
 

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, June 2, 2015 at 7:00 P.M. 
Training Room – Second Floor of Wilmette Village Hall 

1200 Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois 

AGENDA 
I. Call to Order 

II. Approval of Minutes 

Minutes of the Plan Commission meetings of April 8, 2015.  

III. 2015-P-02  1733 Lake Avenue  – Subdivision 
 
Request by Margaret and David Kritzler for tentative plat approval of a two-lot 
subdivision 

IV. New Business 

V. Public Comment 

VI. Adjournment 

Scott Goldstein, 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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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 

MEETING MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION  

 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 8, 2015 

7:00 P.M. 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

Members Present:  Scott Goldstein, Chairman  
    Michael Bailey 
    Richard DeLeo 
    Christine Norrick  
    Steven Schwab 
    Maria Choca Urban 
      
Members Absent: Gary Kohn  
 
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
      
I. CALL TO ORDER. 

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

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 3, 
2015 AND MARCH 3, 2015. 

III. 2015-P-01 607-617 GREEN BAY ROAD - PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
 
 A request by M & R Development, LLC for approval of a Planned Unit Development 

Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a mixed use building 
containing approximately 6,550 square feet of commercial space and approximately 95 
rental apartments on the property at 607-617 Green Bay Road.  

  
6.1 Ms. Urban 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 approximately 6,316 square feet of commercial 
space and approximately 95 rental apartments on the property at 607-617 Green 
Bay Road in conformance with the plans submitted with the following conditions: 
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1) Increase the amount of retail space on the first floor. 
2) Provide better connectivity between the walkway leaving the customer 

parking area to the 5’ east-west walkway along the north side of the 
building. 

3) Provide a pro-rata contribution by the developer to improve the north-
south alley based on linear footage. 

4) Install six (6) trees in the parkway along Park Avenue and the east end of 
the Village’s parking lot off Park Avenue. The size of the trees to be at 
least 4” caliper or the Village’s parkway minimum, whichever is greater. 

5) Improve the appearance of the west elevation.  
6) Increase the contribution to the Housing Assistance Program fund. 
7) Setback the parapets and otherwise reduce the visual impact of the height 

in regards to the parapets and mechanical screening on the roof. 
 
Mr. DeLeo seconded the motion.    

   
 6.11 Mr. DeLeo seconded the motion  
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 

   Charmain Goldstein   Yes  
   Michael Bailey   No 
   Richard DeLeo   Yes     
   Gary Kohn    Absent 
   Christine Norrick   No 
   Steven Schwab   No 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes  
       

 The vote was tied thus failing to receive a positive recommendation from 
the plan commission.   

 
Case Minutes are attached 
 

V. NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business. 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 There was no public comment. 

VII. AJDOURNMENT. 

At 9:48 p.m., Mr. Bailey moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. DeLeo.  Voting yes: Chairman Goldstein, Mr. Bailey, Mr. DeLeo, Ms. Norrick, Mr. 
Schwab and Ms. Urban.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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The meeting was thereafter adjourned. 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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April 8, 2015 Plan Commission Meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 

3.11 Mr. Hal Francke, Meltzer Purtill & Stelle LLC., attorney 
 

3.12 Mr. Brad Lewis, Schwarz Lewis Design Group, architect and site planner 
 

3.13 Mr. Bill Patrun, M & R Development 
 

3.14 Mr. Eric Russell, PE, from KLOA, engineer 
 

3.15 Tony Rossi, Managing Partner, M & R Development 
 

3.16 Bill Schwarz, Schwarz Lewis Design Group, architect 
          

3.2 Summary of comments 
 

3.21 The Chairman said that the commission would be reviewing 2015-PC-01, 607-
617 Green Bay Road. This is a Planned Unit Development – PUD – and this is the 
second public hearing. He explained the process. At the first public hearing there 
was extensive public input. Many of those individuals are at this hearing. The 
public hearing will be reopened for public comment. There was 2.5 hours of 
testimony at the last meeting. All standards were reviewed by the Plan 
Commission. At the last meeting certain requests were made of the applicant, 
which they will address tonight.  

 
Staff will provide a report, the applicant will summarize changes and rationale 
and then the hearing will be opened for public comment. During this time, people 
who have similar concerns should come up together to speak. The commission 
wants to make sure to have quality public input on the project. Then the public 
hearing will close and then PC members will discuss the case. The PC members 
will review the standards applied to the zoning code. The Planned Unit 
Development chapter allows for flexibility based on whether the project meets the 
standards and whether zoning relief is outweighed by public benefits. The PC will 
review public benefits and discuss the recommendation to the Board. 
 

3.22 Mr. Adler said that this is a request by M & R Development for approval of a 
Planned Unit Development preliminary plan and special use to permit the 
construction of a mixed use building containing approximately 6,316 square feet 
of commercial space and approximately 95 rental apartments. The PC met on 
March 3, 2015 and asked a number of questions of the applicant. There is a 
summary of the applicant’s responses to many of those questions/concerns. This 
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is in the staff report on page 5 and attached as exhibit 1.29.  
 

Jorge Cruz, Assistant Director of Engineering Services, is at tonight’s meeting 
with the Village’s consulting engineer, Luke Matson as well as the Village 
attorney Michael Zimmermann to provide guidance if necessary.  
If the PC were to reach a decision this evening, that recommendation will go to 
the Village Board on April 28th. At the last meeting in the staff report, they 
started the meeting by talking about the background and history of this property. 
It makes sense to touch on that again.  

 
The Village adopted a Master Plan for the VC in 2011 as an amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan. The Master Plan was created to set a framework for the 
revitalization of the VC. A lot has recently happened in the VC. One of the main 
aspects of the Master Plan is the adding of residential density and office use 
density to help businesses in the VC to grow and be even more successful and to 
keep vacancies to a minimum. That was a key goal of the Master Plan. That goal 
was codified in the zoning ordinance rewrite in 2014.  

 
The Master Plan envisioned 328 residential units as well as 29,000 square feet of 
office space and 95,000 square feet of commercial space.  

 
Regarding the Master Plan as a document to help further many goals and policies 
for the Village Center, it is important to understand that this is a living document. 
It needs to be effectively managed and adaptable to changing market conditions. 
It delineates conceptual building, massing, parking, layouts and site design to 
illustrate how an area could be developed. Actual building locations, heights, 
densities as well as landscaping and parking lots will vary as property owners, 
business owners and developers generate more detailed site plans. 

 
He talked about emails received about the Master Plan showing green space in the 
middle of this block. The Village currently owns the property at 607-617 Green 
Bay Road, which is subject to this request.  

 
The history of the property is in the report. It has been vacant since 2005 and 
there have been many attempts to develop the property over the past ten years. 
There have been four proposals before the Village Board and one was approved 
for a five-story mixed use building but that was abandoned because of inability to 
secure financing. The Village entered into a contract with Lexington 
Development for a building of similar height, 5 stories of residential over one 
story of commercial and over two stories of parking. Lexington walked away after 
they were unable to secure more of the site to do a larger development. There is 
more history about the site and the Master Plan in the report.  

 
3.23 The Chairman asked the applicant to summarize their response to the 

questions/comments from the last PC meeting. He swore in all who planned to 
testify.  
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3.24 Mr. Francke said he is representing the applicant, M & R Development. Their 
purpose is to present the responses to the comments made at the last hearing on 
this case and to share with them revised plans.  

 
They intend to discuss the following: 

 
• Providing some parking in the building for commercial and retail uses 
• Creating some passageway or connectivity from east to west and west to 

east that would provide a linkage to Green Bay Road 
• Relocating the fitness center, which is at the ground floor level, to the 2nd 

floor of the building 
• The condition of the existing alley behind the property and the fact that at 

the end of the construction period the entire alley may need to be 
reconstructed 

• Adequacy of off street parking for high demand commercial uses 
• Were they meeting certain aspects of the Village’s Master Plan’s goals 

and objectives – they will talk about the new plans and the new evidence 
and how they help address the concerns about the Master Plan goals and 
objectives. They identified at the last public hearing how they meet the 
goals and objectives of the Master Plan. It is part of the public record and 
he summarized this at the last hearing.  

 
3.25 Mr. Lewis said there are two main issues they were working on since the last 

hearing. One was to create a pedestrian passage through the building. They 
created a 5’ walk to the north. They worked on how they could create commercial 
parking spaces to the back of the building. One of the issues for them was how to 
secure that area. They moved the garage door back into the building and opened 
up the spaces so anyone can park there. They created a passage from the parking 
area under the building to the pedestrian walkway. They will work with Village 
staff on the pedestrian walkway. They reduced the building by 5’ all the way up. 
They lose about 2200 square feet of rentable area to do this. They are proud of the 
project. They did take some space out of the commercial and leasing areas to 
create the 5’ walkway.  

 
3.26 Mr. Francke said that one of the requests for relief was the opportunity to provide 

no passageways so there would still be an element of relief from the ordinance. 
They now have one passageway.  

 
3.27 Mr. Patrun said that there were some commissioners concerned about the location 

of the fitness facility. They responded in a letter that moving the fitness area to the 
second floor would not work. They considered this, but it is important to have the 
visual connection with the marketing window, their staff, and their management. 
It is an amenity that they have a lot of pride in. The way the space works with the 
street and the connection to the street is very important. It is appealing to 
prospective tenants to have this on the first floor.  
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They are also trying to take advantage of the 20’ floor to floor height on the first 
floor. This is the right space for the fitness center. On the 2nd floor is lesser floor 
to floor height which might not work as well with modern fitness equipment. It 
would be detrimental to the effort of trying to create a first class environment with 
this amenity.  
 
Regarding the existing alley condition, the question came up regarding repair and 
reconstruction. They received an estimate as part of the staff report and will 
review this. They find this a very doable condition. Prices range from $52,000 to 
$61,000. The estimate is from Wilmette Avenue to Central (alley). They are 
generally in agreement subject to somewhat more study and maybe have their 
engineer look at this.  

 
3.28 Mr. Russell will try to address concerns regarding adequacy of parking in relation 

to the commercial space. He showed an aerial map with public parking within 
500’ highlighted.   

 
They looked at public parking spaces within a 500’ radius. It is a walkable short 
distance. There are 10 spaces provided within the site as well as 3 adjoining 
spaces on the street, there is more than adequate parking available for the 
commercial uses. They do not know exactly the type of tenant going into the 
space. Across the street in the Village’s public lot (Village Hall) there are 51 
parking spaces and another 28 spaces in the public lot at Wilmette and Poplar. 
That is 90+ parking spaces available during the day to serve commercial uses. 
There are more than 50 spaces on the street on Green Bay Road, Wilmette 
Avenue and Central. In the evening, after 6 pm, the Metra spaces are available. 
Lot D, which is west of the site is available in the evening after 6 pm. 90+ spaces 
are available at night and available at all times on the weekend. Within the yellow 
band of 500’, there are over 230 parking spaces available for commercial uses for 
the property. That is more than adequate for that space.  

 
3.29 Mr. Francke said that the principal revisions relate to the passageway at the north 

end and the addition of parking for commercial uses inside the building. They 
believe that this furthers the following Master Plan goals and objectives- 

 
• The creation of a safe, efficient and effective pedestrian linkage to the 

train station and the VC 
• Furthering the development of the VC as a unified cohesive district 
 
• Provision of appropriate definable quantities of public and private parking 

spaces in both off street and on street surface lots or structured parking 
facilities.  

 
They believe that with the proposed changes, these goals and objectives of the 
Master Plan are being furthered.  
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The applicant concluded their presentation.  
 

3.30 Chairman Goldstein said that the hearing will be opened for public comment. He 
would like to take public comment one topic at a time based on the points that the 
Plan Commission identified at the last meeting. He read off the topics: 

 
• Transportation issues – parking, alley, pedestrian connection 
• Land Use – concern of the PC was to have greater retail use on the first 

floor 
• Affordable housing issues – not addressed in testimony by the applicant, 

but included in written comments 
• Landscaping – comments from PC about additional landscaping in parking 

area 
• Overall consistency with Master Plan – density, height, etc. 

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Ms. Kathleen O’Laughlin, 341 Greenleaf, President, Wilmette Public 
Library Board 

 
4.12 Mr. Jim Versino, 1400 Orrington Road, Deerfield, Owner, Wilmette 

Bicycle and Sport Shop 
 

4.13 Mr. Sam Gambacorta, 464 Highcrest Drive 
 

4.14 Ms. Lorelei McClure, 1135 Wilmette Avenue, President, Wilmette Cares 
 

4.15 Rich Goodwin, Wilmette Resident, former building manager of Gates 
Manor 

 
4.16 Vicki Rivkin, Wilmette Cares Board Member 

 
4.17 Mr. Carter Cleland, 1216 Lake Avenue 

 
4.18 Elaine Lenz,  Village Resident 

 
4.19 Chad Boomgaarden 1315 Central Avenue 

 
4.20 Dave Lundy, Village Resident 

 
4.21 Julie Nelson, 925 Ashland Avenue 

 
4.22 Joe Lunkes, 14th Street 
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4.23 Elizabeth Drake, 621 Park Avenue 
 

4.24 Gail Schechter, Executive Director, Open Communities 
 
Summary of comments 

 
4.21 Chairman Goldstein asked for comments regarding transportation issues 
 
4.22  Ms. O’Laughlin, President, Library Board, said she was at the meeting with 

Ginny George, Vice President, Library Board. Ms. O’Laughlin said that the 
changes present more concerns to her than the prior presentation. By creating the 
east/west passageway, they increase the potential use of the Village and library 
lots. The Village lot is leased to the library or to the post office. Library staff uses 
the farthest away spaces and those are used almost all the time. Further west on 
the lot would be for patrons. In the plans they are counting on being able to use 
that lot which is currently leased to the Library or Post Office. They have more 
concerns now than before when there was no pass-through. With no pass-through 
people wouldn’t look towards that lot, which is already inadequate for the size 
library Wilmette has.   They have pretty substantial concerns about the 
reconfigured approach. That lot should not be used before 9 pm. 1,000+ 
patrons/day come to the library not including staff.  

 
The Chairman Goldstein said that prior testimony need not be repeated.  

 
4.23 Mr. Versino said that every business on the block has off street parking for 

customers. On March 26, a customer parked in his lot and they went down the 
block to go to a store. This happens often. The parking spaces added to the project 
– is that above the 129 parking spaces? There is no turn around if all spaces are 
filled. Are there less than 129 spaces? How many spaces per level are lost?  

 
Mr. Schwarz said working with staff they took out a space in the customer 
parking area to make room for a back out area. On the second floor, there is no 
need for that area. There will be assigned spaces on the 2nd floor.  

 
Mr. Versino said if this goes through with reduced parking, he hoped the same 
consideration would be given to other developers. With the lack of off-street 
parking he hopes that the applicant would create signage and pay for them 
mentioning which areas are private lots and not parking for the project.  

 
He mentioned inconsistencies in the report. The report say the alley is 16’ to 18’ 
wide with a pinch point of 13’.  Somebody showed on a map that it was a 20’ 
wide alley but he doesn’t know what to believe in these reports because they 
aren’t correct all the way through. They had the alley going straight through, like 
a road but there is a building there. All of the turns noted in the alley cannot 
always happen. Regarding the alley, will the post office lose the 6-10 spots they 
use by the print shop? He talked about a construction logistics plan. The property 
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will cause the alley to become narrower because there will probably be a fence on 
the alley. What lots will be taken from other people because of the construction 
material they will need? What about tool storage? Flow of material? Garbage 
containers will take up space. There needs to be parking for workers. Will there 
be a covered platform for the other businesses? Will the sidewalk be closed? For 
his building, will it be considered safe from falling materials?  
 

4.24 Mr. Gambacorta said this was his first time seeing the project. He saw the article 
in the Wilmette Beacon regarding affordable housing issue. Regarding 
transportation, the entry/exit is on the west side connecting to the alley. He travels 
up and down the alley several times a week. It is already congested and tight. 
When he is traveling east down Wilmette Avenue wanting to turn down the alley 
but there is car coming out he can’t get into the alley until the car exits the alley. 
It is very tight and congested and very difficult with just one or two cars going up 
and down the alley. There will be a lot of cars coming in and out of the building. 
He asked if they were going to make circulation in the alley a one-way route. 

 
The Chairman said there was significant discussion about the alley at the last 
meeting. After the comments, they can review the alley plan again.  

 
Mr. Gambacorta said the building is large with a lot of units and activity. There 
are 129 spaces on site. It does not seem that everyone will be able to park on site. 
If you take one car per bedroom, that is 142 spaces. They need 53 commercial 
spaces provided, which is 195 spaces vs. 129 proposed spaces. Where will the 
people park? All parking should be on site in the building. The plan is too 
aggressive and they should decrease the number of units and increase parking.  

 
4.25 Chairman Goldstein asked for comments regarding the use of the property – 

additional retail space. There were no comments so he asked for comments 
regarding affordable housing. He said they received additional emails regarding 
this. 

 
4.26 Ms. McClure said she is pleased that affordable housing is part of the discussion. 

There was a glimmer of light with one commissioner noting that it is remiss not to 
consider affordable housing at this site. Two members of the group will ask about 
the rationale for the $125,000/unit cost. Why is having affordable units have an 
adverse impact on marketing?  

 
4.27 Mr. Goodwin said he was the former manager of Gates Manor, which is a project 

based Section 8 housing building. He wanted to address the false notion that 
affordable housing would decrease the value of the building. If you use an income 
approach to valuation the owner of the building will receive rent from affordable 
housing which is a combination of tenant rent and subsidy. This will result in full 
market rents received regardless. Having low income tenants will not decrease 
building value.  
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4.28 Ms. Rivkin said her concern is with the number of $125,000/unit. She does not 
know what that means. Is it $125,000 to build each unit or to have an affordable 
unit? Where does that number come from? We granted them greater density 
already and she doesn’t know what exactly the Village is getting in return. 

 
4.29 Mr. Cleland talked about an $80,000 donation to HAP and a gross overreach of 

relief sought by the developer. The benefits have to be weighed with the relief 
sought. If they are asking for a lot they should give a lot. They are not doing that. 
The donation is not affordable housing. It should not be included as a public 
benefit. The PUD regulations call for units to be set aside for affordable housing 
and not a subsidy and not a grant to HAP. The $80,000 is for assistance of the 
HAP program. He knows that the Plan Commission can find that the $80,000 
equals a set aside but he believes that to be disingenuous to call this a benefit 
when it isn’t really providing affordable unit set asides. In a recent news article, 
President Bielinski talked about the privatization of HAP but never did he call it 
affordable housing.     

 
The other substantial public benefit is LEED certification and that’s great, but is 
more of a marketing tool for the developer. The developer wants more than they 
are willing to give and he delineated what relief the developer wanted. These are 
huge requests by the developer.  

 
4.30 Ms. Lenz is a 30 year Village resident. She said the housing assistance program 

was why she could keep her dear one in the community for two years until that 
person qualified for the Housing Authority of Cook County, which is always 
reliable for the market place value of the place being rented. The community has 
to keep in mind that society is measured by how it takes care of the least of our 
citizens and even the least are still our citizens.  

 
4.31 Chairman Goldstein asked for comments regarding landscaping, site design. 

There being no comments he asked for comments on consistency with the Master 
Plan – density, height etc.  

4.32 Mr. Boomgaarden said he was a local architect. This is a great proposal in many 
ways. He does not have a problem with the development. It fulfills the Master 
Plan nicely. There is something off in terms of volumetric and scale. The original 
rendering that was presented from the front had no context so he had his firm 
show the building as it related to the existing block. This was done and it feels 
like it is 1-1.5 stories too tall. They are asking for one floor too much. The 
profitability of the project does not necessarily mean that relief is granted. The 
height is a major constraint that you would think from the very beginning that 
something of that scale or scope, that extra 13’ that they are requesting there 
would have been a plan B that would eliminate one floor? The walkway is 
commendable and as a resident on Central would use that walkway.  

 
Mr. Bailey asked if Mr. Boomgaarden is at the meeting just as a resident/citizen 
of Wilmette and had no competing projects that he is working on. Mr. 
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Boomgaarden answered that he is at the meeting as a resident of the Village and 
does not have competing projects. He wanted to see how the building fit in with 
the block. The front elevation is done very well, but it feels a little too tall. He 
noted that there could be undulation, setback or relief on the rear elevation so that 
residents on Park would appreciate. That façade is now flat.  

 
4.33 Mr. Lundy said he grew up in Wilmette and moved back recently. He is very 

familiar with the character of the Village, his family having lived in the village for 
more than 50 years. He is in favor of balanced development, but this project is too 
tall, too big, injecting too many people into the VC. Chad put it well when he said 
it is about a story too tall. This is a generic design. It could be in any community 
around the country. The building is visually uninspired. We currently have a park 
and now you are going to replace it with a dominate feature in our landscape that 
everybody is going to see.  It will be the first thing people will see when driving 
down Wilmette Avenue and when driving down Lake Avenue. It stands high 
above everything else. The west elevation is flat, gray and boring and it is not 
what he wants to look at every time he drives from his property on 14th Street to 
downtown Wilmette. He does not understand the urgency of developing this 
project at this scale in this community. It seems out of character for the Village. 
You don’t have to develop just because you have an organized development team. 
He asked the PC to reconsider.  

 
4.34 Ms. Nelson read a few statements from the Master Plan. The Village shall so 

concern among other things for issues such as the appearance of the structure and 
streetscapes and preservation of the small town atmosphere of Wilmette. The 
Village should strive to preserve and enhance the aesthetic and functional 
qualities of the residential environment. Policy 13, balance the potentially positive 
effects of all proposed changes against the potentially negative impacts on nearby 
areas and either limit or prohibit land use changes that are likely to create an 
impact that is substantially inconsistent with the character of the area. Last but not 
least, redevelopment of the target area sites identified building heights no greater 
than five stories.  It seems that the Village is making a lot of exceptions for this 
development and the fact that this is a living document seems a little too 
convenient at this point. There was a lot of time, energy and money put into the 
Master Plan and suddenly it is becoming much more flexible and she is very 
disappointed.  

 
4.35 Mr. Lunkes is a 30 year resident and lives at 811 Park Avenue. There is a Master 

Plan. The Village has now gotten into the development business with this 
property through the busted out original development and then the CVS 
pharmacy. The Master Plan was put together with a lot of thought and rationale 
debate and now you are conflicted because the Village is invested in this property. 
The project is too big for the property. Seven stories in the back and six in the 
front is just too high for the residential character of the community. He wanted to 
echo Ms. Nelson’s comments regarding the Master Plan and the architect’s 
comments about the west façade facing Park Avenue being flat. This is 
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urbanization of a project for development profits as well as bail the Village out for 
overpaying for the property. The Village should admit its error and ‘take it on the 
chin. Maybe renegotiate the price and allow the project to be downscaled. This 
property cannot be overdeveloped just to bail out the Village of a bad investment 
and to afford developers the maximum profits.  

 
4.36 Ms. Drake agreed with the other comments. She lives across from the library and 

will see the building. It is two stories too tall. She asked the PC to take care of 
Village constituents. The zoning and Master Plan are in essence a contract with 
the residents of the Village of Wilmette. To give away so much when they are 
asking for so many variances is not on behalf of the residents.  

 
Regarding congestion, Wilmette Avenue is a disaster. Someday there will 
probably be a light at McKenzie school. This property would add 95 apartments 
and many students to the school. If there is a light at McKenzie and cars are 
coming through the alley, people will sit between 2-3 lights at the train crossing. 
This little corner of our area is just getting too congested. Rental property is great 
and it is great to develop this property. She does not want to see glowing signs on 
the building. There are already too many on the Chase building. Retail should not 
be given away. Retail makes money for the Village. The Village should hold its 
ground when it comes to providing retail on the first level.  

 
4.37 Mr. Cleland wanted to remind the Commission that the units have 10’ ceilings. If 

they brought all the floors down to 8.5’ ceilings, that is almost a floor.  
 
4.38 Mr. Gambacorta said he has been a lifelong Village resident. The Village has a 

small town feel. The project is too big for that area. Look at the big picture. The 
entire block over the next 20 years will be redeveloped. Big seven story buildings 
possibly will replace existing businesses. We are not trying to duplicate 
downtown Evanston. He does not want to see this. What they are doing is a good 
thing and will bring vibrancy to the VC, but scale it back. It doesn’t have to be 
seven stories. The Master Plan allows for five stories. Keep it at five stories. 
Regarding residents on Park Avenue, how will a seven story building impact the 
sun light? He looked around the Village and four story buildings are big, but 
seven stories is too much.  

 
4.39 Gale Schechter, Executive Director, Open Communities, submitted comments 

about some affordable housing set aside. She said she had probably the greatest 
institutional knowledge regarding affordable housing in the Village. From 
Mallinckrodt to the Perkins Eastman study that was completed after Mallinckrodt 
to assess affordable housing need. She talked about a previous development 
proposal for 55 condominium units, of which 8 eight would have been affordable 
but that wasn’t built because of the economy. It seems that every time they get 
defeat in the jaws of victory. In 2010 they were before the Plan Commission with 
a group of clergy asking that affordable housing be included in the Village Center 
Master Plan, which it did end up being included. Here we are with a property that 
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is owned by the Village giving us the opportunity with this project to get 
affordable housing. Through the PUD process the developer can provide some 
units that below market rate. It is her hope and her organization’s hope that some 
units will be available for individuals and families that cannot afford the market 
rates. People like her parents who live in west Wilmette. Her father is now 
disabled and because they no longer drive and must rely on public transit they feel 
they may have to leave the Village. They would be perfect candidates for 611 
Green Bay Road. 

 
4.40 A member of the audience asked who holds the title to the land being discussed.  
 

Mr. Adler said that the Village holds the title.  
 
4.41 Chairman Goldstein said public comment is closed. PC members will have the 

opportunity to question the applicant and the applicant can address public 
comments and questions. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 

     
5.1 Ms. Urban said that she does not remember a fence at the back of the property. 

One of the speakers mentioned a fence that would encroach on the alley. Does a 
fence exist?  

 
Mr. Adler said that the speaker clarified that he was talking about a construction 
fence.  

 
5.11 Mr. Bailey asked when there was discussion regarding the parking spaces in the 

500’ radius did that include the spaces set aside for the library.  
 

Mr. Russell said if Mr. Bailey was referring to lot D, which are leased to the 
library and post office, those spaces were included. Those spaces are available in 
the evening after 6 PM. It is a permit lot. The project is not reliant on those spaces 
they were simply indicating the spaces that would become available after 6 pm.  

 
5.12 Mr. Bailey asked how 10 spaces is equivalent to the 53 spaces contemplated in 

the zoning ordinance.  
 

Mr. Adler said that the ten spaces is assuming that the use of the two retail spaces 
is for commercial retail use. The applicant estimated the number of spaces the 
ordinance would require if the commercial space was used for a sit down 
restaurant. That would give flexibility to leasing up the space. Ten is required for 
commercial retail occupancy. 53 is for a restaurant uses. The variation would be 
the difference between what is required and what they are providing. The 
numbers will include on street parking in front of the building but not any spaces 
in Village lots within 500’.  
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5.13 Mr. Bailey asked how many spaces was the variances.  
 

Mr. Russell said that for a restaurant, they would need 8 spaces per 1,000 square 
feet. That is the 53 parking spaces. If you take credit for building parking spaces 
and three spaces on the street and those spaces in the public lot within 500’, the 
variance would be 13 spaces if all commercial space was for a restaurant use. 
That would be for day hours. In the evening, when there are no restrictions on 
Metra parking within 500’, there would be no need for a variance. No variance is 
required for a general retail use.  

 
5.14 Mr. Bailey asked if the next development would get the same credit for spaces. 

Mr. Adler said yes. Mr. Bailey asked if that made any sense. Mr. Adler explained 
that it is not a 1 for 1 credit.  

 
5.15 The Chairman asked the applicant to respond to questions regarding affordable 

housing.  
 
5.16 Mr. Rossi said he was not disagreeing with the need for affordable housing. They 

as a company have had affordable housing involvement since the early 70s. They 
have had HUD 236 housing and plenty of project based section 8 housing. They 
had properties with vouchers under the current section 8 housing program. When 
they were presented an RFP from the Village there was no mention of affordable 
housing simply because the Village doesn’t have an affordable housing ordinance. 
Never did they consider affordable housing costs in the computation of numbers. 
The only time it came up was during discussions to get the contract done. 
Numbers were tossed around about perhaps making a contribution to the 
affordable housing program in the Village. They settled on an amount of $80,000. 
If the Village Board wants to revisit that he will sit down with them again.  

 
One resident spoke about section 8 project based housing through the use of 
vouchers. They have properties where they accept vouchers, which have limits. 
Anyone who gets one has to meet certain income limitations. Their capability of 
paying rent is through the voucher. The rental rates for the property start at $1,900 
for a one bedroom to $3,300 for a three bedroom and these amounts will increase. 
No one will get a voucher for $1,900 for a one bedroom unit. He talked about 
super vouchers for units in downtown Chicago. There were cases where the CHA 
was giving vouchers for $3,500 to $4,000 a month and you had voucher recipients 
living on the 20th floor with lake views. HUD recently came down on the CHA to 
stop the super voucher program, which they did. You can’t get vouchers for these 
rents so the difference would fall upon them. There is no definition for affordable 
in the Village because there is no program. He talked about how affordable could 
be defined and talked about median income for the Chicago metropolitan area. 
The median income for a family of four is about $75,000 and they can pay no 
more than 30% of that towards rent less utilities. So the most they will ever pay 
for that three bedroom unit is approximately $800-$900. The difference, which is 
significant comes out of the developer and they did not anticipate any of those 
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numbers. It is not the Wilmette median income it is the Chicago area median 
income. Wilmette’s median income is approximately $135,000. There is a big gap 
between the Chicago are median income and Wilmette’s median income. 

 
Regarding the person who has lived in the Village for a long time, there are 
waiting lists for affordable housing and no preference can be given to a Wilmette 
resident.  

 
When you are dealing with an upper end property, there is a limit to the income 
side of the transaction, whether it is a voucher or the median income. The income 
one can get is fixed. The more expensive the building, the more hit the developer 
will take. That is where it gets expensive. To make affordable housing work 
without government assistance is cheaper land, three story wood frame building. 
That is the cheapest family housing one can buy. Units in his building will cost 
well in excess of $300,000+ per unit to build. That makes it very difficult to make 
a lower income work. They are happy to make a contribution and they can talk 
about the amount further, but cannot do affordable housing. It makes no sense and 
he cannot get financing.  

 
Mr. Adler asked if someone could explain how they got to the $125,000.  

 
Mr. Rossi said he wasn’t not sure where the $125,000 came from. He could go 
back and make that calculation. The cost comes up when one sells the property. 
He will run numbers before he goes to the Village Board. If you are going to sell 
this property in 10 years you would calculate the affordable number compared to 
market rents and  

 
Mr. Adler said they came up with this number based on what they expect to get 
using a percentage of the median family income compared to the market rate.  

 
Mr. Rossi said that the basic difference is the difference between the projected 
rental income on a market basis compared to what they could get on an affordable 
basis. It could be greater than that depending on the cap rate on a future sale.  

 
5.17 Mr. Rossi said that everyone keeps calling the building seven stories. He clarified 

that it is one story of retail and five story of residential. If they take a foot out of 
each residential floor and make it a smaller ceiling height, the reduction is only 5’.  

 
Mr. Bailey asked if the Village’s RFP addressed the height issue. 

 
Mr. Adler said that there was nothing in the RFP that set a maximum height.  

 
5.18 Mr. Bailey asked if the RFP was released in the context of the Master Plan said 

and if there was something proposed that was not consistent with the 
comprehensive plan, there would be the need for additional finding for public 
benefit. Mr. Adler answered yes. 
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5.19 The Chairman suggested that they go through the issues, one at a time, and see if 
there is consensus about the issues.  

 
The first issue is the request to increase retail frontage. The applicant has not 
increased retail frontage. Are there concerns about this?  

 
Mr. DeLeo compared the new plan vs. the former plan. The previous plan had a 
cyber café and fitness center. The new plan shows an office and common 
residential area. But the comment made earlier indicated that the fitness center 
would not be on the 2nd floor. Where is it? The plan does not show this on the 
first floor.  

 
Mr. Adler said it is his understanding that the amenity space on the first floor did 
not change, but it got smaller. If one looks at the original plan, that is what they 
are proposing. It was reduced by a few hundred square feet. The original plan is 
the current proposal minus a few hundred square feet.  

 
Chairman Goldstein said the PC did not actually recommend moving the fitness 
center to the second floor, but wanted to maximize retail space on the first floor.  

 
Mr. DeLeo asked if the retail space was still 6,500 square feet. Mr. Adler said that 
the retail square footage was reduced somewhat because of the new 5’ walkway.  

 
5.20 Chairman Goldstein wanted to back up and explain where the PC was heading 

and said there are basically three options: approve the application as is, which 
would need a majority vote or four people voting in favor; to approve with 
conditions and those conditions are advisory to the Village Board, which would 
need a simple majority vote to move forward or the third is to reject the project. 
Where they are headed tonight is to pick one of the three options and vote on it.  

 
5.21 Chairman Goldstein said the second issue is to provide customer parking. Has the 

applicant addressed concerns by allowing retail use of the ten commercial spaces?  
 

Mr. DeLeo felt his parking concerns were addressed.  
 
5.22 Ms. Urban asked if there will be signage stating that the parking is for customer 

use and not for employees of the commercial uses? She thinks that employees 
should park further away.  

 
Mr. Rossi said they would want signage restricting use of those ten spaces to 
customer use only. When they do leasing, it is made clear that employees cannot 
park in the best spaces.  

 
Chairman Goldstein asked if they will they put that in as a condition in the leases?  

 
Mr. Rossi answered yes.  
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Mr. DeLeo asked about employee parking for people working in the building? 
People who work for the developer.  

 
Mr. Rossi said that during lease up, there will be a manger and a full time leasing 
agent along with part-time help to cover it seven days/week. There is one 
maintenance person per 100 units. The most during lease up would be four 
people. It is not an issue where they park during lease up because there are no 
tenants living there. When it is full, there will be a manager and a strong part-time 
person. The maintenance person would be off-site. The manager would use a 
space in the building.  

 
Mr. Adler said that four spaces are required for the leasing office and those are 
provided in the secure parking area.  

 
5.23 Mr. Bailey asked if staff had a recommendation regarding number of spaces. 
 

Mr. Adler said that staff feels that the parking study that was done was sufficient 
and that the parking being provided is adequate.  

 
Mr. Bailey said that staff’s original response was that some spaces should be 
available to the public and asked if this was consistent with the initial response?  

 
Mr. Adler said that the larger the number of spaces available to the public add 
flexibility by allowing the spaces to be shared and that is positive. If this was a 
different type of building and all 129 spaces could be open for both residents and 
the public that would be the best case scenario. The applicant took the number of 
parking spaces required by retail tenants and provided those ten spaces.  

 
5.24 Ms. Urban said regarding parking, the VC plan was written to allow developers to 

make use of parking spaces within walking distance of their developments so we 
are not propagating more parking than is needed. The idea of shared parking with 
a lot available after 6 pm is used to supplement the needs of a possible restaurant 
in the development makes sense. The shortcoming of 13 spaces if all space was 
used as a restaurant is a reasonable concession to make.  

 
5.25 Chairman Goldstein said the applicant has offered to create a pedestrian passage 

and landscape the passage with help from the Village. That is different from what 
was shown in the Master Plan, which included an illustration and not a specific 
development proposal. The Master Plan called for an east west connection. There 
is one provided in this and goes all the way up. It is a 2,200 square footage 
reduction in the building, which is a pretty substantial change.  

 
5.26 Chairman Goldstein said there was an objection from the library although that 

objection was made during the Master Plan process. The consensus of the Village 
was that east/west was an important element for the connectivity between west 
and east VC.  



  
   

April 8, 2015 Plan Commission Minutes 19 DRAFT 

5.27 Mr. DeLeo asked who would maintain the public passageway across private 
property. Such maintenance to include things such as lighting and snow removal.  

 
Mr. Adler said that the property owner would maintain the passageway. There 
would be an easement across it for public access. The passageway also benefits 
building residents. There is a bike area in the garage behind the loading dock and 
the passageway will allow people to go either direction when they take out their 
bikes. The accessibility from the customer parking in the back is a benefit to the 
commercial tenants.  

 
5.28 Mr. Bailey asked on the map, how far does the walkway extend?  
 

Mr. Adler said it is shown ending at the west end of the loading area because that 
is where private property ends. They spoke with the applicant and the applicant 
knows, pending outcome of the case, that they need to sit down with staff to 
continue the walkway further to the west and to extend the walkway to cross the 
20’ east-west alley to hook up with the walkway from the commercial parking 
area so there is a marked and possibly protected walkway for pedestrians. It is not 
shown on the plan. When the Village Board reviews this case for final approval 
that issue would need to be addressed by the applicant.  

 
5.29 Mr. Bailey asked if that was taken into account in any traffic study.  
 

Mr. Adler said that given the amount of traffic in the alley that would not be a big 
concern, but the traffic consultants could address that.  

 
Mr. Russell said the only real conflict with pedestrians on the path would be 
trucks that would back into the loading dock. Traffic for the project would not use 
the 20’ east-west section in the alley as well as the short north south alley. Most 
of project traffic will stay in the primary north/south alley on the west side of the 
building. Trucks will sometimes back into the loading dock and cross the 
pedestrian path, which if it marked properly with clear signage, it should be 
visible to anyone driving or walking to avoid conflicts.  

 
Mr. Bailey asked if the entrance/exit ramp right on the side of the path.  

 
Mr. Adler said that it is. If a pedestrian is coming, they can see that the door is 
opening. When turning into the ramp there is openness. People will not be going 
at a high speed when turning into the ramp.  

 
5.30 Mr. Goldstein said maybe a recommendation could be made that the applicant 

continue to work with staff on the walkway design all the way west to the alley 
and how it interconnects with public property. There should be a long term plan 
on how to get pedestrians all the way to Park Avenue. Perhaps the surface could 
be changed to indicate to truckers that there is a path.  
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Ms. Urban said making some type of connection between the 4’ walkway leading 
from retail parking to the proposed walkway needs to be done.  

 
5.31 Chairman Goldstein said the applicants has agreed to continue to work with staff 

regarding a pro rata contribution to the alley. That could be made as a condition of 
approval.  

 
Mr. Bailey asked what does pro rata mean. 

 
Mr. Adler referenced the staff report, document 2.23, which is the estimation of 
the cost to redo the alley. The pro rata share is figured out by the linear feet that 
the development has along the north-south alley. The length of the alley is 490’. 
The proposed development frontage along the alley is 150’. Their pro rata share is 
30.6%. At the last meeting it was indicated that the east/west alley that leads into 
the loading zone would be improved by the applicant on their own without 
sharing the cost with adjacent property owners or the Village.  

 
Mr. Bailey said that pro rata could be a percentage based on expected use or the 
number of parking spaces that use the alley. Chairman Goldstein said when a 
motion is made, perhaps Mr. Bailey could suggest wording about pro rata. 

 
5.32 Chairman Goldstein said the applicant agreed to plant additional trees. Could the 

applicant explain their locations? 
 

Mr. Patrun said that on Park Avenue, on the east right of way, there seems to be a 
number of median sections with no trees. Those are two areas where they would 
propose planting trees provided there are no utilities that make it impossible to do. 
It is an agreement with staff to investigate that area. On the west right away a few 
trees could be planted on Park. They agreed to do up to 6-4” caliper trees to help 
screening and fill in blank spaces provided that there is no reason why they cannot 
be planted.  

 
Mr. Adler said that at the ARC the idea raised was to see if there was a way to 
provide landscaping on the east end of the Village’s Park Avenue parking lot. Mr. 
Patrun agreed. 
 

5.33 Chairman Goldstein said regarding the design of the west façade, could the 
applicant respond about how to add more visual interest? The materials are the 
same, but the articulation is different from the east façade.  

 
Mr. Schwarz showed the west elevation submitted in the package. A few things 
will change based on the new access and openings for commercial and retail 
parking spaces. They will be moving some of the doors. The same material and 
base will be used on the back as is used on the front. They added another level of 
brick after the ARC meeting. The property line there is 150’ and they stepped 
back the south end of the building about 9’-10’ for windows. For the other 
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property line, they are 2’ off of that and that was done to help with truck 
maneuvering. The mass going up is 139’ long along the 150’ property line. They 
talked about planting ivy along the base of the building to soften the base where 
the parking is. The building is close to the rear lot line because they moved the 
building back to allow for the additional undulation along the front façade of the 
building. Because they are so close to the property line, the balconies are on the 
south end or facing the court except for one middle unit. There are some Juliette 
balconies for the convertible unit. Doing undulation on the rear façade is far more 
difficult because they are over the top of a garage.  

 
5.34 Mr. Bailey asked why they were showing the first floor as white? 
 

Mr. Schwarz said it will be a synthetic limestone or manufactured stone. The top 
is a reveal material, a cementitious hardy material with a reveal system in it. They 
want maintenance free products. The middle three floors are the same brick as on 
the front elevation. 

 
5.35 Chairman Goldstein asked without major changes in the undulation if it wouldn’t 

be possible to work on the rear façade. This is the main view from the residential 
neighbors.  

 
Mr. Schwarz said they can work on putting more movement into the rear façade. 
There is only 6” to the property line so they cannot move out any. They would 
have to recess into the space, which is more difficult.  

 
Chairman Goldstein said it is kind of a monotonous façade. Would they be willing 
to work on this?  

 
Mr. Schwarz said they will take another look at the rear façade.  

 
5.36 Chairman Goldstein said the next issue was affordable housing. The Village 

Board has passed an ordinance determining that the $80,000 payment is a 
substantial benefit. The PC can still make a recommendation that for consistency 
of the Master Plan, the PC would like to see a more robust affordable housing 
payment. He would suggest a payment rather than inclusionary based on the type 
of product proposed. What is the feeling of the commission as to what this might 
look like or is that not the purview of the commission?  

 
5.37 Ms. Norrick suggested that the PC not defer to the Board and that the PC ask for a 

greater affordable housing donation as was stated at the last meeting.  
 
5.38 Mr. De Leo asked how the money would be used to fund the housing assistance 

program.  
 

Mr. Adler said that the $80,000 that was proposed would cover the existing 
housing assistance program for about two years. There are 18-19 participants. The 
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program provides $1800/year assistance for those looking for property tax 
assistance. It provides $2400/year for those looking for rental assistance. This is a 
program that the Village Board is in the process of privatizing. It is approximately 
$40,000 for one year of the program to help current program participants.  

 
5.39 Chairman Goldstein said the question is whether the two years of program 

funding was substantial enough of a contribution to the fund?  
 
5.40 Mr. DeLeo said he didn’t feel it was the PC responsibility on how the term and 

the dollar value were determined.  
 
5.41 Ms. Urban is disappointed that affordable housing is not part of the development. 

She understands the constraints of the voucher program for maximum allowable 
rental amounts under federal regulations. She hoped that a unit could be designed 
in a down-scaled fashion that would be permanently affordable. Barring that, she 
would be strongly in favor of an increased contribution as a condition for 
approval of the project.  

 
5.42 Mr. Bailey said he views this project as consistent with many of the public 

comments as being a very significant deviation from the spirit of the Master Plan. 
If the Village is going to do that there should be an exchange for a very significant 
public benefit. Maybe extraordinary. It would be too limiting to say that every 
project has to have an affordable housing component or have x amount of retail. 
There is a strong burden on the developer to show real public benefit. Maybe it 
could be a more significant contribution. It could be in the form of having more 
public space or more retail so it would energize the Village. This project should 
not be approved unless there is a much more significant public benefit in one form 
or another.  

 
5.43 Mr. Schwab said while he is not certain that this particular issue is within the PC’s 

purview and the Village Board has clearly said that the $80,000 is a benefit to the 
Village, the PC should place a recommendation that the amount be increased. As 
other people have stated, there are significant deviations from the spirit of the 
Master Plan so a simple two year subsidy for affordable housing does not seem to 
be quite in line with the deviations asked for.  

 
5.44 Chairman Goldstein asked if there are other issues that the PC has not discussed 

which might be concerns.  
 
5.45 Ms. Norrick agrees with Commissioner Bailey that she does not see a lot of 

benefit. She sees a lot of enhancements that they are proposing as not significant – 
planting 6 trees, paying their fair share of the alley. She does not see significant 
public benefits in terms of what they are asking for in terms of increased height, 
loss of retail along Green Bay Road and loss of affordable housing.  

 
5.46 Ms. Urban said during the public hearing, someone characterized this situation as 
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a bail out of the Village’s investment in a key piece of property in response to 
Commissioner Bailey’s framing of this – a significant public benefit. She does not 
see this as a bail out of a bad investment by the Village. The Village was very 
smart to lock up this property to guarantee that a development be provided that 
was consistent with the VC Master Plan. She believes that this proposal is largely 
in the spirit of the VC Master Plan. The list of variances is long. The variances 
should not just be granted. The Commissioners will decide what conditions to 
recommend in an advisory fashion to the Village Board for their consideration. 
She believes that this development is bringing a public benefit to the Village of 
Wilmette and is in the spirit of the VC Master Plan.  

 
5.47 Mr. Bailey said his recollection was that the Master Plan was a consensus 

building exercise in the Village. At the time, everyone he talked to said that 
people were comfortable with five stories but not anymore. He does not what has 
changed in the past five years to determine that the consensus has changed. He 
agrees with Mr. Boomgaarden, a prominent architect, as to why it is too big. It is 
too big for the Village and was not consistent with the consensus of the Master 
Plan when it was created and the consensus has not changed. There needs to be 
something special about the project if the PC is to deviate. Not one person in the 
community spoke in favor of the project. Everyone who spoke is coming from a 
different point of view. There were affordable housing people, residents, and 
library people. There are problems with this from a lot of different angles. The 
heart of it is that it is too big. 

 
5.48 Mr. Schwab wanted to echo Commissioner Bailey’s comments. He has spoken 

with Village residents since the last meeting. They have serious concerns with the 
proposal and building height. Every piece of communication from residents 
shows opposition and primarily it is on the basis of building height. It is not 
consistent with the Master Plan and comments are similar and that gives him 
pause.  

 
5.49 Chairman Goldstein said as an urban planner he wanted to make a distinction on 

something that sometimes get lost between a plan and zoning. A plan may talk 
about heights but it is not specific in terms of what a development proposal will 
be. There was an Urban Land Institute study on why retail was so lacking in the 
Village compared to neighboring suburbs – he was part of this discussion. Part of 
that is because there is that there is not enough housing in the Village Center. 
There was a recommendation back then from the private sector that there needed 
to be additional housing to help get our retail going. The Master Plan calls for 
specifically a range of higher density multifamily residential opportunities. To 
him that was a recommendation from the plan and not specifically the height. The 
zoning code followed the five story height. The code also has a chapter for 
planned development. He agrees with Commission Bailey that to ask for an 
additional story is a significant ask. The question is whether the PC believes that 
benefits outweigh cost. To him height is not a cost. He understands that the 
community sees height as change and change is always a little uncomfortable. 



  
   

April 8, 2015 Plan Commission Minutes 24 DRAFT 

The fact of the matter is that we had an auto dealer on this site. There was a lack 
of investment in the VC on this site. Projects that he has worked on in other 
communities often ask for a subsidy for very little public benefit. They are asking 
for TIF dollars in other suburban development situations. He agrees that the PC 
should not be looking to maximize the sale of the land. The goal of the plan is to 
get more people in the VC. He wants to see what consensus there is and whether 
people can feel comfortable with the additional height or if there is nothing that 
this applicant can do and the Village wants to wait for the next applicant. He 
doesn’t believe the PC has ever recommended approval for a development 
proposal for this site since at least 2004. When there is change there is public 
concern. It is the job of the PC to address concerns and make sure that the project 
fits standards.  

 
Mr. Bailey said he didn’t think anyone has suggested that the Village cannot 
approve this if it wants to. That is what the process is for. The PC is supposed to 
make a finding as to whether this is consistent with the Master Plan. Different 
people have different views about what it means. He is expressing his view and 
talking to residents he knows. A big part of the spirit of the Master Plan is the 
limitation on scope and height on properties within the VC. Village residents 
generally did not want the VC to be like downtown Evanston. They wanted a 
different scale. It is a big deviation from what he thought the consensus was and is 
within the Village. There needs to be significant public benefits if this is approved 
and that are beyond anything that has been suggested so far.  

 
5.50 Mr. DeLeo said he was involved with the Master Plan process also. Part of the 

Master Plan was to expand upon the Comprehensive Plan that was done 30 years 
ago. The goal of the Master Plan was how to create more density, more housing 
opportunities, and more opportunities to eat/shop/live downtown. We have a 
railroad station in the VC that has the opportunity to have more transit oriented 
development nearby. During the process there was a lot of discussion about 
height. We want density with the small-town feel and that was some of the 
challenges that the committee experienced. There is a financial benefit to doing 
this project and if another floor is added onto the building that is more people 
living in the Village, more taxes the developer pays and more taxes from people 
spending their disposable income in Wilmette. More people will visit those who 
live in the building and they in turn will spend money in the Village. That was the 
goal behind adding density. He has an issue with the height. Do they need a 10’ 
ceiling? Maybe the ceiling height could be 9’. It is a density issue. What is the 
right height? What about a four story building if that was proposed? Should more 
be suggested? It can go both ways. Each project has its own nuances. The plan is 
respectful to residential areas by not putting high density adjacent to residential 
areas. In this case the building is between Green Bay Road and an alley that 
doesn’t impact the quality of life of the people living on Park Avenue. 

 
5.51 Mr. Bailey said one thing to assess its impact is to walk around the project in 

one’s mind. Look at all sides of the project and then make a decision. He went 
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down to the development in Evanston that is a four story building. That is a big 
building and to have a building that is three stories higher is more than what 
residents want. One has to think about the impact on the VC. Mr. DeLeo asked if 
Mr. Bailey meant a negative impact from an aesthetics standpoint.  

 
Mr. Bailey said there could be more tax revenues by doing a ten story building but 
what impact is there on the schools. He just wanted to rebut the statement about 
tax revenues being a benefit.  In terms of the development of the VC, this is a 
unique opportunity for the Village to do something that will be the lynchpin for 
further development and the proposed project is not the lynchpin.  

 
5.52 Chairman Goldstein said there are differences of opinion as to whether the height 

is consistent or not. We all agree that they are asking for something significant. 
The question to form consensus on, if possible, are there conditions that would be 
significant enough to make this a viable project. He knows such conditions would 
differ, but he wants to see if there is consensus. If nothing can be done that needs 
to be stated. If there are conditions that PC members will make this a better 
project, he would like to hear them. For example, he agrees that there was not 
enough thought re: the west façade. The ARC was focused on the façade from 
Green Bay Road which made sense at the time in November. Residents across the 
parking lot will look at the back of the building. It should be made more 
attractive.  

 
5.53 Ms. Urban said one issue that she did not respond on previously was the issue of 

first floor space. She is very disappointed that the developer did not come back 
with additional retail space on the first floor to activate the street. She suggested 
that this be a condition that would create an additional public benefit and greater 
consistency with the Master Plan.  

 
5.54 Chairman Goldstein said on the first floor plan there is a shaded area next to the 

handicapped parking in the northeast corner of the garage. What is that area?  
 

Mr. Schwarz said that is the second half of the handicap area and the access aisle 
to the door leading into the lobby.  

 
Chairman Goldstein suggested extending the retail space another bay.  

 
Mr. Schwarz said the first bay space would be package storage for deliveries, the 
next space will be an elevator equipment room and then there is the yoga room 
with the exercise room being on the street.  

5.55 Chairman Goldstein asked if it would be possible to extend retail space another 
bay to the north.  

 
Mr. Schwarz said it would make the lobby for the elevators very tight. When he 
took five feet from the building for the walkway he also moved the elevators five 
feet so not all the area was taken from the corner apartment unit. They moved the 
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center line where the retail is about 2’9” to the south and that was the square 
footage taken out of the retail. The office space used to be about 1,200 square feet 
and they reduced that. The bay is about 15’ x 65’ or 66’.  

 
5.50 Chairman Goldstein asked types of concessions would it take to allow an 

additional story. What conditions would the PC want to see?  
 
5.51 Mr. Urban took notes about conditions discussed.  

• More retail on the first floor 
• Better connectivity between walkway to north of building with the 

walkway leading from the retail parking 
• Pro rata cost sharing of alley improvements 
• Landscaping of up to 6 4” caliper trees 
• Some attention to west elevation to break it up and create movement 
• Increased contribution to housing assistance program 
 

5.52 Chairman Goldstein asked if the applicant had a response about the request for a 
lower height.  

 
Mr. Rossi said that their goal was to give the Village one of the finest suburban 
complexes. Things change. For a lot of years in this business, the ceiling standard 
was 8’. That went away to 8.5, 9 and 9.5. They did a high-rise downtown and 
some floors were 10’ ceilings. In upper end luxury market, they are looking for 
10’ ceilings. It may or may not make a difference at 9.5’ but you need to have that 
volume. When he looks at this investment, the investment is in the apartments and 
not whether they have another 1,000 square feet of retail. Energizing a downtown 
is done by people. Approximately 150 people will move into this building and 
that will generate retail in the Village. They are going to be looking for $35 a 
square foot and that is a lot of money and that is why they want to be careful as to 
what they have in the retail. They will look at increasing the retail but they know 
what works in high end buildings. He wants amenities to hit the prospective 
tenant right in the face. That is why he want the high end finishes and higher 
ceiling heights. They might have a little leeway and the height but not much. 
There is not much leeway on the retail and he is reluctant to decrease the amenity 
area for more retail.  

 
5.53 Chairman Goldstein talked about his experience in Bucktown. They heard similar 

concerns from developers who didn’t want to put any retail on Damen or North 
Avenue and now those are some of the highest rents in the City of Chicago. He 
sees a similar situation in the Village. Once there is more development going, 
there could be more retail. He does not know why the developer is resistant to 
retail. He is not getting revenue from amenities.  

 
Mr. Rossi said he is getting revenue from amenities. That is why their rents are 
where they are. He is getting it above. They want to work out what they can 
within certain parameters but if amenities are restricted he will lose his target of 
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what he wants to do – a quality apartment building that makes sense with the 
community.  

 
5.54 Mr. Schwab asked who their target renter was.  
 

Mr. Rossi said there is not any one group who will comprise 60% to 70% of the 
market. It will range from empty nesters to a couple, one of who works in the 
northern suburbs and one works downtown and they want one car, not a super 
young market with these prices. There may be a number of divorcees. It will be 
younger professionals in the mix of empty nesters because the location is so 
convenient. He excited to do the project but it has to make sense.  

 
5.55 Mr. Bailey asked Mr. Rossi to address the importance of the additional story.  
 

Mr. Rossi said that the additional story is financially driven. To get involved with 
the project one had to get through the RFP and get to a number that was consistent 
with the other prior offers that the Village had. Some of the other offers assumed 
they would acquire more property and they would be able to average their costs 
down and that did not happen. The extra floor generates a lot of revenue. If you 
took off the floor you wouldn’t eliminate 20% of your costs because you still have 
the same foundation and roof costs. There is a lot of marginal profit in the top 
floor.  

 
5.56 Chairman Goldstein said there was a list that was read off as to possible 

conditions. Should the applicant trim back the height by a few feet? Would that 
change anyone’s vote?  

 
Ms. Norrick said that would result in a reduction of, maybe 6’, and not a whole 
story.  

 
5.57 Chairman Goldstein said that right now they are asking for 13’ over what the 

ordinance allows. The Commission has not talked about the generous setbacks on 
either side of the building. There was earlier input from the ARC that emphasized 
the center space and to go vertical. Is part of that design pushing it up or is that 
required anyway and is not an architectural issue? Are there things that could be 
done to lower the height by a few feet without substantially changing the interior 
design of the building?  

 
Mr. Schwarz said that he did not think so. Some of the area in the middle is 
screening for mechanical equipment. There is a 5’ parapet to screen AC units and 
this adds to height.  

 
Mr. DeLeo could they look at not raising the parapet but still screen the units.  

 
Mr. Schwarz said that they would have to set back the screening similar to what 
they did on the rear and on the side elevations. If they lower the parapet they 
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would have to restudy this as proportions would change. 5’ out of the building 
also impacts proportions. When the building becomes narrower perhaps the height 
will also come down. They can take a look at that.  

 
5.58 Ms. Urban said regarding ceiling heights, she has friends in downtown Evanston 

whose units have 8-8.5’ for ceiling height. The feeling she gets when she walks in 
is one of claustrophobia. She agreed with the developer about the proposed 
ceiling height. This segment of the market will look at ceiling heights and want 
higher ceilings.  

5.59 Chairman Goldstein asked if Commissioner Schwab had additional thoughts. He 
knows that this is a difficult decision to think of a major change of height and 
density for this location.  

 
5.60 Mr. Schwab said one additional concern is that a precedent will be set on the 

block. He knows that at the last meeting they talked about if one is doing a large 
building, this is the right block for it. It comes down to scale and size. If the 
commissioners are deviating from the intent of the Master Plan on this building, 
will additional buildings follow with similar size and suit? Will this be an entire 
block of tall buildings that deviate from the intent of the Master Plan? That is a 
concern that he has. He is not sure that the recommendations satisfy his concerns.  

  
5.61 Chairman Goldstein said that one response could be that there are a number of 

things that the developer is doing in this project that the PC has not discussed. The 
parking in the back is expensive. Other past proposals to the PC had surface 
parking or required the Village to create a parking garage. Mr. Schwab’s 
statement can be interpreted a different way in that this project sets a precedent of 
requiring all of these elements that would have to be internally done in other 
projects in order to meet that additional height. That is LEED certification, 
parking, underground storm water, etc. Other projects may not be willing to do 
this. They may be that three story lower cost construction. This is the most visible 
block that does not have immediate single family residences. This is a tough 
decision.  

 
5.62 Ms. Urban asked from a procedural point of view, does it make sense to ask for 

the level of support from the PC on each condition? Then the PC votes whether to 
recommend the project to the Village Board given a set of consensus conditions.  

 
Mr. Bailey recommended that a vote be taken on whether to accept or reject the 
proposal.  

 
Chairman Goldstein said a motion could be put on the table as whether to do the 
above. He suggested that it would be helpful to go through the discussion that the 
PC just had to see where everyone is.  

 
5.63 Chairman Goldstein said the first condition was additional retail space on first 

floor. 
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Mr. Zimmermann said that this is a straw poll process before going through the 
formal motion so that the minutes are clear when a formal motion is made. He 
thinks that the right track would be going through each condition.  

 
Mr. Adler asked the Commissioners if they supported adding a condition that 
asked the applicant to add more retail on the first floor. All members answered 
yes with Mr. Bailey agreeing to the condition if project was not rejected.  
 

5.64 Chairman Goldstein read the next condition. Better connectivity of the walkway 
westward all the way to the alley and then connecting to the parking walkway as 
well. All members answered yes.  

 
5.65 Chairman Goldstein asked if Commissioner Bailey wanted to phrase the pro rata 

improvement condition. Does the PC accept the staff recommendation for linear 
foot calculations?  

 
Mr. Bailey said he would defer to staff. What he thinks makes sense would be 
basing the improvement cost on the expected use of the alley.  It seems the 
proposed use will be much more intensive use than existing uses.  

 
Chairman Goldstein said the library gets 1,100 patrons/day and there is the post 
office. It would be difficult to determine usage.  

 
Mr. Adler agreed that it would be difficult to determine. No one knows what 
future development to north or south would be on this property. Staff recommend 
using linear feet. 

 
Mr. DeLeo said on the east side there is the sidewalk and an additional 5’ setback. 
He asked who would pay for those improvements. Mr. Adler said that the 
developer would be responsible for those improvements.  

 
Chairman Goldstein It will be taken based on linear foot as discussed by Mr. 
Adler.  

  
All members answered yes. 

 
5.66 Chairman Goldstein said the next condition was planting additional landscaping – 

6 more trees off property. He asked if 4” caliper was consistent with the Village’s 
parkway tree requirement.  

 
Mr. Adler said he didn’t know what the standard was for parkway tree size. The 
condition could be per Village parkway standard.  

  
All members answered yes.  
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5.67 Chairman Goldstein said the next condition was making improvements to west 
elevation. 

 
All members answered yes.  

 
5.68 Chairman Goldstein said the next condition was increasing the contribution to the 

HAP fund. He asked if the Plan Commission should recommend an amount to the 
Village Board. He recommended a donation equal to five year of HAP funding, 
which equals $200,000. The decision was to keep the amount general. 

 
Five member answered yes with Mr. DeLeo answering no.  

 
5.69 Chairman Goldstein said the next condition was setting back the parapets and 

looking at ways to architecturally reduce the visual impact of the west elevation 
of the building. 

 
Five members answered yes with Ms. Norrick abstaining. 

 
5.70 Chairman Goldstein said the last condition was asking the developer to make 

changes to reduce total building height, keep the floors the same, but reduce 
ceiling height. Such a change would impact only the residential floors and result 
in a reduction of just a few feet.  
 
Five members answered no with Mr. DeLeo answering yes. 
 

5.71 Chairman Goldstein summarized the conditions:  
• Retail space on first floor 
• Better walkway connectivity 
• Pro rata alley improvements 
• Landscaping of 6- the greater of 4”caliper or Village minimum parkway 

standard trees 
• Improvements to west elevation 
• Increased contribution to HAP 
• Setback parapets or other architectural changes to reduce building 

appearance 
 

6.0 DECISION   
 

6.1 Ms. Urban 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 approximately 6,316 square feet of commercial 
space and approximately 95 rental apartments on the property at 607-617 Green 
Bay Road in conformance with the plans submitted with the following conditions: 

 
1) Increase the amount of retail space on the first floor. 
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2) Provide better connectivity between the walkway leaving the customer 
parking area to the 5’ east-west walkway along the north side of the 
building. 

3) Provide a pro-rata contribution by the developer to improve the north-
south alley based on linear footage. 

4) Install six (6) trees in the parkway along Park Avenue and the east end of 
the Village’s parking lot off Park Avenue. The size of the trees to be at 
least 4” caliper or the Village’s parkway minimum, whichever is greater. 

5) Improve the appearance of the west elevation.  
6) Increase the contribution to the Housing Assistance Program fund. 
7) Setback the parapets and otherwise reduce the visual impact of the height 

in regards to the parapets and mechanical screening on the roof. 
 
Mr. DeLeo seconded the motion.    

   
 6.11 Mr. DeLeo seconded the motion  
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 

   Charmain Goldstein   Yes  
   Michael Bailey   No 
   Richard DeLeo   Yes     
   Gary Kohn    Absent 
   Christine Norrick   No 
   Steven Schwab   No 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes  
       

 The vote was tied thus failing to receive a positive recommendation from 
the plan commission.   

  
 6.2 Mr. Zimmermann explained because of recent case law it was best if the Plan 

Commission voted on recommending denial of the project by making the motion 
in the negative. 

 
 6.3 Mr. Bailey moved to recommend denial of the request for a Planned Unit 

Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a 
mixed use building containing approximately 6,316 square feet of commercial 
space and approximately 95 rental apartments on the property at 607-617 Green 
Bay Road in conformance with the plans submitted. 

 
Mr. Schwab seconded the motion  

 
6.31 The vote was as follows: 
 

   Charmain Goldstein   No  
   Michael Bailey   Yes 
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   Richard DeLeo   No     
   Gary Kohn    Absent 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Steven Schwab   Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   No  
       
   The vote was tied so the motion failed.   
 
  6.32 Chairman Goldstein explained that the Plan Commission’s 

recommendation would be sent to the Village Board. 
 
 6.4 Ms. Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2015-P-01.   
 
  Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the vote was all ayes and no nays.   
  
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH THE DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Plan Commission was unable to make findings of fact on each standard in the zoning 
code.  Three members of the Plan Commission appear to believe that the proposed 
Planned Unit Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction 
of a mixed-use building containing approximately 6,316 square feet of commercial space 
and approximately 95 rental apartments located in the VC, Village Center, zoning district 
- Pedestrian Commercial West Street Frontage does not meet the Planned Unit 
Development standards.  
 
Three Members of the Plan Commission appear to believe that the proposed Planned Unit 
Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a mixed-use 
building containing approximately 6,316 square feet of commercial space and 
approximately 95 rental apartments located in the VC, Village Center, zoning district - 
Pedestrian Commercial West Street Frontage meets the Planned Unit Development 
standards.  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Plan Commission did not make a recommendation to approve the application and 
accordingly does not find that the application meets the standards for approval of planned 
unit developments and special uses.   
 
The Plan Commission concluded its public hearing and by unanimous motion authorized 
the creation of this report and the transmission of the case to the Village Board for further 
action.  By custom, the Plan Commission’s failure to recommend approval of the 
application is treated as a recommendation to deny. 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE PLAN COMMISSION 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the south side of Lake Avenue approximately 180’ east of 
17th Street.  The property has 120.0’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and is 273.5’ in depth.  The 
property is 32,820.0 square feet in area.  The property is improved with a two-and-one-half-story 
single-family home and detached three-car garage. 
 
To the north and east are properties zoned R1-D, Single Family Detached Residence and 
improved with single-family homes.  To the west is St. Joseph Church, which is zoned R1-D, 
Single Family Detached Residence.  To the south is Howard Park, which is zoned R1-D, Single 
Family Detached Residence. 
 
Subdivision Request 
 
The petitioner is proposing to subdivide the existing property at 1733 Lake Avenue to a two-lot 
subdivision.  The existing house is proposed to remain on a new lot (Lot 2) that is 70.0’ in width.  
The west 50’ of the existing lot is proposed to be a new lot (Lot 1) to be developed with a new 
single-family home. The minimum lot width requirement for lots in the R1-D District is 50’.  The 
minimum lot area requirement for lots in the R1-D District is 8,400 square feet.  Both proposed lots 
meet the lot area and lot width requirements.  
 
    Lot Width   Lot Area 
    Required Proposed  Required Proposed 
Lot 1    50’  50’  8,400 s.f. 13,675 s.f. 
Lot 2    50’  70’  8,400 s.f. 19,145 s.f. 
 
With the proposed subdivision the existing home is proposed to have a west side yard setback of 
4.39’ to the new west lot line.  Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum 7.0’ side yard 
setback, a 2.61’ side yard setback variation was required.  The existing eave on the home may be as 
deep as 2.0’, having a west side yard setback of 2.39’ to the new west lot line.  Because the Zoning 
Ordinance limits the side yard eave setback to 5.0’, a 2.61’ side yard eave setback variation was 
required. 
 
There is an existing porch on the southwest corner of the house.  With the proposed subdivision, the 
existing steps to the porch will be removed and relocated to a conforming location.  The porch will 
remain with a 3.21’ setback to the new west lot line.  Because the Zoning Ordinance limits the side 
yard porch setback to 5.0’, a 1.79’ side yard porch setback variation was required.  
 
On May 26th the Village Board granted side yard setback variations to permit the retention of the 
existing home and porch on the proposed 70’ wide lot (Lot 2). 
 
Subdivision Code, Chapter 15 of the Village Code 
 
Chapter 15, Planning and Platting contains the subdivision regulations and sets forth the plat 
requirements. 
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Chapter 15-2.3(d) requires lots to be consistent with the density and the existing pattern of 
development in the surrounding neighborhood.  For the purpose of this Section, “neighborhood” 
shall mean that area delineated in the Neighborhood Area Map, incorporated by reference in this 
Section as if fully set forth herein, within which the property proposed to be subdivided is located. 
“Neighborhood Map” means the Neighborhood Area Map approved by the Board of Trustees as 
well as any amendments adopted thereto.  
 
No proposed subdivision or resubdivision of property in a residential zoning district shall result in 
one or more lots having side lot lines abutting rear lot lines.  Where the property that is the subject 
of a proposed subdivision or resubdivision in a residential zoning district has, prior to the proposed 
subdivision or resubdivision, a front lot line adjoining a public street, then lots in the proposed 
subdivision or resubdivision shall have front lot lines adjoining the same public street. 
 
Each lot in a proposed subdivision or resubdivision in a residential zoning district shall be 
substantially rectangular in shape, unless the contours of an adjacent street or previously established 
lot render such shape impractical.  A lot whose relationship to one or more adjacent lots is such as 
to form an "L" shape is considered inconsistent with the foregoing requirement and shall not be 
included in any residential subdivision or resubdivision.  (79-0-4, 3/6/79; 88-O-37, 8/2/88) 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3, which states that lots in the R1-D, Single-Family Detached 
Residence District shall have a minimum lot area of 8,400 square feet. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3, which states that lots in the R-1, Single-Family Detached 
Residence District shall have a minimum lot width of 50 feet. 
 
Action Required 
 
Approval of this request entails a recommendation to grant tentative plat approval of a two-lot 
subdivision at 1733 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Plan 
Commission for case number 2015-P-02. 
 
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 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Plat of Subdivision 
1.5 Neighborhood Map 
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 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 

2.0 Completed application form 
  2.1 Letter of Application 
  2.2 Proof of Ownership 
  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, May 

11, 2015 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

May 14, 2015 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated May 15, 2015 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, May 15, 

2015 
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