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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, AUGUST 24, 2021. 
 

 
 

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

President: Senta Plunkett 
 
Trustees: Peter H. Barrow 
 Kathy Dodd 
 Kate Gjaja 
 Gina Kennedy 
 Justin Sheperd 
 Daniel Sullivan 
 
Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 Erik Hallgren, Assistant Village Manager 
 Jeffrey Stein, Corporation Counsel 
 John Adler, Community Development Director 
 
Guests Present: Robert and Janice Geisheker, owners of 4085 Bunker Lane 
 Paul Psenka, Architect for 4085 Bunker Lane 
 Jim and Kim Van Nortwick, owners of 219 Central Avenue 
 Steven Rugo, Architect for 219 Central Avenue 

 
President Plunkett opened the meeting with remarks about the changing landscape of public 
meetings during the pandemic, saying we are doing the best we can to serve the residents 
of Wilmette.  She said a survey was conducted of commission  members and staff will survey 
the Board members after tonight’s meeting to gauge how everyone feels about meeting in-
person with mitigation efforts in place.  She said as always, the Board will do its best to 
conduct public meetings the safest way possible and that hopefully, we will be past this 
soon.   

 
2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 There was no public comment. 
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3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 A member of the audience removed Item 3.12 from the Consent Agenda. 
 
 Trustee Sheperd moved to approve the remaining items on the Consent Agenda 

as follows: 
 
 3.1 Approval of minutes from the Regular Board meeting held on July 27, 2021. 
  
 LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.2 Presentation of minutes from the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held on 

July 7, 2021. 
 
 3.3 Presentation of minutes from the Plan Commission meeting held on 

November 17, 2020. 
 
 3.4 Presentation of minutes from the Plan Commission meeting held on 

December 1, 2020. 
 
 3.5 Presentation of minutes from the Plan Commission meeting held on April 6, 

2021. 
 
 3.6 Presentation of minutes from the Building Code Board of Appeals meeting 

held on June 3, 2021. 
  
 3.7 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-18 for the construction of a 

temporary tent at Romona Elementary School, 600 Romona Road, from 
August 16 to December 1, 2021. 

 
 3.8 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-19 for the construction of two 

temporary tents at Wilmette Junior High School, 620 Locust Road, from 
August 16 to December 1, 2021.    

 
 3.9 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-20 for the construction of a 

temporary tent at Highcrest Middle School, 569 Hunter Road, from August 
16 to December 1, 2021. 

 
 3.10 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-21 for the construction of a 

temporary tent at Harper Elementary School, 1101 Dartmouth Street, from 
August 16 to December 1, 2021. 

 
 3.11 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-22A for the construction of a 

temporary tent at McKenzie Elementary School, 649 Prairie Avenue, from 
August 16 to December 1, 2021. 
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 3.13 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-23 for the construction of a 
temporary tent at Central Elementary School, 910 Central Avenue, from 
August 16 to December 1, 2021. 

 
 3.14 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-25 to hold the St. Joseph and 

St. Francis Schools Back to School Bash at St. Joseph School, 1740 Lake 
Avenue, on August 28, 2021, from 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. 

 
 3.15 Plan Commission Report, Case #2021-P-03, 500 & 510 Sheridan Road, 

regarding a request for tentative plat approval for the proposed two-lot 
consolidation in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
 3.16 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-33, 415 Linden Avenue, 

regarding a request for a special use to expand an existing special use 
(office) and a 607.9 square foot (7.6%) total floor area variation, a 3.58’ rear 
yard setback variation, a 2-space parking variation, a 5’ parking space 
setback variation, a 4’ parking space setback variation and a variation to 
provide parking that opens directly onto an alley to permit the construction 
of a two-story addition in accordance with the plans submitted.  The use 
shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-51. 

 
 3.17 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-34, 430 10th Street, 

regarding a request for a 5.62’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation, a 5.37’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation and 
a 4.95’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the 
retention of three air conditioner units in accordance with the plans 
submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-52. 

 
 3.18 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-36, 1522 Maple Avenue, 

regarding a request for a 43.1 square foot (3.8%) rear yard structure 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
detached two-car garage in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption 
of Ordinance #2021-O-53. 

 
 3.19 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-39, 1719 Elmwood 

Avenue, regarding a request for a 3.9’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the installation of a new air conditioner condenser in 
accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-54. 

 
 FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
 3.20 Approval of  the July 2021 Disbursement Report. 
 
 3.21 Adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-47 authorizing the issuance of not-to-

exceed $37,000,000 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2021. 
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 ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
  
 3.22 Presentation of minutes from the Environmental and Energy Commission 

meeting held on June 10, 2021. 
 
 3.23 Presentation of minutes from the Sesquicentennial Planning Committee 

meeting held on June 23, 2021. 
 
 3.24 Approval of appointment of Matt Ginsberg to the Transportation 

Commission from August 24, 2021 to August 24, 2025. 
 
 3.25 Recommendation of appointment of Rahul Bhangare to the Plan 

Commission. 
 
 MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.26 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-44 authorizing the Village Manager to 

execute a 25-year Easement (19-NE-011) with the Metropolitan Water 
Reclamation District of Greater Chicago for the Maple Avenue Storm Sewer 
System. 

 
 3.27 Adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-50 amending the Village Code concerning 

Transportation Commission (Chapter 2). 
 
 3.28 Introduction of Ordinance #2021-O-55 amending the Wilmette Village Code 

concerning development in flood hazard areas (Chapter 8 – Housing and 
Building Regulations).  Waiver of rules; adoption of Ordinance #2021-O-55 
amending the Wilmette Village Code concerning development in flood 
hazard areas (Chapter 8 – Housing and Building Regulations). 

 
 3.29 Introduction of Ordinance #2021-O-37 authorizing the disposal of surplus 

personal property owned by the Village of Wilmette. 
 
 3.30 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-43 authorizing the Village Manager to 

execute a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $29,340 with Muscat 
Painting and Decorating, East Dundee, Illinois, for refurbishing 60 
decorative street light poles located in the downtown business district. 

 
 3.31 Adoption of Resolution #2021-R-45 authorizing the Village Manager to 

execute a contract amendment in the amount not-to-exceed $63,333 with 
Morton Salt, Inc., Chicago, Illinois, for the purchase of up to 900 tons of bulk 
rock salt (2021-2022 winter season). 

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

Sheperd, Dodd, Kennedy, Barrow and President Plunkett.  Voting no:  none.  The 
motion carried. 
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4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
 
 4.1 Introduction of Rahul Bhangare who is recommended for appointment to 

the Plan Commission. 
 
  President Plunkett thanked all residents who have applied and are currently 

serving in our Boards and Commissions.  She said she has enjoyed meeting 
new residents through the selection process, and she is blown away by the 
talent and enthusiasm of all who wish to serve.   

 
  She said Mr. Bhangare, who is recommended to the Plan Commission, has 

a perfect background for this commission and shows great enthusiasm to 
serve.  She then introduced Mr. Bhangare. 

 
  Mr. Bhangare said he loves raising his family in the community and jumped 

at the opportunity to serve.  He said his background is in finance strategy 
and analytics.  He said he has worked in both the residential and 
commercial real estate settings and currently works at Ventas running 
strategy for their senior housing business in the United States and Canada. 
He said his wife is a physician at NorthShore University Health System, and 
they have two small children.  He said feels it is a privilege to serve on the 
Plan Commission, particularly with the opportunity to reshape the Village 
through the Comprehensive Plan rewrite.  He said he looks forward to 
working with and learning from his fellow commissioners, the Board, 
residents and staff to build upon the already great progress that has been 
made so far. 

 
 4.2 Request for Executive Session for discussion on collective negotiating 

matters and deliberations concerning salary schedules pursuant to Section 
2(c)(2) of the Illinois Open Meetings Act.  

 
 Village Manager Mike Braiman reminded everyone of the downtown ribbon cutting 

on Friday, August 27 at 6 p.m.  He said there will be music and festivities with a 
small ribbon cutting ceremony at 5:50 p.m.  He also announced the Human 
Relations Commission will hold its second listening session at the French Market 
on Saturday, August 28, from 8 a.m. to 10 a.m. in the Metra Station parking lot.  
He said the commission is looking for input on the community and the Human 
Relations Commission Plan which will cover the next several years.   

 
 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 
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  3.12 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-22B for the 

construction of two temporary tents to hold outdoor high holiday 
services at Chabad of Wilmette, 2904 Old Glenview Road, from 
September 2 to September 17, 2021.  

 
   Trustee Barrow moved to approve Temporary Use Permit #2021-TU-

22B for the construction of two temporary tents to hold outdoor high 
holiday services at Chabad of Wilmette, 2904 Old Glenview Road, 
from September 2 to September 17, 2021.  The motion was 
seconded by Trustee Kennedy. 

 
   Barbara Ament who lives on Thelin Court asked for this item to be 

removed from the Consent Agenda.  She said last year due to the 
pandemic, Chabad of Wilmette constructed a tent, and this year they 
are requesting to do it again.  She said they built a building with 
variations to the very last millimeter of the lot line when it was first 
constructed.  She said the letter she received said the tents would 
be constructed on September 2 beginning at 9 a.m.  She said last 
year, the people came in before midnight to construct the tents.  She 
said there was drilling and hammering going on with Spanish music 
playing.  She said it was disturbing to the residents who are in close 
proximity to the synagogue.  She said she thinks the Board should 
alert the police that this is against the ordinance and they should do 
something to abide by the ordinance for construction times.  She said 
she makes this request in consideration of the residents.   

 
   President Plunkett thanked her for her comments. 
 
   Trustee Dodd asked if any of the residents called the police last year 

while this was going on.   
 
   Ms. Ament said she was not sure, as it was midnight.  
 
   Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein thanked Ms. Ament for her 

concern and agreed that construction at midnight is against local 
ordinances.  He implored Ms. Ament to call the police if this happens 
again.  He said they will issue a citation which will be prosecuted by 
his office. 

 
   There was no further discussion. 
 
   Voting yes:  Trustees Gjaja, Sullivan, Sheperd, Dodd, Kennedy, 

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

 
  6.11 REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case 

#2021-Z-25, 4085 Bunker Lane, regarding a revised request for a 
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235.24 square foot (1.88%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story addition in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
   Trustee Barrow moved to remove Item 6.11 from the table, seconded 

by Trustee Gjaja.  All voted aye, the motion carried. 
 
   Trustee Barrow moved to approve Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 

Case #2021-Z-25, 4085 Bunker Lane, regarding a revised request 
for a 235.24 square foot (1.88%) total floor area variation to permit 
the construction of a one-story addition in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  The motion was seconded by Trustee Dodd. 

 
   President Plunkett said this case comes with a positive 

recommendation from the Zoning Board of Appeals so it would need 
4 votes tonight to approve.  She said there was a thorough 
discussion last meeting, and the Geishekers have taken the 
comments into account have returned with a revised application and 
answers to Trustee questions.  President Plunkett asked if any 
Trustees had questions. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked for a refresher on how many square feet the 

addition is.   
 
   Community Development Director John Adler said it is a 16’x14’ 

area. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked how big the primary bedroom upstairs was. 
 
   The project architect, Mr. Paul Psenka, said their existing bedroom 

is approximately 12’x14’.   
 
   Janice Geisheker said the master suite is approximately 18’x 20’. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if that was exclusive of the bathroom. 
 
   Mrs. Geisheker replied affirmatively. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan asked for clarification of the size, as Mr. Psenka said 

it is 16’x14’ but the diagram shows 16’x16’.   
 
   Mr. Psenka said those are the exterior dimensions. 
 
   Trustee Dodd said the interior dimensions are actually 14’x15’. 
 
   Trustee Gjaja said she understands it is a narrow stairwell and a lift 

may block part of it.  She said asked if that was a fire code violation.  
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   Mr. Psenka said it is not so much a fire code violation as it is a 
nuisance.  He said there is no good spot to park the chair.  He said 
usually the chairs are parked around a corner or off to the side, but 
in this case you cannot because around the corner are doorways to 
the bedrooms.  He said you would need to park the chair on the stair 
which would encroach 1’ to 1.5’ into the stair depending on the 
manufacturer. 

 
   Trustee Gjaja asked for the width of the stairs. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said they were 3’.  He said there are exceptions in the 

code for chair lifts like these, but the code also says that the minimum 
egress is 3’.   He said in this case, this is not a desirable option. 

 
   Trustee Gjaja asked for confirmation if this was a code violation. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said it was not. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan said he knows the intent is to have a bedroom on 

the first floor, but the bathroom on the first floor is not a full bath.  He 
asked if there was talk about a full bath. 

 
   Mr. Psenka said there were sketches in the packet demonstrating 

turning the powder room into a full bath.   
 
   Trustee Sullivan asked if there were plans to do that. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said it was a possibility.   
  
   Trustee Kennedy asked if the bedroom on the first floor would be 

usable if there was not a full bath. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said it would be, albeit no one could take a shower there.  

He said people could take the equivalent of a sponge bath. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if this was the intention. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said no, he was simply answering the question. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked when it is anticipated the powder room 

would be converted into a full bath. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said it would be in the event it becomes necessary.  He 

said Mr. Geisheker is prepared to make the conversion if it becomes 
necessary. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if there was a possibility this room would 

never be used as a bedroom.  She asked if they had a timeline. 
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   Mr. Psenka said he was not sure of a timeline. 
 
   Mrs. Geisheker said there would be a bed in the room as soon as it 

is completed, and it will be a bedroom. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if the room would primarily be used as a 

bedroom or a sitting room. 
 
   Mrs. Geisheker said it would be used as both.  She said there would 

be a “murphy” bed. 
 
   Mr. Geisheker said his knees are getting worse and 2-3 nights a 

week he ends up sleeping on the couch.   
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if the bedroom is not going to be used as 

such right away, is it possible the house could be sold before it 
becomes necessary to use it as a bedroom. 

 
   Mr. and Mrs. Geisheker said they have no intention of moving.  Mrs. 

Geisheker said this is the reason they want to do this.  She said they 
do not want to move.  She said they are hoping that right now he will 
not need to use the room all the time; however, they are going to 
have the bed in the room, so it is there when he needs it.  She said 
if we end up needing a shower, we will put one in since we have the 
space for it.     

  
   Trustee Sheperd asked how they arrived at the size of the room.  He 

said they could have chosen a smaller bedroom that would have 
required a lesser variation.  

 
   Mr. Geisheker said the size is relative to the time and energy that 

needs to go into adding the room.  He said they worked with the 
architect and spoke to John Adler to determine what is reasonable.  
He said it will cost considerable money to break into the wall by the 
garage, so there is a point at which this is not a cost-effective project. 

 
   President Plunkett said there were questions about reconfiguring 

space on the first floor and asked them to address this. 
 
   Mrs. Geisheker said a suggestion to use the dining room was made, 

but the dining room is used regularly for their family meals.  She said 
they cannot all fit into the breakfast room.  She said taking space 
from the breakfast room would block the hall to get into the garage 
and it is the only source of natural light for the kitchen.   

 
   Mr. Psenka said in general, the main concern is the variation.  He 

said there is no good way to do this.  He said these cases need to 
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look at the intent or spirit of the ordinances.  He said in this particular 
case, this ordinance is to keep properties or additions from looking 
massive.  He said he believes this project meets the standards of the 
ordinance in that it does not look massive or overpowering.  He said 
it does not make it look out of character for the neighborhood.  He 
said when you discuss size, the project does not make financial 
sense to build an 8’x8’ bedroom.   He said 14’x14’ is comfortable.  
He said regarding utilizing part of the garage, it does not make sense, 
as it would make the garage 20’ deep, which is not conducive to 
unloading groceries and what not. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked if they did not go flush with the mud room wall 

because they wanted the extra foot and a half. 
 
   Mr. Psenka concurred. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan asked what the garage dimensions would be. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said 20’. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan asked about the width. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said approximately 24’, which is typical.  
 
   Trustee Sheperd asked why not have the doors come off the hallway 

opening into the room to save space as opposed to around the 
corner. 

 
   Mr. Psenka said that could be done but they won’t gain much space 

due to the swing of the door. 
 
   Trustee Sheperd suggested utilizing just one door. 
 
   Mr. Psenka said that was possible but would not solve the closet 

issue.  He said the cost to utilize that space is high, but it was 
proposed as a means to make the addition size smaller. 

 
   President Plunkett asked Mr. Adler if this was a request for a 235 sq. 

ft. floor area variation.   
 
   Mr. Adler concurred. 
 
   President Plunkett asked what the total allowable lot coverage is. 
 
   Mr. Adler said they were 700 sq. ft. under what is allowable in lot 

coverage, but with the reduction it is 724 sq. ft.  
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   President Plunkett asked if this was a new home, how would that 
affect the total allowable floor area.   

 
   Mr. Adler said including bonuses, it would be able to be 207 sq. ft. 

larger in total floor area.   
 
   Trustee Dodd asked if the home was new, would they need to meet 

stormwater detention requirements. 
 
   Mr. Adler said that was a question for Engineering. 
 
   President Plunkett deferred to Mr. Braiman.   
 
   Mr. Braiman said that any land disturbing activity would require them 

to maintain all the runoff to the property and maintain the 
requirements of the grading ordinance.   

 
   Mr. Adler said he suspected a new home would have more lot 

coverage.  
 
   Mr. Stein said there is no measure of discernable difference between 

new properties and additions; it is what the impact of the water is to 
adjacent properties.  He said this needs to be maintained within the 
property limits via swales or other mechanical means.  He said in this 
case, Engineering will look and see if there is any impact on 
stormwater runoff.  If so, there will need something to be installed to 
deal with that.   

 
   President Plunkett said this was approved by the Zoning Board, so 

the applicant needs 4 votes.  Trustee Gjaja said she would like to 
hear her fellow Trustees’ opinions before taking a vote. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy said she is stuck on the problem of whether there 

is hardship or not.  She said according to the ordinance, the problem 
needs to be with the property and not the homeowner.  She asked 
for confirmation from Mr. Stein. 

 
   Mr. Stein said hardship is what the Board deems it to be.  He said 

you look at the property itself and the layout, etc., but you can also 
look at the use of the property to determine hardship. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy said the hardship is the owner’s medical issues and 

not the property itself.   
 
   Mr. Stein said that is one way to look at it; however, the homeowner 

looks at how they want to use the property.  He reiterated that it is 
solely up to the Trustees what they consider hardship.  He said there 
is no formula to determine. 
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   Trustee Kennedy asked if it was better to make ad hoc or arbitrary 

decisions or to follow standards regarding hardship, so people know 
what our ordinance means.   

 
   Mr. Stein agreed that you do not want to be arbitrary or capricious; 

however, he said hardship is what a Trustee or group of Trustees 
believe it is.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy again said that hardship for her means a problem 

with the property.  She said the ordinance itself refers to the shape 
of a lot as an example of one hardship.  She said this property is an 
almost perfect rectangle and has the house on a side angle, but there 
is nothing about the property that keeps them from using it; it is our 
own ordinances regarding lot size, coverage and square footage.  
She said in terms of reasonable use, which is another standard, she 
is stuck on this as well because most homes can be used reasonably 
by most people without a first floor bedroom.  She said in this case, 
we are being asked to say that a use by this homeowner in this house 
requires a first floor bedroom as opposed to the property being used 
by a typical homeowner or most homeowners. She said if we allow 
this because this homeowner wants this use for this property, how 
can we stop someone from building a first floor bedroom at any time 
if they claim a health issue.  She asked if putting a large bedroom on 
the first floor of her small house in Kenilworth Gardens a good idea 
because her husband is getting older and cannot handle the stairs.  
She said she does not believe we would allow that.  She said she is 
concerned with allowing the altering of a home for personal reasons, 
there is no way to draw a line that is not arbitrary or to be equitable 
with lot size, etc.  She said she is troubled by that.   

 
   President Plunkett said she believes housing stock will be reviewed 

in the Comprehensive Plan rewrite, and she does not believe we can 
ignore the needs of the residents.  She said this lot is incredibly 
unique and if we worry about precedent, I do not believe we will find 
another lot where one side backs up to the golf course and the other 
to the forest preserve.  She said this is a small request, which we 
have granted in the past based on need.  She said that is why the 
variance process is in place.  She said she understands Trustee 
Kennedy is looking for a hardship with the property, but she believes 
it is difficult to tell residents we will not look at the whole situation 
when we have something like this.  She said this is a small request 
that will not bother neighbors.  She said a similar request on Forest 
was granted which exceeded the lot coverage.  She said maybe 
Trustees are regretting that decision; however, it was also approved 
by the Zoning Board of Appeals.  She said we need to view that the 
Zoning Board approved this after a long process, and the 
homeowners are looking for a reasonable accommodation to stay in 
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their home.  She said she would have a hard time denying that 
because she can understand that there are not good areas in their 
first floor to use as a bedroom due to the original design.  She said 
had this been new construction, they could have a larger lot coverage 
and more square footage and possibly a first floor bedroom.  She 
said each house in Wilmette is unique and she loves that about this 
town.  She said she thinks this is a small request for their purpose.   

 
   Trustee Barrow said President Plunkett speaks for him on this issue.  

He said all but two members of the Board originally approved the 
case on Forest which included a lot coverage variation and a slightly 
smaller floor area variation.  He said that case was in a neighborhood 
where the homes were much closer together.  He said this is not the 
case with this property.  He said he agrees with the concerns that 
Trustee Kennedy has raised, but he thinks we need to deal with the 
case in front of us.  He said it is not ideal; however, given the minor 
impact, he is supportive. 

 
   Trustee Dodd said she pulled the Forest Avenue case off Consent, 

which she did not vote for and she will not vote for this project.  She 
said she understands Trustee Kennedy’s perspective as well as 
President Plunkett’s.  She said she tries to be consistent in these 
cases, so it is hard to look at one and say because it is small, it is 
okay.  She said she believes we should be approving hardships 
based on property.  She said when you start looking at personal 
issues, it is difficult to be objective.  She said she does not see a 
hardship in this case.  She said there are other people in the same 
situation, and she is looking forward to the Comprehensive Plan 
rewrite to address this.  She said we have people that need to move 
because they need another bedroom for their children or because 
they are working from home.  She said we need to caution ourselves 
not to grant variations for those reasons.  She also said some of the 
issues she raised over the Forest Avenue case were never 
addressed.  She said she does not understand why they cannot 
install a chairlift, especially since the room may not be used every 
night.  She said for those reasons, she will not support this case. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan said this is a difficult case.  He said he thinks 

Wilmette needs to address cases such as this and hopes that this 
will happen in the Comprehensive Plan rewrite.  He said he hopes 
there is a solution that can be created for housing stock with 
bedrooms on the first floor.  He said in this case, their proposed 
solution is just adding bulk.  He said this is a big house which would 
not be designed or built this way in today’s living.  He said it is not 
right to just keep adding on over our FAR. He said he supported 
Forest Avenue but later felt it was not the right decision.  He said he 
went back to the resident and found they did not pull the permits or 
go forward with it because it was not the right choice of living space.  
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He said he does not think this is the right solution for this case, as he 
does not see a hardship.     

 
   Trustee Gjaja said she and Trustee Sheperd were not on the Board 

at the time the Forest case was approved.  She said she does not 
believe she would have supported the case.  She said this is difficult 
because she sees the personal hardship and cannot accommodate 
the request based on the Village Code.  She said she agrees with 
Trustee Kennedy that the hardship needs to be within the property.  
She said just recently there was a case for a fence variation where 
the Board understood the applicant’s personal concerns; however, 
they could not grant the variance based on that.  She said this case 
is no different.  She said this is difficult and she has been thinking 
about it a lot trying to come up with a way to allow it.  She said she 
has concerns about adding square footage to homes in the 
community and that there needs to be a solution to create housing 
stock for seniors who wish to stay in the Village.  She said adding 
more square footage affects the affordable housing stock and 
creates problems with the environment and sustainability.  She said 
for these reasons, she just cannot support the case.   

 
   Trustee Sheperd said it appears this case will not be supported by a 

majority of the Trustees; however, he could come to support it.  He 
said when you come down the street and looking at the spirit of the 
Code, it does not change the neighborhood.  He said for this reason, 
he could be an affirmative vote.     

 
   There was no further discussion. 
 
   Voting yes:  Trustees Sheperd, Barrow and President Plunkett.  

Voting no:  Trustees Gjaja, Sullivan, Dodd, and Kennedy.  The 
motion failed.   

 
   President Plunkett said the applicants have brought a lot to the Board 

for consideration going forward.  She wished them the best and said 
she hoped the Board could be of service in the future.     

  
  6.12 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2021-Z-31, 219 Central 

Avenue, regarding a request for a 156.43 square foot (0.8%) lot 
coverage variation and a 2,448.76 square foot (14.3%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
   Trustee Barrow moved to approve Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 

Case #2021-Z-31, 219 Central Avenue, regarding a request for a 
156.43 square foot (0.8%) lot coverage variation and a 2,448.76 
square foot (14.3%) total floor area variation to permit the 
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construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure in accordance with the plans submitted.  The motion was 
seconded by Trustee Kennedy. 

 
   President Plunkett said this case comes with a negative 

recommendation from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  She said it 
would need 5 votes to overturn the ZBA recommendation.  

 
   Community Development Director John Adler gave a summary of the 

case, stating the case did receive a negative recommendation from 
the ZBA.  He showed a proposed site plan of the addition and floor 
plans as well as an aerial picture of the property.   

 
   Trustee Dodd asked Mr. Adler to talk about livable space.  She said 

the applicant may point out they do not have an attic or basement for 
living space.  She asked if you look at this home and how much 
livable space there is (not what is allowed), what would it be if they 
were building it over again.   

 
   Mr. Adler said this house is unusual, as it has no basement. He said 

the question is whether this puts the house at a disadvantage.  He 
said you could argue that the house is not as well as situated.  He 
said the first floor plan shows a utility space, a storage area and a 
porte cochere, which is the entry into the home.  He said the 
applicant has made the argument that things like a workout room or 
laundry room are things you would find in the basement.  He said if 
this was a new home being built, those uses would most likely be in 
the lower level like a basement.  He said it is up to the Board to 
determine whether not having a basement is a hardship.  He said in 
the report, the applicant lists their idea of things that are not habitable 
like the driveway or porte cochere or the area underneath the first 
floor overhang.   He said there are also things they list as items that 
are typical of a basement use.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked for an explanation of the first floor overhang 

and where it appears on the diagram. 
 
   Mr. Adler said he believes it is overhanging the first floor above the 

porte cochere.   
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked how the overhang stops one from using the 

room. 
 
   Mr. Adler said it counts as floor area, but it is not livable.  It is space 

you cannot occupy because it is not enclosed.   
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   The project architect, Mr. Rugo, showed on a slide an area that 
counts as floor area but is unheated with exposed piping and water 
heaters. 

 
   Mr. Adler clarified that he was referring to an area on the second floor 

near the kitchen.   
 
   Trustee Kennedy confirmed they were not referring to the porte 

cochere as the area with the overhang and that it totals 30 sq. ft. 
 
   Mr. Adler concurred and said he thinks the applicants were trying to 

point out that this should not count as livable space. 
 
   The applicants, Kim and Jim Van Nortwick, said their house is unique 

and the whole first floor is slab on grate built in 1929. Mr. Van 
Nortwick said they really did not have much of an FAR in mind at that 
time.  He said there are a few grand rooms that would be difficult to 
break up.  He said the architecture of this building is unique and 
stunning, and it would be a shame not to be able to revitalize it.  He 
said all they are trying to do is take advantage of what they can 
without changing the design flow and to enhance and revitalize it.  He 
said the hardships in the property are real.  He said the garage is 
way too small and even the utility room counts in the FAR ratio 
because it is a unique area being 5 steps down with a 17’ ceiling.   
He said all that is in that room is an old incinerator, a boiler, piping, 
a radiator and security, which is basically a utility room that is 
counted as livable space. He said what they were trying to show is 
they would like to enhance the house and reduce the hardships by 
adding on the amount of square footage that is really equal to the 
square footage that is not inhabitable.  He said that does not count 
some of things typically found in a basement.  He said the first room 
on the first floor is large which would typically be an entertainment or 
workout room in a basement.  He said there is no basement, so the 
first floor is like the basement.  He said if we were to count some of 
those inhabitable spaces or unique and inefficient spaces, you can 
come up with 1,000 square feet.  He said the idea is to maintain the 
historic architectural character of the house.  He said he knew going 
in that the infrastructure would pose an issue, as the heating and 
plumbing needed replacement.  He said they invested funds to fix 
those and then realized the garage was too small.  He said there is 
a support beam in the center, and it is not deep or wide enough and 
there are also an electrical panel and radiators, so the idea was to 
limit the issues while maintaining the architectural design and design 
flow.  He said his architect, Steve Rugo, does these types of 
renovations all the time.  He said the goal is to restore the existing 
house, not break it down.  He said they want to add to the design.  
He said the back of the house is in bad shape.  He said the idea is 
to improve and maintain the design.  He said most houses in the 
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neighborhood are of the same size and structure.  He said they want 
to maintain that architectural uniqueness.  He said they do not need 
a two-story home, but in making it so, it suits their needs and keeps 
the home’s original design.   

 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said there are other issues, as the closets are too 

small, and the bathrooms need to be done.  She said it is a great 
house but needs to be updated.  

 
   Mr. Van Nortwick said it looks grand, but it is a lot of smoke and 

mirrors.  He said they are trying to save the house and bring it up to 
today’s standard of living and get rid of the hardships.  He said they 
are also trying to soften the look and decrease the bulkiness.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked why not gut the inside to reconfigure and not 

add to the lot coverage.   
 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said the smoke and mirrors have more to do with 

the sizing of the bathrooms and closets.  She said these things were 
staged to look larger than they are.  

 
   Mr. Van Nortwick said there was a lot of veneering going on. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan asked if they toured the house before buying. 
 
   Mr. & Mrs. Van Nortwick said they did, and they also had an 

inspection.  Mr. Nortwick said they knew there was going to be a lot 
of work and that they discussed it with their architect who believed 
he could work with it.  He said his architect even spoke to the Zoning 
Board before making application and showed some plans and there 
did not seem to be any issues. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked if they explored making the property a historic 

designation. 
 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said not yet.   
 
   Trustee Sullivan asked if the house were considered historic, could 

this addition be built. 
 
   Trustee Gjaja said it is possible. 
 
   President Plunkett said if it was a local landmark, the addition could 

be built, but not if it is a national historic landmark. 
 
   Trustee Barrow questioned if you are talking about closets and 

bathrooms, do you need an FAR coverage variation for that.  He 
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asked if they could upgrade their closets and bathrooms without the 
variation. 

 
   Mrs. Nortwick said there are two bathrooms on the second floor 

(main floor), but they are located in the bedroom spaces so anyone 
wishing to utilize those would need to walk through the bedroom 
space.   

 
   Trustee Barrow said those spaces could be reconfigured without the 

need for any variations. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if there was a floor plan that showed the 

dimensions of the rooms. 
 
   Trustee Dodd said she believes Drawing 1.21 shows that.  She said 

she thinks this is important because we are talking about not being 
able to fit in bathrooms or closets so to know how large the rooms 
are would be helpful. 

 
   Mr. Rugo said they are keeping the bathrooms where they are; 

however, they are planning on turning the bathroom associated with 
the master bedroom into a public bathroom off the kitchen.  He said 
the new bathroom is above the laundry room on the first floor in order 
to utilize the existing plumbing.   

 
   Trustee Barrow said that can be done without the need for the FAR 

or lot coverage variations. 
 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said if we built over the second bedroom, we 

would lose a bedroom.  She said it would not address the need for a 
garage.  She said the only way to not add to the FAR would be to 
eliminate a bedroom.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked how big the bedrooms are. 
 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said one is 14’x14’ and the other is 19’x11’.   
 
   Trustee Kennedy questioned why they could not carve out space for 

a closet in a room the size of 19’x11’. 
 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said they are looking to make a closet and a 

bathroom.  She said this house is listed as a 5-bedroom, but it is 
really a 4-bedroom house because the bedroom on the third floor 
does not really have a closet.   

 
   Mr. Van Nortwick said they cannot expand the master bedroom by 

adjoining the bedroom behind it.   
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   Trustee Dodd suggested using some of the large dining room space, 
as there is plumbing in close proximity to the kitchen. 

 
   Mr. Van Nortwick said the dining room is one of the unique features 

of the property and contains a butler pantry that they are restoring 
into the kitchen. He said the dining room hooks into the living room 
and to rip it out and to put up a wall would disrupt the design flow.  
He said the design flow is unique and he would like to keep it.   

 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said the room is completely paneled and beautiful 

and they are trying to preserve that. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy asked how large the living room was. 
 
   Mr. Van Nortwick said the room is two-story and large, maybe 

20’x30’. 
 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick these are not rooms she would like to touch, as 

they are significant and unique and one of the reasons they bought 
the house.  She said they do not want to touch them. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy said she understood; however, at some point, you 

may need to settle on something more.  She said the sheer size of 
the second floor leads her to believe they can find room for a half 
bath or closet without an addition.   

 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said it may seem that way but for her family’s 

needs it is not easy.  She said they are trying to reserve the first floor 
space so her father can move in .   

 
   Mr. Van Nortwick said mimicking the garage footprint makes the 

most financial sense and is better aesthetically.   
 
   Trustee Barrow asked how deep the current garage is. 
 
   Mrs. Van Nortwick said it is 19’x19’, but with the column and 

radiators, the space is smaller. 
 
   Trustee Barrow asked what the radiators are heating and if the 

support beam could be removed. 
 
   Mr. Van Nortwick said the support beam could be moved and 

replaced with I-beams but that would cause other issues because 
you would need to either knock into the mudroom or knock into the 
back doorway entrance, which would take away from the greenspace 
and affect the upstairs bathroom.    
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   Trustee Barrow said here is a solution that allows you to remove the 
column and radiators.  He asked how much space that would allow. 

 
   Mrs. Nortwick said it would still only be 19’x19’, which makes it an 

undersized garage. 
 
   Trustee Barrow asked how deep the Nortwicks proposed to make 

the garage. 
 
   Mrs. Nortwick said the new garage is 12’x27’ but the 3’ in the back is 

the entryway to the house. 
 
   Trustee Dodd said the diagram shows the garage is 19’x20.5’. 
 
   Mr. Rugo said 14.5” is radiators.  
 
   Trustee Dodd said she is trying to get definite dimensions of the 

garage.  She said in looking at the diagram, it reads 19’x20.5’.   
 
   Mr. Rugo explained the walls are masonry which are thicker with a 

concrete lip.   
 
   Trustee Dodd said the 20.5’ is inside.   
 
   Mr. Nortwick said the reason he said the dimensions were 19’x19’ is 

because he measured his garage with his contractor, and he came 
up with 19’ wall to wall.   

 
   President Plunkett said this is a stunning home with certain rooms 

that any reasonable person would not want to change.  She asked if 
there is a condition because of the age of the house or materials it 
was built with that walls can be moved to reconfigure the space other 
than in the living room, dining room, etc.   

 
   Mr. Rugo demonstrated on the site plan where the butler’s pantry 

had been opened up into the relatively small kitchen.  He said this 
appeared to be 2 little pieces at one time and there were just 2 rooms 
where one did not have a closet and part of the bathroom would have 
been the bedroom’s closet.  At one time, someone installed 2 walk-
thru closets in between the two spaces.  He said there was probably 
some sort of secondary bathroom that was taken out due to the small 
window that is there. 

 
   President Plunkett said other than the spaces that everyone would 

want to preserve, there is nothing that precludes you from 
reconfiguring some interior spaces. 

 
   Mr. Rugo said it could be done but it would be difficult.   
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   Mr. Nortwick said there are some structural things coming through 

the center of the house.   
 
   Trustee Dodd asked what discussions have been had with the 

neighbors regarding any concerns. 
 
   Mrs. Nortwick said they had not had any discussions. 
 
   Mr. Nortwick said he believed one of the concerns was regarding the 

view.  He said part of the compromise they have made is to lower the 
roof and push it in so none of it stands out beyond the east/west walls 
of the structure.  He said if you look from the neighbor’s yard to the 
Baha’i temple, you cannot see it.  He said it is not their intent to block 
any views.   

 
   Mrs. Nortwick said when she found out about the concern, she spoke 

to someone on the Zoning Board and asked if this was a real issue, 
would it make a difference if the direction of the addition was moved.  
She asked if they moved the garage to the other side and enclosed 
it like a courtyard would that suffice.  She said she was told that the 
Zoning Board member did not feel it was a real issue but rather a 
matter of principle and there was nothing to be done. 

 
   Shera Wiegler of 225 Central Avenue said she regretfully objects to 

this project.  She said this is a big ask because the house is already 
massive, being 1,700 sq. ft. over the total square feet allowed for 
total floor area.  She said it is a legal non-conforming structure but 
on top of the 1,700 sq. ft., they want to add even more.  She said 
with the limit of 5,978 sq. ft., if this variation is approved, it would put 
them at 8,426 sq. ft., which is more than 40% above the current 
zoning ordinance limit.  She said she thinks it sets a dangerous 
precedent for the neighborhood.   She said she has built her own 
home around the view of the Baha’i Temple and it has been built 
according to the zoning ordinance.  She said contrary to what the 
owners of 219 Central believe, the view is important to their family.  
She said when this case was first brought to the Zoning Board, there 
was 1 claimed hardship which was the undersized garage.  She said 
personally, she does not believe that is a hardship.  She said they fit 
2 SUVs inside and while it may be tight and inconvenient, it is 
manageable.  She said while she sympathizes with the Nortwicks, 
she does not believe these issues meet the standards for granting 
variations like this. She said at the first meeting, they were 
encouraged to work within the existing structure but weeks later, they 
came back with a change in the plan but not within the existing 
structure.  She said the revised plan did not eliminate their issue with 
the view nor did it alleviate the need for the floor area variation. 
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   Ms. Weigler said a few weeks later, several additional hardship 
claims were made, and her initial letter only addressed the first 
hardship claimed of the undersized garage.  She said she spoke at 
the second Zoning Board meeting to address the additional 
hardships.  She said the Zoning Ordinances were created knowing 
there are older homes in Wilmette and while she is sympathetic to 
certain things the Nortwicks have stated, approving this would set a 
dangerous precedent and it is a really big ask. 

 
   Trustee Dodd said it is possible that they can plant shrubbery all 

along the area that would block the Wiegler’s view, so she said she 
struggles with Ms. Wiegler’s concern of the view.  However, she said 
in fairness, Ms. Wiegler’s home has affected the view of the neighbor 
to the west of her as well.  She said view is something that can be 
changed by a number of things.   

 
   Ms. Wiegler said the work she did on her home was done within the 

Zoning Ordinances of the Village.  There were no variations so if 
these homeowners wanted to knock down the home, she would not 
be able to object because she would not have a case.  She said as 
the Zoning Ordinances are written, there are certain standards that 
have to be met for variations to be approved. 

 
   Trustee Dodd said she believes her neighbor’s garage already 

impedes the view on the first floor.  She said Ms. Wiegler is correct 
in that the Nortwicks by right could tear down the existing home and 
build something further out.  She said it is her duty as a Board 
member to find solutions to allow homeowners to work within their 
existing historic homes instead of tearing them down.  She said it 
would be a sad outcome if this was what came to pass.  

 
   Ms. Wiegler agreed but said she thinks there are ways this home can 

be reconfigured within the existing structure to accommodate the 
closets, bathrooms and garage issues that were presented as 
hardships.  She said initially it was 1 hardship, but suddenly we are 
talking about these other issues that developed within a few weeks.  
She went on to say that she does not believe any of these are 
hardships, but if this was truly about the garage, she thinks there are 
several other ways to accommodate.  She said the driveway is huge 
and the porte cochere could also be utilized.  She said there is even 
a way to expand east instead of south.  She said she feels there is a 
way to resolve their hardships that do not involve granting variations 
and infringing on her light and view.  She said the building is massive 
already.   

 
   Trustee Gjaja asked if there is any sized addition or garage that 

would be acceptable to Ms. Wiegler. 
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   Ms. Wiegler said she has not seen any plans so she could not 
comment on anything specific but that she was willing to work with 
the neighbors to come to some sort of agreement.  She said they 
have met their neighbors once and discussed the project one time. 
She gave Ms. Nortwick her email address because she said she 
would email the plans, but that never happened.  She said it was by 
chance that she heard about the Zoning Board hearing.  She said 
she would be happy to have a conversation with the Nortwicks.  She 
said she does not believe a 2-story addition is warranted. 

 
   President Plunkett said everyone can agree that views can change 

so she does not believe that to be a sticking point. 
 
   Mrs. Nortwick said they had some huge trees that were more of a 

view obstruction that they removed because they were dying.  She 
said they were taller than anything they could possibly build.  She 
said one of the reasons they bought this house is because they want 
to save and revitalize it and not have it be another tear down.  She 
said given the chance, they can bring it up-to-date, and it will stand 
for another 100 years.  She said they have lived in their present home 
for 23 years and did the same thing there.  She said she hopes they 
can live in this one for longer than that.  She said they would like to 
give the house what it needs. 

 
   President Plunkett said we have all seen the house and it is listed as 

significant in the Village of Wilmette.  She said it is a treasure here 
and she hopes the decision is not between putting on an addition 
and tearing down the home.  She said that sounds extreme for a 
home that is a treasure.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan said it is a phenomenal house, but he thinks adding 

on additional bulk is not the right answer.  He said he feels it needs 
a lot of creative interior work which will be expensive.  He said it is 
already over FAR and this will add to it.  He said it will negatively 
impact the neighborhood. 

 
   Trustee Barrow said he would like to defer the vote because he 

thinks looking at all possible internal changes as options have not 
been exhausted or brought to the Zoning Board.  He said he would 
also like to see the homeowners and their neighbor sit down and talk 
like neighbors should about finding a solution that both can agree 
upon.  He said maybe that changes the exterior dimension or 
something inside, but he would rather have them do that without the 
Board taking the vote.  He said because the Zoning Board gave this 
a negative recommendation, the homeowners would need 5 votes 
tonight.  He said that is a situation you want to avoid if possible.  He 
said he encourages the homeowners to look at what can be done 
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inside to address the issues while appeasing the neighbors and 
community.   

 
   President Plunkett said historic homes do possess hardships for 

modern living and variances have been granted for historic homes, 
but the variances are in relation to the amount of the hardship.  She 
said this is a big ask.  She said this is up to the homeowner to take 
initiative to look at the interior for alternate solutions and to work with 
the neighbor.  She said she thinks it will be challenging to get the 5 
votes tonight and if they go ahead and vote and it is denied, it will be 
a while before the homeowners can come before the Board again 
with a revised plan.  She said if this is something they would like to 
discuss more with their architect to make sure all options have been 
exhausted, that is their choice.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked what the rules were about resubmitting an 

application after being denied. 
 
   Mr. Adler said if a substantially similar application were to be 

prepared, they would need to wait one year from the vote to present 
it. 

 
   President Plunkett asked what substantially similar means. 
 
   Mr. Adler said in this case there was discussion about moving the 

addition to the east side, which arguably would not cause any view 
obstruction to the neighbor.  He said he would not consider this 
similar, especially if they changed the floor area to make the request 
smaller.  He said locating the addition on the east side and lowering 
the floor area request would allow it to come back.  He said what he 
suggests is the applicant to request to table to allow for more 
discussion. 

 
   Trustee Dodd said she agrees with Trustee Barrow that the 

neighbors should attempt to communicate.  She said she feels in this 
case, there is reason for the hardship.  She asked if the neighbors 
discuss it and come to an agreement, are we comfortable as a Board 
with any kind of variance.  She said she feels they owe the applicant 
some parameters to work with to achieve a positive outcome. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan said he cannot answer that.  He said the question 

still remains whether there is no other solution but to build an addition 
and bump up the FAR.  He said no other options were discussed.  
He said the applicant did not present valid reasons of why they 
cannot entertain interior work as opposed to an addition. 

 
   Trustee Dodd asked if the Board was asking the applicant to do what 

they can within the existing footprint. 
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   Trustee Sullivan said that would be ideal in his opinion. 
 
   Trustee Dodd said the garage is small relative to what we use with a 

garage bonus. 
 
   Mr. Adler said the garage bonus is 440 sq. ft. which is 22’x22’.  He 

said you may see people build larger.  He said the existing garage is 
not a huge garage for a house this size.  He said whether that raises 
to the level of hardship or practical difficulty is the Board’s discretion. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan agreed and said that the interior looks to be a slight 

mess.  He said he feels there is a hardship but asked if there are 
architectural and engineering ways to get what they need without 
approving another FAR variance on this really big lot. 

 
   Trustee Dodd asked if other Trustees felt this way. 
 
   Trustee Sheperd said there is a disconnect between the hardship on 

FAR and a huge closet, bathroom and garage.  He said there seems 
to be somewhere between the two that could be possible.  He said 
going east was not a solution but maybe coming from the alley may 
be a solution and you could create more green space because you 
would not have to have the driveway pass the garage at all to the 
north.   

 
   Trustee Dodd agreed and said it would involve turning the garage. 
 
   Trustee Sheperd agreed and said options like this are available.   
 
   President Plunkett said she usually is in favor of a compromise, but 

there is not much room in the backyard.  She said the lot is large, but 
compared to the size of the house there is not much green space.  
She said there is not as much room, but she would not necessarily 
rule out a smaller compromise.  She said she would want to know 
what is possible on the interior first.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan said he believes there is a way to avoid a lot 

coverage variation.   
 
   President Plunkett said it is up to the applicant to communicate what 

they want to do.  She said the Board could vote, but she does not 
believe they would get the 5 votes necessary.  She asked if they 
would like to go back to the drawing board and see about other 
alternatives.  She said the Board could table the case. 

 
   The Nortwicks said they would like to table the case. 
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   Trustee Sullivan suggested giving them a month to come back 
because there is a chance the new plans could get a positive vote 
from the Zoning Board and then they would only need 4 votes from 
the Board.   

 
   Trustee Gjaja said there was not a full Zoning Board at their previous 

meeting. 
 
   President Plunkett said that it was unfortunate the Zoning Board was 

smaller at their meeting. 
 
   Trustee Sullivan said it makes more sense to go this way. 
 
   Mr. Adler said if the request is tabled, the applicant would need to 

withdraw the request.  He said if this was a new request the 
neighbors ultimately agreed upon, it is possible the ZBA would end 
up with a positive recommendation.   

 
   President Plunkett asked if they could make that decision after the 

meeting tonight. 
 
   Trustee Kennedy clarified that even if the neighbors agree to the  

new plans, that does not mean the Board will. 
 
   Mr. Adler concurred. 
 
   Trustee Dodd said even if the ZBA had been positive, it is not a 

foregone conclusion the Board would approve.  She said there would 
still have been possible discussions.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy reiterated it is ultimately up to the Village Board to 

decide. 
 
   Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein said if this plan as presented is 

not approved today, the Board may need to take a vote so the 
applicant can come back with a significantly different plan.  He said 
to table would mean the altering of the existing plan.   

 
   Village Manager Mike Braiman said if we vote no, they will need to 

go back through the ZBA process. 
 
   Mr. Stein said either way, they probably would need to do that unless 

we tabled it and the applicant came back with this particular plan 
amended.   

 
   President Plunkett said tabling gives the applicant time to decide if 

they want to withdraw and come back with a new application or not.   
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   Trustee Kennedy moved to table this case indefinitely.  The motion 
was seconded by Trustee Sheperd.  All voted aye.  The motion 
carried. 

  
   President Plunkett informed the applicants that Mr. Adler would 

reach out to inform them of the next steps. 
 
 6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda. 
 
 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  
  No report. 
 
 6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES  
  No reports. 
 
7.0 NEW BUSINESS 
  
 There was no new business. 
 
8.0 ADJOURNMENT 
  
 Trustee Gjaja moved to adjourn to Executive Session for discussion on collective 

negotiating matters and deliberations concerning salary schedules pursuant to 
Section 2(c)(2) of the Illinois Open Meetings Act the meeting at 9:44 p.m., 
seconded by Trustee Kennedy. 

 
 Voting yes:  Trustees Gjaja, Sullivan, Sheperd, Dodd, Kennedy, Barrow and 

President Plunkett.  Voting no:  none.  The motion carried. 
 
 The Village Board returned from the Executive Session at 10:15 p.m. 
 

Trustee Sullivan made a motion to adjourn the Village Board meeting at 10:16 
p.m., seconded by Trustee Kennedy. 
 

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

Karen Norwood 
Deputy Village Clerk 


