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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD 

OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS, BROADCAST ONLY 
(VILLAGE HALL CLOSED DUE TO THE VILLAGE PRESIDENT’S DELCARATION 

OF LOCAL DISASTER AND PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY ORDER) 
ON TUESDAY, AUGUST 25, 2020 AT 7:30 P.M. 

 

President Bielinski called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. 
  
1.0 ROLL CALL 

President: Bob Bielinski 
 
Trustees: Daniel Sullivan 
 Peter Barrow  
 Kathy Dodd 
 Joel Kurzman 
 Gina Kennedy 
  Senta Plunkett 

 
Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 Erik Hallgren, Assistant Village Manager 
 Jeffrey Stein, Assistant Village Manager/Corporation Counsel 
 John Adler, Community Development Director 
 Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
 Peter Skiles, Administrative Services Director 
 Lynn Jarog, Assistant Finance Director 
  
Guests Present: Steve Blonski, 1010 Central Avenue 
 John & Daisy Hatsis, 1111 Sheridan Road 
 Cliff Shapiro, 615 Elmwood Avenue 

 
President Bielinski explained the Village Board meeting was being broadcast live via the 
use of Microsoft Teams in order to comply with the shelter in place order issued by 
Governor JB Pritzker. 
 
2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 Administrative Services Director Peter Skiles read the public comments received 

via email prior to the meeting: 
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 Cindy Levine and Wendy Zun, Co-Presidents of the League of Women Voters – 
Wilmette, wrote in to stress the importance of good communication between 
governing bodies and community members, especially in light of the contentious 
times currently being experienced.  Ms. Levine and Ms. Zun said the League of 
Women Voters has prepared a statement on the Importance of Civil Discourse that 
encourages community members to be tolerant and appreciative of differing 
perspectives as we head into the Presidential election in November.  They 
reminded the community to approach discussions and debates with mutual respect 
to ensure that qualified individuals are positively disposed to consider volunteering 
their time to serve in office.  They concluded by encouraging people to reflect on 
their behavior both online and in communication to government leaders and to 
recommit to themselves to exemplifying the best of our democratic process.  

  
 Pat Schulz said she is grateful for the work done at Community Playfield; however, 

she is strongly against the irrigation system because the park always floods.  She 
said she also opposes the public restrooms and lighted fitness path because she 
feels it will hinder the safety of her property.   

 
 Charles Hargrave thanked the Board for the straightforward approach staff has 

taken with regard to the scope of the Neighborhood Storage Project and for the 
retention vault at Community Playfield.  He said he hopes it will alleviate the 
persistent flooding problems he has experienced.  He went on to say the scope of 
the project has expanded for the installation of an underground irrigation system, 
which he realizes is in the Intergovernmental Agreement with the Wilmette Park 
District, but he doesn’t feel the residents were given adequate notification 
regarding the expansion of scope for the project.  He said original notifications 
stated work would be done entirely contained within the construction fencing 
demarking the project.  He said public comment from March 11 and April 8, 2019, 
was limited to the project as a whole, and no further details were brought up for 
discussion.  Mr. Hargrave said he questions whether a permanent irrigation system 
makes sense where sufficient (even excessive) natural irrigation occurs.  He said 
he understands temporary irrigation may be necessary while the installation of turf 
is made; however, he feels that a temporary surface irrigation would suffice.  He 
also stated he is worried about the installation of a lighted fitness path and public 
restrooms.  He said in the past, there was a fitness route but disuse and lack of 
maintenance forced it to be removed.  He is concerned a lighted path in close 
proximity to the residences bordering the park will increase traffic and pose a risk 
to safety and security.  He said he also fears that the public restroom will suffer 
from the same lack of maintenance as well as decrease the safety and security of 
the area. 

 
 President Bielinski asked if there was anyone wishing to make a comment through 

Microsoft Teams or YouTube Live. 
 
 Trustee Plunkett asked if the public comment about Community Playfield would be 

addressed at the meeting.  President Bielinski said that Village Manager Michael 
Braiman had reached out to the two residents with detailed responses. 

 
 There were no further comments. 
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3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 President Bielinski removed Item 3.4 and Trustee Barrow removed Item 3.5 from 

the Consent Agenda. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy moved approval of the remaining items on the Consent Agenda 

as follows: 
 
 3.1 Approval of minutes from the Regular Board meeting held on July 28, 2020. 
 
 LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.2 Presentation of minutes from the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held on 

June 24, 2020. 
 
 3.3 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2020-Z-18, 472 Highcrest Avenue, 

regarding a revised request for a 3.41’ front yard setback variation, a 0.9’ 
front yard stoop setback variation and a 116.0 square foot (5.1%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the 
plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-35. 

 
 3.6 REQUEST TO TABLE TO THE SEPTEMBER 8, 2020 REGULAR VILLAGE 

BOARD MEETING - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2020-Z-08, 
1100 Laramie Avenue, regarding a request for an expansion of a special 
use (educational facility, secondary), a 3.0’ height variation (lobby and east 
roof), a 4.5’ parapet height variation (lobby and east roof), an 11.0’ height 
variation (theater), an 11.5’ parapet height variation (theater), a 37.0’ height 
variation (fly tower), a 38.5’ parapet height variation, a 7.0’ light pole height 
variation and a 2.0’ aisle width variation to permit the construction of a 
theater addition and associated site improvements in accordance with the 
plans submitted.  The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance 
#2020-O-38. 

  
 FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.7 Approval of the July 2020 Disbursement Report. 
 
 3.8 Presentation of the June-July 2020 Financial Report. 
 
 3.9 Adoption of Resolution #2020-R-16 approving an Intergovernmental and 

Subrecipient Agreement for Coronavirus Relief Funds between the Village 
of Wilmette and the County of Cook. 

 
 ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
  
 3.10 Presentation of minutes from the Transportation Commission meeting held 

on February 18, 2020. 
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 3.11 Presentation of minutes from the Administration Committee meeting held 

on July 6, 2020. 
 
 3.12 Notice of vacancy on the Environmental and Energy Commission due to the 

resignation of Rebecca Boyd. 
 
 3.13 Notice of vacancy on the Zoning Board of Appeals due to the term expiration 

of John Kolleng. 
 
 3.14 Appointment of Nancy Hoying to the Housing Our Own – Wilmette Board of 

Directors. 
 
 3.15 Adoption of Resolution #2020-R-35 extending the Declaration of 

Emergency affecting the public health and wellbeing due to the outbreak of 
COVID-19 Virus. 

 
 3.16 Adoption of Resolution #2020-R-21 approving the Reaffirmation of 

Assignment and Assumption of a Lease for certain parking spaces located 
at 3545 West Lake Avenue. 

 
 MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.17 Approval of a 15-month contract extension for hauling spoils and debris at 

the unit prices set forth in the proposal dated August 12, 2020, and in the 
amount not-to-exceed $76,500 with KLF Trucking, Inc., Markham, Illinois. 

 
 3.18 Adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-34 authorizing the Village of Wilmette to 

borrow funds from the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Loan Fund for sewer lining. 

 
 Trustee Plunkett seconded the motion. Voting yes:  Trustees Sullivan, Barrow, 

Dodd, Kurzman, Kennedy, Plunkett and President Bielinski.  Voting no:  none.  The 
motion carried. 

 
4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
  
 Village Manager Michael Braiman gave a status report on the 2020 Census stating 

that the Village of Wilmette’s response rate is 84.8%, which exceeds the 2010 rate 
of 82.8%.  He said Wilmette is 2nd in Illinois and in the top 15 nationally for 
communities of 25,000 residents or greater.  He reminded residents that it’s not 
too late to respond online or by phone.  He also said Census takers will be visiting 
homes and will be out through September.  He said participation is important, as 
Census data is used to draw the House of Representative Districts for the next 10 
years and for the allocation of over $675 billion in Federal funding annually.  He 
said the Census is easy to complete and 100% confidential.  He then thanked all 
the residents who have already participated, saying he is very proud of the 
response rate to date.   
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 There was no report from Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein. 
 
5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER 
 
 No report. 
  
6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
 6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
  3.4 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2020-Z-20, 1010 Central 

Avenue, regarding a request for a special use for an Adaptive Reuse 
Senior Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area ratio variation, 
a 9.29’ front yard setback variation, a 9.26’ west side yard setback 
variation, a 6.74’ west side yard stair setback variation, a 3.74’ west 
side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height variation, an 8.77’ 
parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing height variation, a 
6.03’ air conditioner condenser height variation, a 2.15’ rear yard 
(north) parking space setback variation, a 1,284 square foot (29.8%) 
rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, a 2,574 
square foot (59.8%) rear yard pavement impervious surface 
coverage variation and a variation from the requirement that 50% of 
the required parking spaces be enclosed to permit the modification 
of the existing building into a 16-unit apartment development and 
associated site improvements in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance 
#2020-O-36. 

 
   Trustee Barrow moved to approve Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 

Case #2020-Z-20, 1010 Central Avenue, regarding a request for an 
Adaptive Reuse Senior Housing/55+ Development, a 0.57 floor area 
ratio variation, a 9.29’ front yard setback variation, a 9.26’ west side 
yard setback variation, a 6.74’ west side yard stair setback variation, 
a 3.74’ west side yard deck setback variation, a 9.93’ height 
variation, an 8.77’ parapet height variation, a 0.65’ elevator housing 
height variation, a 6.03’ air conditioner condenser height variation, 
a 2.15’ rear yard (north) parking space setback variation, a 1,284 
square foot (29.8%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage 
variation, a 2,574 square foot (59.8%) rear yard pavement 
impervious surface coverage variation and a variation from the 
requirement that 50% of the required parking spaces be enclosed 
to permit the modification of the existing building into a 16-unit 
apartment development and associated site improvements in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  The use shall run with the 
use; adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-36.  The motion was seconded 
by Trustee Dodd. 

 
   President Bielinski said he removed this item from the Consent 

Agenda because he received an email from a resident who felt 
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because this item is regarding a multi-unit development, it would be 
a good time to talk about how affordable housing and Village 
Ordinances and the like relate in this particular situation.  He 
identified the property as the Masonic Lodge and said the reason 
the list of variance requests is so high is because it’s an institutional 
use that the applicant is turning into a residential use, very similar to 
what was done at Mallinckrodt in 2004/2005.   

 
   Community Development Director John Adler gave an overview of 

the affordable housing process.  Mr. Adler said in this case, the 
applicant was required to do an affordable housing consultation, 
because it is a non-single family, multi-unit development.  He said a 
part of this development group was responsible for the building at 
1129 Greenleaf Avenue, so they understand the Village’s desire to 
see affordable housing.  He said that building was a “by right” 
building that does not have affordable housing and only had to go 
through Appearance Review Commission.  He said in this instance, 
the applicant is going through the standard zoning process and must 
show they are meeting the variance and special use standards.  He 
said through the normal zoning process, there is not a requirement 
for public benefit.  Provided the applicant shows they are meeting 
the special use/variance requirements, the request would be 
granted.  He said in this case, it wasn’t a matter of the applicant 
considering open space or affordable housing or another public 
benefit to the Village; they just needed to show the standards for 
variance and special use were being met.   

 
   President Bielinski said the primary standard for getting a variation 

is hardship.  Mr. Adler concurred.  President Bielinski said in the 
standard practice with older homes, there is a lot of latitude around 
hardship since as a matter of public policy, we would rather see 
older homes with more unique architecture preserved rather than 
being torn down and having one of the more cookie cutter designs, 
which maximize the use of the land, put there in place.   

 
   Mr. Adler agreed and said from staff’s point of view, having walked 

the building and having to tell the Masons the condition of the 
building made it unusable, they were concerned the building would 
be lost.  He said the character of the building blends to the character 
of the neighborhood and so staff was very excited to see there were 
developers interested.  He said much of this existing building is 
going to be utilized in the redevelopment, and most of the requested 
relief is due to the fact we have a large tall building located in a 
townhouse residential district.  He went on to say that by right you 
would be permitted 2 single-family homes there or 4 townhomes.  
He said that from staff’s point of view, the saving of a historic 
structure and adding density within walking distance to the Village 
Center was very exciting provided they could show they meet the 
standards. 
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   President Bielinski said that in essence had this property been sold 

to a developer who wasn’t planning on doing an adaptive reuse, we 
could expect there to be 4 townhomes built instead, similar to the 
townhomes nearby.  Mr. Adler agreed and said that someone could 
have come in and asked to build more than that, as on Wilmette 
Avenue, a similar property got approval for 5 townhouse units.   

 
   President Bielinski asked if the adaptive reuse provisions under the 

Zoning Ordinance dictate that the only thing you can do is create 
senior housing, which are the same provisions of the Ordinance 
when Mallinckrodt was developed.  Mr. Adler concurred. 

 
   President Bielinski then asked Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein if 

the Village’s current Ordinances would require affordable housing 
in this case.  President Bielinski also said through the PUD process, 
affordable housing is one of the benefits that could be gained, but 
through the zoning process, there is no public benefit requirement.  
He went on to ask if the special use and variance standards are met, 
the project can proceed.  Mr. Stein concurred. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan said there was comparison to Mallinckrodt but 

when that was developed, the minimum age was 62, which was 
subsequently reduced, and then the building sold out.  He asked 
when the change was made.  Mr. Adler said Mallinckrodt was 
started before the recession and then got caught up in it.  He said 
that developer chose to sell to another developer. The new 
developer and some of the new owners in the building came to the 
Village and asked to lower the age limit from 62 to 55 and that was 
done by amending the zoning text. 

 
   President Bielinski said that was done while he was already on the 

Board, which began in 2011.  Mr. Adler said the zoning change 
happened most likely in 2011.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked how the age requirement is monitored at 

Mallinckrodt.  Mr. Adler said Mallinckrodt is responsible for 
monitoring the age of its tenants. 

 
   President Bielinski said his understanding is that just one of the 

individuals in the household needs to be 55 or older, and one could 
have children living there.  Mr. Adler concurred.  President Bielinski 
said his mother lives in Mallinckrodt and he is not aware of any 
children currently living there; however, there is no prohibition 
against it.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked aside from the legal requirements for 

affordable housing, is there any reason why the Village couldn’t 
have a voluntary discussion with a developer whether it was 
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practical to include affordable housing as a voluntary matter.  Mr. 
Stein yes and that he believes this was done in this case, as the 
developer came in for an affordable housing consult.  Mr. Adler 
agreed and said that staff always encourages affordable housing 
even with by right properties. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked what criteria is applied when deciding if it’s 

appropriate for a project, since some just won’t work out 
economically.  Mr. Adler said that is a question for the applicant.   

 
   President Bielinski asked the applicant, Steve Blonski, what his 

perspective was on affordable housing for this project and if it was 
something they thought they could include.  Mr. Blonski said after a 
consultation and running the numbers and costs to bring this 
building back to glory and to execute their plan, it was deemed not 
financially feasible.   

 
   Trustee Plunkett asked Mr. Blonski if it was more expensive to rehab 

this historic structure versus building new.  She asked what 
considerations were made.  Mr. Blonski said it’s a two-sided 
question.  He said if they were going to build a new building, it would 
not be more expensive, but they would lose the building’s character.  
He said they are basically gutting the entire structure except for the 
shell.  If he was building new, they would have extra costs, but with 
the current zoning, they wouldn’t be able to replicate the same size 
building so what they purchased the land for, building 4 townhouses 
would be a no go.  He said they are making a significant investment 
in rehabbing the building.   

 
   President Bielinski asked if there was public comment on this item.   
 
   There were no public comments via Microsoft Teams or YouTube 

Live on this item. 
 
   Voting yes:  Trustees Sullivan, Barrow, Dodd, Kurzman, Kennedy, 

Plunkett and President Bielinski.  Voting no:  none.  The motion 
carried.     

 
   President Bielinski wished Mr. Blonski and his development team 

luck and said he hoped the numbers worked and the project could 
be developed as planned to restore this beautiful building and bring 
additional residents in close proximity to Village Center.   

 
  3.5 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2020-Z-22, 1111 Sheridan 

Road, regarding a request for a special use for unusual recreation 
equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback 
variation and a 180.99 square foot (5.35%) rear yard of a double-
frontage lot impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
retention of a seasonal batting cage in accordance with the plans 
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submitted.  The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance 
#2020-O-37. 

 
   Trustee Barrow moved approval of Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 

Case #2020-Z-22, 1111 Sheridan Road, regarding a request for a 
special use for unusual recreation equipment, a 17.8’ rear yard of a 
double-frontage lot setback variation and a 180.99 square foot 
(5.35%) rear yard of a double-frontage lot impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the retention of a seasonal batting cage 
in accordance with the plans submitted.  The use shall run with the 
use; adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-37.  The motion was seconded 
by Trustee Dodd. 

 
   Trustee Barrow said he is normally deferential to the decisions and 

findings of the Zoning Board because he finds their approach to be 
thoughtful, thorough and consistent with the Village Code.  He said 
he is concerned they may have gotten this one wrong and would 
like some input.  He said he understands the applicant’s motivation 
for the batting cage.  He said everyone needs recreation, exercise 
and fun.  He said he has 2 grandchildren who are avid baseball 
players and that anyone would delight in having a batting cage in 
the backyard of their home.  He went on to say this is a structure 
that is 13’ x 54’ x 12’ that’s located effectively in the front yard of a 
home.  He said he appreciates it’s a double-frontage lot and 
technically, this may be considered a rear yard, but for anyone 
walking by this home or living on this street, this is the front of the 
house.  He said effectively he views the placement of the batting 
cage to be in the front yard of the home.   He said the Zoning Board 
has approved the installation for eight months.  He said that is 2/3 
of the year and he thinks the focus should not only be placed on the 
location but how the batting cage is used.   

 
   President Bielinski asked Mr. Adler to share the slide with 

information on the case.  Mr. Adler said because the batting cage is 
placed over natural grass, the impervious surface coverage is not 
necessary, which was discussed at the Zoning Board.  He said that 
could be stricken from the proposed Ordinance.  He said the 
question is whether the case meets the standards for a setback 
variation.  He showed a slide with the special use standards. 

 
   President Bielinski said the key standards in this case are: 
 

1. The proposed use in the specific location will not be injurious to 
the use or enjoyment of other property in the neighborhood for 
the purposes permitted in the district 

2. The proposed use in the specific location will be consistent with 
the community character of the neighborhood of the parcel 
proposed for the special use.   
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   Mr. Adler concurred and went on to show a slide with the variation 
standards and asked if President Bielinski wanted to discuss any of 
them.  President Bielinski said if people are comfortable on the 
special use, you’d probably get there on the setback because the 
hardship is apparent from the shape of the lot.  He said he thinks 
the special use standards are far more important than the variation 
standards in this case.   

 
   Mr. Adler then showed the site plan depicting the location of the 

batting cage.  He discussed potential conditions, some of which 
applied to a previous batting cage request.  He said the conditions 
involved time of use, the duration the cage could be up and limits 
on lighting, speaker usage and number of users at one time.  He 
said these could be potential considerations if deemed necessary. 

 
   Trustee Barrow said this is a structure of some size which would be 

placed effectively in the front of the house.  He said by its normal 
and expected use, it will generate a harsh metallic sound of a ball 
being struck by a bat.  He said an argument was made by the 
applicant that this is a temporary structure and yes, it is temporary 
in the sense that it is not permanent.  He said, however, it is in place 
for 8 months, or 2/3 of the year.  He said he doesn’t know when 
something becomes permanent or temporary.  He compared the 
use of a wedding tent where the structure goes up a few days before 
the event and comes down shortly thereafter.  He said this is 
expected to be up and used for an 8-month period so he doesn’t 
view it as temporary in a meaningful sense.  He said his concern is 
that we have a number of structures like this such as basketball 
backboards, sport courts and ice skating rinks, which were 
discussed at the Zoning Board.  He said he feels this is significantly 
different than an ice skating rink.  He said an ice skating rink is 2-3’ 
tall and is used in the coldest of winter when the only people out and 
about are the hardiest walkers.  He said people are not in their yards 
or out on their porches, and windows are closed.  He said a skating 
rink is different because it doesn’t generate the sound that a batting 
cage does.  He said on a skating rink you might hear people talking 
or the skates on the ice, but you don’t hear the sound of a batting 
cage.  He said he doesn’t think it’s an accident that the Park District 
locates batting cages away from nearby homes.  He said he is 
concerned about going down the route of imposing conditions that 
cannot be enforced because the normal use of a batting cage could 
potentially involve inviting people over or installing an electric 
pitching machine, which would cause the cage to be used for an 
extended period of time.  He said he doesn’t think the standards for 
variation have been adequately addressed by the Zoning Board or 
the applicant.  He said the standard of practical difficulty or particular 
hardship other than inconvenience stands out to him.  He said it may 
be inconvenient to take a child to a batting cage that is one mile 
away, but it’s only an inconvenience.  He said presumably, the 
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young man will have a driver’s license at some point and can drive 
to the batting cage himself.  Trustee Barrow addressed the other 
standard of not being able to make use of the available property.  
He said that he thinks the applicant can do anything they want with 
the property other than have a batting cage.  He doesn’t feel it’s a 
meaningful limitation.  He said the last standard he finds problematic 
is the central character of the neighborhood.  He said when he 
drives in that area, he doesn’t see any batting cages or structures 
like this in front yards or side yards or visible backyards.  He said 
you may see some playground equipment in rear yards but not 
batting cages.  He said he understands the applicant found a batting 
cage on Ashland Avenue but that batting cage apparently never 
received approval from the Village, so he doesn’t see that as a 
precedent for approval of this one.  He went on to say that he doesn’t 
feel the Section 5 standards have adequately been met.  He then 
said he looked at the definitions that are part of special recreational 
equipment that have to be met.  He said the installation and 
character of the equipment must reflect the scale and location of a 
facility, generally accepted as usual and customary for single family 
districts.  He said this is not Wilmette; we do not have structures of 
this type and size in our front yards in this community.  He said the 
standard on noise states it must be what is usual and customary in 
single family neighborhoods.  He said the noise from a metal bat 
striking a ball over and over again is not normal and customary in 
our residential neighborhoods.  He said we may see it in our parks, 
and to his view, that’s really where it belongs.  He said he knows the 
Zoning Board discussed the placement of this batting cage in this 
location rather than the rear yard where it might bother three or more 
neighbors.  He said that may be the case, but that tells him that this 
type of equipment probably doesn’t have a place on our Wilmette 
lots.  He said they are small, and we like that but that means 
accommodations need to be made not to create activities to harass 
and vex your neighbors.  He said it is important to this applicant but 
we know there is another batting cage coming up so we need to 
think about what we are doing for precedent purposes.  He said he 
is sympathetic to what the family has done, and by taking the 
approach they have, they have been able to keep the cage up for 
the entire summer.  He said if the Board determines that it’s not a 
proper use for the property, he recommends allowing it to remain for 
the remainder of baseball season, through the end of October rather 
than promptly after the decision. 

 
   President Bielinski addressed the applicant and asked him to 

address Trustee Barrow’s concerns.  The applicant, John Hatsis, 
said he respectfully disagrees with Trustee Barrow.  He said that 
this is not a permanent structure; as this type of equipment can 
come down.  He gave the example that a pool is permanent but a 
batting cage is not. He said Trustee Barrow said it’s different than a 
skating rink and he contrasts that to a hockey rink, which he sees 
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around the neighborhood.  He said it was implied that a 
skating/hockey rink produces no noise; however, Mr. Hatsis 
disagreed and said there is noise produced by slap shots, which is 
a normal part of the game.  He also disagreed with Trustee Barrow’s 
point that the time of year that the batting cage will be up is 
troublesome since people’s windows are open and more time is 
spent outside.  Mr. Hatsis said that if it weren’t for COVID, most 
people would be going downtown or to an offsite office to work 
during the day.  He also said that the time that elapses when one is 
in the batting cage is around 6 minutes for a bucket of balls.  He 
added that he is the “pitching machine,” and is the one throwing the 
pitches, not a machine.  He said if two people are in the cage, it 
might be ten to fifteen minutes a few times a week; not a 9 a.m. to 
5 p.m. constant use.  He discussed neighborhood character with 
reference to the installation of the batting cage.  He shared a photo 
of an existing batting cage, which is situated in plain sight to the 
Village Hall.  He said this structure is permanent, having posts with 
footings, and he commented he wasn’t sure that setbacks were 
followed either.  He said he has also seen other batting cages within 
the neighborhood.  He cited previous Ordinance #2010-O-75, where 
a variance was granted for a batting cage and said the argument 
that this case would set a precedence is invalid, as there was 
already a variance granted for a batting cage.  He said his rationale 
is that this is a unique property (pizza slice).  He said whatever you 
call the yard (front, side, etc.) that’s what he has to work with, which 
is a hardship to him not to be able to use his yard as everyone else 
does.  He said this is consistent with precedent and that the history 
of cases (26) shows they were all approved.  He said if this is not 
approved, it will be the first that is not approved of the 26 that were 
cited as comps in the backup material.  He said it is important not to 
be treated with prejudice, as there are other cages in the Village, 
many which are more visible than his, that have been approved. Mr. 
Hatsis went on to say that this is supported by a majority of his 
neighborhood and thus, does not appear to “wreck” the character of 
the neighborhood.  He said of the 7 neighbors that submitted 
comments about his case, 6 were in support.  The 3 contiguous 
properties, which would be the most impacted by the noise, all 
approved and sent letters in support.  He said the ZBA also 
approved this case, and the only non-support communication that 
has been received has been from Mr. Shapiro, ZBA member Mr. 
Falkof and Trustee Barrow.  He pointed out that there exists a 
business relationship between Mr. Shapiro and Mr. Falkof, which he 
feels should have been fully disclosed.  He concluded by saying that 
his ask is fair and reasonable. 

 
   Daisy Hatsis said her neighbor films her family and said while he 

has the right to do that; there is a chasm between what is legal and 
what is right, and he needs to stop.  She also said there is a batting 
cage on Ashland and another on Wilmette Avenue/Forest Avenue.   
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   Mr. Hatsis said you cannot miss it.  He had no further comment. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan asked about the relationship Mr. Hatsis mentioned 

between Mr. Falkof and Mr. Shapiro.  President Bielinski said it was 
noted in the ZBA minutes that Mr. Falkof stated he had worked with 
Mr. Shapiro in the past.  Mr. Hatsis concurred and said they were 
partners for 20 years.  President Bielinski said that for the Village 
Board, it’s very likely that one of us knows some member that’s in 
front of us.  He said after serving for a while, you get to know more 
people as well.  He said it’s not infrequent, given Wilmette’s size, 
that an acquaintance would come before the Board at one time or 
another.  Mr. Hatsis said that was fair but said he feels there is a 
difference between a friendly relationship and one that is 
financial/business, and he felt like that should be disclosed.  
President Bielinski said he felt that comment was bordering on 
offensive and requested Mr. Hatsis end that line of questioning, as 
it was suggesting the Board had ethical problems.   

 
   Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein said that what Mr. Hatsis was 

suggesting is absolutely incorrect.  He said the relationship between 
any member of the Board and an objecting neighbor has no 
statutory conflict and would have no common law conflict 
whatsoever.  He said if a Trustee owned the property or had a 
vested interest, it would be a different story.  He said this line of 
comments/questions is incorrect and probably should not be 
considered. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan thanked President Bielinski and Mr. Stein for their 

clarification and said he had hoped that would be the message 
conveyed.   

 
   Trustee Plunkett asked Community Development Director John 

Adler to give an overview of special use, as these kinds of issues 
are coming up more frequently.  Mr. Adler said it is true that there is 
an increase in requests in special uses and gave swimming pools 
as one example.  He said for swimming pools, there is an 
administrative process, which would include a staff site visit and 
communication to the neighbors.  If a neighbor objects, then that 
requester would need to go to the ZBA and Village Board as a 
special use.  He said that he cannot remember the last time that 
happened with a spa or swimming pool since the process was 
changed to an administrative one.  He said things like sport courts, 
as long as the coverages and locations are conforming, those are 
considered a permitted use.  He said there is a difference between 
an ice-skating rink and a hockey rink, as typically with a hockey rink, 
there are boards typically 40-48” above the ice.  He said the ones 
with the boards above the ice typically are viewed as unusual 
recreational equipment.  He said there was one exception he can 
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remember and that one may have also had netting.  He said 
trampolines do not require a permit; however, they should not be 
installed in the front yard.  He said the skating rinks should not be in 
the front yard either.  He said these cases are handled on a 
complaint basis, as usually bringing them to court, by the time this 
occurs, the structures are already taken down.  He said another one 
that comes to mind is a skateboard half pipe, which was built in a 
property’s backyard.  He said that’s when the special use for 
unusual recreational equipment was introduced as a catchall for 
those things that aren’t necessarily to be completely prohibited but 
allowed in certain circumstances as a special use. 

 
   Trustee Plunkett then asked if the approved batting cage was 

located in the backyard.  Mr. Adler said it was and that it was 
installed first and then came to the Village’s attention.  Trustee 
Plunkett said that a batting cage would not normally be allowed in 
the front yard, but for this case, it’s a different situation because of 
the double-frontage.  Mr. Adler concurred and said that some of 
these batting cages were installed over a compacted surface and 
not natural grass so there were questions about impervious surface.   
Trustee Plunkett asked about volleyball and tennis courts.  Mr. Adler 
said both are permitted uses as long as they are meeting the 
requirements.  He said tennis courts usually need a variation due to 
the fencing around the perimeter, as it’s chain link and the height is 
over code.   

 
   Trustee Dodd said Mr. Hatsis cited other cases (26) similar to his 

and said it appears there are a number of cases where the 
impervious variations were granted.  She said to her mind, we have 
only approved one batting cage in the Village in the rear yard.  Mr. 
Adler concurred and said that there may be a couple more coming 
through the process.  She then said there is a difference from the 
Village’s perspective between an ice-skating rink and hockey rink.  
She said an ice-skating rink has boards approximately 2’ in height 
and falls under the administrative process.  Mr. Adler said there is 
generally no process with the exception of one case where the 
applicant would be using synthetic ice in the summer so the boards 
would be staying up year round.  He said that one went through the 
special use process.  Trustee Dodd asked if the hockey rink would 
need to go through the special use/zoning process due to the height 
of the boards.  Mr. Adler said yes, particularly because there is 
usually netting that is added.  He went on to say that this might be 
going on and the Board is unaware.  President Bielinski said that 
was his suspicion as well.  Trustee Dodd agreed and said that she 
thinks what is being addressed is what has been approved by the 
Zoning Board.   

 



08/25/2020  Approved 09/08/2020 

 15  
 

   Trustee Dodd then said what we allow in the front yard is very 
different from the backyard.  Mr. Adler concurred.  Trustee Dodd 
said that is an important point to this case. 

 
   Trustee Kurzman asked if after 414 Sandy Lane was approved with 

conditions, was any insight from neighbors obtained to see what it 
was like to have something like that nearby.  Mr. Adler said he 
doesn’t recall receiving any complaints after that was approved.  He 
said the installation was limited to 2 seasons after it was approved 
and originally came to the Community Development Department as 
a complaint by a next-door neighbor.  He said he doesn’t recall 
hearing from the complaining neighbor after the conditions were in 
place.   

 
   Trustee Kurzman said no one has come for a permit for these 

structures, only coming to the Village after being caught.  Mr. Adler 
concurred.  President Bielinski said this could be a communication 
error on the Board’s part.  He said it’s possible it’s not clear what 
can and cannot be done without a permit.  He said many people are 
surprised to hear you cannot lay new sod without a grading permit 
and most of the work done inside a home, with the exception of 
carpet and paint, requires a permit.  Mr. Adler concurred.  President 
Bielinski then said multiple times there have to be new ways to 
communicate what you can and can’t do to that point.  He said if a 
neighbor complained about a batting cage, the Village would 
certainly investigate.  If it was determined that the batting cage, 
hockey rink, etc., was not in compliance, the Village would push the 
homeowner to go through the process to get it into compliance.  He 
said the other side of the coin could be that there are many batting 
cages that no one is complaining about. 

 
   Trustee Kurzman said that is fair.  He then asked Mr. Adler if we 

know to what extent the batting cage was used.  Was it used as 
what was brought as the expectation or was it used more or less.  
President Bielinski clarified the property he was asking about was 
414 Sandy Lane.  Trustee Kurzman concurred.  Mr. Adler said this 
was a similar situation.  He said the owner’s son was either on the 
New Trier team or trying out and that he was a very good player, 
which was the reason the batting cage was installed.  He said he 
wasn’t sure what the extent of use was but he didn’t recall there 
being a situation where team members were coming over to use the 
batting cage. 

 
   Trustee Bielinski opened the floor to public comment on this topic. 
 
   Cliff Shapiro said he was unable to attend the Zoning Board of 

Appeals meeting the night this case was heard, as there had been 
a death in his family. He said he watched the YouTube video of the 
ZBA meeting and appreciates the time to speak.  He said he doesn’t 
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desire to talk against his neighbors and that they are good people 
doing what they think is best for their child.  He said he is the proud 
father of a New Trier soccer player and that he had taken her to the 
park many nights to kick the ball around because he could not fit a 
soccer net on his property.  He said he understands their motivation 
and has no problem with normal neighborhood noise.  He said there 
is a sport court in one neighbor’s yard and a house full of teenagers 
using the backyard at the other neighbor’s property.  He said he 
struggled with this, as he has never had a neighbor problem in 28 
years.  He said at the end of the day, he doesn’t feel it’s proper to 
have a full-sized batting cage on a property in their neighborhood.  
He said it’s in the front yard and can set a bad precedent.  He said 
it’s not just himself that is opposed; the Village Code specifically 
prohibits the installation of any unusual recreational equipment in a 
front yard.  He said the only way this can be done is through actual 
hardship.  He said a full-sized batting cage in the front yard does 
and will affect the character of the neighborhood.  He said the key 
question is simply other than the fact that this lot does not have a 
backyard, is there any real hardship to justify putting this in the front 
yard.  He said if there is a real need, he would live with it, even 
though during the months of no foliage, it’s very ugly to look at.  He 
also said the noise level is an annoyance as well.  He said he took 
a video of his neighbors only to show how the noise affects the 
neighborhood.  He concluded by saying that the Village Code 
prohibits this type of equipment and that the circumstances are not 
met for hardship to keep this batting cage up.  He also said that this 
could be a precedential case to the others coming up.   

 
   President Bielinski asked Mr. Adler and Mr. Stein about the 

standards for special use.  He said there is no hardship requirement 
for special use.  He said for the zoning variation (the setback), a 
hardship is a requirement.  He went on to say that the hardship is a 
judgment call by the Board.  Mr. Adler and Mr. Stein concurred.  
President Bielinski asked if the lot shape was to be considered 
under the special use or variance (hardship) requirement.  Mr. Stein 
said it’s more about the special use, as it is not about the design of 
the land; it’s about the actual temporary structure and the use 
applied to that.  He said you can take into account the potential 
location but that is about the variation due to setbacks and side 
yards and the other component to this request.  President Bielinski 
said the location is part of the special use process to ensure the way 
the applicant is using the use is appropriate for the place you are 
using it.  He asked if the reasonable use of the property language 
was part of the special use language or just the hardship language.   

 
   Trustee Dodd asked to see the special use slide.  Mr. Adler 

displayed the slide.  Trustee Dodd said this is about a specific 
location and if it’s consistent with the character of the neighborhood.  
She said the front yard is under special use.  She said it’s important 
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because the Board has talked about things like trampolines, which 
do not require a special use.  She asked if the Village would allow a 
trampoline in the front yard.  Mr. Adler said no.  President Bielinski 
asked if they could go through the special use process to do that, 
and Mr. Adler said yes.  He said there have been a few occasions 
where the trampoline has been on the front or side yard and the 
Village has asked them to be moved, which is not that difficult.  
Trustee Dodd said swimming pools would not be allowed in the front 
yard either.  Mr. Adler said no, but there have been a few cases in 
rear yard of double-frontage lots where the swimming pool has 
encroached where there would be a setback.  In those cases, the 
lots were allowed to have an enclosed fence. 

 
   President Bielinski said this gets to the heart of the variation process 

whereby the Board will decide if this is appropriate for the 
neighborhood since it cannot be legislated.   

 
   Trustee Plunkett said while there are a number of double-frontage 

lots in Wilmette, and some have solid 6’ fences in what would be a 
front yard, but it’s the backyard.  She asked on a property like this, 
while it would look horrible, would they be allowed to have 6’ fence.  
Mr. Adler said they would not.  Although, he said there are some 
fence exemption areas because of the busyness of certain streets.  
He said they would be allowed to have arborvitae or mature 
landscaping as tall as one would want to provide privacy or close it 
off.  Trustee Plunkett said there are some instances of double-
frontage lots being treated in terms of fencing and landscaping, as 
a backyard.  Mr. Adler concurred.   

 
   President Bielinski said on corner lots with side yards adjoining the 

street and the like, these issues pop up all the time in terms of what 
can and cannot be in terms of where and how close to the street.  
While it may be a side or backyard, because it’s adjoining a street, 
these questions come up and this is the point of the variance 
process whereby the Board applies their judgement of whether it 
works.   

 
   Trustee Kurzman shared a personal experience having lived near 

Community Playfield where there are batting cages.  He said he is 
about 1,000’ from a batting cage, but there are three street rows of 
houses between his and the batting cage.  He said on certain days 
he hears it and to some degree that’s the sound of summer, but in 
a more concentrated endeavor of a session in a batting cage, he 
can appreciate the impact.  He said there are 6 out of 7 supportive 
neighbors, but based on his experience, this is not a clear picture of 
the impact to the neighborhood.  He said this should be considered 
and that maybe some people living a few blocks away won’t even 
know what the noise is they are hearing.   
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   Mr. Hatsis said the crux of this is the yard he’s been given is a rear 
yard of a double-frontage lot, which is the legal description.  He said 
based upon the discussions, if the application was for the batting 
cage to be placed in the backyard, it would go through the Zoning 
process and probably be approved.  He said the only reason it 
wouldn’t be approved would be if it was in the front yard.  He said 
his property is unique in the neighborhood, and if he had a traditional 
lot, that’s where he would install the batting cage.  He went on to 
say we are talking about 15 minutes every couple of days and he 
challenged anyone to say they have heard more usage than that 
over the last couple of weeks.  He said he finds it more distracting 
to take a meeting in his house when there is landscaping noise and 
people walking up and down Elmwood Avenue rather than a 15 
minute batting cage session. 

 
   President Bielinski said with the appropriate limitations, he could be 

in favor of this.  He said the suggested limitations could be setting 
the use time to 9 a.m. to 7 p.m. for no more than 30 minutes a day.  
He said while he respects Mr. Shapiro, Mr. Falkof and Trustee 
Barrow’s point of view, it is subject to interpretation.  He said one 
could say the community character of our neighborhoods is that we 
are a family-friendly place and that kids playing outside in their front 
or backyards is what we want in our community.  He said he drove 
by and agreed that it’s very upfront to the property but asked if that 
is harming someone.  He said to the noise point of view, he is 
sympathetic but limiting the usage and hours, limits the number of 
people utilizing the cage, thereby limiting the exposure to prolonged 
levels of noise.  He said the previous half pipe, hockey rink and 
batting cage were approved, even though they were contentious 
cases.  He said he doesn’t have an issue with the community 
character because he doesn’t feel like being kid-friendly is out of 
character for Wilmette.  He said if there was an alternative site for 
this case, the Board would suggest that.  He said this is a judgment 
call and he doesn’t believe the housing values will be affected and 
that limiting the usage/noise is injurious.   

 
   Trustee Dodd said she lives near this property and feels there are 

two issues here.  She said the first is whether to allow batting cages, 
which she said perhaps Community Development should research, 
and the second is what is allowed in a front yard.  She said she 
respectfully agrees with President Bielinski about the noise and 
family-friendly atmosphere but if one of her neighbor’s put this up in 
their front yard, she would not be in favor of it.  She said she looks 
at these issues in a more black and white way.  She said this is a 
double facing lot, which the applicant knew when he bought the 
property.  She said it’s no different than when an applicant comes 
to the Board complaining about traffic on Sheridan Road, parking 
near a school or church, or train noise near the train.  She said that 
is part of where you decide to live.   She said this is setting precedent 
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and that she doesn’t want the Village to allow swimming pools, 
trampolines or playgrounds in the front yard.  She said the pictures 
that Mr. Shapiro provided that show what is happening on Elmwood 
are relevant to this case.  She said for that reason, she agrees with 
Trustee Barrow.  She went on to say that the knows these are 
unusual times and that the Board needs to be respectful of that.  She 
said to provide flexibility, she would allow this to stay up through the 
end of the pandemic, possibly through October 1 with limitations and 
then if the pandemic is into next year, it may be allowed next 
summer.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy said what Trustee Dodd said mirrors exactly what 

she is feeling that the Board should not start allowing recreational 
equipment of this size and scope in front yards.  She said while 
sympathetic that some lots are more difficult, homeowners know 
that when they buy it.  She said she agrees that we are living in 
special times and doing something allowing it for a limited period 
because of this is okay, but she is leery of setting a precedent.  She 
said with limitations, she would approve. 

 
   Trustee Kurzman thanked Trustee Barrow for his thorough 

preparation.  He said there is a problem with people doing things 
without permits and there needs to be consequences.  He concurred 
there may be communication issues, but said his opinion differs in 
that he feels parks and communal facilities are family-friendly.  He 
does not see the link to the pandemic.  He said he is unaware of 
any link to COVID using a pubic batting cage.  He said the limitations 
on time of day and usage make sense.  He said he is grappling with 
the potential impact to the neighborhood given no insight was 
obtained from Sandy Lane.  He said this is a big deal with other 
cases coming down the pike.  He said he will listen intently to the 
remaining speakers to decide.  He said he is defaulting to Trustee 
Barrow’s strong case. 

 
   Trustee Plunkett said she is struggling with it because we are all at 

home, and as neighbors we need to be respectful of others.  She 
said there is a lot of noise going on.  She said she has a trampoline 
in her yard, and there is generally a lot of childhood noise.  She said 
it’s difficult to differentiate this from other uses we do allow like 
pools, sport courts, volleyball courts and basketball courts.  She said 
the front yard is a visual matter because it probably bothers people 
less having something in the front yard than it would be if you were 
sitting having dinner and there was a batting cage going on next to 
you.  She said she appreciates Trustees Barrow and Dodd’s 
comments.  She said her first inclination was this is not a big deal, 
but now she is on the fence.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan said as for as the standards for variation, he does 

believe there is hardship.  He said we could hold the homeowner 
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accountable because they bought the property this way, but we 
have granted variations for similar reasons in the past.  He said in 
this case, it’s not a permanent structure and eventually this child will 
grow up and leave the home so the structure will not be there 
forever.  He said he believes the requirements for special use have 
been met and limitations can be placed.  He said he feels limitations 
on times are reasonable and that the detriment that could be 
potentially caused by a batting cage is far less than say a hockey 
rink and there are many ice rinks.  He said basketball is also a noisy 
sport.  He said limitations seem reasonable and if the neighbors are 
in concurrence, this could work. 

 
   President Bielinski said it appears there is some support for 

limitations or conditions.  He said there is significant support for 
making concessions during this pandemic.  He then asked Mr. Stein 
how the limitations could be implemented.  Mr. Stein said that using 
the end of the emergency declaration could be a good guideline on 
timing for the pandemic.  He said it’s possible to grant a temporary 
special use with restrictions/conditions on timing and length of use.  
He then asked Trustees Kurzman and Plunkett on the potential of a 
temporary special use and if they would approve if the use expired 
when the son graduated high school or when the pandemic was 
over.   

 
   Trustee Kurzman asked Trustee Barrow if he was compelled to 

change his point of view.   
 
   Trustee Barrow said in his earlier comments, he suggested leaving 

the cage up until the end of the baseball season, around October.  
He said with appropriate limitations, he would be comfortable with a 
longer period of time, maybe June.  Given that no one knows when 
the pandemic will end, he doesn’t support approving it to stay up 
until the pandemic is over.  He said he would be amenable to leaving 
it up until the end of June 2021, if we are still in the pandemic, 
assuming there are appropriate use limitations that the applicant 
expressly agrees to on the number of minutes per day and the 
absence of using a pitching machine in order to minimize the impact.  
He said he is sympathetic to the times we are living in with being 
home and doesn’t see that changing anytime soon.  He said he 
shares the concern about doing that in the front yard.   

 
   Trustee Kurzman said he can be flexible, even though he doesn’t 

see the direct pandemic/public health component.  He said having 
some restrictions would work. 

 
   President Bielinski asked if Trustee Kurzman had an issue with 

keeping the cage up until the son graduated high school.   
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   Trustee Plunkett asked if on the Sandy Lane case, was that a 
restriction?  Mr. Adler said it was a two-year time period, which tied 
into the graduation of the son.  Trustee Plunkett asked if this was 
the only other case with a permitted batting cage.  Mr. Adler said 
yes.  Trustee Plunkett said she would be amenable to the 
conditions.   

 
   President Bielinski said there are three Trustees okay with the 

termination date would be at graduation and limitation on hours of 
use and amount of time and three Trustees who are comfortable 
with everything except the termination date.  Those three would 
rather see whatever date comes first – the end of the Emergency 
Declaration or June 30, 2021.  Trustee Kurzman said he is with the 
more restrictive group.  Trustee Dodd said the special use would run 
out whenever is the earliest of those two and they can always come 
back to extend that.  She said there may be more feedback by then.  
She said for right now, she would approve this period of time.   

 
   Trustee Barrow said what we are doing is granting permission for 

this to be in a front yard.  President Bielinski made the distinction 
that this is only being considered because there is no backyard.  He 
said this is solely based on the shape of the lot.  There is no 
precedent to be concerned with.  He said if the homeowner had a 
backyard, there is no way any special recreational equipment would 
be allowed in the front yard.  Trustee Dodd said she is in agreement 
with what Trustee Barrow started out with but that she knows these 
are unusual times and exceptions may need to be made.  Trustee 
Sullivan concurred this is going in a front yard, but he agrees the 
hardship is the lot shape.   

 
   President Bielinski said he believes there is support for amending 

the use to add the following conditions:  the use expires at the earlier 
of the end of the Village’s emergency declaration or June 20, 2021; 
the use of the facility will be between 9 a.m. and 7 p.m.; not more 
than 30 minutes a day use and there will be no automatic pitching 
machine installed.  Mr. Stein added the prohibition of artificial 
lighting.  He also mentioned the season.  President Bielinski 
concurred with the lighting but was not necessarily troubled by the 
season.  Trustees Kurzman and Dodd said it’s a temporary structure 
and should come down November 1 until March 31.  President 
Bielinski proposed November 1 to March 1.  Trustee Plunkett noted 
that the New Trier baseball season goes through June 26, 2021 so 
if the pandemic order ends in March, can it be extended until the 
end of the baseball season.  President Bielinski said there is not 
support for that.  Mr. Stein reiterated the conditions.  Trustee Barrow 
asked for clarification to the fact that the 30 minutes is for the entire 
day.  Mr. Stein said that would be clear in the list of limitations. 
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   President Bielinski asked if the applicant was willing to accept the 
conditions.  Mr. Hatsis said he felt it was unfair, seeing as there is 
another batting cage.  He said he has full support of his neighbors 
and doesn’t feel this is equitable.  He said that there are other 
undocumented batting cages within the Village limits.  He went on 
to say that he doesn’t foresee using the cage past October 1 or 
before March 1.  He said he cannot differentiate what is different 
between his case and other cases where approval was made. 

 
   President Bielinski explained that while he appreciated Mr. Hatsis’s 

comments, there was really no choice.  Mr. Hatsis could accept the 
limitations and gain approval or he could reject them and have to 
permanently remove the structure tomorrow.  He said he would not 
force Mr. Hatsis’s hand, but this is where the Board stands.   

 
   Mr. Hatsis asked if he could get it extended through June of 2021.  

Trustee Barrow asked for the timetable for usage.  Mr. Hatsis said 
it would be removed October 1, 2020 and re-installed on March 1 
and be up through June 30, 2021 when baseball season is over.   

 
   President Bielinski asked if there was support for that.  Trustee 

Kennedy agreed.  Trustee Dodd said she would agree as well.   
 
     President Bielinski directed Mr. Stein to adjust the verbiage and 

dates of the conditions in the Ordinance. 
 
   Mr. Hatsis agreed to these conditions. 
 
   Trustee Barrow moved to amend his motion to approve the case 

consistent with the conditions described by Jeffrey Stein and 
President Bielinski, seconded by Trustee Dodd. 

 
   Voting yes:  Trustees Sullivan, Barrow, Dodd, Kurzman, Kennedy, 

Barrow, Plunkett and President Bielinski.  Voting no:  none.  The 
motion carried; the Ordinance was adopted as amended.    

 
 6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
   
 6.21 July 2020 COVID Financial Update and FY 2021 Budget Preview. 
 
 July 2020 COVID Financial Update 
 Assistant Village Manager Erik Hallgren gave an update on the FY 

2020 Mid-Year Budget (PowerPoint attached).  Mr. Hallgren said we 
have had positive performance this past month with revenues 2.3% 
above budget, which outperformed both the projected scenarios.  
He said a large part of this over performance is due to the property 
tax collection.  While Cook County pushed back the due date to 
October 1, it appears that most Wilmette residents paid in 
accordance with the August 1 deadline.  He said those future 
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revenues have been removed from the month of October to properly 
project out for the remainder of the year.  He said even without the 
property tax revenues, all other revenues’ performance was still 
20% above Scenario 2.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren then showed a slide depicting overall revenue 

performance since April, which showed the Village’s finances are 
down comparatively to budget, but aligning closely with the 
predictions; therefore, he said staff feels confident with their 
estimates for the remainder of the year.  

 
 The next slide Mr. Hallgren showed reported the revenue 

projections in Scenario 2 for the 4th quarter and annually.  He said 
overall, he predicts a 40% decline for the 4th quarter and a 26% 
decline in revenue for the year.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren discussed the adjustments made to the revenue 

sources, adjusting up for income and real estate transfer taxes and 
holding flat on licensing fees; hotel, PPRT and fuel taxes; permit 
fees; property taxes; sales tax; service fees and utility taxes.  He 
said the real estate transfer taxes are performing well due to low 
interest rates and the trend of migration to the suburbs from the city.  
He said property tax and permit fees are performing well, and while 
the projection was held steady, we may see a positive shift in future 
months.  

 
 He moved on to the revenue outcomes, saying that the budget is at 

$34 million and currently Scenario 1 is sitting at just below $32 
million in projected revenue and in Scenario 2, it is projected at 
$31.2 million in overall revenues. 

 
 President Bielinski said the pickup here is this is based on actual 

performance and staff hasn’t bumped much at all the future revenue 
model.  He said this incorporates the fact that the Village is doing 
better than predicted.  Mr. Hallgren concurred; saying they are 
taking the gains from positive performance in sales tax and real 
estate transfer taxes and not adjusting future month’s projections, 
which is boosting the overall revenue projections.  President 
Bielinski said it’s the actual and Mr. Hallgren agreed.  Mr. Hallgren 
said the hope is that the economy continues to recover so that 
revenue outcomes continue to increase in overall performance. 

 
 Mr. Hallgren said with that in mind, the year-to-date revenues are 

still down comparatively by 3.8% compared to budget, and year end 
projections still show a loss of approximately 6.5% to 7.7%.  He said 
staff will continue to be conservative in their estimates and only 
make significant changes when clear economic trends appear.   

 



08/25/2020  Approved 09/08/2020 

 24  
 

 Mr. Hallgren then discussed expenses, citing the numbers are down 
23.3% below budget for July and overall down around 9% for the 
first 7 months of the year.  He said the largest portion of that is 
related to capital projects/purchases that have been deferred or 
delayed.  He gave some updates on the expense assumptions, 
which he noted have not changed significantly from the last report. 
He did say that of the $531,000 allocated to economic grant 
programs, only $276,000 has been spent to date.  If there are no 
future grant payments, the remaining balance would be added back 
to the reserve level.   

 
 Trustee Dodd asked if there have been any businesses that have 

asked if there will be another round of these grants.  Mr. Hallgren 
said at this point, he hasn’t received any feedback about additional 
economic grants.  He said he wasn’t sure if any outreach has been 
received through Community Development.  President Bielinski said 
that this was not promised; just held in reserve in case there was 
another massive shut down.  Mike Braiman said that he hasn’t heard 
of any further requests but said we did have one service business 
that wasn’t eligible in the first round ask if the Village has changed 
it’s eligibility rules.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren reviewed overall expense outcomes and said the 

expected annual total for expenses is somewhere around $34.7 
million, which is an approximate 2% reduction from budget.  He said 
as previously eluded to, the underspend we saw in June and July, 
those dollars did shift out to September, October and November, 
exceeding initial budget projections.  He said staff will continue to 
monitor the budget for potential savings. 

 
 He then discussed the overall impact on the reserve level.  He said 

budget predicted a 38% reserve level but due to our expense and 
revenue reductions, our ending Scenario projections range from 
33% to 34.5%.  He said in addition to the overall analysis, staff did 
a sensitivity analysis to look at a worst-case scenario, using the 
May’s performance (32% below budget) and applied it to September 
through December.  Overall, applying this additional loss, there is 
an additional downside risk of $440,000, equaling an estimated 
1.3% impact on the reserve level.   He went on to say that overall 
the main takeaway is that while the impact of COVID may be 
significant, reserves are doing what they were intended to do.   

 
 President Bielinski said that the statement about the 1.3% impact is 

an answer to a question Trustee Dodd raised at the July 28 meeting.  
Trustee Dodd concurred. 

 
 President Bielinski said overall the news is good.  He said the 

reserve level as a percent of revenue was just below $30 million for 
Scenario 2.  He said this is good news not based on goosing the 
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projections, but based on the actuals coming in higher than 
expected and rolling through the numbers.   

 
 Trustee Dodd asked Finance Director Melinda Molloy for a status 

on the Water Fund given the dry summer.  Ms. Molloy said the Water 
& Sewer Fund shows consumption is performing better than last 
year.  She said we are starting to see the effects of the drought, 
which began in June.  She said the wholesale rate, which is one 
month in arears, is performing 5% better than what was anticipated 
in terms of consumption rate.  She said over the last few years, 
consumption has declined over the budget projections.  She said 
the bottom line is that both the Water Fund and Sewer Funds were 
running close to budget. She said she anticipates seeing this 
continue for the next several months.  She said that what this means 
for the General Fund is the projected $1 million transfer from the 
Water & Sewer Fund will occur as planned, since there is sufficient 
revenue to allow that to happen.   

 
 President Bielinski said that’s good news and Ms. Molloy added that 

North Maine, new wholesale customer, is performing as expected 
as well, which is phenomenal news. 

 
 FY 2021 Budget Preview (PowerPoint attached) 
 Village Manager Mike Braiman said this will be the 11th budget he 

will be working on in Wilmette and that it is certainly the most unique 
circumstance he has experienced in terms of preparation even 
compared to the great recession.  He said it is also the most 
challenging to project.  He said staff usually has a solid handle on 
where revenues will end up 14 months in advance; however, for 
next year, there is not that comfort level due to all the unknowns. He 
said he has spent a lot of time discussing with staff how to approach 
next year’s budget.  He said the primary goals are to limit impacts 
to the taxpayers, maintain all the services residents really value and 
appreciate and to continue to invest in the infrastructure as has been 
happening for the last few years.  He said ultimately it was decided 
to handle this year’s budget very similarly to the approach taken with 
the current budget.  He said they plan to do most of the work 
previously identified as critical and then perform the services we 
want to deliver.  They will also review financials on a monthly basis, 
making decisions based on actual performance.  He said staff will 
scale back as necessary in response to economic conditions.  He 
said this year’s been a success in the process of reviewing the 
budget monthly and adjusting projections based on actuals.  Mr. 
Braiman also said there is a tier concept for reviewing that will be 
discussed this budget season.  

 
 Mr. Hallgren discussed the 2021 revenue parameters.  He said they 

will begin with reviewing the existing revenue types and the diversity 
of the revenue streams.  He said combining this with the financial 
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modeling gives staff the ability to evaluate revenue risks and 
opportunities for 2021.  He said they will also look at projected 
taxpayer impact for 2021 and beyond.  He said all these factors will 
shape the revenue framework during the budget review process. 

 
 Mr. Hallgren then discussed revenue diversity.  He showed a slide 

containing the revenues in the General Fund and said relying on 
any one particular revenue may put the Village at risk during 
economic downturns.  He reviewed the broad revenue categories 
which include market driven, property taxes, intergovernmental and 
charges for service.  He said the fairly well balanced revenue 
streams have allowed Wilmette to weather the downturns from 
things like COVID.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren talked about revenue risks.  He said there are four 

categories:  minimal risk, moderate, high and enhanced risks.  He 
said that the high risk category saw the worst performance during 
COVID, and the taxes in this category include home rule sales 
taxes, fuel tax and hotel tax.   

 
 He then showed a slide with projected taxpayer impact over the next 

five years, beginning in the current budget year, which will be 
utilized as a baseline for development of the FY 2021 budget. 

 
 Mr. Hallgren discussed property taxes saying the levy has 4 

components:  operations, road investment, public safety pension 
and debt service.  He said the overall levy is projected at 4.10% for 
FY 2021 which is down from the FY 2020 levy of 4.99%.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy asked if the reason for the decrease in debt 

service was due to the refunding of bonds.  Ms. Molloy said it was a 
function of the level of the current debt right now.  She said it’s not 
going up, only a small margin from one year to the next and this 
figure does not include the refunding of bonds.  She said the figures 
Erik was displaying were based on known numbers they had at the 
time, and while they knew they were planning a refunding, they 
didn’t know what those dollars would mean.  She said they know 
there will be an impact to the debt service. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said in terms of the refunding, we are working with PMA 

to layer in that refunding to help cushion the impact of the issuance 
needed for Central Avenue, which he said will most likely impact FY 
2022.  He said it will help limit the impact when they add that Central 
Avenue debt in future years. 

 
 President Bielinski said this is the increase in debt service; it’s just 

a smaller increase in FY 2021 than in FY 2020.  Trustee Kennedy 
asked if it was a net number and President Bielinski said yes. 
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 Mr. Hallgren then discussed FY 2021 expenses.  He said they have 
developed new review reduction methodology to help preview 
capital investment for Village infrastructure and assumptions for 
personnel salaries and benefits.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren then discussed the review methodology, which will 

consist of different tiers.  If a particular tier does not meet 
projections, levers can be pulled to manage expenditures.  The tier 
levers would be structured so that Tier 1 would cover internal cost 
controls, Tier 2 would be for capital investments, Tier 3 for 
contracted programs and services and Tier 4 would be for service 
levels and associated staffing. 

 
 He moved on to a preview of Capital Investment.  He said the 

current request is just over $25 million.  He said the heaviest 
investment is in road work with major projects slated for Hibbard 
Park, Central Avenue and the engineering program.  He said there 
is also $549,000 in money received for long-term infrastructure 
improvements such as brick overlay, brick reconstruction and the 
Central Avenue project.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren talked about personnel expenses, which he said 

include a 2.5% annual wage adjustment and projected healthcare 
cost increases at 7%.  He said the IMRF rate will decrease from 
11.21% to 10.81%, and the public safety pensions have an 
estimated contribution of approximately $6 million.  He said 
currently, staff is planning to move forward with the $200,000 
contribution this month to the state public safety pension.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren concluded with a budget schedule saying they will 

begin with a CIP workshop next week, budget workshops in October 
and November with the budget ordinance adoption in November 
and the property tax levy ordinance in December.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy and President Bielinski said staff has done a great 

job in previewing the FY 2021 budget. 
    
 There were no further questions or discussion on this topic. 
 
 6.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda. 
 
 6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda. 
 
 6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT  
  No report.  
 
 6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT  
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No report. 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES  
No reports. 

7.0 NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business. 

8.0 ADJOURNMENT 

Trustee Kurzman moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:22 p.m., seconded by 
Trustee Barrow.  Voting yes:  Trustees Sullivan, Barrow, Dodd, Kurzman, 
Kennedy, Plunkett and President Bielinski.  Voting no:  none.  The motion carried. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Karen Norwood 
Deputy Village Clerk 



Mid-Year Financial Review
AUGUST 25, 2020



Revenue Assumptions Updates
Revenue Performance
◦ Performed 2.3% above budget

◦ Performed 36% and 40% above scenario projections

◦ Shift in property tax disbursement major contributor to performance in July

Amount Over/(Under)

July Actual $3.45 M

July Budget $3.37 M $0.08 M

Amount Over/(Under)

July Actual $3.45 M

July Scenario #1 $2.53 M $0.92 M

July Scenario #2 $2.46 M $0.99 M



Revenue Projection Performance – General Fund

April Model May Model June Model July Model Total 

Budget 2.18 M 2.18 M 1.86 M 3.37 M 9.59 M

Scenario #1 1.92 M 1.78 M 1.54 M 2.53 M 7.77 M

Scenario #2 1.88 M 1.76 M 1.53 M 2.46 M 7.62 M

Actual 2.19 M 1.57 M 1.59 M 3.45 M 8.80 M
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Revenue Projections

Scenario #2

% Reduction in 

Quarter 4 Revenues

% Reduction in 

Annual Revenues

Income Tax 22.5% 7.9%

Licenses 30.0% 5.0%

Permits 30.0% 21.3%

Fuel Tax 25.0% 32.7%

Hotel Tax 35.0% 51.2%

Fines 2.5% 22.0%

Real Estate Transfer Tax 15.0% 13.4%

Home Rule Sales Tax 40.0% 26.3%

Sales Tax and Local Use Tax 30.0% 11.0%

Service Charges 2.5% 0.3%

Utility Taxes 7.0% 8.4%



Revenue Projection Updates

Adjustment

Income Tax

Licenses

Other (Hotel Tax, PPRT, Fuel)

Permits

Property Tax

Real Estate Transfer Tax

Sales Tax

Service Charges

Utility Tax

• Changes from prior financial model based upon prior period performance.

These indicate the projected revenue impact for remainder of year.



Revenue Outcomes – General Fund

April Model May Model June Model July Model Aug Model Change

Budget 34.17 M 34.17 M 34.17 M 34.17 M 34.17 M -

Scenario #1 31.76 M 31.60 M 31.26 M 31.42 M 31.96 M 0.54 M

Scenario #2 30.97 M 31.05 M 30.68 M 30.90 M 31.55 M 0.65 M
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Revenue Outcomes – General Fund

• YTD revenues are down 3.8% compared to budget

• Year-end  projections estimate revenues to be down 6.5% - 7.7% 
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Expense Assumptions Updates

Expense Performance
◦ Performed 23.3% below budget in July

◦ Overall Expenses have been 9.1% below budget through July

◦ A significant part of underspend was associated with capital projects/purchases
◦ Included timing for road program and purchases of new vehicles

◦ Expenses for these items were shifted to later periods 

◦ Expenses are now included in Period 8-12 expense projections 

Amount Over/(Under)

July Actual $2.42 M

July Projection $3.16 M ($0.56 M)



Expense Assumptions Updates
Factor of savings options and incremental expenses
◦ Savings
◦ $430k in personnel expenditures

◦ 2% projected annual savings for regular wages, benefits and overtime wages

◦ Due to holding vacant positions open and reduced OT work

◦ $210k in operating expenditures

◦ Includes street lighting, winter operations, automotive expenses, training, and other purchases

◦ Added back $25k for tree pruning and $15k for winter hanging baskets

◦ $150k in engineering program savings due to bid pricing

◦ Maintain engineering maintenance programs (sidewalks, curbs, pavement rejuvenation, traffic calming)

◦ $242k in CERF deferrals, sidewalk snowplow and Council A/V equipment

◦ $200k deferral of Comprehensive Plan

◦ $125k for reduction of hotel tax rebate based upon reduced hotel tax receipts

◦ Additional Costs
◦ $531k for economic grant programs – $276k spent to date



Expense Outcomes – General Fund

Year End Estimate April Model May Model June Model July Model August Model

Budget 35.54 M 35.54 M 35.54 M 35.54 M 35.54 M

Projection 35.35 M 35.18 M 35.13 M 34.75 M 34.70 M
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Reserve Projections – General Fund
Budget Scenario #1 Scenario #2

2020 Beginning Reserve $15.01 $15.01 $15.01

Revenues $34.17 $31.96 $31.55

Expenses ($35.54) ($34.70) ($34.70)

Projected Ending Reserve $13.64 $12.27 $11.86

% of Operating Expense 38.4% 34.5% 33.4%

*In Millions

Worst-case scenario projection indicates a downside risk of $440k 

equaling a 1.3% impact on the reserve level



2021 Budget Preview



2021 Budget Methodology
◦Minimize impacts to taxpayers, service levels and the 
organization to the greatest extent possible

◦Proactively identify a multi-step contingency plan to 
maintain flexibility to respond to dynamic economic 
conditions

◦Continue detailed monthly financial reviews to ensure 
decision making is timely and effective



2021 Revenues
◦Review of revenue types
◦Balancing healthy mix of revenue sources

◦Assessment of General Fund revenues
◦Evaluation of revenue risks and opportunities

◦Projected taxpayer impact for 2021 and beyond
◦Parameters for 2021 budget development



Diversity of Revenue

General Fund Source

◦ Service Charges: refuse collection, 
ambulance billing, utility taxes

◦ Market Driven: sales tax, real estate 
transfer tax, permits, income tax

◦ Intergovernmental: grants, transfers

◦ Property Taxes

Property 
Taxes
30%

Charges for 
Service

24%

Intergovernmental
8%

Market Driven
38%

Maintain balance to protect against economic downturns; reduce reliance on single revenue sources 



Revenue Risk Assessment

Minimal Risk

• Property Tax

• Refuse Fee

• Water Fund 
Transfer

• Fines

• Vehicle Stickers

Moderate Risk

• Sales Tax

• Permits

• Real Estate 
Transfer Tax

• Utility Taxes

• Income Tax

High Risk

• Home Rule Sales 
Tax

• Fuel Tax

• Hotel Tax

Enhancements

• Local Use Tax

• Water Fund 
Transfer

• CARES Funding

• State 
Infrastructure 
Funds

• Review of 
potential revenue 
sources



Taxpayer Impact

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Levy Increase 4.99% 4.10% 5.11% 3.37% 3.55%

Water Rate $2.75/unit $2.75/unit $2.75/unit $2.75/unit $2.75/unit

Sewer Rate $4.40/unit $4.58/unit $4.58/unit $4.58/unit $4.58/unit

Stormwater Fee $144 $175 $292 $325 $380

Refuse Fee $23.75/month $24.35/month $24.35/month $24.35/month $24.35/month

Vehicle Sticker $80 $80 $80 $80 $80

FY2020 budget projections – Utilized as baseline for development of the 2021 budget



Tax Levy Information

◦Levy made up of 4 components
◦ General Operations

◦ Road Investment

◦ Public Safety Pension 

◦ Debt Service

◦2020 Increase 
◦ $912k total increase in levy

◦ $90 per average bill

2020 

Budget

2021 

Projection

Operations 1.43% 2.28%

Road 2.69% 0.00%

Public Safety Pension 0.75% 1.77%

Debt Service 0.12% 0.05%

Total Increase 4.99% 4.10%

Levy Component Increases



2021 Expenses
◦Budgetary review options
◦Develop tiers for potential reductions

◦Capital preview
◦ Investment in Village infrastructure plan

◦Personnel expenses
◦Assumptions for salaries and benefits



2021 Budget Review Methodology

Breakdown of expenditures into tiers 
◦ If revenues do not meet projections, the  

tiers can be pulled to manage 
expenditures

• Review of internal cost control measures

• Examples: training, holding open positions, vacancy 
factor, transfers and other discretionary expenses

Tier 1 Lever

• Review of capital investments

• Examples: Review of CERF purchases or change to 
engineering program

Tier 2 Lever

• Review of contracted programs and services

• Examples: forestry programs

Tier 3 Lever

• Review of service levels and associated staffing

Tier 4 Lever



Capital Preview
Category 2021 Request

Equipment 253,000

Facilities 189,500

Information Technology 119,000

Professional Services 175,000

Sewer 15,673,000

Streets 7,595,100

Vehicles 943,500

Water 659,500

TOTAL $25,607,600

◦ 2021 initial submission totaled $28.78M
◦ Staff review removed $3.17M

◦ 2020 Approved Budget of $40.75M
◦ CERF funding request down $623 thousand

◦ General Fund operations request down $1.3M

◦ Major Projects
◦ Hibbard Park - $15.33M

◦ Central Avenue Reconstruction - $3.36M

◦ Engineering Program funded at full request -$4.08M

◦ State Infrastructure Funds
◦ Received $594k that can be used for long-term 

infrastructure; options include:

◦ Brick Overlay

◦ Brick Reconstruction

◦ Central Avenue



Personnel Expenses
◦ Salary Assumptions
◦ 2.5% annual wage adjustment

◦ Movement through pay scales

◦ Benefit Assumptions
◦ IMRF preliminary rate is 10.81% 

◦ Decrease from 11.21%

◦ Healthcare projected at 7.00%

◦ Public Safety Pensions

◦ Impact of 15-Year rolling amortization

◦ Projected $500k drawdown of reserve in 2021

◦ Total estimated contribution of $6.08 million
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Budget Schedule

Mid Year Financial 
Review

• August 25

CIP Workshop #1

• September 10

Budget Workshop

• Late October

Budget Workshop #2 
(if required)

• Early November

Budget Ordinance 
Adoption

• November 24

Property Tax Levy 
Ordinance Adoption

• December 8
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