
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, February 6, 2018 at 7:00 P.M. 
Training Room – Wilmette Village Hall 

1200 Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois 

AGENDA 

I. Call to Order 

II. Approval of Minutes

Minutes of the Plan Commission meetings of July 6, 2017 & November 7, 2017

III. 2018-P-02 2105 Chestnut Avenue

A request by Max Kruszewski for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision

IV. New Business

V. Public Comment 

VI. Adjournment

Maria Choca Urban, 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 

THURSDAY, JULY 6, 2017 
7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE HALL TRAINING ROOM 

Members Present: Maria Choca Urban, Chairman 
Michael Bailey  
Homa Ghaemi  
Christine Norrick  
Steven Schwab 

Members Absent: Jeffrey Head  
Michael Taylor 

Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 

I. CALL TO ORDER. 

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

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETING OF JUNE 6, 2017.

Commissioner Ghaemi moved to approve the minutes of the June 6, 2017 meeting.  The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Norrick.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban,
Commissioners Bailey, Ghaemi, Norrick and Schwab.  Voting no: none.  The motion
carried.

III. 2017-P-03    730 Romona Road

A request by 626 Forest LLC for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision

Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend approval of the request for tentative plat
approval of a two-lot subdivision of the property at in conformance with the plat submitted,
with the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being recorded.

Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion.

adlerj
Draft
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The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   No 
 Homa Ghaemi    No 
 Jeffrey Head    Absent 
 Christine Norrick   No 
 Steven Schwab   Yes 
 Michael Taylor   Absent 
        
  The motion carried.  The subject request will be on the July 25, 2017 Village Board 

agenda.  
 
  Mr. Bailey moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-03.   
 
 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  The 

motion carried. 
 
Case Minutes are attached.   

 
IV. NEW BUSINESS 

Mr. Adler explained that the next Plan Commission meeting will be held on Thursday, July 
6th because of the 4th of July holiday. A two lot subdivision will be heard at that meeting.  

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

VII. AJDOURNMENT. 

At 8:47 p.m., Commissioner Norrick moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Bailey.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey, Ms. 
Ghaemi, Ms. Norrick and Mr. Schwab.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

The meeting was thereafter adjourned. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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Case Minutes 2017-P-03 – 730 Romona Road 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
3.11 Mr. Derek Schiller, 2709 W. Peterson Avenue, Chicago IL           

 3.2 Summary of comments 
 
3.21 Mr. Adler said the first and only case on the agenda is 2017-P-03, a request for 

tentative plat approval for a two-lot subdivision. 
 
3.22 Mr. Derek Schiller, 2709 W. Peterson Avenue, Chicago IL, explained that he is 

requesting to subdivide 730 Romona into two equal size parcels. Currently the 
parcel measures 140’ wide on Romona and 160’ deep. He seeks to have two 70’ 
wide by 160’ deep lots. The current lot area is 22,400 square feet which is much 
larger than the average sized lots in the neighborhood. The proposed subdivision 
will leave two parcels, 11,200 square feet each, which are sizable lots relative to 
the average lots found throughout the neighborhood. The new parcels considerably 
meet the density and development pattern of the neighborhood. For these reasons 
he believes the request conforms to the standards of review set forth in the Village 
of Wilmette Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Code. 

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Ms. Karen Dexter Rolison, 820 Romona Road 
4.12 Ms. Sharon Greenburg, 722 Romona Road 
4.13 Mr. Charles Schinzer, 732 Romona Road 
4.14 Mr. Joel Greenburg, 722 Romona Road 
4.15 Mr. Sheldon Sandman, 738 Romona Road 
4.16 Ms. Lynne Sandman, 738 Romona Road 
4.17 Mr. Cass Friedberg, 2834 Birchwood Avenue 
4.18 Ms. Mia Schinzer, 732 Romona Road 
4.19 Peg O’Halloran, 183 Walnut Avenue 

 
4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 Ms. Karen Dexter Rolison, 820 Romona Road, asked how often the Board of 

Trustees agrees with the Plan Commission’s recommendation as they are the 
experts and understand zoning more than the Board would. Mr. Adler said on a 
subdivision the Village Board would usually accept the Plan Commission’s 
recommendation. He couldn’t recall a time where a subdivision came to the Village 
Board with a positive recommendation that the Village Board didn’t approve. Ms. 
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Rolison said they have lived in three different houses in Wilmette and they just 
moved east hoping to find a place where retired people could live and stay in the 
Village. When she first moved in she was very ill just coming out of lung cancer 
surgery and that little piece of forest on Romona has been so important to her that 
it broke her heart to see the hearing notice posted. The property has a whole lot of 
greenery and a coolness in the air and that is what is lacking in our overgrown, big 
home village. At the very least she would hope the Plan Commission makes the 
developer keep all the trees possible because that is what Wilmette is really all 
about and we wouldn’t be who we are without it. 

 
4.22 Ms. Sharon Greenburg, 722 Romona Road, just south of the proposed subdivision. 

She has concerns about the request from a different perspective. There are 
numerous trees on the property and removing the trees will be a very noisy activity. 
She is also concerned about the disturbance to the ground with the root structure. 
Some of the Elm trees must be 80-90- years old and she is concerned about what 
might happen to their masonry work, their drainage and sewer systems. The 
Greenburgs recently redid their concrete, which had sunk, so she is concerned about 
that as well as the aesthetic concerns previously expressed so well. 

 
4.23 Mr. Charles Schinzer, 732 Romona Road, said he and his wife, Mia Schinzer, are 

kind of the odd dog in this request. They are not just neighbors but neighbors with 
an easement relationship with the lot currently in front of the commission. The 
Schinzers are the subservient and 730 Romona is the dominant relationship, in legal 
terms. The easement relationship has not been great over the years. The owner of 
the lot in front has refused to do just about everything under the sun and it has been 
very problematic to have to try and manage that relationship. He can’t imagine that 
you are going to tear all that down and have construction trucks coming through 
and utilizing the driveway and there being a way to manage that just as a citizen. It 
will place a burden on the Schinzers to manage a very novel legal relationship. The 
people who live at 730 Romona now don’t do any maintenance. Wherever the 
current residents could get away with something they did and that is something the 
Schinzers need to put a stop to.  

 
The easement calls out in very specific terms that the owners of 730 Romona have 
in and out access over the existing drive. The owners of 730 Romona can’t move 
the drive anywhere along the easement or change the access point. The Schinzers 
are very concerned if the owners of 730 Romona change the way they access the 
drive they will be able to build a 6’ fence in his front yard, 14’ away from his front 
door and still be fully in compliance with city rules. They have a lot of objections 
because they believe it will dramatically change the value of their house negatively. 
Everybody around will be inconvenienced with two houses being put up but they 
will also have to manage an easement  as well as having the prospect of having a 
6’  fence in their front yard and there is no way under the sun they will allow that. 
The Schinzers already have a fence along the back side of their house so they would 
have 6’ fences on both sides of their house and that would make the value of their 
property so low based on all of the things they have done to the house. His wife has 
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put her heart and soul into the house so there is no way under the sun they will let 
that type of thing happen. They have done too much to increase the value of their 
property while the lot in front has gone through total neglect through the past 20 
years and they are going to be in effect rewarded for doing that and that isn’t right.  
 
The Schinzers objection on rezoning is very firm and they have reasons beyond the 
typical person who enjoys the property to object and they will feel the impact 10 
times more. There is no other citizen in Wilmette that has to go through this. He 
asked if any of the Plan Commission members have visited the property. He asked 
if the Commissioners were aware just how poorly the front is maintained. Is there 
any guarantee that the next person is going to do any better? They are at the point 
where only they will speak up for that. If you don’t go and see the property you will 
just say we have rubber stamped 18 of these already this year so let’s keep doing it. 
They are the ones that need to stand up and speak for their property as they keep 
getting taken advantage of. They get the least of city services. They don’t get city 
snowplowing and have to walk 100 yards to put their trash to the street. They need 
to speak up and say no for the right reasons. That is his starting points, there is 
more. Mr. Adler asked Mr. Schinzer to finish his statement. Mr. Schinzer said that 
other people might bring up points that he will want to comment on. 

 
4.24 The location of the Schinzer’s property was clarified for an audience member. 
 
4.25 Mr. Joel Greenburg, 722 Romona Road, has lived there for 40 years with his wife 

Sharon. Right now they have beautiful woods next to their house just as the 
Sandmans to the north do. His read of the Wilmette code is that they are entitled to 
a 7’ setback so it is possible they will go from having woods next to them to a house 
7’ away from their property line. They have no idea what the plans are but they 
could have two houses at that 7’ setback, which would really squeeze them and 
change a property that is sort of magnificent to become a very squeezed ordinary 
subdivision. If there is any power in this organization/commission to stop the 
subdivision, it is something to really look at because the aesthetics of this situation 
will become deplorable. When those two houses are built it will be just an ordinary 
subdivision and the Village will suffer for it.  

 
4.26 Mr. Sheldon Sandman, 738 Romona Road, has lived with his wife Lynne on the 

north side of the property question since 1973. He noticed when it was asked if 
anybody on the Plan Commission visited the property he saw only one nod. He 
believes it is incumbent upon all Commissioners to not just look at a diagram but 
to go and look at the property itself because it is very unique. There are very few 
pieces of property in that area, south of Lake Avenue that exist the way that property 
does and is one of the reasons they moved there in 1973. To go ahead and put in 
two homes will, as Mr. Greenburg said, destroy the symmetry of that area which is 
just north of Birchwood Avenue, where the homes not just on their side of the street 
are very spaciously set apart from one another. The properties on Romona from 
Birchwood to Lake Avenue are very unique with regards to the spaciousness that 
exists between each parcel. He asked each member to take the time to view the 



  
   

July 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 6 Approved February 6, 2017 

property to get a better understanding of what everybody is speaking about. If those 
homes are built the Shinzer property will literally be blocked off in regards to where 
they are and that isn’t right. They thought when the property was sold somebody 
would perhaps tear the existing house down and build a larger house or add on to 
the home. If you were living where they live you wouldn’t want to see two homes 
go there. 

 
4.27 Commissioner Schwab asked the lot widths on the east side of Romona in 

comparison to the 140’ wide subject property. Mr. Adler answered south there are 
three lots around 69’-70’ and one around 74’. North there are lots that are 75’ 82’, 
101’, 100’ and 102’ wide. 

 
4.28 Ms. Lynne Sandman, 738 Romona Road, said the width of the lots on the east side 

of Romona create the uniqueness of this enclave, an enclave that only benefits 
Wilmette. She read the online ads for the house and there was no mention of 
bedroom or baths, the kitchen. It has a very nice kitchen. She was sure that 
decoratively it could be enhanced on the interior. However, the ad for the house is 
talking only about the fact that it could be divided into two new houses and nothing 
is mentioned about a family or a retired couple moving into this one level house. 
How many one level houses on nice wooded lots with friendly neighbors are there. 
She was amazed that she was told that nobody came to look at the house but the 
house wasn’t advertised, the property was.  

 
4.29 Mr. Cass Friedberg, 2834 Birchwood Avenue, said one of the reasons his family 

has enjoyed living in Wilmette where they live is the amount of natural foliage that 
is there. Their objection to the plan is if it is divided into two lots with two houses 
it will destroy a good amount of the trees. If it is kept as one lot, even with the house 
being torn down, anew house could be built retaining some of the existing trees. Of 
course it is the prerogative of the new owner to decide about that. They are certainly 
in favor of the one house instead of the two lot option as it would preserve more 
foliage. 

 
4.30 Ms. Sandman asked if the developer requested zoning changes whereby they could 

make the structure larger. Mr. Adler said no. Ms. Sandman asked if the developer 
could request a variation in the future. Mr. Adler said anybody could request a 
variation but for lots like the ones proposed a variation for a new home wouldn’t 
be granted. 

 
4.31 Commissioner Norrick asked Mr. Adler to clarify that the request was for 

subdivision of one lot into two; and not a rezoning request. Mr. Adler confirmed 
that it is not a rezoning request but a subdivision request.  

 
4.32 Ms. Sandman asked if it could lead to a rezoning request. Mr. Adler said that this 

is not a rezoning request because such a request would be to actually change the 
underlying zoning of the property, which is currently zoned as “single-family”.  He 
said that if the developer wanted to request a variation, for example for a reduced 
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side yard for new construction, he could but he would inform him that the relief 
would not be granted.  

 
4.33 Mr. Schinzer said they are not a crazy bunch foaming at the mouth as there have 

been new homes and additions built nearby and they have never objected to 
improving the neighborhood but this is a novel lot to begin with. The right solution 
is to put one single-family home on the property. If you look at the home located 
two to three doors down where they saved a huge Oak tree in the front, they did a 
tremendous job with that. Mr. Schinzer said that they have lived there 12 years and 
others 40 years so they know what they are talking about when they talk about the 
fabric of the neighborhood and the quality of the neighborhood. The owner has a 
right to sell her property but there are many different ways to stay within what the 
neighborhood is about without going to such extremes where they are worried about 
the valuation of their property. They will have to manage the easement over a year 
and half construction cycle and no other resident has to do that. He encouraged the 
Commissioners to visit the property and listen to what all the neighbors are saying. 

 
4.34 Ms. Rolison spoke and said they have lived all over Wilmette and one of the things 

about west Wilmette is the traffic. She has had to get use to all the noise of Skokie 
Boulevard and Lake Avenue. You also have Romona School and Regina in their 
neighborhood. The addition of those busy intersections, streets, boulevards and 
school traffic means they have an extra need for noise control than east Wilmette 
does. The trees help provide noise abatement. She asked if the plan is totally within 
the zoning laws. Mr. Adler said the subdivision is but they haven’t seen the new 
home plans to confirm that. 

 
4.35 Mr. Greenburg asked what the required front setback was. Mr. Adler said the 

minimum of 25’ or the established setback on that side of the block from Orchard 
to Birchwood. He said the required rear yard is 20% of the lot depth or 32’ for the 
proposed lots. He clarified that the combined side yards need to be 25% of the lot 
width versus 10% for the minimum side yard. 

 
4.36 Commissioner Urban said that the question was asked if the proposed subdivision 

is consistent with the zoning of the neighborhood and the minimum lot width 
requirement of the zoning code is 60’ and 70’ is proposed. The minimum lot area 
is 8,400 square feet and 11,200 square feet is proposed.   

 
4.37 Mr. Schinzer said that is true going south down the road where there are ranch 

houses but not north. Mr. Adler clarified that the Planning and Platting code charges 
the Plan Commission to consider the density and development pattern of the 
neighborhood as defined in the Village’s neighborhood Map. The subject 
neighborhood is bounded by Lake to the north, Locust to the east, Romona to the 
west and the school to the south. Because of this, the Plan Commission cannot just 
consider the lots along Romona Road. 
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4.38 Mr. Schinzer asked how you will get that square footage allotment without taking 
down around 100 trees. Mr. Adler said you can’t deny something that somebody 
has the right to do. The current property owner has the ability to remove those tree 
if they want. The Village does not have a requirement that those trees remain. Mr. 
Adler explained that the Village has a 35% canopy coverage requirement for new 
construction and thought asking the applicant their intention with tree removal may 
make sense. Mr. Greenburg asked how the 35% canopy coverage requirement 
affects the proposed plan. Mr. Adler said that even properties with very little 
existing canopy coverage can meet the requirement with new plantings and 
neighboring trees that overhang the property also count towards the 35% 
requirement. 

 
4.39 Ms. Rolison asked who she could talk to regarding raising the 35% requirement. 

Mr. Adler said the tree canopy requirement would have to be amended by the 
Village Board. She asked if the existing trees were not part of the planning process. 
Mr. Adler said maybe if there was a different tree preservation requirement but it 
wouldn’t be the Plan Commission considering that. He said the subdivision could 
still be granted and staff would make sure the tree preservation requirements were 
met as part of the new home permit process. He said that the tree canopy coverage 
requirement will need to be met but we know that shouldn’t be difficult on the 
subject property. 

 
4.40 Chairman Urban said we set zoning and tree canopy requirements on a 

neighborhood basis but also a village-wide basis. While 35% may feel adequate in 
general across the Village, there may be situations like the proposed subdivision 
where it doesn’t feel like enough, but that is  not the way our ordinance is written. 

 
4.41 Mr. Schinzer asked how the proposed construction will be completed. Are they 

going to use the easement where there will be cement trucks on the drive? Mr. 
Schiller said one concrete truck will be used to pour the foundation and another the 
basement floor. Mr. Schinzer asked if they plan on using the access driveway.   Mr. 
Schiller answered that they would like to keep as many trees as possible and if 
construction access is blocked with trees, the driveway may be the best way to 
access the property. 

 
4.42 Ms. Mia Schinzer said they need to come and go to work and school and they know 

from doing construction that construction trucks will be coming and going for 
hours, weeks and months on end. She will be really upset having to ask construction 
trucks to move all the time. Mr. Schiller said he knows he isn’t allowed to block 
the access drive but at the beginning of the project is when big trucks need to line 
up and that could cause traffic.  

 
4.43 Mr. Adler said using a proposed new driveway to access the property might make 

sense since the trees will need to be removed for that access anyways. With most 
new homes they are coming off the street in front or an alley. Having access through 
an easement is relatively unusual. However, if the subdivision is approved and there 
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is a way to save more trees by using the shared access, discussing that before 
construction starts may make sense.  

 
4.44 Mr. Schinzer said that is a non-starter as they have kids riding up and down the 

driveway. He didn’t think anybody else would ask their neighbor to use their 
driveway to put cement trucks up and down on it. 

 
4.45 Ms. Schinzer said they have kids riding their bikes to and from school and there 

will be construction workers who they do not know. She does not want to have to 
worry about the safety of her children and that will be a huge issue. 

 
4.46 Commissioner Ghaemi said the driveway is just a driveway and she didn’t know 

how the applicant would manage putting trucks on it without blocking the access. 
 
4.47 Commissioner Schwab said regardless if it was a subdivision or one home wouldn’t 

a developer still have access to that driveway. He didn’t see any difference between 
a single lot and double lot in respect to the driveway issue. 

 
4.48 Commissioner Bailey asked the Schinzers and Mr. Schiller to describe what they 

thought the legal relationship was between the two parcels. He asked who has rights 
and who has responsibilities and where do you derive that. 

 
4.49 Mr. Schiller said he doesn’t currently own the property. He plans to buy the 

property with the same rights as the current owner has. As he understands it, the 
easement is a 24’ wide by 160‘ deep parcel adjacent to the 140’ by 160’ lot and 
provides the right to access 730 Romona by using the driveway as easement; and 
the easement is in the legal description of the property. There is mention of needing 
to maintain the property but he wasn’t sure exactly what that was.  

 
4.50 Mr. Schinzer explained they own the property and that 24’ wide was a bit of a 

stretch. What they have is in and out access over the physical existing driveway. 
For the past 20 years the Gills, who live there, have refused to do any maintenance 
work and it is required in the deed. 

 
4.51 Commissioner Bailey asked where it was in the deed. He didn’t see where it said 

who specifically had to provide the maintenance and if one is maintaining does the 
other have an obligation to contribute. Mr. Schinzer said it has been an 
argumentative relationship over the last 12 years they have lived there and in the 
first 3 years the Gills did absolutely nothing.  

 
4.52 Mr. Schinzer talked about a time when the city flagged 3 trees for Dutch Elm 

disease along the property of the drive in the front of their house and the Gills were 
served by the Village. The Gills never talked to them about it, just returning the 
notice to the Village. The Gills had a lawyer send a letter arguing that they are only 
required to maintain the physical drive itself. If you go there today you will see 
from the Gill’s property forward the weeds are very high because the Gills refuse 
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to maintain it. When Mr. Gill was alive Mr. Schinzer agreed to take the area from 
his house to where the Gill driveway begins with the Gills taking everything from 
that point forward. Once Mr. Gill died that went away and that was about 3 years 
ago. It is back to what it was like the first 3 years they lived there with the Gills 
neglecting the property. The Gills will not maintain the land itself and once split 
the cost to repair pot holes in the front. The Gills record of maintaining the drive 
jointly is about as thin as thin can be, next to zero. 

 
4.53 Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Schinzer thought the Gills were in violation of 

the agreement and if so, what is the basis for that. Mr. Schinzer said the easement 
is a contract and most law you will see in relation to easement is on the side of the 
servient side, the Gills, which says if the person who owns it blocks it they will 
have recourse against them. The only time he saw it taken from their perspective is 
if the servient side doesn’t hold up their end of the bargain, in this case joint 
maintenance, then it is enforced as any other contract would be enforced. In this 
case they should kick the Gills off the easement because they are in violation of 
what the terms are which is to jointly maintain it. If you go and see the easement 
there is not a lot of question regarding the amount of maintenance the Gills have 
done. 

 
4.54 Commissioner Bailey asked if the proposal was that the easement still exists after 

the subdivision. Mr. Adler said the subdivision did not impact the easement as the 
easement is a private agreement. Commissioner Bailey asked what Mr. Adler meant 
by saying it does not impact the easement, which parcel will have the easement. 
Mr. Adler said in talking with the Village Attorney the easement would be able to 
be used by the adjoining property but the maintenance responsibility would be 
shared with the entire property. Commissioner Bailey was concerned that none of 
that was addressed in the report.  Mr. Adler said the easement is a private agreement 
between two parties. Chairman Urban said it wasn’t really within the purview of 
the Plan Commission. Mr. Adler said the Village was not involved in the drafting 
of the agreement and did not include it in the original subdivision of the property. 

 
4.55 Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Adler was clear that if a property owner is in 

violation of contract rights with its neighbors we shouldn’t take that into account. 
Mr. Adler said he didn’t know if there was a contract violation and that the Village 
Attorney said this is a private agreement between to property owners. The Village 
was not involved in the negotiation of this. Mr. Adler said it would be like if he and 
Commissioner Bailey lived next door to each other and made some sort of 
agreement, the Village is not going to be part of the agreement. Commissioner 
Bailey said the Village approves the easements. Mr. Adler said no, the Village 
didn’t approve the easement.  

 
4.56 Commissioner Bailey said the Village approved the subdivision into this peculiar 

parcel. Mr. Adler said the subdivision did not require the use of the pole portion of 
the flag lot to access the front lot. 730 Romona Road has access off of Romona 
Road. The Schinzer property is not required to provide access to 730 Romona. The 
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access easement could be abandoned and 730 Romona could still be accessed.  
 
4.57 Commissioner Bailey said now it is required, now it is an easement. Mr. Schinzer 

disagreed because he has to provide that land to them for access. Mr. Adler clarified 
the owner of 730 Ramona could abandon the use of the easement and access the 
property directly from Romona. It is his understanding doing so would not 
necessarily relieve the owner of 730 Romona from needing to continue to 
participate in maintenance of the easement per the agreement. It is unfortunate that 
the original parties to the easement agreement didn’t established something more 
formal maintenance wise. 

 
4.58 Mr. Greenburg felt the language was pretty formal as it states the maintenance will 

be done jointly.  Mr. Adler said the problem is that what constitutes maintenance 
wasn’t defined. 

 
4.59 Mr. Greenburg said the variation ordinance provided for one house in front and one 

house in back and now you are throwing that ordinance out. In 1962 the Village 
passed this ordinance and now the ordinance doesn’t exist by the language that is 
being used. He has not sought legal zoning counsel but the discussion has shined 
more light on the issue. He doesn’t see how the 1962 ordinance doesn’t have 
relevance today so that we can just disregard it. He felt the original ordinance 
needed to be revoked. 

 
4.60 Commissioner Bailey would like clarity on what the relevance of the original 

ordinance was. He doubts that if in 1962 the owner had come in asking to subdivide 
into 3 parcels that it would have been consistent with the ordinance. They divided 
it in a peculiar way 55 years ago, and now there’s a proposal to divide it into 3 
parcels in a manner which the Village probably would never had approved in 1962. 
Is it up to the Plan Commission to disregard this history or do we take it into 
account? He would like clarification on that from the Village Counsel.  

 
4.61 Mr. Adler said the ordinance was included for a reason because it was of interest to 

the request. Staff did have a conversation with the Village Attorney about it. The 
Attorney said there was nothing in the ordinance precluding further subdivision of 
the property. The relief was to allow a 24’ wide flag lot and nothing in the ordinance 
precludes further subdivision of the property.  

 
4.62 Commissioner Bailey said he wasn’t asking if it was precluded but is it an 

appropriate factor to take into consideration. Mr. Adler said in the Village 
Attorney’s opinion it was not and that we needed to look at the two proposed lots 
to see if there was any Village requirement not being met by subdividing the one 
lot into two. Are they meeting the lot width and area requirments? 

 
4.63 Commissioner Bailey said it is not at all clear to him. Mr. Adler said he was asked 

a question and answered based on his conversation with the Village Attorney. 
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4.64 Commissioner Bailey said the parcels are completely unique because of what the 
Village did 55 years ago. To say it is consistent with the neighborhood or adjoining 
parcels needs to take into account the unusual nature of these two particular parcels. 
He didn’t think it was appropriate to just look at all the other parcels. When we look 
at the subject parcels, isn’t it appropriate to take account the history of what the 
Village did before in permitting this highly unusual parcel to be created in the first 
place. He doesn’t know the answer but doesn’t think you can completely disregard 
the history. 

 
4.65 Chairman Urban asked if today the Village would permit a subdivision that allowed 

the creation of the Schinzer’s lot. Mr. Adler answered no. Chairman Urban asked 
if the Schinzer’s property is the subject of the subdivision. Mr. Adler answered it 
is not. Chairman Urban asked if, per staff’s conversation with the Village Attorney, 
the easement is not under the Plan Commission purview. Mr. Adler answered 
correct, it is not. Chairman Urban asked if commission members are being ask to 
make a decision on a request to subdivde an existing lot into two conforming lots. 
Mr. Adler answered correct. 

 
4.66 Commissioner Bailey asked if the way the Commission responds to Mr. Shinzer’s 

comment about objecting to the way the easement has been maintained is to say it 
is irrelevant. It wasn’t clear to Commissioner Bailey that it isn’t relevant.  

 
4.67 Chairman Urban said it isn’t irrelevant but is a contract between two private parties. 
 
4.68 Commissioner Ghaemi said she agreed with Commissioner Bailey. It is a 

continuum, certain events happened and certain events are going to happen. You 
can’t take them in a vacuum and separate them. Whatever decision they made in 
the past affects the decisions they are making now and vice a versa.  She agreed 
that you can’t ignore what the ordinance was and just say today we are sitting here 
and the Village allows this. She viewed the property and it will be a change of 
lifestyle, change of character and it might not be her place but she takes issue with 
people thinking they are going to be making so much off of somebody else’s 
misery. Everybody needs to look at that property. It is not the right solution to 
divide it into two. One is acceptable but they need to keep a lot of the character. 
There will be a lot of inconvenience. For whatever reason there was an agreement 
between two owners to use the driveway. 

 
4.69 Chairman Urban said when the two current owners of the two properties bought 

their respective properties they understood what the contractual obligations were. 
Commissioner Ghaemi agreed but said they bought it with one owner owning the 
entire property and having one house on it. Chairman Urban said she was referring 
to the Schinzer property and the large lot that is the subject of the subdivision. 

 
4.70 Ms. Sandman said there is a history of previous owners of both properties 

respecting the agreement. There is something in real estate law that if the land usage 
is such that it continues to be respected so it can’t just be volleyed over the net for 
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the convenience of development. Ignoring something that has been in existence for 
over a generation isn’t progress. It is irresponsible and thoughtless. 

 
4.71 Mr. Schinzer said to Commissioner's Bailey’s point that if you don’t take in to 

consideration the history and how the lots are defined, you are forcing him as a 
Wilmette resident to go to court to say the agreement now is null and void because 
the Village has decided to zone it so they can have two properties. The definition 
of the relationship between the two properties and the easement incorporates the 
survey which has their lot in front and his lot in back, there is no subdivision of 
lots. If the subdivision is allowed the Schinzers are being forced to either 
accommodate somebody’s real estate venture by allowing somebody else’s access 
to the easement and all the construction that will come with it. It also puts him in 
the position to have to enforce the rights of his property and to keep its value they 
will need to go to court and ask a judge to make an interpretation because the city 
has decided to rezone the property. The judge will need to determine if the 
agreement can or cannot be enforced moving ahead. 

 
4.72 Commissioner Bailey couldn’t understand how it is appropriate for the Commission 

to not consider the real property rights of theses property owners. He questioned 
what happens when the property is subdivided. Does the easement still exist? Does 
it exist for parcel one and parcel two? Does extraordinary action need to be taken 
to resolve this? Nothing in the report addresses those questions. The parties seem 
to have different views about what the easement is all about. To him the easement 
while created by the parties was incident to an action the Village took 55 years ago 
to create this highly unusual parcel. To him the fact that these two parcels are 
configured in this unusual way makes this a lot different than the subdivision that 
was recently reviewed by the Commission where there wasn’t this unusual property 
around it or this peculiar history or easement maintenance dispute. Many of these 
questions are not addressed at all in the report. His view is that he cannot vote in 
favor unless these matters are more fully explained 

 
4.73 Chairman Urban asked if we know if the easement in fact was arrived at as a result 

of the original subdivision. Mr. Adler said it was not part of the original subdivision 
but you can see when it was recorded which was right around the same time the 
subdivision was done. Because of this it appears there was a desire to not reestablish 
how 730 Romona would access their property. If they didn’t establish the easement, 
730 would have had to install a new driveway off  Romona Road. He didn’t know 
why it wasn’t part of the subdivision plat but the parties probably decided it made 
more sense to have one access. 

 
4.74 Mr. Adler said the subdivision code now specifically precludes flagged shaped lots 

unless relief is granted. He mentioned a subdivision that was never developed that 
had a flagged shaped lot, and in that case, the access easement was included on the 
approved subdivision plat.  
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4.75 Mr. Schinzer explained why the easement came about for these properties. He said 
that the house in front, being the existing house, already had the drive. He felt if 
they changed the driveway they would have had to change how the garage is 
accessed. Providing the easement was the easiest way to do it. He said the easement 
agreement had been adhered to for almost 60 years. The easement is now a bad deal 
for him as he is the one that gets cited if weeds are too tall and he is liable for what 
happens on the easement. They are at the meeting using their voice to say it is not 
going to happen and there are many reasons why.  

 
4.76 Ms. Greenburg asked about the use of the driveway and aren’t the Schinzers entitled 

to protection from these drastic changes that are going to leave them perhaps 
entirely responsible for maintaining this long driveway. Mr. Adler said if this was 
a developer wanting to build one house and they decided to come off  Romona 
Road with a new drive we would have the same issue and there would be absolutely 
no involvement by the Village. There is a disagreement currently regarding the 
easement maintenance and the Village is not involved in that. If during construction 
the easement is blocked the Village can get involved because it is involved in the 
issuance of the construction permit. He mentioned that even public alleys might be 
blocked temporarily during construction. 

 
4.77 A question was asked if the subdivision impacts the joint maintenance agreement. 

Mr. Adler said that the Village isn’t saying that whatever is required by the 
agreement won’t be required after the subdivision. He said the Schinzers may have 
difficulty with future property owner just as they are having with the current 
property owner. 

 
4.78 Mr. Schinzer said they understand it is a contract and they have to manage that with 

the other parties. Their biggest concern is once you start allowing it, we as citizens 
have to do something and you don’t do that to any other citizen of Wilmette. There 
is that one off-ness they feel. They know it will change the property value of their 
house tremendously if the Village allows what is going to happen with fences 14’ 
way from their front yard. They may say they won’t do it but the next people 20 
years down the road will say it is allowed.  

 
4.79 Commissioner Bailey said that even if the property isn’t subdivided the current 

owner has the right to put up a fence. Mr. Adler agreed. Mr. Schinzer said that a 6’ 
high fence couldn’t be installed there because the house is oriented towards the 
easement. Mr. Adler clarified that the easement does not constitute a public way 
and that the only area they would precluded from installing a 6.5’ fence today would 
be the required front yard off of Romona Road. If the current owner wants to put 
up a 6.5’ high fence out of the required front yard there is nothing stopping them as 
a private access easement does not preclude somebody from doing that.  

 
4.80 Ms. Schinzer said it is 730 Romona's back yard but her front yard. Mr. Adler 

clarified that for the purposes of zoning the front yard of the Schinzer’s property is 
the portion of property that fronts Romona Road and that a private access easement 
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does not prevent a 6.5' tall fence from being installed.  
 
4.81 Mr. Schinzer said they would argue that point until their dying breath. Mr. Schinzer 

said the Village would be lessening the value of their property like no other property 
in the Village. Mr. Adler said there are other flagged shaped lot in the Village where 
this condition exists. Mr. Schinzer reiterated that he will not let that happen. 

 
4.82 Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Schinzer was talking about a fence along the 

side of the easement. Chairman Urban clarified that because the Schinzer’s house 
is oriented towards Romona Road, a fence on 730 Romona between the two 
properties would be 18’ from the Schinzer’s front door. Commissioner Bailey said 
that doesn’t have anything to do with the Plan Commission as that could be done 
with a single parcel currently.  

 
4.83 Commissioner Bailey can see how this subdivision raises a number of questions 

about what this easement means that are not resolved. When you divide the property 
do both parcels have rights to the easement? Do both have responsibilities? That is 
not addressed. He doesn’t think that is an irrelevant matter because you are putting 
the property owners in the difficult situation which may be different than their 
understanding when the easement was created. That is relevant but the fence isn’t 
because a fence can be installed in any event regardless of the subdivision. 

 
4.84 Commissioner Norrick said it would be nice if the parties could voluntarily work 

out an agreement regarding the easement. 
 
4.85 Mr. Greenburg asked if the previous ordinance needed to be repealed or is it 

repealed by operation of the new subdivision. Mr. Adler said the Village Attorney 
did not comment on the ordinance needing to be repealed. Mr. Greenburg said there 
is a certain process for repealing ordinances and somebody should look at that. Mr. 
Adler said the 1962 ordinance granted relief for the width of the rear property 
(currently owned by the Schinzers) so there is nothing in that ordinance that would 
prevent the subdivision of the lot in front of that property, or nothing that makes 
this request different than other routine subdivisions the Plan Commission reviews. 

 
4.86 Commissioner Bailey said the 1962 subdivision changed the neighborhood. This 

funny parcel is part of the neighborhood that the Commission needs to take into 
account. It should not just disregard this parcel in this exercise. 

  
4.87 Mr. Schinzer said it wasn’t just two people making a real estate transaction back in 

1958. The reason why there was enough land back there is because Birchwood 
Avenue bends. It was done with the Villages acknowledgment of what was going 
on. Chairman Urban and Mr. Adler agreed that the Village did approve the previous 
subdivision. 

 
4.88 Mr. Schinzer said the Village Attorney seemed to be on a fishing expedition for - 

well it didn’t say you can’t build public swimming pools over there so let’s just 
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pass it. He knows he is stretching it but he thinks the attorney is stretching it as 
well. 

 
4.89 Commissioner Bailey said what he felt was missing is that there are some legal 

issues related to the request that are relevant to their determination which aren’t 
addressed in the report. The Corporation Counsel’s opinion has just been presented 
informally. He thought there needed to be some higher level of formality on how 
this is worked out. He also would like clarification to what extent it is appropriate 
in their consideration to consider the ordinance that was approved in 1962. Yes it 
was 55 years ago but it is an action that the Village took and he has a hard time 
believing if back than the additional lot was requested that it would have been 
approved that way. Maybe that is irrelevant but what he knows isn’t irrelevant is 
that this unusual parcel is part of the neighborhood when we are considering the 
character of the neighborhood. 

4.90 Chairman Urban asked Mr. Adler if the request should be put to a vote or should it 
be continued to get some clarity. Mr. Adler said that question should be asked of 
the applicant. If the request is continued it would be until the first Tuesday in 
August. He explained that if continued we can see about having the Village 
Attorney attend that meeting or if the question is called the Village Attorney will 
be at Village Board meeting. Mr. Schiller asked about process at the Village Board 
meeting. It was explained that the applicant and interested parties will be able to 
address the Village Board. The Village Board may have questions for applicant, 
neighbors or staff.  

 
4.91 Peg O’Halloran, 1831 Walnut Avenue, real estate agent for the property, explained 

that the property owner asked that the property be advertised only for the land and 
that is why the description didn’t contain information on the house. She said that 
access easements can’t be parked on or blocked and she felt Mr. Schiller was well 
aware of that. The easement is not going to change no matter what happens so she 
doesn’t understand why it is part of the Commission’s decision. 

 
4.92 Mr. Schinzer said the easement also includes that land around it, which the Gills 

have not supported for the past 20 years so to think a truck is going to stay on a 
very narrow drive is naive. That they should just believe that the next owners are 
going to just go through the joint maintenance agreement like the Gills did so well 
would be fool hearty on his part. They know the problems with the easement 
because they have lived them for 12 years. Now they are asked to accommodate a 
real estate speculator to put up 2 new residences and to think that it is going to be a 
better situation for him, he didn’t think so. 

 
4.93 Chairman Urban asked Mr., Schiller what his preference was. Mr. Schiller asked 

for an opportunity to talk with Ms. O’Halloran about requesting a continuance or 
not. 

 
4.94 Mr. Friedberg asked about the Plan Commission vote. Mr. Adler said four members 

would have to vote “yes” for the subdivision for it to be a positive recommendation 
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and that the vote would be taken tonight if the applicant asks for a vote. 
 
4.95 Mr. Schiller wanted to clarify somethings that might have been misconstrued. In 

regards to side yard setback they see having 7.5’ minimum on each side or 15’ 
between buildings. He clarified he was talking about a 7.5’ setback to the south 
property line adjoining the Greenburg property plus whatever setback distance it is 
to the Greenburg house. 

 
4.96 Mr. Sandman asked what the space between the two proposed homes would be. Mr. 

Schiller answered at least 15’. 
 
4.97 Mr. Schiller said on the north the drive easement is 24’ wide and the minimum 

setback they need to maintain is 7’, so there should be a minimum of 35’ between 
homes.  

4.98 Mr. Schiller asked how many votes were needed for the subdivision to receive a 
positive recommendation. Mr. Adler answered four “yes” votes. 

 
4.99 Mr. Schiller would like to work something out with the easement. They are looking 

to improve the property and it sounds like it hasn’t been maintained. 
 
4.100 Mr. Sandman said Mr. Schinzer indicated that his property value would be 

negatively impacted by the requested subdivision. He asked if Mr. Schiller would 
be able to say what the homes would be priced at if two homes are eventually 
allowed to be constructed. Mr. Schiller said over a million dollars each.  

 
4.101 Mr. Schiller said he heard about the objection to the fence but he believes improving 

the values of these lots would raise the value of houses around it. He didn’t think 
one could make an argument that the fence itself will devalue the house itself when 
there could be a net effect of an increase that is greater than that of the fence. It 
might not be something the Shinzers are looking for but he didn’t think the value 
of their house would go down.  

 
4.102 Mr. Schinzer said he doesn’t see anybody building fences around their own house 

to increase the value of their property so he thought it was a strong argument when 
no one else is doing it. They will be clearly looking out their front window at a 6’ 
fence. 

 
4.103 Mr. Greenburg asked how the applicant would deal with the trees. Mr. Schiller said 

he would like to maintain as many trees as possible as that would help when they 
go to sell the property. The houses have not been designed yet but they would like 
to keep as many old growth or large trees as possible.  

 
4.104 Mr. Schiller said there are a lot of plants that aren’t very desirable including 

Buckthorn.   
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4.105 Mr. Schinzer asked about the timeline for the construction of the two houses. Mr. 
Schiller said depending on how they stagger them one house takes anywhere from 
8-12 months but they haven’t decided if they will do one at a time or both together. 
Mr. Schinzer asked if realistically it could take 1.5 years. Mr. Schiller said yes but 
it could depend on how the sale of the first house goes. 

 
4.106 Mr. Sandman asked if Mr. Schiller has built other homes in the area. Mr. Schiller 

answered yes, about 5 houses in the immediate area including 2711 Orchard, 425 
Sunset, 342 Beverly, 2522 Greenleaf and 2539 Greenleaf. A more recent house was 
at 626 Forest Road in Glenview. 

 
4.107 Commissioner Norrick asked if the Commission could place conditions on the 

approval. Mr. Adler said yes, if the applicant is willing to accept the conditions. 
Commissioner Norrick asked if the applicant would be willing to accept conditions 
on the improvement of the easement. Mr. Schiller said it seems that there are two 
sides to this. He is hearing that everybody loves the way the property looks but also 
a big problem is that the property doesn’t look good or isn’t maintained. 
Commissioner Norrick said it appears it is the driveway easement not being 
maintained. Mr. Schiller said they are looking to purchase the property with the 
same rights as the current owner purchased it with.  

 
4.108 Mr. Schinzer said if Mr. Schiller wants the easement it will need to be rewritten 

because the way it is written it has been run over by the past owner. They need to 
decide whether to go to court to have the existing owner kicked off the easement 
because of neglect. Because they have lived with the neglect the last 12 years there 
will need to be something more documented. 

 
4.109 Commissioner Urban said that it seems like all of the points people want to make 

have been made. There are two ways to go. One path is to continue the request to 
give Mr. Adler time to talk with the Village Attorney to get some answers to 
questions raised and give time to discuss with the neighbors their concerns. The 
second path is to call for a vote and proceed to the Village Board. In the interim the 
Village Attorney will hear from Mr. Adler and understand what was discussed at 
the meeting. Mr. Schiller asked for the Plan Commission to vote on the request.  

 
4.110 Chairman Urban closed public testimony. 
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 
     
5.10 Commissioner Schwab said the Plan Commission has limited purview as the Chair 

mentioned. Their purview is limited to whether the subdivision is consistent with 
the village ordinances. The proposed lots are conforming. The trees and easement 
are not part of the Commission’s purview. While they are issues that they should 
potentially take into consideration they are properly taken up at the Village Board 
meeting and not before the Plan Commission, which has a limited purview. He is 
in favor of the proposal because of the limited nature of the Commission’s role. 
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5.11 Commissioner Bailey is struck by the very unusual nature of the request and his 

personal view is in light of its unusual nature he isn’t necessarily opposed to the 
subdivision but he thinks there are a number of questions that have not been 
answered. In particular it is not all clear to him that the Commission’s purview is 
as limited as Commissioner Schwab suggests. Zoning says it requires the lot to be 
consistent with the density, which appears to be met, and the existing pattern of 
development. The existing pattern of development is something the Commission 
should take into account. This unusual parcel is part of the existing pattern of 
development and is subdividing this consistent with this parcel, which after all is 
part of the neighborhood and is the part most directly impacted.  

 
5.12 Commissioner Bailey said the idea that the Village wasn’t involved in the easement 

is not clear to him. He didn’t think this unusual parcel could have been created 
without the expectation that the easement would have been there. The Village 
would not have permitted it unless there was some understanding that there would 
have been an easement. By approving this the Village would basically be creating 
a dispute between the neighbors in this area. It is not clear to him that the easement 
isn’t within the Commission’s purview. He thinks it is particularly important 
because the dispute relates to the property rights that are concerned with these 
parcels. It is not like an independent contract, an easement is a property right that 
runs with the land and with these parcels.  He isn’t clear to what extent the Village’s 
prior actions should be taken into as a factor and that is something he would like 
further clarification on from Corporation Counsel. It seems that the Village’s course 
of conduct, even if separated by 55 years, is appropriate to take into consideration 
account particularly because the Village in some respect created this highly unusual 
situation. He isn’t necessarily opposed to the request but to be responsible to the 
community he needs more answers to these questions before he could approve the 
request. 

 
5.13 Commissioner Ghaemi said she is opposed to the request. She visited the property. 

The easement is an issue to her for the same reasons Commissioner Bailey 
mentioned. Taking one piece of property where everybody’s expectations were that 
one house would reside there and turning it into two structures that she hears are 
going to be over a million dollars each is beyond the density in that neighborhood. 
As a Plan Commission their job is to plan and in her heart she can’t vote yes as her 
issue is beyond the easement.   

 
5.14 Commissioner Norrick said like Commissioner Bailey she is concerned about some 

of the unknowns and would like clarification and that is causing her to not be able 
to vote yes.  

 
5.15 Chairman Urban said this is an unusual situation with an unusually shaped lot 

behind the subdivision but in her heart of hearts she believe the Schinzers bought 
the property understanding the unusual circumstances of their home and with their 
eyes wide open as to the existence of an easement related to their property. She 



  
   

July 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 20 Approved February 6, 2017 

would agree that the Village today wouldn’t approve a flagged shaped lot today but 
that doesn’t change the fact that historically the Village did. She agrees with 
Commissioner Schwab that the Commission’s purview is limited to whether the 
subdivision conforms with the Village’s codes and it does and the numbers cited in 
the report suggest that it also conforms to the prevailing character of the 
neighborhood in terms of lot area and lot width and she will be voting in favor of 
the request. 

 
 6.0 DECISION   

 
6.1 Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend granting a request for tentative plat 

approval of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona Road in accordance with the plat, 
with the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being 
recorded. 

    
 6.11 Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion. 
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   No 
 Homa Ghaemi    No      
 Christine Norrick   No 
 Steven Schwab   Yes 
 Jeffrey Head    Absent 
 Michael Taylor   Absent 
   
  Motion failed.  The subject request will be on the July 25, 2017 Village Board 

agenda.  
 
 6.2 Commissioner Bailey moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-03.   
 
 6.21 Commissioner Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays.   
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

 The Plan Commission did not make a recommendation to approve tentative plat approval 
of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona Road.   

 
 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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MEETING MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION  

 
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2017 

7:00 P.M. 
VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

Members Present:  Maria Choca Urban, Chairman 
    Michael Bailey  
    Homa Ghaemi  
    Christine Norrick     
    Steven Schwab 
 
Members Absent:  Jeffrey Head  
    Michael Taylor 
  
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 Jeff Stein, Corporation Counsel 
 Dan Manis, Village Engineer  
      
I. CALL TO ORDER. 

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

 
II. 2017-P-04    333-357 Ridge Road  
 

A request by Artis Senior Living 626 Forest LLC for tentative plat approval of a two-lot 
subdivision 

 
Commissioner Ghaemi moved to recommend granting a Planned Unit Development 
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential 
care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, 
zoning district at 333-357 Ridge Road, in conformance with the plans submitted. The 
approval conditioned upon the following: 

 
1. The buffer yard to the south being increased in size. 
2. No vinyl fencing material will be used on site. A metal picket and brick pier fence 

will be installed in all areas where the vinyl fence was proposed except on the west 
property line where a wood fence may be installed. 

adlerj
Draft
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3. All site plan review comments be addressed.  
 

The use to run with the use. 
    

Commissioner Bailey seconded the motion. 
 

The vote was as follows: 
 
  Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
  Michael Bailey   Yes 
  Homa Ghaemi    No      
  Christine Norrick   Absent 
  Steven Schwab   Yes 
  Jeffrey Head    Absent 
  Michael Taylor   Yes   
   

Motion Passed.  The subject request will be on the December 12, 2017 Village Board 
agenda.  

 
Commissioner Taylor moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-04.   

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

   
 Case Minutes are attached.   

 
III. NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business.  

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

V. AJDOURNMENT. 

At 9:10 p.m., Commissioner Ghaemi moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Bailey.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey, Ms. 
Ghaemi, Ms. Norrick and Mr. Schwab.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

The meeting was thereafter adjourned. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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Case Minutes 2017-P-03 – 730 Romona Road 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
3.11 Jim Griffin, Attorney for the Applicant, Schain Banks 
3.12 Dean Pappas, Manager of Wil-Ridge Plaza LLC, owner of Subject Property 
3.13 Jay Hicks, Senior Vice President, Artis Senior Living  
3.14 Rick Whitney, Vice President, Fitzgerald Associates Architects 
3.15 Brian Rieger, PE, Civil Engineer, V3 Engineering 

         
 3.2 Summary of comments 

 
3.21 Chairman Urban explained that the purpose of the commission is to review 

proposed plats of subdivision and consolidation, planned unit developments, 
special uses and zoning and comprehensive plan document amendments. Tonight, 
a planned unit development case will be heard. Staff prepared a PowerPoint about 
the PUD process.  

 
3.22 Mr. Adler presented the PowerPoint. He explained what a PUD was and what 

processes were involved. The case is heard by the PC as a special use with final 
approval from the Village Board. When a PUD is requested, zoning relief is 
typically also requested. For that relief to be granted, one must show that a benefit 
to the village will be provided.  The zoning applicant can decide if they want to go 
through the PUD process or the standard zoning process. A developer will generally 
choose the former process if they believe that the relief will lead to a benefit for the 
Village. He explained where the complete PUD process could be found in the 
zoning ordinance.  

 
He talked about purpose – ability to encourage flexibility to allow a creative 
approach to development and to encourage amenities that might not be provided in 
the village if not for the PUD process. That process is divided into three phases. 
There is a pre-application meeting with staff, preliminary approval which is the 
purpose of tonight’s meeting. The PC is the body that makes recommendations to 
the Village Board. The final approval phase rests with the Village Board. This is 
the only time that this request will be in front of the PC.  

 
There will be an applicant presentation at the meeting, as well as public testimony, 
The PC will deliberate and formulate a recommendation to the Village Board. The 
Village Board will also hear the applicant’s presentation, as well as public 
testimony. 

 
He talked about what is a public benefit. He showed a guide to benefits. They are 
in the handout given to meeting attendees.  
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He talked about the PC meeting process and that was outlined above. The applicant 
gives their presentation without interruption. The PC can then ask the applicant 
questions they may have. After that, the meeting is open for public testimony, 
everyone wishing to speak can do so. The PC will ask questions of the public if 
needed. After public testimony concludes, the chair will close public testimony. 
The chair will ask for follow up questions with the applicant. The applicant can 
address questions from the PC or the public. After that is completed, the chair will 
entertain a motion. After the motion is made, the PC will deliberate. After 
deliberations a vote will be taken on the motion. The PC will try to end the meeting 
by 10 pm but that depends where they are with this request. If it is 10 pm and the 
public is still testifying, the case could be continued to a later meeting. If the case 
is finalized and a vote is taken tonight, the case will be heard by the Village Board 
on 12/14/17 (corrected below to 12/12/2017). The Village Board takes final action.  
 
Commissioner Head Arrived at approximately 7:05 pm 

 
3.23 Chairman Urban said that based on tonight’s discussion, the PC will make a 

recommendation to the Village Board. She clarified that the Village Board meeting 
is on 12/12/17. The PC’s recommendation to the Board is advisory only and the 
Village Board has final approval. Everyone who plans to address the Commission 
was sworn in. She asked all who were speaking to introduce themselves and if they 
live in the village, please provide an address.  

 
3.24 Mr. Adler said that this is case 2017-P-4. This is request for approval of a planned 

unit development preliminary plan and special use to permit the construction of a 
three-story residential care facility containing 64 units (approximate) located in the 
NR zoning district. There two new items related to the case at members’ seats. 
There is an email from Loryn Kogan. The applicant also got this email. There also 
is a diagram showing physical heights in feet of surrounding buildings.  

 
3.25 Mr. Jim Griffin said he is the attorney representing Artis Senior Living. They want 

to redevelop the Wil-Ridge shopping plaza at 333-357 Ridge Road with an assisted 
living/memory care facility. Artis is under contract to buy the property from Wil-
Ridge Plaza LLC. The proposal is for a 64-unit facility. Artis will demolish the 
existing center in its entirety and building a new building. On behalf of the project 
team, the following are at the meeting – Jay Hicks, Artis Senior Living; Brian 
Rieger, V3 Engineering; Rick Whitney, Fitzgerald Associates Architects; Dean 
Pappas, manager of Wil-Ridge Plaza LLC, owner of the property.  

 
Prior to submitting the application to the village, Artis met with village staff several 
times to introduce the staff to the project. They wanted feedback and 
recommendations from them. They then finalized the design. Artis hosted two 
neighborhood meetings at the center. They sent out written notice to surrounding 
property owners and renters. They did one meeting prior to filing the application 
and another after they filed. They have actively sought feedback and suggestions 
on this project and the feedback was very positive.  
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The subject parcel is zoned Neighborhood Retail. This facility is considered a 
residential care facility under the zoning ordinance. These facilities are allowed as 
a special use in NR. They are seeking Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval. 
The comprehensive plan encourages redevelopment of a commercial site to be done 
through this process. A PUD allows for more flexibility.  

 
He discussed the exceptions. There is some excess lighting that will be cast on the 
building front on the side near the public sidewalk. There are entrance way lights 
that are right on the sidewalk, so some light will be shed onto the sidewalk. They 
are asking for an exception in the size of the buffer yard on the south property line 
to a minimum of 5’ vs. the required 10’. It is 5’ at the smallest and gets larger when 
going east. They designed a greater buffer to the north. The north side is adjacent 
to a gas station and they wanted a more significant buffer.  

 
Another exception is perimeter landscaping. They are asking for a 3’ landscaping 
area vs. the required 5’. This relates to the fact that they placed the entrance on 
ridge road. Due to the building design, it limits the amount of landscaping they can 
place on the front. The three exceptions above are minor. They meet all building 
setbacks.  

 
Another exception is for floor area ratio (FAR) and they are seeking an increase. It 
is not significant. They have an outdoor courtyard that is not under roof. But due to 
zoning ordinance definition, that area counts as FAR. The area under the entrance 
canopy is also counted towards FAR.  

 
They are seeking a height exception. The NR zoning district has a 30’ height 
limitation. They want to go to 49’ with some overruns on the roof that go above 
that. The 30’ height limit for the commercial zoning district is a low height limit. 
The single-family residential district has a height limit of 35’. Any redevelopment 
of the center would likely require a height exception. They spent a lot of time 
looking at building height compared to surrounding properties. They have a 
building that fits well with the neighborhood.  

 
The PUD also requires a public benefit. This is a single parcel, single building site 
so that limits the availability of possible public benefit. Many of the benefits listed 
in the zoning ordinance cannot be attained since this is an infill development that 
is constrained by lot size. They need a building of a certain size for a viable project.  

 
This building will serve an important community need. As the comprehensive plan 
mentions, the village’s population is aging. The need for Alzheimer and dementia 
care is increasing. They will provide a facility in the village that can service village 
residents as well as residents from nearby communities. It can also serve village 
residents with elderly parents. Artis is a for profit company. Market rate care will 
be given. This property will remain on the tax rolls and the property tax will 
significantly increase with redevelopment of the property.  
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Due to limitations that the parcel has, and the inability to provide other benefits, 
Artis proposes to donate $20,000 on the first anniversary of operations of the 
facility to the group that provides financial housing assistance to the elderly. This 
is a good project benefit and is important to the community.  

 
Dean Pappas will review the history of the center. Jay Hicks will provide 
background on Artis. Rick Whitney will go through the site plan.  

 
3.26 Dean Pappas, managing member of Wil-Ridge Plaza LLC, owner of the building, 

said they have owned the building since 1997. He has seen a lot of change to the 
center. He lived in the village for many years. To understand the location, one must 
look at the history of the building itself. It was built over 50 years ago in 1960. It 
was designed and served as a grocery store and drug store. From there, for the center 
to survive, it went through a lot of change and has had to adapt to survive. This has 
been through varying financial market conditions. As the economy changed, the 
center had to change. There was a Red Owl grocery store and it moved. 
Huerbinger’s drug store, that was the initial drug store, remained. It then changed 
hands and became Parkway Drugs. Parkway got sold to another company and then 
to Walgreens.  

 
The grocery space was originally subdivided into larger retail spaces. He talked 
about businesses that were larger retail tenants. As rentals become more difficult 
and for the center to survive, it changed again. Larger retail spaces got subdivided 
and became some retail and personal service uses. Eventually most of the center 
became personal service. Usages such as the nail salon, language school, driving 
school and a fitness center. There are still two restaurants. Those are the only two 
retail functions on site.  

 
They went through the real estate recession and survived through being creative 
and adaptive and working with tenants. The retail has become more of a struggle 
through the years. Online purchasing took hold. Smaller retailers have disappeared 
over time and many of these functions went into big box establishments. As he 
looks at the proposed use, it is personal service, but it will be designed for personal 
service. The building looks very welcoming and is a handsome addition to this key 
location.  

 
3.27 Jay Hicks, Artis Senior Living, talked about the company. Artis specializes in 

memory care assisted living. In today’s world, almost everyone has had 
Alzheimer’s or dementia touch their lives. He gave data about Alzheimer’s and 
dementia. Home care and staying with family is a preferred option but not always 
possible or viable. What differentiates Artis is that they build, own and operate. 
That is their business plan. They believe that Wilmette is underserved. They are 
active in the Chicago area with three developments in the building phase. They 
work with Senior Housing Analytics, the best company who analyzes projects 
feasibility. Conditions are suitable for Artis to be successful. There are other 
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providers providing great service.  
 

This location is east of 94, which is unique. The site is great for them. Retail has 
changed dramatically. It is an opportunity for them to bring the retail/service 
concept full circle. There is residential in the area and they are not on a highway. 
Their residents lived in neighborhoods that are like the area around the site.  

 
3.28 Mr. Whitney, architect, said he will take the commission through the building. This 

is a three story 64-unit memory care facility. He reviewed the site plan with the 
commission.  The site is on the west side of ridge road and south of Wilmette 
Avenue. There is a gas station to the north. To the west is an American Legion Hall 
that is a two-story building. To the south is a parking lot that serves an apartment 
building.  

 
There are two means of access from Ridge Road. There is a curb cut proposed for 
the northeast corner of the site. That is one way in only access. The police 
department made this recommendation. The other access point is at the southeast 
corner and this is in and out. At the front of the building is an entry drive with ten 
parking spaces intended for visitors and short stay visits. They are proposing a sky 
lit porte cochere. There is a service drive that feeds to the main access drive on the 
south side of the site. The access drive feeds their loading berth that is towards the 
southeast corner of the building. Further towards the back is the first-floor garage 
entrance. There is a service aisle at the southwest end of the site that feeds an onsite 
generator. The electric service transformer and trash collection/storage area will 
also be in that area.   

 
The northwest corner of the site is highly visible from Wilmette Avenue as one 
approaches from the west. They are proposing to do enhanced landscaping in that 
area. Landscape plans are part of the packet. They are proposing a larger setback 
on the north end to separate from the gas station to the north. There are resident 
units located on that side. They want to improve the view from their windows.  

 
There was a request for him to say something about the under building parking 
circulation. It is at the southwest corner of the building and is in and out access.  

 
Regarding the floor plans, he talked about the first floor plan. The entrance is at the 
east end of the site. At the first floor will be a lobby, administrative offices and 
some program spaces for residents. They are at a schematic level of development 
with the floor plans. They must select their amenity spaces.  

 
Artis serves meals and the kitchen will be at the southwest corner of the front 
portion. That is adjacent to a loading berth in the building. That is important for 
supplies and it also feeds the kitchen.  

 
There are 45 spaces in the garage. They are under roof and totally enclosed. The 
parking entrance is in/out in the same location. The loading berth is served from 
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the service drive.  
 

He talked about the second and third floor plans. The basic planning concept in an 
Artis facility is that the resident units are organized into neighborhoods. At the 
north and the south are individual neighborhoods. Each neighborhood has 16 
memory care units. Going east and to the outside corner, this is an area with a family 
room and dining room. One single kitchen feeds all neighborhoods. Towards the 
center are amenity spaces. He talked about what other Artis amenity spaces contain.  

 
On the other side of vertical circulation, they planned a lounge area on the second 
and third floors. It provides more connection to the outdoors.  

 
At the second floor they are proposing a landscape courtyard with an outdoor 
seating area. The area is nicely landscaped, and gardening can take place. They are 
proposing a looped walking path. The outdoor area provides more contact with 
nature. The square footage of the courtyard is a little under 9000 square feet.  

 
He showed the elevations. He talked about the east elevation that faces Ridge Road 
and is the primary elevation. The center portion is for building entrance and amenity 
spaces. The corners contain the dining rooms and family rooms of each 
neighborhood. The porte cochere will have minimum clearance of 14’. He 
understands that the village’s minimum is 12’.  

 
The primary building materials are brick masonry in three colors. He talked about 
where various colors went. There is an area that is clad in brick at the base and with 
a fiber cement siding on floors two and three. They break up the mass and divide it 
into three focus areas with a separation in the middle. There is a main area in the 
center that is primarily brick masonry with a center area clad in a fibrous cement 
panel. There is a cornice element that runs at the top at the roof level. There are two 
different parapet wall heights. He talked about the parapets. One of the parapets 
will have a screening element on the center roof. The 6’ parapet is high enough to 
block the view of equipment. They are proposing a taller than usual parapet. But 
they are trying to have the equipment screen be more integral to the building. It is 
not a separate feature attached to the roof.  

 
He showed a stair that leads to the roof. There is one stair access to the roof. The 
elevator overrun will occur behind the parapet wall. The elevator does not need a 
roof top penthouse. They need 3-4’ above the roof surface to accommodate the 
overrun. 

 
They are close to 17’ floor heights on the first floor. They want to get taller ceiling 
heights on first floor amenity spaces. The loading berth demands a taller height. 
The second and third floors have a 13’ floor to floor height. Their finished ceiling 
heights are 9’. They need the additional 4’ for floor structure. There is mechanical, 
electrical, and plumbing that goes through that space. They will have central 
systems and really do need the ceilings for distribution across the floors. It pushes 
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the floor a little higher, which adds to the proposed building height.  
 

He talked about the west elevation. There is darker brick along the base. The 
openings are primary louvers for ventilating the garage space. He showed 
neighborhood wings and stair towers. The court yard is in the center. They are 
proposing a screen wall at the edge of the court yard that is 8’ high. They want 
some opacity for the wall. There might be a lattice portion to see outside. It does 
also provide privacy.  

 
In the court yard there is a center element that is clad in brick with fibrous cement 
insets. There are other areas of fibrous cement.  

 
Going to the south and north elevation, the north elevation abuts the gas station to 
the north. He talked about the brick colors and fibrous cement siding. They want to 
break up the building and make the elevation less massive.  

 
They are proposing a solid vinyl fence along the property line at the north side. 
There is a landscaped side yard. They are looking for privacy.  

 
The south side is similar in organization to the north side. There is a solid vinyl 
fence adjacent to the parking lot to the south.  

 
He showed the rendered project views and the street level views of the building. 
The way that the gas station and American Legion Hall is sited, the corner of the 
building opens from Wilmette Avenue. They wanted to pay attention to the 
elevations. They are proposing to provide an open metal fence with brick piers at 
the corner.  

 
He showed the view at Ridge Road in front of the building. They are proposing a 
3’ wide landscape buffer in that area to provide screen from the public parking lot 
and the service drive.  

 
There is a view of Ridge Road at the southeast corner.  

 
Where they get closer to the street, they are proposing to change from the solid 
vinyl fence to the open fence with brick piers.  

  
He talked about two aerial views that were in the packet. It shows their building in 
context of surrounding buildings. The view looks along Ridge Road from the 
southeast. Towards the east and west are one and two-story buildings. Along Ridge 
Road there are three and four-story buildings on the side of their building except 
for the gas station on the corner. He talked about the various buildings and 
associated heights, which seem to include 30’+ - 40’. They are proposing a parapet 
height of 49’ with their roof level at 43’. Along this stretch of Ridge Road, they are 
compatible with the scale of the buildings.  
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That is the end of the applicant’s presentation and said he was available for 
questions.  

 
3.29 Commissioner Ghaemi said that the height jumped out at her. Mr. Whitney said 

they need 3-4’ for mechanical.  
 
 Commissioner Ghaemi asked about the structural system. Mr. Whitney said they 

are looking at a steel bar joist with metal deck and concrete floors or they will do a 
steel frame with precast concrete plank. They need to be noncombustible 
construction.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked if they were doing the same for the courtyard. Mr. 
Whitney answered that the courtyard and second floor will probably be planked 
throughout.  

  
Commissioner Ghaemi understands that Artis will own the property, but they may 
want to consider maintenance issues if they go with metal deck or bar joist in the 
courtyard area. Mr. Whitney said they want to stick with the plank system in the 
courtyard area. There will be a fire separation issue between the parking below and 
floors above. For a vegetative roof system, plank is the better way to go.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked if they went with hollow-core for the floor system, 
wouldn’t that reduce the overall floor height. Mr. Whitney said not necessarily. It 
is not just the plank depth itself but the steel below that. The bar joist and the plank 
with steel would probably be the same depth.  

 
3.30 Commissioner Ghaemi had a question about the vinyl fence. She is sure that it is 

an issue of cost, but she would like to see more brick than vinyl. After a few years, 
vinyl won’t look good and brick will age better.  

 
3.31 Commissioner Ghaemi said regarding the location of the generator, she does not 

know how many feet it needs to be from the building, but it is right next to the 
neighbors. It becomes the neighbors’ problem rather than Artis’ problem. Mr. 
Whitney said they meet the separation distance from the building. They have a 5’ 
setback requirement from the property line, which they are meeting. The generator, 
transformer and trash enclosure will be enclosed in a brick structure with 6’ high 
masonry walls.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked the noise level of the generator. Mr. Whitney said 
that the cut sheets for the generator are in the packet.  

 
3.32 Commissioner Bailey asked if the generator was an emergency generator. Mr. 

Whitney answered yes. Commissioner Bailey asked how frequently it would 
operate. Mr. Whitney said in a rare occurrence like a power failure and during the 
monthly testing that needs to be done. It will not run continuously.  
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3.33 Commissioner Bailey said that the information provided by the applicant says that 
the permeable area has increased because there is virtually none now and that it was 
proposed to be approximately 15%.  How does that compare with the zoning 
ordinance requirements? Is the only permeable area just the planting areas or are 
there other permeable areas.  

 
Mr. Whitney answered that north side yard and the west yard are all lawn areas. 
The roof court yard will have about 2’ of soil media. There is a drainage connection 
from the court yard. The precipitation that falls in the courtyard will stay within 
that vegetative system. They see that area as permeable as it will not contribute to 
the storm water system.  

 
Commissioner Bailey asked if they were proposing any permeable pavements. Mr. 
Whitney said at present they are not proposing this.  

 
Commissioner Bailey asked if that was consistent with what the zoning ordinance 
would require. Mr. Adler said that the maximum coverage is 60% for structure and 
flat work in the required rear yard. (Correction: the maximum coverage of 60% 
applies to residential property and not the commercially zoned Subject Property, 
which does not have maximum limits in the required yards) 

 
Commissioner Bailey asked what the coverage was for the proposed building. Mr. 
Whitney said he didn’t know offhand. Chairman Urban said the building lot 
coverage is listed at approximately 29,000 sf. Taken over a lot area of 
approximately over 52,000 sf, the lot coverage would be about 60%. Mr. Whitney 
said that number did not include the courtyard. Mr. Adler clarified that the 29,000 
sf was the lot coverage for the actual building and not the impervious surfaces in 
the required rear yard. 
 

3.34 Commissioner Bailey asked if there would be any signage that is part of the 
development. Mr. Whitney said at present they are not showing any. Their 
Lakeview facility has no signage. They need to work that out with Artis.  

 
3.35 Commissioner Bailey asked if they had any views about what development of the 

neighboring parcel would be compatible with their use. There is a lot next to them 
that has been proposed for development. Have they thought about what types of 
other projects would be compatible with the Artis proposal? Mr. Whitney said 
without knowing what exactly will happen there it is hard for them to say. They 
know there is a Legion Hall next to them.  
 
Commissioner Bailey asked if they have reflected at all about how neighboring 
development may impact their proposal. Mr. Whitney said if it is a residential 
project proposed next door, that would be compatible.  

 
3.36 Commissioner Head asked regarding permeability, could thought be given to using 

permeable pavement, particularly in the front of the building as there is a lot of 



  
   

November 7, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 12 Approved February 6, 2018 

blacktop and virtually no green space. Mr. Whitney said they would review that 
with the owner. 

 
3.37 Chairman Urban asked if the heights of the surrounding buildings included 

mechanicals on those buildings. Does 40’ on building C translate to 43’ on the 
applicant’s building or equates to the 49’. 

 
Brian Rieger, Civil Engineer, V3 Engineering, said they took an average to give a 
general idea of what the height might be. They measured the highest point they 
could see compared to the grade at the front door. For example, Building D is a four 
story building and is 37’ floor to floor. For a portion of that building the first floor 
is actually below grade, whereas for other portions it is above. They took an average 
to give a general idea of what the heights might be. 

 
3.38 Commissioner Head had a question for Mr. Hicks. The subject of public benefit 

came up during the discussion. As a market rate facility, in other places Artis has 
worked have you had units designated for lower income people or reduced fees 
considered for public benefit? Mr. Hicks said the simple answer is yes. In Fairfax 
County, Virginia, the county has a 3% affordable requirement that is applied to 
everybody who is active in assisted living in that marketplace.  

 
Commissioner Head understands that Artis will provide a cash contribution to an 
affordable housing fund but asked if there could be a longer term contribution they 
could provide for lower income residents of the village. Mr. Hicks said they like 
the idea of contributing to a community affordable housing fund however the 
village sees fit. It is an iterative process and this is their first public appearance 
before the PC. They are open to discussion about a public benefit via a contribution. 

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Mr. Jeff Strange, owner of 307-317 Ridge Road 
4.12 Ms.  Lisa Braganca, 2125 Washington Avenue 
4.13 Mr. Bob Davis, Member of Dry Out West Wilmette 
4.14 Mr. Mitch Klein, Owner of 1837 Wilmette Avenue 
4.15 Ms. Mimi Dray, Cedar Lane 
4.16 Mr. Andy Reese, 411 Pine Manor Drive 

 
4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 Mr. Jeff Strange is the owner of the building to the south of the project (307-317 

Ridge) and the vacant lot between the two buildings. He has lived in the village for 
40 years. He is unhappy with the way the driveway is coming up on the south side 
of the building. The entire burden is placed on his property. There is an ugly vinyl 
fence the length of his parking lot. There is traffic on that side and today there is no 
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traffic. There is no landscaping per se except for a couple of trees. The project 
should be moved more towards Wilmette Avenue. His tenants do not want to look 
out their windows and see ambient light at night. He wants to know about the 
generator. They don’t want to hear the generator running for long time periods as 
there have been times where people have been without power for 3-4 days. The 
building is fine overall, but he does not want to bear the burden of development. 
He wants at least 5’ of landscaping on his side, maybe 7’. He wants to know about 
the lighting on that side of the building because people will becoming all hours of 
the day. All traffic noise will back up to the north side of his building. He has a 
vacant buildable lot and he plans to put in apartments in the future. He doesn’t want 
to be stopped from doing that. This is an NR area. There should be separation 
between buildings.  

 
4.22 Ms. Lisa Braganca, 2125 Washington Avenue, lives a few blocks away from the 

proposed development. She did not receive notice of the neighborhood meetings 
Artis held with or she would have spoken up earlier. In the past when another 
developer was going to build in the area the neighborhood meetings were more 
publicized so lots of people showed up to those. She wants to address the 
fundamental design of the building. Not the physical building, but what it is. This 
is institutional living and not residential. People who live there will not have locks 
on their doors. Decisions such as who comes into their rooms, whether they will 
have a pet or what and when they are going to eat is not left up to residents. She 
knows this because she has visited many of these facilities. She served as class 
counsel in three lawsuits that were brought against the State of Illinois for the over 
institutionalizing of people with disabilities. The goal was to get people to be served 
in the community and not in large institutional settings. This is the wrong direction 
to go. The State of Illinois is moving away from this because of these lawsuits. In 
her role as class counsel she made visits to a lot of nice and less nice facilities. All 
of them, particular ones that are specialized for persons with memory care type 
issues, have inherent problems. Often people are locked onto floors where there is 
no legal basis for doing so. This is just the practice. She understands that it is a 
safety issue but their legal rights are being violated. She does not if Artis does this. 
She did not visit an Artis site. Sunrise is down the street. It is a memory care facility. 
She has never seen one of their residents walking around the neighborhood. She 
has seen the staff walking the resident’s dog and she appreciates that they have a 
dog, but she hasn’t once seen any resident from Sunrise wandering around the 
neighborhood. That would be wonderful. These are lockdown types of institutions. 
There is a fundamental problem with the way these facilities are set up. The plan is 
fundamentally at odds with having a residential neighborhood. These folks will not 
be coming to these meetings and participating in our community. There is already 
one institutional development in the neighborhood for people with Alzheimer’s and 
dementia. She reiterated that this is the wrong direction to go in. It is very 
distressing to see this big of a development proposed here. She understands that we 
want to have a viable business and there are a lot of elderly residents that need to 
be served but this is absolutely the wrong direction to be going in. The right 
direction is to be able to serve in a more integrated environment where people get 
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services but are also a part of the community. She encouraged people to visit 
Sunrise and go upstairs and see all the recesses of it. She is sure it is very nice and 
while she has never been inside, she guarantees that there are locks and limitations 
on what people can do. There is not necessarily a legal basis for doing this. She has 
a child with a disability. She is a disability rights activist.  

 
4.23 Mr. Bob Davis, member of Dry Out West Wilmette, said their issue is with the 

potential impact to the Princeton Place basin of the sanitary sewer. By their 
calculations between the Wilmette Circle subdivision, what may or may not happen 
at 1925 Wilmette Avenue, and the proposed Artis facility, there is at least a 10% 
load increase in the sanitary sewer. On the west side they are struggling with storm 
water. Their opinion is getting to be that there should be no additional development 
done until there is a reliable long-term storm water plan that can be implemented.  

 
4.24 Mr. Mitch Klein, Owner of 1837 Wilmette Avenue, said there is no sales tax from 

this facility. There are no people working in this town or coming into this town to 
visit stores. What benefit does the village get from the facility? He is sympathetic 
with the predicament that Mr. Pappas is in. People shop online. There must be 
something better than the proposed development. The village needs sales tax. The 
town has lost four car dealerships in the past 20 years. The town has lost 34 gas 
stations in the last 40 years. We are down to six gas stations. Gas stations must pay 
higher taxes but Artis does not get a tax. People who live there will not come into 
area stores. There is property tax, but no sales tax. How many times is an ambulance 
going to have to go to this building? They don’t need to go higher with the building, 
they can go down. If the parking is below grade there is no height problem. The 
problem that is being missed is if you give Artis their variances you are going to 
have HODC coming down our throats from the American Legion Post. They are 
going to want their variances and those are variances we cannot afford to have. 
When the size of the property means we can’t have 22 people living on a property 
that size. They can only hope that the PC is there to protect neighbors. He and his 
neighboring businesses want costumers coming in. He is for memory care, but it 
doesn’t have to be in a residential business district. If the PC allows this to happen 
and suggests this is a good thing for the Village, he can’t argue about it because 
hopefully he gets some of the people as customers, but it’s not likely. Security 
sounds good but there are problems in the area. Tax dollars are needed in this area 
through sales tax.  

 
4.25 Ms. Mimi Dray said her family has lived on Cedar Lane for 30 years. She did not 

receive a notice of the community meetings and she would have attended if she was 
aware of the meetings. Did Artis approach HODC to purchase that parcel of land 
to incorporate it into their project?  She believes that providing this memory care 
facility would be a positive. There needs to be places for people to be cared for with 
memory problems that cannot walk the neighborhood anymore. It is not that much 
larger than the current space. It will be a beautifully improved building. It will be a 
good addition for the village.  
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4.26 Mr. Andy Reese, 411 Pine Manor Drive, questioned if buildings keep getting higher 
where do we stop. This is starting to scream Evanston. It is getting busy and dense. 
There will be more traffic in the area. It is dangerous at Ridge and Wilmette 
Avenues. The height and variances are key. He is concerned about the height. Do 
we want to be Evanston? He thinks that the area should be more of a family 
residential area. If this does not work out, what else could be in the building? He 
thinks that the commission needs to consider the setbacks. It goes to the height and 
building size. Sales tax revenue is needed. You are losing two restaurants and a 
couple of institutions like the driver’s ed business. This corner is becoming office 
and not service oriented towards the neighbors.  

 
4.27 Seeing there was no more public comment Chairman Urban asked the development 

team to respond to concerns raised.  
 
4.28 Mr. Griffin said this is a shopping center with vacancies. While there is some 

landscaping currently, the proposed project will have significantly more 
landscaping. This is a new building. Regarding how it fits in with neighborhood 
and impact on neighboring properties, the proposed building is a big improvement. 
It will have a positive impact on neighboring properties. It is a new investment in 
an area that needs new investment. They do not think it will negatively impact 
neighboring properties. They want further investment in the community. They will 
be a good neighbor. There are other ways to care for a person with memory care 
issues such as in your home, but that option is not always available. This facility 
provides excellent care. Artis is proud of their work. Regarding flooding, there is a 
building and parking lot designed in the 1960s when there were no storm water 
regulations. This building will meet all modern up to date storm water regulations. 
There will be no issues regarding flooding. That should be a benefit.  

 
 

Regarding the desire for more sales tax, he understands that the village does want 
this. Unfortunately greater market trends have caused tax producing businesses to 
disappear. The center must adapt or die. This is a good redevelopment for that area.  
 

4.29 Mr. Hicks said regarding Mr. Strange’s comment about lighting, the ordinance has 
a maximum .5-foot candle limit at his property boundary and they will be at .2. In 
looking at the current plans, the building has a 0’ setback today. He talked about 
extending the metal fence with piers across Mr. Strange’s property boundary.  

 
As it relates to notice, they tried to reach out as much as possible. The notices sent 
out mimicked the distances and protocols about what was followed for this meeting. 
The intent was not to keep people out. He received emails from several in the 
community.  

 
Regarding the comment about this being an institution, sometimes memory care is 
an option because in-home care is not. They specialize in this. This is a loving, 
caring residential facility for residents. He talked about past treatment for 
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Alzheimer’s and dementia patients, but treatment modalities have changed. 
Residents are free to leave when escorted by family. Family and visitors are allowed 
24/7. They encourage visits and personal interactions if they are able. Residents can 
walk the building freely and be in the court yard freely. They try to bring dignity 
and respect to the unfortunate circumstances that people are facing.  
 
Regarding the taxation issue, there is a lot to the calculation. He saw what Mr. 
Pappas paid in property taxes, made assumptions about the post-development value 
and tried to get comparables. He is comfortable saying they will be paying twice 
what the current development pays in property tax. The limited amount of sales tax 
currently is a declining trend line on this property.  
 
Regarding HODC next door, it was apparent when speaking with the community 
that there was an interest for them to consolidate lots and come in with as unified 
of a development plan as possible. Either he or a real estate broker reached out to 
the gas station owner and the American Legion owners and asked if they would be 
interested in selling. The gas station was a quick no and with HODC there were 
robust discussion, but in the end, they decided not to sell. Mr. Pappas has some 
timing constraints and contractual issues, he felt that they finally needed to move 
forward.  
 
The plan stands on its own merits. It is a good plan. What they have with the current 
retail center is not sustainable and something will happen. His company provides a 
valuable service and is a positive influence on the tax base. It is needed, attractive 
and low impact from a traffic standpoint.  

 
4.30 Chairman Urban asked the engineer for the development to address storm water, 

parking and traffic impacts.  
 
4.31 Mr. Rieger said there are significant storm water concerns in the village. Much of 

the concern focuses around sanitary sewer and how it gets inundated with storm 
water during large storm events and the sanitary sewer backs up to people’s houses. 
For this facility, they are providing underground storm water detention. There will 
be 120,000-gallon tank under the building. This captures all the storm water from 
the site. It slows it down to a rate that comes out a 2.5” hose.  That goes straight 
into the storm sewer. There is no storm water from this site that will get into the 
sanitary sewer system.  

 
The existing facility probably has downspouts that inundate the sanitary sewer 
during large rain events. In this case, they are separating all that. The storm water 
will go directly into the underground detention facility and then into the storm 
sewer system. Codes have been updated and systems are better.  

 
From a parking perspective, they are providing 55 parking stalls on site, 45 are in 
the garage and ten are on site. That is more than enough to service this facility. 
They figured one space per employee and .5 spaces per bed. Based on Artis’ history, 
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there is more than sufficient parking.  
 
4.32 Commissioner Head asked Mr. Rieger to go back to the parking calculation. Mr. 

Rieger said they figured .5 spaces per bed. There are 64 beds in the facility and 32 
spaces would be required for that portion and the rest are required for the employee 
portion.  

 
4.33 Commissioner Head asked how many people staff a building like this. Mr. Hicks 

said there are various shifts, 7-3, 3-10 and 10-7. The first shift has the highest 
number of employees and that would be 23. Some of the positions straddle the shift. 
The first shift is the controlling shift. Parking is a good topic. There are a variety of 
senior facilities that generate parking demand. If there is a rehab facility also, that 
can bring in a lot of traffic. They are not adding a rehab facility. They have their 
own standards and will also abide by the zoning standards. He is comfortable that 
they have enough parking. 38-42 spaces is the sweet spot for a 64-bed facility. They 
are more than meeting that.  

 
4.34 Commissioner Bailey said that Mr. Hicks indicated that Artis has a 

design/build/operate firm and Commissioner Bailey felt that was favorable as Mr. 
Hicks characterized it as Artis becoming a member of the community. Because of 
this he asked if Mr. Hicks would be willing to share if they had any governmental 
complaints or lawsuits related to their other facilities. Mr. Hicks answered not that 
he was aware of but with the nature of what they do there is always that chance.  

 
4.35 Commissioner Bailey questioned whether Artis had any experience with illegal 

conduct in any of their nine facilities? Mr. Hicks answered no but he cannot 
categorically say that something couldn’t happen. This is an elderly frail population 
at the end of their lives.  

 
4.36 Commissioner Bailey said the neighbor to the south objected to having less 

landscaping on the south than adjacent to the gas station to the north. Why is it 
appropriate to have 5’ of landscaping on the side that benefits the applicant, but on 
the side that impacts the south neighbor having a lesser amount of green space? Mr. 
Hicks said their thoughts were that there is a residential use on the south and 
commercial use on the north, a gas station. There is a 12’ buffer on the north and a 
5’ buffer on the south. He is happy to move the building to the extent that they can 
to provide more buffer on the south and less on the north. He wanted as much 
distance from the gas station as possible. But if the commission wants the applicant 
to re-examine the building placement, they can do that.  

 
4.37 Mr. Whitney said that they have a required setback on both sides, north and south. 

They are at a minimum setback on the north. There is a 32’ setback on the south. 
Mr. Adler clarified that the north side yard adjoins commercial, so they are okay 
with the north side yard being reduced. To the south where they join the residential, 
that is where they would need 12’ minimum. To the north they could have less than 
12’.  
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4.38 Mr. Hicks said would be happy to take that back and re-examine the building 

placement relative to the property lines on the north and on the south.  
 
4.39 Mr. Adler said that Mr. Strange talked about desiring at least a 5’ landscape buffer. 

Right now, they have the fence on the property line instead of 5’ onto the property 
and then landscaping in front of the fencing. They are asking for an amendment to 
what is required to be planted in a buffer yard. The fence should be screened as 
much as possible from the property to the south. Mr. Hicks said they had thought 
about that and will go back and re-look at that element.  

 
Commissioner Head departed the meeting at approximately 8:45 pm. 

 
4.40 Commissioner Schwab asked the applicant to address the height issue again. 

Particularly the suggestion that the height of the building and the variance is an 
issue of their own making. Whether or not below grade parking is feasible or 
analyzed for this project? Was this done? Mr. Whitney said that they did analyze 
below grade parking early on. To get the ramp slopes they need for an underground 
garage, there is limited space on the site to do this. They could not provide 
comfortable slopes for below grade parking.  

 
4.41 Commissioner Bailey said that the staff report contains 38 comments and only 19 

responses from the applicant. Has there been an adequate response? Mr. Adler said 
the applicant received some of the comments late last week and suggested that the 
applicant be asked to answer those questions.  
 

4.42 Mr. Adler said that Dan Manis, the village engineer, is at the meeting tonight if the 
Commissioners have any questions for him.  
 

4.43 Mr. Rieger said they received the comments late Friday. They can go through the 
comments at the meeting. 1-19 were responded to prior to the meeting.  

 
Comment 20 suggests providing a larger radius at the south curb as one exits onto 
Ridge Road. They will look at providing a larger radius or more of a flare section. 
They will work with staff to accommodate this request.  
 
Comment 21 is regarding stop sign location. They can move the stop sign so that it 
is on the west side of the sidewalk.  
 
Comment 22 states they need to clarify hatching to show what is the concrete 
sidewalk in the front and what is not. He sees no issue with this.  
 
Comment 23 is regarding bituminous pavement being shown on the legend as 
something provided but it is not shown on the plan. This is because they are 
providing heavy duty pavement throughout the site to provide for fire truck and 
other truck access.  
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Comment 24 states that the grading plan appears to be appropriate.  
 
Comment 25 is regarding MWRD requirements, which they are meeting. He is not 
sure if the Village’s review engineer was provided with the storm water report. This 
report will be submitted during final design.  
 
Comment 26 is regarding a soil boring test, which they will complete as part of the 
final design phase. 
 
Comment 27 is regarding access ports to the detention vault. They will provide 
access ports to the detention vault as requested.  
 
Comment 28 is regarding building/plumbing permits. They will seek building and 
plumbing review of the water service as requested.  
 
Comment 29 is regarding sanitary sewer size. He submitted a memo regarding 
sanitary sewer capacity as requested.  
 
Comment 30 is regarding turning radius in the loading and parking areas being 
tight. He provided a turning template to staff with their first submission. The service 
trucks can enter the site and maneuver as needed.  
 
Comment 31 is regarding the exact property line location. They will work with staff 
on this.  
 
Comment 32 states that the MWRD will need to issue a permit for the sanitary 
sewer connections. They understand and will comply with that requirement. 
 
Comment 33 is regarding Fire Department review of the plan. The Fire Department 
has reviewed the plans and it was his understanding that they had no objections.  
 
Comment 34 states that a NPDES permit will be required for the project. They will 
obtain the necessary NPDES permit once they get into final design.  
 
Comment 35 is regarding work within the Wilmette Avenue right-of-way (ROW). 
While they are not proposing any work in that ROW, they will secure all necessary 
ROW permits.  
 
Comment 35 is regarding BMPs. He explained they are proposing stone 
underlayment under the underground basin thus allowing storm water at the bottom 
of the basin to infiltrate into the ground.  
 
Comment 37 is regarding paying for a traffic consultant to review the applicant’s 
traffic summary memo. He said the applicant will pay the review fee. 
 
Comment 38 is regarding final engineering needing to be submitted with the Final 
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PUD submittal. They will submit final engineering at the time of the final PUD.  
 

Commissioner Bailey said there are a few themes that he discerns. Apparently, the 
staff has some skepticism about whether the parking area is large enough. There 
was talk about the turning radius and spaces narrowed. Does staff still have a 
concern? Dan Manis, Village Engineer, said the development review consultant has 
since seen the turning radius drawings and deemed them appropriate.  

 
Commissioner Bailey said there is another theme about adequate storm water 
mitigation measures and a recommendation for green infrastructure. Has the 
applicant adequately responded to those concerns? Mr. Manis said that the 
applicant has confirmed that they will follow the MWRD recommendations and 
water shed management ordinance (WMO). That will provide a tremendous benefit 
to the sewer system in this area. The property, as it stands today, is a burden. Storm 
water falling on the site goes to the right of way causing street ponding issues or 
overwhelming the sewer within the right-of-way. Now everything will be captured 
and the volume that reaches sewers will be controlled. They will promote 
infiltration by building an open bottom detention chamber. This is a benefit to the 
storm sewer system. The open bottom is recognized as a green infrastructure 
technique by the MWRD.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said she cannot get over the height issue. She loves steel. 
But they are talking about an extra 5’ at every floor because they are using a system 
that is economically more appropriate for the applicant. Have they considered 
concrete flat plate construction? They can get shallower floor heights. Mr. Whitney 
said they did look at concrete and cost is definitely a factor in the final decision. 
The building does not offer the economy of scale for a concrete system.  
 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked if Mr. Whitney agreed that with height being an issue 
with this building that concrete could be used. Mr. Whitney said concrete could be 
used in the building. Commissioner Ghaemi said they could bring the height down 
if they use concrete. Mr. Whitney agreed to some degree the height could be 
reduced but that he has not calculated how much that would be if they used 
concrete.  

 
Commissioner Bailey talked about the new residential housing structure on Green 
Bay Road. The original proposal was for that to be six stories. The village decided 
to make it five stories. That was a good decision. Six stories would have looked 
massive. Tonight’s case did not strike him like that because there are already 
structures around it which are almost the same height. 

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said one of the nearby building next to the proposed 
building is only 27’ high. Commissioner Bailey clarified that he was talking about 
buildings across the street.  

 
Chairman Urban said that she agrees with Commissioner Bailey in that when one 
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looks at the properties on the west side of Ridge Road, there are significant heights. 
Starting at 37’and going to 40’, and this will be 43’ or 49’ depending on what is 
being measured.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said they are looking to the one to the north that is higher. 
To the east they are much lower. She is bringing this up because she has heard a lot 
of comments about the five-story building on Green Bay Road. There is sensitivity 
to height.  

 
Commissioner Schwab asked if there has been any precedent on FAR relief that 
has been granted in the past. They are seeking a significant amount of relief for 
FAR and it is a 37% increase. Mr. Adler said he has seen floor area variations 
granted in the past on institutional buildings and he mentioned Michigan Shores. It 
is a large building on a lot that is not that large. He spoke about the St. Francis 
expansion. These were zoning variations and not PUDs that came to PC. In the VC 
there is no maximum floor area as the structure size is limited by the maximum 
height and setbacks.  
 
Chairman Urban closed public testimony. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 

     
5.10 Commissioner Bailey moved approval conditioned upon the buffer yard to the 

south being increased in size, no vinyl material being used on the fencing and that 
all staff comments be addressed. Discussion took place regarding the motion being 
made without conditions and the conditions being addressed during Commissioner 
Discussion. 

 
5.11 Chairman Urban clarified that Mr. Bailey was proposing the approval be 

conditioned upon an increase in the southern buffer yard. No vinyl fencing on the 
south property line and that the metal with brick columns fencing be installed 
instead.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said the fencing material requirement should be made for 
the entire fence.  
 
Commissioner Bailey said he also wanted a condition that requires that staff’s 
comments be addressed. Mr. Stein, Corporation Counsel, said that because staff’s 
comments are engineering related they must be followed regardless of them being 
a condition of approval. Commissioner Bailey questioned whether all the 
comments were engineering related as some dealt with turning radius and other site 
issues. Mr. Stein felt those were still engineering related. Mr. Adler suggested 
conditioning approval on all site plan review comments being addressed. 

 
Mr. Adler asked for clarification if instead of a vinyl fence, the applicant proposes 
a wood fence on the west side because there is insufficient room to provide 
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landscaping. Commissioner Ghaemi would like to see a brick wall instead. 
Chairman Urban said she didn’t have a problem with a wood fence if the setback 
was too tight since there are only so many ways to move the building on the site.  

 
Commissioner Schwab said that at least two commissioners are concerned about 
height of the building. A minimal reduction would be appreciated.  

 
Mr. Adler said that one commissioner had to leave so there are five remaining. Four 
members need to vote in the positive to get a positive recommendation to the 
Village Board. This is a special use. It would need a super-majority at the Village 
Board level to overturn a negative recommendation. Mr. Adler asked the applicant 
if they wanted the commission to go to a vote. Do they want to address the height? 
Do they agree with adding landscaping and enlarging the landscaping buffer to the 
south? Do they agree with the fence condition?  

  
Mr. Griffin said that the conditions other than height are something they can agree 
to and will further develop them. Regarding height, there is a possibility that they 
can take the height down 1-2’. It will not be significant. They spent a lot of time on 
building height since they first started meeting with Mr. Adler last summer. They 
know height is a concern.  
 

 6.0 DECISION   
 

6.1 Commissioner Ghaemi moved to recommend granting a Planned Unit 
Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a 
three-story residential care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the 
NR, Neighborhood Retail, zoning district at 333-357 Ridge Road, in conformance 
with the plans submitted. The approval conditioned upon the following: 

 
1. The buffer yard to the south being increased in size. 
2. No vinyl fencing material will be used on site. A metal picket and brick pier 

fence will be installed in all areas where the vinyl fence was proposed 
except on the west property line where a wood fence may be installed. 

3. All site plan review comments be addressed.  
 

The use to run with the use. 
    
 6.11 Commissioner Bailey seconded the motion. 
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6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   Yes 
 Homa Ghaemi    No      
 Christine Norrick   Absent 
 Steven Schwab   Yes 
 Jeffrey Head    Absent 
 Michael Taylor   Yes  
  
  Motion Passed.  The subject request will be on the December 12, 2017 Village 

Board agenda.  
 
 6.2 Commissioner Taylor moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-04.   
 
 6.21 Commissioner Bailey seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays.   
   
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Plan Commission finds that the proposed Planned Unit Development 
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential 
care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, 
zoning meets the Planned Unit Development standards. The height of the structure is 
similar to other buildings in the neighborhood along Ridge Road. The provision of a needed 
housing type will be a benefit to the community. By increasing the buffer yard to the south, 
adjacent properties should not be negatively impacted by the proposed development. The 
applicant has shown that the development should have a positive impact on the Village’s 
storm sewer and no negative impact on the sanitary sewer or adjacent roadways. 
 
A minority of the Plan Commission finds that the proposed Planned Unit Development 
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential 
care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, 
zoning does not meet the Planned Unit Development standards. The height of the structure 
will be out of character with the neighborhood. While other three story buildings exist in 
the neighborhood, the closest buildings are of heights significantly less than the proposed 
building. The need for the extra height is due in part to the construction type proposed, thus 
the structure can be reduced in height by altering the construction type. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Plan Commission recommends granting a Planned Unit Development Preliminary 
Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential care facility 
containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, zoning district 
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at 333-357 Ridge Road, in conformance with the plans submitted. The use to run with the 
use. The approval conditioned upon the following: 
  

1. The buffer yard to the south being increased in size. 
2. No vinyl fencing material will be used on site. A metal picket and brick pier fence 

will be installed in all areas where the vinyl fence was proposed except on the west 
property line where a wood fence may be installed. 

3. All site plan review comments be addressed. 
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Nature of Application: Request for tentative plat approval for a two-lot 
subdivision 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE PLAN COMMISSION 

Description of Property 

The Subject Property is located on the southwest corner of Chestnut Avenue and 21st Street. The 
property has approximately 100.42’ of frontage on Chestnut Avenue and 177.65’ of frontage on 
21st Street. The property is approximately 17,824.58 square feet in area. The property is improved 
with a two-story single-family home and attached one-car garage. 

The Subject Property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-C, Single Family Detached 
Residence and improved with single-family homes. 

The house on the Subject Property has been identified as a model home in the 1933-1934 Chicago 
World’s Fair. While the house does have historic significance and would be a candidate for local 
landmark and National Register status, no such status currently exists. Without local landmark 
status, the demolition of the house is not prohibited. The applicants have indicated that they 
intend to dismantle the house in hopes that a party interested in reassembling the home on a 
different property comes forward.  

In addition, conversations between the applicants and preservation specialists about subdividing 
the property off of 21st Street to allow the exiting house to be relocated to a new southern lot have 
taken place but no agreement had been reached. Even if an agreement was reached, the 
subdividing of the property off of 21st Street would require relief to the subdivision code because 
any new lot must be subdivided off of Chestnut Avenue. It also isn’t known how a new house 
would be laid out on the northern lot and if relief would be needed for that structure. 

Subdivision Request 

The petitioner is seeking to subdivide one existing lots into two new lots. The parcel is proposed to 
be re-subdivided into two conforming lots.  The west lot, Lot 1, measures approximately 50’ wide 
by 177.9’ deep and has an area of 8,895.11 square feet.  The east lot, Lot 2, measures approximately 
50.42’ wide and 177.89’ deep and has an area of 8,929.47 square feet.  A new single-family home 
is proposed to be constructed on each lot.  The Village Code requires Plan Commission review and 
Village Board approval of a plat of subdivision. 

The zoning will remain R1-C, Single Family Detached Residence, and the existing structure will 
be removed and two new homes will be built if the subdivision is approved.  Section 8.3 of the 
Zoning Ordinance requires lots in the R1-C District to have a minimum lot size of 6,000 square 
feet and a lot width of 50’.  The proposed lots conform to the lot area and lot width requirements. 

R1-A District Lot Requirements 

Minimum Proposed Proposed 
Requirement Lot 1 Lot 2 

Lot Width 50’ 50’ 50’ 
Lot Area 6,000 s.f. 8,895 s.f. 8,929 s.f. 
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Subdivision Code, Chapter 15 of the Village Code 

Chapter 15, Planning and Platting contains the subdivision regulations and sets forth the plat 
requirements. 

Chapter 15-2.3(d) requires lots to be “consistent with the density and the existing pattern of 
development in the surrounding neighborhood.  For the purpose of this Section, “neighborhood” 
shall mean that area delineated in the Neighborhood Area Map, incorporated by reference in this 
Section as if fully set forth herein, within which the property proposed to be subdivided is located. 
“Neighborhood Map” means the Neighborhood Area Map approved by the Board of Trustees as 
well as any amendments adopted thereto.”  “Each lot in a proposed subdivision or resubdivision in 
a residential zoning district shall be substantially rectangular in shape, unless the contours of an 
adjacent street or previously established lot render such shape impractical.  A lot whose relationship 
to one or more adjacent lots is such as to form an “L” shape is considered inconsistent with the 
foregoing requirement and shall not be included in any residential subdivision or resubdivision.”  
A copy of the Neighborhood Area Map for the subject property is attached as Document Number 
1.5.  The subject neighborhood includes properties bounded by Hunter Road on the west, Ridge 
Road on the east, Elmwood Avenue on the south, and the northern property line of homes along 
Beechwood Avenue on the north. 

Of the approximately 469 single-family parcels (not including the Subject Property) contained in 
the subject neighborhood, as defined by the Neighborhood Area Map, approximately 429 are lots 
with areas equal to or less than the proposed new lots (8,900 sf) and approximately 404 are lots 
with widths equal to or less than the proposed new lots (50’ wide). 

If tentative approval is granted the applicant will be required to obtain engineering approval before 
seeking final plat approval from the Village Board. 

Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 

Section 8.3 references Table 8-3 which establishes a minimum lot area of 6,000 square feet, a 
minimum lot width of 50’, and the setback provisions for lots in the R1-C, Single Family Detached 
Residence District.  

Action Required 

Approval of this request entails a recommendation to grant tentative plat approval for the proposed 
two-lot subdivision of the property located at 2105 Chestnut Avenue, in conformance with the 
plans submitted. 

(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Plan 
Commission for case number 2018-P-02. 
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CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 Location Maps and Plans 
 
  1.0 Aerial Map 
  1.1 Sidwell Tax Map 
  1.2 Zoning Map 
  1.3 Plat of Survey   
  1.4 Proposed Plat of Subdivision 
  1.5 Neighborhood Area Map 
   
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
  2.0 Completed application form dated December 6, 2017 
  2.1 Letter of Application dated January 6, 2018 
  2.2 Proof of ownership 
  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, January 

15, 2018 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

January 18, 2018 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated January 15, 2018 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, January 31, 2018 
  2.8 Email from Perry Pakravan, 2111 Thornwood Avenue, dated 

January 31, 2018  
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Notice is hereby given that on
Tuesday, February 6, 2018 at 7:00
P.M. the Plan Commission of the
Village of Wilmette will conduct
public hearings in the second floor
Training Room of Wilmette Vil-
lage Hall, 1200 Wilmette Avenue,
Wilmette, Illinois at which time the
following matter will be consid-
ered:
2018-P-02 2105 Chestnut Avenue
A request by Max Kruszewski for
tentative plat approval of a two-lot
subdivision on the property identi-
fied as Property Index Number
05-28-303-025-0000.
Maria Choca Urban, Chairman
Christine Norrick
Michael Bailey
Steven Schwab
Homa Ghaemi
Michael Taylor
Jeffrey Head
(Constituting the Plan Commission
of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois)
If you are a person with a disability
and need special accommodations
to participate in and/or attend a
Village of Wilmette public meet-
ing, please notify the Management
Services Department at (847)
251-2700 (TDD# (847) 853-7634)
as soon as possible.
Published this 18th day of January
2018 in the Wilmette Beacon.
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From: Roberts, Lisa
To: Adler, John
Subject: FW: Subdivision of 2105 Chestnut Avenue parcel
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:41:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Lisa Roberts, AICP
Assistant Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette, Illinois
Phone: (847) 853-7529
Fax: (847) 853-7701

Learn more about your Wilmette property at:

From: Pakravan, Perry [mailto:perry.pakravan@citi.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:12 PM
To: Roberts, Lisa <robertsl@wilmette.com>
Subject: Subdivision of 2105 Chestnut Avenue parcel

Mr. Max Kruszewski:

This is regarding the Case No.   2018-P-02, dealing with subdivision of the captioned parcel
and building of two new homes.   I live at 2111 Thornwood and object to the subdivision
unless three conditions are met:  (1) 110% of the rainfall currently retained/absorbed by the
parcel must will also be retained after the subdivision.   Strict mitigation plan review and
inspection before issuing the certificate of occupancy and biannual inspection thereafter (via
an easement and inspection  fee recorded on the land) must be implemented before the
subdivision is approved.   (2) There is absolutely no room for diverting any rainfall on the
parcel to the street.   Furthermore, I believe all such subdivisions and zoning variances  should
be denied until such time the flood mitigation plan is decided. (3) A fair impact fee must be
charged as a contribution toward the flooding and sewer line enlargement/lining cost for the
neighborhood, as the sewer/sewage generated from that lot will double with the addition of
another home.

I really find Wilmette’s approval policy of reduction in the green/grass area perplexing, given
the flooding problem we have.   I have proposed an alternative for flood mitigation to the
village which I believe is worthy of real consideration and this lot is perfect to solve the
neighborhood flooding problem given that the current structure will be demolished if the
subdivision is approved.  The subdivision creates about $500,000 value for the
owner/developer, while the subdivision  and the larger foot print would contribute to our
flooding, storm sewer and sanitary sewer.   There must be a fair impact fee to help our
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flooding problem and sewer enlargement/lining cost.

Net, net  I oppose the subdivision unless the above conditions are met.

Regards,
Perry Pakravan
847 769 5994
847 256 3305
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