imperial Motors site. 

There has to be willingness by the current owner to move forward.  
 

Mr. Adler said a lot of people contacted the village about Imperial Motors.  
 
5.18 Commissioner DiGrino asked when the Imperial Motors site was vacated.  
 

Mr. Adler did not know the exact date, but it was a couple of years ago. Mr. Stein 
said it was definitely with the last three years.   

 
Commissioner DiGrino said she thought that it had been a lot longer.  

 
5.19 Commissioner Sheperd referenced the line of sight issue. Was the applicant 

saying that we are better off with a 62’ building with balconies vs. 52’ because 
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they are doing a setback that is not by right that they don’t have to do. What is the 
program on the as of right building roof?  

 
5.20 Mr. Segal said that this would dictate whether there is the same ability to be on 

the western edge of that as of right roof and be able to have the line of site both 
ways.  The comparison would be to someone being at their window at the top 
floor of their building vs. being on the roof of the as of right building.  

 
5.21 Chairman Bradford said that whether it is 52’ or 62’ someone who is in the 

building has views west that goes over adjacent properties.  
 
5.22 Chairman Bradford asked for comments on the height.  
 
5.23 Commissioner Ghaemi said that her only issue with that is that there are rules, 

regulations and ordinances written and at what point does the commission take 
them as they are? She loves Optima’s designs and that it matches her taste. She is 
trying to put her personal views aside. The master plan did not dictate appearance, 
but it has things in it for guidance. It dictates what the height needs to be and that 
is being ignored. Where do we stop? 

 
5.24 Commissioner Head said it ties back to the public benefit. There is a request for 

substantial relief, a 20% height variance and he is not sure about the FAR 
variance. With substantial public benefit, there is reason to consider the requests. 
That is why they are commissioners – to weigh the public benefit against the 
zoning change.  

 
Mr. Adler said that there is no FAR variation for this development.  

 
5.25 Commissioner Head reiterated they are asking for 20% relief on height. What is 

the public benefit?  
 
5.26 Commissioner Ghaemi said that they were talking about height, but the requests 

all add up. She agrees that low income housing should be part of the development. 
Once it is outside the building, the commission no longer has control. She has said 
that low income housing needs to be mixed with other housing.  

 
5.27 Commissioner DiGrino said she cannot think about the height in isolation. One 

has to look at the entirety of the development and what is being proposed and 
weigh that against the public benefit. She does not see the public benefits being 
offered as being sufficient to justify the extent of the entire package of relief they 
are seeking. It is the height, it is the massing, the Central Street frontage, 
orientation – she has to look at this together vs. height in isolation.  

 
5.28 Chairman Bradford said he is not suggesting that the height be viewed as a single 

entity, but it is an issue that has been talked around and he wants to get it on the 
table for discussion.  
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5.29 Commissioner Head said that he agrees that there is not much difference between 
52’ and 62’ with regards to line of sight. He understands that people who live 
there have issues. They would have an issue regardless. The ordinance is saying 
that something is the limit.  

 
5.30 Chairman Bradford said that the line of sight studies were justifying the fact that 

they were going up to 72’ and 79’ with the amenities penthouse and elevator 
overrun. That is assuming that the applicant got 62’. What they are putting on top 
of the roof is not visible, so it does not factor in. The difference in perception of 
the building on Green Bay Road between 52’ and 62’ is substantial.  

 
5.31 Commissioner DiGrino said that is a fair point that one cannot assume that an as 

of right project would just be a box. One would not build that. The line of site 
study is not an accurate representation.  

 
5.32 Chairman Bradford likes the building design in general. He likes the design of 

most of Optima’s projects. Probably his least favorite is the one on Green Bay 
Road in Winnetka. He likes Optima’s clean line design. He is concerned about the 
height and the massing.  

 
5.33 Commissioner Schwab asked to talk about the public benefit again. He thinks that 

the affordable housing donation is being discounted. How many affordable 
housing units would be in the building if they were to follow the affordable 
housing plan recommendations? 

 
Mr. Adler said it would be 16.  

 
Commissioner Schwab continued and said that they are talking about a $1.6M 
donation, which would equal 14 units. That is two units short of the 
recommendation. It is his understanding that affordable housing recommendations 
do not mean that the units must be in the building. To discount the $1.6M is short 
sighted. There are 14 units that could be allocated to people who need the units 
and these units are not there today. That is a public benefit period. It is just a 
matter of weighing the benefit. 

 
5.34 Commissioner Head said he would agree about the public benefit if the units 

could be built. He said to take those dollars and look at the cost of a vacant lot in 
the village. What does a low-price building cost? The reality of turning those 
dollars into units when there is not an internal infrastructure within the village to 
help manage the funds is not high.  

 
5.35 Commissioner Schwab said that is what the nonprofit entity does. That is their 

goal, that is what they do.  
 
5.36 Mr. Segal said that they are not just writing a check. They found an organization, 

and this is what they do all along the North Shore. This creates an opportunity for 
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their programming and to create affordable housing in the village in a way that 
provides sustainable affordable housing through the Land Trust structure. Part of 
this is being funded by Wilmette residents who are out of town tonight. They are 
Elissa Morgante and Fred Wilson, who is on the board of CPAH. As they 
disclosed at the prior meeting, they formed a foundation to support affordable 
housing in Wilmette going forward. If someone wants to hear more about what 
CPAH does, they can walk through the presentation that was earlier provided.  

 
5.37 Chairman Bradford said the floor is not being opened back up again.  
 
5.38 Commissioner Head said that they are talking about 14 units. He asked the 

applicant if they could build the development with 16 affordable housing units 
within the development.  

 
5.39 Mr. Segal said that they could not.  
 
5.40 Commissioner Head said he is not suggesting 16 but is suggesting a number that 

is a residual of the $1.6M commitment and any additional commitment. They 
could agree on a number of units that would work within the development at the 
contribution level Optima has proposed and any other funds that could be raised 
that would still allow the development to move forward while at the same time 
knowing that the development goes forward and creates the units. He works in the 
affordable housing business. It is a difficult business. In Chicago it is difficult. In 
the village it is not an easy prospect and he is not confident that $1.6M, though 
well intentioned and appreciated, turns into units the way it is proposed. The 
dollars are not necessarily able to be used for the intended purpose.  

 
5.41 Chairman Bradford told the applicant that they have closed the discussion and 

said it is up to the board to discuss the issues now.  
 
5.42 Commissioner DiGrino wanted to clarify that she didn’t discount what the 

applicant is proposing about affordable housing. It is an incredible contribution – 
not only the dollar amount but they came with a proposed solution and are 
partnering with an amazing organization. The proposed model is great. For her, 
she looks at the list of public benefits and when the ones that are stripped away 
that are necessary for the price of admission or self-serving, she is left with a bird 
friendly design and the affordable housing donation. It is not enough to justify the 
significant amount of relief that the applicant is requesting. The commission is 
being asked to balance a policy decision in favor of affordable housing, but it 
requires them to ignore all else. She is saying that there has to be something more. 
If you want to over build height, over build mass, shrink the first floor, include 
ground floor dwelling units, and overbuild parking for a TOD development, you 
have to come with reasons why that is going to produce an overall better outcome 
and she is not convinced.  
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5.43 Commissioner Schwab said he also circled the same two public benefit discussed 
above and those are the only two he could find.  

 
5.44 Commissioner Sheperd said that the height increase of 10’ is the big ask.  
 
5.45 Commissioner Schwab agreed that the majority of concern was over the height.  
 
5.46 Commissioner DiGrino said she likes the design. Somebody at the ARC said that 

there are a variety of designs in the village and that is a positive.  
 
5.47 Chairman Bradford recommended that certain conditions be added to the motion 

to codify what the applicant has committed to do as per the presentation. The 
approval is based on meeting promises. The first one is a condition to meet a 
minimum of two Green Globe standards and the second is a condition regarding 
parking with 23 onsite spaces for public use, limited to no more than two hours of 
use. The third is to condition approval on the $1.6M donation and the fourth is for 
the incorporation of bird friendly glass on the lower three floors of the building. 

 
5.48 Mr. Stein said if the motion was done in conjunction with plans as submitted and 

presented it would cover all that.  
 
5.49 Chairman Bradford said he wants to ensure that what Optima said they would do 

is to be part of the approval process.  
 
5.50 Mr. Stein said that plans as presented and as provided in the application should 

suffice but if the conditions altered that, then those would be appropriate 
conditions.  

 
5.51 Mr. Stein said he is certain that the applicant would agree to the approval being 

for the plans as presented. Mr. Segal answered yes.  
 
5.52 Mr. Segal referenced public parking and two electrical charging stations which 

would be for general public use. It is open to anyone and everyone in the village 
for use. They could have taken the approach to make it dedicated for retail 
customers, only people who patronize their building, but they have specifically 
designed the garage to be accessible to anyone for their use. He spoke with 
someone at the library who told him that when the library has evening 
programming, they run out of parking and their patrons could use the proposed 
parking for evening programming. He said that if having parking stimulates more 
business in the village, then it is a bigger benefit to have unrestricted public 
parking at their building.  

 
5.53 Commissioner Sheperd said a lot has been said about setting precedent. If they 

said no to everything for a future development, would they be putting themselves 
in an awkward position?  
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5.54 Mr. Stein said that every case is unique. If this exact project came in with the 
exact property surrounding it, there would be a good argument for precedent. Not 
every property will have residential behind it or a different building height 
adjacent to it. What is taken into account today will not necessarily translate to the 
next application.  

 
5.55 Commissioner Sheperd asked if other commissioners thought that the 

accommodations being made to enhance the village will be good for property 
values in the area or have no impact or have a negative impact.  

 
5.56 Commissioner Taylor asked whether he meant residential or commercial property. 

Commissioner Sheperd answered both. 
 
5.57 Chairman Bradford said he thinks that there is a positive benefit for the village 

with increase in housing opportunities, increase in retail space. From a vitalization 
standpoint, it is beneficial. On Green Bay Road right now, it is very porous. This 
development proposal helps eliminate a lot of open surface parking lot and helps 
to reinforce the street edge and that helps to create a stronger street presence for 
the village along Green Bay Road.  

 
5.58 Commissioner Head agreed with the above comments. This could be a very good 

development for the village, but he would rather than move to approve with 
conditions, have the developer take another look at the public benefits and return 
for a third meeting. A number of questions were raised about public benefits. 
Ideas were discussed and where benefits are lacking was pointed out. He asked 
that the developer consider taking another look at public benefits and return to 
another meeting. All seem to be in agreement that the building in general meets 
the goals of the master plan and would be a positive addition. But most 
commissioners have said that the benefit relative to the relief seems mismatched.  

 
5.59 Commissioner DiGrino said she concurred with Commissioner Head’s comments.  
 
5.60 Chairman Bradford asked for a motion to continue the case.  
 
5.61 Commissioner Taylor asked what does motion to continue mean as he does not 

concur with continuing. There have been two meetings. There is still a village 
board meeting. That is the third meeting.  

 
5.62 Mr. Stein said that currently the motion is to approve as submitted by plans and as 

presented. There are no additional conditions on that motion. If there is a 
subsequent motion to continue, the applicant would need to be agreeable. The 
applicant can ask for a vote tonight. If a third meeting is not beneficial to the 
commission let’s not waste time and effort. But if it is at all beneficial then 
continue the case.  
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5.63 Chairman Bradford noted that to get an affirmative recommendation to the village 
board they need four yes votes. If it goes to the village board without a positive 
recommendation, then it takes a super majority of the village board for approval.  

 
5.64 Commissioner Ghaemi suggested asking the applicant if they were willing to 

return.  
 
5.65 Chairman Bradford said that based on the discussion about public amenities and 

benefits, does the applicant see an opportunity to alter the proposal to increase the 
benefits.  

 
5.66 Mr. Segal answered no.  

 
6.0 DECISION   

 
6.1 Commissioner Head moved to recommend approval of the request for a Planned 

Unit Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of 
a mixed use building containing commercial space and approximately 109 
dwelling units located in the VC, Village Center, zoning district - Pedestrian 
Commercial West at 1210 Central Avenue, in conformance with the plans 
submitted. The use to run with the use.    

   
 6.11 Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion.  
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 
  Charmain Bradford   No  
  Mariah DiGrino   No 
  Homa Ghaemi    No 
  Jeffrey Head    No 
  Steven Schwab   Yes 
  Justin Sheperd    No 
  Michael Taylor   Yes  
       
  Motion failed 

 
Chairman Bradford said that is a negative recommendation and the Village Board 
will meet on February 25, 2020 to receive the recommendation.  

 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH THE DECISION WAS BASED 

 
The majority of the Plan Commission felt that the standards for a Planned Unit 
Development were not met as the proposed public benefits were not significant enough to 
warrant granting the relief being requested. If no additional public benefit is possible, the 
lowering of the height of the building would bring the requested relief more in line with 
the proposed benefits.  
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A minority of the Plan Commission felt that the standards for a Planned Unit 
Development were met. Because the proposed structure’s impact on neighboring 
properties is not demonstrably greater than the impact of a conforming structure, the 
public benefit was seen as significant, thus justifying the additional building height. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Plan Commission recommends denial of the request for a Planned Unit Development 
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a mixed use building 
containing commercial space and approximately 109 dwelling units located in the VC, 
Village Center, zoning district - Pedestrian Commercial West at 1210 Central Avenue, in 
conformance with the plans submitted. The use to run with the use. 
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.3

Page 1 of 4 

SUBJECT: 2019-P-03 1210 Central Avenue – Introduction of and Subsequent 
Adoption of Ordinance 

MEETING DATE: April 28, 2020 

FROM:  John Adler, Assistant Director of Community Development 

None 

This item is of an immediate and critical nature because preliminary plan approval is necessary 
for the applicant to close on the purchase of the International Bank property at 1210 Central 
Avenue and begin construction of the Project in the timeframe previously established by the 
Applicant prior to the statewide emergency being declared   

Recommended Motion 

Introduction of Ordinance #2020-O-22 granting special use for a planned unit development 
(preliminary plan) pursuant to the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance (1210 Central Avenue); Waiver 
of rules – Adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-22 granting special use for a planned unit 
development (preliminary plan) pursuant to the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance (1210 Central 
Avenue). 

Procedural Background 

On November 22, 2019 Optima Wilmette submitted an application for a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a mixed-
use building containing commercial space and approximately 109 dwelling units located in the 
VC, Village Center, zoning district - Pedestrian Commercial West. 

On January 7, 2020 and February 4, 2020, the Plan Commission held the lawfully required 
public hearing and reviewed Optima’s proposed PUD.  On February 4, 2020 the Commission 
voted 2-5 to recommend denial of the PUD.   

On February 25, 2020 and March 10, 2020, the Village Board reviewed the Plan Commission’s 
recommendation.  After several revised applications and proposals from the Applicant, the 
Village Board voted 5-2 to approve the proposed PUD.  

Community Development 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/1210+Central+Ave,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0765366,-87.7116402,540m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fc5385db45ab7:0xfa31179bf04bc4b7!8m2!3d42.0765366!4d-87.7094515
mailto:adlerj@wilmette.com?subject=2701%20Orchard%20Ordinance%20Approval
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Approved PUD 
 
The approved PUD consists of a mixed-use building containing two underground levels of 
parking, approximately 5,900 net square feet of commercial space, residential amenity space, 
and 9 residential units on the ground floor, approximately 100 residential units on floors two 
through six, and a roof deck on floor seven with enclosed amenity space.  
More details regarding the modifications made after the Plan Commission review, zoning relief 
being granted, and public benefits provided are outlined below.  
 
Modifications to the proposal after Plan Commission review: 
 

• The second through sixth floors of the building were setback 5’ along Green Bay Road, 
thus eliminating the front yard setback variation. 

• The ground floor setback along Green Bay Road was increased from 5’ to 10’. 
• The fifth and sixth floors of the building at the corner of Green Bay Road and Central 

Avenue were setback an additional 7.5’, resulting in that portion of the building being 
setback 12.5’ from the Green Bay Road property line. 

• The provision of an approximately 25’ by 32.5’ publicly accessible plaza with public art.  
• The outdoor dining area off Central Avenue was increased to 20’ wide from 10’. 
• The eastern most amenity space and management office was setback 10’ from the 

originally proposed 0’. 
• The ground floor of the building west of the residential entrance was setback 5’ for the 

portion of the building that contains the relocated amenity space.  
• The fence/wall along Central was reduced in height from 7.5’ to a conforming height of 

6.5’. 
• The Central Avenue ground floor transparency was increased from 34% to a conforming 

transparency of 89.3% by relocating amenity space from the interior courtyard to the 
frontage along Central Avenue. 

• The elevator housing was reduced in height from 81’ to 79.92’, and relocated 25’ north 
to reduce its visibility from nearby public rights-of-way. 

• The penthouse amenity area was reduced in size by 11.1% (750 square feet) and the 
proposed pergolas were eliminated. 

• The views of the penthouse amenity space were soften by adding trees on the south 
and east side of the roof. 

• The trees on the west side were reduced in height to be no higher than the penthouse 
amenity space height, as requested by the Plan Commission.   

• Hanging vines/landscaping has been proposed at all the balconies.  
• A minimum two Green Globes designation for the building will be attained. 
• The number of public use parking spaces increased from 23 to 28. 
• Two electric car charging stations will be provided in the 28-space public parking area. 
• Clear bird friendly glass was proposed on the first three floors of the building. 
• The landscaping adjacent to the loading dock has been reduced to allow delivery 

vehicles to drive through the loading area rather than pulling in and backing out. 
• The provision of $120,000 to go towards the Village’s cost of the upcoming Central 

Avenue/Wilmette Avenue streetscape work. 
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Identified benefits of the proposed PUD: 
 

• Donation of $1,600,000 towards the development of affordable housing. 
• Operation of the 28 commercial parking spaces as a public garage with two publicly 

accessible electrical vehicle charging stations.   
• Publicly accessible plaza with public art. 
• Contribution of $120,000 to the Village of Wilmette to help fund streetscape 

improvements in the Village Center.  
• Achieve sustainability certification by Green Globes®. 

 
Discussion 
 
As explained at March 10th Village Board Meeting, even though a vote for approval had been 
made, the Village Board would still need to adopt an ordinance granting approval for the 
Preliminary PUD.  Accordingly, Ordinance 2020-O-22 is the ministerial action needed to codify 
the approval already granted by the Village Board.   
 
Additional provisions that are related to the construction of the project or the need to begin 
operations of the project that are contained in Ordinance 2020-O-22 are as follows: 
 

• Use of the vacant site at 1225 Central Avenue for construction parking.   
• Acknowledgement that a permanent easement will be provided, in a separate document, 

for the Applicant’s use for underground parking.     
• The potential issuance of certificates of occupancy on a floor-by-floor basis.  
• A leasing office on the Subject Property.   
• The allowance for temporary signage to help advertise leasing.   

 
Some of the conditions of approval contained in Ordinance 2020-O-22 are as follows: 
 

• The Project will achieve and obtain at least a Two Green Globes® certification for multi-
family new construction under Green Globes® NC 2019.   

• Bird friendly glass treatments will be applied to the first three floors of the Project.   
• Reconstruction of the alley located to the west of the Subject Property. 

 
Public benefits identified in Ordinance 2020-O-22 are as follows: 
 

• A contribution of $1,600,000 for potential use to further advance affordable housing 
within the Village of Wilmette. A contribution of $120,000 for streetscape improvements 
in the Village Center.  

• Construction and maintenance of a public plaza which may be used by the general 
public.  The plaza shall display public art.   

• Twenty-eight parking spaces shall be provided for us by the general public.  Two of 
those spaces shall be parking spots that can be used for fee-for-service electric charging 
stations. 

 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
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Documents Attached 
 
1.0 Ordinance 2020-O-22 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2020-O-22 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A SPECIAL USE FOR PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PRELIMINARY PLAN) PURSUANT TO THE 

WILMETTE ZONING ORDINANCE 
(1210 Central Avenue) 

WHEREAS, Green Bay Wilmette LLC (“Applicant”), in accordance with Appendix A, 

Article 30 of the Wilmette Village Code (“Zoning Ordinance”), applied for a Special Use for 

Planned Unit Development (Preliminary Plan)(“Preliminary Plan”) to permit the construction of 

a mixed -use building containing approximately 5,900 square feet of commercial space on the 

ground floor and approximately 109 dwelling units (“Project”) on property located in the VC, 

Village Center zoning district - Pedestrian Commercial West, commonly known as 1210 Central 

Avenue, Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (“Subject Property”), and legally described as follows: 

Lot 4 (except the Northwesterly 25 feet thereof) and all of Lot 5 in Block 4 in the Village of 
Wilmette in Section 34, Township 42 North Range 13 East of the Third Principal Meridian, 
in Cook County, Illinois.  

PINs:  05-34-101-034-0000 and 05-34-101-035-0000; and 

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission, after giving due and proper notice as required by law, held 

a public hearing on January 7, 2020 and February 4, 2020, on the foregoing application; and 

 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission failed to provide a positive recommendation upon the 

Applicant’s original request; and 

WHEREAS, at the Village Board of Trustees meetings on February 25, 2020 and March 10, 

2020, the Applicant amended its application and its original plans to include the versions of such 

plans which are referenced below and collectively referred to in this Ordinance as the “Plans”; and 

WHEREAS, the amended application is the same exact subject matter and the same relief 

sought by the Applicant as discussed at the Plan Commission, except for certain design changes and 

increases to the public benefits offered to the Village of Wilmette by the Applicant; and 

1.0
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WHEREAS, on March 10, 2020, the Village President and Board of Trustees found that the 

Project meets the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance for planned unit developments, 

including but not limited to the standards contained in Section 30-6.4 and 

Section 30-6.6(c)(2)(E) of the Zoning Ordinance, that the exceptions from the regulations of the 

VC, Village Center Zoning District which are reflected on the Plans are appropriate in the 

context of the Project and meet the standards set forth in Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, 

and that the Project will provide substantial public benefit to the Village of Wilmette in the 

manner described below; and 

WHEREAS, on March 10, 2020, the Village President and Board of Trustees then voted, by 

a vote of 5 to 2, to approve the requested special use for planned unit development and approve 

the Preliminary Plan with certain conditions imposed and public benefits agreed upon, and they 

directed the preparation of this ordinance to approve the special use for planned unit 

development and the Preliminary Plan and to codify the conditions imposed and the public 

benefits agreed upon between the Applicant and the Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals, and each of them, are hereby made a part 

of this Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: A Special Use for Planned Unit Development in the form of the Preliminary 

Plan is hereby granted for the Project which shall be constructed and maintained on the Subject 

Property substantially as set forth in the submitted and revised application and as further 

conditioned by this Ordinance. 



3 

Specifically, the Project shall be constructed and maintained on the Subject Property in 

accordance with the following provisions: 

1. The Project shall be a mixed-use building containing approximately 5,900 net square
feet of commercial space (approximately 8,113 sf gross area including service
corridor), residential amenity space, 109 residential units with 9 residential units on the
ground floor and approximately 100 residential units on floors two through six, a roof
deck on floor seven with enclosed amenity space, and two underground levels of
parking.

2. The Project shall be constructed and maintained substantially as set forth in the
following documents (collectively, “Plans”):

a. Site Plan/Level 1 Floor Plan, labeled PUD-A201, dated March 10, 2020, (“Site
Plan”), attached as Exhibit A;

b. Floor Plans (Levels 2 through 6, Roof and Lower Level Plans), labeled PUD-
A202, PUD-A203 and PUD-A205 through PUD-A209, dated March 10, 2020,
attached as Group Exhibit B;

c. Exterior Elevations and Bird Friendly Design, labeled PUD-A311 – PUD-A312,
dated March 10, 2020 and PUD-APPX-A901 – PUD-APPX-A902, dated March
10, 2020, attached as Group Exhibit C;

d. Landscape & Lighting Plans (grade level and roof level), labeled PUD-A911 and
PUD-A912, dated March 10, 2020, attached as Group Exhibit D; and

e. Building Data, labeled PUD A-001, dated March 10, 2020, attached as
Exhibit E.

3. The Village may provide the Applicant with the use of the Village’s property located at
1225 Central Avenue for construction parking at no cost to the Applicant pursuant to a
license agreement to be entered into between the Village and the Applicant in
connection with the approval of the Final Plan (as defined below).  The Applicant
acknowledges that the license agreement may require the Applicant to fence the parking
lot at the Applicant’s expense.

4. The Village shall grant the Applicant a non-exclusive, permanent easement with respect
to that portion of the Central Avenue right-of-way as is generally depicted on the Plans,
at no cost to the Applicant, in connection with the approval of the Final Plan.

5. The Village will issue certificates of occupancy for the Project on a floor-by-floor basis
when such floor meets the standards for the issuance of a certificate of occupancy as
provided by Chapter 8, and the procedure for such issuance as provided in
Section 30-5.12 of Appendix A, of the Wilmette Village Code.  The Village also will
issue a certificate of occupancy for the leasing office as described in paragraph 6 below.
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6. The Applicant shall be entitled to establish and maintain a leasing office on the Subject
Property and to undertake pre-leasing activities at the Project provided the Village has
issued a temporary or permanent partial certificate of occupancy for the leasing office on
the first floor of the Project.

7. The Community Development Director is authorized to allow for temporary signage at
the Subject Property.

SECTION 3: The above approvals are granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Project shall be constructed, maintained and operated in accordance with this
Ordinance and in accordance with the ordinance that approves the Final Plan.  If a
subject matter is not provided for in this Ordinance, the Project shall be constructed,
maintained and operated in accordance with the Plans and the latest version of the
application submitted to the Village.  All other subject matters not expressly
provided for in this Ordinance, the Plans or the ordinance that approves the Final
Plan shall be subject to the provisions of the Wilmette Village Code.

2. The Applicant shall construct the Project to achieve and obtain at least a Two Green
Globes® certification for multi-family new construction under
Green Globes® NC 2019.

3. The Applicant shall install and maintain the windows on the first three floors of the
structure with bird friendly glass applications consistent with the LEED Pilot
Credit 55: Bird Collision Deterrence.

4. The Applicant shall obtain approval of final engineering plans from the Village
Director of Engineering and Public Works in accordance with applicable provisions
of the Wilmette Village Code.

5. The Applicant shall reconstruct that portion of the Village alley located immediately
to the west of the proposed structure.  The Applicant shall also improve the
pedestrian crosswalks at the intersection of Green Bay Road and Central Avenue by
providing high-visibility crosswalks.  Prior to permits being issued, the
specifications for the reconstruction of the alley, the specifications for the high
visibility crosswalk and the specifications for all other public improvements shall be
submitted to the Village Director of Engineering and Public Works for approval.

6. Prior to the issuance of any permits (not including demolition permits) and
development of the Project, the Applicant shall deliver a letter of credit to the
Village, in an amount determined by the Village Director of Engineering and Public
Works in accordance with applicable provisions of the Wilmette Village Code, to
ensure that any public improvements necessary for the construction of the Project
are fully funded and repaired to the Village’s standards.

7. Prior to the issuance of any permits (not including demolition permits) and
development of the Project, other than what has been provided for in this Ordinance,
the Applicant shall submit, within one (1) year, a Final Planned Unit Development
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application (“Final Plan”) to the Village Zoning Administrator.  The Village Zoning 
Administrator shall make a determination that the Final Plan is in or is not in 
substantial conformance with the Preliminary Plan and applicable provisions of the 
Wilmette Village Code, as provided for in the Zoning Ordinance, and shall submit a 
report to the Village Board as required by the Zoning Ordinance.   

SECTION 4: The above approvals are granted subject to the Applicant providing the Village 

of Wilmette the mutually agreed upon public benefits: 

1. The Applicant shall make a one-time contribution to the Village of Wilmette, as a
condition to the issuance of building permits (other than demolition permits), in the
amount of one million six hundred thousand dollars ($1,600,000).  The Village has
the goal of using this contribution to further advance affordable housing within the
Village of Wilmette. Notwithstanding the foregoing, these funds may be used by the
Village in any manner it determines is appropriate.

2. The Applicant shall make a one-time contribution to the Village of Wilmette, as a
condition to the issuance of building permits (other than demolition permits), in the
amount of one hundred twenty thousand dollars ($120,000).  The Village has the
goal of using this contribution to help fund streetscape improvements in the Village
Center. Notwithstanding the foregoing, these funds may be used by the Village in
any manner it determines is appropriate.

3. As shown on the Site Plan (Exhibit A), the Applicant shall construct and maintain an
area at the grade level of the Southeast corner of the Subject Property for the purpose
of providing a plaza accessible to and for the use of the public.  This space will
display the 8’ high sculpture, Curves and Voids by David C. Hovey, and benches
as depicted on the Plans and may display art or other public amenities as requested
by the Applicant and approved by the Community Development Director.  This
space shall remain in the ownership of the Project owner and shall otherwise be
subject to such rules and regulations as the Applicant may reasonably establish from
time to time (e.g., no skateboarding and no smoking), and be constructed,
maintained and repaired as determined by the Applicant.

4. The Applicant shall provide 28 parking spaces (26 parking spaces and two public
use accessible parking spaces) designated for use by the general public on Lower
Level 1 as shown on Group Exhibit B.  Parking for the general public shall be
limited to two (2) hour periods each day (unless otherwise requested by the
Applicant and authorized by the Community Development Director) and shall
otherwise be subject to such rules and regulations as the Applicant may reasonably
establish from time to time (e.g., prohibition of overnight parking, prohibition of use
by valet services and use of towing services when such services are in compliance
with Chapter 24, Article XII of the Wilmette Village Code).  Two of the 28 parking
spots shall contain fee-for-service electric charging stations available for use by the
general public to charge electric cars.
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SECTION 5: All exceptions from the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance to the 

Subject Property which are reflected on the Plans or otherwise provided for in this Ordinance are 

hereby expressly approved. 

SECTION 6: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 

28th  day of April 2020, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: None. 

NAYS: None. 

ABSTAIN: None. 

ABSENT: None. 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 28th day of April 2020. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
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EXHIBIT A 



Exhibit A
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GROUP EXHIBIT B 



Group Exhibit B



Group Exhibit B



Group Exhibit B



Group Exhibit B
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Group Exhibit B



Group Exhibit B
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GROUP EXHIBIT C 



Group Exhibit C



Group Exhibit C



Group Exhibit C



Group Exhibit C
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GROUP EXHIBIT D 



Group Exhibit D



Group Exhibit D
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EXHIBIT E 



Exhibit E
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Typewritten Text



Village Board Final PUD 
Approval

4.0



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEMS: 3.14 & 3.15 
10-27-20

Page 1 of 4 

SUBJECT: Granting of Final Planned Unit Development Approval – 1210 Central 
Avenue  

MEETING DATE: October 27, 2020  

FROM: John Adler, Director of Community Development (Zoning Administrator) 

None 

Recommended Motion 

Move to adopt Ordinance 2020-O-43 which grants final PUD approval to Optima for 
development of the property at 1210 Central Avenue  

Move to adopt Resolution 2020-R-22 approving a License Agreement with Green Bay Wilmette 
LLC for the Purposes of Allowing Off Street Parking During Construction of 1210 Central 
Avenue. 

Procedure 

On February 25, 2020 the Village Board granted preliminary approval of a Planned Unit 
Development ”) to permit the construction of a mixed-use building containing approximately 
5,900 square feet of commercial space on the ground floor and approximately 109 dwelling 
units (“Project”) on property located in the VC, Village Center zoning district - Pedestrian 
Commercial West, commonly known as 1210 Central Avenue, in conformance with the plans 
submitted.   

Under the Village’s 2014 zoning code, preliminary approval is the major approval stage for a 
PUD.  During final plan review stage of the process, the main decision point is whether the final 
plan substantially conforms to the preliminary approval.  The zoning code states that: 

“The Zoning Administrator must recommend approval of the Final Plan to the Village 
Board if it is in substantial compliance with the Preliminary Plan and all Village 
regulations.” (Sec. 20-6.6(d)(2)). 

Community Development 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT:

mailto:adlerj@wilmette.com
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Once the Zoning Administrator certifies to the Village Board that the final plan is in substantial 
compliance with the preliminary approval, the Village Board may approve the ordinance 
granting the PUD. (Sec. 20-6.6(d)(2)(C)).  

Discussion 

The ordinance contains the final plans and expressly approves any deviations from the strict 
rules of the VC zoning district and other aspects of the Zoning Ordinance which are reflected 
on the final plans.  The most concise listing of the zoning relief data is provided below.  The 
final plan includes two additional areas of relief which in my opinion are in keeping with the 
preliminary approval and the public discussions surrounding the project by both the Plan 
Commission and the Village Board. The additional relief relates to the building tenant signage. 

The tenant signage which is shown projecting down from the second-floor overhang is 
proposed to be internally illuminated and ranges from nine to 16.5 square feet in area. While 
the Zoning Ordinance does not permit projecting signage to be internally illuminated, it makes 
sense to internally illuminate the proposed signs because of the building design and the way 
they are attached to the second floor overhang and not projecting from the side of the building 
like typical projecting signage.  In addition, the proposed signs act as the primary tenant 
signage, whereas projecting signs are typically used as a secondary sign to identify a business 
to pedestrian traffic.  

While the Zoning Ordinance limits projecting signs to six (6) square feet, given the location of 
the sign under the second-floor overhang and the fact that the sign will not overhang a public 
sidewalk, staff believes the additional square foot is appropriate. In addition, while the signs 
are defined by our zoning ordinance as a projecting signs, they are used in this instance more 
as wall signs.  An average storefront with a width of 20 feet would be permitted a wall sign of 
up to 24 square feet in are which is more than what is proposed. 

Relief Being Granted by the PUD 

Minimum / Maximum Proposed 

Building Height – Main Roof 
Terrace 
Penthouse Roof 
Parapet 
Mechanical 
Elevator Overrun 

52’ /4 Stories Max
52’
52’
54’
58’ Max
64’ Max

62’ /6 Stories
63’/6 Stories
72.66’/7 Stories
N/A 
69.17’
79.92’

Ground Floor Height 14’ Min 13’

Front Yard Setback – Above Ground 
Floor (Green Bay Rd) 

5’ Min – 10’ Max 0’ on floors 2 thru 6

Side Yard Adjoining Central Setback 
– Ground Floor

0’ Max Up to 25’

Residential Common Area at Grade 600 Square Feet Max 4,415 Square Feet 

Projecting Sign Area 6 Square Feet Max 9 -16.5 Square feet 
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Relief Being Granted by the PUD - Continued 

• Allow the management office to be located at ground level
• Allow residential dwelling units to be located at ground level
• Buildings over one (1) story must evidence a design that illustrates a bottom, middle and top
• Every twenty-five (25) linear feet of building length, roof lines must be either varied with a

change in height or with the incorporation of a major focal point feature such as a dormer,
gable or projected wall feature

• Allow one (1) pedestrian access path instead of two (2)
• Allow projecting signage to be internally illuminated

Benefits of the Proposed PUD Included in Ordinance 2020-O-43 

• The donation of $1,600,000 towards the development of affordable housing.
• The contribution of $120,000 to the Village of Wilmette to help fund infrastructure

improvements in the Village Center.
• The operation of the 28 commercial parking spaces as a public garage with two publicly

accessible electrical vehicle charging stations.
• The provision of a publicly accessible plaza with public art.
• The construction of a structure that will achieve at least a Two Green Globes® certification

for multi-family new construction.
• The installation and maintenance of windows on the first three floors of the structure with

bird friendly glass applications consistent with the LEED Pilot Credit 55: Bird Collision
Deterrence.

• The construction of a structure and improvement of land that will aid in alleviating storm
water runoff.

Easement 
In addition to granting the PUD special use and listing the public benefits provided by the 
development, Ordinance 2020-O-43 also approves a non-exclusive, permanent easement 
under a portion of Central Avenue for the purposes of constructing a portion of the underground 
parking structure. The below grade parking structure to be constructed into the Central Avenue 
right-of-way is shown in the plans and Exhibit D, attached to Ordinance 2020-O-43, and is in 
keeping with the Preliminary PUD approval. The easement provides the applicant with a 6 foot 
easement below grade, in to the Village’s Right-of-Way, for the purpose of constructing and 
operating the underground parking.  The easement will apply only as long as the use is in 
operation and not abandoned.  Furthermore, the easement will be null and void if construction 
has not begun within six (6) months of the building permit being issued by the Village.    

License Agreement 
Resolution #2020-R-22, which approve a license agreement that allows 1225 Central Avenue 
to be used for daytime parking of construction worker vehicles, is attached to this memorandum 
as Document 2. This license can be terminated by the Village upon 24 hours’ notice should the
need apply. The proposed license agreement is in keeping with the Preliminary PUD approval.

Certification of Conformance of Final Plan with Preliminary Approval 

By transmittal of this memorandum I certify that the Final Plan is in substantial compliance with 
the Preliminary Plan approved on February 25, 2020.  
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Budget Impact

There is no impact to the budget. 

Documents Attached

1. Ordinance 2020-O-43
2. Resolution 2020-R-22 a License Agreement with Green Bay Wilmette LLC for the

Purposes of Allowing Off Street Parking During Construction of 1210 Central Avenue
3. Estimated Project Schedule



1 

ORDINANCE NO. 2020-O-43 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A SPECIAL USE FOR PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (FINAL PLAN) PURSUANT TO THE WILMETTE 

ZONING ORDINANCE 
(1210 Central Avenue) 

WHEREAS, Green Bay Wilmette LLC (“Applicant”), in accordance with Appendix A, Article 

30 of the Wilmette Village Code (“Zoning Ordinance”), applied for a Special Use for Planned Unit 

Development (Preliminary Plan)(“Preliminary Plan”) to permit the construction of a mixed-use 

building containing approximately 5,900 square feet of commercial space on the ground floor and 

approximately 109 dwelling units (“Project”) on property located in the VC, Village Center zoning 

district - Pedestrian Commercial West, commonly known as 1210 Central Avenue, Wilmette, Cook 

County, Illinois (“Subject Property”), and legally described as follows: 

Lot 4 (except the Northwesterly 25 feet thereof) and all of Lot 5 in Block 4 in the Village of 
Wilmette in Section 34, Township 42 North Range 13 East of the Third Principal Meridian, in 
Cook County, Illinois.  

PINs:  05-34-101-034-0000 and 05-34-101-035-0000; and 

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission, after giving due and proper notice as required by law, held a 

public hearing on January 7, 2020 and February 4, 2020, on the foregoing application; and 

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission failed to provide a positive recommendation upon the 

Applicant’s original request; and 

WHEREAS, at the Village Board of Trustees meetings on February 25, 2020 and March 10, 

2020, the Applicant amended its application and its original plans to include the versions of such plans 

which are referenced below and collectively referred to in this Ordinance as the “Plans”; and 

WHEREAS, the amended application is the same subject matter and the same relief sought by 

the Applicant as discussed at the Plan Commission, except for certain design changes and increases 

to the public benefits offered to the Village of Wilmette by the Applicant; and 

1.0
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WHEREAS, on March 10, 2020, the Village President and Board of Trustees found that the 

Project meets the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance for planned unit developments, 

including but not limited to the standards contained in Section 30-6.4 and Section 30-6.6(c)(2)(E) 

of the Zoning Ordinance, that the exceptions from the regulations of the VC, Village Center Zoning 

District which are reflected on the Plans are appropriate in the context of the Project and meet the 

standards set forth in Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, and that the Project will provide 

substantial public benefit to the Village of Wilmette in the manner described below; and 

WHEREAS, on March 10, 2020, the Village President and Board of Trustees then voted, by 

a vote of 5 to 2, to approve the requested special use for planned unit development and approve 

the Preliminary Plan with certain conditions imposed and public benefits agreed upon, and they 

directed the preparation of this ordinance to approve the special use for planned unit development 

and the Preliminary Plan and to codify the conditions imposed and the public benefits agreed upon 

between the Applicant and the Village; and 

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2020, the Village President and Board of Trustees unanimously 

adopted Ordinance No. 2020-O-22 Granting a Special Use for PUD (Preliminary Plan) for the 

Project with certain conditions (“Ordinance 2020-O-22”); and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted its Final Plan – as contemplated by Section 30-6.6(d) of 

the Zoning Ordinance – within one (1) year from the approval of Ordinance 2020-O-22 to the 

Village’s Zoning Administrator; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant’s submitted a Final Plan that contains minor amendments and 

changes to the approved Preliminary Plan; and 

WHEREAS, even with such minor amendments and changes, the Applicant’s submitted Final 

Plan is still in substantial conformance with the approved Preliminary Plan; and 
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WHEREAS, the Zoning Administrator recommends approval of the Final Plan as it is in 

substantial conformance with the approved Preliminary Plan. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals, and each of them, are hereby made a part of 

this Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The Village President and Board of Trustees find as follows:  

1. The Project meets the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance for planned 
unit developments, including but not limited to the standards contained in 
Section 30-6;  

2. The exceptions from the regulations of the underlying VC Zoning District which 
are reflected in the Plans (as defined below) are appropriate in the context of the 
Project and meet the standards set forth in Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning 
Ordinance; 

3. The Project provides substantial public benefit to the Village of Wilmette 
including, but not limited to:  

i. the payment by the Applicant of a one-time contribution to the Village 
in the amount of one million six hundred thousand dollars 
($1,600,000) to be used for affordable housing within the Village 
(“Affordable Housing Contribution”);  

ii. the payment by the Applicant of a one-time contribution of one 
hundred twenty thousand dollars ($120,000) to the Village to help 
fund infrastructure improvements within the Village Center 
(“Infrastructure Contribution”);  

iii. the construction and maintenance of an area at the grade level of the 
Southeast corner of the Subject Property for the purpose of providing 
a plaza accessible to and for the use of the public (“Plaza”) which shall 
include outdoor seating for the public as well as a public display of 
art;  

iv. the construction of a parking garage which provides 28 parking spaces 
(26 general public use parking spaces and two accessible public use 
parking spaces)(“Public Parking Spaces”) designated for use by the 
general public on Lower Level 1 of the Project;  
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v. the construction of a structure that will achieve at least a Two Green 
Globes® certification for multi-family new construction under the 
Green Globes® NC 2019 Initiative; 

vi. the installation and maintenance of windows on the first three floors 
of the structure with bird friendly glass applications consistent with 
the LEED Pilot Credit 55: Bird Collision Deterrence;  

vii. construction of a structure and improvement of land that will aid in 
alleviating storm water runoff.  

4. Preliminary PUD approval was granted to the Applicant for the Project by the 
Corporate Authorities on April 28, 2020; 

5. In accord with Section 30-6.6(d) of the Zoning Ordinance, the Applicant timely 
filed the materials necessary for approval of the Final Plan; 

6. In accord with Section 30-6.6(d)(2)(A) of the Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning 
Administrator has certified to the Corporate Authorities that the Final Plan is in 
substantial conformance with the previously approved Preliminary Plan and has 
recommended approval of the Final Plan. 

SECTION 3: A Special Use for Planned Unit Development and Final Plan is granted for the 

Project which shall be constructed and maintained on the Subject Property as set forth in the submitted 

Plans (defined below) and as further conditioned by this Ordinance as follows: 

1. The Project shall be a mixed-use building containing approximately 5,900 net square feet 
of commercial space (approximately 8,113 sf gross area including service corridor), 
residential amenity space, 109 residential units with 9 residential units on the ground floor 
and approximately 100 residential units on floors two through six, a roof deck on floor 
seven with enclosed amenity space, and two underground levels of parking. 

2. The Project shall be constructed and maintained on the Subject Property substantially as 
set forth in the following documents, which shall constitute the Final Plan for the Project 
(collectively, “Plans”): 

a. Building Data and Site and Lighting Plan prepared by Optima, dated 
October 15, 2020, and consisting of two pages labeled Sheets PUD-A001 and 
PUD-A102 (“Site Plan”); Floor Plans prepared by Optima, dated 
October 15, 2020, and consisting of eight pages labeled Sheets PUD-A201, 
PUD-A202, PUD-A203, PUD-A205, PUD-A206, PUD-A207, PUD-A208 
and PUD-A209 (“Floor Plans”); and Elevations prepared by Optima, dated 
October 19, 2020, and consisting of two pages labeled Sheets PUD-A311 and 
PUD-A312 (“Elevations”); and Building Enlarged Details Plan Set prepared 
by Optima, dated October 15, 2020, and consisting of two pages labeled 
Sheets PUD-A314 and PUD-A315 (“Building Details”), the Site Plan, Floor 
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Plans, Elevations and Building Details being collectively attached as 
Group Exhibit A; 

b. Grading Plan and Utility Plan prepared by Manhard Consulting, Ltd., dated 
most recently July 29, 2020, and consisting of two pages, attached as Group 
Exhibit B; and  

c. Landscape Improvement Plans prepared by Collaborative V Design 
Studio, Inc., dated July 30, 2020, and consisting of six pages labeled Sheets 
L1.0 through L1.5 (“Landscape Plans”), attached as Group Exhibit C. 

SECTION 4: The above approvals are granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Applicant shall construct the Project and operate the Special Use in accordance 
with this Ordinance and with the Plans. 

2. The Project shall include the installation and maintenance of windows on the first 
three floors of the structure with bird friendly glass applications consistent with the 
LEED Pilot Credit 55: Bird Collision Deterrence.   

3. The Applicant shall obtain approval of final engineering plans from the Village 
Director of Engineering and Public Works in accordance with applicable provisions 
of the Wilmette Village Code. 

4. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project, the Applicant shall 
reconstruct that portion of the Village alley located immediately to the west of the 
proposed structure and improve the pedestrian crosswalks at the intersection of Green 
Bay Road and Central Avenue by providing high-visibility crosswalks.  Prior to the 
issuance of any permits (not including a demolition permit) for the Project, the 
specifications for the reconstruction of the alley, the specifications for the high 
visibility crosswalk and the specifications for all other public improvements shall be 
submitted to the Village Director of Engineering and Public Works for approval.    

5. Prior to the issuance of any permits (not including a demolition permit) for the Project 
of the Project, the Applicant shall deliver a letter of credit to the Village, in an amount 
determined by the Village Director of Engineering and Public Works in accordance 
with applicable provisions of the Wilmette Village Code, to ensure that any public 
improvements necessary for the construction of the Project are fully funded and 
repaired to the Village’s standards.   

SECTION 5: The above approvals are granted subject to the Applicant providing the Village 

of Wilmette the mutually agreed upon public benefits: 

1. The Applicant shall pay the Affordable Housing Contribution to the Village of 
Wilmette, as a condition to the issuance of a building permit (other than a demolition 
permit) for the Project.   
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2. The Applicant shall pay the Infrastructure Contribution to the Village of Wilmette, as 
a condition to the issuance of a building permit (other than a demolition permit) for 
the Project.  

3. The Applicant shall construct and maintain the Plaza (subject to periodic closures by 
Applicant for construction, repair and maintenance needs) in the manner shown on 
the Site Plan (Sheet PUD-A102 of Exhibit A). The Plaza will initially display the 8’ 
high sculpture Curves and Voids by David C. Hovey, and the benches depicted on the 
Site Plan, and may subsequently display art or other public amenities as requested by 
Applicant and approved by the Director of Community Development. The Plaza shall 
remain in the ownership of the Project owner and shall be subject to such rules and 
regulations as the Applicant may reasonably establish from time to time (e.g., no 
skateboarding and no smoking). 

4. The Applicant shall construct and maintain the Public Parking Spaces on Lower Level 
1 of the Project in the manner shown on the Lower Level 1 Floor Plan (Sheet PUD 
A208 of the Floor Plans (Group Exhibit A)).  Parking for the general public shall be 
made available 24 hours a day (subject to periodic closures by the Applicant for 
construction, repair and maintenance needs), but the time allotted for an individual 
member of the public to park in a particular space may be limited to two (2) hour 
periods each day (unless otherwise requested by the Applicant and authorized by the 
Director of Community Development) and shall otherwise be subject to such rules 
and regulations as the Applicant may reasonably establish from time to time (e.g., 
prohibition of overnight parking and the use of towing services when such services 
are in compliance with Chapter 24, Article XII of the Wilmette Village Code).  At no 
time shall the Public Parking Spaces be used for valet parking services.  Two of the 
Public Parking Spaces shall contain fee-for-service electric charging stations available 
for use by the public to charge electric cars.  

5. The Applicant shall construct the Project to achieve at least a Two Green Globes® 
certification for multi-family new construction under the Green Globes® NC 2019 
Initiative. 

SECTION 6: The easement agreement contemplated by Section 2(4) of the Preliminary Plan 

Approval Ordinance, which agreement is to establish for the Applicant’s benefit a non-exclusive, 

permanent easement in and under that portion of the Central Avenue right-of-way that is generally 

depicted on the Plans, is attached to this Ordinance as Exhibit D and is hereby approved, and the 

Village President and Village Clerk are hereby authorized to execute such easement agreement and 

deliver a copy of it to the Applicant promptly following the adoption of this Ordinance.    

SECTION 7: All exceptions from the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance to the Subject 

Property reflected on the Plans, above, are hereby expressly approved.   
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SECTION 8: The Director of Community Development is hereby authorized and directed to 

issue the necessary permits to allow construction of the Project in substantial compliance with the 

Plans.  The Applicant shall file an application for a building permit for the Project within eighteen 

(18) months after the approval date of this ordinance or file for an extension of this special use 

pursuant to Section 30-5.3(h) of the Zoning Ordinance.  Failure of the Applicant to timely file a 

permit application or an extension as provided for in this Ordinance shall result in the ordinance 

being rescinded.  

The Director of Community Development is hereby further authorized to issue certificates of 

occupancy for the Project on a floor-by-floor basis when such floor meets the standards for the 

issuance of a certificate of occupancy as provided by Chapter 8 of the Wilmette Village Code, and 

the procedure for such issuance as provided in Section 30-5.12 of Appendix A, of the Wilmette 

Village Code.  The Applicant is authorized to establish and maintain a leasing office on the first 

floor of the Subject Property and to undertake pre-leasing activities at the Project and the Director 

of Community Development is hereby authorized to issue a certificate of occupancy for said 

leasing office as provided by Chapter 8 of the Wilmette Village Code, and the procedure for such 

issuance as provided in Section 30-5.12 of Appendix A of the Wilmette Village Code.  The 

Director of Community Development is authorized to allow for temporary signage at the Subject 

Property. 

SECTION 9: If the Subject Property, once owned by Green Bay Wilmette LLC, is 

transferred to another entity, the Village shall be notified at the time of the transfer.  The Special 

Use and modifications hereby granted are specific to the Project regardless of ownership and shall 

run with the land of the Subject Property.  If the Project is abandoned by the Applicant or a subsequent 

owner, the Special Use granted by this Ordinance may be rescinded at the option of the Village Board.   
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SECTION 10: Any material change in the construction, use, structures, appearance, or density 

of the Project, as determined by the Director of Community Development, shall require an 

amendment to this Ordinance in accordance with the procedures for Major Changes set out in Section 

30-6.7 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

SECTION 11: The Project shall be constructed, operated and maintained in conformity with all 

other requirements of Ordinance 2020-O-22 and the Wilmette Village Code which are not expressly 

modified by this Ordinance. 

SECTION 12: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law.  Any conflicts between this Ordinance and Ordinance No. 2020-O-22 

shall be resolved in favor of this Ordinance.   

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 

27th day of October 2020, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: None. 
 

NAYS: None. 

ABSTAIN: None. 

ABSENT: None. 

                                              

                                                 

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 
 
APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 27th day of October 2020. 
 
 
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
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EXHIBIT A 



OPTIMA WILMETTE

630 VERNON AVE.    SUITE E   GLENCOE, IL 60022    847-835-8400
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BUILDING DATA
PUD-A001

AVERAGE UNIT SIZE

1,380 SF

UNIT COUNT AND MIX

TYPE COUNT MIX %

1 BED 25 23%

2 BED 53 49%

3 BED 31 28%

TOTAL UNIT
COUNT:

109

GROSS RETAIL AREA

8,113 SF

NET RETAIL AREA

LEVEL 1 5,900 SF

Grand total 5,900 SF

PARKING COUNT

LOWER LEVEL 1

PUBLIC ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES 2

PUBLIC PARKING SPACES 26

PUBLIC 28

RESIDENTIAL ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES 2

RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPACES 69

RESIDENTIAL 71

LOWER LEVEL 1 99

LOWER LEVEL 2

RESIDENTIAL ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES 4

RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPACES 98

RESIDENTIAL 102

LOWER LEVEL 2 102

GRAND TOTAL 201

PUBLIC USE TOTAL

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL

LOWER LEVEL 1 TOTAL

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL

LOWER LEVEL 2 TOTAL

TOTAL PARKING SPACES

LOWER LEVEL 1 INFORMATION

LOWER LEVEL 2 INFORMATION

*RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO ACHIEVED = 1.64 SPACES PER UNIT
**(2) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN PUBLIC USE PARKING
***(6) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN PRIVATE 
RESIDENTIAL PARKING

PUBLIC USE ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES

PUBLIC USE PARKING SPACES
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SITE & LIGHTING PLAN
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NO. DATE DESCRIPTION

08/14/20 DOCUMENT ISSUE

10/15/20 DOCUMENT ISSUE

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"PUD-A102

1 SITE AND LIGHTING PLAN - GRADE LEVEL

SITE LIGHT FIXTURE TYPES

LF05 FLOOD LIGHT LITHONIA LIGHTING OLWX1 BRONZE LED 3000K WALL MOUNTED 3 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED

LF04 FOUNTAIN LIGHT HAYWARD COLORLOGIC N/A LED 3000K FOUNTAIN 1 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  WET RATED, MULTICOLORED

LF03 CEILING CAN LIGHT LITHONIA LIGHTING LDN4CYL BRONZE LED 3000K UNDERSIDE OF SLAB 8 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED

LF02 LANDSCAPE LIGHT HYDREL ASPEN BRONZE LED 3000K TREE / PLANTER BEDS 10 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED

LF01 LIGHT BOLLARD HYDREL TIOGA BLACK LED 3000K WALKWAYS 14 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED, 15" FLAT TOP

CODE DESCRIPTION MANUFACTURER MODEL FINISH LAMP
COLOR

TEMP
LOCATION QUANTITY COMMENTS

EXTERIOR LIGHTING SCHEDULE

* NOTE: ALL OF THE ROOF EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURES WILL BE CONTROLLED BY A TIMER.

1. LIGHTING LEVELS AT THE LOT LINE NOT TO EXCEED 5-FOOT CANDLES.
2. REFER TO LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR LANDSCAPING INFORMATION.

GENERAL NOTES:

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"PUD-A102

2 SITE AND LIGHTING PLAN - ROOF LEVEL
NN

0' 8' 16' 32'
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LEVEL 1 FLOOR PLAN

PUD-A201

0' 15' 30' 60'

GENERAL NOTES:

1. PROJECT WILL PROVIDE BIDIRECTIONAL ANTENNAS, OR 

ALTERNATIVE, TO SUPPORT EMERGENCY SERVICES 

STARCOM RADIO SYSTEM WITHIN THE BUILDING.

2. PROPERTY WILL HAVE A SECURITY CAMERA SYSTEM.

3. BLACK IRON EXHAUST WILL BE PROVIDED TO ROOF AT 

RETAIL SPACE.

4. GREASE RECEPTOR WILL BE PROVIDED AS CODE 

REQUIRES.

5. ACCESS FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES TO PUBLIC AND 

PRIVATE PARKING AREAS WILL BE PROVIDED.
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ROOF PLAN

PUD-A207

0' 15' 30' 60'

ROOF COVERAGE AREA (SF) % OF ROOF

COVERED AREA 6,000 SF 20%

GENERAL ROOF AREA 17,200 SF 57%

OPEN TO SKY - DECK / PLANTER 7,200 SF 24%

ROOF AREA GRAND TOTAL 30,400 SF

GENERAL NOTE: ROOF TERRACES WITH FIRE PITS AND GRILLS
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2
2
' M

IN
. 
R

E
Q

U
IR

E
D

2
3
'-
3
"

EMERGENCY ACCESS 
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PLAN NOTE 6
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LOWER LEVEL 1 FLOOR PLAN
PUD-A208

0' 20' 40' 80'

GARAGE PLAN NOTES:

1. PROJECT WILL PROVIDE FOR DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE 

PROGRAM FOR PUBLIC PARKING AND PARKING 

AVAILABILITY SIGNAGE AT ENTRANCE TO GARAGE.

2. 7'-0" MINIMUM CLEAR HEADROOM PROVIDED AT ALL 

DRIVE AISLES AND PARKING SPACES U.N.O.

3. 8'-2" MINIMUM CLEAR HEADROOM PROVIDED AT DRIVE 

AISLES LEADING TO ACCESSIBLE VAN PARKING SPACES, 

BEFORE AND AT THE ACCESSIBLE VAN PARKING 

SPACES.

4. ALL 2-WAY DRIVE AISLES TO BE 22'-0" MINIMUM CLEAR.

5. ALL PARKING SPACES TO BE 8'-6" WIDE WITHOUT 

ENCUMBRANCES.

6. ACCESS FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES TO PUBLIC AND 

PRIVATE PARKING AREAS WILL BE PROVIDED.

7. A TOTAL OF 6 EMERGENCY PUSH BUTTON STATIONS 

WILL BE PROVIDED.  LOCATION OF SIX STATIONS TO BE 

DISTRIBUTED BETWEEN GARAGE AREAS (PUBLIC AND 

PRIVATE) NEAR ELEVATORS AND STAIRWELLS.  THE 

PUSH BUTTON ALARMS WILL CALL 911 AND HAVE ABILITY 

TO ALLOW DIRECT TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION WITH 911 

OPERATORS.

8. (2) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN PUBLIC 

PARKING.  (6) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN 

PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPLIT BETWEEN TWO 

PARKING FLOORS.
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LOWER LEVEL 2 FLOOR PLAN
PUD-A209

0' 20' 40' 80'

GARAGE PLAN NOTES:

1. 7'-0" MINIMUM CLEAR HEADROOM PROVIDED AT ALL 

DRIVE AISLES AND PARKING SPACES U.N.O.

2. ALL 2-WAY DRIVE AISLES TO BE 22'-0" MINIMUM CLEAR.

3. (2) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN PUBLIC 

PARKING.  (6) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN 

PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPLIT BETWEEN TWO 

PARKING FLOORS.



LEVEL 1
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PARKING SIGNAGE, 

TYP. SEE NOTE 2

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM 

PLANTER GUARDRAIL

PUBLIC ART
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LEGEND OF GLASS TYPES

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING 

AND BIRD-FRIENDLY TREATMENT

= SPANDREL GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

PUD-A311

0' 15' 30' 60'

EAST ELEVATION

SOUTH ELEVATION

SIGNAGE NOTES:

1. BUILDING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ VILLAGE 

SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.  

1. RETAIL SIGNAGE TO BE PANEL TYPE, 

MOUNTED HIGH AND TIGHT TO FACE OF 

STOREFRONT.  SEE EAST ELEVATION.

2. RESIDENTIAL SIGNAGE TO BE LETTERS 

ON GLASS.

2. PUBLIC PARKING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ 

VILLAGE SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.

PROJECT WILL PROVIDE FOR 

DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE PROGRAM FOR 

PUBLIC PARKING AND PARKING 

AVAILABILITY SIGNAGE AT ENTRANCE TO 

GARAGE.

1.1

1.2

2.1

BIRD-FRIENDLY DESIGN FEATURE NOTES:

A. LEED PILOT CREDIT 55 "BIRD COLLISION 

DETERRENCE" ESTABLISHED THE FIRST THREE 

FLOORS OF A BUILDING AS "ZONE 1" THAT IS 

THE HIGHEST THREAT FOR BIRD COLLISIONS.  

THE REQUIREMENT FOR ZONE 1 IS FOR THERE 

TO BE A BIRD COLLISION THREAT RATING 

(BCTR) OF 15 OR LESS.

A. GLASS ON THE FIRST THREE FLOORS 

WILL BE TREATED WITH BIRD-FRIENDLY 

GLAZING APPLICATIONS TO ASSIST WITH 

DETERRING BIRD COLLISIONS.

B. TERRACES TO BREAK-UP THE GLASS FACADE 

CREATE PHYSICAL DIFFERENTIATION.

C. USE OF METAL GUARDRAILS AT TERRACES 

INSTEAD OF GLASS.

D. SPANDREL GLASS ON NORTH FACADE HAS NO 

TRANSPARENCY AND WILL BE TREATED ON 

FIRST THREE FLOORS TO ADDRESS 

REFLECTIVITY.

E. RESIDENTIAL COMMON AREA LIGHTING 

INTERNAL TO THE BUILDING WITH NO 

EXTERNAL LIGHT POLLUTION.

F. ROOF TOP LIGHTING WILL BE ON TIMERS.

G. FUNCTION OF THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDING 

LENDS ITSELF TO LIMITED OVERNIGHT 

LIGHTING.

H. NO VISIBLE INTERIOR LANDSCAPING.



LEVEL 1

0' - 0"

LEVEL 2

13' - 0"

LEVEL 3

22' - 9"

LEVEL 4

32' - 6"

LEVEL 6

52' - 0"

T/ ROOF

62' - 0"

LEVEL 5

42' - 3"

ROOF TERRACE

63' - 0"

T/ ELEV. OVERRUN

79' - 11"

T/ AMENITIES

72' - 8"

DARK GRAY METAL SLAB COVER

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 

GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

DARK GRAY METAL PANEL 

WALL AND DOORS

RED STONE PANEL 

SYSTEM OR SIMILAR

COMED 

TRANSFORMERSSIGNAGE ABOVE GARAGE 

RAMP, TYP. SEE NOTE 2

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 

GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

MECHANICAL SCREEN WALL OF 

LIGHT GRAY METAL PANELS

CONCRETE ELEVATOR 

OVERRRUN

ALUMINUM AND GLASS 

GUARDRAIL

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM 

PLANTER GUARDRAIL

PARKING AVAILABILITY 

SIGNAGE, SEE NOTE 2
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NOTE: ESTABLISHED GRADE IS 610.4

LEVEL 1

0' - 0"

LEVEL 2

13' - 0"

LEVEL 3
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LEVEL 6

52' - 0"

T/ ROOF

62' - 0"

LEVEL 5

42' - 3"

ROOF TERRACE

63' - 0"

T/ ELEV. OVERRUN

79' - 11"

T/ AMENITIES

72' - 8"

SPANDREL GLASS

DARK GRAY METAL 

SLAB COVER

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND 

CLEAR SPANDREL GLASS 

WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

RED STONE PANEL 

SYSTEM OR SIMILAR

SPANDREL GLASSSPANDREL GLASS

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 

GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

MECHANICAL SCREEN WALL OF 

LIGHT GRAY METAL PANELS

CONCRETE ELEVATOR 

OVERRRUN

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM 

PLANTER GUARDRAIL

L
E

E
D

 F
A

C
A

D
E

 Z
O

N
E

 1

32
'-6

"

(F
IR

S
T

 3
 F

LO
O

R
S

)

1
3
'-0

"
9
'-9

"
9
'-9

"
9
'-9

"
9
'-9

"
1
0
'-0

"
1
0
'-1

0
"

7
'-1

"

M&R BUILDING T/ ROOF = 69'

62
'-0

" 
T

/ R
O

O
F

 S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E

63
'-0

" 
R

O
O

F
 T

E
R

R
A

C
E

M&R BUILDING MECH. SCREEN = 75.45'

NOTE: ESTABLISHED GRADE IS 610.4

LEGEND OF GLASS TYPES

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING 

AND BIRD-FRIENDLY TREATMENT

= SPANDREL GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING
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630 VERNON AVE.    SUITE E   GLENCOE, IL 60022    847-835-8400

1
0/

1
9
/2

0
2
0 

1
:4

1:
38

 P
M

C
:\
U

se
rs

\m
itr

a.
s\

D
o
cu

m
e
n
ts

\5
1
6
0
 A

rc
h
_
IB

C
 1

2
1
0 

C
E

N
T

R
A

L
 A

V
E

_
m

itr
a
.s

.r
vt

10/15/20

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

PUD-A312

0' 15' 30' 60'

WEST ELEVATION

NORTH ELEVATION

SIGNAGE NOTES:

1. BUILDING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ VILLAGE 

SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.  

1. RETAIL SIGNAGE TO BE PANEL TYPE, 

MOUNTED HIGH AND TIGHT TO FACE OF 

STOREFRONT.  SEE EAST ELEVATION.

2. RESIDENTIAL SIGNAGE TO BE LETTERS 

ON GLASS.

2. PUBLIC PARKING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ 

VILLAGE SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.

PROJECT WILL PROVIDE FOR 

DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE PROGRAM FOR 

PUBLIC PARKING AND PARKING 

AVAILABILITY SIGNAGE AT ENTRANCE TO 

GARAGE.

1.1

1.2

2.1

BIRD-FRIENDLY DESIGN FEATURE NOTES:

A. LEED PILOT CREDIT 55 "BIRD COLLISION 

DETERRENCE" ESTABLISHED THE FIRST THREE 

FLOORS OF A BUILDING AS "ZONE 1" THAT IS 

THE HIGHEST THREAT FOR BIRD COLLISIONS.  

THE REQUIREMENT FOR ZONE 1 IS FOR THERE 

TO BE A BIRD COLLISION THREAT RATING 

(BCTR) OF 15 OR LESS.

A. GLASS ON THE FIRST THREE FLOORS 

WILL BE TREATED WITH BIRD-FRIENDLY 

GLAZING APPLICATIONS TO ASSIST WITH 

DETERRING BIRD COLLISIONS.

B. TERRACES TO BREAK-UP THE GLASS FACADE 

CREATE PHYSICAL DIFFERENTIATION.

C. USE OF METAL GUARDRAILS AT TERRACES 

INSTEAD OF GLASS.

D. SPANDREL GLASS ON NORTH FACADE HAS NO 

TRANSPARENCY AND WILL BE TREATED ON 

FIRST THREE FLOORS TO ADDRESS 

REFLECTIVITY.

E. RESIDENTIAL COMMON AREA LIGHTING 

INTERNAL TO THE BUILDING WITH NO 

EXTERNAL LIGHT POLLUTION.

F. ROOF TOP LIGHTING WILL BE ON TIMERS.

G. FUNCTION OF THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDING 

LENDS ITSELF TO LIMITED OVERNIGHT 

LIGHTING.

H. NO VISIBLE INTERIOR LANDSCAPING.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEMS: 3.8 & 3.9 
9-28-21

Page 1 of 4 

SUBJECT: Amendment to the Approved Final Planned Unit Development & License 
Agreement for Parking During Construction– 1210 Central Avenue 

MEETING DATE:  September 28, 2021 

FROM:  John Adler, Director of Community Development (Zoning Administrator) 

None 

Recommended Motion 

Introduction of Ordinance 2021-O-58 amending the special use for Planned Unit Development 
(final plan) - 1210 Central Avenue. Waiver of rules; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-58 
amending the special use for Planned Unit Development (final plan) - 1210 Central Avenue. 

Move to adopt Resolution 2021-R-56 approving an amended and restated license agreement 
with Green Bay Wilmette LLC for the purposes of allowing off street parking during construction 
of 1210 Central Avenue. 

Procedure 

On April 28, 2020, the Village Board granted preliminary approval of a Planned Unit 
Development”) to permit the construction of a mixed-use building containing approximately 
5,900 square feet of commercial space on the ground floor and approximately 109 dwelling 
units (“Project”) on property located in the VC, Village Center zoning district - Pedestrian 
Commercial West, commonly known as 1210 Central Avenue, in conformance with the plans 
submitted.   

Under the Village’s 2014 zoning code, preliminary approval is the major approval stage for a 
PUD. During final plan review stage of the process, the main decision point is whether the final 
plan substantially conforms to the preliminary approval. The zoning code states that: 

“The Zoning Administrator must recommend approval of the Final Plan to the 
Village Board if it is in substantial compliance with the Preliminary Plan and all 
Village regulations.” (Sec. 20-6.6(d)(2)). 

Community Development 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:adlerj@wilmette.com


Page 2 of 4 AGENDA ITEMS: 3.8 & 3.9

Once the Zoning Administrator certifies to the Village Board that the final plan is in substantial 
compliance with the preliminary approval, the Village Board may approve the ordinance 
granting the PUD. (Sec. 20-6.6(d)(2)(C)). 

On October 27, 2020, the Village Board granted final PUD approval to the proposed PUD in 
accordance with the recommendation from the Zoning Administrator. 

Waiver of Rules 

Optima has requested that the Village Board waive its rules and adopt Ordinance 2021-O-58 
on September 28, 2021. The Village has recently approved the water/sewer disconnect 
permit and the building demolition permit. Optima has indicated its intent to pull their 
foundation permit immediately following approval of the amended PUD. Per discussions with 
Optima, this timeline is important to ensure they are ready for occupancy during the spring 
rental season in 2023. 

Discussion 

To date, the Village has not issued any construction permits, nor has Optima 
begun construction of the Project. Since Final Plan approval was granted, and 
prior to the commencement of construction, Optima has conducted further market 
analysis and finalized construction drawings that have brought about a number of 
requested amendments to the approved Final Plan. Should the Village Board desire to accept 
any or all of these amendments, an ordinance amending the Final Plan approval is required.    

The requested amendments are listed below and addressed in additional detail in 
Optima’s attached letter requesting the amendments. 

It is the Zoning Administrator’s opinion the proposed amendments are in keeping with 
the preliminary and final approvals and the public discussions surrounding the project by 
both the Plan Commission and the Village Board.  

Ground Floor Changes 

• The Central Avenue ground floor façade west from the retail space was reduced 3’ in
length, thus increasing the area available for outdoor dining. Reflected as 1.0 on
amended Sheet PUD-A201.

• The landscaping at the southwest corner of the property was revised by making the
depth smaller, 10’ versus 15’, and the width made greater, 23’ versus 11.5’. This change
increases the landscape area from 172.5 square feet to 239 square feet. The
Engineering Department has reviewed the change and has indicated that adequate sight
lines will still be provided with the amendment. Reflected as 2.0 on amended Sheet
PUD-A201.

• The fence adjoining the above-described landscaped area will remain stone panels but
the stone panels on the curtain wall system have been changed to spandrel glass.
Spandrel glass was also substituted for the metal panel wall along the west side loading
area. Reflected as 3.0 on amended Sheet PUD-A201.
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• The interior of the residential portion of the ground floor was revised with the dwelling
unit count reduced from 9 to 7. The footprint of the structure was revised slightly in the
courtyard, but the floor area of the ground floor remained approximately the same.
Reflected as 4.0 on amended Sheet PUD-A201.

• The depth of the ground floor commercial space on the corner was increased from 37.5’
to 39.5’. The depth of the commercial space north of the retail lobby was reduced from
37.5’ to 35’. The square footage of the commercial space remains at approximately
5,900 square feet. Reflected as 5.0 on amended Sheet PUD-A201.

Second Floor Change 

• The revised ground floor residential floor plans increased the usable roof space for
second floor terraces off two of the residential units. These terraces overlook the interior
courtyard to the south and a parking lot to the north. Reflected as 6.0 on amended Sheet
PUD-A202.

Second Floor to Sixth Floor Change 

• Number of dwelling units on floor 2 through 6 was reduced from 100 to 93. The total
reduction in units, including the ground floor reduction, results in the total number of
residential units being decreased from 109 to 100.

Elevation Changes 

• On the east and west elevations, two columns of terraces were moved. The inset
northern most terraces were moved 10’ north and the inset southern terraces were
moved 20’ south. Reflected as 7.0 on amended Sheets PUD-A202 through A206.

• On the south elevation the middle two terraces were moved. The eastern middle terrace
was moved 12.5’ west and the western middle terrace was moved 7.6’ east. Reflected
as 8.0 on amended Sheets PUD-A202 through A206.

• The wrap around terrace on the southeast corner of the 5th and 6th floors was broken up
to provide privacy between units. Reflected as 9.0 on amended Sheets PUD-A205 &
A206.

• The terraces on the inset of the courtyard were made slightly larger. Reflected as 10.0
on amended Sheets PUD-A202 through A206.

• At the northwest and northeast exterior terraces, a structural column is exposed to view.
Reflected as 11.0 on amended Sheets PUD-A202 through A206.

• The dark grey slab wrap is now located behind the glass of the curtain wall system.
Optima in their letter indicated that this was done to significantly increase the energy
efficiency of the building, counting towards their pursuit of Two Green Globes.

The proposed amendments are highlighted on the revised floor plans submitted by Optima. In 
addition, Optima submitted two revised renderings along with the original renderings to show 
how the appearance of the exterior of the building changes with the proposed amendments. 
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Certification of Conformance of Final Plan with Preliminary Approval 

By transmittal of this memorandum, the Zoning Administrator certifies that the amended Final 
Plan is in substantial compliance with the Preliminary Plan approved on April 28, 2020 and 
there are no material differences between the Final Plan approved on October 27, 2020 and 
the proposed amended Final Plan.  

License for Parking at 1225 Central 

The Village and Optima entered into a License Agreement, by which Optima would be 
authorized to use the property at 1225 Central Ave for parking of certain vehicles. The License 
Agreement contemplated the parking of Optima employee and Optima contractor personal 
vehicles and not the parking of any construction vehicles. Optima requested an amendment to 
the License Agreement to expand the authorization to include the placement of no more than 
two office trailers and no more than two 8’ x 20’ “tool cubes” which will be used during the 
course of construction. Tool cubes are essentially smaller versions of cargo containers (a photo 
of which is attached to this memorandum). Currently, the property is a gravel lot that can 
accommodate the overnight parking and use of the additional “Vehicles” as requested by 
Optima. This request should not have any negative impact upon the neighboring properties 
and further accomplishes the stated public purpose of keeping certain construction related 
vehicles parked or stored in off-street parking areas and not parked on public streets.   

Budget Impact 

There is no impact to the budget. 

Documents Attached 

1. Letter requesting Final PUD Amendment with attachments
2. Ordinance 2021-O-58 amending the Final PUD
3. Renderings – original and amended
4. Photograph of tool cube
5. Ordinance 2020-O-47 granting Final PUD approval
6. Resolution 2021-R-56 and License Agreement
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OPTIMA VERDANA
630 VERNON AVE.    SUITE E   GLENCOE, IL 60022    847-835-8400
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09/14/21

BUILDING DATA
PUD-A001

AVERAGE UNIT SIZE

1,506 SF

GROSS RETAIL AREA

7,761 SF

NET RETAIL AREA

LEVEL 1 5,900 SF
Grand total 5,900 SF

PUBLIC USE TOTAL

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL
LOWER LEVEL 1 TOTAL

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL
LOWER LEVEL 2 TOTAL
TOTAL PARKING SPACES

LOWER LEVEL 1 INFORMATION

LOWER LEVEL 2 INFORMATION

*RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO ACHIEVED = 1.73 SPACES PER UNIT
**(2) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN PUBLIC USE PARKING
***(6) EV CHARGING STATIONS PROVIDED IN PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL PARKING

PUBLIC USE ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES
PUBLIC USE PARKING SPACES 26

28

69
71
99

2

2

4
98

102
102
201

RESIDENTIAL ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES
RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPACES

RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPACES
RESIDENTIAL ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES

PARKING COUNT UNIT COUNT AND MIX

UNIT TYPE COUNT MIX %
1 BR 23 23%
2 BR 46 46%
3 BR 31 31%
TOTAL UNIT 
COUNT: 100
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PROPOSED BUILDING AT 
1210 CENTRAL AVENUE

PARKING RAMPLOADING LOADING

DOG PARK

PRIVATE YARDPRIVATE YARDPRIVATE YARD
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6'-6" HIGH GARDEN WALL 
WITH PW, TYPICAL

COVERED OUTDOOR 
SEATING

CONCRETE, TYP.

LANDSCAPING, SEE 
PLANTING PLAN L1.0, TYP.

LF02

LF03, ABOVE 
COVERED ENTRY 
AT UNDERSIDE OF 
SLAB

LF03, TYPICAL 
ABOVE COVERED 
OUTDOOR SEATING

LF03, TYPICAL ABOVE 
COVERED OUTDOOR AND 
COMMERCIAL ENTRIES, AT 
UNDERSIDE OF SLAB 

LF02

LF04
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30
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BICYCLE RACKS, 
72" APART

EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL

EXISTING STREET LAMP

EXISTING STREET 
LAMP

EXISTING STREET LAMP 
TO BE RELOCATED

EXISTING 
STREET LAMP

EXISTING 
STREET LAMP

EXISTING STREET LAMP

LF05 " LF05 LF05 

LF02, TYP

BENCH TO BE REPLACED

1

COMED PAD

EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT

EASEMENT AREA
6'-0" VILLAGE

EXTENT OF PARKING 
GARAGE BELOW GRADE

TYPICAL PARKWAY TREE AT 
GREEN BAY W/ GRATE

EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL

PROVIDE NEW FIRE HYDRANT

LOCATION OF RELOCATED 
STREET LAMP

LANDSCAPING 
WITH LF02
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15
' - 

5"
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ES

20
' - 

5"

TYPICAL PARKWAY 
TREE AT CENTRAL 
AVE. W/ GRATE

PUBLICLY 
ACCESSIBLE 

PLAZA
850 SF

PRIVATE 
DINING 
AREA
600 SF

PUBLIC ART

PARK BENCH

LF02 LF02

RESIDENTIAL 
COURTYARD

PROPERTY LINE

PR
OP
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TY

 LI
NE
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TY
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PROPERTY LINE

EXAMPLE OF LF01 EXAMPLE OF LF02 EXAMPLE OF LF03 EXAMPLE OF LF05

PLAN KEY NOTES

1 ALL STREETSCAPE ELEMENTS TO BE COORDINATED 
WITH THE VILLAGE'S MASTER STREETSCAPE PLAN

GREEN BAY ROAD

ALLEY
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NT

RA
L A

VE
.

RESIDENTIAL
COURTYARD

POOL

SPA

HVAC

HVAC

W

M

LF01, TYP

LF02 AT TREE 
PLANTER, TYP.

LF01, TYP

LF01, TYP

PLANTER, SEE 
LANDSCAPING 
PLAN L1.5

PLANTER, SEE 
LANDSCAPING 
PLAN L1.5

AMENITIES

AMENITIES

AMENITIES

AMENITIES

PLANTER, SEE 
LANDSCAPING 
PLAN L1.5

ROOF 
TERRACE

ROOF 
TERRACE

ROOF 
TERRACE

PROPERTY LINE
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TY
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PROPERTY LINE

THE OWNER, ARCHITECT, AND ENGINEER EXPRESSLY DISCLAIM ANY 
RESPONSIBILITY ARISING FROM ANY UNAUTHORIZED USE OF THESE PLANS, 

DRAWINGS, AND NOTES.  ANY AUTHORIZATION MUST BE IN WRITING.  

DRAWING TITLE:

SCALE:

DRAWN BY:

CHECKED BY:

DRAWING NUMBER:

PROJECT NO:

THIS DRAWING COPY MAY HAVE BEEN REPRODUCED AT A SIZE DIFFERENT 
THAN ORIGINALLY DRAWN.  THE OWNER, ARCHITECT AND ENGINEERS 

ASSUME NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE USE OF INCORRECT SCALE.  

DRAWINGS ARE NOT TO BE SCALED.

630 VERNON AVE.        GLENCOE, IL 60022   T: (847) 835-8400

1210 CENTRAL    WILMETTE, IL 60091

630 VERNON AVE.        
GLENCOE, IL 60022         

T: (847) 835-8400

OPTIMA, INC.
ARCHITECT:

C  2013 Optima, Inc.

GRAPHIC SCALES FOR VIEWS ON SHEET

As indicated

9/1
4/2

0 2
1 3

:57
:2 9

 P
M

C :
\U

se
rs\

od
on

og
hu

ec
\D

oc
um

en
ts\

51
60

_A
RC

H_
OP

T I
MA

 V
ER

DA
NA

_P
U D

 D
ES

IG
N 

CO
OR

D I
NA

TI
ON

_G
RI

DS
 M

OV
ED

 - B
LD

G 
CE

N T
ER

ED
_o

do
no

gh
ue

c.r
vt

PUD-A102

SITE & LIGHTING PLAN

Author
Checker

OPTIMA VERDANA

5160

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
08/14/20 DOCUMENT ISSUE
10/15/20 DOCUMENT ISSUE
09/14/21 DOCUMENT ISSUE

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"PUD-A102

1 SITE AND LIGHTING PLAN - GRADE LEVEL

SITE LIGHT FIXTURE TYPES

LF05 FLOOD LIGHT LITHONIA LIGHTING OLWX1 BRONZE LED 3000K WALL MOUNTED 3 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED
LF04 FOUNTAIN LIGHT HAYWARD COLORLOGIC N/A LED 3000K FOUNTAIN 1 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  WET RATED, MULTICOLORED
LF03 CEILING CAN LIGHT LITHONIA LIGHTING LDN4CYL BRONZE LED 3000K UNDERSIDE OF SLAB 8 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED
LF02 LANDSCAPE LIGHT HYDREL ASPEN BRONZE LED 3000K TREE / PLANTER BEDS 10 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED
LF01 LIGHT BOLLARD HYDREL TIOGA BLACK LED 3000K WALKWAYS 14 BASIS FOR DESIGN.  EXT. RATED, 15" FLAT TOP

CODE DESCRIPTION MANUFACTURER MODEL FINISH LAMP COLOR
TEMP LOCATION QUANTITY COMMENTS

EXTERIOR LIGHTING SCHEDULE

* NOTE: ALL OF THE ROOF EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURES WILL BE CONTROLLED BY A TIMER.

1. LIGHTING LEVELS AT THE LOT LINE NOT TO EXCEED 5-FOOT CANDLES.
2. REFER TO LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR LANDSCAPING INFORMATION.

GENERAL NOTES:

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"PUD-A102

2 SITE AND LIGHTING PLAN - ROOF LEVEL
NN

0' 8' 16' 32'
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DOOR
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BICYCLE ST.

RETAIL COR.

6'-6" HIGH GARDEN 
WALL, TYPICAL

BASKETBALL /
PICKLEBALL
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DINING 
AREA
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3B-05
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1B-04
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2B-06
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1B-04
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COURTYARD

PRIVATE 
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GOLF SIM
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STRETCH
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W
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CEILING HEIGHT = 16'-4"
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MIRROR

BUS. CTR.CONF.

DATA
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PACKAGE
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2-WAY TRAFFIC

10' x 25' LOADING BAY

RESIDENTIAL TRASH 
& RECYCLING

RETAIL TRASH 
& RECYCLING

0' SETBACK AT 
BUILDING ABOVE

RECONFIGURED FENCE 
TO CREATE LARGER 
LANSCAPING AREA.

3'-
0"

 S
ET

BA
CK

110' DIMENSION ADJUSTED 
TO 107'-3", INCREASES 
OUTDOOR DINING AREA

ADDED STUDY TO 
RESIDENTIAL UNIT TO 
ENHANCE MARKETABILITY

STUDY

STUDY

SETBACK

25'-0"

SETBACK

20'-0"

SETBACK

10'-0"

SETBACK

15'-0"

SETBACK
5'-0"

SETBACK
0"

10'-0"

EASTMENT AREA
6'-0" VILLAGE

11
"

D

D

D

BICYCLE STORAGE MEETS 
ZONING REQUIREMENT

SPANDREL GLASS PANELS  
IN LIEU OF STONE PANELS

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 
SPANDEL GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM 
IN LIEU OF METAL PANEL WALL

OPTIMA VERDANA
630 VERNON AVE.    SUITE E   GLENCOE, IL 60022    847-835-8400
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FLOOR PLAN LEVEL 1
PUD-A201

0' 15' 30' 60'

COURTYARD AREA 3,881 SF 3,694 SF
VOLUME OF OPEN AIR AT COURTYARD IS
EFFECTIVELY THE SAME

LEVEL 1 AREA 29,506 SF 29,968 SF

INCREASE OF APPROXIMATELY 462 SF DUE TO
ADDITION OF STUDY TO RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND
INFILLED CORNERS OF COURTYARD FOR AMENITY
AREAS

TOTAL FLOOR AREA 276,028 GSF 274,274 GSF

LOSS OF APPROXIMATELY  1,754 GSF DUE TO
REDUCING WEST BUILDABLEAREA BY 6 1/2" FROM
LEVEL 1 TO 6, AS THE SITE IS NOT SQUARE

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL UNIT
COUNT

109
(APPROXIMATELY)

100
(APPROXIMATELY)

MARKET STUDIES DETERMINED THAT LARGER UNITS
ARE DESIREABLE

DESCRIPTION AS APPROVED AS PROPOSED REASON FOR REVISION

MINOR MODIFICATIONS

1.0

3.0

2.0

4.0

3.0

5.0 5.0



GREEN BAY ROAD

ALLEY

CE
NT

RA
L A

VE
.

FOUNTAIN

1 2 3 4 5 6

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

GREEN BAY ROAD

ALLEY

CE
NT

RA
L A

VE
.
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2B-02
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2B-03
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3B-01
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3B-01

3 BR
3B-03

2 BR + D
2B-05

2 BR
2B-02

3 BR
3B-03

1 BR
1B-01

1 BR
1B-01

T & R

2 BR
2B-01

2 BR
2B-01

3 BR
3B-02
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3 BR
3B-02

2 BR + D
2B-04

2 BR
2B-03

2 BR + D
2B-04

1 BR + D
1B-02

1 BR + D
1B-02

ELEC.

ST

DWELLING UNITS, 
TYPICAL

PRIVATE COVERED 
TERRACE, TYPICAL

0' SETBACK0' SETBACK

0' SETBACK

TERRACE 
MOVED 10' 
NORTH

TERRACE 
MOVED 20' 
SOUTH

TERRACE 
MOVED 10' 
NORTH

TERRACE 
MOVED 20' 
SOUTH

TERRACE MOVED 
7'-6" EAST

TERRACE MOVED 
12'-6" WEST
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A C
K
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"
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K

5'-
0"

ENLARGED PRIVATE 
TERRACES, AND 
ADDED GREEN 
ROOF VEGETATION
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FLOOR PLAN LEVEL 2
PUD-A202

0' 15' 30' 60'

6.0

7.0

7.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

11.0

11.0



GREEN BAY ROAD

ALLEY

CE
NT

RA
L A

VE
.

1 2 3 4 5 6

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

2 BR
2B-02
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3B-01
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3B-03

2 BR + D
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3B-02
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2 BR
2B-03
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1B-02
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ELEC.

DWELLING UNITS, 
TYPICAL

PRIVATE COVERED 
TERRACE, TYPICAL
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NORTH
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INCREASED TERRACE SIZE 
BY APPROXIMATELY 12 SF
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FLOOR PLAN LEVELS 3-4
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2 BR
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EXTENDED BEDROOM TO SOUTH 
FACADE TO CREATE PRIVACY BETWEEN 
RESIDENTIAL UNIT TERRACES

TERRACE 
MOVED 10' 
NORTH

DWELLING UNITS, 
TYPICAL

PRIVATE COVERED 
TERRACE, TYPICAL

0' SETBACK
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SOUTH
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1 BR + D
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1 BR + D
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ELEC.

EXTENDED BEDROOM TO SOUTH 
FACADE TO CREATE PRIVACY BETWEEN 
RESIDENTIAL UNIT TERRACES

TERRACE 
MOVED 10' 
NORTH

DWELLING UNITS, 
TYPICAL

PRIVATE COVERED 
TERRACE, TYPICAL

0' SETBACK

0' SETBACK

0' SETBACK

STUDY
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MOVED 20' 
SOUTH

TERRACE 
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NORTH

TERRACE MOVED 
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12'-6" WEST
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FLOOR PLAN LEVEL 6
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ROOF TERRACE

ROOF TERRACE

ROOF TERRACE
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GAMES

GAMES

SAUNA
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HVAC

UNOCCUPIED ROOF
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ROOF PLAN
PUD-A207

ROOF COVERAGE AREA (SF) % OF ROOF
COVERED AREA 6,006 SF 20%
GENERAL ROOF AREA 17,139 SF 56%
OPEN TO SKY - DECK / PLANTER 7,211 SF 24%
ROOF AREA GRAND TOTAL 30,356 SF

0' 15' 30' 60'

6,000 SF
17,200 SF
7,200 SF

30,400 SF

57%



LEVEL 1
0' - 0"

LEVEL 2
13' - 0"

LEVEL 3
22' - 5 1/2"

LEVEL 4
31' - 11"

LEVEL 6
50' - 10"

T/ ROOF
62' - 0"

LEVEL 5
41' - 4 1/2"

ROOF TERRACE
63' - 0"

T/ ELEV. OVERRUN
79' - 11"

T/ AMENITIES
72' - 8"

DARK GRAY METAL SLAB COVER, 
BEHIND GLASS

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR GLASS 
WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

ALUMINUM AND GLASS 
WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

CONCRETE COLUMN SIGNAGE ABOVE COMMERCIAL 
ENTRY DOOR, TYP. SEE NOTE 1.1

PAINTED METAL LOUVER, 
TYPICAL

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 
GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

MECHANICAL SCREEN WALL OF 
LIGHT GRAY METAL PANELS

CONCRETE ELEVATOR 
OVERRRUN

ALUMINUM AND GLASS 
GUARDRAIL

DARK GRAY STEEL 
PLANTER GUARDRAIL
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NOTE: ESTABLISHED GRADE IS 610.4

DARK GRAY 
CONCRETE SLAB

LEVEL 1
0' - 0"

LEVEL 2
13' - 0"

LEVEL 3
22' - 5 1/2"

LEVEL 4
31' - 11"

LEVEL 6
50' - 10"

T/ ROOF
62' - 0"

LEVEL 5
41' - 4 1/2"

ROOF TERRACE
63' - 0"

T/ ELEV. OVERRUN
79' - 11"
T/ AMENITIES
72' - 8"

DARK GRAY METAL SLAB COVER, 
BEHIND GLASS

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR GLASS 
WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

ALUMINUM AND GLASS 
WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

RED STONE PANEL 
SYSTEM OR SIMILAR

RESIDENTIAL SIGNAGE, 
SEE NOTE 1.2

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 
GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

MECHANICAL SCREEN WALL OF 
LIGHT GRAY METAL PANELS

CONCRETE ELEVATOR 
OVERRRUN

ALUMINUM AND GLASS 
GUARDRAIL

PARKING SIGNAGE, 
TYP. SEE NOTE 2

DARK GRAY STEEL 
PLANTER GUARDRAIL

PUBLIC ART
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ALUMINUM AND GLASS 
WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

DARK GRAY 
CONCRETE SLAB

LEGEND OF GLASS TYPES

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING 
AND BIRD-FRIENDLY TREATMENT

= SPANDREL GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING

OPTIMA VERDANA
630 VERNON AVE.    SUITE E   GLENCOE, IL 60022    847-835-8400
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
PUD-A311

0' 15' 30' 60'

EAST ELEVATION

SOUTH ELEVATION

SIGNAGE NOTES:
1. BUILDING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ VILLAGE 

SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.
1. RETAIL SIGNAGE TO BE PANEL TYPE, 

MOUNTED HIGH AND TIGHT TO FACE OF
STOREFRONT.  SEE EAST ELEVATION.

2. RESIDENTIAL SIGNAGE TO BE LETTERS 
ON GLASS.

2. PUBLIC PARKING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ 
VILLAGE SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.

PROJECT WILL PROVIDE FOR 
DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE PROGRAM FOR 
PUBLIC PARKING AND PARKING 
AVAILABILITY SIGNAGE AT ENTRANCE TO 
GARAGE.

1.1

1.2

2.1

BIRD-FRIENDLY DESIGN FEATURE NOTES:
A. LEED PILOT CREDIT 55 "BIRD COLLISION 

DETERRENCE" ESTABLISHED THE FIRST THREE 
FLOORS OF A BUILDING AS "ZONE 1" THAT IS 
THE HIGHEST THREAT FOR BIRD COLLISIONS.  
THE REQUIREMENT FOR ZONE 1 IS FOR THERE 
TO BE A BIRD COLLISION THREAT RATING 
(BCTR) OF 15 OR LESS.
A. GLASS ON THE FIRST THREE FLOORS 

WILL BE TREATED WITH BIRD-FRIENDLY 
GLAZING APPLICATIONS TO ASSIST WITH 
DETERRING BIRD COLLISIONS.

B. TERRACES TO BREAK-UP THE GLASS FACADE 
CREATE PHYSICAL DIFFERENTIATION.

C. USE OF METAL GUARDRAILS AT TERRACES 
INSTEAD OF GLASS.

D. SPANDREL GLASS ON NORTH FACADE HAS NO 
TRANSPARENCY AND WILL BE TREATED ON 
FIRST THREE FLOORS TO ADDRESS 
REFLECTIVITY.

E. RESIDENTIAL COMMON AREA LIGHTING 
INTERNAL TO THE BUILDING WITH NO 
EXTERNAL LIGHT POLLUTION.

F. ROOF TOP LIGHTING WILL BE ON TIMERS.
G. FUNCTION OF THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDING 

LENDS ITSELF TO LIMITED OVERNIGHT 
LIGHTING.

H. NO VISIBLE INTERIOR LANDSCAPING.



LEVEL 1
0' - 0"

LEVEL 2
13' - 0"

LEVEL 3
22' - 5 1/2"

LEVEL 4
31' - 11"

LEVEL 6
50' - 10"

T/ ROOF
62' - 0"

LEVEL 5
41' - 4 1/2"

ROOF TERRACE
63' - 0"

T/ ELEV. OVERRUN
79' - 11"
T/ AMENITIES
72' - 8"

DARK GRAY METAL SLAB COVER, 
BEHIND GLASS

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 
GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 
SPANDREL GLASS WINDOW WALL 
SYSTEM & GLASS DOORS

RED STONE PANEL 
SYSTEM OR SIMILAR

COMED 
TRANSFORMERSSIGNAGE ABOVE GARAGE 

RAMP, TYP. SEE NOTE 2

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 
GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

MECHANICAL SCREEN WALL OF 
LIGHT GRAY METAL PANELS

CONCRETE ELEVATOR 
OVERRRUN

ALUMINUM AND GLASS 
GUARDRAIL

DARK GRAY STEEL 
PLANTER GUARDRAIL

PARKING AVAILABILITY 
SIGNAGE, SEE NOTE 2
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DARK GRAY 
CONCRETE SLAB

LEVEL 1
0' - 0"

LEVEL 2
13' - 0"

LEVEL 3
22' - 5 1/2"

LEVEL 4
31' - 11"

LEVEL 6
50' - 10"

T/ ROOF
62' - 0"

LEVEL 5
41' - 4 1/2"

ROOF TERRACE
63' - 0"

T/ ELEV. OVERRUN
79' - 11"
T/ AMENITIES
72' - 8"

SPANDREL GLASS

DARK GRAY METAL 
SLAB COVER, 
BEHIND GLASS

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND 
CLEAR SPANDREL GLASS 
WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

RED STONE PANEL 
SYSTEM OR SIMILAR

SPANDREL GLASSSPANDREL GLASS

DARK GRAY ALUMINUM AND CLEAR 
GLASS WINDOW WALL SYSTEM

MECHANICAL SCREEN WALL OF 
LIGHT GRAY METAL PANELS

CONCRETE ELEVATOR 
OVERRRUN

DARK GRAY STEEL 
PLANTER GUARDRAIL
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M&R BUILDING MECH. SCREEN = 75.45'

NOTE: ESTABLISHED GRADE IS 610.4

DARK GRAY 
CONCRETE SLAB

LEGEND OF GLASS TYPES

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING

= CLEAR GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING 
AND BIRD-FRIENDLY TREATMENT

= SPANDREL GLASS WITH LOW-E COATING

OPTIMA VERDANA
630 VERNON AVE.    SUITE E   GLENCOE, IL 60022    847-835-8400
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
PUD-A312

0' 15' 30' 60'

WEST ELEVATION

NORTH ELEVATION

SIGNAGE NOTES:
1. BUILDING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ VILLAGE 

SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.
1. RETAIL SIGNAGE TO BE PANEL TYPE, 

MOUNTED HIGH AND TIGHT TO FACE OF
STOREFRONT.  SEE EAST ELEVATION.

2. RESIDENTIAL SIGNAGE TO BE LETTERS 
ON GLASS.

2. PUBLIC PARKING SIGNAGE TO CONFORM W/ 
VILLAGE SIGNAGE ORDINANCE.

PROJECT WILL PROVIDE FOR 
DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE PROGRAM FOR 
PUBLIC PARKING AND PARKING 
AVAILABILITY SIGNAGE AT ENTRANCE TO 
GARAGE.

1.1

1.2

2.1

BIRD-FRIENDLY DESIGN FEATURE NOTES:
A. LEED PILOT CREDIT 55 "BIRD COLLISION 

DETERRENCE" ESTABLISHED THE FIRST THREE 
FLOORS OF A BUILDING AS "ZONE 1" THAT IS 
THE HIGHEST THREAT FOR BIRD COLLISIONS.  
THE REQUIREMENT FOR ZONE 1 IS FOR THERE 
TO BE A BIRD COLLISION THREAT RATING 
(BCTR) OF 15 OR LESS.
A. GLASS ON THE FIRST THREE FLOORS 

WILL BE TREATED WITH BIRD-FRIENDLY 
GLAZING APPLICATIONS TO ASSIST WITH 
DETERRING BIRD COLLISIONS.

B. TERRACES TO BREAK-UP THE GLASS FACADE 
CREATE PHYSICAL DIFFERENTIATION.

C. USE OF METAL GUARDRAILS AT TERRACES 
INSTEAD OF GLASS.

D. SPANDREL GLASS ON NORTH FACADE HAS NO 
TRANSPARENCY AND WILL BE TREATED ON 
FIRST THREE FLOORS TO ADDRESS 
REFLECTIVITY.

E. RESIDENTIAL COMMON AREA LIGHTING 
INTERNAL TO THE BUILDING WITH NO 
EXTERNAL LIGHT POLLUTION.

F. ROOF TOP LIGHTING WILL BE ON TIMERS.
G. FUNCTION OF THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDING 

LENDS ITSELF TO LIMITED OVERNIGHT 
LIGHTING.

H. NO VISIBLE INTERIOR LANDSCAPING.



LEVEL 1
0' - 0"

LEVEL 2
13' - 0"

LEVEL 3
22' - 5 1/2"

LEVEL 4
31' - 11"

LOWER LEVEL 1
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-19' - 1"
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STEEL PANEL

STEEL PLATE EMBED, REF STRUCURAL

POST-TENSIONED CONCRETE ROOF SLAB

HOT APPLIED ROOFING MEMBRANE AND 
PROTECTION SHEET AROUND COLUMN TO 
EXTEND ABOVE INSULATION.

STEEL CAP PLATE

PRIMED STEEL SUPPORT TUBE

4" RETURN, TYP AT TOP AND 
BOTTOM

4" RETURN, TYP AT TOP AND 
BOTTOMEQ

1"
1"

EQ
1"

1"
EQ

1"
1"

EQ

RF-02 RF-01

7'-
2"

1" DIAMETER PAINTED STEEL PIPE, TYP.

PT CONCRETE SLAB

2" DIAMETER PAINTED STEEL PIPE 
HANDRAIL

INTENSIVE SOIL GROWING 
MEDIA

5/8" X 2" PAINTED STEEL BAR POST

12" HIGH X 20" WIDE X 10 GA THICK PAINTED 
BENT ZINC ENRICH STEEL PLATE PLANTER 
BOX ANCHORED TO CONCRETE SLAB

INTERIOR OF PLANTER TO HAVE 
SPRAY-APPLIED RUBBERIZED 
WATERPROOFING ON ALL FACES
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 3/
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SLOPE

DARK GRAY CONCRETE SLAB 
AT ALL TERRACES

3/8" x 3" x 7" SHOP FABRICATED PAINTED 
STEEL SUPPORT PLATE. BOLT THROUGH 
RAILING POSTS

WEATHER BARRIER RATED TRAFFIC WEARING 
COATING ON CONCRETE BALCONIES.

INVERTED CHAMFER CONTINUOUS DRIP 
EDGE (TYPICAL OF ALL BALCONIES)

5 1/2"

OPTIMA VERDANA
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BUILDING ENLARGED DETAILS
PUD-A314

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"PUD-A314

1 PRIVATE YARD SECTION
SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"PUD-A314

3 MECH SCREEN DETAIL
SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"PUD-A314

2 TYP. TERRACE GUARDRAIL DETAIL
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Plan Commission 
Village of WIimette 
1200 WIimette Avenue 

Village of Wilmette Affidavit 
Case Number: 2022-P-03 

Property Located At: 1210 Central Avenue 

The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says that he has complied with the applicable notice provisions of Section 
30-4.3.B.1 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of WIimette, by distributing the attached Notice of Public Hearing to the 
following named parties by one of the following methods: 

A. Notice to owners sent First Class Mail through the United States Postal Service. 
B. Notice delivered in person. 
C. Notice to occupants who are not property owners, sent First Class Mail. 

Address 

See attached list 

Date of 
Service 

Method of Service 
(Indicate A, B or C) 

The undersigned further states that the above and foregoing list of names and addresses is a complete list containing the 
names and last known addresses of all parties to whom the current real estate tax bills are sent, as shown on the record of 
the local real estate tax collector, and all parties residing on or in possession of a portion of the premises whose names are 
listed on mailboxes on said premises for all lots any part of which lie within 250 feet of the subject property, said subject 
property being that property for which a PUD Amendment has been requested. 

~wdl!J-~ 
AfflantrGreen Bay WIimette, Ll.,C.P'7 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this I H~ day of Oc:b W:: 
OfflCIAL SEAL 

JENNIFER OPPENHEIMER 
NOTARY PUBLIC· STATE OF ILUNOIS 

---------lll~----'"'4!-~...&...:~w:..:.~----__,;J.-.J111TCOMMISSION EXPIRES:06/05124 
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Address Cltv 
Pin Name 

1N FRANKLIN SUITE 700 CHICAGO 
OS-34-109-020-0000 RESIDENCES ATWILMffiE 

12W CENTRAL AV WILMETTE 
OS-34-101-035-0000 PREMIER BANK 

150 SKOKIE BLVD WILMETTE 
05-34-101-04!H)OO(l GREEN BAY PROPERTIES 

1008 TIMBER LN WILMffiE 
05-34-1(9-00!H)OO(l ARTHUR H KARAS 

619 GREEN BAY RD WILMffiE 
05-34-109-010-0000 MICHAEL BANKS 

THOMAS J BEHRENS 722 PARK AVE WILMffiE 
05-34-101-037-0000 

ANDREW GUSTAFSON 720PARKAVE WILMffiE 
05-34-101..()38-0()00 

05-34-101-043-0000 CHICAGO TITlE LAND TRU 1234 CENTRAL AVE WILMffiE 

05-34-101-046-0000 MICHAEL RANDOLFI 1244 CENTRAL AVE WILMffiE 

OS-34-101-050-0000 JASON REINER 1225 WASHINGTON AVE WILMffiE 

05-34-101-047-0000 THOMAS MCGARRY 1242 CENTRAL AVE WILMffiE 

05-34-101-040-0000 MANDING & BLOCK 1240 CENTRAL AVE WILMffiE 
HIGHLAND 

OS-34-101-032-0000 LANA ARON 1015 CROFTON COURT PK 

OS-34-101-010-0000 SUSAN KAROL 712 PARK AV WILMffiE 

OS-34-101-042-0000 RICHARD B EGEN 1236 CENTRAL AV WILMffiE 
GRAND 

05-34-101-041-0000 MICHAEL J ALCALA 6m CASCADE LAKESSE RAPIDS 

05-34-101-044-0000 MARK J WEINSTEIN 1232 CENTRAL AV WILMffiE 

05-34-101-045-0000 ANITA 5 GERBER TRUSTEE 1230 CENTRAL AVE WILMffiE 

OS-34-101-003-0000 KELLY KEENAN 728PARKAVE WILMffiE 

05-34-101-005-0000 JAIME & JANET ACOSTA 1229 WASHINGTON WILMffiE 

OS-34-101-007-0000 BARBARA KLEEMAN 1223 WASHINGTON AV WILMffiE 

05-34-101-012-0000 MARTHA & DENNIS BLOOD 708PARKAV WILMETTE 

05-34-101-004-0000 H MSHAHID 724 PARK AVE WILMffiE 

OS-34-101-013-0000 SEAN OCONNOR 706PARKAVE WILMffiE 

05-34-101-034-0000 PREMIER BANK 1210 CENTRAL AV WILMffiE 

OS-34-101-011-0000 GARY GOLDSTEIN 710PARKAVE WILMffiE 

OS-34-110-006-8002 CROWN CASTLE GT CO LLC 4017 WASHINGTON RD 353 MCMURRAY 
HIGHLAND 

05-34-101-008-0000 LANE ARON 1015 CROFTON COURT PK 

05-34-101-051-0000 JASON REINER 1225 WASHINGTON AVE WILMffiE 

05-34-101-048-0000 JOEL SUGAR 1230 CENTRAL AVENUE WILMffiE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 319 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 507 WILMETTE 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 215 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 315 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617GREEN BAYRD512 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 305 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 320 WILMETTE 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 204 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 420 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 G!IEEN BAY RD 303 WILMETTE 
' 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 304 WILMETTE 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD WILMETTE 

05-3 4-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 510 WILMETTE 

Stata ZIP 

IL 60<,06 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60035 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

Ml 49546 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

PA 15317 

IL 60035 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

IL 60091 

Dateol 
Mathodof 
Servlc.e (A, 

Servlc.e l,Cl 

10/14/2022 A 

W/14/1IJ22 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/1IJ22 A 

W/14/1Jl22 A 

W/lA/JJJll A 

10/1A/1Jl22 A 

W/lA/2022 A 

10/lA/2022 A 

10/14/1J)22 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/1Jl22 A 

W/14/1Jl22 A 

10/14/JJJV. A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/1Jl22 A 

10/14/1J)22 A 

10/14/1Jl22 A 

10/14/2rrll A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 A 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C 

10/14/2022 C I 



05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 302 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occuoant 617 GREEN DAY RD 311 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 503 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 501 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/lA/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 312 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 511 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 218 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 211 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 214 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Octuoant 617 GREEN BAY RD 419 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 209 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 417 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 216 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 201 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 205 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 506 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 516 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 406 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 202 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 210 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 308 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 217 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 314 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 405 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 416 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 401 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 411 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 306 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD S19 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD S18 WILMITTE IL 60091 lD/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 407 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 403 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 208 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 310 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 415 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 404 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 301 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 414 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD409 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
0S-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD S08 WILMETTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 514 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 316 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 309 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 05-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 307 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 212 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 504 WILMITTE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 



OS-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 421 WILMEffi IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 206 WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 412 WILMEm IL 60091 JJJ/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 502 WILMEm IL 60091 W/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 321 WILMEm IL 60091 JJJ/14/2022 C 

05-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 505 WILMEm IL 60091 JJJ/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 515 WILMEm IL 60091 JJJ/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 317 WILMEm IL 60091 JJJ/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 203 WILMEm IL 60091 JJJ/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 418 WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 410 WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 408 WILMEm IL 60091 JJJ/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 509 WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 402 WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 517 WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 207 WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109--020-0000 Occupant 617 GREEN BAY RD 318 WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-101-035-0000 Occupant UlO CENTRAL AVE WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-009-0000 Occupant 621 GREEN BAY RD WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-009-0000 Occupant 637 GREEN BAY RD WILMffiE IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-009-0000 Occupant 635 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-009-0000 Occupant 625 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-009-0000 Occupant 627 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-109-009-0000 Occupant 633 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

OS-34-109-009-0000 Occupant 631 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-101-032-0000 Occupant 721 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-101-041-0000 Occupant 1238 CENTRAL AVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-102-011-0000 Occupant 898 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-JJJ2-011-0000 Occupant 722 GREEN BAY RO WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-500-003-0000 Occupant 1197 OAKWOOD AVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 

05-34-101-034-0000 Occupant 709 GREEN BAY RD WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-101-008-0000 Occupant 1223 WASHINGTON AVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-001-0000 Occupant 1241 CENTRAL AVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
OS-34-109-002-0000 Occupant 624PARKAVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
05-34-109-008-0000 Occupant 1225 CENTRAL AVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
OS-34-109-008-0000 Occupant 1223 CENTRAL AVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
OS-34-109-008-0000 Occupant 1221 CENTRAL AVE WILMEm IL 60091 10/14/2022 C 
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Date:  October 28, 2022 
 
To:  Chairman Bradford and Members of the Plan Commission 
  
From:  John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 
Subject: 1306-1318 Wilmette Avenue Planned Unit Development (PUD) Concept Plan  
 
Background 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to inform the Plan Commission of a request made by a landowner 
for an optional concept plan review.  In the establishment and authorization as a special use as provided 
for in the Village Code, in addition to the special use standards of Section 30-5.3, the planned unit 
development procedures is a four-step process, which includes a pre-application meeting, optional 
concept plan, Preliminary Plan, and Final Plan. 
 
Before a formal PUD application is submitted for review by the Plan Commission the Village requires a 
pre-application meeting with staff. The purpose of the pre-application presentation is to make advice 
and assistance available to the applicant before preparation of the optional concept plan or formal 
application.  
 
Property Description 
 
The Subject Property is zoned R-2, Attached Residence District, and located on the north side of 
Wilmette Avenue, approximately 64.5’ west of Park Avenue.  The property has approximately 200’ of 
frontage on Wilmette Avenue and an average depth of approximately 239’.  The Subject Property is 
approximately 47,877 square feet in area.  The west 100’ of the property is currently vacant and the 
east 100’ is currently occupied by a two-unit dwelling and a single-family home. 
 
The properties to the north, south, east, and west are zoned R2, Attached Residence District.  To the 
east are townhomes and to the west is a two-unit dwelling.  To the north and south are single-family 
dwellings. 
 
PUD Pre-Application Meeting 
 
The owner of the property at 1306-1318 Wilmette Avenue requested a PUD pre-application meeting for 
a fourteen (14) unit townhouse development. The pre-application meeting with staff took place on 
September 8, 2022. At the pre-application meeting staff provided the following feedback (including staff 
opinions) to the property owner: 

 
 
 
 

Community Development 
Department 
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• The relief being requested is significant and the public benefit minimal. 
 
The relief includes:  
 

1. A special use to permit a townhouse with more than 4 units in one building. 
2. A special use to permit more than one townhouse building on a lot. 
3. A variation to allow attached front-loaded garages to face the front lot line. 
4. A front yard setback variation. 
5. A combined side yard variation. 
6. A rear yard setback variation. 
7. A principal structure separation variation. 
8. An accessory structure separation variation. 
9. A rear yard structure coverage variation. 
10. A rear yard pavement coverage variation. 
 

 The public benefit includes: 
 
1. Monetary donation towards affordable housing. 
2. Monetary donation towards repaving a portion of the adjacent public alley. 

 
• The proposed concept provides no additional creativity or significant public benefit that would 

make reviewing the request as a PUD special use the appropriate process to follow. 
 

• If the property owner desires to continue to use the PUD process to seek approval of a 
townhouse/stacked flat development, staff recommended that the site be planned to more closely 
replicate the street frontage that existed before the two structures (two-unit) were demolished by 
the property owner. Staff mentioned the possible use of stacked flats and smaller unit sizes to 
better reflect the current character of the neighborhood.  
 

• The concept plan proposes a density greater than a similar plan denied by the Village Board in 
2015. At that time the Village Board was concerned about the impact on the character of the 
neighborhood and that was for a development on the west 100’ of the now subject property. 
 

• In 2016 after the denial of the seven-unit proposal, the Village Board approved a five-unit 
townhouse development on the western 100’ of the property. The approval was by a 5-2 split 
vote and was on a parcel size greater than half of the current subject property. That request was 
brought forth by the current owner of the property and never constructed. 

 
Concept Plan Process 
 
After the pre-application meeting with staff, but before submitting a formal application for a PUD , the 
PUD regulations allows the applicant to present the development concept plan that was submitted as 
part of the pre-application meeting to the Plan Commission to obtain information and guidance prior to 
entering into binding commitments or incurring substantial expense.  
 
The property owner requested that the Plan Commission review the proposed concept plan. It should 
be noted that the concept plan review is not a public hearing and the guidance given is meant to be 
informal, but also informative regarding the proposed concept and the potential use of the subject 
property. 
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Action by the Plan Commission 
 
At the November 1st meeting the Plan Commission will review the concept plan and provide such 
information and guidance as it deems appropriate. Any opinions or advice provided by the Plan 
Commission is in no way binding with respect to any official action the Plan Commission or Village 
Board may take on the subsequent formal application. While the review of the concept plan is not a 
public hearing, the public will be given an opportunity to comment on the proposed concept plan.  
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Concept Plan Submittal 
2. Zoning Map 
3. Aerial 
4. Zoning Ordinance Planned Unit Development Section 
5. Zoning Ordinance Townhouse/Stacked Flat Development Standards 
6. 7 Unit Townhouse Site Plan denied by Village Board 
7. 5 Unit Townhouse Site Plan approved by Village board 

 
 
 



1306-1318 WILMETTE AVENUE TOWNHOMES

Village of Wilmette Staff and Plan Commission:

The Gambacorta family partnership is proposing a 14-unit townhouse development on the 
properties located at 1306 through 1318 Wilmette Avenue just west of downtown Wilmette.  As 
the partnership’s representative, I kindly request a Pre-Application Meeting with Village staff and 
Plan Commission to discuss key elements of the project and get initial feedback.

Enclosed in this folder please find materials for the Pre-Application Meeting:

1. Project description

2. Please visit the project website at www.wilmettetownhomes.com to view a 3D fly-by and
virtual tour of the development

3. Plats of survey of the subject properties, as well as a plat of subdivision identifying how
they’ll be combined to create the development site

4. Summary of the design process leading to the current site plan

5. Development plans

• Site Plan

• Building Elevations

• Landscape Plan

• Summary of exceptions to zoning district regulations

6. Color renderings

Please review the materials and reach out at your earliest convenience to schedule a 
Pre-Application Meeting with Village staff.  I can be reached at (847) 251-5714.

Sam Gambacorta
Gambacorta Family Limited Partnership, LLC 

1.0

craig
Text Box
Click here to view the Wilmette Ave. Townhomes Walk around

https://wilmettetownhomes.com/wilmette-townhomes-walk-around/


The Gambacorta Family has lived in Wilmette continuously for 90+ years since 1930. The story 
first starts with my Grandfather, Sabatino Gambacorta, who worked in Wilmette as a public 
works construction laborer during the late 1920’s. 

During this time, he lived and commuted from Joliet everyday to work in Wilmette. He soon 
recognized that Wilmette was a nice place to live, work and to raise a family…and in 1930, he 
moved and made Wilmette his home to live, work and to raise his Family.  During the 1960’s and 
1970’s he also worked as a foreman for the Wilmette Park District until his retirement. 

We are now 4 generations living in Wilmette and still hold my Grandfathers’s sentiment that 
Wilmette is a great place to live, work and raise a Family. We have been in the real estate 
business for over 60+ years primarily in the residential rental business and land development. We 
have built several new construction homes in Wilmette and also larger projects including a 
subdivision in Glenview with new construction homes and a 44 unit condominium development 
in Fountain Hills, Arizona as well as other numerous smaller remodeling projects in the Wilmette 
area.

The subject property for this proposed townhome development was acquired over the years and 
we currently own all (3) parcels with a total area of 1.1 acres.
It began in 1960, when my Father, Sam Sr., made his very first real estate purchase of 1310 
Wilmette Ave. (50’ wide lot). This was our principle home and I lived there as a young child.

In 2015, we purchased 1314 & 1318 Wilmette Ave. (100’ wide lot), both of which have since 
been torn down due to poor condition.And last, in 2017, we purchased 1306 Wilmette Ave. (50’ 
wide lot).

We are proposing a 14 unit luxury townhome rental development that will be built and managed 
by us acting as both the general contractor and licensed real estate property managers. Our vision 
for this development is to provide a quality product for the neighborhood and for the entire 
Village that will serve the needs of new young families looking to get started in Wilmette and 
also to serve those who have been in the community for several years looking to downsize but 
have a desire to stay in Wilmette without the the burden of maintaining a single family home. 

Please join us in support of our development which will provide future living
opportunities for individuals and families who call Wilmette their home.

Sincerely,
Sam Gambacorta Jr

Please join us in support of our development which will provide future living 
opportunities for individuals and families who call Wilmette their home.

Sincerely,
Sam Gambacorta Jr.



PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1306 - 1318 Wilmette Avenue Townhome PUD

Sam Gambacorta, representing the Gambacorta Family Limited Partnership, LLC (GFLP), is pro-
posing a 14-unit townhome Planned Unit Development (PUD) on the properties located at 1306 
through 1318 Wilmette Avenue just west of downtown Wilmette, Illinois.  The project reflects the 
Village’s vision for townhomes adjacent to downtown captured in the 2000 Comprehensive Plan 
and is consistent with several existing attached single-family developments in the neighborhood.

One 100’-wide lot and two 50’-wide lots will be consolidated to create a 1.1-acre development site.  
The underlying zoning “R-2 Attached Residence District” allows sixteen units on the site by right 
(1 DU/3,000 SF in lot area).  The fourteen townhouse units proposed by the GFLP is under the 
allowable density and optimizes use of the site with an effective site plan.

Three buildings are proposed: two 
4-unit buildings and a six-unit build-
ing.  All face inward on the property, 
reducing the impact of garage doors 
and pedestrian activity on adjacent 
properties.  Primary access to the 
lot is on by Wilmette Avenue, though 
a connection to the public alley be-
hind the lot provides a second point 
of entrance/exit.  The alley connects 
to Park Avenue and Prairie Avenue, 
and is already in regular use by near-
by properties for access.  A request 
will be made to purchase a portion of 
vacated alleyway behind the devel-
opment to improve functionality and 
access behind the townhouse units.

BUILDING DESIGN
The townhouse units are 2.5 stories, 
have enclosed two-car garages, and 
feature a range of materials on the 
exterior:  stone veneers, Hardiboard 
siding, standing-seam metal roofing, 
and asphalt shingling.  

The design of the units is intended to 
reflect the scale and character of the 
single-family neighborhood.  Prom-
inent gables, welcoming entryways, 
and arched dormers all contribute 
to the units’ approach to contextual 
design.



LIGHTING & LANDSCAPING
Accent lighting is proposed on the exterior of the townhouse units. Fixture details and photometric 
information will be provided as part of the full PUD application. A comprehensive landscaping plan 
is proposed with the development.  It provides screening to adjacent residential properties, an at-
tractive entrance from Wilmette Avenue and addition to the streetscape, and beautification within 
the development itself.

ZONING RELIEF
Several elements of zoning relief are requested to help achieve the vision for this residential de-
velopment.  These include front yard setback relief, combined side yard setback relief, rear yard 
setback relief, maximum floor area, and rear yard structure coverage.  Please refer to a summary 
of applicable zoning regulations and modifications to them in the application materials.

SUMMARY
The Gambacorta Family Limited Partnership has worked to create a project that is consistent with 
the Village’s comprehensive plan and adds residential density near the downtown.  Care has been 
given to design a development that contributes to the character of the neighborhood and the 
vibrancy along Wilmette Avenue.  We are excited about this development and looking forward to 
working with the Village to make the project a success.
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GAMBACORTA RESUBDIVISION
IN THE WEST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 34, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13, EAST OF THE

THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

ILLINOIS
DUNDEE

035-003551
JOSEPH D. HEINZ

S T A T E  O F  I L L I N O I S

PR
O F

E S S I O N A L  L A N D  S URV E Y OR

VILLAGE CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

APPROVED BY THE PRESIDENT AND VILLAGE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS, THIS _____ DAY OF  _____________________,
AD, 20 ___.

BY:   _______________________________________________
PRESIDENT: SENTA PLUNKETT

ATTEST: ________________________________________
VILLAGE CLERK: KAREN NORWOOD

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
COUNTY OF KANE ) SS

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I, JOSEPH D. HEINZ, AN ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR OF GERALD L. HEINZ & ASSOCIATES, INC., HAVE
SURVEYED THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY FOR THE PURPOSE OF RESUBDIVIDING IT INTO ONE (1) LOT AS SHOWN HEREON.

PARCEL 1: LOT 1 IN TATOSIAN PLAT OF CONSOLIDATION OF A RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS 10 AND 11 IN BLOCK 3 IN DINGEE AND MCDANIELS
RESUBDIVISION OF BLOCKS 3, 6, 9, AND 10 AND THE SOUTH HALF OF BLOCK 8 ALSO DINGEE AND MCDANIEL'S RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS 5 AND 6 AND
HUSE'S SUBDIVISION OF LOT 4 OF BLOCK 5 IN THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, IN THE WEST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 34,
TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

PARCEL 2: LOTS 8 & 9 IN BLOCK 3 IN DINGEE AND MCDANIEL'S RESUBDIVISION OF BLOCKS 3, 6, 9, AND 10 AND THE SOUTH HALF OF BLOCK 8 IN
WILMETTE, IN TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

I DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON IS NOT SITUATED IN A SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA AS IDENTIFIED BY THE FEDERAL
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY; AS PER FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP, PANEL NO. 17031C0255 J OF COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER 17031,
EFFECTIVE DATE AUGUST 19, 2008, THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS SHOWN TO BE IN ZONE "X" (UNSHADED), AREA DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE OF THE
0.2% ANNUAL CHANGE FLOODPLAIN.

I DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON IS LOCATED WITHIN  THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE,
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

I DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT ILLINOIS MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A BOUNDARY SURVEY.
WE HAVE MADE NO INVESTIGATION OR INDEPENDANT SEARCH FOR EASEMENTS OF RECORD, ENCUMBRANCES, RESTRICTIVE CONVENTS,
OWNERSHIP TITLE EVIDENCE, OR ANY OTHER FACTS WHICH AN ACCURATE TITLE SEARCH MAY DISCLOSE.

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL AT EAST DUNDEE, ILLINOIS THIS               DAY OF ___________________, A.D., 2022.

PIN:  05-34-108-024-0000
05-34-108-025-0000
05-34-108-046-0000

SUBMITTED BY/RETURN TO:
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
DEPARTMENT OF CUMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

OWNER'S CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

I(WE), _______________________ AND _______________________, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I(WE)
AM(ARE) THE LEGAL OWNER(S) OF THE PROPERTY  DESCRIBED HEREON AND THAT I(WE) HAVE
CAUSED THE SAID PROPERTY TO BE SURVEYED AND SUBDIVIDED AS SHOWN HEREON.
THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY RESERVES TO THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE AND THE UTILITY
COMPANIES OPERATING THEREIN, ALL UTILITY EASEMENT RIGHTS SPECIFIED HEREIN.
ADDITIONALLY, I(WE) HEREBY CERTIFY THAT, TO THE BEST OF MY(OUR) KNOLEDGE, THE
PROPERTY HEREON DESCRIBED IS LOCATED WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF:

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT:  _________________________________

HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT:  _________________________________________

DATED THIS  _________  DAY OF  ___________________, A.D., 20___

OWNER (PRINT):  _________________________ SIGNATURE:  _________________________________

ADDRESS:  ________________________________________

OWNER (PRINT):  _________________________ SIGNATURE:  _________________________________

ADDRESS:  ________________________________________

NOTARY CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

I,                                              A NOTARY PUBLIC, IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY, IN THE STATE
AFORESAID, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT____________________________, PERSONALLY KNOWN TO
ME TO BE THE SAME PERSON(S) WHOSE NAME(S) ARE SUBSCRIBED TO THE FOREGOING
INSTRUMENT AS SUCH OWNER(S), APPEARED BEFORE ME THIS DAY IN PERSON AND
ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THEY SIGNED THE PLAT AS THEIR OWN FREE AND VOLUNTARY ACT FOR
THE USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN SET FORTH.

 GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL THIS ____________ DAY OF _____________________,
A.D. 20 ____

AT _______________________________, ILLINOIS.

_____________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC                                                                       (SEAL)

PLAT OF RESUBDIVISION

1310-1318 WILMETTE AVE.
WILMETTE, IL

E-2590

1 1

1'=40"

11/12/2021

OWNER'S MORTGAGEE CERTIFICATE 
STATE OF ILLINOIS )
COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

                                       , AS MORTGAGEE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF A CERTAIN MORTGAGE
RECORDED IN THE RECORDER'S OFFICE OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS DOCUMENT NO. ________,
DOES HEREBY CONSENT TO THE SUBDIVISION AND PLAT HEREON DRAWN.

DATED THIS  _________  DAY OF  ___________________, A.D., 20___

BY:  _______________________________ ATTEST:  _________________________________
PRESIDENT SECRETARY

NOTARY CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

I,                                              A NOTARY PUBLIC, IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY, IN THE STATE
AFORESAID, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT____________________________, PERSONALLY KNOWN TO
ME TO BE THE ________ PRESIDENT OF ______________________, AND _____________________,
SECRETARY OF SAID CORPORATION, AND PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME TO BE THE SAME
PERSONS WHOSE NAMES ARE SUBSCRIBED TO THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT, APPEARED
BEFORE ME THIS DAY IN PERSON AND SEVERALLY ACKNOWLEDGED THAT AS SUCH _________
PRESIDENT AND THE ______________ SECRETARY OF SAID CORPORATION, THEY SIGNED AND
DELIVERED THE SAID INSTRUMENT AS THEIR FREE AND VOLUNTARY ACT, FOR THE PURPOSES
THEREIN SET FORTH.

 GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL THIS ____________ DAY OF _____________________,
A.D. 20 ____

AT _______________________________, ILLINOIS.

_____________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC                                                                       (SEAL)

SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE STATEMENT

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, THE DRAINAGE OF THE
SURFACE WATERS WILL NOT BE CHANGED BY CONSTRUCTION OF THIS
SUBDIVISION (DEVELOPMENT) OR ANY PART THEREOF, OR THAT IF SUCH
SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE WILL BE CHANGED, REASONABLE PROVISIONS
HAVE BEEN MADE FOR THE COLLECTION AND DIVERSION OF SUCH SURFACE
WATERS INTO PUBLIC OR PRIVATE AREAS AND/OR DRAINS WHICH THE
PROPERTY OWNER HAS A RIGHT TO USE, AND THAT SUCH SURFACE WATERS
WILL BE PLANNED FOR IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED
ENGINEERING PRACTICES SO AS TO REDUCE THE LIKELIHOOD OF DAMAGE TO
THE ADJOINING PROPERTY BECAUSE OF CONSTRUCTION OF THE SUBDIVISION
(DEVELOPMENT).

DATED THIS ______ DAY OF _______________, AD 20 ____.

BY: ______________________________________________
OWNER

BY: ______________________________________________
VILLAGE ENGINEER, DAN MANIS

TREASURER / COLLECTOR'S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THERE ARE NO DELINQUENT OR UNPAID CURRENT OR
FORFEITED SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS OR ANY DEFERRED INSTALLMENTS
THEREOF THAT HAVE BEEN APPORTIONED AGAINST THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
PROPERTY OR ANY OTHER UNPAID FEE, JUDGEMENT OR LIEN IMPOSED BY THE
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE.

DATED THIS ______ DAY OF _______________, AD 20 ____.

_______________________________________________
     DIRECTOR OF FINANCE, MELINDA MOLLOY

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

PLAN COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING CERTIFICATE

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE,
ILLINOIS, AT A MEETING HELD THIS _____ DAY OF  _____________________, AD,
20 ___.

BY:   _______________________________________________
CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST: ________________________________________
SECRETARY

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF COOK ) SS

APPROVED BY THE VILLAGE ENGINEER OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS.

DATED THIS ______ DAY OF _______________, AD 20 ____.

_______________________________________________
     VILLAGE ENGINEER, DAN MANIS
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Site Location and Design Process

Site Location:
It was our goal was to select and create a site that would truly match the definition
and purpose of the R-2 attached residence district as defined in 8.1.C in the Village
code in that “the R-2 district is established… to promote attached housing…but are
transitions between areas of commercial or multi-family uses and areas of
predominantly single-family detached dwellings.”
We selected this site which allows for “continuous” townhouses starting from the
existing townhome development at Park ave. & Wilmette Ave. and, by doing so, is
not a “mid-block” development sandwiched between single family homes on both
sides. By doing so, this becomes an actual continuous transitional area between the
VC zoning district east of Park Ave, and single-family detached housing to the
west of the Site.

Design Process

a) Number of units proposed

When designing our site plan layout, we first looked at the number of allowed
townhome units per code.  Per code, there is a minimum land area of 3,000 sq. ft.
per unit. So, for our lot size of just over 48,000 sq. ft., there are 16 units allowed.
However, we went one step further and performed a density analysis (attached) of
(4) existing townhome developments within 400’ of our site and determined that
the average area of land per unit of the existing townhomes was 3,396 sq.ft.
So, in order to conform to the existing developments in our area, we reduced the
number of units to 14, which then yielded 3,442 sq. ft.  land per unit for our
proposed 14 unit site.
By reducing the total number of units from 16 to 14, we are matching the character
of existing townhomes in the neighborhood in regards to density.

b) Neighborhood character & context: We will have a presentation at the Plan
commission meeting to illustrate how our proposed development fits in the
existing neighborhood character.



c) Design Criteria

In consideration of the neighboring properties and the neighborhood as a whole,
we set several design criteria that would have the greatest benefit & least impact to
the neighbors & neighborhood and would also promote a beautiful and functional
design to the site itself as listed below:

- One entry/exit drive off Wilmette Ave. and one entry/exit drive off alley.
Offset entry/exit drive off alley so drivers on Wilmette ave. will not be
tempted to cut through. Also, a traffic study (attached) was completed that
shows our proposed development will have a minimal impact to traffic
conditions in the area.

- Design the site layout to maximize the amount of sunlight received into the
site from the southern exposure.

- 2 car attached garage for each unit and 2 parking spaces in front of each
garage.

- Front door entry door located on same side as garage door for ease of access
(except the (2) end units have front entry door facing Wilmette Ave.)

- Face all garage doors toward the interior of the site and away from
neighboring properties so that neighbors see minimal car activity.

- Design the (2) street facing end units to look like single family homes to
maintain the single family look along Wilmette Ave.

- Maximize Green space around all (4) sides of the site to provide a buffer for
neighbors and also introduce green space within the interior of the site with
parking islands and trees.

- Provide a complete underground stormwater detention system so there will
be no open detention basins, etc…

- Enhanced Landscape plan (attached) to provide buffer to neighboring
properties and general beautification to the streetscape.

Summary: Our proposed 14 unit development fits in well with the neighborhood
both in character and density.  The site plan has all the design features important to
us that gives the maximum benefit to neighboring properties and provides for a
beautiful, spacious and nice functioning site in regard to access, parking and
openness.



Density Analysis of existing Townhome developments near our 
proposed Wilmette Ave. Townhomes 1306-1318 Wilmette Ave. 
-Note: the minimum land area per unit is 3,000 sq.ft. per code- 

Our proposed development: 
1306-1318 Wilmette Ave. : 48,183 land sq.ft., 14 units, 3,442 sq.ft per unit 

 
Density of Existing Townhome Developments within a 400 foot radius of 
Subject Property 1306-1318 Wilmette Ave. : 

 
 

Address Total land area # of Units Land area per unit 
1) 1400-1416 

Wilmette Ave. 
29,355 9 3,262 

 
2) 638-644 Prairie. 

& 
1325-1331 Central 

 
28,963 

 
8 

 
3,620 

 
3) 1300-1308 Central 

 
20,054 

 
6 

 
3,342 

& 
705 Park 

 
 
4) 601-617 Park Ave. 16,797 5 3,359 

 
 
 

Average sq. ft. of land per unit of existing townhomes = 3,396 
 
Conclusion: Our 14 Unit development has 3,442 sq.ft. of land per unit which is 
greater than the 3,396 sq. ft. average of surrounding existing developments and, 
therefore, we “match” the character of existing townhomes in the neighborhood in 
regards to density. 
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Neighborhood Context >>
 » Zoned R-2: Attached 

Residence District

 » Identified as a “Townhomes” 
district in the 2000 
Comprehensive Plan 

 » 4 comparable townhomes 
within the neighborhood

• 1 dwelling unit per 3,000 sq ft

• 14.5 units per acre

• Single-family attached 
housing (townhomes)

• Provides a buffer between 
downtown land uses

• 601-617 Park Avenue

• 1400-1416 Wilmette Avenue

• 638-644 Prairie/1325-1331 
Central

• 1300-1308 Central/705 Park 
Avenue

R2 GREEN BAY RD

WILMETTE AVE

CENTRAL AVE15TH
 ST

1

3

4

2 1

2

3

4
• Subject Property: 1306-1318 Wilmette Ave



Community Character >>

 » 2.5 story homes

 » Wood or masonry exteriors

 » Well-articulated facades with 
unique design elements

 » Attached garages



Community Character >>

 » Comparable Property:          
601-617 Park Avenue

 » Architectural Design Notes:

• Units: 5

• Parking: 6 garages

• Lot size: 16,797 sq ft (.38 acres)

• Density: 1 DU / 3,359 sq ft in lot 
area

• Two-story split-level units 

• Painted brick and synthetic 
siding

• Fit within the context 
of nearby single-family 
properties



Community Character >>

 » Comparable Property:          
1400-1416 Wilmette Avenue

 » Architectural Design Notes:

• Buildings: 2

• Units: 9

• Parking: outdoor, off-street

• Lot size: 29,355 sq ft (.67 
acres)

• Density: 1 DU / 3,262 sq ft in 
lot area

• Two-story split-level units 

• Masonry and synthetic siding

• No variation or articulation of 
facade



Community Character >>
 » Comparable Property:        

638-644 Prairie /                
1325-1331 Central

• Units: 8

• Parking: Underground

• Lot size: 28,963 sq ft (.67 
acres)

• Density: 1 DU / 3,620 sq ft in 
lot area

 » Architectural Design Notes:

• Two-story with basements

• Brick masonry and stucco 
cladding

• Decorative front entryways

• Fits well with the character of 
adjacent signle-family homes



Community Character >>
 » Comparable Property:        

1300-1308 Central /              
705 Park Avenue

• Units: 6

• Parking: Detached garages

• Lot size: 20,054 sq ft (.46 
acres)

• Density: 1 DU / 3,342 sq ft in 
lot area

 » Architectural Design Notes:

• Two-story

• Brick masonry and wood 
exterior

• Articulated facade



Proposed Development >>

 » 1306-1318 Wilmette Avenue

• Buildings: 3

• Units: 14

• Parking: Attached garages

• Lot size: 48,183 sq ft (1.1 
acres)

• Density: 1 DU / 3,442 sq ft in 
lot area

 » Architectural Design Notes:

• 2.5 Story

• 33’ in height

• Cultured stone and hardi-
board exterior

• Consistent with single-
family character and 
other townhomes in the 
neighborhood



Proposed Development >>



Sam 
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PLANT LIST

QTY SIZE BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME

ORNAMENTAL TREES

8' Amelanchier x grandiflora Autumn Brilliance Serviceberry

EVERGREEN TREES

13 Hydrangea paniculata 'Little Lime' Little Lime Hydrangea

Syringa x 'Bloomerang' Bloomerang Lilac

8 Pyrus calleryana Chanticleer Pear 3"

  6 8' Cornus mas Cornelian Cherry Dogwood

44 Thuja occidentalis 'Smaragd' Emerald Green Arborvitae8'

Viburnum denatatum 'autumn jazz' Autumn Jazz Viburnum36"
DECIDUOUS SHRUBS

9 Viburnum x 'juddii' Judd Viburnum30"

Physocarpus opulifolius Center Glow Ninebark
22 Hydrangea paniculata 'Limelight' Limelight Hydrangea30"

36"

Forsythia ovata 'Sunrise' Sunrise Forsythia

24"

24"

6 Syringa reticulata Japanese Tree Lilac 3"
4

8' Liquidambar styraciflua Slender Silhouette Sweet Gum

4

20

23

Hydrangea paniculata 'Bobo' Bobo Hydrangea24"
Hydrangea paniculata 'Treeform Limelight' Treeform Limelight Hydrangea6'

22

4
22

24"

EVERGREEN SHRUBS
Taxus x media 'Hicksii' Hicks Yew
Buxus x 'green velvet' Green Velvet Boxwood

36"
18"

 6

11

90

ORNAMENTAL GRASSES
1gal Panicum virgatum 'Northwind' Northwind Switchgrass

Calamagrostis x acutiflora 'karl foerster'
Pennisetum alopecuroides 'hameln'

Feather Reed Grass
Dwarf Fountain Grass19

7

33
1gal
1gal

80

Sedum spectabile 'autumn joy' Autumn Joy Sedum
Allium 'millenium'

PERENNIALS

Gernaium 'gerwat' Rozanne Geranium

Veronica spicata 'glory' Royal Candles Veronica
Hemerocallis 'Happy Returns' Happy Returns Daylily

1gal
1gal
1gal
1gal

1gal
1gal

72
76 Millenium Allium

44

60

49 Astilbe chinensis 'visions' Visions Astilbe

1gal25 Rudbeckia fulgida var. speciosa 'viette's' Little Suzy Black-Eyed Susan
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UNDISTURBED GRADE

3" DEEP DARK HARDWOOD BARK MULCH

AMENDED TOPSOIL WITH GARDEN SOIL MIX
FOR ALL PERENNIAL AND GROUNDCOVER BEDS

PERENNIAL AND ORNAMENTAL GRASS - PLANTING DETAIL

INSTALLATION NOTES:

· REMOVE ENOUGH WHOLE BRANCHES NOT JUST
END TIPS TO REDUCE CROWN BY 1/5 TO 1/4

· REMOVE 'V' CROTCHES, STUBS, DOUBLE
LEADERS AND OVERLAPPING / RUBBING

· PRUNE PLANTS AFTER PLANTING (IF NEEDED)

· PLANTS TO BEAR SAME RELATIONSHIP TO GRADE
AS IN THE NURSERY

· WATER IMMEDIATELY AFTER PLANTING UNTIL
GROUND IS SATURATED

· AMENDED SOIL TO BE USED AS BACKFILL

· 3" DEEP DARK HARDWOOD BARK MULCH WITH
RAISED SAUCERLIP

· ROOT STABILITY.  NO WIRE BASKETS CAN BE
USED.  NON BIODEGRADABLE

· FOLD BACK BURLAP FROM TOP OF BALL

DECIDUOUS / EVERGREEN SHRUB - PLANTING DETAIL

6"6"

ORNAMENTAL TREE - PLANTING DETAIL

18" 18"

INSTALLATION NOTES:

· REMOVE ENOUGH WHOLE BRANCHES NOT JUST
END TIPS TO REDUCE CROWN BY 1/5 TO 1/4

· REMOVE 'V' CROTCHES, STUBS, DOUBLE
LEADERS AND OVERLAPPING / RUBBING

· PRUNE PLANTS AFTER PLANTING (IF NEEDED)

· PLANTS TO BEAR SAME RELATIONSHIP TO GRADE
AS IN THE NURSERY

· WATER IMMEDIATELY AFTER PLANTING UNTIL
GROUND IS SATURATED

· AMENDED SOIL TO BE USED AS BACKFILL

· 3" DEEP DARK HARDWOOD BARK MULCH WITH
RAISED SAUCERLIP

· ROOT STABILITY.  NO WIRE BASKETS CAN BE
USED.  NON BIODEGRADABLE

· FOLD BACK BURLAP FROM TOP OF BALL

EVERGREEN TREE - PLANTING DETAIL

INSTALLATION NOTES:

· PRUNE OUT ANY DEAD OR BROKEN BRANCHES

· PLANT TO BEAR SAME RELATIONSHIP TO GRADE
AS IN THE NURSERY

· PLACE BALL ON COMPACTED EXISTING
SUBGRADE

· WATER IMMEDIATELY AFTER PLANTING UNTIL
GROUND IS SATURATED

· AMENDED SOIL TO BE USED AS BACKFILL

· 3" DEEP DARK HARDWOOD BARK MULCH WITH
RAISED SAUCERLIP

· LEAVE BURLAP ON BALL FOR INCREASED ROOT
STABILITY.  NO WIRE BASKETS CAN BE USED.
NON BIODEGRADABLE ROPE SHOULD BE
REMOVED

· FOLD BACK BURLAP FROM TOP OF BALL

18"18"

NOTES:

*Mulch all trees and shrub plantings with a minimum of 3" shredded dark hardwood bark.
*Adjust plant locations in field to maintain appropriate spacing from fire hydrants,

light poles, all utility structures, driveways and sidewalks.
*Landscape Contractor shall verify locations of all underground utilities prior to digging

and field adjust plant locations to avoid the same. Contact J.U.L.I.E.
(1-800-892-0123) 48 hours prior to digging.

*Plant material sizing and ball sizes shall conform to the "American Standards for
Nursery Stock" (latest edition) by the American Association of Nurseryman, Inc.

*Quantity lists are supplied as a convenience. Contractor shall verify all quantities, and
in case of discrepancy, the plan shall prevail.
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PROPOSED ELEVATIONS - NORTH  BUILDING
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kimley-horn.com 111 West Jackson Boulevard, Suite 1320, Chicago, IL 60604 312 726 9445 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mr. Dan Manis, P.E. 
 Village Engineer 
 Village of Wilmette 

From: Peter Lemmon, P.E., PTOE 

Date: May 10, 2022 

RE: Proposed Residential Development – Traffic Evaluation 
 1306-1318 Wilmette Avenue 
 Wilmette, Illinois 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn) was engaged by the Village of Wilmette to prepare 
a traffic evaluation related to a proposed residential development at 1306-1318 Wilmette Avenue in 
Wilmette, Illinois.  The subject site location and the surrounding area are illustrated in Exhibit 1.  The 
development proposal includes 14 attached single-family homes with access via Wilmette Avenue 
(approximately 200 feet west of Park Avenue) and the rear public alley.  Each residential unit includes 
garage parking for two vehicles with a driveway apron for guest parking. 

This memorandum summarizes transportation characteristics associated with the proposed 
residential development and of the surrounding street system; outlines a review of the proposed site 
plan relative to access, circulation, and prevailing traffic conditions in the surrounding area; and 
highlights key findings and recommendations, as needed.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Land Uses 
The subject site is comprised of four previous residential addresses (1306, 1310, 1314, and 1318 
Wilmette Avenue).  As recently as 2018, four residential homes occupied the subject site, each with 
a garage or open parking accessible via the rear public alley.  The property at 1306 maintains a 
residential driveway on Wilmette Avenue along the east side of the property.  Since 2018, the 
structures at 1314 and 1318 Wilmette Avenue have been demolished.  Residential homes (largely 
single-family homes, but some may include multiple rental units) are located along Wilmette Avenue 
west of Park Avenue. The Wilmette Public Library is located immediately east of Park Avenue along 
with St. John’s Evangelical Lutheran Church and several low-rise commercial buildings with ground-
floor businesses, including Millen Ace Hardware. 
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Attached and detached residential homes comprise the neighborhoods to the north, south, and west.  
Also, west of the site is McKenzie Elementary School, located on Prairie Avenue north of Wilmette 
Avenue.   

Surrounding Street Network 
The subject site is primarily served by Wilmette Avenue with secondary access available via a rear 
public alley.  The nearest cross street is Park Avenue, located approximately 100 feet east of the 
site.  A general description of each street is highlighted below. 

Wilmette Avenue is a two-way street generally oriented in the east-west direction with one travel 
lane in each direction.  On-street parking is generally allowed in the area; however, parking is 
prohibited 7:00-9:00 AM on weekdays and overnights (2:00-5:00 AM).  At its signalized intersection 
with Park Avenue, Wilmette Avenue provides separate left-turn lanes in each direction along with a 
shared through/right-turn lane.  Eastbound right-turns from Wilmette Avenue to southbound Park 
Avenue are prohibited 7:00-9:00 AM on weekdays to avoid cut-through traffic in the neighborhood 
bypassing the downstream traffic signal at Wilmette Avenue/Green Bay Road.  Wilmette Avenue 
maintains a statutory speed limit of 25 mph with a posted 20 mph school zone speed limit from the 
subject site to the west.  Adjacent to the site, Wilmette Avenue is under Village of Wilmette 
jurisdiction. 

Park Avenue is a two-way north-south street located approximately 100 feet east of the site with 
generally one-travel lane in each direction and on-street parking allowed on some segments with 
varying duration and time-of-day restrictions.  In the vicinity of its intersection with Wilmette Avenue, 
30-minute parking is permitted on the east of the street in front of the library but prohibited on the 
west side of the street.  Just south of Wilmette Avenue, parking is prohibited on both sides of the 
street with varying restrictions in place further south of the intersection.  At its signalized intersection 
with Wilmette Avenue, the northbound approach of Park Avenue provides a single lane for all 
movements while the southbound approach offers a shared through/left-turn lane and a separate 
right-turn lane.  Park Avenue is under Village of Wilmette jurisdiction with a statutory 25 mph speed 
limit. 

A Public Alley runs along the north side of the subject site as it extends between Park Avenue on 
the east and 17th Street on the west.  The public alley is a typical alley providing access to the 
adjacent residential properties for garages, exterior parking spaces, and trash collection.  The alley 
ROW is 20 feet wide in the site vicinity with encroachment of trees and landscaping in some areas.  

Transportation Conditions 
Kimley-Horn visited the site area to observe prevailing traffic conditions along Wilmette Avenue and 
the surrounding streets to document typical traffic conditions.  A general summary of typical traffic 
conditions in the area is outlined below: 

• Throughout most of the day, traffic conditions along Wilmette Avenue can be generally 
characterized as good and traffic at the Wilmette Avenue/Park Avenue intersection does not 
experience issues related to capacity or congestion. 

Peter.Lemmon
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• West of the site at the Wilmette Avenue/Prairie Avenue-Oak Circle intersection, students 
cross Wilmette Avenue to/from McKenzie Elementary School during weekday mornings and 
afternoons.  They are supported by a crossing guard along with Rectangular Rapid Flashing 
Beacons (RRFBs).  These two measures alert and reinforce the need to stop for pedestrians 
in the crosswalk.  When crossings occur, vehicle queues typically reach a couple vehicles, 
but quickly subside once the pedestrians clear the crossing. 

• East of the site, the Wilmette Avenue intersection at Green Bay Road does experience 
operational challenges during peak periods resulting from temporary closures of the at-grade 
railroad crossing immediately east of Green Bay Road.  These issues are most prevalent in 
the weekday morning and evening peak hours as the Metra train schedule includes more 
frequent service than during off-peak hours and on weekends. 

• Residual impacts from railroad crossing closures are more apparent with southbound trains 
compared to northbound trains as the crossing gate is down longer at Wilmette Avenue for 
southbound trains while the train is in the station to the north.  For northbound trains, the 
gate is raised after the train passes and pulls into the station often with limited queue impacts 
observed along Wilmette Avenue. 

• During the weekday peak hours, observations of eastbound vehicle queuing along Wilmette 
Avenue indicated that the observed eastbound queue (extending west from Green Bay 
Road) ranged from 5 to 30 vehicles.  Queues of 7-12 vehicles were common. 

• The maximum queue coincided with a southbound train closure of the railroad crossing.  18 
vehicles queued between Green Bay Road and Park Avenue.  The back-of-queue reached 
up to 12 vehicles west of Park Avenue (essentially to Oak Circle-Prairie Avenue) while 
vehicles downstream were already starting to proceed through the Wilmette Avenue/Green 
Bay Road intersection.   

• After the trains passed, the eastbound queue reduced to 18 vehicles (just east of Park 
Avenue) during the first traffic signal cycle, 13 vehicles the next cycle, and all vehicles 
clearing in the third cycle. 

• Not all railroad crossing closures experience the maximum queue condition as some queued 
only to or just past Park Avenue. Recovery to normal conditions occurred within 1-3 signal 
cycles. 

• During the periods of extended queuing to or through Park Avenue, the turns and north-
south traffic on Park Avenue functioned well as extended vehicle queues were observed 
leaving the intersection clear from being blocked and pedestrians continued to cross 
normally. 

It should be noted that the most recent observations summarized above reflect conditions in early 
2022.  Metra train schedules are continuing to build ridership and eventually are likely to add more 
frequent service.  As such, impacts from intermittent railroad crossing closures may become more 
frequent, but based on past observations and experience with queueing along Wilmette Avenue 
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during weekday peak periods, the extent of queueing is generally consistent with pre-COVID 
conditions. 

PROPOSED PLAN 

Development Plan 
The proposed plan includes 14 attached single-family units with access proposed on Wilmette 
Avenue at the middle of the site (approximately 200 feet west of Park Avenue, measured centerline 
to centerline).  A secondary access is also planned via the rear public alley.  Each unit includes a 
two-car garage with a driveway apron that could be used by guests.  A copy of the proposed site 
plan is attached at the end of this document for reference. 

Trip Generation 
The proposed site’s location is within a convenient walking distance of downtown Wilmette with its 
mix of restaurants, local retailers, civic uses and public spaces, and the Wilmette Metra Station.  This 
location makes walking a desirable transportation mode choice for many trips, including daily 
commute trips via Metra that are generally focused during typical morning and evening peak hours. 

While it is expected that some commute trips generated by the proposed residential units will occur 
on foot or bicycle given the site’s location, a conservative approach to evaluating potential traffic 
impacts would be assuming no reduction from industry-standard trip generation estimates.  Thus, 
trip generation data published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) manual titled Trip 
Generation, 11th Edition was referenced to estimate the volume of trips that may reasonably be 
expected to be generated by the proposed 14 residential units during weekday peak hours.   

Trip Generation data generally represents, and is derived from, data collected in largely auto-oriented 
areas that exhibit few, if any, non-auto modes of transportation (such as transit, walking, and biking). 
As noted above, despite the site’s convenient location for walking, biking, and transit (primarily Metra, 
but potentially Pace Bus as well), no reductions are assumed to consider a worst-case projection. 

The proposed development plan includes 14 residential units.  The site has previously been occupied 
by at least 4 residential units (assuming no building included multiple rental units).  As a result, the 
proposed plan represents a net addition of 10 residential units on the site.   

A summary of the estimated trip generation data associated with the proposed use is presented in 
Table 1 with the resulting site traffic projections for the net addition of 10 residential units presented 
in Table 2. 
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Table 1. Trip Generation Data 

Land Use Unit 
Weekday 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Single-Family Attached Housing 
(ITE LUC 215)1 dwelling unit T = 7.2(X) 

50% in / 50% out 
T = 0.48(X) 

31% in / 69% out 
T = 0.57(X) 

57% in / 43% out 
1 Based on data published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation, 11th Edition for the identified Land Use Code (LUC). 

 

Table 2. Trip Generation Estimate 

Land Use Unit Weekday 
Daily 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Proposed Single-Family 
Attached Residential 14 units 101 2 5 7 5 3 8 

- Previous Units on Site -4 units -29 -1 -1 -2 -1 -1 -2 

Net Additional Trips 10 units 72 1 4 5 4 2 6 

 
As summarized in Table 2, the proposed 14-unit residential development, without any reductions to 
account for potential trips by foot, bicycle, or transit, is estimated to generate 101 daily trips (a 
combination of entries and exits) and between 7 and 8 trips during the weekday morning and 
evening peak hours.  When considering the site has been occupied by at least four residential 
units, the net additional volume of traffic expected to be generated by the site is even less. 

PLAN EVALUATION 

Traffic Impact 
As presented in Table 2, the proposed development is expected to generate 101 daily trips with 7 
and 8 total trips during the weekday morning and evening peak hours, respectively.  In the morning, 
this estimate includes 5 trips exiting the site while 5 trips are expected to enter the site during the 
evening peak hour to reflect the typical commute patterns during peak hours. 

In general, traffic conditions in the site vicinity along Wilmette Avenue are characterized as good.  
Extended eastbound queuing from the east as a result of railroad crossing closures at times extends 
across the site frontage before subsiding after a couple traffic signal cycles.  This occurs primarily 
during weekday morning and evening peak hours when traffic volumes and train frequency is 
highest.   

Traffic conditions in the area also include elevated activity coinciding with morning arrival and 
afternoon dismissal at McKenzie Elementary School east of the site on Prairie Avenue.  This includes 
a mix of increased pedestrian and vehicular traffic just before school starts and leading up to/just 
after dismissal in the afternoon. 
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While the intermittent impacts of railroad crossing closures are visible along the southern frontage 
of the subject site and neighborhood traffic activity is elevated when school starts and lets out, the 
level of additional traffic associated with a 14-unit residential development is low and not at a level 
that is expected to cause a significant impact on traffic conditions in the area.  To put the peak hour 
projections in context, on average, the 8 total trips during the evening peak hour represents one 
vehicle either entering or exiting the site every 7.5 minutes.  This does not consider that the site has 
previous been occupied by at least four residential units with a lower net traffic impact nor does it 
account for any residents not commuting by car and using the nearby Wilmette Metra station for their 
daily commute. 

Thus, from a traffic impact perspective, the proposed 14-unit residential development is expected to 
generate low traffic volumes and have minimal impact on traffic conditions in the area. 

Site Plan Review 
Access 
The proposed plan includes a single access driveway on Wilmette Avenue, located in the middle of 
the site.  This places the proposed access at approximately the west end of the eastbound left-turn 
lane taper at the Wilmette Avenue/Park Avenue intersection.  For most times of the day and on 
weekends, vehicles exiting the driveway will not experience issues turning left out onto Wilmette 
Avenue.  However, during peak hours, eastbound queues often queue to the area of the driveway 
and vehicles waiting to exit the site and turning east will need to wait for an acceptable gap in traffic 
and reduction in queued vehicles coinciding with traffic signal cycles at the Wilmette Avenue/Park 
Avenue intersection.  During peak queuing instances that result from railroad crossing closures, 
exiting vehicles headed east on Wilmette Avenue will either wait for a courtesy gap or may follow an 
alternate route by turning west.  Exiting right turns to westbound Wilmette Avenue are not expected 
to be an issue based on prevailing traffic conditions. 

A secondary access option is proposed via the rear alley.  For some residents, this may be chosen 
as an option, particularly to exit east to Park Avenue in order to utilize the traffic signal at Wilmette 
Avenue/Park Avenue.  However, given the projected traffic levels associated with a 14-unit 
residential development, this volume would be low and likely represent less than half of all trips given 
the main access on Wilmette Avenue and the distribution of units across the site being slightly more 
weighted to the southern half of the property. 

With respect to sight lines available at the two proposed access locations, vertical sight distance 
along Wilmette Avenue and the public alley are adequate as the elevations are flat.  However, with 
respect to horizontal obstructions, care should be taken with landscaping and potential fencing along 
the alley (if proposed) to ensure that adequate horizontal sight distance is available. 

Circulation 
The alley also provides access and circulation for trash collection and deliveries.  The site access 
plan facilitates one-way circulation for a trash collection truck to enter either at Wilmette Avenue or 
the alley, collect trash as it circulates through the site, and exit at the other end. To keep the main 
internal street clear, trash receptacles should be kept on the driveway apron for each unit and not 
on the internal street.  Delivery vehicles (e.g., FedEx, UPS, Amazon Prime) may follow a similar 
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circulation route, but may also use a driveway to turnaround and exit using the same driveway used 
to enter. 

Each unit includes a two-car garage with a 20-foot-long driveway apron, with the exception of the 
unit in the northeastern corner of the site that provides a 15-foot driveway apron.  Traffic associated 
with the other units do not need to pass in front of this unit’s driveway apron as it results in a dead 
end.  Thus, a shorter driveway apron could work for most guest vehicles as they could encroach 
somewhat south of the apron and still be able to complete parking maneuvers.  

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on Kimley-Horn’s review, we offer the following key findings: 

• The proposed 14-unit residential development is expected to generate a low volume of traffic 
(101 daily trips and up to 8 entry/exit trips during the weekday morning and evening peak 
hours).  On average, the 8 total trips during the evening peak hour represents one vehicle 
either entering or exiting the site every 7.5 minutes. 

• Considering that the site has been previously occupied by 4 residential units, the net volume 
of traffic at the site associated with the development plan is less than the 14 proposed units.    

• This level of traffic activity associated with the proposed development plan will have a 
minimal impact on traffic conditions in the area.   

• The site is well-located to take advantage of businesses and transit options located in 
downtown Wilmette.  However, as a conservative approach to the evaluation, no reductions 
to account for pedestrian, transit, or bicycle commutes were assumed.    

• Wilmette Avenue experiences extended queues across the site frontage, particularly with 
intermittent railroad crossings closures just east of Green Bay Road.  During these 
conditions, vehicles wishing to exit to the east are expected to receive a courtesy gap on 
Wilmette Avenue, turn west on Wilmette Avenue and use an alternative route, or use the 
rear alley access and exit east to Park Avenue. 

• Each unit provides garage parking for two vehicles and a driveway apron for guest parking. 

• The two access locations allow for one-way circulation for trash collection and delivery 
vehicles.  However, some smaller delivery vehicles may choose to use a driveway apron 
and exit using the same driveway used to enter. 
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ARTICLE 6. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS 

6.1 PURPOSE 

The purpose of these planned unit development regulations is to: 

A.  Encourage flexibility in the development of land and in the design of structures. 

B. Encourage planned diversification in the location of structures. 

C.  Encourage a creative approach to the use of land that results in better development and 
design than might otherwise be accomplished under the strict application of other 
Articles of this Ordinance. 

D.  Provide for the efficient use of land to facilitate a more effective arrangement of land 
uses, buildings, circulation systems and utilities. 

E.  Provide for more usable and suitably located open space and recreation areas than might 
otherwise be provided under the application of other Articles of this Ordinance. 

F.  Encourage the construction of appropriate amenities which will enhance the character of 
the site. 

G.  Guarantee quality construction commensurate with other developments within the 
community, and compatible with the character of the surrounding area and adjoining 
properties. 

H.  Provide an efficient application procedure that is sensitive to the need for expeditious 
development review. 

6.2 INITIATION 

Applications for planned unit developments may be filed by an owner of any property in 
the Village for that property, in accordance with the provisions of Section 6.3 
(Authorization).  

6.3 AUTHORIZATION 

A.  A planned unit development is authorized as a special use in VC, NR, NR-1, GC-1, 
GC-2, OR, PCD-1, PCD-2, PCD-3, R2, R3 and R4 Districts. Planned unit developments 
in the R2 are permitted for townhouse/stacked flats and in the R3 and R4 Districts are 
permitted for townhouse, stacked flats and multi-family developments only. 

B.  Notwithstanding Paragraph A above, planned unit developments for the Adaptive Reuse 
Senior Housing/55+ Development of an existing institutional structure, such as an 
educational facility or place of worship, are permitted in all zoning districts.  
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C.  Unless specifically approved by the ordinance granting or amending the planned unit 
development as a special use, the requirements of the underlying district apply. The 
ordinance granting or amending the planned unit development as a special use may 
depart from the normal procedures, standards and other requirements of this Ordinance 
to the extent permissible under this Article. 

 
6.4 GENERAL STANDARDS FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS  
 

A.  The site of the planned unit development must be under common ownership and/or 
unified control. If there are two (2) or more owners, the application for the planned unit 
development must be jointly filed by all such owners. 

 
B.  The ordinance authorizing the special use for a planned unit development may grant 

exceptions to the regulations contained in this Ordinance including, but not limited to, 
use, density, area, bulk, design, setbacks, off-street parking and loading, and signs, as 
may be desirable to achieve the objectives of the proposed planned unit development, 
provided that such exceptions are fully consistent with and authorized by this Article. 

 
C.  Planned unit developments must be compatible with the purpose and intent of this 

Ordinance and the Village’s Comprehensive Plan. A planned unit development must 
not substantially diminish the market value of surrounding properties, and it must cause 
no substantial impairment of the use of those properties. 

 
D.  Planned unit developments must not adversely affect the natural environment of the 

community as a whole. Natural assets and features, such as existing trees and native 
vegetation, must be protected and preserved to the greatest extent practical. 

 
E.  The site must be accessible to public streets that are adequate to carry the traffic that will 

be generated by the proposed development. The streets and driveways within the 
proposed development must be adequate to serve the uses within the development. The 
applicant is responsible for the cost and installation of additional traffic controls and 
regulating devices that are required. 

 
F.  All proposed streets, alleys and driveways must be adequate to serve the residents, 

occupants, visitors or other anticipated traffic. Access points to public streets and the 
location of private streets, alleys and driveways are subject to the approval of the 
Village Board when granting the special use. 

 
G.  The pedestrian circulation system and its related walkways must be located to provide 

for separation of pedestrian and vehicular movement and for maximum pedestrian safety. 
 

H.  All planned unit developments must provide for underground installation of utilities, 
including electricity, cable and telephone. Provisions must be made for acceptable design 
and construction of storm sewer facilities and appropriate storm retention and/or 
detention devices. The construction and maintenance of all utilities, roadways, parking 
facilities and other site improvements must be in accordance with the requirements of 



this Ordinance and other regulations of the Village. 
 

6.5 EXCEPTIONS FROM DISTRICT REGULATIONS 
 
A.  The Plan Commission may recommend and the Village Board may grant exceptions to 

the district bulk regulations where a planned unit development is located. The planned 
unit development is subject to the underlying district regulations unless an exception is 
specifically granted. Exceptions from district regulations may be granted for planned 
unit developments, if the Village Board finds that such exceptions meet all of the 
following standards: 

 
1.  The planned unit development, including all proposed exceptions, is in 

conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, and the character and nature of existing 
and future development in the vicinity of the proposed planned unit development.  

 
2.  For use exceptions, the uses allowed are aligned with the intent of the planned unit 

development, are compatible with uses existing or anticipated to occur upon the 
adjacent sites, and will be properly screened or buffered from adjacent properties 
as needed to minimize potential negative impacts. 

 
3.  The exceptions allow the planned unit development to preserve unusual 

topographic or natural features of the land. In addition, the exceptions provide more 
usable and suitably located open space and natural amenities than would otherwise 
be provided under the strict application of district standards. 

 
4.  The exceptions allow the planned unit development to implement innovative design 

features that would not be possible by application of the basic district regulations. 
This includes sustainable development techniques, green building and adaptive 
reuse of existing structures. 

 
5.  The physical characteristics of the planned unit development, including all 

proposed exceptions, will not adversely affect the future development of adjacent 
areas. 

 
6.  The planned unit development, including all proposed exceptions, will continue to 

provide the same protection as the underlying district regulations in regard to fire, 
health hazards and other dangers. 

 
7. The planned unit development provides a public benefit to the Village, as described 

in Paragraph E below.  
 

B.  The underlying zoning district use regulations apply, unless an exception is granted by 
ordinance as part of the approved special use. Other specified uses, not permitted by 
the use regulations of the district in which the planned unit development is located may 
be allowed provided that the Village Board finds that the uses being requested by such 
exceptions are necessary or desirable, and are appropriate with respect to the primary 



purpose of the development. 
 

C.  The underlying zoning district requirements apply, unless an exception is granted by 
ordinance as part of the approved special use. Exceptions to district regulations may be 
granted by the Village Board where it is determined that such modifications do not 
negatively affect the value and enjoyment of surrounding property, the provision of 
municipal services, or the flow of traffic.  

 
D.  However, in no case are the following exceptions permitted: 

 
1. Exceptions that modify the requirements of Chapter 15 of the Village Code 

concerning the minimum design, quality and construction standards for public 
improvements and infrastructure.  

 
2. Exceptions to the environmental performance standards of this Ordinance. 
 
3. Exceptions that modify the building, electrical, plumbing, fire prevention, or any 

other code or requirement of Chapter 9 of the Village Code.  
 
4. Exceptions that modify the requirements of Section 16-9.3 of the Village Code 

concerning fences which obstruct views and create safety hazards. 
 
E.  No exception to district regulations within a planned unit development may be granted 

unless the applicant demonstrates a substantial benefit to the Village. The benefits 
provided are to be balanced with the relief sought. The following items are a guide and 
not an exclusive list of permissible benefits. Additional design characteristics and 
amenities not listed may be considered as part of the approval process. 

 
1.  Community amenities including plazas, malls, formal gardens, outdoor seating, 

public art, and car-sharing facilities. 
 
2. Preservation of historically significant structures. 
 
3. Adaptive reuse. 

 
4.  Preservation of environmental features. 

 
5.  Public open space and recreational amenities such as: 

 
a.  Swimming pools 
 
b.  Tennis courts 
 
c.  Recreational open space accessory buildings 
 
d.  Athletic fields 



e. Jogging trails and fitness courses 
 
f. Dog parks 
 
g.  Playgrounds 
 
h.  Natural water features and conservation areas 

 
6.  Innovative storm water management including a reduction of impervious surface, 

use of semi-pervious materials, such as pervious pavers, bio-swales, rain gardens 
and similar techniques. 

 
7.  Additional public infrastructure improvements in addition to the minimum required 

by the planned unit development, such as new or repaved streets, installation of 
gutters and sewers, repaved streets, bicycle paths and traffic control devices to 
improve traffic flow.  

 
8.  Affordable or senior housing set-asides. 
 
9.  Provision of accessible dwelling units with accessible features beyond what is 

required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or any other applicable 
codes. 

 
10. The use of sustainable design and architecture, such as the use and/or incorporation 

of green or white roofs, solar panels, wind turbines and other energy efficient design 
concepts, new building technologies, and Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) or LEED-equivalent structures. 

 
6.6 PROCEDURE 
 

In its establishment and authorization as a special use, in addition to the special use 
standards of Section 5.3 (Special Use), the following procedures, requirements, 
restrictions, and conditions shall be observed. In addition to the special use procedures, 
approval of a planned unit development is a four-step process, which includes a pre-
application meeting, optional concept plan, Preliminary Plan, and Final Plan. No plats shall 
be recorded and no building permit shall be issued until a Final Plan has been approved. 
 
All requirements for public hearings before the Plan Commission, Appearance Review 
Commission, or the Zoning Board of Appeals which, in the absence of a Planned Unit 
Development, would have been required to be held under the provisions of the Zoning 
Ordinance or the Village Code, shall be considered superseded by this Part 6 for applications 
for Planned Unit Development special uses. This Part 6 shall be deemed to consolidate all 
requirements for public hearings, recommendations and approvals for Planned Unit 
Developments before the Plan Commission and the Village Board, in the manner provided 
herein. 
 



A.  Pre-Application Meeting  
 

1.  Prior to filing a formal application for a planned unit development, the applicant 
must confer with the Zoning Administrator, as well as other Village staff the Zoning 
Administrator deems appropriate, regarding the proposed development. The 
purpose of the pre-application presentation and conference is to make advice and 
assistance available to the applicant before preparation of the optional concept plan 
or formal application. A minimum of two (2) weeks prior to the pre-application 
meeting, the applicant must provide nine (9) copies of the following items to the 
Zoning Administrator: 

 
a. A plat of survey of the subject property. 
 
b.  A written description of the proposed planned unit development. 
 
c. A minimum of one (1) development concept plan and up to a maximum of three 

(3) development concept plans. Each development concept must include a site 
plan, floor plan(s) indicating the type and square footage of each space and 
building elevations. The development concept(s) shall be drawn to scale on 
eleven (11) by seventeen (17) inch paper.  

 
d. A list of all proposed modifications sought pursuant to Section 6.5 (Exceptions 

from District Regulations). 
 
e. Applicant information including the name, address, contact information, years of 

experience, and other similar projects in which applicant has participated for each 
team member. 

 
f. A list of similar projects by the applicant, including: 
 

i. Project name and location. 
 
ii. Brief description of overall size. 
 
iii. Square footage of each use. 
 
iv. Number of residential units. 
 
v. Financing. 
 
vi. Project costs. 
 
vii. Project construction duration. 
 
viii. Project completion dates. 
 



ix. Contact information. 
 
x. Photographs or renderings.  
 
xi. Marketing materials.  

 
g. Such additional information, documents or materials the Zoning Administrator 

may deem necessary in order to prepare for the pre-application meeting. 
 
2. Prior to the pre-application meeting, the Zoning Administrator may consult with the 

Village President, Village Manager, Land Use Chair and Plan Commission Chair, or 
their designees. The Zoning Administrator may also consult with such other officials, 
Village Staff, or consultants as he/she may deem appropriate. The purpose of the 
consultation is to conduct a preliminary review of the concepts proposed and assess 
the proposals’ compatibility with the Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, 
the Village Code, and the general planning policies of the Village in anticipation of 
the pre-application meeting. At the discretion of the Zoning Administrator, the 
applicant may be invited to meet with the Zoning Administrator and the consulted 
parties regarding the pre-application. 

 
3. The Zoning Administrator will schedule a pre-application meeting with the applicant 

and Village staff members the Zoning Administrator deems appropriate. At the pre-
application meeting, the Zoning Administrator will explain the Village’s review 
procedures, review the applicant’s proposal and provide the applicant with the 
Village’s impression of the concept proposals’ compatibility with the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, the Village Code, and the general 
planning policies of the Village, and identify the issues which the applicant should 
be prepared to address in the planned unit development application. The Zoning 
Administrator will provide such information and guidance as he/she deems 
appropriate. Any opinions or advice provided by the Zoning Administrator is in no 
way binding with respect to any official action the Plan Commission or Village Board 
may take on the subsequent formal application. 

 
B.  Optional Concept Plan  
 

1.  Before submitting a formal application for a planned unit development, the applicant 
may present the development concept plan submitted as part of the pre-application 
meeting to the Plan Commission to obtain information and guidance prior to entering 
into binding commitments or incurring substantial expense.  

 
2.  The Plan Commission will review the concept plan, and provide such information 

and guidance as it deems appropriate. Any opinions or advice provided by the Plan 
Commission is in no way binding with respect to any official action the Plan 
Commission or Village Board may take on the subsequent formal application. The 
review of the concept plan is not a public hearing, and any failure to observe formal 
procedures does not affect the ultimate validity of any enabling legislation. 



C.  Preliminary Plan  
 

All applications for planned unit developments must contain a Preliminary Plan, which 
is filed with the Zoning Administrator, who will forward a copy of the same to the Plan 
Commission. The Preliminary Plan must be a detailed and relatively complete 
development plan. The Zoning Administrator will schedule a public hearing before the 
Plan Commission for the purpose of reviewing the Preliminary Plan with notice for the 
public hearing in accordance with Section 4.3 (Notice), and submit a report to the Plan 
Commission and the applicant analyzing the plan’s compliance with the standards of 
review of this Article and raising any concerns arising from the Zoning Administrator’s 
consideration of the plan materials and/or the pre-application meeting. 

 
1.  Minimum Requirements 

 
Following the initial pre-application meeting and any concept plan meeting, the 
applicant may file a planned unit development application with the Zoning 
Administrator. A minimum of ten (10) copies of each of the items identified below 
are required, unless otherwise instructed by the Zoning Administrator. The following 
constitutes the minimum required contents for a planned unit development 
application, provided that the applicant may supplement these materials with any 
other materials as he/she may deem appropriate, and further provided that the Zoning 
Administrator may, upon the request of the applicant, waive the submission of any 
of the following items. 
 
a. A legal description of the subject property. 
 
b. A letter that states how the development meets the standards of review in this 

Article. 
 
c. Certification of ownership of the subject property and applicant’s interest in the 

subject property, including an application properly certified by either the owner 
or an entity with authority to act on behalf of the owner, and further provided 
that, for property held in trust, disclosure of ownership of beneficial interest in 
the subject property, as may be required by state law.  

 
d. Current applicant information including the name, address, contact information, 

years of experience, and other similar projects in which the applicant has 
participated for each team member. 

 
e. A statement by the applicant with regard to the future selling or leasing of all or 

a portion of the subject property, and planning objectives to be achieved. This 
statement must include a description of the character of the proposed planned 
unit development and the reasons for the future selling or leasing of all or a 
portion of the subject property. 
 

f. An analysis of the relationship between the proposed planned unit development 



and the Village Comprehensive Plan. 
 
g. Market feasibility study performed by a qualified market research firm within the 

twelve (12) months prior to the application date, indicating the target market and 
quantifying the demand for all uses proposed in the development and the 
suitability of the proposed uses. 

 
h. Most recent preliminary financial feasibility analysis and projected operating 

statement together with a statement of sources and uses for funding the project. 
 
i. Copies of all covenants, grants of easements and other limitations or restrictions 

existing, or to be imposed upon, the use of the subject property’s land, buildings 
or other structures. 

 
j. Copy of the preliminary title insurance commitment. 
 
k. A plat of survey of the subject property. 
 
l. A preliminary development schedule for the project. 
 
m. Traffic analysis performed by a qualified traffic engineer within the twelve (12) 

months prior to the application date. 
 
n.  The following project information: 
 

i. List of all uses by square footage and, in the case of residential uses, the 
number of dwelling units. 

 
ii. Calculation of lot coverage of buildings and structures. 
 
iii. Floor area of buildings and structures. 
 
iv. Total amount of usable open space. 
 
v. Total number of parking spaces, separating surface, below grade and above 

grade parking spaces. 
 
o. A brief description of what could be constructed under existing zoning. 
 
p. Disclosure as to whether any part of the subject property or structure thereon has 

been designated as a landmark or historic place under federal, state or local law, 
or is within a local or national historic district. 

 
q. Any information that may be required by Village officials to assist in determining 

the potential impact of the proposed development on existing emergency 
response services. 



r. A detailed survey prepared by a licensed surveyor, which shall include: 
 

i. Topographical contours shown at one (1) foot intervals. 
 
ii. Trees of six (6) inches or more in diameter measured at one (1) foot above 

ground level.  
 
iii. Unique natural features or existing groundcover. 

 
s.  Soil test results and environmental report prepared by a licensed engineer, unless 

waived by the Village. 
 
t. The site plan and floor area size of all existing and proposed structures and other 

improvements, including maximum heights and types of dwelling units. 
 
u.  A map showing the surrounding footprints of adjacent buildings and their height. 
 
v.  The location and size in square feet of all areas to be conveyed, dedicated or 

reserved as common or public open spaces. 
 
w. Preliminary elevations that demonstrate building character, materials and colors.  
 
x. A current report written twelve (12) months prior to the application date detailing 

the existing and proposed pedestrian and vehicular circulation system of streets, 
alleys, driveways, sidewalks, off-street parking areas, loading areas, service 
areas, and points of access to the public right-of-way. 

 
y.  Recent preliminary engineering drawings, including the location, size and slope 

of all water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer lines; the capacity of any existing 
water, sanitary sewer or storm sewer mains that will be used; and the location of 
any on-site storm water/runoff detention. The applicant shall also provide a 
preliminary estimate of impact upon the Village infrastructure and utilities. 

 
z. A proposed landscape plan. 
 
aa. A proposed lighting plan. 

 
2.  Preliminary Plan Procedure 
 

The procedure for approval of the Preliminary Plan is as follows: 
 

  a.  Application 
 

All applications are filed with the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the 
requirements of Section 4.2 (Application). Once it is determined that the 
application is complete, the Zoning Administrator will schedule the application 



for consideration by the Plan Commission.  
 
  b.  Review by the Zoning Administrator 
 

Upon receiving a planned unit development application, the Zoning Administrator 
will review the application and deliver copies of the application to other 
appropriate government agencies for review and comment, as appropriate. Prior 
to the scheduled public hearing, the Zoning Administrator will forward to the Plan 
Commission copies of the application and a written report summarizing the facts 
of the case, including all relevant documents and incorporating or summarizing 
the comments of the Zoning Administrator and other agencies. The Zoning 
Administrator will forward a copy of the written report to the applicant prior to 
the scheduled public hearing. 

 
c. Action by the Plan Commission 
 

The Plan Commission must review the Preliminary Plan, special use and report 
by the Zoning Administrator at a public hearing within a reasonable time after 
receipt of a complete application. If, in the Plan Commission’ judgment, the 
application does not contain sufficient information to enable the Plan 
Commission to properly discharge its responsibilities, the Plan Commission 
may request additional information from the applicant. The Plan Commission 
shall evaluate the application, based upon the evidence presented at the public 
hearing, pursuant to each of the applicable standards in Paragraph e below. 
Within a reasonable time after the close of the public hearing, the Plan 
Commission will either: 

 
i.  Recommend approval or denial of the Preliminary Plan and special use, and 

submit its written recommendation to the Village Board. 
 

ii.  Advise the applicant in writing of any recommended changes, additions or 
corrections to the Preliminary Plan. The applicant may, within thirty (30) 
days, submit the revised Preliminary Plan for Plan Commission 
consideration at a continuation of, or at a new, public hearing. The applicant 
may do so without paying an additional filing fee. The Plan Commission 
will then recommend approval or denial of the Preliminary Plan and special 
use, and submit its written recommendation to the Village Board. 

 
d.  Action by the Village Board 
 

i.  The Village Board, after receipt of the recommendations from the Plan 
Commission, shall approve, approve with conditions or deny the 
Preliminary Plan and special use within a reasonable time upon receipt of 
the recommendations of the Plan Commission. The Village Board will 
evaluate the application, based upon the evidence presented at the public 
hearing, pursuant to each of the applicable standards in Paragraph e below. 



ii. If the Preliminary Plan and special use is approved by the Village Board, the 
applicant may then submit a Final Plan for the planned unit development, 
approval of which is required prior to allowing development to proceed. 

 
e.  Preliminary Plan Approval Standards  
 

The Plan Commission recommendation and Village Board decision must set 
forth in what respects the planned unit development is or is not in the public 
interest including, but not limited to, evaluation of the approval standards for a 
special use and the following preliminary plan approval standards: 

 
i.  Is the site or zoning lot upon which the planned unit development is to be 

located adaptable to the unified development proposed? 
 
ii.  Will the proposed planned unit development be detrimental to or endanger 

the public health, safety and welfare of any portion of the community? 
 
iii.  Will the proposed planned unit development be injurious to the use and 

enjoyment of other property in the vicinity for the purposes already 
permitted? 

 
iv. Will the proposed planned unit development diminish or impair property 

values within the neighborhood? 
 
v.  Will the proposed planned unit development impede the normal and orderly 

development and improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted 
in the zoning district? 

 
vi.  Is there provision for adequate utilities, drainage, off-street parking and 

loading, pedestrian access and all other necessary facilities? 
 
vii.  Is there provision for adequate vehicular ingress and egress designed to 

minimize traffic congestion upon public streets? 
 
viii.  Are the location and arrangement of structures, parking areas, walks, 

lighting and appurtenant facilities, compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood and adjacent land uses? 

ix. Is any part of the proposed planned unit development which is not to be 
used for structures, parking and loading areas, or access ways, suitably 
landscaped? 

 
x.  Is the planned unit development in the specific location proposed consistent 

with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance and the adopted Comprehensive 
Plan? 

 
xi. Does any part of the proposed planned unit development substantially 



adversely affect a known archaeological, historical, or cultural? 
 
xii. Has the applicant successfully completed one or more recent projects of 

comparable value and complexity to provide the Village with reasonable 
assurance that the proposed planned unit development can be completed 
according to schedule and as designed? 

 
xiii. Will the proposed planned unit development meet the standards of 

appearance review? 
 

D.  Final Plan  
 

1.  Final Plan Procedure 
 

Within one (1) year following the approval of the Preliminary Plan the applicant must 
file with the Zoning Administrator a Final Plan containing, in final form, the 
information required for the Preliminary Plan. If the planned unit development is to 
be developed in phases, the applicant need only file a Final Plan for the first phase of 
development, as indicated in the development and construction schedule prescribed 
below. The Final Plan for the remaining phases must be filed in accordance with the 
development and construction schedule. Every Final Plan must contain the 
information required as part of the Preliminary Plan submittal updated and in final 
form as well as the following information and documentation: 

 
a.  A final site plan drawn to an appropriate scale on material suitable for recording 

with the Cook County Recorder of Deeds.  
 

b.  An accurate legal description of the entire zoning lot upon which the planned unit 
development is to be located, and a legal description of each separate subdivided 
parcel, including any areas to be conveyed, dedicated or reserved for public or 
quasi-public uses. 

 
c.  All covenants, easements, agreements and other provisions required to govern 

the use, maintenance and continued protection of the planned unit development, 
along with an agreement assuring that the applicant, any subsequent owner or, 
where applicable, a homeowners association shall be responsible for all street, 
utility and common open space maintenance within said development and for 
snow plowing and refuse disposal. 

 
d.  All plats, certificates, seals and signatures required for the dedication or vacation 

of land and/or the recording of the final site plan. 
 

e.  If subdivision of the development site is included in the planned unit 
development, a plat of subdivision must be prepared suitable for recording with 
the Cook County Recorder of Deeds. In like manner, if a vacation or dedication 
of a public street or alley is included, a plat of vacation or dedication must be 



prepared. 
 

f.  A detailed landscape plan based on final architectural decisions indicating the 
specific location and character of all landscape, including the size and species of 
all trees, shrubs, hedges and other groundcover, the location, size and type of all 
screening and fencing and the location, height, design and illumination 
characteristics of all external lighting fixtures within the development. 

 
g.  A detailed utilities and drainage plan based on final architectural decisions 

indicating the size and location of all water distribution lines, sanitary sewers and 
storm drainage facilities required to serve the planned unit development and the 
manner in which surface drainage will be controlled and managed consistent with 
all applicable Village regulations. 

 
h.  A development and construction schedule indicating the following: 

 
i.  The date when construction of the planned unit development will begin or, if 

developed in phases, the date when construction of the initial phase will 
begin. 

 
ii.  If the planned unit development is to be developed in phases, a map indicating 

the phases in which the planned unit development will be built, the dates 
when the Final Plans for all phases will be filed, and the approximate dates 
when construction of each subsequent phase will begin. 

 
iii. The date when construction of the planned unit development will be 

completed, and the date when a specific use or uses will be established, or if 
developed in phases, the date when construction of each phase will be 
completed, and the date when a specific use or uses will be established for 
each phase. 

 
i.  Building elevations and schematic design presentations indicating the 

architectural character of all proposed buildings and structures based on final 
architectural decisions and prepared in detail, noting materials, color and finish. 
All building services and parking entrances must be clearly identified, including, 
but not be limited to loading, trash and recycling service areas. Drawings must 
indicate all proposed fence sizes, materials and locations, all ventilation grills, 
and any mechanical equipment extending above the building parapet. Samples of 
all exterior materials must be submitted. 

 
j.  Detailed drawings and design presentations of all signs to be erected within the 

planned unit development. 
 
 
 
 



2.  Action 
 

The Zoning Administrator will review the Final Plan within a reasonable time after 
the receipt of the complete Final Plan and take the following actions: 

 
a.  Conformance with Preliminary Plan 

 
The Zoning Administrator must recommend approval of the Final Plan to the 
Village Board if it is in substantial compliance with the Preliminary Plan and 
all Village regulations. The Zoning Administrator will certify to the Village 
Board that the Final Plan is in substantial conformance with the previously filed 
Preliminary Plan. Within a reasonable time after receipt of the Zoning 
Administrator’s recommendation, the Village Board must review the Final 
Plan. 

 
b.  Non-conformance with Preliminary Plan 

 
i.  If the Zoning Administrator finds that the Final Plan is substantially 

changed from the approved Preliminary Plan, or is otherwise not in 
accordance with Village regulations, the Zoning Administrator must inform 
the applicant with regard to specific areas found not to be in compliance, 
and the applicant may resubmit the Final Plan to the Zoning Administrator 
with changes to those areas found not to be in compliance. At the applicant’s 
request, the Zoning Administrator shall forward the Final Plan to the Village 
Board for consideration (notwithstanding the substantial change) with a 
recommendation from the Zoning Administrator that the Final Plan be 
denied.  If the applicant fails to submit a revised Final Plan which does not 
contain substantial changes from the approved Preliminary Plan, then the 
Zoning Administrator shall recommend to the Village Board that the Final 
Plan be denied. 

 
ii.  Once resubmitted and after the Zoning Administrator has determined the 

Final Plan to be in substantial compliance with the Preliminary Plan, the 
Zoning Administrator shall certify to the Village Board that the Final Plan 
is in substantial conformance with the previously filed Preliminary Plan. 
Within a reasonable time after receipt of the Zoning Administrator’s 
recommendation, the Village Board shall review the Final Plan. 

 
c.  Review by the Village Board 

 
After the Final Plan has been found to be in substantial compliance with the 
Preliminary Plan or the applicant has requested that the Village Board review a 
Final Plan denied by the Zoning Administrator, and the Village Board has 
reviewed the Final Plan, the Village Board must approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny the Final Plan. After the approval of the Final Plan, the use 
of the land and the construction, modification or alteration of any buildings or 



structures within the planned unit development will be governed by the approved 
Final Plan rather than by other provisions of this Ordinance. 
 

d.  Simultaneous Review 
 

Simultaneous Preliminary and Final Plan review may be conducted by the 
Village Board if the Zoning Administrator finds all necessary Final Plan 
procedures and requirements have been met prior to the Village Board hearing 
Preliminary Plan approval. 

 
6.7 CHANGES TO APPROVED FINAL PLANS 
 

No changes may be made in the approved Final Plan, except upon application to the 
Village, according to the following provisions. 

 
A.  During Construction 

 
During the construction of the planned unit development, the procedure is as follows: 

 
1.  Minor Changes 
 

Minor changes, as required by engineering or other physical site circumstances not 
foreseen at that time that the Final Plan was approved and verified by the Village 
Engineer, may be authorized by the Zoning Administrator, who reserves the right 
to forward any requests for changes to the Village Board. Any item listed in 
Paragraph 2.c below is not considered a minor change. Any changes to the Final 
Plan must be recorded as amendments to the planned unit development ordinance. 
If changes are allowed in a final site plan, then a new site plan reflecting such 
changes must be filed with the Village noting the date of the changes. 

 
2.  Major Changes 
 

a.  Major changes are those changes that substantially affect the basic design, 
density or bulk of the development. All changes in land use, building height or 
density of the development are considered a major change, and must be 
approved by the Village Board, after a public hearing by the Plan Commission, 
as an amendment to the planned unit development ordinance.  

 
b.  The Plan Commission must review the request for a major change at a public 

hearing within a reasonable time after receipt of a request. Within a reasonable 
time after the close of the public hearing, the Plan Commission must 
recommend either approval or denial of the request for a major change, and 
submit its written recommendation to the Village Board. The Village Board, 
after receipt of a recommendation from the Plan Commission, must approve, 
approve with conditions or deny the request for a major change within a 
reasonable time following the receipt of the Plan Commission recommendation. 



The Village Board may also decide that the request for a major change is so 
significant that it must be considered a new planned unit development 
application and should be resubmitted as such. 

c.  Major changes include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

i.  A change equal to or greater than five percent (5%) in the number of 
dwelling units, the gross floor area of the development, or the gross floor 
area devoted to any particular use. 

 
ii.  A change of five (5) feet or more in building height. 
 
iii.  An increase in building coverage of more than five percent (5%) than 

that approved in the Final Plan (for example, an increase from (25% 
coverage to 30% coverage). Any building coverage increase above that 
permitted by this Ordinance is considered a major change. 

 
iv.  A decrease in open space. 
 
v.  A change in the location of any open space in any manner that detracts 

from its intended function in the previously approved plan. 
 
vi.  A change in excess of ten (10) feet in the location of walkways, vehicle 

circulation ways and parking areas, or exterior building or structure 
walls.  

 
vii. A change in the location and arrangement of land uses within the 

development as shown on the previously approved final plan. 
 
viii. A change or relocation of rights of way shown on the approved final 

plan in any manner or to any extent that decreases their functionality, 
adversely affects their relation to surrounding land use and rights-of-
way elements, or reduces their effectiveness as buffers or amenities. 

 
ix.  An alteration, whether an increase or decrease, in the amount of any 

land use in any stage of the development by more than ten percent (10%) 
or a change in the overall final approved and use mix.  

 
x.  A reduction in the number of parking spaces or an increase of more than 

five (5) parking spaces. An increase of up to five (5) spaces is 
considered a minor change. 

 
xi. A change to the landscape plan that results in a reduction in the net 

amount of plant material. Changes to the landscape plan that do not 
result in a reduction in the net amount of plant material, a change in 
plant species or a change that does not violate the landscaping 
requirements of this Ordinance is considered a minor change. 



B.  After Construction 
 

After the completion of construction of the planned unit development, all changes to 
the Final Plan must be made by the Village Board under the procedure authorized for 
a special use (Section 5.3). Upon review of the proposed changes, the Village Board 
may determine that the proposed changes to the planned unit development constitute a 
new application and must be resubmitted as a new planned unit development 
application in accordance with this Article. 

 
6.8 PROGRESS AND REVOCATION 
 

A.  The Village Board may, at any time, request written reports from the Zoning 
Administrator on the progress and development of the planned unit development.  

 
B.  If the Village Board makes the determination that the applicant has abandoned the 

development of the planned unit development or failed to follow the approved Final Plan, 
it shall hold a public hearing for the purpose of determining the revocation of all permits, 
approvals and action taken. Written notice of the public hearing must be sent to the 
applicant by certified mail (return receipt requested) to the business address indicated in 
the PUD application. Further notice of the public hearing must be provided in the manner 
described in Section 4.3 (Notice) of this Ordinance for special uses.  

 
C.  At the public hearing, the Village Board will receive such evidence as it deems relevant 

and the applicant is permitted to respond and present evidence on his/her own behalf. If 
the Village Board determines, by a majority vote, that the applicant has abandoned the 
development of the proposed planned unit development or has failed to follow the 
approved Final Plan, the Village Board may revoke all permits, approvals and other 
actions taken under this Article. The Corporation Counsel may thereafter cause to have 
filed with the Recorder of Deeds a memorandum of such revocation. 

 
6.9 CONDITIONS AND GUARANTEES 
 

Prior to granting any special uses, the Plan Commission may recommend, and the Village 
Board may stipulate, such conditions and restrictions upon the establishment, location, 
construction, maintenance and operation of the planned unit development as deemed 
necessary to guarantee performance of all conditions. 
 

6.10 ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMIT 
 

Building permits may only be issued if the construction work in question is in conformity 
with the approved Final Plan and with all other applicable ordinances and regulations 

 
6.11 ENFORCEMENT OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
 

A.  The Zoning Administrator may periodically review all permits issued for the planned 
unit development in conjunction with the construction that has taken place on the planned 



unit development site, and compare actual development with the approved development 
and construction schedule. 

 
B. If the Zoning Administrator finds that the applicant has failed to meet the approved 

development and construction schedule, the Zoning Administrator will notify the Village 
Board in writing. Within a reasonable time after receiving such notice, the Village Board 
will either revoke the special use or, for good cause shown by the applicant, the 
development and construction schedule may be extended for a reasonable time. 

 
 



I. Dwelling, Townhouse/Stacked Flat 

1. A townhouse/stacked flat development is limited to a maximum of one-hundred
eighty (180) feet of building frontage.

2. Each unit within a townhouse/stacked flat development is limited to a maximum of
thirty (30) feet in width.

3. No more than four (4) dwelling units are permitted in one townhouse/stacked flat
building. All stacked flat units within a townhouse/stacked flat building must be
accessed by a shared entry from the public sidewalk.

4. Exterior stairs are permitted for rear façades that do not front on public streets. These
stairs may provide access to units on various floors through rear patios or porches.

5. All townhouse/stacked flat developments must be designed with the front or side
façade of the buildings facing the street. When the units are oriented to face the side
lot lines, the end unit that fronts the street must have the primary entrance facing
the street.

6. Front-loaded attached garages shall not face the front lot line.

7. All dwelling units must be laid out to ensure adequate privacy for residents, such as
by the separation of buildings or landscaping between buildings. There must be a
minimum separation of ten (10) feet between sidewalls of the development.

8. Where the front or rear wall of a row of a development faces the front, side or rear
wall of another row of dwellings, the minimum required separation between such
buildings must be a minimum of thirty (30) feet. Driveways and parking areas may
be located within this minimum separation area.

9. All off-street parking areas and interior driveways are located and designed to provide
safe, quick and convenient access for emergency vehicles, refuse collection and
service and delivery vehicles.

5.0
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