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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 HELD IN THE  
      COUNCIL ROOM OF SAID VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, JUNE 22, 2021. 
 

 
 

President Plunkett called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
  
1.0 ROLL CALL 

President: Senta Plunkett 
 
Trustees: Kate Gjaja 
 Daniel Sullivan 
  Justin Sheperd 
 Kathy Dodd 
 Gina Kennedy 
 Peter H. Barrow 
 
Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 Jeffrey Stein, Assistant Village Manager/Corporation Counsel 
 Erik Hallgren, Assistant Village Manager 
 Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
 John Adler, Community Development Director 
 Peter Skiles, Administrative Services Director 
 Brigitte Berger-Raish, Engineering & Public Works Director 
 Ryan Kearney, Project Manager 
 Alexander Arteaga, Management Analyst 
 
Guests Present:  Stephanie Sebor, owner of 2040 Chestnut Avenue 
 Ben Schwartz, owner of 2041 Kenilworth Avenue 
 Lee Brown, Teska Associates 
 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 There was no public comment. 
 
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 Trustee Dodd moved to approve the items on the Consent Agenda as follows: 
 
 3.1 Approval of minutes from the Regular Board meeting held on June 8, 2021. 
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 LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.2 Presentation of minutes from the Zoning Board of Appeals Board meeting 

held on May 12, 2021. 
 
 3.3 Presentation of minutes from the Zoning Board of Appeals Board meeting 

held on May 19, 2021. 
 
 3.4 Presentation of minutes from the Building Code Board of Appeals meeting 

held on February 28, 2019. 
 
 3.5 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-16, 424 Linden Avenue, 

regarding a request for a special use to allow the replacement of a 
discontinued legal non-conforming commercial use with a specialty 
restaurant (Luigi’s Dress Shop) in accordance with the plans submitted.  
The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-33. 

 
 3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-11, 1131 Greenleaf 

Avenue, regarding a request for a special use for an arts studio (YMA 
Taekwondo & Krav Maga LLC) in accordance with the plans submitted.  The 
use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-34. 

 
 3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-14, 1300 Middlebury Lane, 

regarding a request for a 414.96 square foot (3.8%) total floor area variation, 
a 3.03’ front yard setback variation, a 0.35’ side yard setback variation and 
a 261.1 square foot (13.93%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story and two second-story 
additions in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance 
#2021-O-35. 

 
 FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
 3.8 Presentation of the May 2021 Financial Report. 
 
 ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.9 Presentation of minutes from the Sesquicentennial Planning Committee 

meeting held on April 28, 2021. 
 
 3.10 Presentation of minutes from the Environmental and Energy Commission 

meeting held on March 3, 2021. 
 
 3.11 Notice of vacancy on the Board of Fire and Police Commissioners due to 

the term expiration of Pamela Davidson. 
 
 3.12 Recommendation of reappointment of Pamela Davidson to the Board of Fire 

and Police Commissioners. 
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 3.13 Adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-21 extending the moratorium on cannabis 

business establishments. 
 
 MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.14 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-34 authorizing the Village Manager to 

execute a contract amendment in the amount of $5,002 with Soil and 
Material Consultants, Inc., Arlington Heights, Illinois, for construction 
material testing services. 

  
 3.15 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-37 authorizing the Village Manager to 

execute a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $41,825 with Kimley-Horn 
Associates, Inc., Chicago, Illinois, for bike accommodation and traffic study 
engineering services. 

 
 3.16 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-31 authorizing the Village Manager to 

execute a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $145,583 with EJ 
Equipment, Inc., Addison, Illinois, for the purchase of sewer televising 
equipment. 

 
 JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.17 Adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-32 creating a new classification of Liquor 

License (Luigi’s Dress Shop). 
 
 3.18 Introduction of Ordinance #2021-O-39 creating a new classification of 

Liquor License.  Waiver of rules; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-39 
creating a new category of Liquor License (The Fat Shallot).   

 
 3.19 Introduction of Ordinance #2021-O-38 amending the Liquor Control 

Chapter of the Village Code (Chapter 10 - Liquor).  Waiver of rules; adoption 
of Ordinance #2021-O-38 amending the Liquor Control Chapter of the 
Village Code (Chapter 10 - Liquor). 

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

Sheperd, Dodd, Kennedy, Barrow and President Plunkett.  Voting no:  none.  The 
motion carried. 

 
4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
 
 Village President Senta Plunkett announced that due to the high vaccination rate, 

low case rate and the Governor’s Executive Orders to move to Phase 5, the Village 
of Wilmette Emergency Declaration has expired and will not be extended.  She 
said it was originally implemented on March 17, 2020 and was extended 29 times.  
She said the Village will continue to follow the CDC and the Cook County and 
Illinois Departments of Public Health guidelines regarding COVID-19.  She said 
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Village staff will provide a thorough summary of the impacts of the virus and the 
Village’s response at the July 13 Village Board meeting.   

 
 Village Manager Mike Braiman said we are in the process of upgrading the Council 

Chambers audio and visual systems so there are temporary microphones and no 
presentation screen availability.  He said there would be two staff presentations 
this evening and urged members of the audience to pick up paper copies of the 
PowerPoint presentations from the table near the front door.  He said the project 
will be complete before the next meeting. 

 
 Mr. Braiman then reminded everyone of the Human Relations Commission’s first 

listening session that is taking place on Sunday, June 27, from 1 to 3 p.m. on the 
Village Green.   

 
 He then announced the Land Use Committee would be meeting on Wednesday, 

June 29 at 7 p.m. to discuss retail cannabis dispensaries with a focus on Edens 
Plaza. 

 
 There was no report from Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein. 
 
5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER 
 
 There was no report. 
 
6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
 6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
  6.11 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-23, 2041 Kenilworth 

Avenue, regarding a request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and 
fence openness variation to permit the replacement of a 6.5’ tall solid 
fence in the side yard adjoining a street in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
   Trustee Barrow moved to approve Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 

Case #2021-Z-23, 2041 Kenilworth Avenue, regarding a request for 
a 2.5’ fence height variation and fence openness variation to permit 
the replacement of a 6.5’ tall solid fence in the side yard adjoining a 
street in accordance with the plans submitted.  The motion was 
seconded by Trustee Dodd. 

 
   Community Development Director John Adler discussed the case 

stating there was a negative recommendation from the Zoning Board 
of Appeals.  He said the applicant has requested a 2.5’ variation on 
the fence height and an openness variation to install a 6.5’ solid 
fence along the rear lot line, which is also the rear lot line of 2041 
Chestnut.  He said the west 15’ of this fence fall on an area adjoining 
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a street, which is the area in question.  He said the east 35’ feet of 
the fence do not require a variation.   

 
   He said the primary question is whether this case meets any 

standards for variation.  He said if the Board agrees a standard is 
met, the Zoning Board recommendation could be overturned, and a 
permit issued.  He said if not, the applicant could install a 4’ high 
fence with 50% openness if they decide to proceed.   

 
   Mr. Adler said there are two sets of variations for fences. He said the 

Zoning Board discussed the practical difficulty of the particular 
hardship in this case and whether this is unique to the property.  He 
said they also looked at the similar fences that have been granted 
relief in the neighborhood.  He said on the record, other fences were 
discussed and one in particular that was rather old and may have 
been grandfathered in.  He said there is one across Kenilworth that 
was issued a permit in 2013 with similar conditions as what is being 
requested.  He said it was his guess from looking at the permit and 
the fence company, the fence might have been installed incorrectly 
and was never brought to the Board’s attention, as no variances were 
granted in that case. 

 
   Trustee Barrow said the applicant could put up a 6.5’ solid fence 

along the entire line with the exception of the last 15’ which is subject 
to the 4’ height and openness requirements.   

 
   Mr. Adler concurred and said that setback corresponds with what the 

house setback needs to be.   
 
   Stephanie Sebor, who resides at 2040 Chestnut Avenue, said she 

was there with her neighbor Ben Schwartz of 2041 Kenilworth 
Avenue.  She spoke in support of this zoning case.  She said there 
is already an existing 6.5’ fence which is in very bad condition.  She 
said just last week her neighbor’s dog entered her yard through this 
fence while her young daughter was out playing.  She said she feels 
a variance is warranted for safety reasons, as she is concerned if 
they are only allowed a 4’ fence, the neighbor’s dog will be able to 
jump that.  She also said she worries about her young children 
attempting to climb over it as well.  She said she also prefers to have 
a “like” replacement to what is already there.  She said she doesn’t 
believe anyone can see that 15’ from the sidewalk due to a large 
shrub.  She said her and her neighbor’s driveways are on 21st Street 
between Chestnut and Kenilworth Avenues so having the taller fence 
would not pose a visibility concern along 21st Street in either 
direction.  She also said this would not impact her visibility when she 
was backing out of her driveway.  She said she feels it would look 
better having one uniform fence and would be more in character with 
the fences on adjacent and nearby properties.  She also said privacy 
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is an issue as well for that 15’ section that would only be allowed the 
4’.  She said the neighbors are in favor of this and respectfully 
requested Board approval. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked what type of fence was going to be installed.   
 
   Ms. Sebor said she was looking to install a fence similar to the 

neighbors on the east side of her property.   
 
   Mr. Schwartz said he has tried in the past to get different fencing 

through the years and has never been approved.  He said he would 
like to put up the same fence as his neighbor to keep it similar.  He 
said he did not believe he would have an issue because he was 
trying to do the same thing his neighbor did.  He said his dog is very 
exuberant and could conceivably get over a 4’ fence and he is 
concerned for the safety his neighbor’s three small children as well.  
He respectfully requested Board approval for the variance.   

 
   Trustee Barrow asked where between the two properties this fence 

is going to be installed. 
 
   Ms. Sebor said where the existing fence is now.  She said she is 

working collaboratively with her neighbors to bring continuity to the 
aesthetic of the current fencing on other properties.   

 
   Trustee Gjaja said she understood the safety issues, but Ms. Sebor 

stated earlier the landscaping obscures the fence.  She said a 4’ 
fence would be obscured as well by the same landscaping.    

 
   Ms. Sebor said it won’t be seen by the neighbors facing east but she 

would see it from her yard.  She also said her neighbor Mr. Schwartz 
would have a good view of it as well.   

 
   Trustee Sheperd asked about Ms. Sebor’s fence on 21st Street. 
 
   Ms. Sebor said she has a corner lot with a wrought iron fence that 

faces Kenilworth Avenue and turns the corner onto 21st Street to end 
at her driveway.  She said there is a strip between the edge of the 
driveway and the boundary of the property that has wrought iron 
fencing, but her driveway is open.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan said he understands the desire to have a 6.5’ fence 

consistently across the property but asked if Ms. Sebor had 
considered tapering the fence. 

 
   Ms. Sebor said she had not considered that, but she might.     
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   Mr. Schwartz said he had not considered this because he feels that 
aesthetically it would not look good because it wouldn’t be 
symmetrical to the rest of the fencing.  He also mentioned the safety 
issue again with the dogs and children with a shorter fence height. 

   Mr. Adler said when you look at the survey, it looks like there is 2 or 
3’ from the sidewalk to the property line. He said no one is allowed 
to build in this area.   

 
   Trustee Dodd said there is nothing prohibiting the homeowner from 

installing a fence along 21st Street, the issue lies with the size and 
type of fence the resident wishes to install.   

 
   Mr. Adler concurred and said the type of fence permitted in that area 

would be a 4’ fence with 50% openness. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan said they could install the 4’ fence and plant some 

shrubbery. 
 
   Mr. Adler concurred and commented that they have seen people do 

the tapering of the fence as Trustee Sullivan had mentioned earlier.   
 
   Trustee Barrow said the tapering is not a difficult thing for an 

established fencing company to do. 
 
   President Plunkett said the case has come before the Board with a 

unanimous negative recommendation from the Zoning Board of 
Appeals.  She said she realizes sometimes these issues are difficult 
and she herself has had past experience with owing a property with 
an adjoining yard to a busy street with small children and a dog.  She 
said does like Trustee Sullivan’s recommendations to either taper the 
fence or plant shrubbery in front of the shorter fence.  She said she 
feels landscaping does a very good job of screening. 

 
   Trustee Gjaja said she understands the frustration over not being 

able to just replace the fence as they see desire, but she said the 
Board has the responsibility of upholding the Village Code. 

 
   President Plunkett agreed and said fences are tricky and it is very 

rare for the Board to grant variations on a fence permit. 
 
   Trustee Dodd said she lives on a corner as well so she understands 

the dynamics; however, if exceptions are made on one property, it 
could affect many, many other properties.  She said safety of children 
is incredibly important to the Board, but if they used the safety issues 
raised here as the hardship in this case, there would be many more 
requests before the Board for changes on how fencing is done on 
corner lots.  She said she is not comfortable doing that.  She said 
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she feels the applicants have options on how to address this issue 
that don’t require a variance. 

 
   Trustee Barrow concurred and said our Code speaks about hardship 

with respect to a property, not pets and children.  
 
   President Plunkett said this will need 5 votes to overturn the 

recommendation of the Board.   
 
   Voting yes:  None.  Voting no:  Trustees Gjaja, Sullivan, Sheperd, 

Dodd, Kennedy, Barrow and President Plunkett.  The motion was 
denied. 

 
   President Plunkett apologized to the applicant and said she felt for 

her because she is unable to proceed with the fence as desired.  She 
then said that she is confident the applicant can work with staff to 
come to a resolution on the matter. 

 
   Ms. Sebor asked if she could file another application for the sloping 

fence. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan suggested the applicant work with Mr. Adler and the 

fence company to come up with some options.  
 
   Mr. Braiman said Mr. Adler would contact the applicant to discuss 

the options available. 
 
  6.12 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-35 authorizing the Village Manager 

to execute a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $171,955, with 
Teska Associates, Evanston, Illinois, for the Comprehensive Plan 
Rewrite. 

 
   Trustee Barrow moved to adopt Resolution #2021-R-35 authorizing 

the Village Manager to execute a contract in the amount not-to-
exceed $171,955, with Teska Associates, Evanston, Illinois, for the 
Comprehensive Plan Rewrite.  The motion was seconded by Trustee 
Sullivan. 

 
   Mr. Adler said this process was intended to originally begin in 2020 

but the pandemic shut that down.  He said this is the first time staff 
has looked at rewriting the Comprehensive Plan in 30 years and he 
is excited to have the opportunity to be a part of it.  He said some 
new areas of focus will be inclusion, transportation circulation, 
economic development, health and wellness and an update to the 
housing chapter and commercial districts.  He said there was a 
selection group that was comprised in part by the chairs of the Plan, 
Housing and Environmental and Energy Commissions.  He said we 
got great responses to the request for proposal and had three good 
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interviews.  He said there was consensus that Teska Associates was 
the right choice for the project.  He said we were excited about their 
presentation and the interview went very well.  He said the group 
liked that Teska concentrated more money on the housing 
reassessment, commercial market analysis and the subarea plan.  
He said they provided the greatest number of hours as well and put 
together a very good community engagement plan.  He said Teska 
has done things in other communities that he feels would work well 
in Wilmette.  He said the timeframe for the project is around 1 and ½ 
years, which is a reasonable amount of time to get this project done.  
Mr. Adler also said we are slightly under budget on this project. 

 
   Trustee Sheperd asked about the number of subconsultants Teska 

was utilizing. 
 
   Mr. Adler said one of the things the selection group liked about Teska 

was that they had a few more subconsultants as part of their team.  
He said they broke up the housing needs reassessment and 
commercial market analysis into 2 consultants, which they felt was a 
positive since when looking at housing needs, it is not about just 
numbers.   He said the fact that they brought in 2 consultants to 
handle that task was very positive.   

 
   Trustee Dodd said she is excited about the housing needs 

assessment.  She asked how they will gauge if there is enough 
community input during the process.   

 
   Lee Brown, President of Teska Associates, said we measure 

success by having more people turn out at the end and build interest 
over time.  He said an 18-month timeframe is a balancing act to 
ensure there is momentum and that we don’t lose pace.  He said 
participation should be addressing more than one mode of attracting 
interest.  He said communities that are internet literate or on social 
media will get a different set of tools.  He said they will constantly 
produce content available on all platforms.  He said they like pop-ups 
like at the Farmers’ Market and other regular activities.  He said there 
is no set number of expected responses but when we see one tool 
is more effective than another, we will turn our energies there.  He 
said there is not one particular approach but in the beginning we will 
work with staff to make sure the tools in place make sense for the 
community and will try all until we see what is more successful. 

 
   Trustee Dodd what kind of involvement is necessary from Metra and 

CTA.  
 
   Mr. Brown said there are times that Metra, in particular, will be an 

active and involved entity.  He said they find that Metra and CTA are 
much more concerned about drawing opportunities for more foot 
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traffic near their facilities; therefore, they are usually very engaged in 
the process.   

 
   Trustee Barrow asked if there was a way to determine whether or not 

you are hearing principally from interest groups or groups with a 
particular advocacy. 

 
   Mr. Brown said they will be taking the opportunity to work with staff 

to identify groups that might not regularly be heard from and go to 
them in lieu of inviting the community as a whole.  He said there are 
an enormous number of resources of folks within the community that 
have special interest or expertise so we can draw from that.  He said 
part of the engagement process will include putting videos or 
information out on the website and other social media platforms to 
inform as well get people thinking about the issues they feel are 
important to this plan. 

 
   Trustee Barrow asked Mr. Brown how he would describe the 

community of Wilmette.   
 
   Mr. Brown said he is proud Wilmette resident and was excited to be 

selected on the basis of one of the more extensive evaluations he 
has ever experienced. 

 
   President Plunkett said she feels we have set a good tone by having 

the Commission chairs from Housing, Environmental & Energy and 
the Plan Commissions as part of the selection committee.  She said 
she has talked to a few of them and they are very enthusiastic about 
Teska’s involvement.  She said she is excited to go forward. 

 
   Mr. Brown thanked the Board for the opportunity. 
 
   Voting yes:  Trustees Gjaja, Sullivan, Sheperd, Dodd, Kennedy, 

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

      
 6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items  listed on the Consent Agenda. 
 
 6.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
 6.31 Presentation of the Second Quarter 2021 Board & Commission 

Membership Report. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said this report was a result of the Administration 

Committee’s review over the summer.  She said it is a means to 
provide an update on where we stand with current vacancies on our 
Boards and Commissions.  She said it was more for the Board’s 
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information and the community’s awareness of vacancies and needs 
on the Boards and Commissions.  She said this report is off consent 
so the new Trustees could review and ask any questions they may 
have.  She said it was also an opportunity for newly elected President 
Plunkett to offer insight on how she will be filling vacancies.   

 
 President Plunkett said she wanted to be sure there was a 

collaborative approach to appointing residents to the commissions.  
She said her plan is to have the Chair of the commission and herself 
take an active role in interviewing potential candidates and 
identifying qualified candidates from the Talent Bank Questionnaires 
(TBQ) as well as to involve staff in the process.  She said some of 
the commissions are very technical so staff availability will be helpful 
in answering any questions potential candidates may have.  She said 
currently there are vacancies on the Environmental & Energy, 
Transportation and Plan Commissions.  She said the Village has 
been advertising the vacancies through e-news and social media.  
She thanked all residents who have submitted a TBQ already.  She 
said the goal is to encourage as many people to apply so there is a 
good balance of talents on the commissions.  She said some of the 
commissions need people with specific skills and that can take a little 
longer to fill those roles.  She thanked all the residents who are willing 
to give their time and serve on the Boards and Commissions.  She 
said contributions have been amazing and invaluable.   She said the 
Environmental & Energy Commission has worked on the 
sustainability plan and the Transportation Commission helped with 
the Master Bike and Active Transportation Plan.  She said the Plan 
Commission will work hand-in-hand with Teska on the 
Comprehensive Plan.  She said these are all very important positions 
and all those who volunteer are valued.  She said there are a number 
of new applications for the Housing and Human Relations 
Commissions, which she is thrilled to see; however, those are new 
commissions so openings on those at this point are highly unlikely to 
happen anytime soon.  She said most commissions do not have a 
high turnaround rate.  She said when she applied for a commission 
years ago, she had to wait a long time for an opening, but it was 
worth it.  She said when she selects candidates, she will inform the 
Board and get their input.  She said in the meantime, if the Board has 
any questions or ideas on the process, to feel free to reach out.  She 
encouraged them to provide outreach to the community and 
encourage people to apply. 

 
 Trustee Gjaja asked if the person applying receives a confirmation 

that their application has been received. 
 
 President Plunkett said there is a confirmation notice and she has 

also recently asked for candidates to be informed of the likelihood of 
a vacancy, so they aren’t waiting years for a status.   
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 Mr. Braiman said often the person applying is not sure if there is a 

vacancy or not and their TBQ is filed away.  He said the new 
procedure informs the candidate if there is a vacancy or not.  If there 
is no vacancy, there is a link provided so the candidate can view all 
the commissions and their term limits.  The message also states 
there will be follow-up should a vacancy arise, and the candidate’s 
qualifications fit the needs of the commission.  He said if there are 
vacancies, the message will indicate what the process is for 
reviewing candidates. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said this is more personalized procedure.  She also 

asked if there will be outreach on an annual basis to keep candidates 
informed.   

 
 Mr. Braiman said once a year, a message will go out to all candidates 

in the TBQ pool asking if they want to update their resume and 
inviting them to look at current vacancies to possibly submit a new 
TBQ for interest in a different commission than previously applied 
for. 

 
 Trustee Dodd thanked staff for putting this together.  She said the 

report is helpful for the Board and the community.  She encouraged 
residents to apply for the 3 current vacancies. 

 
 President Plunkett said the residents are valued and it is important 

to keep the process transparent. 
  
 6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
 6.41 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-33 authorizing the Village Manager 

to waive the competitive bid process and execute a no-bid contract 
in the amount not-to-exceed $754,906 with A. Lamp Concrete 
Contractors, Inc., Schaumburg, Illinois, for the 2021 Street 
Resurfacing Project. 

 
  Trustee Sullivan moved to adopt Resolution #2021-R-33 authorizing 

the Village Manager to waive the competitive bid process and 
execute a no-bid contract in the amount not-to-exceed $754,906 with 
A. Lamp Concrete Contractors, Inc., Schaumburg, Illinois, for the 
2021 Street Resurfacing Project.  The motion was seconded by 
Trustee Sheperd. 

 
  Mr. Braiman said this contract is for additional road spending this 

year.  He said we are in a strong financial position and were able to 
utilize excellent competitive unit pricing through the A. Lamp bid. He 
said we can get extra work done by taking the regular road program 
from the $2.3 million to $3.1 million which will get approximately .65 



06/22/2021 Approved 07/13/2021 

13

miles of road resurfaced.  He said we are waiving the competitive bid 
process because this was already done earlier this  year and 
contracts were awarded.  He said this was a state related MFT 
contract so we could not do a change order.  We would need to do a 
bid and enter into a new contract.  He said it is more of a technicality.  
He commended Project Manager Ryan Kearney on his work to get 
these roads designed and ready for construction in the middle of the 
busy construction season.  He said after this work is completed, there 
will still be reserves left as we prepare the 2022-2023 budget.   

There was no further discussion on this topic. 

Voting yes:  Trustees Gjaja, Sullivan, Sheperd, Dodd, Kennedy, 
Barrow and President Plunkett.  Voting no:  none.  The motion 
carried. 

6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No report.  

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda. 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
No reports. 

7.0 NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business. 

8.0 ADJOURNMENT 

Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:43 p.m., seconded by Trustee 
Sheperd. 

All voted aye, the motion carried. 
 . 

Respectfully submitted, 

Karen Norwood 
Deputy Village Clerk 



Agenda Item 6.11 – 2041 Kenilworth Avenue
• The applicant is requesting the following variation:

A request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and fence openness variation to permit the 
replacement of a 6.5’ tall solid fence in the side yard adjoining a street at 2041 
Kenilworth Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.

• The primary question for the Village Board to consider is:

1. Does the requested variation meet the standards of review for approval

• If yes, and the variation is approved the applicant can build the proposed fence

• If no, and variation is denied the proposed fence cannot be built in the proposed location



Variation Standards
No variation may be recommended for approval by the board or commission and approved by the Village Board unless
findings have been made, based upon the evidence presented at the public hearing, to support each of the following
conclusions:

a. The particular physical conditions, shape, or surroundings of the property would impose upon the owner a
practical difficulty or particular hardship, as opposed to a mere inconvenience, if the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance were strictly enforced.

b. The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique circumstances.
c. The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared by other properties

classified in the same zoning district and/or used for the same purposes. This includes the need to accommodate
desirable existing site landscape or reflect unique conditions created by the age and character of the property.

d. The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of the Zoning Ordinance would prevent the owner from
making a reasonable use of the property. However, the fact the property could be utilized more profitably with
the variation than without the variation is not considered as grounds for granting the variation.

e. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or otherwise
injure other property or its use, will not substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public
health, safety and welfare, and will not substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.

f. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will be consistent with the
goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan.



Additional Fence Variation Standards

h. Where an application is a request for a fence, the following approval standards apply, in addition to
those of the variation. However, no one of these factors shall be conclusive in determining whether a
practical difficult or particular hardship exists.
i. The type of street to which the fence will be oriented (e.g., major, collector, or residential), and

the volume and speed of traffic regularly using such street.
ii. The extent to which fences of the same type sought by the applicant already exist in the

immediate area and have been granted variations.
iii. The orientation and proximity of neighboring dwelling units and other structures to the proposed

fence.
iv. The extent to which the proposed fence will utilize landscaping to minimize the visual impact of

the fence.
v. The size of the zoning lots in the neighborhood, such that the larger the lots and the greater the

open space, the less impact the fence can be expected to have on neighboring properties.
vi. The extent to which a fence of the same type sought by the applicant is for the replacement or

repair of a previously or presently existing fence or portion thereof.
vii. The length of time that a non-conforming fence has existed on the property prior to the

application.
viii.Whether a fence permit was issued at the time the fence was constructed and if the fence being

replaced was required to obtain such a permit.



Findings of Fact Upon Which Decision was Based:

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the variation standards of
Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning Ordinance.
There are no conditions of the property causing a practical difficulty or particular hardship.
There are many pairs of lots like the applicants’ in the neighborhood and only one other pair
have fencing like they are requesting. There is nothing peculiar about the properties
compared to others in the neighborhood. The owners are not prevented from making
reasonable use of their properties because of the fence requirement. The essential character
of the neighborhood would be impacted as there is only one other non-conforming tall fence
in the vicinity of the proposed fence.
The proposed fence is perpendicular to 21st Street. This is a residential street that is not
particularly busy compared to arterial and collector streets. As the fence is perpendicular to
the street, it is not currently functioning as a buffer. While the proposed fence replaces an
existing one of the same height, there is only one other non-conforming fence in the vicinity.
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Project Overview
• First full rewrite of the Village’s Comprehensive Plan since 1990

• Since 1990, comprehensive plans have broadened to include additional detail 
on components such as:
• Sustainability
• Diversity and inclusion
• Transportation and circulation
• Economic development
• Infrastructure
• Health and wellness
• Culture

• 12-member review committee unanimously recommends contract award to 
Teska Associates



Optional Components- Recommended
• Housing Needs Assessment ($20,000)

• The assessment will allow the Housing Commission to undertake a future update to our 
affordable housing plan by using information compiled as part of this process
• Data collection regarding type and cost of housing in Wilmette and comparative data in 

Cook County, Chicago Region, and nearby communities
• Assess local market data to understand relative “burden” created by cost of housing in 

Wilmette for current and potential residents; include review of key populations and 
lifestyle categories such as young families and seniors

• Commercial market analysis and sub-area plans ($56,435)
• Will help guide future economic development efforts and our response to development 

proposals; sub-areas include:
• Village Center Master Plan
• Green Bay Road Corridor
• Linden Square
• Ridge Road Corridor



Community Engagement
• Extensive community engagement with innovative methods:

• Ted Talk like videos
• Thematic policy papers
• Coffee + conversation
• Student focus groups
• Infographics

• The Planning for Big Ideas Phase includes 9 community meetings 
centered around the themes of the Comprehensive Plans

• Project is anticipated to begin in July and take 18 months to complete



Estimated Cost
• The project will be funded by General Fund reserves and is 

$3,045 under the FY 2021 budgeted amount

*These items are optional

• Teska proposes to allocate a total of 1,174 hours to complete 
the project which is on average 75 more hours than the other 
qualified respondents


