
        
 

 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 

PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
 

Village Board Council Chambers 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 

7:30 p.m. 
 
     
1.0 ROLL CALL 
 
2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Matters listed for consideration on the Consent Agenda are items of routine 
business that ordinarily are not debated by the Village Board.  Routine business 
may include adoption of ordinances, introduction of ordinances, land use cases 
with positive recommendations from a public body, minutes, reports, 
appointments, and contracts.  Matters referred to a Village Board committee will 
not be acted upon until the assigned committee submits its report and 
recommendation to the full Village Board. Village Board rules (unless waived by 
majority vote) require that Ordinances not related to land use cases be “introduced” 
at one meeting and not considered for “adoption” until a subsequent meeting, at 
which time they may be discussed. 
  
The Village President will inquire if a member of the Board or member of the public 
wishes to discuss any item on the Consent Agenda. If such a request is made, the 
item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and taken up by the Village Board 
in the order shown. Thereafter, the Village President will request a motion and 
second for passage of all remaining items listed. The resulting roll call vote on the 
Consent Agenda will be applicable to each remaining agenda item. Any item 
removed from the Consent Agenda is subject to a five-minute time limit. Any 
agenda item beginning with a 3 is on the Consent Agenda. 

 
3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held January 8, 2019. 

 
  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 

held December 3, 2018. 
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3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held February 
5, 2018. 

 
3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 

December 5, 2018. 
 
3.5 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 

December 19, 2018. 
 
3.6     Adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-9 amending the Zoning Ordinance by  
  extending the Village Center Pedestrian Commercial West street frontage  
  designation north along Green Bay Road to Washington Avenue, making  
  large medical/dental clinics a special use in the Village Center Arterial  

street frontage designation and making large medical/dental clinics and 
vocational education facilities a special use in the GC-1 zoning district. 

 
3.7 Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2018-AR-36, 3612 Lake 

Avenue, Zukowski Center regarding a request for a sign variation to install 
a sign on a property with less than 100 feet of frontage; adoption of 
Ordinance #2019-O-10. 

 
3.8 Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2019-AR-02, 808 Linden 

Avenue, St. Francis Xavier Parish regarding a request for a sign variation 
to install two canopy signs; adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-11. 

 
3.9 REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-

Z-53, 819 Michigan Avenue regarding a request for a 975.55 square foot 
(10.01%) total floor area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story 
height variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a variation to 
modify the approval granted by Ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof 
over an addition and a stairway housing on the legal non-conforming 
structure in accordance with the plans submitted- REQUEST TO TABLE 
TO FEBRUARY 26, 2019 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING. 

 
ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.10 Notice of vacancy on the Appearance Review Commission due to the term 
 expiration of Carrie Woleben-Meade. 
 
3.11 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term 
 expiration of Pat Lilly. 
 
3.12 Notice of vacancy on the Building Code Board of Appeals due to the term 
 expiration of Paul James. 
 
3.13 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $28,000 with Third 
 Millennium Associates, Warrenville, IL for the Annual Vehicle Licensing 
 Program. 
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  MUNICIPAL SERVICES CONSENT AGENDA 
   
   3.14 Approval of contract in the amount of $37,700 with Center for   

 Neighborhood Technology, Chicago, IL for services associated with  
 administering the RainReady Wilmette public/private green infrastructure 
 program. 

   
  3.15 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $254,647.75 with Allan  
   ICS Inc., East Troy, WI for the replacement and upgrade of the   
   Programmable Logic Controllers (PLCs) at the Water Plant. 
 
  3.16 Approval of contract in the amount of $82,932 with Rush Truck Centers,  
   Chicago, IL for purchase of one large dump truck chassis. 
 
  3.17 Approval of contract amendment to unit prices set forth in the proposal  
   dated October 18, 2017 with Lucas Landscape and Design Co., Deerfield,  
   IL for parkway tree pruning services. 
 
  3.18 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $42,400 with Patriot  
   Pavement Maintenance, Inc., Des Plaines, IL for the 2019 Crack Sealing  
   Program. 
 
  3.19 Adoption of Resolution #2019-R-1 to secure $700,000 of Motor Fuel Tax  
   (MFT) funds from the State of Illinois for the 2019 Road Program. 
 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.20 Appointment of Judiciary Committee as a Special Zoning Committee to 

review certain technical amendments to the Village’s Zoning Code. 
 
4.0        REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

 

5.0        REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
 
 

6.0       STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
6.11 REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case 
 #2018-Z-51, 2701 Orchard Lane regarding a request for a 1.19’ side 
 yard pergola setback variation to permit the retention of an attached 
 pergola in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
TIME LIMIT:  15 MINUTES 
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6.12 REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case 
 #2018-Z-37, 425 Lake Avenue regarding a request for a 248.5 
 square foot (7.36%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
 variation, a variation to permit a parking space in a required front  
 yard, and variation to permit the retention of an existing circular 
 driveway upon demolition of the principal structure on the legal 
 non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
TIME LIMIT:  15 MINUTES 
 

6.2       FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 

    
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 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
  
 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
 

 
8.0       ADJOURNMENT 



1/8/19 Not yet approved 

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, JANUARY 8, 2019. 

The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
President Bob Bielinski 

Trustees Julie Wolf 
Senta Plunkett 
Daniel Sullivan 
Kathy Dodd 
Joel Kurzman 

Absent: George Pearce 

Staff Present:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk 
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 

President Bielinski removed Item 3.5 from the Consent Agenda. 

Trustee Sullivan moved approval of the remaining items of the Consent Agenda as 
follows: 

3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held December 11, 2018. 

3.1
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  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 

held November 5, 2018.  
 

3.3 Zoning Board of Appeals Report,  Case #2018-Z-50, 435 Lake Avenue 
regarding a request for a 288.25 square foot (4.53%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the modification of an existing legal 
non-conforming structure (a circular driveway) in accordance with the plans 
submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-1. 
 

3.4 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-52, 620 Forest Avenue 
regarding a request for a 0.33’ fence pier diameter variation to permit the 
reconstruction of two fence pillars in accordance with the plans submitted; 
adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-2. 

 
3.6      Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-56, Case #2018-Z-56, 412 

 Sunset Drive regarding a request for a 433.77 square foot (32.71%) front 
 yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
 new front walk on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the 
 plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-4. 

 
3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-57, 1140 Michigan Avenue 

regarding a request for a 4.81’ side yard generator setback variation to 
permit the installation of an emergency stand by generator in accordance 
with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-5. 

 
3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-58, 215 9th Street regarding 

a request for a 4.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation request to 
permit the retention of an air conditioner unit in accordance with the plans 
submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-6. 

 
3.9 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-59, 1515 Sheridan Road 

regarding a request for a special use for a medical clinic, small to permit the 
operation of an optician’s office (Big City Optical) in accordance with the 
plans submitted. The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance 
#2019-O-7. 

 
3.10 REQUEST TO TABLE TO JANUARY 22, 2019 REGULAR VILLAGE 

BOARD MEETING- Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-51, 
2701 Orchard Lane regarding a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola 
setback variation to permit the retention of an attached pergola in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
3.11 Introduction of Ordinance #2019-O-9 amending the Zoning Ordinance by       

extending the Village Center Pedestrian Commercial West street frontage 
designation north along Green Bay Road to Washington Avenue, making 
large medical/dental clinics a special use in the Village Center Arterial  
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street frontage designation and making large medical/dental clinics and 
vocational education facilities a special use in the GC-1 zoning district. 

 
3.12 REQUEST TO TABLE TO JANUARY 22, 2019 REGULAR VILLAGE 

BOARD MEETING - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-37, 
425 Lake Avenue regarding a request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) front  

 yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a 
 parking space in a required front yard, and variation to permit the 
 retention of an existing circular driveway upon demolition of the 
 principal structure on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with 
 the plans submitted. 
 
3.13 REQUEST TO TABLE TO JANUARY 22, 2019 REGULAR VILLAGE 

BOARD MEETING - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-53, 
819 Michigan Avenue regarding a request for a 975.55 square foot 
(10.01%) total floor area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story 
height variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a variation to 
modify the approval granted by ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof 
over an addition and a stairway housing on the legal non-conforming 
structure in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.14 Approval of December 2018 Disbursement Report. 

 
  MUNICIPAL SERVICES CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.15 Presentation of minutes of the Municipal Services Committee meeting  
   held June 26, 2018. 
 
  3.16 Approval of one year contract at the unit prices set forth in the proposal  
   dated October 29, 2018 with Trees ‘R’ Us, Inc., Wauconda, IL for routine  
   and emergency tree removal services.  
 
  3.17 Approval of contract in the amount not-to-exceed $108,000 with Badger  
   Meter Inc., Milwaukee, WI to furnish new water meters. 
  
  Trustee Wolf seconded the motion.  Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Sullivan, Plunkett,  
  Dodd, Kurzman, and President Bielinski.  Voting no: none. The motion carried. 

 
4.0        REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

Village Manager Timothy Manager noted that January 9, 2019 is the last day for 
Christmas tree recycling.  He also said holiday lights may be recycled at the Public 
Works Facility at 711 Laramie Avenue. 

There was no report from Corporation Counsel. 
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5.0        REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0       STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

6.1 Land Use Standing Committee Report 
 
3.5 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-54, 611 Forest 
 Avenue regarding a request for a parking space in a required front 
 yard, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a variation 
 to modify a non-conforming accessory structure (detached garage) 
 in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance 
 #2019-O-3. 
 
 Trustee Sullivan moved approval of a request for a parking space in 
 a required front yard, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback 
 variation, and a variation to modify a non-conforming accessory 
 structure (detached garage) in accordance with the plans submitted; 
 adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-3, seconded by Trustee Wolf. 
 
 President Bielinski said he does not have an issue with the garage 
 or the driveway, he does have an issue with taking out a portion of 
 the driveway which creates a parking pad in the front of the house.  
 He said the positive is that by removing the driveway you are taking 
 out impervious surface, the negative is you are now forcing the car 
 that is parked in front of it to be right next to the sidewalk.  
 
 Trustee Plunkett said she believes removing the impervious surface 
 of the driveway is more of a benefit than leaving the parking pad. She 
 understands that we have a policy against the parking pad but we 
 are not creating a parking pad here, the parking pad is existing and 
 the applicant is leaving it in the front yard while removing a portion of 
 the driveway. The Village also has a policy to encourage off street 
 parking and in this case she believes a distinction can be made that 
 there is more of a benefit in removing a majority of the driveway.  
 
 Trustee Dodd said she agrees with Trustee Plunkett.  She believes 
 that when there is alley access, access to the garage should be off 
 the alley but in this situation, the driveway is already there and the 
 impervious surface will be reduced.   
 
 Trustee Wolf said since the driveway is already existing, she would 
 suggest leaving a little bit more of the driveway in the front so that 
 the car would be pulled up a little farther from the sidewalk.  
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 Trustee Sullivan said he agrees that removing the impervious 
 surface of the driveway is good but we are limiting it to a parking pad 
 which is 21’. He suggested extending the parking pad so the car 
 could be pulled up closer to the home and away from the sidewalk. 
 
 President Bielinski said that is a good solution and he would go along 
 with that.  
 
 Trustee Wolf noted the letter from Village Engineer Dan Manis that 
 said the curb cut and parking pad are existing and the applicant could 
 keep it, however the last paragraph of the letter said “the permit for 
 this property shall include the following conditions, at a minimum the 
 stormwater runoff shall be mitigated by promoting all these things”. 
 She is wondering what things that would be or is it handled by staff. 
 
 John Adler, Director of Community Development, said he did speak 
 with Village Engineer Dan Manis and he said they would work with 
 the applicant when the permit is issued. They preferred that the 
 applicant remove a portion of the driveway as it caused the 
 applicant to use the driveway off the alley more often. 
 
 Trustee Wolf said that sounds great as the net is all the impervious 
 surface of the driveway is going away and they are doing some 
 additional stormwater things which is a double plus for the 
 neighborhood.  
 
 Trustee Bielinski asked the applicant if expanding the parking pad 
 would be acceptable to her.  
 
 Jessica Couri, applicant, said they mostly use the alley access to the 
 garage and right now they pull up the car in front to the porch.  
 She would be agreeable to extending the current plans for the 
 parking pad by four or five feet. 
 
 Trustee Sullivan moved to amend the motion to permit the parking 
 space to approximately 25’ in the front yard to the corner of the porch 
 as determined by staff and the applicant, seconded by Trustee Wolf.  
 
 Trustee Kurzman said he is concerned with driveways that go all the 
 way to the back of the house when there is an alley for access. He 
 said from a policy perspective, we have not given a resident in this 
 situation, an economic incentive to potentially consider losing the 
 curb cut and give all of it back in impermeable surface.  He has 
 inferred from the material, that it would be a loss in economic value 
 and otherwise to lose the curb cut but in theory if we structure a 
 stormwater utility or some other policy device that a homeowner 
 would see enough value, then they would consider only alley access.   
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Voting yes on the amended motion:  Trustees Wolf, Sullivan, Plunkett, 
Dodd, Kurzman and President Bielinski.  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 

No Report 
 

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 
 
 No Report 

 
8.0       ADJOURNMENT 
 

Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:00 p.m., seconded by Trustee 
Wolf. All voted aye, the motion carried. 

 
 

 
      Barbara L. Hirsch 
      Deputy Village Clerk 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

MONDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2018  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

Members Present: Carrie Woleben-Meade, Chair 
Nada Andric  
Richard Brill 
Devan Castellano 
Mason Miller 
Jeffery Saad  
Charles Smith 

Members Absent: None 

Guests: None 

Staff Present: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Ms. Woleben-Meade called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING

OF NOVEMBER 5, 2018.

Mr. Smith moved to approve the November 5, 2018 meeting minutes.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, 
Brill, Castellano, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

3.2
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III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Smith asked if there was specific criteria used to determine the length that a case can 
be continued. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said it is up to the discretion of the commission.  Typically, if an applicant 
intends on coming back to a date certain or if they have only requested a few continuances 
the request is granted.  If the commission does not wish to continue a case, the applicant 
will need to renotice prior to coming back before the commission.  Depending on the 
number of addresses in the notice area, this could be an easy task or a labor-intensive task.  
He said he would contact the two applicants and let them know the commission may not 
continue the cases any further unless they move forward in good faith. 
 
Mr. Miller moved to continue Case 2018-AR-17, 601 Green Bay Road, and Case 2018-
AR-31, 505 Skokie Boulevard to the January meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Brill.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, 
Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Brill requested Case 2018-AR-40, 1824 Wilmette Avenue, IL Center for Digestive 
Health, Wall Sign be removed from the consent agenda. 
 
Mr. Smith moved to approve and Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2018-AR-42, 
819, Ridge Road, Lapels Dry Cleaning, Awning Sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Miller.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, 
Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

V. CASES 

 
2018-AR-40 IL Center for Digestive and Liver Health 

1824 Wilmette Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the proposed ground sign is located along Wilmette Avenue east of 
Ridge Road, just past the building occupied by the antique mall.  The applicant wishes to 
reface the existing ground sign.  The existing sign is located approximately 15 feet back 
from the sidewalk. 
 
Mr. Smith said the sign looks very large in the rendering. 
 
Mr. Brill asked how bright the sign would be. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said staff requested the sign be placed on a dimmer because of its proximity 
to residential properties.  The brightness of the sign is difficult to calculate until the sign is 
installed.  It will be illuminated by many small LED bulbs that are spread throughout the 
inside of the cabinet to provide an even illumination. 
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Mr. Brill said the existing sign is not very visible. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the existing sign was illuminated. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the existing sign is illuminated however, he does not believe the existing 
sign has been turned on for a while.  The building has been vacant for a couple of years. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the commission could restrict the illumination to only the 
hours in which the business is open to alleviate the illumination concerns. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the commission has the ability to place conditions on an approval. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she does not have an issue with the sign as proposed, but thought 
the limitation on hours of illumination would help other commissioners feel comfortable 
with approving the proposal. 
 
Mr. Brill said he lives close to the subject property and said it is heavily residential.  If the 
sign is lit up until 10 or 11 pm it would stand out terribly. 
 
Ms. Andric asked about the intensity of the light from the sign. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he has not come across a sign fabricator that will provide specific 
information on the number of lumens produced by an illuminated sign. 
 
Mr. Smith said he would be favorable of the sign if they limited the hours of illumination. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if there was a precedent in the Village that would regulate the proposed 
type of sign. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there are illuminated ground signs throughout the Village.  If the 
commission had an issue with this type of sign they could request a text amendment to 
draft specific regulations.  He said conforming signs typically wouldn’t have time 
restrictions placed upon them, however, the commission is within their rights to place 
conditions on the approval if there are specific circumstances.  In this case, there are single-
family homes located directly across the street. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade suggested restricting illumination after 10 pm. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the Village code still has the restriction of 0.5 foot candles of 
illumination at the property line. 
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Mr. Smith moved to approve Case 2018-AR-40, 1824 Wilmette Avenue, IL Center for 
Digestive and Liver Health, for an Appearance Review Certificate request to reface an 
existing ground sign with the conditions that 1) the maximum foot candles relative to the 
property line be verified and 2) there is a 10 pm to 5 am period in which the sign shall not 
be internally illuminated.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Chair 
Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
There were no additional public comments. 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:00 p.m., Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, 
Brill, Castellano, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE-SPECIAL ZONING COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 2018 

6:30 P.M. 
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 

Members Present: Trustee Steve Leonard, Chairman 
Trustee Kathy Dodd 
Trustee Dan Sullivan 

Members Absent: None 

Staff Present: John Adler, AICP, Director, Community Development 
Lisa Roberts, AICP, Assistant Director of Community Development 

Guests: Trustee Joel Kurzman  
Chris Canning, 1000 Skokie Boulevard, Wilmette 

I. Call to Order. 

Chairman Leonard called the meeting to order at 6:46 p.m. 

II. Approval of September 13, 2017 Minutes.

Trustee Dodd moved to approve the minutes of the September 13, 2017 Land Use
Committee meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee Sullivan. Voting yes: Chairman
Leonard, Trustee Dodd, and Trustee Sullivan. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

III. Approval of October 30, 2017 Minutes.

Trustee Sullivan moved to approve the minutes of the October 30, 2017 Land Use
Committee meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee Dodd. Voting yes: Chairman
Leonard, Trustee Dodd, and Trustee Sullivan. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

IV. Review of Permit Extension Fee.

Ms. Roberts said the memo contains a draft text amendment to the Village Code. The staff
have attempted to draft it as discussed at the last committee meeting.

3.3 
1-8-19 
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 It lays out graduated percentages by cluster of months to completion as shown. The 
discussion was originally on extension fees but morphed into an extended permit fee. This 
provides for the entire building permit fee to be paid for up front based on the construction 
schedule that is submitted and agreed to between the applicant and the staff. There is a 
schedule of the per-month fee based on proposed agreed upon months of construction. 

 
 Corporation counsel did not like the idea of a one or two month grace period that had been 

discussed at the last meeting. However, to try to get at that idea another way, this proposal 
says that if the project exceeds the agreed upon schedule, the per-month fee then applies. 
For example, if the work is projected to be 28 months and it extends one more month to 29 
months, the additional fee is one month at that rate. So that one month would be in this 
example 3.33% rather than the penalty rate of 8.33% 

 
 Trustee Dodd clarified that this happens if the project extends beyond the anticipated 

construction schedule. They said it would take 24 months and the revised schedule shows 
30 months, four extra months, there’s no grace period they will be changed the 6 months, 
paid for in month 24, how is the 6 months calculated. 

 
Ms. Roberts said based on the proposed schedule, the 25th to 30th months would be charged 
at the 3.33% per month rate. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked for a brief overview of how the extension fees currently work. 
 
Mr. Adler said once a permit is active beyond 12 months, the project starts paying per 
month one-twelfth of the original permit fee. Applicants don’t come in every month to pay. 
Theoretically, after 18 months, you are paying 150% of the original permit cost. After 2 
years, you are paying 200% of the original permit cost; 3 years, 300% percent of the 
original permit cost. The original idea of applying the same rate was to encourage projects 
that should be completed quicker to get done. One home on the lakefront should have taken 
two and a half years took six years. At that time, all they needed to pay was a $1,000 per 
year extension fee. There are single-family home projects that shouldn’t take more than a 
year end up taking two years. This is intended to be an incentive to get your project done. 
 
Chairman Leonard said there is no acknowledgement of projects that realistically can’t be 
done within one year. 
 
Mr. Adler said this is where the shift in the discussion has taken place. Right now, the code 
requires an extension fee; the current proposal is for a longer permit, an extended permit 
up front. There are projects because of their complexity and size that will take longer; they 
can have a longer impact so they should pay more.  
 
The proposal is that everyone pays the same amount for the first 18 months, that’s not 
changing from how it works today. For projects that qualify, the proposed text says to 
recognize that there are project that will take longer and to now charge them what was 
originally intended to be punitive to get someone to finish their project. Page 1 shows the 
current and proposed. Right now, if the project gets done in 2 years, the applicant pays 
200% of the original permit amount. With this proposal, they would pay 180% of the 
original amount. The proposed text shows the percentages broken down monthly, which is 
how they are charged. When a project goes over by 3 months, they are charged 3/12ths of 
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the original permit. One year over is another 100% of the original permit fee. 
 
Chairman Leonard said to one was to look at it is from a planning perspective: someone 
has a three-year project, everyone agrees it should be three years, and it is policed as a 
three-year project. What are the responsibilities of costs and the purpose of the fee. 
 
Mr. Adler said regarding the fees, they are approximately 2% to 2.3% of the construction 
value per year. For a home with a construction value of $10 million, their permit fee was 
$220,000 to $230,000 for the one year. For three years, it would be three times that, the 
way the ordinance is currently written. A $500,000 home, which is more typical for homes 
on smaller lots, the permit fee is in the $15,000 range for one year. It should only take one 
year. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked how many homes are queued up to take longer than 18 months. 
 
Mr. Adler said there are 8 that are currently in process right now and another 2 that don’t 
meet the size/value threshold proposed in the draft ordinance. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked how many are pending that haven’t been issued yet. 
 
Mr. Adler said there might be one. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said by the time the text gets amended, will any of those 8 still be under 
construction? 
 
Mr. Adler said they might not. Some are at 18 months but the fees for the first 18 months 
aren’t proposed to be changed.  
 
Trustee Sullivan asked the range of construction value of the 7 that are in process. 
 
Mr. Adler said there is one at $11 million, another one at $9 million. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked how many are below the $3.5million from the example. 
 
Ms. Roberts said there might be a couple. 
 
Trustee Dodd said there are 8 affected by this proposed changed. Once these 8 are done, 
does the staff have an idea of how many more. 
 
Mr. Adler said nothing is known but of lakefront properties, maybe another two to four. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked how many total new home permits are issued per year. 
 
Mr. Adler said 40 to 50. 
 
Chairman Leonard and Trustee Dodd noted that the homes helped by this proposed 
ordinance is very small. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked what the impact would be with the reduction of permit fees as 
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proposed.  
 
Mr. Adler said the staff could figure that out. 
 
Trustee Dodd said the budget anticipates revenue of $1.6 million in permit fees. 
 
Mr. Adler said the cost of the permit functions of the department is about $1.2 million of 
the department’s $1.3 million budget. Assume $120,000 in soft costs, $240,000 for 
engineering, so the village cost for permitting is perhaps $1.5 to $1.6 million. 
 
Chairman Leonard said that doesn’t include impact on the community. 
 
Trustee Dodd said asked if the $1.5 to $1.6 was a fully-loaded cost. 
 
Mr. Adler said it was, including the space at $20 per square foot. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the house being built across the street from him has resulted in a 
monster pothole that can only be due to this construction. There will be a cost to have it 
fixed. 
 
Mr. Adler said he thought the engineering department would look at the street and if the 
damage can be attributed to the construction, have it fixed by the developer. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it might be difficult to attribute to any particular construction 
project. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked if Mr. Canning had any comment. 
 
Mr. Canning said he had nothing to add. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he feels that the goal to be accomplished has gotten lost. If the policy 
is working and incentivizing work to get done, does this need to be changed. He doesn’t 
have a feel for what is being given away with lowering the fee. Is this the biggest problem 
out there? He is leaning toward not making any change. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked if this would affect homes currently under construction. 
 
Mr. Adler said it can. It depends on how the ordinance is written. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said they’ve talked about how many more homes can this impact. There’s 
a few that would benefit. What is the level of that benefit and do we want to charge x less. 
In the future it might be 1 or 2 such homes in a year or fewer in lost revenue. There aren’t 
that many more lakefront lots that could be redeveloped though other parts of the village 
could also see new homes of this size and scope. 
 
Trustee Dodd said building on what Trustee Sullivan was saying about identifying the issue 
they are trying to fix. She had previously asked how extension fees work in other 
communities. She said ultimately they are trying to be fair. They are trying to make sure 
the permit fees being charged are somewhat consistent with the cost to run the department. 
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Those fees are somewhat correlated to the time the staff is spending. 
 
Chairman Leonard said that was part of it. Also, the purpose of the fee and the restrictions 
of the fee are other pieces. 
 
Trustee Dodd said one purpose is to incentivize people to do the right thing. She asked if 
other communities have extension fees like this. 
 
Ms. Roberts said no, not like Wilmette. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if Wilmette’s extension was then something of an anomaly. 
 
Mr. Canning said he recalled the staff research found extension fees were done somewhat 
ad hoc in other places. He thought at the first committee meeting on this matter, they 
determined that if you take this to max, Wilmette charges more than other communities. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he agreed. He said we don’t need to charge $600,000. 
 
Mr. Canning said that’s where this all started. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if it was forecasting the amount or minimizing the amount or was 
it both. 
 
Mr. Canning said it was the idea of cost certainty if you know the project is going to take 
an extended period of time because of the size of it. There should also be some recognition 
that it’s going to take a while. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he agrees with not penalizing projects because they need to take a 
long time. 
 
Mr. Canning said the extension was first created because the incentive to move things along 
didn’t exist; it was meant to be punitive. It was never contemplated that homes like this 
would be built. This is an unintended consequence. 
 
Trustee Dodd said the problem then is that those homes that are expected to take longer 
than 18 months to complete are being penalized.  

 
Mr. Adler said they were contacted by two owners’ reps for homes on Sheridan Road 
because of the additional permit fees assessed for extensions. These were not the most 
expensive homes and it all worked out, but there was still some pushback. That’s when it 
first came to staff’s attention. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the concept of matching fees with a construction schedule to the 
greatest extent possible seems to be an efficiency issue. 
 
Mr. Adler said the idea is, for those building bigger homes, to sit down before they start 
and discuss the timing. If the schedule says it will take between 24 and 27 months for 
construction, let them know they will pay say $280,000 for 24 months, and if you goes past 
that, this is what the fee will be per month after. 
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Trustee Sullivan said if the permit fees total $650,000 on a $10 million project, much of 
that is essentially profit to the village, because all-in costs are not as high as $650,000. 
 
Mr. Adler said that was correct. 
 
Chairman Leonard said that’s the central issue, that it can’t be looked at for the profit. 
 
Mr. Adler said the permit end is not a profit center. The village is allowed to bring in 
revenue that is greater than the cost of the permit functions.  
 
Chairman Leonard said it’s a cost accounting issue. They can either justify the actual direct 
and indirect costs, or they can’t. That’s what is comes down to. That’s the way it was 
explained to him. 
 
Mr. Adler said going back to height of recession, the permit revenue was around $1 million, 
that probably covered the department but not all the other things to be considered. There 
was a time when permit costs didn’t cover the permit functions. Looking at permit fees, 
right now the revenue is just over $3 million. This is not normal. $2 million is more normal 
and that provides a bit of a cushion. But there’s no guarantee that permit revenue will 
continue to be that much or to even cover the department. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the legal side is not irrelevant. Understanding how that cost 
accounting can work and can’t work. He thinks we expose ourselves when we use words 
like profit, which violates the rules. They need to have a feel for how that cost accounting 
works. The repair of his street will not be cheap. Should that be part of the calculation? 
He’s not sure. 
 
Trusee Sullivan said following that logic, they should be able to come up with something 
like caps. That doesn’t incrementally change per project. 24 to 36 months, the costs are 
relatively the same. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked him to clarify what costs. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the direct and indirect costs. 
 
Mr. Adler said they would need to ask Engineering if they think they can tell us how much 
damage is done to infrastructure by construction activity.  
 
Chairman Leonard said his street was not designed to take the beating it has. Most streets 
aren’t. And that should be part of the cost accounting exercise.  
 
Mr. Adler said he doesn’t know if that’s possible. 
 
Chairman Leonard said some sort of formula or estimate or projection, a street designed 
for x tons and allowing someone to use x+2 tons, will accelerate the requirement for 
replacement of that street, which they will know what that costs. To create some sort of 
allocation factor for that permit. 
 
Trustee Dodd said that would be very difficult to assess. Some impacts will take time to 
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see or develop. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he agreed. He used the example of overweight trucks having to use 
the weigh station. 
 
Mr. Adler said the village has overweight truck ordinance. This is administered by the 
Police Department. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she thought the discussion was getting off track. This could be an issue 
on any construction site, not just the large projects. Is the truck volume the cause? They 
are not looking to review all the permit fees. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he was speaking to Trustee Sullivan’s comment about is there a 
gap between costs that can be allocated directly and the total costs. If there is some sort of 
additional impact to the community of bigger trucks and more trucks and therefore more 
impact, if that can be allocated, then we can justify a larger fee. If only say $150,000 of 
costs can be allocated and the village is charging more than that, then there is legal 
exposure. 
 
Mr. Canning said once the foundation is done, the trucks doing finishes and so on are much 
the same as any other project. The greatest impact from larger trucks and more trucks will 
be in year one with the first year’s permit. With a permit fee of 300%, you keep repeating 
the cost even though the impact goes down after the first year.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said that’s why it’s the same permit fee for everyone for year one.  
 
Chairman Leonard said a large project will bring in three times as many excavation trucks 
as a small project. It’s all still in year one but year one is more intensive. 
 
Mr. Canning said as it works right now, year one takes into account that impact with the 
same 18 month fees. But he doesn’t think you have the same impact from that project is 
years 24 to 36. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he wanted to talk to Brigitte Berger and try to understand how this 
could play out. He doesn’t think he’s comfortable just leaving it the way it is. There’s a big 
question about allocation. If the extension fees are significantly reduced, it’s possibly 
shortchanging the community. He would like to have a better understanding. He added that 
he would also like to talk to corporation counsel about how this estimated factor would 
play out in a law suit. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if there were residents who were concerned about this. 
 
Mr. Adler said that was true. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the village needs to be fair. They need to allow developers to be 
aware of what their total fee will be if they don’t go longer. We don’t have that now and 
that needs to be fixed. The total quantity of fee needs to reimburse the village 100% for 
total impact on community both directly and indirectly.  
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Trustee Dodd said she starts at the need to be fair. She agrees that the fees need to cover 
the cost of what is being provided. Having the fees determine the cost of what we have to 
provide is so nebulous and difficult. It’s not clear if this proposed change is getting them 
closer or not and she’s not sure more information is going to help. There could be other 
unknown factors. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he is not bothered about someone building a $10 million house 
having to pay a $600,000 permit fee as long as we can match the impact on the community 
with the fee. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the difficulty is quantifying the indirect impact. After the first 18 
months, most of the misery of construction is over. Then it’s the tradesmen, and that can 
drag on. He has lived next to two teardowns in addition to doing his own work; it was 
misery but it went pretty quickly. How do you judge the impact? 
 
Mr. Canning said that in past discussions, they had discussed that a home three times the 
size does not generate three times as many visits from the inspectors. There will be more 
inspection but not three times as many. It doesn’t require three times the staff. From a 
fairness standpoint, it’s hard to justify three times the cost. On the other hand, neighbors 
want projects to end. You want to get them built. The first year or 18 months, you can 
quantify what it will take. After that, it gets a little tricky. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it will be difficult to quantify the indirect impact but that’s not a 
reason to ignore it. They should try to put some sort of number on it. If they do ignore it, 
the option of leaving the fees as they are is not on the table.  
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if a total fee of $600,000 is at the high end compared to other 
communities. 
 
Mr. Canning said Wilmette is so far at the high end. Is there anything to be done about it? 
It’s the unintended consequence. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he would like to table the issue until he could get more information 
about the unintended consequences.  
 
Trustee Sullivan asked about extension fees along the lake other communities. 
 
Mr. Adler said it seems that people who can afford to build properties like these, they don’t 
really care what the fees are. If it’s a great lot, especially a lake front lot in Wilmette. You 
don’t find lots like these anywhere else. There are so few and they are highly desirable. 
That’s why people are investing so much into them. 

 
Trustee Dodd said 50% of the homes on the list are not on the lake and their other option 
would be to build these homes in Winnetka. It is desirable to have such homes built in 
Wilmette instead. She added that some might residents might not want this. 
 
Mr. Canning said in the early 2000s, there was a lot of speculation and split-level homes 
were demolished, particularly west of Hibbard, where very sizeable new homes were built.  
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Trustee Sullivan said new residents want new homes. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he is wondering if the Village is likely to be sued over permit 
extension fees. Is there a deadline to addressing this question? 
 
Mr. Adler said he couldn’t answer the question. No one has threatened so far to sue. It 
would be nice to address this faster than slower because there are people who are asking 
about the fees. There’s no timeline. The reality is, the staff tells the owners this is what the 
fees are. There’s no guarantee that the committee and the Village Board will may any 
changes.  
 
Chairman Leonard said if they decide to take no action, they want to make that decision 
for the right reasons. His concern is avoiding legal exposure for the village. 
 
Mr. Canning noted that the fees discussion started in 2016. 
 
Mr. Adler said they did change the ordinance to allow monthly extensions rather than for 
an additional year or six months. That was gotten out of the way first thing. This helps 
those doing smaller projects including remodeling. 
 
Mr. Adler said the staff would do further research. There was no need to continue the item 
as it is not a special zoning committee review. 
 

V. Status of Pending Committee Items 
 

Trustee Dodd asked where the discussion is regarding the number of members on the Zoning 
Board. 
 
Ms. Roberts said corporation counsel Jeff Stein needs to review the issue of expanding the 
membership. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he thought attendance was better recently. He asked if any ZBA 
members had voiced a concern about the time commitment. 
Trustee Dodd said she thought Mr. Stein had commented on the alternate idea and did not 
support it. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he thought the question was to have a majority vote instead of a 
minimum of 4 votes in favor when not all 7 are present. 
 
Mr. Adler said his sense was that this has been an attendance problem and not to make any 
changes to the ordinance at this time. Staff was proposing if a request gets less than 4 votes in 
opposition to not require a supermajority or in cases of 3 to 1 or 3 to 2 since more have voted 
in support.  
 
Trustee Sullivan agreed that it is an attendance issue. He would be curious of Mr. Stein’s 
opinion of moving from requiring 4 positive votes to a majority in support. 
 
Mr. Adler said staff would follow up with Mr. Stein. 
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There was discussion of dates for the next Land Use Committee meeting. 
 
Mr. Adler said at some point, the Committee will need to revisit the Airbnb discussion. There 
was a complaint recently that was addressed. The situation on Walden Lane resolved itself. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if there were still Airbnbs in the village. 
 
Mr. Adler said there are probably 10 to 14 Airbnbs in the village. It came up recently because 
of an issue on Golf Terrace. It had been managing itself up until then. In that case, it seems 
the issue was those particular renters. Since that was addressed, there have been no more 
complaints. Whenever the Committee or other trustees want to discuss it, the staff is prepared 
to put something together to review. It will likely require a fairly large outreach effort and 
more public input than before. 

 
VI. New Business 
  
 There was no new business. 

 
VII. Public Comment 

 
There was no public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

Trustee Dodd moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee Sullivan seconded the motion and 
the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:46 p.m.  

 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director 
Community Development 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 5, 2018 

7:30 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
Mike Boyer  
John Kolleng  
Michael Robke  
Reinhard Schneider 
Bob Surman 

Members Absent:  Christine Norrick 

Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

I. Call to Order 

Chairman Patrick Duffy called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

II. 2018-Z-53 819 Michigan Avenue 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

III. 2018-Z-52 620 Forest Avenue 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

3.4 
1-22-19 
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IV. 2018-Z-54 611 Forest Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2018-Z-51 2701 Orchard Lane 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2018-Z-56 412 Sunset Drive 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. 2018-Z-57 1140 Michigan Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VIII. Approval of the November 7, 2018 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the November 7, 2018 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. Motion 
carried. 

 
IX. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 
X. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:38 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicants were not available on December 5, 2018 and 

have requested that the case be tabled to December 19, 2018. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to continue the case to the December 19, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Ms. Norrick was not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 Ms. Joy Pickens, applicant 
  620 Forest Avenue 
 
3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 0.33’ fence pier diameter variation to 

permit the reconstruction of two fence pillars. The Village Board will hear this case 
on January 8, 2019.  

 
3.22 The applicant prepared a brief narrative. They want to reinstall two brick fence 

pillars at the entrance to their house.  The pillars were on the property from 1911-
1989. They took them out at that time because they were in disrepair and expensive 
to replace. They were an architectural feature in the original plan but are also 
functional.  

 
 Their front door is recessed from the front of the house and is hard to see from the 

west side. The pillars drew one’s eye to the front of the house and the front door. 
After the pillars were removed, they added a garden and make the sidewalk larger. 
It worked well for a while. They have a Norway Maple tree in the parkway and this 
tree makes it difficult to grow other things. So, she removed the garden. She went 
to get a permit to get footings for the pillars and she find out she would need a 
permit.  

 
 The pillars will match an existing pillar on the house that is at the base of the front 

steps and will match the former pillars. Those pillars had a 24” x 24” base and a 
22” column. She needed a 24” footing. For that she needs 20,000 square feet in lot 
size and she has 18,600 square feet.  

 
 Over the years they have extensively renovated the home. They were sensitive to 

the home’s original character. They have been recognized by the village on their 
work on the house.  

 
 They want the new pillars to match the original pillars and be consistent in size with 

the current pillar on the front of the house. They have a hedge around the house and 
want the pillars to be the end points on the hedge. It would be out of proportion if 
they weren’t in line with the hedge.  

 
 They have a double lot and the request has no impact on adjacent structures. There 

is significant air and light between the buildings. The proposed pillars would be of 
the same brick as the house. The pillars will be in character with the house and 
neighborhood.  
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3.23 Mr. Surman said that the applicant has done an amazing job with the restoration. 
Did they have the old drawings? 

 
 The applicant said that they had the old drawings.  
 
3.24 Mr. Boyer referenced the enclosed porch. Is that heated? 
 
 The applicant said that a radiator was there when they moved in. They took that 

out. The original plan was for an open porch as they have it now. It had been 
enclosed and used as living space.  

 
3.25 Mr. Surman noted that the request is small – going from an 18” to a 22” pillars.  
 
 The applicant said that the footings are 24” and the column cap is 24”.  
 
(after 4.0) 
3.26 Mr. Robke asked if the variation request needed to reflect the 24” cap and not 22”.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that they looked at pillar width and not the cap.  
 

4.0 PERSONS SPEAKING ON THE APPLICATION 
 
4.1 Interested Parties 
 
 4.11 Ms. Jessica Couri 
  611 Forest Avenue 
 
4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
4.21 Ms. Couri said she lives next door and supports the request. It would add beauty to 

the street. The request blends with the home’s appearance.  
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
5.1 Mr. Kolleng said the applicant wants to replace former columns. It is a minimal 

request. The request fits with the home’s character. The standards of review are 
met. He can support the request.  

 
5.2 Mr. Robke said that the hardship is that the applicant is trying to do the right thing 

and restore a feature when the ordinance does not let them. He supports the request.  
 
5.3 Mr. Boyer said that the lot size almost allows the request to be conforming. 
 
5.4 Chairman Duffy said that this is a minimal request. The applicant has done a great 

job in restoring the house and the property. He can support the request.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 0.33’ fence pier diameter 

variation to permit the reconstruction of two fence pillars at 620 Forest Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
 6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
  Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
  Mike Boyer   Yes 
  John Kolleng   Yes 
  Christine Norrick  Not Present 
  Michael Robke  Yes  
  Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
  Bob Surman   Yes 
      
  Motion carried. 
 

 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-52.  

 
   6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
    Motion carried.  

 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning Ordinance. The 
physical conditions of the property, the lot size, the location of the house entry, and the 
historical nature of the property, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight 
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the 
lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty prevents the owner 
from making reasonable use for the restoration of a historical and architectural feature of 
the property. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or 
otherwise injure adjacent properties. The variations, if granted, will restore an important 
feature of the property that contributes to the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 0.33’ fence pier 
diameter variation to permit the reconstruction of two fence pillars at 620 Forest Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Peter Couri, applicant 
   611 Forest Avenue 
 
  3.12 Ms. Jessica Couri, applicant 
   611 Forest Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a variation to permit a parking space in a 

required front yard, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a variation 
to modify a non-conforming accessory structure (detached garage). The Village 
Board will hear this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Couri said their garage is probably the original garage that dates to the early 

20th century. The garage does not have alley access, but it might have at one time. 
They want to restore the garage and add alley access, which is common in east 
Wilmette.  

 
  They would like to maintain the current access to Forest Avenue from the front 

driveway. Forest Avenue is close to the beaches. Throughout the summer, it is hard 
to find street parking especially on weekends. Michigan Shores is close by and they 
use Forest Avenue for valet parking during the year.  

 
  The driveway on the side of the house is tight. They have four children and his 

wife’s car is somewhat larger. She can barely get to the garage from the driveway. 
They would remove the asphalt in that area and plant grass. The driveway would 
stop near the front of the house. This will enhance the community.  

 
  By opening the garage to the back alley, that would be the main access to park cars 

and would reduce traffic on forest, which is a benefit. They will remove between 
700 and 900 square feet of asphalt and plant grass. This will improve drainage, 
which is a problem in that area.  

 
  What they are asking for is consistent with the use of the house. They are asking to 

maintain the front part of the driveway while modifying the garage to allow alley 
access. Most people in the area have this and is consistent with the community. The 
houses at 509, 525, and 519 Forest and 616 Lake all have the same configuration 
he is requesting.   

 
  When they bought the house, it had the curb cut, which was a source of value. If 

they could open the garage, but lose the curb cut it is an even swap.  
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  No neighbors have objected to the request. They have a letter of support from the 
individual at 6th and Forest.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider clarified that they would replace the existing garage.  
 
  Mr. Couri said they would remodel it. It also needs a new floor.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.6. What is the purpose to close the driveway from 

Forest? What is the purpose of the asphalt to get into the garage?  
 
  Mr. Couri said that asphalt exists.  
 
  Ms. Couri said that their children play in that area.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman said he thought that the garage was double sided.  
 
  Mr. Couri said there will be a door but is not sure if the door will be large enough 

for a vehicle. The area might be additional parking, but probably will  be used as a 
play area.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Schneider asked if they opened the garage to the alley and whether they 

maintain the driveway with asphalt or grass or paving materials, what is the issue? 
They can still access the garage from Forest.  

 
  Ms. Couri said that the driveway that currently goes from Forest to the garage, they 

would take out most of it.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider asked them to assume they would not remove the garage and were 

asking for garage access from the alley. Would a variation be required?  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that if the driveway remained from Forest to the garage, they 

would not have a parking space variation. The garage would still need relief to be 
modified but the parking variations would go away. Putting in new garage doors 
would be a structural modification.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Schneider noted that they would be adding some grass and that would need a 

variation to put a car in the front yard setback.  
 
  Mr. Couri said they would be willing to leave it as is. They thought it would be 

more beneficial to remove impervious material.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy said that if they would flop the door to the alley, then why do they 

need the driveway.  
 
  Mr. Couri said they don’t need it but closing the curb cut would reduce the value 

of the house. They won’t remodel the garage unless they can maintain the value 
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that the curb cut provides.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy asked for clarification about value and the curb cut.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that the applicant is saying that there is value to having a curb cut. 
 
 3.32 Mr. Boyer said he is not sure that this turns on the value question, but rather on 

convenience and the logic of having parking.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Kolleng noted that value is not a consideration by the board.  
 
 3.34 Ms. Couri said they want to reduce impervious surface. They moved in about a year 

ago and were not aware of how many cars park on the street especially in the 
summer. She is happy to have the driveway in the front. They plan to keep 21’ of 
driveway.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman clarified that the goal is to get garage doors on the other side.  
 
  Mr. Couri said they need Forest access because they don’t want to harm the home 

value if they didn’t have that access.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said that the board’s role is to approve or disapprove the garage doors.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Robke clarified that the request is the garage doors and parking.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said that the applicants’ main goal was to get the garage doors.  
 
  Mr. Couri said that the main goal is to get alley access from the garage. If they can 

leave the driveway is and get alley access, they are fine with that.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Boyer asked if there was a final number for removal of impervious surface. It 

seems greater than 700 to 900 square feet.  
 
  Mr. Couri said it was 190 in the front and 694 on the side. The plans are preliminary.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Boyer clarified that almost 1,000 feet of impervious surface will be removed 

with the request.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Schneider noted that they are being penalized for doing this. They could tear 

down the current garage, make it conform, keep the existing driveway all the way 
from Forest to the back, and have no variation.  

 
 3.42 Chairman Duffy said they would have to take out some driveway in the back to be 

conforming. It is non-conforming right now. Some of the driveway must come out 
to move the driveway to a conforming location.  
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 3.43 Mr. Schneider said they could keep the current driveway and have no variation. 
What they are doing, which is a good thing, is saying that they are taking much of 
the driveway and turning it into lawn. It is now an unusable driveway from Forest 
to the garage, they now need a variation for the part of the driveway, 21’, that allows 
them to park there. Why should they be penalized? What they are doing should be 
a positive.  

 
 3.44 Mr. Robke said it is now a parking space and not a driveway. Does Michigan Shores 

charge money for parking cars on a public street? 
 
  No one thought that they were charging a valet fee.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Boyer said he did not see parking restrictions. Are there any restrictions? 
 
  Ms. Couri said that there are leaf restrictions, 2” of snow, etc. There is no overnight 

parking restriction.  
 
  Mr. Couri said that there is parking on both sides of the street. On the next block 

east there is no parking on the north side. On his block it changes, and they can park 
on both sides. It is easier to not use Forest because of the congestion but it is a 
benefit to the community to have fewer cars on Forest. It is a win/win to them.  

 
 3.46 Chairman Duffy asked about a garage renovation proposal. Is there a plan to 

approve? He wants to know if there is a door on the north side of the garage.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Robke said it indicates they are adding a door. It does not say if a door is being 

removed.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the request started out as just being for the driveway and there 

is no garage plan.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Surman said if the applicants state that they will use their existing concrete slab 

and put on a door, can the board amend the request, so they don’t need to return. It 
doesn’t matter to the board if they have doors on the other side.  

 
 3.49 Mr. Robke said that it matters to him.  
 
 3.50 Mr. Surman asked Mr. Robke why it mattered to him.  
 
 3.51 Mr. Robke said that the use of that area is more parking. Having plans and 

elevations regarding modifications is something that the board comments on.  
 
 3.52 Mr. Surman said that the board must let applicants know what is expected of them.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Robke said that modifications should be well defined.  
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 3.54 Mr. Kolleng asked if the applicants had details about modifications.  
 
  Ms. Couri said they plan to restore the current garage. They were assuming about 

the one door on the one side. They had not talked about the other side. Maybe they 
would add windows.  

 
  Mr. Couri asked if they were only applying for a garage and not a parking spot, 

would it still matter if they had doors on both sides of the garage.  
 
 3.55 Chairman Duffy said that it would matter to a few board members.  
 
 3.56 Mr. Robke said it would matter not to have plans of something that the board is 

being asked to approve. He wouldn’t want to speculate if it matters to him because 
he is not sure what he is being asked to approve.  

 
 3.57 Mr. Boyer asked how many cars they had.  
 
  Mr. Couri said they had two cars.  
 
 3.58 Mr. Boyer are both cars in the garage at the end of a day.  
 
  Mr. Couri said they do not park both cars in the garage at this time. They park on 

the street when possible. It’s hard for his mom to walk down the street to his home. 
They also park tandem on the driveway.  

 
 3.59 Mr. Boyer said they would have to move cars from tandem to both farther back on 

the driveway or in the garage when parents come over or pull one car out to leave 
space for someone to come in if there is no street parking.  

 
 3.60 Chairman Duffy said that when they have the garage, they will have access off the 

alley. Will they park cars in the garage?  
 
  Mr. Couri said that is their plan to use alley access.  
 
 3.61 Chairman Duffy asked about required depth for a parking spot in a parking lot.  
 
 3.62 Mr. Surman said it was 18’ deep.   
 
 3.63 Mr. Couri asked if their request is denied, can they reapply with leaving the 

driveway and only apply for a garage.  
 
  Ms. Roberts if the board were to make a negative recommendation and the issue 

was the driveway rather than the garage, the applicants could present at the Village 
Board meeting and see what the board says. There is a restriction that if a case is 
denied by the Village Board, they cannot make the same request within 365 days. 
The Village Board would indicate which parts are okay and which are not okay and 
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ask the applicants if they wanted to amend their request. They could exclude the 
part that was not supported.  

 
 3.64 Mr. Robke said that part of the issue is that the board has incomplete information. 

Is there any procedure that would allow the board to table the case to get complete 
information? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said if the board and the applicant agree that more information can be 

provided, the board could table the request if the applicant agrees with this.  
 
  Mr. Couri said that there is an expense to having plans created for the garage. He 

said they wanted to know if they could move forward before, they had plans drawn. 
But if they can get plans created.  

 
 3.65 Chairman Duffy said that the board would want to see renderings of what the 

exterior would look like.  They aren’t changing the roof. They are looking at the 
north and south faces and if they are doing something else to the garage envelope. 
It would take having an architect create a rendering of what they want to do. Is that 
enough? 

 
 3.66 Mr. Robke said that this question should be directed to all board members. They 

need to understand the request.  
 
  Mr. Couri said it appears that the question is about having a door on the back and 

on the alley side.  
 
 3.67 Chairman Duffy said that is the question to an extent. More important for the board 

is that something is approved in accordance with plans submitted. There are no 
garage plans, so the board doesn’t know what will be done. How can they approve 
what they plan to do without drawings?   

 
 3.68 Mr. Schneider asked if they kept the current garage envelope and they only planned 

to put doors to the alley to allow access of two cars, would that require a variation? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that a variation would be required. The variation request is based 

on the idea that they would be adding doors on the alley side.  
 
 3.69 Mr. Surman said it is because it is not a conforming structure.  
 
 3.70 Mr. Schneider asked what they can do to a non-conforming structure without a 

variation.  
  Ms. Roberts said that they can do maintenance and repairs. They could not add new 

doors because that is a structural modification.  
 
 3.71 Mr. Surman said the best thing for the applicants to do is to work with Ms. Roberts 

and table the case.  
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 3.72 Mr. Kolleng said they are not moving the garage. They are putting on doors to 
access the alley. They are taking out 1,000 square feet of concrete. They don’t have 
to do that. But because they are doing this, they now have a variance for a parking 
pad in the front yard. It seems like a win/win to let them do what they want.  

 
 3.73 Chairman Duffy said if a vote is taken and the comments are that board members 

cannot approve without plans. Between now and the January 8, 2019 Village Board 
meeting, they can get garage renderings. If they get a negative recommendation 
tonight, they would have to present their full case to the Village Board. They can 
say that the major argument tonight is lack of plans, but they brought plans to the 
board meeting showing what they wanted to do. The Village Board could overturn 
the board’s recommendation.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that is procedurally possible.  
 
 3.74 Chairman Duffy noted that the board’s role is to interpret zoning code, apply codes, 

and make recommendations to the Village Board. The Village Board could overturn 
the board’s recommendation.  

 
 3.75 Mr. Boyer asked when the house was built. Was the garage built at the same time?  
 
  Ms. Couri said it was built in 1914. The garage was probably built at the same time.  
 
 3.76 Mr. Boyer asked if there was reason to think that the garage was ever moved.  
 
  The applicants did not know that answer. The previous owner did not move the 

garage. It does not appear that the garage was moved.  
 
 3.77 Mr. Boyer asked if it was .21’ too close to the lot line.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the plat of survey has a 2.79’ southwest side yard setback and 

3’ is the minimum.  
 
 3.78 Mr. Surman said the board’s purview is to go through the code and prepare the 

information for the village board His gut feeling is that if they go the village with a 
plan, the plan does not need to be that elaborate. They can tell the Village Board 
they are reusing the structure. He does not have an issue with the front parking 
space.  

 
 3.79 Mr. Schneider asked if it was 3’ instead of 2.79’ would it be conforming. Could 

they have the doors on the alley? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said it would be conforming. They could have doors on the alley. They 

cannot add doors without a variation request. She added that they do not know the 
structure height.  
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4.0 PERSONS SPEAKING ON THE APPLICATION 
 
 4.1 Interested parties 
 
  4.11 Ms. Joy Pickens 
   620 Forest Avenue 
 
  4.12 Mr. Scott Pickens 
   620 Forest Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Pickens said she supports the request. Parking is an issue on the block. 

Regarding how long the garage was there, the previous owners were there for 40 
years and the garage was there the entire time. And the owners before that always 
wanted to reverse the garage doors because the space is small.  

 
 4.22 Mr. Pickens said that the driveway was always an issue. From his perspective, even 

if nothing changes and they keep the big garage door, it is a plus to recover green 
space and great to get traffic off the street. It is dangerous given the intensity of the 
parking on that side of the street, mostly in the summer. There is a new house on 
the next block that has a small parking spot in the front. He parks in the back. 
Anything that gets cars off the street is great.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Robke said that the motion does not address the garage modifications.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that garage modifications should be part of the request and that is 

her error.  
 
  Mr. Robke reread the information on the front of the packet.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Robke said he cannot support the proposal. He cannot support the front yard 

parking space. Someone said it is great to put access in the back because of safety 
issues. It is a safety issue to get to the front yard space. Conceptually he is on board 
with garage access from the alley. He wouldn’t mind if there were doors on the 
other side. He cannot comment on the garage because there are no plans. He thinks 
that it would be great if the garage was usable. That would be a great improvement.  

 5.3 Mr. Boyer said it is a benefit to remove approximately 900 square feet of 
impervious surface. It helps the neighborhood and the neighbor to the west. This 
case turns on the current location and siting of the garage that is 4” too close to the 
lot line. It was sited in the early 1900s. They would need a variance to change the 
garage. He has no problem with garage modifications. He does not see that big of 
an issue retaining existing pavement that has been there a long time. The third 
request which is causing most issue is front yard parking. Living in that area is a 
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benefit and a detriment. Other communities have stricter parking restrictions for 
non-residents. He talked about how they handled similar situations in Lake Forest. 
Wilmette made a decision that they cannot restrict parking for people going to the 
beach. People like the applicants do not have open space and do not live on the lake 
but they live close to the lake. A lot of people live in the village for the lake. Having 
a demand on their parking in front of their house is a unique demand and a hardship. 
Existing parking is tandem parking and is front yard parking. He does not 
understand the logic of saying they can’t have it if they eliminate 1000 square feet 
of impervious surface to create more green space. He believes that standards of 
review are meet. Other houses in that area have the same situation - 525 and 601 
Forest, 610 Forest, 607 Forest. The situation is not out of character with the 
neighborhood.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said they came with good intentions. He could support the space in the 

front. The only issue is that the garage is 4” off where it should be. They have a 
standard size garage. It is reasonable to say they would put in a standard two car 
garage door and the board would approve it. He has an issue with the board making 
it so difficult for the applicant when they are making a simple request and provide 
more green space. He can support the request.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider can support this by all that was said by Mr. Boyer. They are talking 

about 4”. That is almost an administrative decision. That should not need to come 
back to the board if they chose to add a door to the alley. This is not a material issue 
in his mind and he can support it.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng agrees with comments made.  They want to maintain an older garage. 

They want to flip the door. It doesn’t bother him to have cars on both sides. The 
driveway to the garage is currently used as a parking pad. They are freeing up 900 
square feet of impervious surface. He thinks that the board is getting caught in 
semantics. The parking pad existed for decades. The driveway is narrow. He can 
support the request. Standards of review are met.  

 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy looked at the case a little differently. After hearing the applicant 

and neighbors and fellow board members regarding parking, he sees the value to 
keeping it because it has been used on parking. But the board does not know what 
they are approving for the garage. 4” still makes it non-conforming. The board 
should see what the modifications are in order to approve and the board doesn’t 
have this. For that he cannot support the proposal. With the comments on the record, 
it sounds like vote will be 4-2, which is a positive recommendation. It would benefit 
everyone to have garage renderings to the village knows that they are doing. 

 
 5.8 Mr. Surman said that renderings from an architect mean presentation style with 

color.  They are looking for line drawings with some dimensions and not a 
rendering.  
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 5.9 Chairman Duffy said that the board is looking for intent to show what they want to 
do.  

 
 5.10 Mr. Surman said to show height, gutter line, etc. Ms. Roberts can work with them 

on this.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for a variation to permit a 

parking space in a required front yard, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback 
variation, and a variation to modify a non-conforming accessory structure 
(detached garage) at 611 Forest Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Not Present 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moves to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-54.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the 
property, the availability of on-street parking and the siting of the house on the garage, 
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by 
the owner and is due to the proximity of the lot to the lakefront and the original siting of 
the garage on the property. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with an 
accessible parking space and with structural improvements to the garage that will allow 
alley access. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 
adjacent properties. The proposed plan will provide for a significant reduction in the 
impervious coverage on the property. The variations if granted will not alter the essential 
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character of the neighborhood, in particular the use of the front driveway for parking 
remains unchanged. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
conditions of the property that are creating a difficulty or hardship. There is no difficulty 
or hardship preventing the owners from making reasonable use of the property. The front 
parking space is a nice thing to have but is not a necessity. The garage modification seems 
reasonable but no plan was provided so it is difficult to recommend approval for an 
unidentified change. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a variation to permit a 
parking space in a required front yard, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and 
a variation to modify a non-conforming accessory structure (detached garage) at 611 Forest 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Silviu Nistor, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola setback variation 

to permit the retention of an attached pergola. The Village Board will hear this case 
on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant gave background on the case. They moved to the village one year 

ago. This is their first home. The original owner lived there for 35 years. They did 
a lot of work on the interior. They built a deck outside as a safe area for their 
children. The back yard is L-shaped. They put in a fence around the yard.  

 
  They got a permit for the deck. They soon realized that they could not sit on the 

deck because the sun was so hot. Their contractor recommended a pergola for shade 
which they did. The contractor told them that if they had a deck permit, they would 
not need one for the pergola. They didn’t realize that the pergola was a separate 
issue.  

 
  For them to move the pergola posts would be difficult because they need to rest on 

concrete footings. They would have to rip out the deck to put in new concrete 
footings. If they moved the posts, they would not have access to the west side of 
the property.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the post for the southwest corner of the pergola would 

move into the steps.  
 
  The applicant continued, and the neighbors support the request. They got a lot of 

positive comments about the work on the property. They see it as a safety issue for 
their children. For them to conform they would need to rip everything out and start 
over.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.6 and said that there are stairs on the east and west 

sides of the deck.  
 
  The applicant was talking about the east side. Those stairs would be impacted. The 

recycling and garbage are in that location.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy clarified that the steps on the west side of the deck are set at a 

different location.  
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  The applicant said that those steps are set at a north location so those are not 
impacted. 

 
 3.26 Mr. Robke referenced 1.7, the side view. He said that the post is set in from the 

deck and the deck is conforming. Is the post not conforming? 
 
  The applicant said it was his understanding that it’s a height issue. They would cut 

that to ensure that they are at a specific dimension. They are still a few inches too 
short.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that they measured the setback to the face of the post. It would be 

a few more inches into the property. They do not worry about the overhang. 
Because it is attached to the house it is treated like a porch. A porch can encroach 
less than a deck. The deck was okay, but the pergola was not.  

 
 3.27 Mr.  Surman clarified that the post is too close.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy noted that the deck can get closer to the property line than the 

vertical structure.  
 
  The applicant said that his contractor only worked in Chicago, which has different 

zoning requirements.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Robke asked if the structure was not attached to a building and if it had posts 

on the other side would this be an issue.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said if it was not attached to the building it would have to meet the 

minimum side yard setback. It would need to be further in.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman asked the amount that the post is into the deck. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they did not look at the setback of the post from the edge of the 

deck. They just used the deck setback dimension.  
 
  The applicant said that the post rests on a concrete footing which they had to pour 

when they built the deck. The contractor said that there is no way for them to move 
it. They would have to rip everything out.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Robke asked when the drawing was created.  
 
  The applicant said it wasn’t too long ago. It was created before they built the 

pergola. He talked about the village inspector coming out and there not being a 
permit for the pergola.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Kolleng asked if the pergola post in the cement.  
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  The applicant said that it is sitting on the cement and not in the cement.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Surman said that the post is put on top of the cement and there are 90-degree 

angles bolted into the concrete and then horizontally into the wood.  
 
  The applicant said that they initially had no intention to build the pergola. He 

clarified that they got permits for the deck.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Boyer asked if the measurements that the board has is the outside edge of the 

deck and not the outside edge of the post.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said yes.  
 
 3.55 Mr. Boyer clarified that the outside edge of the post is farther in than the outside 

edge of the deck, but that measurement is not known.  
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman said that one could assume it was a 10” or 12” diameter post. That is 

the center.  
 
  The applicant talked about the overhang that is cantilevered beyond the deck.  
 
 3.57 Mr. Boyer asked if there were deck boards beyond the post and at the edge of the 

deck.  
 
  The applicant said that for the contractor to put in the post, he cut into the deck.  
 
 3.58 Mr. Robke asked if the footing was put in after the deck. 
 
 3.58 Mr. Surman said that the footing must have been put in and then there was a support 

centered on that. How does the post get connected? 
 
 3.59 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.5.  
 
  The applicant said that from the post there is the edge of the deck that is legal 

conforming.  
 
 3.60 Mr. Surman clarified that on top of the footing there had to be some support for the 

deck. They then came back and someway attached right up against the support for 
the deck.  

 
 3.61 Mr. Boyer clarified that the measurement was from the deck and not the post. The 

post is farther in from the deck. That measurement is not known. It might be over 
2” farther in from the edge of the deck and that is where they need the 1.19’.  

 
 3.62 Chairman Duffy said that it is still about a 1’ beyond where it should be.  
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 3.63 Mr. Surman said they could have connected the pergola to the joist down below.   
 
 3.64 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that he is torn about this case and wants to hear his colleague’s 

comments. The board generally does not grant variance requests for work done 
without a permit.  

 
 5.2 Chairman Duffy said that the direction given to the board by corporation counsel 

was that whenever there was work done without a permit and then the applicant 
asks for a variation after the fact, the board must look at the case as if the work was 
not done and whether the board would or would not approve the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said that the home’s orientation is interesting. It is a corner side lot and 

the front door faces Orchard and does not face Locust. They have a play area in 
what would be the back yard, but it does not operate as a back yard because the way 
the house is designed with ingress and egress. It’s interesting that they need a side 
yard setback variation for a structure that would normally be in someone’s back 
yard. This feels like it is operating as a back yard. He wanted to hear his colleague’s 
comments.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Robke asked about the rear yard requirement.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it could encroach 4’ or 6’ into a rear yard vs. 2’ in the side yard. 
 
 5.5 Mr. Robke asked how far it would have to be from the property line. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the rear yard is the west side of the lot.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Boyer noted that the rear yard is how the house operates and that is the point.  
 
 5.7 Mr. Robke said that the reminder has been to consider a request for something that 

has been built as if it had not been built. It would be very easy, if this was not 
already built, to modify the design to make it conform and to have the pergola.  He 
is troubled by this case but in keeping with counsel’s direction, if this was new the 
board would say that he could accomplish the same thing and make it conform.  

 
 5.8 Mr.  Kolleng said it seems to him like they could move posts without ripping up 

entire deck and fix the problem. The board must look at this as if it had not been 
built. He does not think that the board would approve the request as built. He cannot 
support the request.  

 
 5.9 Mr.  Schneider clarified that the measurement is from the edge of the post.  
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  Ms. Roberts said that the dimension in the report is from the edge of the deck.  
 
 5.10 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.5, the posts are 3.5 x 5.5. If one looks at the plan, to the 

south of the posts, it looks like 2 by something, which is 1.5 inches. The space is 
about 4 inches. Another 2 by something, which is 1.5 inches. He said that the total 
is 7” where the deck goes beyond the edge of the post. What is really being 
discussed is not a 1.19’ side yard pergola, it can be reduced by 8”.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the board must be comfortable with the offset from the edge 

of the deck.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider said they are talking about 5 to 6 inches.  
 
 5.12 Mr. Robke noted that there is a lot of speculation. Assumptions are being made 

based on a drawing that is not dimensioned. He does not know why anyone would 
build it the way that it is shown. He explained how it should be built vs. the way it 
was built.  

 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that the bottom most 2 x 10 is 12’ long and that is the existing 

deck. The next one up on the page is the pergola header. It is not doubling up the 
deck.  

 
 5.14 Mr. Robke noted that 1.8 shows the footing from the post extending beyond. He 

does not think that the board can fudge dimensions based on available information.  
 
 5.15 Mr. Surman said that unfortunately the applicant relied on the contractor and the 

contractor should have known better. Most contractors know that there is a 
difference between the city and suburbs in terms of what is allowed. The board is 
supposed to look at the case as if the work had not occurred. He said that there 
would be other options for the structure. There might have been a different way to 
do this.  

 
 5.16 Mr. Robke said that they could have doubled up the joists and put the pergola on 

the joists.  
 
 5.17 Chairman Duffy said that his comments are like Mr. Robke’s. If the case had come 

to the board without the work being done, there were other solutions to have done 
this. He thinks the way chosen was the most convenient way for the contractor or 
the applicant whether the applicant knew a permit was needed. He does not think 
that the case would have come to the board because staff would have corrected the 
problems if the proper procedures were followed. He cannot support the request. 
The board would say no if the case came to them prior to work being done.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola 

setback variation to permit the retention of an attached pergola at 2701 Orchard 
Lane in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Christine Norrick  Not Present 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-51. 
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 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 of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no physical conditions of 
the property that causing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The applicant created 
his own plight by constructing the pergola without a permit.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola 
setback variation to permit the retention of an attached pergola at 2701 Orchard Lane in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Luke Stuckmeyer, applicant 
 
  3.12 Ms. Catherine Stuckmeyer, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms.  Roberts said that this is a request for a 433.77 square foot (32.71%) front yard 

impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new front 
walk on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case 
on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Stuckmeyer said they bought the home 18 months ago and moved in January 

2018. They have done a lot of rehab interior and exterior. The last piece is the front 
walk. They have a unique property in that they have a pie shaped property on a cul 
de sac facing north. Their front yard is smaller than a normal front yard but then it 
fans out into the back.  

 
  It is his understanding that they could pour concrete or put in pavers and recreate 

the current sidewalk and stoop. They want to make some adjustments in that it 
currently is a winding s-shaped sidewalk that goes up to a stoop that does not fit the 
front door. The sidewalk goes up to the right side of the doors. If one is coming out 
of the house, one has to turn directly to the side and then find the sidewalk or else 
one would walk off into the garden. If they had a driveway going to the front door 
that would be okay, but their driveway slants steeply down under the house. He 
also talked about the sidewalk winding around the tree and the stoop that has to be 
redone.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.4 or 1.5. The driveway is almost entirely in the 

setback and most of the walk is in the setback. 56 square feet is net increase in 
impervious surface. It is not a huge increase. The driveway is penalizing them. To 
have a walk off the driveway is in the front yard setback.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Robke said the driveway going down and living on a cul de sac are hardships.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer said they cannot park in the cul de sac.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer is trying to figure out the exact number of the square foot contribution 

of the house. On 1.4, it indicates 27.1’. On the second page it is 21’. Is 27.1’ the 
square foot contribution from the house? 
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  Ms. Roberts said she spoke with the contractor. The proposed site plan was more 
accurate.  

 
 3.28 There was no one in the audience to speak on the case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he was not initially sure about the request, but he went to the site 

and he understands the hardship. There is a tree there and the issue with the stoop 
that is on an angle. The design was not good. Swooping walks do not work that 
well. The hardship is lot shape. The garage goes down to the structure below. He 
can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider supports this for similar reasons. The tree determines the walk shape 

and the stoop has to be corrected so it is more usable. The drive goes into the garage 
which is below grade.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Kolleng agreed with above comments.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that lot shape is the initial hardship. Things get compounded 

with the house siting. He talked about the sidewalk working around the tree. 
Standards of review are met, and he will support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 433.77 square foot 

(32.71%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a new front walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 412 
Sunset Drive in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Not Present 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
    
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-56.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was all ayes and no nays.  
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   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property, the shape 
of the lot, the below-grade garage, and a tree in the front yard, impose upon the owner a 
particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the 
unique circumstances of the lot. The hardship is peculiar to the lot in question. The hardship 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with improvements to the 
function and appearance of the front walk. The proposed variation will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air or otherwise injure adjacent property. The additional 
amount of coverage is minimal. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood and will allow the applicants to improve the appearance of 
the home. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 433.77 square foot 
(32.71%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
new front walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 412 Sunset Drive in accordance 
with the plans submitted.   
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Charles Cook, applicant 
   Cook Architectural Design Studio 
   150 N. Wacker Drive, Chicago 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 4.81’ side yard generator setback 

variation to permit the installation of an emergency stand by generator. The Village 
Board will hear this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Cook is the architect for the applicant. The generator would be on the north 

side of the property. They want to place the generator perpendicular to the north 
property line. The end of the generator will encroach into the 15’ setback 
requirement for a generator. The house setback on that side is 10’. The generator 
will align with the edge of the house.  

 
  The hardship is that it is a sloped lake front property. The lower level is a walk out 

level and is 14’ below the main first floor level. There are bathrooms, mechanicals, 
and pumps down there. In case of a power outage the need for a generator is critical 
and would make house elements function. The sloped property minimizes or 
reduces the opportunities to place the generator along the side of the house. They 
need level ground for the generator. There are two front yards, so they don’t want 
a generator by the lake. They want it on the side. They created a niche into the north 
side of the house for its location. They are screened from the street by the garage 
structure and are not visible to the public.  

 
  Part of the reason it is encroaching is because the requirements for generators 

changed since the house was designed four years ago. The requirements at the time 
of the original design required an 11” clearance on two sides of the generator and 
now that is a 3’ clearance. The manufacturer specs allow for a 1’ setback and no 
one will install it that way. It is a warranty issue. They need a 3’ setback.  

 
  There are two primary concerns about the generator from the community. Is it 

visible and is it audible?  It will not be seen from the street. It will be landscaped 
and fenced in. The property to the north is the only individual who would 
potentially be impacted, and their driveway is on that side of the property. The 
driveway ramps down because the garage is below. If one is standing on the 
neighboring property and adjacent to the generator, they are standing 11’ below the 
generator. They have a retaining wall that projects and goes higher than that. They 
are well screened. The house is 25’ away from the generator.  
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  At the property line, the generator is 68 decibels, which is below what is allowed. 
At the house it is 60 decibels. They cannot calculate the reality of what the sound 
will be due to the factor of standing 11’ below which will also help.  

 
  Visuals and sound are non-issues with the granting of the variance.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy noted that the packet indicates that the reason they are requesting 

this now is because they rotated the generator which means part of the generator is 
in the setback area and that is because of what the installer said about location.  

 
  Last year the board heard a case at 1132 Michigan Avenue and it was the same 

situation. Was Mr. Cook involved with that case? 
 
  Mr. Cook said he was involved with that case.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked if this was the same generator.  
 
  The architect said it was a different company and generator.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman said he has a difficult time with the request as they were here before 

for the generator issue. The applicant is an architect. He builds very complex 
projects and he has to know up front what the criteria was for every piece of 
equipment. What made it worse is that this took four years to build and he had the 
opportunity for review and find out the criteria. Even with the way it is located now, 
it would not have been in compliance at 1’ away.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that it is rotated.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Surman continued and reiterated he has a hard time with this request. If the 

board is to look at this as if it was the first time, he doesn’t know why this is before 
the board when the project is almost done. Architecture, engineering, and 
construction does not work this way. If he did that it would be called errors and 
omissions and he would need to pay for it in some way. Them architect has gone 
through the generator process with the board. It’s tough to deal with for him.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Robke said the issue is what caused the hardship. It is not caused by unique 

characteristics. Where are sound calculations coming from? Have they considered 
building to platform and stacking air conditioning units, so they can go with the 
original orientation?  

 
  The architect said that sound calculations are coming from information on the 

manufacturer’s site. No acoustical engineer gave the calculations. He did not 
consider Mr. Robke’s suggestion.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Schneider asked for an example of what 68 decibels sounds like. Is it the speech 

level at the meeting?  
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  The architect said he did know what it sounds like.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Schneider said that normal speech range is between 60 and 70. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the current conversation is at 60 to 70 decibels.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman noted that the generator is on during an emergency or during testing.  
 
  The architect said that testing can be controlled. The manufacturer recommends 

once per week. The owners spoke with neighbors to the north, who is the neighbor 
impacted the most, and the neighbor has no objections to the request.  

 
 3.32 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Schneider said he thinks that he understands what happened in this situation 

with the change in the requirements by the installed regarding setbacks and 
orientation. His critical issue is the decibel level at the property line. The board has 
to go with manufacturer’s recommendations. The key for him is the sound level at 
the property line and it is well within the maximum allowed. He can support the 
request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke said that with regard to not having sound calculations from an acoustical 

engineer, he would not put any stock in a represented number. It would have been 
helpful to see additional sound calculations. Whether or not the requirement 
changed, he does not see this as a hardship that rises to the level of being the basis 
for granting a variance. He does not what or how it changed or if it was 
misunderstood. A hardship is generally based on site conditions, natural conditions, 
and not based on something that may or may not have happened during the design 
process. He hopes the applicant can find a solution within that space. He cannot 
support the request without understanding a hardship.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Kolleng noted that he voted against the last generator case but there were 

several neighbors who were significantly opposed to it. If the neighbor next door is 
okay, he agrees that they are the neighbor most impacted party. He can support the 
request.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said this is new construction and he does not see a reason to support 

this as a hardship with new construction.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Boyer said he understands that this is new construction. The board looks at how 

to apply the code with new construction. It is a blank slate, so the house should 
comply.  This is a larger house. It is fairly difficult construction on this slope and it 
takes longer to build. He can see that things could change along the way. This is 
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not a typical interior lot construction or a tear down or rebuild that takes 6 to 8 
months.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said this is the same request as last year with the other home. The 

other generator was in a pit with a grate over it and acoustical treatment. He 
supported that request. Tonight’s generator is more open though somewhat 
enclosed and screened. There is a difference in there is no real impact to the 
neighbor to the north.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Robke said that the enclosure could amplify the sound. The neighbor is not at 

the meeting to say they support it. A future property owner could come along and 
not support the generator. The board’s obligation is also to protect future 
homeowners. 

 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy talked about elevation changes and distance to the house. The 

manufacturer’s specs are all that the board has to go by and the decibel level is 
below what is allowed at the lot line by two decibels.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Schneider said that distance is arbitrary. That is not the point in this case. The 

point is the level of sound at the property line.  
 
 5.10 Mr. Robke said that distance is intended to be treated as arbitrary.  
 
 5.11 Chairman Duffy said that the architect explained why this situation was not 

anticipated. It is a valid reason. In his mind, even though this is new construction 
he could justify the request due to distance to the neighbor’s house and because at 
the lot line, they are below the allowed decibels. His voice is in the 75-decibel level 
range. He can support the request. There is no negative impact on anyone. There 
has to be a way to make this work within standards of review.  

 
 5.12 Mr. Robke agreed that there is no negative impact on anyone. Sound will be 

amplified by the enclosure and will bounce off the retaining wall. But he still does 
not see the hardship, which is a criterion.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 4.81’ side yard 

generator setback variation to permit the installation of an emergency stand by 
generator at 1140 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Not Present 
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   Michael Robke  No 
  Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 
    
   Motion passed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-47.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the 
property, the location of the house on the lot and the downward slope of the lot, impose 
upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was created by the lot 
conditions and the changing requirements of the manufacturer and installer. The difficulty 
is peculiar to the property in question and not generally shared by others. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from installing a generator, which is necessary for the house, in a 
conforming location. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light 
and air. Their driveway to the neighboring home separates the generator from the neighbor; 
the driveway is also 11’ below the height of the generator, limiting the impact on the 
neighboring home. No decibel variation is required and the generator will be screened from 
view. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
conditions of the property that impose upon the owner either a practical difficulty or 
particular hardship. The plight of the owner was created by a failure to update the plans 
with the current manufacturer’s requirements for installation. The project is a new home 
and a conforming location could have been found if the issue were identified before 
construction. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 4.81’ side yard 

generator setback variation to permit the installation of an emergency stand by generator 
at 1140 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 19, 2018 

7:30 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
Mike Boyer  
John Kolleng  
Christine Norrick 
Reinhard Schneider 
Bob Surman 

Members Absent: Michael Robke 

Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

I. Call to Order 

Chairman Patrick Duffy called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

II. 2018-Z-50 435 Lake Avenue 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

III. 2018-Z-37 425 Lake Avenue 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

3.5 
1-22-19 
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IV. 2018-Z-58 215 9th Street 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2018-Z-59 1515 Sheridan Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2018-Z-55 405 Linden Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. 2018-Z-53 819 Michigan Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VIII. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 
IX. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:04 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. John Kevin Poorman, applicant 
   435 Lake Avenue 
 
  3.12 Ms. Jeanne Poorman, applicant 
   435 Lake Avenue 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 288.25 square foot (4.53%) front yard 

impervious surface coverage variation to permit the modification of an existing 
legal non-conforming structure (a circular driveway). The Village Board will hear 
this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Poorman said he and his wife have lived in their home for almost 20 years and 

have lived in the village for 30 years. This variation came up because they wanted 
to repair their driveway. Their driveway is in the front yard, which is on 5th. It 
currently is in excess of permitted coverage.  There are two historic columns, shown 
in photos, that are original to the house. There is an oak tree that was planted 125 
years ago. It was planted in an area where one enters the driveway. When someone 
drives in, they have to maneuver through and columns and around the tree. It is not 
safe. Either they have to cut down the tree or move the columns. They are asking 
to add an additional 72 square feet of coverage. Having this would make 
maneuvering much easier.  

 
  He showed additional pictures of the site. He explained the pictures to the board. 

One also has to go around a porte cochere, so they don’t hit the tree. The width 
between columns is narrow. As one drives in from 5th Street, one has to try to miss 
the columns. They want to straighten out the drive somewhat and move the columns 
over a few feet. They would landscape and take up asphalt in front of the tree.  

 
  Ms. Poorman said they are actually adding back some greenspace between the alley 

and the drive to minimize their request.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said that neighbors support the request. They sent 33 letters and 31 

neighbors received letters. Many wrote letters of support.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Surman said this is a reasonable request.  
 
 3,24 There was no one in the audience to speak on the case.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said the hardship is when the home and drive were built. The drive is 

hard to maneuver. The applicants have done a good job preserving the home. They 
are relocating one column and slightly widening the driveway.  He can support the 
request.  

 
 5.2 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts if there was any thought that this was a side 

yard instead of a front yard.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the coverage amount is the same, which is 30%. The 

difference would be that the side yard adjoining a street could potentially be 
shallower with more impact.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said this is a reasonable correction for an existing practical difficulty. 

All standards of review are met.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said there is 160’ on Lake Avenue, 159’ on 5th Street, and the way 

that the front yard is determined is that the lesser amount of linear feet is the front 
yard. Their solution makes perfect sense. He reiterated that standards of review are 
met.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 288.25 square foot 

(4.53%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
modification of an existing legal non-conforming structure (a circular driveway) at 
435 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes  
   Michael Robke  Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
    
 6.2 Ms. Norrick moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-50.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
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   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property, the 
presence of the entrance pillars, the location of a large tree, and the design as a circular 
driveway, impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the unique development of the property. The hardship 
is peculiar to the property in question and not generally shared by others. The hardship 
prevents the owner from improving the safety of the driveway entrance without negatively 
impacting the entrance columns and the tree, both important features of the property. The 
proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or otherwise injure 
adjacent property. The additional coverage is minimal. The variation if granted will not 
alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The variation will allow for improvement 
of the site while maintaining the unique appearance of the property. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 288.25 square foot 
(4.53%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the modification of an 
existing legal non-conforming structure (a circular driveway) at 435 Lake Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. John Kevin Poorman, applicant 
   435 Lake Avenue 
 
  3.12 Ms. Jeanne Poorman, applicant 
   435 Lake Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) front yard 

impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a parking space in a 
required front yard, and variation to permit the retention of an existing circular 
driveway upon demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-conforming 
structure. The Village Board will hear this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Poorman said they want to remain in the village. Their current home is all stairs. 

There is no single level. Their neighbor died last year. Her house went on the market 
and they bought the house. Its condition was not conducive to renting it until they 
decided to move in.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the expense to rent it was not feasible.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said that the cost was over $100,000. 
 
  Mr. Poorman said there were no repairs or almost 50 years. When they applied for 

a demotion permit, the issue came up regarding the front driveway. The village said 
they needed a variance to retain the front driveway as it is non-conforming. They 
agreed to do this. Having the driveway is best for them. There is no parking on Lake 
Avenue.  

 
  Ms. Poorman said they do not plan to use the driveway as parking. They know that 

there is no parking in the immediate area, especially on a summer weekend. No one 
could visit them if they did not have the driveway. It would be dangerous for 
someone to stop the car and let someone out on Lake Avenue. The proposal seems 
like a good solution. They have no reason to park cars there now. They put up a 
fence until they do something with the site.  

 
  Mr. Poorman showed pictures of the fence.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said that the board could tell them to take it up when they decide to 

build another house on the site.  
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  Mr. Poorman said they landscaped the property. They redid the drainage and added 
a rain garden to make it better for the neighbors.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicants want to retain the circular drive.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said if they lose the driveway, they lose the curb cuts and they would 

have to reapply for a curb cut.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said that there is an alley. They could have a driveway from Lake 

Avenue to the alley. They can accomplish the same goals without a circular drive.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said they would need a variance for a curb cut on Lake Avenue.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that someone got a curb cut on Lake Avenue by St. Joseph 

church. Engineering approved a driveway curb cut on Lake Avenue and the board 
did not agree but the request was approved.  

 
  Ms. Poorman said that all the neighbors have a driveway.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy asked if there had to be percentage of driveways on Lake Avenue 

with a curb cut in order to get one. He thought this happened with a case a few years 
ago.  

 
  Ms. Poorman said they do not have a new home plan at this time and would need 

to ask for a variance and come before the board again.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked why they would need a variance for a new structure.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said he thought that they would need a variance for a new structure.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said if they are building a new structure, they should not ask for 

variances and fit a new house within the envelope.  
 
  Ms. Poorman asked if they would need a variance for the driveway. She assumed 

that they would.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said if the current request is approved, that approval runs with the land.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked if the request is not approved, the applicants would need to 

take out the driveway and would the curb cuts need to be closed until they decided 
to build a new house? 

 
  Ms. Roberts was not sure about the curb cuts.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Boyer said if they kept the house that they tore down and renovated that house 

would there have been an issue with keeping the driveway.  
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  Ms. Roberts said that there would not be an issue.  
 
 3.31 Ms. Norrick asked if they had to ask for a variation because they tore the house 

down.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is correct and another house would be new construction. The 

driveway is a non-conforming structure.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said they did not understand this when they bought the property.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said there was a garage with a living unit above it. They had wanted 

to keep it for storage but were told it was a secondary structure and they could not 
keep it. There is no entrance from the driveway. There is no back entrance to the 
lot.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Kolleng clarified that they would have a garage when they build a new home. 
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy clarified that they tore down the house and left the driveway. By 

code, they have to remove the driveway. They are before the board asking not to 
remove the driveway because they want the opportunity to use the two curb cuts in 
the future. If the board said no and the Village Board agrees, they have to take out 
the driveway and possibly both curb cuts get closed up. When they come to the 
village to say they are building a new house, a curb cut is needed. Would they need 
a curb cut for the variance on Lake Avenue? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said they would need to go through the driveway appeal process to get 

one or two curb cuts.  
 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy clarified that a variance is needed for two curb cuts. If they wanted 

one curb cut no variance is needed.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they would probably conform with zoning if they had one curb 

cut.  
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy asked if the board was okay with two curb cuts and a circular drive 

or is the board not okay because no one knows when they will build something.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said they met with architects.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said neighbors support this request.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Boyer asked how far away would someone have to park in the summer to get 

to the applicant’s house.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said three blocks.  
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  Ms. Poorman said that Washington Avenue only has parking on one side.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Boyer asked if they sold the existing house and built a new house and the board 

does not approve the current driveway, what would happen? 
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy said they have a driveway that is 59.5’ deep. If they had a driveway 

that ran front to rear, they could park more cars than if they had a circular drive in 
the front.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Surman asked how long the driveway has been there.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said it has been there since 1940. It’s not the parking that they are 

interested in, but that they could easily exit it safely. It is safer to drive out than 
back out onto Lake Street.  

 
 3.40 There was discussion about building and moving.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said that a move is not imminent. 
 
 3.41 Mr. Kolleng asked if the applicants sold the lot the way it is, does the new owner 

have to deal with getting a variance? Or if the request is approved could the new 
owner use that approval to move forward.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the variation is granted with the land, so it would remain.  
 
  Ms. Poorman noted that a driveway to the back might be too much impervious 

surface.   
 
 3.42 Mr. Boyer asked if they had a side drive and pull forward, he assumes that they 

would back out.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said that would be dangerous.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Boyer asked if they would use the garage they are building.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said she does not know what the situation is, so she isn’t sure about 

the garage. She said that they might build a garage underneath. One of the architects 
suggested this. This would allow for more land.  

 
 3.44 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. 
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said there are three requests related to the driveway. If they rehabbed the 

current house, there would not be an issue with the driveway. They tore the house 
down and get caught in zoning codes for new construction. He didn’t see a problem 
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with the circular driveway as it existed. It is a wide lot at 75’. He thinks the circular 
driveway is a reasonable size. They have some practical difficulties with parking 
issues in the area. He talked about Lake Forest and their public beach and park that 
is similar to Gillson and they only allow public parking on two streets. The rest of 
the parking is in the train parking lot, one mile away. Lake Forest limits parking for 
non-residents. The parking lot at the beach is for residents only. The village makes 
it super easy for people to use the beach, but that is at a detriment to the neighbors.  

 
  He is more apt to allow the variance request when people are seeking parking relief. 

It is existing, and they are not asking for something new. He would be much less 
likely to approve the request if they wanted something new.   

 
  He can support this request.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that someone might pull into the drive, drop someone off, and 

leave to park. There are some anomalies and timing issues in this case. They are 
not close to building a new house. Something is being approved on a prospective 
basis. He does not see a hardship because they are not using the lot. The house was 
torn down. They don’t need a driveway at this time. He wants to hear what his 
colleagues have to say, but he does not think it is as clear cut. 

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider asked that if a request came to the board to build a house with a 

circular driveway, which would require a variation, would the board approve this?  
There have been many cases where the board has been reluctant to do this. In this 
case, the lot is 75’ wide. One does not need to build a garage in the alley. A garage 
could front Lake Street with a driveway where they can park cars. He does not 
understand why the request is necessary and is reluctant to support it.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said that it is a circular shape now and they are not sure where the 

garage would go, if they put a garage in front and have to add additional driveway, 
they would need to ask for a variance.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said they would need to ask for a variance if they were increasing 

coverage in the front yard.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Surman noted that if they put the garage in the front they would have to return 

to the board because they would be increasing impervious coverage. In that area it 
is typical to have a garage off the alley. They have lived in the area for a long time 
and have had a circular driveway for a long time. They bought this with the 
intention of maintaining the driveway. If somebody came in and they were building 
a new house and asked for a circular driveway, he would not allow it.  But in this 
case, they have good intentions. If they had remodeled the home, they could have 
kept the driveway.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said that the good intention argument can get the board in trouble. 

He said that there are other ways to have off-street parking with safe drop-off and 
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pick-up. They don’t need the circular driveway to accomplish their goal. He has 
struggled with this case. To Mr. Kolleng’s point, if the board says yes to this case 
and then in two years and they sell the lot, someone may want to do something 
other than what the applicant wants.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Surman said he would put a condition on the request that if the house is sold, 

the variance no longer exists.  
 
 5.8 Mr. Boyer said that a house would ultimately be built on the lot.  
 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy said that the condition should be if the vacant lot is sold, the 

approval goes away. If there is a house on the lot, it becomes legal non-conforming. 
In 20 years, if they sell the house, it is not like the variance goes away. He said it 
doesn’t matter if the lot is vacant or not.  

 
 5.10 Mr. Kolleng asked if something like this could be flagged in the future.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the condition and remembering that it exists could be 

challenging.   
 
 5.11 Chairman Duffy said that in five years, the applicants might not have built a house 

and then decide to sell the lot, and no one is working at the village remembers that 
there is a condition.  

 
 5.12 Mr. Schneider said whether there is a driveway back to a garage or there is a front-

loaded garage that is part of the house, there would be no requirement for a 
variance. He is not in favor of keeping the circular driveway because it is not 
necessary.  

 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said he feels badly that the applicants are caught up in this 

situation. But in a way they created their own issue by tearing down the house and 
now it is considered new construction.  

 
 5.14 Mr. Boyer is not sure that they created their own issue in this case. The driveway 

exists and no one can pretend that it doesn’t. He knows there are other solutions but 
is not sure if those are any better or helps the applicant in any way.  

 
 5.15 Chairman Duffy said if someone tears down a house or a building and wants to 

build new, they should conform.  
 
 5.16 Mr. Surman asked can a condition be put on after a vote is taken.  
 
 5.17 Chairman Duffy said that the board has to vote on whether they want any condition 

to put on the motion.  
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 5.18 Ms. Norrick said that she is conflicted. A lot of petitioners want to do things in side 
yards on corner lots and the board said no because they had an alley. She said that 
the area being discussed tonight is very busy and it is close to the beach.   

 
 5.19 Mr. Surman said someone who bought the lot would think the driveway is great 

and they would want to keep it.  
 
 5.20 Mr. Kolleng said there have been situations when applicants didn’t think of things 

or the builder said they don’t need a permit.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) 

front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a parking 
space in a required front yard, and variation to permit the retention of an existing 
circular driveway upon demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-
conforming structure at 425 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy  No 
   Mike Boyer    Yes 
   John Kolleng    No 
   Christine Norrick   No 
   Michael Robke   Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider   No 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-37.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
conditions of the property that imposing a practical difficulty or a particular hardship. The 
owners can make reasonable use of the property without the variations being granted. The 
applicants propose to build a new home on the site and can incorporate access into this 
plan. No new home plan has been prepared so the applicants can make sure the necessary 
access is included in the development of the new plan. 
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A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the 
property, the lot width, location on Lake Avenue, and proximity to Lake Michigan, impose 
upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner 
and is due to the conditions of the lot and location. The difficulty is peculiar to the property 
in question. The difficulty prevents the owners from making reasonable use of the property 
with (eventually) a new home that will have safe access to Lake Avenue. The proposed 
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or otherwise injure adjacent 
properties. The driveway has been existing for at least 80 years and no change is proposed. 
The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, as they 
applicants propose to retain the driveway as it has existed. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 248.5 square foot 
(7.36%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a parking 
space in a required front yard, and variation to permit the retention of an existing circular 
driveway upon demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-conforming structure 
at 425 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF OUR 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for our applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Neal Tatarelis, applicant 
   215 9th Street 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said this is a request for a 4.83’ side yard air conditioner setback 

variation request to permit the retention of an air conditioner unit. The Village 
Board will hear this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant and his wife have lived in the village for ten years. They have lived 

in this house for four years. They want to add a ductless, wall-mounted air 
conditioner to their walk-up attic space. When they bought the house, it was 
finished as a 1 bedroom and bathroom. They are using this space more as their 
family grows. It has one duct running up to it, which is not sufficient.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said that the request reads retention of, which indicates that it is 

already installed. 
 
  The applicant said it is installed. He had a number of contractors at the house. Four 

Seasons came out and did not think they needed a permit for installation. On the 
village website, it says that the work that needs a permit is a central air conditioner 
unit. This is technically not a central air conditioner unit. In their mind, Four 
Seasons installed the unit and they have not had to pull permits for these units in 
other towns. It is behind a structure on the house. In this case, the condenser is the 
issue.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman clarified that the unit is to cool the attic space. Is other space cooled 

with a different system? 
 
  The applicant said they have a central air conditioner system and that condenser is 

on the south end of the house. This condenser is on the north end of the house. The 
unit has to be mounted on a flat vertical surface. That surface is the dormer of their 
walk-up staircase. It also requires a certain maximum length for the coolant line.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Surman said that the size of the condenser limits the run.  
 
  The applicant said that the unit is about 7,600 cubic inches. A central air conditioner 

condenser is 50,000 cubic inches. It is 31.5 x 11.5 x 21” tall. It runs at 49 decibels 
and is quieter than a dishwasher.  
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 3.26 Mr. Schneider asked to see 1.3. Where is the condenser that serves the rest of the 
house? 

 
 3.27 Mr.  Boyer asked if four seasons has done work in the village? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that they have.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Boyer asked if they pulled permits in other installations like this? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they have, but not all the time.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman clarified that the only area with the vertical surface was the dormer on 

the north side. Were there other dormers? 
 
  The applicant said that there are no other dormers. The roof is gabled. The ceiling 

and walls in the attic are pitched.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that the refrigeration is on the side of the building and down the 

roof.  
 
  The applicant said that also allows for proper drainage for condensation. The 

current condenser for the central air conditioner was shown on the survey. The other 
unit was shown on the survey. It is 5’2” from the lot line.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Schneider asked why they didn’t install the new condenser in the same location 

as the existing one.  
 
  The applicant said that the current line would be too long and it would not run 

efficiently. To mount the unit, the coolant line would need to run under the 
floorboards or in the ceiling. Condenser placement was determined by the 
refrigerant line requirements. This unit is quiet and efficient. He showed a picture 
of the unit.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Surman asked if there were bedrooms on that floor.  
 
  The applicant said there is a bedroom up there. The one duct is not sufficient.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Schneider asked if they thought about locating it at the end of the porch.  
 
  The applicant said the line would have to run up a long roof then up again. The 

length would be too long to make it efficient.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Schneider clarified that this runs to an air handler and where is that.  
   
  The applicant said that the handler is in the attic and is installed on the vertical 

dormer wall and it cools the attic space.  
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 3.35 Mr. Schneider clarified that the maximum distance should be 75’. 
 
  The applicant said that the maximum distance is 60’ for the coolant line.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Schneider asked if the 60’ could be placed somewhere else.  
 
  The applicant said it could not be done efficiently and economically. The plat is old 

and there is a bump out to the house. There is a patio. Putting it behind the home is 
not physically feasible.  

 
 3.37 There was no one in the audience to speak on the case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said that the request is fairly small, and the unit is only required for the 

third-floor space. He understands the constraints. As an architect, he would not have 
recommended putting it on the other side due to the refrigeration line length. That 
would cause the system to work less efficiently. The decibel level is quiet.  He can 
support the request.  

  
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agreed and said the hardship is the requirements of the wall in the 

house and outside and the length of the line. The board has approved requests where 
the condenser is closer to the lot line and units that were louder. There is a hardship. 
He can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said that the location is reasonable and shielded from the street. 

There is also foliage along the fence. He can support the request. This is a 
supplemental condensing unit that is quieter than a full-sized unit.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 4.83’ side yard air 

conditioner setback variation request to permit the retention of an air conditioner 
unit at 215 9th Street in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Michael Robke  Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
     
   Motion carried.    
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 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-
58.  

 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

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

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the siting of the 
house on the lot and the design and construction of the house, impose upon the owner a 
practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the 
unique circumstances of the house and lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in 
question. The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property 
with adequate air conditioning to an existing attic space. The proposed variation will not 
impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The unit is smaller and 
quieter than a typical air conditioner condenser and will not injure other properties or their 
use. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
The unit is not visible from the street and is quieter than typical air conditioning units. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 4.83’ side yard air 
conditioner setback variation request to permit the retention of an air conditioner unit at 
215 9th Street in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Michael Kogalis, applicant 
   1515 Sheridan Road 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for a medical clinic, small to 

permit the operation of an optician’s office (Big City Optical). The Village Board 
will hear this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that two months ago, they bought the Plaza del Lago Vision 

Center from the owner who has been there for 35 years and in the current space 
since 1991.  They decided to move to space 34. It is the space between Burhops 
and Starbucks. It has been vacant for five years.  

 
  Through the process, they found out that they needed a special use because they 

employ a doctor; they are required to request a special use as a medical use. 90% 
of revenue comes from someone who buys a product. They are a heavy retail use. 
There is a doctor to manage clients’ eye health.  

 
  He looked at all standards of review and went through them. Plaza del Lago was 

bought a year ago by a new management company. They invested heavily in trying 
to attract new tenants. He is the first new tenant. Their business is in line with 
shopping center goals. They believe that their use is an enhancement to public 
safety. The Vision Center operates in space 7 at this time. This space does not have 
an ADA bathroom or handicap parking near the location; the new space will be 
fully ADA accessible. There is a handicap space next to the business. There are no 
curbs to gain access to the facility. The location is currently zoned commercial so 
there is no change. The use is not injurious to others. All properties are currently 
developed in the area where they are located. They will vacate space 7 and that 
space will be rehabbed. The space next to 7 is vacant and perhaps the spaces could 
be combined. The property values in the area will not be impacted. Access and 
parking exist. There won’t be significant change to traffic patterns at the center. 
The proposed special use will be beneficial to area residents. The special use allows 
them to be in a space with potential.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Kolleng asked if they are providing services that are not currently being 

provided.  
 
  The applicant said they are enhancing services. They will provide better 

management of eye health. They are a paperless system so there are no files. 
Everything is done digitally. All records are electronic and in the cloud.  
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 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked about number of employees and number of customers in the 
space at one time.  

 
  The applicant said that there are three employees at this time including the doctor, 

a manager, and a head optician. Regarding customers, he has not seen more than 1 
to 2 customers there at the same time. The goal is to grow the customer base. 
Locating the business next to Starbucks is advantageous.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer said that he assumes that they look to grow the retail side of the business, 

which is most of their revenue.  
 
  The applicant said that they will get more patients for annual eye exams. They 

would then grow the retail business. They have other locations where the mix is 
90% retail and 10% medical.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer asked the maximum number where the doctor can see no more people.  
 
  The applicant said if they doubled the business and they had 2 to 4 people there at 

one time, that would bring them up to the level of other North Shore optical 
practices. If they have 3 to 4 clients with needs, that could be the entire day. It 
depends on the type of client that comes in. With medical, they would receive basic 
exam fees. In some cases, it is more extensive. Exams are scheduled in 20-minute 
increments. Some clients stay for a longer time. There would be no more than 3 
patients per hour.  

 
 3.27 There was no one in the audience to speak on the case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Schneider said they are moving from one space to another. This is a good use 

for that space. He can support the request.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Surman agreed with the above. Being next to Starbucks is a benefit for them. 

He can support the request.  
 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said this was a straightforward request. It is a benefit for the 

applicant and Plaza del Lago owners, as well as for the community. He can support 
the request and standards of review are met.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for a 

medical clinic, small to permit the operation of an optician’s office (Big City 
Optical) at 1515 Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted. The use 
shall run with the use.  

 



2018-Z-59 1515 Sheridan Road December 19, 2018 

3 
 

  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Michael Robke  Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-59.  
 
 6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDING OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use has existed at the shopping center for 
over 25 years. The relocated use will continue to be consistent with the goals and objectives 
of the Comprehensive Plan. It will continue to operate in a new location in the center 
without being detrimental to or endangering the public health, safety or welfare nor will 
the relocated use be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property. The relocation of 
the use will not impede the normal and orderly development or improvement of other 
property. The relocated use will not diminish property values. Adequate utilities, road 
access, drainage, and other necessary facilities already exist as does adequate ingress and 
egress. The relocated use will continue to be consistent with the community character. The 
relocated use will not affect any known archaeological, historical or cultural resources. The 
center provides landscaping and other improvements. No other standards of Article 12 
apply. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for a 
medical clinic, small to permit the operation of an optician’s office (Big City Optical) at 
1515 Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the 
use. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said the applicant was not present and asked that the case be continued 

to January 16, 2019. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to continue the case to the January 16, 2019 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Mr. Robke was not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  



2018-Z-53 819 Michigan Avenue December 19, 2018 

1 
 

3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Sarah Lyke, applicant 
   819 Michigan Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Dan O’Bara, applicant 
   819 Michigan Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) total floor 

area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height variation, a 0.34’ stairway 
housing height variation, and a variation to modify the approval granted by 
ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and a stairway housing 
on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on 
January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Lyke said they have lived in the village for 18 years. Over 2.5 years ago they 

got approval for a variance and they are back because of two specific issues.  
 
  She provided background about how and why they decided to build out attic space 

after the first variance which has been the subject of questions. When they were 
before the board in 2016, they said they wanted a first-floor family room. This home 
was built in 1936 and was sold as a potential tear down. They knew there was 
substantial work to be done. They wanted to save the home but with modern 
amenities like a family room. The attic was the main challenge. There were very 
high ceilings in the attic space, 12’. Regardless of how the space was used it counted 
as FAR. New houses avoid that issue because everyone builds to the maximum 
height on first and second floors.  

 
  Before this board and the Village Board, they said it was their understanding that it 

would be complicated and expensive to address the attic space. It was not built as 
a living space. There were small side windows. There was no access except for a 
pull-down ladder. There was really no place to put stairs. The joists were undersized 
and attached to undersized rafters with a friction connection up and off loadbearing 
walls. Their architect confirmed those issues. After the Village Board meeting, they 
spent months putting plans together in far more detail. They met with five structural 
engineers to address many issues and problems.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer asked the purpose of meeting with five structural engineers if they were 

not finishing the attic.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said this was in between Village Board approval and submitting 
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permits. They were trying to explore possibilities and how involved it would be.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said they knew there were other issues like no headers over windows. So 

they consulted structural engineers about this.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that once they got approval from the Village Board, they wanted 

to see what they could or could not do.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy noted that they consulted structural engineers about headers over 

windows.  
 
  Mr. O'Bara said that was completely unrelated. It is a secondary issue. The issue at 

hand with the attic was the joists and the rafters, which were undersized. He 
explained more issues with joists and rafters. They were advised that they would 
have to sister every joist and rafter, which is what they did and to replace the 
flooring. They had to do a tongue and groove flooring, ¾” glued to the joists.  There 
is a lot of work to make the attic usable.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked if their impression when they left the Village Board meeting 

was that the Village Board said to build out the attic.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that was accurate.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said her impression was that they were not prohibiting them from doing 

that. It was of far less interest to them than getting a first-floor family room. The 
Village Board did not put on conditions and the applicants thought they could 
explore what their options were. They wanted to ensure that the house was 
structurally sound whether or not they did something with the attic. There were 
issues coming up during that time.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer said that Village Board minutes did not say anything about specifically 

building out that space, but they did say that based on what the applicant said that 
they would not build out the space.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said he read it the same way as Mr. Boyer. In the minutes, it said 

they were not doing the space because it would cost too much and would the Village 
Board give them the variance to add on to the back of the house.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said they should have clarified what the Village Board was granting 

approval for. They did go to village staff and asked them.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said that the decision is based on the variance and testimony.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said at that time they were focused on the first-floor family room.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said they had already done some investigation because they knew that 
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the attic was not suitable; someone had to have looked at it.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that they knew from their architect.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they did not know how expensive the work would be.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said they had the opportunity to do that before the variance. They had 

already talked to a structural engineer who told them how expensive it potentially 
could be.  

 
  Ms. Lyke said they had an architect and had not talked to a structural engineer at 

that time.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that they don’t need to speak with a structural engineer to build a 

home.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they did not talk to structural engineers between the time they 

spoke to the zoning and village boards. He is a program engineer and he spoke with 
colleagues at work. They also spoke with residential architects as they were closer 
to the permit process. But none of that happened between the zoning and village 
boards. That happened at the permitting stage. They did not know what they could 
or could not do or how much it would cost until the Village Board said that they 
could keep the house. The Village Board did not put stipulations on saving the 
house.  It was not a family room or an attic. They said they were getting penalized 
for putting on a family room because of the attic. It was the distribution of the floors 
and the ceiling heights. Some of the second floor height comes from the attic. The 
last foot of the second floor is into the attic. They felt that because they had the lot 
coverage and they wanted to modernize the home with a family room, they didn’t 
want to be penalized for extra high attic space.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Schneider said that the applicant testified under oath before the board that to 

use the third floor for other than storage was not structurally feasible.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said at the time it was not structurally feasible. He explained why.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said that in making that statement, the applicant was implying that 

they were not going to use that space.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it was unusable unless they put in a lot of money and time, which 

has proven to be the case. Their point was that it was not usable now and would 
take time, effort and money to make it usable.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Schneider said that the architect indicated they would have to remove the entire 

roof.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he did not know what the architect meant by this. The architect is 
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not at the meeting this evening. If they took off the roof, they would void the 
variance. They went to great lengths to save the slate. They didn’t want to disturb 
that more than they had to.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Schneider asked the basement height.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it is 8’. 
 
 3.36 Mr. Schneider said that the applicant originally testified that it was 7’ to the bottom 

of the joists.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that it is 8’ now because they lowered the floor because that was 

part of structural improvements. They poured new footings for new columns to 
project to the attic.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider clarified that the dug out the basement floor.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they removed the floor and lowered it down to the footer.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said original drawings submitted for the basement show that there 

would only be two steps and now he believes there are many more. He was talking 
about the permit set of drawings. They did not follow the plans. The applicant is in 
the construction industry and does commercial work. Is there a reason that the 
drawings never showed, and still don’t show, any revisions? The architect was told, 
he believes, to issue the drawings in such a way. Why aren’t there revisions? 

 
  Mr. O’Bara said he had a hard time getting revisions from the architect.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said that the architect has been licensed almost as long as Mr. Surman. 

He said an architect would typically bubble an area, cloud it and put in a revision 
reference with the date. They do this to understand what changes happened at what 
point. There were decisions made during construction. The applicant made the 
decision to not do the work as shown on drawings.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the new basement is deeper.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said that drawings submitted for permit do not reflect this.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he would need to check this.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Surman talked about a layer of deceit. What they are requesting now he has no 

intention of approving. The applicants created their own hardship. They built out 
the third floor. The bay area on the second floor had a roof that was shown on 
drawings submitted by the applicant. It was shown as a two-story structure and they 
went ahead and created a third-floor bay area that now they are asking for a hardship 
because they cannot access the fourth level, which makes no sense. They said they 
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couldn’t find a hatch that was less than $65,000 that was acceptable and met their 
requirements. How much does a commercial hatch cost in a commercial building?  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the $65,000 hatch was the UK version and was not the swing 

up hatch.  
 
 3.42 Mr. Surman said that commercial hatches are under $2,000. Did they say at that 

meeting that their intention was to have a fourth level and have a deck? 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said if they were told to come back, they would have.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that at the time of the board meetings, they were not focused on 

building out the third floor.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Surman said that construction drawings do not reflect what they have done. It 

doesn’t show going up to 39’.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it shows going up to 35’. He was going to explain what is now 

there and why. He explained what was approved in permit drawings and then 
showed what is now there. It was built as temporary access to the roof by the 
contractor. 

 
 3.44 Mr. Surman said they built the stairway so they created the condition.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara agreed. He explained why the stairway is where it is. They need 80” 

below a beam.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Surman reiterated that they created their own hardship.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he is not saying that the hardship is existing.  
 
 3.46 Chairman Duffy said it exists because they already built it.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara agreed and said it was by his own doing. He said he did create the 

situation. What is there now is a stair that has the 80” clearance under the beam. It 
has a 3’ landing, which is the minimum required. It has an 80” door above a 4” 
threshold. These are standard requirements and potentially okay with the village. It 
is now creating more square footage. He explained how this happened. They are 
13” above the roofline and this creates the additional square footage.  

 
 3.47 Mr. Surman asked what the original intent of the hatch was.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it was what they are using it for now.  
 
 3.48 Chairman Duffy clarified that there was a hatch there.  
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  Mr. O’Bara said there was, and it was a ladder up to the flat section of the roof. It 
was not on hinges and was from the 1930s. That is how they originally got up there. 
What they did was an improvement on that. There is a stair with a hand rail and 
hatch that flips up to walk out onto a surface and then a few more stairs to get to 
the main deck.  

 
 3.49 Mr. Surman said they created the deck without a permit. As an educated 

professional didn’t they think they needed a permit for that? 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they got a permit for everything except for the extra height. 
 
 3.50 Mr. Surman asked why the extra height was not important.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that when they got drawings from the architect, they submitted 

them. It was hard getting drawings.  
 
 3.51 Mr. Surman note that in any construction, one does not proceed without drawings. 

No contractor proceeds without drawings.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the contractor built this without drawings.  
 
 3.52 Mr. Surman said this was built without a permit and it was only by chance that an 

electrical inspector noticed what was happening.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that is not true. They were trying to get revised drawings. They 

could not get a MEP inspection without revised drawings.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Surman said they did not think it was necessary to get a permit for that.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that they are now before the board.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Boyer said they got permits to improve the attic. What they did not get a permit 

for was to create the extra height in that section due to the stairways. 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that is why they are at the meeting.  
 
  Ms. Lyke talked about FAR.  
 
 3.55 Mr. Surman said there is also a height issue.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it is a height issue because it creates more square footage. Stairway 

housing can go to 47’. They are at 36’. 
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman said it is a height issue for the board. They created another space that 

was not on the original drawings and was never presented to the boards. It was 
presented as a hatch. Now they have taken a hatch and the deck looks great, but it 
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is not allowed. They created a stone area and railing.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said the area and railing were in approved drawings.  
 
 3.57 Mr. Surman asked what approved drawings? The original drawings that they 

submitted? 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said the drawings from February of 2017. 
 
 3.58 Mr. Surman said that none of this reflected on drawings and asked the applicants to 

continue. But he noted that nothing over 35’ is shown.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that is correct and that is why they are before the board. 
 
 3.59 Mr. Surman said they are asking after the fact. Their goal is to interpret requests 

and then decide if this was brought to the board today what would the board do.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the contractor built this as a temporary facility to get up to the 

roof. 
 
 3.60 Mr. Surman said that the drawing does not show this. They then submitted a plan 

after it was built.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that the contractor built it as temporary.  
 
 3.61 Mr. Surman pointed out that temporary is not built in stones.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that the stairway housing was built by the contractor as temporary 

because and he and other workers needed roof access in a safe way. This was while 
they were trying to sort out the hatch issue. In retrospect should they have known 
to come in for a temporary structure – probably so.  

 
 3.62 Chairman Duffy asked if they were saying this is temporary.  
 
  Mr. O‘Bara said that the contractor built it as a temporary structure.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that when they went to meet with Ms. Roberts to say they had not 

sorted out the hatch and they have to request a change they invited Ms. Roberts and 
Mr. Adler that day to look at it. They had nothing to hide. The day they came over 
the contractor, unbeknownst to the applicants, decided to put stone on the outside 
of it. Ms. Roberts saw that the applicants were shocked.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said they were getting to leak through the Tyvek. The contractor said 

they should put stone on it to stop the leaking but told them he would do any needed 
modifications. Ms. Roberts said they could just lower it so there is not a FAR issue. 
They are willing to do this. But they wanted to ask the board what they are asking 
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for tonight.  
 
 3.63 Chairman Duffy said he is not sure that the applicants see this, but from his 

perspective he sees that the applicants got an approval and they built that plus 
something else. They say they want to keep it because they already did it. If they 
keep it, what else will they ask for and do later? It makes it harder for him to say 
they can have it because the applicants proved if given an inch they will take more. 

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the above were fair statements. He sees what Chairman Duffy 

says.  
 
  Ms. Lyke can see how that impression was created, but it was not their intent.  
 
 3.64 Mr. Boyer asked about the 39’ and said he is trying to understand this.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they are calling the home a flat roofed home. As such, the 

maximum house height is limited to 27’ plus 12’ for stair housing, which gets them 
to 39’. Otherwise it would be 12’ on top of 35’ or 47’ that is allowable.  

 
 3.65 Mr. Boyer is the stairway housing height almost in conformance.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said there had to be 80” above the stair and a 3’ landing and 4” for an 

occupiable space. They don’t need a 3’ landing. He explained how they got to the 
temporary stairway housing. There is a clear skylight on top.  

 
 3.66 Mr. Boyer said that the skylight was ordered.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the skylight was put on to stop leaking. They understood that 

one option was to lower it and they will probably go that direction. Lowering it is 
better than the hatch.  

 
 3.67 Mr. Boyer clarified that it was a coincidence that they are almost in conformance.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that she wanted to go back to what happened after the first variance. 

There is an impression that she doesn’t think is right but understands why there is 
that impression.  

 
  She said after the first variance, they still were evaluating whether they should tear 

down the house. They were staring to talk to contractors and started to understand 
the complexities and timeline were enormous and more difficult than they thought. 
They met with Ms. Roberts and Mr. Adler many times to talk about options and to 
let them know that tear down was an option.  

 
  They met with brokers to talk about amenities. They asked if people were building 

out third floors. What could they do with Village Board approval? They met with 
structural engineers to find out what it would take for the renovations. The guidance 
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from brokers was to tear down or it would not be a good return on investment.  
 
  At the time of the hearings, they did not know what they were going to do but they 

thought that the house was crying out to be saved. But they also had to be practical. 
Eventually when they got specific recommendations to move the stairs and shore 
up the house and ways to do the attic space, it was made clear to them that if they 
were going to do that kind of work, they have to do it when the house is being 
renovated. They were not inclined to do something on the third floor because it is 
not as useful as a first-floor family room. They were told, it’s now or never. They 
finally decided to proceed. They were not trying to misrepresent this to the boards. 
They were as truthful as they could be at the time. They should have completed 
their analysis and engaged all the professionals before going to the boards. That is 
different from the impression that they had a sneaky plan, which was not the case. 
It is three years later, and she regrets taking the complicated path. But at the time 
they made the best decision based on information that they had. They learned a lot 
in this painful process. They know that they made mistakes. No one was more 
horrified than they were to see the contractor putting stone on the stairway housing 
the day they invited Mr. Adler and Ms. Roberts to see it.  

 
 3.68 Mr. Surman said that there is no contractor who will build something like that 

without drawings.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he wondered if his builder should really be considered a contractor.  
 
 3.69 Mr. Surman said that the deck was not on original plans.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they are on the permit plans.  
 
 3.70 Mr. Surman said they just looked at plans and nothing was shown higher than 39’ 

related to stairway housing.  The deck is not shown. 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they show 35’. The deck is shown on the fourth floor plan. He 

showed where it was.  
 
 3.71 Mr. Surman said that a contractor would not take the responsibility is because he 

would then have to accept liability that goes with it. If they did not have the right 
railing and the railing broke and someone fell, the contractor would then assume all 
responsibility. The architect would never let anything be built that is not drawn and 
approved. He (Mr. Surman) has built hundreds of millions of dollars of buildings 
and no contractor would build something without drawings. He has done small 
projects as well.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the contractor built it based on the drawings. The only thing 

he did that was not on the drawings was he went 2’ higher without a permit. He is 
asking for this now.  

 3.72 Mr. Surman clarified they are asking for a permit after something was built. Now 
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they are asking for forgiveness.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he understands the board’s position. But they are now asking the 

board what they should do.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that the contractor knows he has to address this. He will redo it at no 

charge. He did have to build a way for his workers to get to the roof.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it would permanent in the contractor’s mind but temporary in his 

mind.  
 
 3.73 Mr. Boyer asked if a new home’s allowable FAR is 4,750.85 maximum. He saw 

that for this home existing FAR is 5,425. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said yes.  
 
 3.74 Chairman Duffy said he had 5,417. He added up floor area pages to get this.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she had 5,426 but she will double check the numbers.  
 
 3.75 Mr. Boyer clarified that it is 5,425.17. That exists.  
 
 3.76 Mr. Kolleng said that there is 8 square feet difference between this home and a new 

home. 
 
 3.77 Chairman Duffy said that the original vote was 3-3 and he was not present. The 

request was for additional first floor space for the family room and a two-story 
addition. The Village Board overturned the board’s negative recommendation. 
Minutes were emailed to the board to see the village’s board intention. It is a 
perspective of what they are saying. He thought that Trustee Kruger said that they 
were getting penalized for attic space that they could not use. Once they got 
approval, they submitted plans and they decided to build out the attic.  

 
 3.78 Mr. Kolleng said that the original request was for 967 square feet. Now it is 975 

square feet.  
 
 3.79 Mr. Boyer said that the Chairman’s summary might bring up other questions.  
 
 3.80 Chairman Duffy said that village staff took Village Board approval. They didn’t 

say they could not do anything with the attic so therefore village staff said they 
could have a permit to build the attic.  

 
 3.81 Mr. Kolleng said that in the initial request, they had to include attic space. As long 

as it was approved, what difference does it make about the after-the-fact build? At 
the Village Board hearing, the board said they should not be penalized for that space 
because they were not using it.  
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 3.82 Mr. Schneider said at that hearing, it was said that the space was not usable except 

for storage. Someone asked about the basement. The basement is not usable with a 
7’ ceiling. That turned out not to be correct. They did not tell the board everything 
that they intended to do.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said they did not know if they were going to do the attic space or not 

until after they got Village Board approval and started researching it, talking to 
engineers, architects, and contractors.  

 
 3.83 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts during the meeting at what point does the 

basement count as additional FAR against them. They have 1,800 to 2,000 square 
feet in the basement that is now 8’ high and livable space.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that it is below grade and does not count as floor area.  
 
 3.84 Chairman Duffy said on one hand, you could say this is a 7,000 square foot house. 

2,000 square feet is in the basement. He clarified that the board was on the same 
page though not necessarily in agreement.  

 
  Ms. Lyke said that no board members from either board raised issues regarding the 

flat roof. The Village Board approved the request without comment on the flat roof. 
Only later did they learn that there was a flat roof issue. The complexity is that the 
ordinance is not consistent and is confusing on this point and should be amended 
for the future. There are two provisions of the ordinance that are relevant. One says 
that homes with a predominantly flat roof are subject to the two-story limitation 
with a 27’ height limitation. But a separate definition indicates that if a house has 
greater than 25% flat roof, it is a flat roof house. Putting those two together 
community development said that the only way they could interpret the 
predominantly standard is that they have a predominantly flat roof for which the 
limitations apply is if it is greater than 25% and flat. Their roof, with the addition 
and the old house, are 31% flat. This issue was never picked up and it should have 
been. She hopes that the board thinks they should have the same architectural style 
for the house and the addition and that was the intent of the original variance 
drawings. She talked about three variances being triggered.  

 
 3.84 Chairman Duffy clarified that they are talking about a 975 square foot variance for 

floor area and not an 8’ variation. That 8’ height variation is for the top of the 
stairway housing.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that 8’ is for the existing roofline and the main part of the house.  
  She said that they have always had a 35’ high three-story house and now they are 

told that they have a two-story 27’ house.  
 
 3.85 Chairman Duffy asked about the stairway housing location.  
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  Mr. O’Bara said that the main flat roof they are requesting is over the addition. It 
was not calculated.  

  Ms. Lyke said that people did not focus on the code’s inconsistency.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the extra 6% is triggering everything else. It is unrelated to 

the 8 square feet and that is being driven by other things. If the board wants them 
to lower the stair housing height, they will do so.  

 
 3.86 Chairman Duffy noted that the board is advisory. The Village Board will say what 

the applicants have to do. The board makes a recommendation based on the code.  
 
 3.87 Mr. Kolleng said they have the family room. Now that they built out the attic, what 

were their plans.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it was to be his office, but his son wants it to be his. It is extra 

space right now.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that it’s nice to have extra space in the house but not as useful as 

having first floor space.  
 
 3.88 Ms. Lyke said in closing that they tried to be straightforward based on the 

information they had. In retrospect she wished they had done a full evaluation. They 
agonized for a long time regarding which direction to go with this house – tear 
down or keep the home.  

 
 3.89 Chairman Duffy said that they have more house than they would have if they had 

torn it down. They have a visually appealing home and a much better product.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said a lot of neighbors thank them for saving the house. He said he 

hopes that they are almost done.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that the board is in a weird position. When the case was first before 

the board, he supported it because the applicants were penalized because of the 
unusable attic space. The neighbor, Mr. Balzano, was against the request. The 
neighbor said that the attic space could be built out and he made arguments as to 
why the board should not approve it. He (Mr. Boyer) said that he approved the 
original request based on the hardship of having an unusable attic. He feels bad for 
the neighbor because what he was afraid would happen did happen. There is no 
longer a hardship for the original case. He read the Village Board minutes several 
times and he believes that the Village Board also based their approval on the attic 
space being unusable. Does approval have to be conditioned with the reason why 
they gave the hardship? Should they spell out what applicants cannot do?  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that the board did not think that they should be penalized because 
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they had an attic they were not going to use. So, the Village Board approved 5,400 
square feet. Now they decided to use that space. The Village Board said they could 
have that many square feet and now they want 8 additional square feet, which is 
nothing. He voted in favor of the original request more on the basis that old homes 
need leeway to keep them around and he still feels that way. If the alternative is to 
tear it down, he thinks that the board should approve the request. If it is not 
approved, he does not know the upshot; make the attic unusable in order to conform 
to the original approval? 

 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said he tries to compare it to other cases where people do things 

without permits. The applicants got a permit for almost all that they did. If they had 
come to the board without doing the work, would the board have approved, it? If 
the board said no yet the work was done, it goes to the Village Board as a negative 
recommendation. The Village Board must make the final decision. That is how he 
will look at this case. He does not think that the Zoning Board should make the 
ultimate decision. He said no because the final decision rests with the Village 
Board.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Boyer said he is talking about what is before the board tonight. Even without 

the past history, is the situation self-created?  
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said it is self-created.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Schneider said that the board should not reward bad behavior.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy said that is part of what he is saying. Let the Village Board say it 

is okay to do this and it’s okay for people to change their mind in mid-stream and 
add something extra and ask for it to be okay. That is his perspective. 

 
 5.8 Mr. Surman said they got approval for the attic.  
 
 5.9 Mr. Boyer said that the approval sheet is on the original plan, so they can read what 

was approved. The variance was approved on the approval sheet.  
 
 5.10 Chairman Duffy said that when village staff looked at the approval from the Village 

Board, they didn’t say they could not build out the attic.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider said that the Village Board should explicitly condition approval 

because people will work around it.  
 
 5.12 Mr. Boyer said now the board and Village Board need to spell out what the hardship 

is.  
 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that the applicants can pay a penalty. Ultimately the applicants 

won’t have to take it out. He talked about a house that was built and the applicant 
did not follow the plans and built the basement 8” higher so they could have livable 
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basement space although that was not approved. It was caught when one walked up 
to the front door, there was an odd step. It was when they were seeking their 
occupancy permit that the village realized what happened. The Village Board 
referred it to the land use committee and they agreed to tell someone he could not 
build in the village any longer and he would be fined. And he walked away making 
$100,000 more. That was not right but that is the way that it works.  

 
 5.14 Mr. Boyer talked about someone having to rebuild a house in San Francisco. He 

has to build an exact replica of an historic house.  
 
 5.15 Mr. Surman said he was previously on the Plan Commission. He and another 

commissioner helped re-write the PUD code because the village had something in 
there requiring that drawings had to be complete before approval could be given.  
That was a lot of money for a commercial project. He can understand that the 
applicant was unsure which direction they were going. The Village Board did not 
say they could not build out the attic. They got the permit for everything up to 35’. 
His issue is moving forward beyond 35’ up to 39’ without getting a permit. If they 
were to have come before the board before construction, he would not have 
approved it at 39’. That is not consistent with the area because other houses are 35’. 
The drawings were issued November 6, 2018, which is five weeks ago and now 
they are submitting for that.  

 
  Ms. Lyke said they were first submitted in July 2018.  
 
 5.16 Mr. Surman asked how they got submitted in July when they are dated November. 

That is where noting the revisions would come in handy.  
 
 5.17 Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicant is saying that they submitted drawings 

in July 2018.  
 
 5.18 Mr. Surman said it was already built at that time. 
 
 5.19 Mr. Surman said his issue is that they built without permits and then asking for 

relief afterward.  
 
 5.20 Chairman Duffy said they are caught up in this because of the flat roof. The addition 

has a flat roof and caused them to go over 25%.  
 
 5.21 Mr. Surman said if he evaluated this as a zoning request before work was done and 

they said that they did this to create a deck on the 4th floor and they want a variance 
for the over run, he would have said no.  

 
 5.22 Mr. Kolleng said a flat roof is consistent with the home’s architecture. He has no 

issue with the flat roof.  
 
 5.23 Mr. Surman said they built the third-floor bay area outside of the pitched roof. And 
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now they are asking for relief for what they constructed. The architect could have 
solved this without going to 39’.  

 5.24 Mr. Boyer said there is arguably a hardship for the flat roof issue. Is there a hardship 
for the additional 8’ which is caused by the stairway housing which is caused by?  
Is there a hardship? 

 
 5.25 Chairman Duffy said it is perspective at this point. The entire board does not have 

to agree on how to make this work or not make this work. Mr. Surman said what 
his issue was. He, himself, has a bigger issue.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 975.55 square foot 

(10.01%) total floor area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height 
variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a variation to modify the 
approval granted by ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and 
a stairway housing on the legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Michael Robke  Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-53.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH THE DECISION WAS BASED 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
particular physical conditions of the property that impose a practical difficulty or particular 
hardship on the owners. The applicants have created their own hardship by constructing 
the stairway housing and thereby adding floor area to an already non-conforming situation. 
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The stairway housing is not required by code and is desired by the owners to access the 
roof as an outdoor space. The owners are choosing to have access with a standard door 
rather than with a typical flat roof hatch that would not project above the roofline. The 
applicants have improved the attic area that they originally represented as being unusable. 
This in combination with the basement space significantly increases the amount of 
functional living space available to them. The home as previously approved is substantially 
over the allowable floor area and there is no compelling reason to grant additional floor 
area for the roof access they have chosen to construct. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of 
the property, the roof style and the attic floor area, impose upon the owner a practical 
difficulty. The adding of the addition with a flat roof was to match the existing house. 
While the home meets the definition of a flat roof structure, the home doesn’t appear or 
function as a flat roof home. Absent the flat roof characterization, the height of the house 
and the stairway housing would be conforming. The floor area in the attic is well in excess 
of the floor area bonus, limiting the floor area available for modest changes such as the 
stairway housing. The applicants testified that the roof access as originally proposed was 
ultimately not practical and was potentially unsafe. The stairway housing adds a minimum 
amount of floor area in exchange for providing safe, easy access to the roof. The plight of 
the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the 
design of the house and the application of the Zoning Ordinance. The difficulty is peculiar 
to the house in question. The difficulty prevents the owners from making reasonable use 
of the property with a roof design for the addition that matches the home and with a 
standard door for safe access to the roof. The flat roof characterization of the home has no 
impact on adjacent properties. The stairway housing is located in the center of the home 
and property with the least impact on adjoining properties. The variations, if granted, will 
not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. While the stairway housing is visible 
from a distance, it does not impact the immediate appearance from the street. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 975.55 square foot 
(10.01%) total floor area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height variation, a 
0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a variation to modify the approval granted by 
ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and a stairway housing on the 
legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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SUBJECT: 2018-SZC-02 Review of Development Regulations, including Uses, in the 

GC-1, General Commercial Business, and VC, Village Center, Zoning 
Districts. – Introduction of Ordinance     
    

MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019       
 
FROM: Chairman George Pearce and the Land Use Committee sitting as a 

Special Zoning Committee (Trustees Dodd and Sullivan) 
 

 
None   

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Adoption of Ordinance 2019-O-09 amending the Zoning Ordinance by extending the Village 
Center Pedestrian Commercial West street frontage designation north along Green Bay Road 
to Washington Avenue, making large medical/dental clinics a special use in the Village Center 
Arterial street frontage designation and making large medical/dental clinics and vocational 
education facilities a special use in the GC-1 zoning district. 
 
Background 
 
On October 9, 2018 the Village Board appointed the Land Use Committee sitting as a Special 
Zoning Committee (SZC) to review a zoning text amendment that would amend the 
development regulations, including uses, in the Village Center (VC) and General Commercial 
1 (GC-1) zoning districts. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Village recently lost two of its highest sales tax producing businesses with the closing of 
Imperial Motors and the Carson’s department store. With Imperial Motors closing and a number 
of other vacancies along Green Bay Road, staff recommended that the Village re-evaluate 
some of the permitted uses in the commercial zoning districts along Green Bay Road. The 
areas considered were the Village Center (VC) district west of Green Bay Road (including 
where Imperial Motors was located) and the General Commercial 1 (GC-1) district south of 
Linden Avenue (see Exhibit 1). 
 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:pearceg@wilmette.com
mailto:doddk@wilmette.com
mailto:sullivand@wilmette.com
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Currently the VC zoning district west of Green Bay Road and north of Central Avenue, which 
is described as the Arterial street frontage, and the GC-1 district allow uses such as medical 
offices, personal service businesses, art studios, financial institutions, and offices on the 
ground floor as permitted uses. Such uses on the ground floor are generally treated as special 
uses in the VC Pedestrian Commercial East and Pedestrian Commercial West street frontages, 
where retail and restaurant uses are preferred.  
 
Since the time the Zoning Ordinance was rewritten in 2014, the above described commercial 
properties west of Green Bay Road have seen significant changes that were not factored into 
the development regulations for those properties. Because of this and the recent demand for 
sites that can support large medical offices, it has become necessary for the Village to revisit 
the VC and GC-1 development and use regulations.  
 
To address this concern about large medical/dental clinics (and the other use mentioned 
above), staff proposed that the Pedestrian Commercial West street frontage designation be 
extended north along Green Bay Road to Washington Avenue (see Exhibit 2). This block is 
directly across from the Metra train station and is adjacent to the Village Center core, just as 
the block south of Central Avenue is. Such uses would be allowable as special uses, requiring 
review and approval before operating.  
 
The Pedestrian Commercial West street frontage designation also slightly changes the 
setbacks (building and parking) and ability to have a curb cut off the street. The Arterial 
designation allows under certain circumstances curb cuts onto adjacent streets, while the 
Pedestrian Commercial West frontage designation requires access to be provided off an alley.  
 
For the Arterial street frontage designation, staff proposed to make large medical/dental clinics 
(those greater than 2,000 square feet) a special use (see Exhibit 3). For the GC-1 zoning 
district, it is proposed that large medical/dental clinics and vocational education facilities also 
be reclassified from permitted to special uses (see Exhibit 4). Given the potential traffic and 
parking impacts of a large medical facility or a vocational educational facility, having such uses 
reviewed through the special use process makes sense. 
 
All property owners and occupants in the subject VC and GC-1 areas were sent notices of the 
SZC hearing (see Exhibit 5).  
 
On December 4, 2018 the LUC sitting as a SZC held a public hearing to discuss the proposed 
amendments. The SZC agreed that the VC zoned block north of Central and south of 
Washington should have the same permitted and special uses that the VC zoned property 
south of Central has and that designating the block north of Central as Pedestrian Commercial 
West was the best way to accomplish that.  The SZC also agreed that large medical offices 
should be a special use on VC zoned property in the arterial street frontage designation and in 
the GC-1 district. Lastly, the SZC agreed that vocational schools should be a special use and 
not a permitted use in the GC-1 district.  
 
Attending the hearing was Greg Bettenhausen, owner of 127-129 Green Bay Road, and he 
had no concerns about the proposed amendments.   
 
After public testimony was closed Trustee Dodd moved to recommend adopting the draft text 
amendments as proposed by staff: 
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1) Extending the Village Center Pedestrian Commercial West street frontage designation 

north along Green Bay Road to Washington Avenue. 
2) Making large medical/dental clinics a special use in the Village Center Arterial street 

frontage designation.  
3) Making large medical/dental clinics and vocational education facilities a special use in 

the GC-1 zoning district. 
 
Seconded by Chairman Pearce. Voting yes: Trustee Dodd and Chairman Pearce.  Voting no: 
None. The motion passed. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 
1.0 Subject VC and GC-1 Areas 
2.0 Existing and Proposed Street Front Designation 
3.0 Proposed Village Center Use Table 
4.0 Proposed Commercial Use Table 
5.0 Public Hearing Notice 
6.0 Certificate of Publication  
7.0 Ordinance 2019-O-09  
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10.3 STREET FRONTAGE DESIGNATIONS 
 
 All public ways within the VC District are assigned a street frontage designation as shown 

on Figure 10-1: Village Center Street Frontage Map. Each designation establishes a set of 
site and building location, design and use regulations for structures and lots that abut such 
frontages. Where a lot abuts more than one street frontage designation, the requirements of 
each street frontage designation shall apply to the appropriate frontage of the lot: (See Table 
10-1: Village Center Building Setback Regulations and Table 10-2 Permitted and Special 
Uses.) Where a use abuts more than one street frontage designation the use must conform 
to the requirements of both frontage designations. The street frontage designations are: 

 
 A. Pedestrian Commercial East Street Frontage 
 
 B. Pedestrian Commercial West Street Frontage 
 
 C. Arterial Street Frontage 
 
 D. Pedestrian Institutional Street Frontage 
 
 E. Pedestrian Residential Street Frontage 
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EXISTING 
FIGURE 10-1: VILLAGE CENTER STREET FRONTAGE MAP 
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10.5 PERMITTED AND SPECIAL USES 

Table 10-2: Village Center District Permitted and Special Uses lists permitted and special 
uses for the district. A “P” indicates that a use permitted within that district. An “S” 
indicates that a use a special use in that district and must obtain a special use permit as 
required in Section 5.3 (Special Use). No letter (i.e., a blank space), or the absence of the 
use from the table, indicates that use is not permitted within that district. 

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 
TABLE 10-2: VILLAGE CENTER DISTRICT PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 

P = Permitted Use   // S = Special Use 

USE 

DISTRICT 
USE 

STANDARDS 
Pedestrian 

Commercial 
East 

Pedestrian 
Commercial 

West 
Arterial Pedestrian 

Institutional 
Pedestrian 
Residential 

RESIDENTIAL USES 
Dwelling, Above the Ground Floor P P P P P Sec. 12.3.H 
Dwelling, Townhouse/Stacked Flat P S Sec. 12.3.I 
Dwelling, Multi-Family S 
Residential Care Facility  S S Sec. 12.3.W 
INSTITUTIONAL USES 
Cultural Facility S S S S S Sec. 12.3.D 
Day Care Center, Adult or Child S S Sec. 12.3.E 
Educational Facility, Vocational S Sec. 12.3.J 
Government Facility P P P P S 
Park/Playground S S S S S 
Place of Worship S S S Sec. 12.3.V 
Recreation Center S S S S 
Social Club or Lodge S S S S S Sec. 12.3.Y 
COMMERCIAL USES 
Animal Hospital S 
Art Gallery P P P P 
Art Studio S S P S 
Brew Pub S S S S 
Broadcasting Studio S S S 
Convenience Mart S S S 
Craft Brewery/Distillery S S S S 
Drive-Through Facility  
- For Financial Institution Only S S Sec. 12.3.G 

Financial Institution S S P 
Funeral Home S 
Gas Station S Sec. 12.3.K 
Health Club S S S 
Hotel/Motel S S S 
Indoor Amusement Facility S S S 
Kennel S S S Sec. 12.3.N 
Live Performance Venue S S S S 
Medical/Dental Clinic, Small S S P S 
Medical/Dental Clinic, Large S S PS 
Motor Vehicle Dealership S S Sec. 12.3.O 
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 
TABLE 10-2: VILLAGE CENTER DISTRICT PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 

P = Permitted Use   // S = Special Use 

USE 

DISTRICT 
USE 

STANDARDS 
Pedestrian 

Commercial 
East 

Pedestrian 
Commercial 

West 
Arterial Pedestrian 

Institutional 
Pedestrian 
Residential 

Motor Vehicle Rental 
Establishment S S Sec. 12.3.O 

Motor Vehicle Service and Repair, 
Minor S S Sec. 12.3.Q 

Office, Above the Ground Floor P P P P 
Office, Ground Floor S S P P 
Outdoor Dining P P P P Sec. 12.3.T 
Personal Services Establishment, 
Above the Ground Floor P P P P 

Personal Services Establishment, 
Ground Floor S S P P 

Pet Day Care Facility S S S S Sec. 12.3.N 
Printing and Photocopying 
Establishment S S 

Restaurant, Carry-Out/Delivery S S S S Sec. 12.3.X 
Restaurant, Full Service P P P P 
Restaurant, Limited Service S S S S 
Restaurant, Specialty P P P P 
Retail Goods Establishment P P P P 
Twenty-Four Hour Business Use S S S Sec. 12.3.Z 
OTHER 
Parking Lot (Principal Use) S S S S S Sec. 12.3.S.2 
Parking Structure (Principal Use) S S S S S Sec. 12.3.S.1 
Planned Unit Development S S S S S Article 6 
Utility S S S S S Sec. 12.3.AA 
Wind Turbines S S S S S Sec. 13.4.Y 
Wireless Telecommunications 
Equipment S S S S S Sec. 12.3.BB 
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ARTICLE 9. COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICTS 

9.2 PERMITTED AND SPECIAL USES 

Table 9-1: Commercial Zoning Districts Permitted and Special Uses lists permitted and 
special uses for the commercial districts. A “P” indicates that a use is permitted within that 
district. An “S” indicates that a use is a special use in that district and must obtain a special 
use permit as required in Section 5.3 (Special Use). No letter (i.e., a blank space), or the 
absence of the use from the table, indicates that use is not permitted within that district. 

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 
TABLE 9-1: COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICTS PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 

P = Permitted Use // S = Special Use 

USE 
DISTRICT 

USE STANDARDS 
NR NR-1 GC-1 GC-2 OR 

RESIDENTIAL USES 
Dwelling, Above the Ground Floor P P P Sec. 12.3.H 
Residential Care Facility  S Sec. 12.3.W 
INSTITUTIONAL USES 
Cultural Facility S S S Sec. 12.3.D 
Day Care Center, Adult or Child S S S S Sec. 12.3.E 
Educational Facility, Vocational S S PS S S Sec. 12.3.J 
Government Facility P P P P P 
Park/Playground P P P P P 
Place of Worship S S S Sec. 12.3.V 
Public Safety Facility S S S S S 
Public Works Facility S 
Recreation Center S S S S S 
Social Club or Lodge S S S Sec. 12.3.Y 
COMMERCIAL USES 
Animal Hospital S S P 
Art Gallery P P P 
Art Studio P P P 
Broadcasting Studio S S 
Brew Pub S S S 
Car Wash S Sec. 12.3.C 
Convenience Mart S S S 
Craft Brewery/Distillery S S S 
Drive-Through Facility S S Sec. 12.3.G 
Financial Institution P P P P 
Garden Center S 
Gas Station S S Sec. 12.3.K 
Health Club S S S 
Heavy Retail, Rental and Service S 
Hotel/Motel S 
Indoor Amusement Facility S S S 
Kennel S Sec. 12.3.N 
Live Performance Venue S S S 
Manufacturing, General S 
Medical/Dental Clinic, Small P P P P 
Medical/Dental Clinic, Large S S PS P 



Exhibit 4 10 

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 
TABLE 9-1: COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICTS PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 

P = Permitted Use // S = Special Use 

USE 
DISTRICT 

USE STANDARDS 
NR NR-1 GC-1 GC-2 OR 

Medical Cannabis Cultivation Center S 
Medical Cannabis Dispensing Organization S 
Motor Vehicle Dealership S S Sec. 12.3.O 
Motor Vehicle Operations Facility S 
Motor Vehicle Rental Establishment S S Sec. 12.3.O 
Motor Vehicle Service and Repair, Minor S S S S Sec. 12.3.Q 
Motor Vehicle Service and Repair, Major S Sec. 12.3.Q 
Office, Above the Ground Floor P P P P 
Office, Less than ten percent (10%) linear street 
frontage of the district (1) P P P P 

Office, ten percent (10%) or greater of linear street 
frontage of the district (2) S S P P 

Outdoor Dining P P P Sec. 12.3.T 
Outdoor Storage S Sec. 12.3.U 
Pawn Shop S S S S 
Personal Services Establishment P P P 
Pet Day Care Facility S S S Sec. 12.3.N 
Printing and Photocopying Establishment S S S 
Research and Development Facility S S 
Restaurant, Carry-Out/Delivery S S S Sec. 12.3.X 
Restaurant, Full Service P P P 
Restaurant, Limited Service S S S 
Restaurant, Specialty P P P 
Retail Goods Establishment P P P 
Twenty-Four Hour Business Use S S S S S Sec. 12.3.Z 
Warehouse/Distribution S 
OTHER 
Car-Sharing Spaces (Accessory Use) P P P P P Sec. 12.3.B 
Parking Lot (Principal Use) S S S Sec. 12.3.S.2 
Parking Structure (Principal Use) S S S Sec. 12.3.S.1 
Planned Unit Development S S S S S Article 6 
Utility S S S S S Sec. 12.3.AA 
Wind Turbines S S S S S Sec. 13.4.Y 
Wireless Telecommunications Equipment S S S S S Sec. 12.3.BB 

NOTES 
(1) Offices located at grade or up to eight (8) feet above or below grade, which occupy less than ten percent (10%) of frontage in the 

district where it is located. 
(2) Offices located at grade or up to eight (8) feet above or below grade, which occupy ten percent (10%) or more of frontage in the 

district where it is located. 





# 634010 

ORDINANCE NO. 2019-O-9 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF 2014 
(Zoning Code Amendments – Village Center) 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (hereinafter collectively referred to 

as the “Village Board”) of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (hereinafter the 

“Village”), find that the Village is a home rule municipal corporation as provided in Article VII, 

Section 6 of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois and, pursuant to said constitutional 

authority, may exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to its government and 

affairs; and, 

WHEREAS, on January 28, 2014, the Village Board passed ordinance 2014-O-5 which 

adopted the Zoning Ordinance of 2014; 

WHEREAS, the Land Use Committee sitting as a Special Zoning Committee, after giving due 

and proper notice as required by law, held a public hearing on December 4, 2018 to discuss 

amendments to uses and regulations of the VC and GC-1 zoning districts and thereafter filed with 

the President and Board of Trustees of the Village a report accompanied by findings of fact 

specifying the reasons for amending the Zoning Ordinance of 2014 to make the amendments; 

WHEREAS, the Village Board finds that the below amendments to the Zoning Ordinance of 

2014 improve the effectiveness of the Ordinance, are in keeping with the spirit of the Ordinance, 

meet the standards for amendments and promote the public health, safety, morals and welfare, 

and are otherwise in the public interest;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, in the exercise of its home rule 

power as follows: 
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SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals, and each of them, are hereby adopted as 

Section 1 of this Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in Chapter 

20, Zoning, in Article 10, Section 10.3 – Figure 10-1 Village Center Street Frontage Map, by 

replacing the existing Figure 10-1 with the following, so that Figure 10-1 Village Center Street 

Frontage Map shall hereafter provide as follows: 
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SECTION 3: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in Chapter 

20, Zoning, Article 10, Section 10.5, Permitted and Special Uses, Table 10-2 Village Center District 

Permitted and Special Uses, by deleting the text shown in strikethrough and inserting the new text 

shown in underlined, bold type below, so that said further Section 10.5, Table 10-2 shall hereafter 

read as follows:  

10.5 PERMITTED AND SPECIAL USES 
 
Table 10-2: Village Center District Permitted and Special Uses lists permitted and special 
uses for the district. A “P” indicates that a use permitted within that district. An “S” 
indicates that a use a special use in that district and must obtain a special use permit as 
required in Section 5.3 (Special Use). No letter (i.e., a blank space), or the absence of the 
use from the table, indicates that use is not permitted within that district. 

 
 

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 
TABLE 10-2: VILLAGE CENTER DISTRICT PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 

 
P = Permitted Use   // S = Special Use 

USE 

DISTRICT 
USE 

STANDARDS 
Pedestrian 

Commercial 
East 

Pedestrian 
Commercial 

West 
Arterial Pedestrian 

Institutional 
Pedestrian 
Residential 

RESIDENTIAL USES       
Dwelling, Above the Ground Floor  P P P P P Sec. 12.3.H 
Dwelling, Townhouse/Stacked Flat    P S Sec. 12.3.I 
Dwelling, Multi-Family      S  
Residential Care Facility     S S Sec. 12.3.W 
INSTITUTIONAL USES       
Cultural Facility S S S S S Sec. 12.3.D 
Day Care Center, Adult or Child   S  S Sec. 12.3.E 
Educational Facility, Vocational   S   Sec. 12.3.J 
Government Facility P P P P S  
Park/Playground S S S S S  
Place of Worship   S S S Sec. 12.3.V 
Recreation Center S S S S   
Social Club or Lodge S S S S S Sec. 12.3.Y 
COMMERCIAL USES       
Animal Hospital   S    
Art Gallery P P P  P  
Art Studio S S P  S  
Brew Pub S S S  S  
Broadcasting Studio S S S    
Convenience Mart S S S    
Craft Brewery/Distillery S S S  S  
Drive-Through Facility  
- For Financial Institution Only S  S   Sec. 12.3.G 
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 

TABLE 10-2: VILLAGE CENTER DISTRICT PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 
 

P = Permitted Use   // S = Special Use 

USE 

DISTRICT 
USE 

STANDARDS 
Pedestrian 

Commercial 
East 

Pedestrian 
Commercial 

West 
Arterial Pedestrian 

Institutional 
Pedestrian 
Residential 

Financial Institution S S P    
Funeral Home     S  
Gas Station   S   Sec. 12.3.K 
Health Club S S S    
Hotel/Motel S S S    
Indoor Amusement Facility S S S    
Kennel  S S  S Sec. 12.3.N 
Live Performance Venue S S S S   
Medical/Dental Clinic, Small S S P  S  
Medical/Dental Clinic, Large S S PS    
Motor Vehicle Dealership  S S   Sec. 12.3.O 
Motor Vehicle Rental 
Establishment  S S   Sec. 12.3.O 

Motor Vehicle Service and Repair, 
Minor  S S   Sec. 12.3.Q 

Office, Above the Ground Floor P P P  P  
Office, Ground Floor S S P  P  
Outdoor Dining P P P  P Sec. 12.3.T 
Personal Services Establishment, 
Above the Ground Floor P P P  P  

Personal Services Establishment, 
Ground Floor S S P  P  

Pet Day Care Facility S S S  S Sec. 12.3.N 
Printing and Photocopying 
Establishment  S S    

Restaurant, Carry-Out/Delivery S S S  S Sec. 12.3.X 
Restaurant, Full Service P P P  P  
Restaurant, Limited Service S S S  S  
Restaurant, Specialty P P P  P  
Retail Goods Establishment P P P  P  
Twenty-Four Hour Business Use S S S   Sec. 12.3.Z 
OTHER       
Parking Lot (Principal Use) S S S S S Sec. 12.3.S.2 
Parking Structure (Principal Use) S S S S S Sec. 12.3.S.1 
Planned Unit Development S S S S S Article 6 
Utility S S S S S Sec. 12.3.AA 
Wind Turbines S S S S S Sec. 13.4.Y 
Wireless Telecommunications 
Equipment S S S S S Sec. 12.3.BB 
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SECTION 4: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in Chapter 

20, Zoning, Article 9, Section 9.2, Permitted and Special Uses, Table 9-1 Commercial Zoning 

Districts Permitted and Special Uses, by deleting the text shown in strikethrough and inserting the 

new text shown in underlined, bold type below, so that said further Section 9.2, Table 9-1 shall 

hereafter read as follows:  

 
9.2 PERMITTED AND SPECIAL USES 

 
Table 9-1: Commercial Zoning Districts Permitted and Special Uses lists permitted and 
special uses for the commercial districts. A “P” indicates that a use is permitted within 
that district. An “S” indicates that a use is a special use in that district and must obtain a 
special use permit as required in Section 5.3 (Special Use). No letter (i.e., a blank space), 
or the absence of the use from the table, indicates that use is not permitted within that 
district. 
 

 
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 

TABLE 9-1: COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICTS PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 
P = Permitted Use // S = Special Use 

 

USE 
DISTRICT 

USE STANDARDS 
NR NR-1 GC-1 GC-2 OR 

RESIDENTIAL USES       
Dwelling, Above the Ground Floor  P P P   Sec. 12.3.H 
Residential Care Facility  S     Sec. 12.3.W 
INSTITUTIONAL USES       
Cultural Facility S S S   Sec. 12.3.D 
Day Care Center, Adult or Child S S S  S Sec. 12.3.E 
Educational Facility, Vocational S S PS S S Sec. 12.3.J 
Government Facility P P P P P  
Park/Playground P P P P P  
Place of Worship S S S   Sec. 12.3.V 
Public Safety Facility S S S S S  
Public Works Facility    S   
Recreation Center S S S S S  
Social Club or Lodge S S S   Sec. 12.3.Y 
COMMERCIAL USES       
Animal Hospital S S P    
Art Gallery P P P    
Art Studio P P P    
Broadcasting Studio   S S   
Brew Pub S S S    
Car Wash    S  Sec. 12.3.C 
Convenience Mart S S S    
Craft Brewery/Distillery S S S    
Drive-Through Facility S  S   Sec. 12.3.G 
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 

TABLE 9-1: COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICTS PERMITTED & SPECIAL USES 
P = Permitted Use // S = Special Use 

 

USE 
DISTRICT 

USE STANDARDS 
NR NR-1 GC-1 GC-2 OR 

Financial Institution P P P  P  
Garden Center    S   
Gas Station   S S  Sec. 12.3.K 
Health Club S S S    
Heavy Retail, Rental and Service    S   
Hotel/Motel     S  
Indoor Amusement Facility S S S    
Kennel    S  Sec. 12.3.N 
Live Performance Venue S S S    
Manufacturing, General    S   
Medical/Dental Clinic, Small P P P  P  
Medical/Dental Clinic, Large S S PS  P  
Medical Cannabis Cultivation Center    S   
Medical Cannabis Dispensing Organization   S    
Motor Vehicle Dealership   S S  Sec. 12.3.O 
Motor Vehicle Operations Facility    S   
Motor Vehicle Rental Establishment   S S  Sec. 12.3.O 
Motor Vehicle Service and Repair, Minor S S S S  Sec. 12.3.Q 
Motor Vehicle Service and Repair, Major     S  Sec. 12.3.Q 
Office, Above the Ground Floor P P P  P  
Office, Less than ten percent (10%) linear street 
frontage of the district (1) P P P  P  

Office, ten percent (10%) or greater of linear 
street frontage of the district (2) S S P  P  

Outdoor Dining P P P   Sec. 12.3.T 
Outdoor Storage    S  Sec. 12.3.U 
Pawn Shop S S S S   
Personal Services Establishment P P P    
Pet Day Care Facility S S S   Sec. 12.3.N 
Printing and Photocopying Establishment S S S    
Research and Development Facility    S S  
Restaurant, Carry-Out/Delivery  S S S   Sec. 12.3.X 
Restaurant, Full Service P P P    
Restaurant, Limited Service S S S    
Restaurant, Specialty P P P    
Retail Goods Establishment P P P    
Twenty-Four Hour Business Use S S S S S Sec. 12.3.Z 
Warehouse/Distribution    S   
OTHER       
Car-Sharing Spaces (Accessory Use) P P P P P Sec. 12.3.B 
Parking Lot (Principal Use) S S S   Sec. 12.3.S.2 
Parking Structure (Principal Use) S S S   Sec. 12.3.S.1 
Planned Unit Development S S S S S Article 6 
Utility S S S S S Sec. 12.3.AA 
Wind Turbines S S S S S Sec. 13.4.Y 
Wireless Telecommunications Equipment S S S S S Sec. 12.3.BB 

 
NOTES 
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(1) Offices located at grade or up to eight (8) feet above or below grade, which occupy less than ten percent (10%) of frontage in the 
district where it is located. 

(2) Offices located at grade or up to eight (8) feet above or below grade, which occupy ten percent (10%) or more of frontage in the 
district where it is located. 

  
 
 

SECTION 5: Codifier’s Authority.  The Village’s codifier is authorized and hereby directed, 

to adjust section and paragraph numbering as may be necessary to render this ordinance consistent 

with the numbering of the Village Code. 

SECTION 6: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from its passage, approval 

and publication as provided by law.  This Ordinance shall be published in pamphlet form. 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 

22nd  day of January, 2019, according to the following roll call vote: 

 

AYES:       None.            

NAYS: None.            

ABSTAIN: None.            

ABSENT: None._______________________        

 

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 22nd  day of January, 

2019. 

 

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

Published in pamphlet form January 23, 2019. 



3.7 
1-22-19

Report to the Village Board 
from the  

Appearance Review Commission 

Recommendation: The Commission recommends granting sign variation to install a 
ground sign on a property with less than 100 feet of frontage, with 
the condition that the dark bronze finish will be continued to 
bottom of the sign. 

Case Number: 2018-AR-36 

Property: 3612 Lake Avenue 

Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail 

Petitioner: Zukowski Center 

Request: The petitioner requests a sign variation to install a ground sign on 
a property with less than 100 feet of frontage. 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers
Ordinances: 20-5.5, Sign Variation

20-16.D.1, Ground Sign Frontage

Meeting Date:  January 7, 2019 

Date of Application: October 18, 2018 

Appearance Review Chair Woleben-Meade Yes 
Commission Vote: Commissioner Andric Yes 

Commissioner Brill Yes 
Commissioner Castellano Yes 
Commissioner Smith Yes 
Commissioner Saad Yes 
Commissioner Smith Yes 

Village Board Date: January 22, 2019 

Notices: Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on December 20, 2018 
Certificate of Posting dated, December 19, 2018 
Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, December 11, 2018 

Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
Business Development Coordinator 



Case 2018-AR-36 
 3612 Lake Avenue 
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Description of the Property 
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Lake Avenue approximately 125 feet west of Manor 
Drive.  It has 93.9 feet of frontage along Lake Avenue and is improved with a two-story commercial office 
building and surface parking. 
 
To the north are single-family homes, to the east is an automobile service station, to the south is a two-
story office building and to the west is a storage facility and ComEd overhead power lines. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests a sign variation to install a ground sign on a property with less than 100 feet of 
frontage. 
 
An existing ground sign is located near the west property line and displays the property address and 
name of the office building.  The proposed ground sign would replace the existing ground sign in the 
same location.  It is proposed to be eight (8) feet in height and 30 square feet in area, as measured above 
the stone sign base.  It will have an opaque metal sign face with cut-out letters backed with white 
translucent material.  The sign would be internally illuminated with only the letters being illuminated. 
 
While the size of the sign is conforming, the ordinance specifies a use must have at least 100 feet of 
frontage in order to display a ground sign.  The use has 93.9 feet of frontage along Lake Avenue; 
therefore, a sign variation is required to permit a ground sign to be installed on a property with less than 
100 feet of frontage. 
 
Action Required 
The Village Board may grant the requested sign variation provided they determine the proposal meets 
the following standards of review. 
 
Sign Variation Standards of Review 
 

Unusual Circumstances: 
A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location, 
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the 
neighboring property, which directly affects the petitioner’s property. 
 
Character and Appearance: 
A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the 
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property. 
 
Not Self-Created: 
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will 
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject 
property. 
 
 
 



Case 2018-AR-36 
 3612 Lake Avenue 
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Health, Safety and Welfare: 
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of 
neighboring properties’ signage. 
 
Purpose of Ordinance: 
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance. 

 
Case File Documents 

Location Maps and Plans 
 
1.1 Aerial 
1.2 Plat of Survey 
1.3 Sign Plan 

 
Case Minutes 

 
2018-AR-36 Zukowski Center 
3612 Lake Avenue Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2018-AR-36, 3612 Lake Avenue, Zukowski Center, requesting a sign 
variation to install a sign on a property with less than 100 feet of frontage. 
 
Mr. Carlos Tinoco said he was with the sign company, Vision Signs, and could answer any 
questions the commission had about the sign. 
 
Mr. Smith asked for the size of the sign that was being removed. 
 
Mr. Tinoco said the sign was five feet in height.  The proposed sign was six feet in height plus 
the base.  They wanted to raise the height of the sign so that the bottom line of text was taller 
than the existing shrubs that surrounded the sign. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade ask for confirmation that the existing vegetation and berm would remain. 
 
Mr. Tinoco confirmed both would remain.  They would use the same foundation and just sleeve 
the existing sign off and sleeve the new sign onto the existing pole. 
 
Mr. Brill asked if the sign would be lighted. 
 
Mr. Tinoco said the sign would be internally illuminated, but only the letters on the tenant 
panels would appear illuminated.  The background would be opaque.  The existing sign is 
illuminated by florescent bulbs.  They would be converting to LED with the new sign. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the applicant had told him before the meeting that they would prefer to not 
have a more substantial masonry foundation so that they could keep the existing shrubs 
surrounding the existing sign. 
 



Case 2018-AR-36 
 3612 Lake Avenue 
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Mr. Tinoco said if they had to use a masonry foundation they would need to remove the 
existing shrubs to dig for and pour a new foundation.  They were proposing to use the same 
material as the rest of the sign instead of a stone foundation as shown in the plans. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the unusual circumstance would be the width of the lot.  The 
applicant stated they were three feet short of the required width.  An existing ground sign was 
there and the proposed ground sign did not vary greatly so there was essentially no change in 
character of the neighborhood.  A better sign will help with wayfinding and potentially increase 
safety. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade added that there are much taller signs in the area. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said ground signs along Lake Avenue are permitted up to 15 feet in height. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if they do any quality control on the sign including grinding down the pole. 
 
Mr. Tinoco said they grind down the existing pole and paint it white so you do not see a 
shadow once the new sign is sleaved onto the pole. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked for the specific finish for the sign. 
 
Mr. Tinoco said it would be a Mathew’s paint in dark bronze. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The commission found that the proposed ground sign would not alter the character of the 
neighborhood.  The proposed sign was being replaced to help to better identify the new tenants 
in the building.  The improved identification should help with the safety along Lake Avenue. 
 
Decision 
Ms. Andric moved to recommend approval of Case 2018-AR-36, 3612 Lake Avenue, 
Zukowski Center, requesting a sign variation to install a ground sign on a property with less 
than 100 feet of frontage, with the condition that the dark bronze finish will be continued to 
bottom of the sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-
Meade and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Smith moved to authorize the chairperson to prepare the report and recommendation for 
the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2018-AR-36.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Miller.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, 
Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 



ORDINANCE NO. 2019-O-10 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING WALL SIGN VARIATION 

(3612 Lake Avenue) 

WHEREAS, Zukowski Center (“Applicant”) has requested a sign variation from Section 20-

5.5, and Section 20-16.D.1 of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, Applicant requests a sign variation 

(referred to the “Requested Variation”) to install a ground sign upon the subject property – that has 

less than 100 feet of frontage upon – commonly known as 3612 Lake Avenue, Wilmette, Cook 

County, Illinois, and legally described as:  

All of Lot 2 and Lots 3 and 4 (except the East 165 feet of said Lots 3 and 4) in Johnston’s 
Subdivision recorded August 8, 1957 as Document 16980168 of parts of Lot 4 in Block 10 in 
Lakewood Manor, a Subdivision of part the West 10 acres of the East 40 acres of the South 
60 acres of the East 1/2 of the Southwest 1/4 of Section 30, Township 42 North, Range 13, 
East of the Third Principal Meridian, in the Village of Wilmette, in Cook County, Illinois. 

WHEREAS, on January 7, 2019, the Appearance Review Commission held a public hearing on 

the application and recommended approval of the requested sign variations; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois in the exercise of its home rule authority as follows: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals are hereby made a part of this Ordinance 

and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The Requested Variation is hereby granted, with the condition that a dark 

bronze finish will be continued to bottom of the sign. 

SECTION 3: The Director of Community Development of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 

hereby is authorized and directed to issue the necessary permits to allow the proposed construction, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted to the Village Board and as approved by this Ordinance. 

SECTION 4: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 
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PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 

22nd day of January 2019, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: None._____________________________________________________________

_ 

NAYS: None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSTAIN: None._________________________________________________________ 

ABSENT: None._________________________________________________________ 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, the 22nd day of January, 

2019. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
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3.8 
1-22-19 

Report to the Village Board 
from the  

Appearance Review Commission 

Recommendation: The Commission recommends granting a sign variation to install 
two canopy signs with the condition that the signs are turned off at 
10 pm. 

Case Number: 2019-AR-02 

Property: 808 Linden Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Petitioner: St. Francis Xavier Parish 

Request: The petitioner requests a sign variation to install two canopy signs. 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.5, Sign Variation 

20-16.10.A.1(c), General Sign Restrictions 

Meeting Date:  January 7, 2019 

Date of Application: November 14, 2018 

Appearance Review  Chair Woleben-Meade Yes 
Commission Vote: Commissioner Andric Yes 

Commissioner Brill Yes 
Commissioner Castellano Yes 
Commissioner Smith Yes 
Commissioner Saad Yes 
Commissioner Smith Yes 

Village Board Date: January 22, 2019 

Notices: Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on December 20, 2018 
Certificate of Posting dated, December 19, 2018 
Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, December 21, 2018 

Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
Business Development Coordinator 



Case 2019-AR-02 
 808 Linden Avenue 
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Description of the Property 
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Linden Avenue between 8th and 9th Streets.  It is 
approximately 70,000 square feet and improved with an existing 2 ½-story brick building and a 2-story 
brick and limestone building. 
 
To the north of the alley are an existing parish building, single-family homes and playfield.  To the east 
are two single-family homes.  To the south across Linden Avenue are single-family homes and across 9th 
Street to the west is the church associated with the subject property.  All of the surrounding properties are 
zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests a sign variation to install two canopy signs. 
 
As part of the recent addition to the building, the petitioner is requesting approval for a canopy sign to be 
displayed at each entrance to the new addition.  One entrance is facing 9th Street to the west and the other 
entrance is facing the alley and additional school parking to the north.  Each sign is pin mounted to the 
front face of the canopy.  The individual letters have a stainless steel face and return with a clear backing 
to provide a reverse-lit appearance against the face of the canopy.  No exterior illumination including 
spotlights are proposed. 
 
Institutional uses located in residential zoning districts are permitted to display wall or ground signs only.  
Other signs including canopy signs are not permitted; therefore, a variation to display two canopy signs is 
required. 
 
Action Required 
The Village Board may grant the requested sign variation provided they determine the proposal meets 
the following standards of review. 
 
Sign Variation Standards of Review 
 

Unusual Circumstances: 
A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location, 
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the 
neighboring property, which directly affects the petitioner’s property. 
 
Character and Appearance: 
A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the 
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property. 
 
Not Self-Created: 
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will 
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject 
property. 
 
 



Case 2019-AR-02 
 808 Linden Avenue 
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Health, Safety and Welfare: 
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of 
neighboring properties’ signage. 
 
Purpose of Ordinance: 
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance. 

 
Case File Documents 

Location Maps and Plans 
 
1.1 Aerial 
1.2 Sign Type E1 
1.3 Sign Type E2 
1.4 Elevation 
1.5 Plan View 
1.6 Section View 

 
Case Minutes 

January 7, 2019 St. Francis Xavier Parish 
808 Linden Avenue Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2019-AR-02, 808 Linden Avenue, St. Francis Xavier Parish, 
requesting a variation to install two canopy signs. 
 
Ms. Martina Stoycheva said they were before the commission in November with their 
preliminary proposal.  They took the commission’s comments into consideration and chose to 
not go with a spot light.  They are now proposing backlighting the sign.  This will reduce the 
amount of light pollution and streamline the design.  One of the signs will be located on the 
canopy over the main entrance from the parking lot.  This will be used for the majority of 
daytime usage.  The other sign will be located on the canopy facing north towards the parking 
area north of the alley.  This will be the main entrance for afterhours activities. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if they had considered hours of operation protocol for the signs. 
 
Ms. Stoycheva said they had not, but they could. 
 
Mr. Brill asked if these signs would be needed in the evening.  He wanted to know if 
illumination of the signs could be limited to hours during which there was an activity. 
 
Mr. Chris Vallace said there were evening activities where they would want the sign 
illuminated.  They took the commission’s comments into account to try and reduce the impact 
that an illuminated sign might have on neighbors. 
 
Ms. Stoycheva showed a site plan to the commission that showed the relationship of the signs 
to the surrounding properties, many of which are parish owned. 
 



Case 2019-AR-02 
 808 Linden Avenue 
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Mr. Saad asked who owned the property north of the alley and west of the proposed 
gymnasium sign. 
 
Mr. Vallace said that is a separately owned residential property. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said there was an unusual circumstance for a school to be located in a 
residential area.  Other than possibly the lighting she didn’t hear of any indication the signs 
would impact the character of the neighborhood.  Wayfinding is important to create a safe area 
for the kids who are walking from the parking lot to the entrance.  The proposed signs help 
wayfinding. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if there were other locations where schools in residential districts had 
illuminated signs. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said public schools are not required to obtain sign permits from the Village.  All 
governmental bodies are exempt from the sign regulations.  He is not that familiar with the type 
of signs public schools display.  St. Joes and Baker School have both been approved for 
illuminated ground signs, but neither sign has been installed yet. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she thought it was reasonable to request the signs be turned off at 10 
pm. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked how the sign would be internally illuminated. 
 
Ms. Stoycheva said the letters would be hollow and the led strips would be installed facing 
inward and not towards the rear of the letter so as not to give the appearance of hot spotting. 
 
Mr. Brill asked if the proposed illumination fell within the requirements of the code. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the amount of illumination would fall well within the allowance of the code. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The commission found the applicant was faced with an unusual circumstance because the 
school was located in a residential district, however their proposed signs were largely facing 
interior to the property.  The proposed signs would have limited impact on neighboring 
properties because of the proposed reverse-lit design.  The signs will also help increase 
wayfinding and safety in the area. 
 
Decision 
Mr. Smith moved to recommend approval of Case 2019-AR-02, 808 Linden Avenue, St. 
Francis Xavier Parish, for a sign variation to install two canopy signs with the condition that 
the signs are turned off at 10 pm.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Chair 
Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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 808 Linden Avenue 
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Mr. Smith moved to authorize the chairperson to prepare the report and recommendations for 
the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2019-AR-02.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Miller.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, 
Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 



ORDINANCE NO. 2019-O-11 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING CANOPY SIGN VARIATION 

(808 Linden Avenue) 

WHEREAS, St. Francis Xavier Parish (“Applicant”) has requested a sign variation from 

Section 20-5.5 and Section 20-16.10.A.1(c) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, Applicant requests a 

sign variation (referred to the “Requested Variation”) to install two canopy signs upon the subject 

property commonly known as 808 Linden  Avenue, Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, and legally 

described as:  

Lots 10 to 16 both inclusive, in McDaniel’s and Company’s Subdivision of Block 14 in the 
Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois. 

WHEREAS, on January 7, 2019, the Appearance Review Commission held a public hearing on 

the application and recommended approval of the requested sign variations; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois in the exercise of its home rule authority as follows: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals are hereby made a part of this Ordinance 

and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The Requested Variation is hereby granted, with the condition that signs are 

turned off at 10:00 p.m. and not turned back on until the time authorized by the Village Code   

SECTION 3: The Director of Community Development of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 

hereby is authorized and directed to issue the necessary permits to allow the proposed construction, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted to the Village Board and as approved by this Ordinance. 

SECTION 4: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 

22nd day of January 2019, according to the following roll call vote: 



2 

AYES: None.     __________________________________________________________ 

NAYS: None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSTAIN: None._________________________________________________________ 

ABSENT: None._________________________________________________________ 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, the 22nd day of January, 

2019. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 



����������	�
��������������������������� 
�!
��"#$���	���%������&''�(")*�!�(�!��+�	�� ,� ���-.



No Scale

St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church

9th Street & Linden Avenue

Wilmette, IL 60091

12“ (h) X 2“ (thick) fabricated stainless steel Optima Regular.

Horizonal brushed faces and returns. LED illumination. Clear acrylic backers.

Pin mounted to beam above entrance with standoffs

Q = 1 set

09-18-18

E1

Sign Type E1

Dimensional Letters - Lit

11-07-18: changed size

12“

224“



No Scale

St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church

9th Street & Linden Avenue

Wilmette, IL 60091

12“ (h) X 2“ (thick) fabricated stainless steel Optima Regular.

Horizonal brushed faces and returns. LED illumination. Clear acrylic backers.

Pin mounted to beam above entrance with standoffs

Q = 1 set

09-18-18

E2

Sign Type E2

Dimensional Letters - Lit

11-07-18: changed size

11-12-18: changed size

12“

101.2“



No Scale

St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church

9th Street & Linden Avenue

Wilmette, IL 60091

11-07-18

E - elevation

West Elevation

South Elevation

E1

E2

11-12-18

11-14-18



No Scale

St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church

9th Street & Linden Avenue

Wilmette, IL 60091

11-07-18

E - plan

N

E1

E2

11-12-18



No Scale

St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church

9th Street & Linden Avenue

Wilmette, IL 60091

11-07-18

E - section

Sign Type E1 & E2
Section View (typical)

VARIES 20“

2“ 1.5“
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brought to transformer

location by others

Letter form with
horizontal brushed

face & sides
(NOTE: insides
painted white)

Clear acrylic
backer

1/4“ (dia.) mill
finish aluminum

spacer

LED modules
pointed toward
inside of letter

to eliminate hot-spotting

Wire
lead



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.9 
 

Page 1 of 1 
 

   
 
       
SUBJECT: 2018-Z-53 819 Michigan Avenue – Request to Table to February 26, 2019 
  
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019     
 
FROM:   Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Table case 2018-Z-53, a request for a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) total floor area variation, 
an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, 
and a variation to modify the approval granted by ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over 
an addition and a stairway housing on the legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan 
Avenue, to February 26, 2019. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals voted to make a negative recommendation on this request at 
their December 19, 2018 meeting. The Village Board was scheduled to hear the request on 
January 8, 2019 but the applicant requested that it be tabled to January 22, 2019. The applicant 
is again requesting more time to consider their application and because of an expected 
absence at the February 12, 2019 Village Board meeting, the applicant is requesting that the 
case be tabled to February 26, 2019. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 
None 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/819+Michigan+Ave,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0787102,-87.6915563,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fdac8c3759605:0x21231b97a02594bf!8m2!3d42.0787102!4d-87.6893676
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com


REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
request for a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) total floor area 
variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height 
variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a 
variation to modify the approval granted by ordinance 2016-
O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and a stairway 
housing on the legal non-conforming structure at 819 
Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2018-Z-53 

Property:  819 Michigan Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant:  Dan O’Bara and Sarah Lyke 

Nature of Application: Request for a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) total floor area 
variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height 
variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a 
variation to modify the approval granted by ordinance 2016-
O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and a stairway 
housing on the legal non-conforming structure 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 2.4 

Section 2.5.D 
Section 5.4 
Section 8.3 
Section 8.3.A.2 
Section 17.4.C 
Section 17.4.D 

Hearing Date:  December 19, 2018 

Date of Application: July 18, 2018 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  No 
John Kolleng  Yes 
Christine Norrick Yes 
Michael Robke Not Present 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 

3.9 
1-22-19 





Case 2018-Z-53 
819 Michigan Avenue 

 

 

3 

roof. The flat roof characterization of the home has no impact on adjacent properties. The stairway 
housing is located in the center of the home and property with the least impact on adjoining 
properties. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
While the stairway housing is visible from a distance, it does not impact the immediate appearance 
from the street. 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the west side of Michigan Avenue approximately 225’ north of 
Washington Avenue. The Subject Property has 57.0’ of frontage on Michigan Avenue and is 171.0’ 
deep. The Subject Property has an area of 9,747.0 square feet and is improved with a two-story home 
and detached two-car garage.   
 
To the north, south, and west are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. To the east is property zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached 
Residence, and improved with Gillson Park. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioners are requesting to retain a flat roof over the rear addition that was previously 
approved and to retain a stairway housing. 
 
The rear addition was constructed with a roof having a pitch of 3 to 12 or less, which is defined 
by the Zoning Ordinance to be a flat roof. With the area of the flat roof over the addition in 
combination with the flat roof portions of the existing house, the house has a flat roof area of 
631.62 square feet. The Zoning Ordinance states that for the purposes of determining height, a 
single-family home shall be determined to have a flat roof if the area of the roof that is flat is 
greater than 25% of the area of the second floor. The area of the second floor, inclusive of the 
approved addition, is 2,051.79 square feet. Twenty-five percent of the existing second floor area 
is 512.95 square feet. Because the flat roof area exceeds 25% of the second floor area, the house 
is considered to have a flat roof. The Zoning Ordinance limits the height of single-family homes 
with a “predominantly” flat roof to 27.0’ and two stories. The petitioners are proposing a roof that 
is 31% flat. However, due to another provision in the Ordinance defining a roof that is greater than 
25% flat as a flat roof, the petitioner’s property is deemed to be a three-story flat roof dwelling 
with the associated height and story limitations. As a result, the petitioners are seeking three 
variances related to this issue: one for the story and two for the height (house height and stair 
housing height). Because the existing home is 35.0’, an 8.0’ height variation is required. Because 
the existing attic meets the definition of a story, a one-story height variation is required. 
 
The stairway housing has overall dimensions of 7.08’ x 11.0’ and provides roof access through a 
vertical door rather than through a hatch as originally proposed. The stairway housing has a 
skylight for a roof structure that has an overall height of 39.34’ and a pitch of 5 to 12. Much of the 
area of the housing was located within the original roofline and was previously included in the 
attic floor area calculations. The stairway housing projects 1.15’ beyond the original rafter line 
and adds 8.14 square feet of floor area. With this additional 8.14 square feet, the total floor area is 
5,426.4 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits total floor area to 4,450.85 square feet, 
a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) floor area variation is required. A 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total 
floor area variation was previously granted by ordinance 2016-O-27. 
 
The stairway housing has an overall height of 39.34’. The Zoning Ordinance permits stairway 
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housings to encroach into the height limit by 12.0’. Because the house is considered a flat roof 
structure with a height limit of 27.0’, the maximum permitted height of the stairway housing is 
39.0’. Because the stairway housing has a height of 39.34’, a 0.34’ stairway housing height 
variation is required. 
 
The current/proposed construction is altered from what was approved through zoning case 2016-
Z-07. The stairway housing is a new element in place of a previously proposed roof hatch. The flat 
roof over the addition had originally been shown but was changed after Village Board approval 
because a flat roof area variation had not previously been identified as requiring relief. Therefore, 
the stairway housing is a change to the plans approved by ordinance 2016-O-27. 
 

Flat Roof Area Calculations 
Approved Second Floor Area = 2,051.79 square feet 

 
2,051.79 s.f. x .25 = 512.95 s.f. maximum flat roof area 

Existing/proposed flat roof area = 631.62 s.f.* 
512.95 – 631.62 = 118.67 s.f. variation 

 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
819 Michigan Avenue Case 2016-Z-07 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
Other Flat Roof Variation Requests 
 
This is the first variation request for this code requirement, which was new in the Zoning Ordinance 
that went into effect on April 1, 2014. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 2.4 defines a flat roof has having a pitch of not more than 3 inches to 12 inches. 
 
Section 2.5.D establishes that for the purpose of determining the maximum height of a single-family 
dwelling, the dwelling shall be determined to have a flat roof if the area of the roof that is flat is great 
than 25% of the area of the second floor.  
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a maximum height of 35’ and two-and-one-half 
stories for a single-family dwelling. 
 
Section 8.3.A.2 states that single-family dwellings with a predominantly flat roof may not exceed a 
maximum height of 27’ and two stories. 
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Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) total floor area variation, 
an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, 
and a variation to modify the approval granted by ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over 
an addition and a stairway housing on the legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan Avenue, 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-53. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Plan 
 1.5 Basement Demolition Plan 
 1.6 First Floor and Second Floor Demolition Plans 
 1.7 Foundation/Basement Plan 
 1.8 First Floor Plan 
 1.9 Second Floor Plan 
 1.10 Attic Floor Plan 
 1.11 Roof Plan 
 1.12 Building Section Looking South 
 1.13 Building Section Looking East 
 1.14 South and East Elevations 
 1.15 West and North Elevations 
 1.16 Flat Roof Calculations 
 1.17 Full Set of Plans dated December 12, 2018 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application with attachments 
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 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 

October 16, 2018 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 

October 18, 2018 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated October 12, 2018 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, October 25, 2018 
 2.8 Revised Total Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.9 Case 2016-Z-07 819 Michigan Avenue 
 2.10 Village Board Meeting Minutes, May 24, 2018 
 2.11 Ordinance 2016-O-27 
 2.12 Letter from Ray and Donna Balzano, 809 Michigan Avenue, 

dated November 1, 2018 
 2.13 Support letter signed by neighbors, submitted November 2, 

2018 
 2.14 Letter from Ray and Donna Balzano, 809 Michigan Avenue, 

dated December 17, 2018 
 2.15 Memo with attachment from staff dated December 18, 2018 
 
Minutes from the November 7, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Sarah Lyke, applicant 
   819 Michigan Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Lyke said that she was requesting that the case be tabled to December 5, 2018.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the December 5, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Boyer and Robke were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
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Minutes from the December 5, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicants were not available on December 5, 2018 and 

have requested that the case be tabled to December 19, 2018. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to continue the case to the December 19, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Ms. Norrick was not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
 
Minutes from the December 19, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Sarah Lyke, applicant 
   819 Michigan Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Dan O’Bara, applicant 
   819 Michigan Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) total floor 

area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height variation, a 0.34’ stairway 
housing height variation, and a variation to modify the approval granted by 
ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and a stairway housing 
on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on 
January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Lyke said they have lived in the village for 18 years. Over 2.5 years ago they 
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got approval for a variance and they are back because of two specific issues.  
 
  She provided background about how and why they decided to build out attic space 

after the first variance which has been the subject of questions. When they were 
before the board in 2016, they said they wanted a first-floor family room. This home 
was built in 1936 and was sold as a potential tear down. They knew there was 
substantial work to be done. They wanted to save the home but with modern 
amenities like a family room. The attic was the main challenge. There were very 
high ceilings in the attic space, 12’. Regardless of how the space was used it counted 
as FAR. New houses avoid that issue because everyone builds to the maximum 
height on first and second floors.  

 
  Before this board and the Village Board, they said it was their understanding that it 

would be complicated and expensive to address the attic space. It was not built as 
a living space. There were small side windows. There was no access except for a 
pull-down ladder. There was really no place to put stairs. The joists were undersized 
and attached to undersized rafters with a friction connection up and off loadbearing 
walls. Their architect confirmed those issues. After the Village Board meeting, they 
spent months putting plans together in far more detail. They met with five structural 
engineers to address many issues and problems.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer asked the purpose of meeting with five structural engineers if they were 

not finishing the attic.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said this was in between Village Board approval and submitting 

permits. They were trying to explore possibilities and how involved it would be.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said they knew there were other issues like no headers over windows. So 

they consulted structural engineers about this.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that once they got approval from the Village Board, they wanted 

to see what they could or could not do.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy noted that they consulted structural engineers about headers over 

windows.  
 
  Mr. O'Bara said that was completely unrelated. It is a secondary issue. The issue at 

hand with the attic was the joists and the rafters, which were undersized. He 
explained more issues with joists and rafters. They were advised that they would 
have to sister every joist and rafter, which is what they did and to replace the 
flooring. They had to do a tongue and groove flooring, ¾” glued to the joists.  There 
is a lot of work to make the attic usable.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked if their impression when they left the Village Board meeting 

was that the Village Board said to build out the attic.  
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  Mr. O’Bara said that was accurate.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said her impression was that they were not prohibiting them from doing 

that. It was of far less interest to them than getting a first-floor family room. The 
Village Board did not put on conditions and the applicants thought they could 
explore what their options were. They wanted to ensure that the house was 
structurally sound whether or not they did something with the attic. There were 
issues coming up during that time.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer said that Village Board minutes did not say anything about specifically 

building out that space, but they did say that based on what the applicant said that 
they would not build out the space.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said he read it the same way as Mr. Boyer. In the minutes, it said 

they were not doing the space because it would cost too much and would the Village 
Board give them the variance to add on to the back of the house.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said they should have clarified what the Village Board was granting 

approval for. They did go to village staff and asked them.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said that the decision is based on the variance and testimony.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said at that time they were focused on the first-floor family room.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said they had already done some investigation because they knew that 

the attic was not suitable; someone had to have looked at it.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that they knew from their architect.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they did not know how expensive the work would be.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said they had the opportunity to do that before the variance. They had 

already talked to a structural engineer who told them how expensive it potentially 
could be.  

 
  Ms. Lyke said they had an architect and had not talked to a structural engineer at 

that time.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that they don’t need to speak with a structural engineer to build a 

home.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they did not talk to structural engineers between the time they 

spoke to the zoning and village boards. He is a program engineer and he spoke with 
colleagues at work. They also spoke with residential architects as they were closer 
to the permit process. But none of that happened between the zoning and village 
boards. That happened at the permitting stage. They did not know what they could 
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or could not do or how much it would cost until the Village Board said that they 
could keep the house. The Village Board did not put stipulations on saving the 
house.  It was not a family room or an attic. They said they were getting penalized 
for putting on a family room because of the attic. It was the distribution of the floors 
and the ceiling heights. Some of the second floor height comes from the attic. The 
last foot of the second floor is into the attic. They felt that because they had the lot 
coverage and they wanted to modernize the home with a family room, they didn’t 
want to be penalized for extra high attic space.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Schneider said that the applicant testified under oath before the board that to 

use the third floor for other than storage was not structurally feasible.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said at the time it was not structurally feasible. He explained why.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said that in making that statement, the applicant was implying that 

they were not going to use that space.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it was unusable unless they put in a lot of money and time, which 

has proven to be the case. Their point was that it was not usable now and would 
take time, effort and money to make it usable.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Schneider said that the architect indicated they would have to remove the entire 

roof.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he did not know what the architect meant by this. The architect is 

not at the meeting this evening. If they took off the roof, they would void the 
variance. They went to great lengths to save the slate. They didn’t want to disturb 
that more than they had to.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Schneider asked the basement height.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it is 8’. 
 
 3.36 Mr. Schneider said that the applicant originally testified that it was 7’ to the bottom 

of the joists.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that it is 8’ now because they lowered the floor because that was 

part of structural improvements. They poured new footings for new columns to 
project to the attic.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider clarified that the dug out the basement floor.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they removed the floor and lowered it down to the footer.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said original drawings submitted for the basement show that there 

would only be two steps and now he believes there are many more. He was talking 
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about the permit set of drawings. They did not follow the plans. The applicant is in 
the construction industry and does commercial work. Is there a reason that the 
drawings never showed, and still don’t show, any revisions? The architect was told, 
he believes, to issue the drawings in such a way. Why aren’t there revisions? 

 
  Mr. O’Bara said he had a hard time getting revisions from the architect.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said that the architect has been licensed almost as long as Mr. Surman. 

He said an architect would typically bubble an area, cloud it and put in a revision 
reference with the date. They do this to understand what changes happened at what 
point. There were decisions made during construction. The applicant made the 
decision to not do the work as shown on drawings.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the new basement is deeper.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said that drawings submitted for permit do not reflect this.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he would need to check this.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Surman talked about a layer of deceit. What they are requesting now he has no 

intention of approving. The applicants created their own hardship. They built out 
the third floor. The bay area on the second floor had a roof that was shown on 
drawings submitted by the applicant. It was shown as a two-story structure and they 
went ahead and created a third-floor bay area that now they are asking for a hardship 
because they cannot access the fourth level, which makes no sense. They said they 
couldn’t find a hatch that was less than $65,000 that was acceptable and met their 
requirements. How much does a commercial hatch cost in a commercial building?  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the $65,000 hatch was the UK version and was not the swing 

up hatch.  
 
 3.42 Mr. Surman said that commercial hatches are under $2,000. Did they say at that 

meeting that their intention was to have a fourth level and have a deck? 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said if they were told to come back, they would have.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that at the time of the board meetings, they were not focused on 

building out the third floor.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Surman said that construction drawings do not reflect what they have done. It 

doesn’t show going up to 39’.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it shows going up to 35’. He was going to explain what is now 

there and why. He explained what was approved in permit drawings and then 
showed what is now there. It was built as temporary access to the roof by the 
contractor. 
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 3.44 Mr. Surman said they built the stairway so they created the condition.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara agreed. He explained why the stairway is where it is. They need 80” 

below a beam.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Surman reiterated that they created their own hardship.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he is not saying that the hardship is existing.  
 
 3.46 Chairman Duffy said it exists because they already built it.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara agreed and said it was by his own doing. He said he did create the 

situation. What is there now is a stair that has the 80” clearance under the beam. It 
has a 3’ landing, which is the minimum required. It has an 80” door above a 4” 
threshold. These are standard requirements and potentially okay with the village. It 
is now creating more square footage. He explained how this happened. They are 
13” above the roofline and this creates the additional square footage.  

 
 3.47 Mr. Surman asked what the original intent of the hatch was.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it was what they are using it for now.  
 
 3.48 Chairman Duffy clarified that there was a hatch there.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said there was, and it was a ladder up to the flat section of the roof. It 

was not on hinges and was from the 1930s. That is how they originally got up there. 
What they did was an improvement on that. There is a stair with a hand rail and 
hatch that flips up to walk out onto a surface and then a few more stairs to get to 
the main deck.  

 
 3.49 Mr. Surman said they created the deck without a permit. As an educated 

professional didn’t they think they needed a permit for that? 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they got a permit for everything except for the extra height. 
 
 3.50 Mr. Surman asked why the extra height was not important.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that when they got drawings from the architect, they submitted 

them. It was hard getting drawings.  
 
 3.51 Mr. Surman note that in any construction, one does not proceed without drawings. 

No contractor proceeds without drawings.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the contractor built this without drawings.  
 
 3.52 Mr. Surman said this was built without a permit and it was only by chance that an 
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electrical inspector noticed what was happening.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that is not true. They were trying to get revised drawings. They 

could not get a MEP inspection without revised drawings.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Surman said they did not think it was necessary to get a permit for that.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that they are now before the board.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Boyer said they got permits to improve the attic. What they did not get a permit 

for was to create the extra height in that section due to the stairways. 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that is why they are at the meeting.  
 
  Ms. Lyke talked about FAR.  
 
 3.55 Mr. Surman said there is also a height issue.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it is a height issue because it creates more square footage. Stairway 

housing can go to 47’. They are at 36’. 
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman said it is a height issue for the board. They created another space that 

was not on the original drawings and was never presented to the boards. It was 
presented as a hatch. Now they have taken a hatch and the deck looks great, but it 
is not allowed. They created a stone area and railing.  

 
  Ms. Lyke said the area and railing were in approved drawings.  
 
 3.57 Mr. Surman asked what approved drawings? The original drawings that they 

submitted? 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said the drawings from February of 2017. 
 
 3.58 Mr. Surman said that none of this reflected on drawings and asked the applicants to 

continue. But he noted that nothing over 35’ is shown.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that is correct and that is why they are before the board. 
 
 3.59 Mr. Surman said they are asking after the fact. Their goal is to interpret requests 

and then decide if this was brought to the board today what would the board do.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the contractor built this as a temporary facility to get up to the 

roof. 
 
 3.60 Mr. Surman said that the drawing does not show this. They then submitted a plan 

after it was built.  
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  Ms. Lyke said that the contractor built it as temporary.  
 
 3.61 Mr. Surman pointed out that temporary is not built in stones.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that the stairway housing was built by the contractor as temporary 

because and he and other workers needed roof access in a safe way. This was while 
they were trying to sort out the hatch issue. In retrospect should they have known 
to come in for a temporary structure – probably so.  

 
 3.62 Chairman Duffy asked if they were saying this is temporary.  
 
  Mr. O‘Bara said that the contractor built it as a temporary structure.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that when they went to meet with Ms. Roberts to say they had not 

sorted out the hatch and they have to request a change they invited Ms. Roberts and 
Mr. Adler that day to look at it. They had nothing to hide. The day they came over 
the contractor, unbeknownst to the applicants, decided to put stone on the outside 
of it. Ms. Roberts saw that the applicants were shocked.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said they were getting to leak through the Tyvek. The contractor said 

they should put stone on it to stop the leaking but told them he would do any needed 
modifications. Ms. Roberts said they could just lower it so there is not a FAR issue. 
They are willing to do this. But they wanted to ask the board what they are asking 
for tonight.  

 
 3.63 Chairman Duffy said he is not sure that the applicants see this, but from his 

perspective he sees that the applicants got an approval and they built that plus 
something else. They say they want to keep it because they already did it. If they 
keep it, what else will they ask for and do later? It makes it harder for him to say 
they can have it because the applicants proved if given an inch they will take more. 

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the above were fair statements. He sees what Chairman Duffy 

says.  
 
  Ms. Lyke can see how that impression was created, but it was not their intent.  
 
 3.64 Mr. Boyer asked about the 39’ and said he is trying to understand this.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they are calling the home a flat roofed home. As such, the 

maximum house height is limited to 27’ plus 12’ for stair housing, which gets them 
to 39’. Otherwise it would be 12’ on top of 35’ or 47’ that is allowable.  

 
 3.65 Mr. Boyer is the stairway housing height almost in conformance.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said there had to be 80” above the stair and a 3’ landing and 4” for an 

occupiable space. They don’t need a 3’ landing. He explained how they got to the 
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temporary stairway housing. There is a clear skylight on top.  
 
 3.66 Mr. Boyer said that the skylight was ordered.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the skylight was put on to stop leaking. They understood that 

one option was to lower it and they will probably go that direction. Lowering it is 
better than the hatch.  

 
 3.67 Mr. Boyer clarified that it was a coincidence that they are almost in conformance.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that she wanted to go back to what happened after the first variance. 

There is an impression that she doesn’t think is right but understands why there is 
that impression.  

 
  She said after the first variance, they still were evaluating whether they should tear 

down the house. They were staring to talk to contractors and started to understand 
the complexities and timeline were enormous and more difficult than they thought. 
They met with Ms. Roberts and Mr. Adler many times to talk about options and to 
let them know that tear down was an option.  

 
  They met with brokers to talk about amenities. They asked if people were building 

out third floors. What could they do with Village Board approval? They met with 
structural engineers to find out what it would take for the renovations. The guidance 
from brokers was to tear down or it would not be a good return on investment.  

 
  At the time of the hearings, they did not know what they were going to do but they 

thought that the house was crying out to be saved. But they also had to be practical. 
Eventually when they got specific recommendations to move the stairs and shore 
up the house and ways to do the attic space, it was made clear to them that if they 
were going to do that kind of work, they have to do it when the house is being 
renovated. They were not inclined to do something on the third floor because it is 
not as useful as a first-floor family room. They were told, it’s now or never. They 
finally decided to proceed. They were not trying to misrepresent this to the boards. 
They were as truthful as they could be at the time. They should have completed 
their analysis and engaged all the professionals before going to the boards. That is 
different from the impression that they had a sneaky plan, which was not the case. 
It is three years later, and she regrets taking the complicated path. But at the time 
they made the best decision based on information that they had. They learned a lot 
in this painful process. They know that they made mistakes. No one was more 
horrified than they were to see the contractor putting stone on the stairway housing 
the day they invited Mr. Adler and Ms. Roberts to see it.  

 
 3.68 Mr. Surman said that there is no contractor who will build something like that 

without drawings.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he wondered if his builder should really be considered a contractor.  
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 3.69 Mr. Surman said that the deck was not on original plans.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they are on the permit plans.  
 
 3.70 Mr. Surman said they just looked at plans and nothing was shown higher than 39’ 

related to stairway housing.  The deck is not shown. 
 
  Mr. O’Bara said they show 35’. The deck is shown on the fourth floor plan. He 

showed where it was.  
 
 3.71 Mr. Surman said that a contractor would not take the responsibility is because he 

would then have to accept liability that goes with it. If they did not have the right 
railing and the railing broke and someone fell, the contractor would then assume all 
responsibility. The architect would never let anything be built that is not drawn and 
approved. He (Mr. Surman) has built hundreds of millions of dollars of buildings 
and no contractor would build something without drawings. He has done small 
projects as well.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the contractor built it based on the drawings. The only thing 

he did that was not on the drawings was he went 2’ higher without a permit. He is 
asking for this now.  

 
 3.72 Mr. Surman clarified they are asking for a permit after something was built. Now 

they are asking for forgiveness.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said he understands the board’s position. But they are now asking the 

board what they should do.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that the contractor knows he has to address this. He will redo it at no 

charge. He did have to build a way for his workers to get to the roof.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it would permanent in the contractor’s mind but temporary in his 

mind.  
 
 3.73 Mr. Boyer asked if a new home’s allowable FAR is 4,750.85 maximum. He saw 

that for this home existing FAR is 5,425. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said yes.  
 
 3.74 Chairman Duffy said he had 5,417. He added up floor area pages to get this.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she had 5,426 but she will double check the numbers.  
 
 3.75 Mr. Boyer clarified that it is 5,425.17. That exists.  
 
 3.76 Mr. Kolleng said that there is 8 square feet difference between this home and a new 
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home. 
 
 3.77 Chairman Duffy said that the original vote was 3-3 and he was not present. The 

request was for additional first floor space for the family room and a two-story 
addition. The Village Board overturned the board’s negative recommendation. 
Minutes were emailed to the board to see the village’s board intention. It is a 
perspective of what they are saying. He thought that Trustee Kruger said that they 
were getting penalized for attic space that they could not use. Once they got 
approval, they submitted plans and they decided to build out the attic.  

 
 3.78 Mr. Kolleng said that the original request was for 967 square feet. Now it is 975 

square feet.  
 
 3.79 Mr. Boyer said that the Chairman’s summary might bring up other questions.  
 
 3.80 Chairman Duffy said that village staff took Village Board approval. They didn’t 

say they could not do anything with the attic so therefore village staff said they 
could have a permit to build the attic.  

 
 3.81 Mr. Kolleng said that in the initial request, they had to include attic space. As long 

as it was approved, what difference does it make about the after-the-fact build? At 
the Village Board hearing, the board said they should not be penalized for that space 
because they were not using it.  

 
 3.82 Mr. Schneider said at that hearing, it was said that the space was not usable except 

for storage. Someone asked about the basement. The basement is not usable with a 
7’ ceiling. That turned out not to be correct. They did not tell the board everything 
that they intended to do.  

 
  Mr. O’Bara said they did not know if they were going to do the attic space or not 

until after they got Village Board approval and started researching it, talking to 
engineers, architects, and contractors.  

 
 3.83 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts during the meeting at what point does the 

basement count as additional FAR against them. They have 1,800 to 2,000 square 
feet in the basement that is now 8’ high and livable space.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that it is below grade and does not count as floor area.  
 
 3.84 Chairman Duffy said on one hand, you could say this is a 7,000 square foot house. 

2,000 square feet is in the basement. He clarified that the board was on the same 
page though not necessarily in agreement.  

 
  Ms. Lyke said that no board members from either board raised issues regarding the 

flat roof. The Village Board approved the request without comment on the flat roof. 
Only later did they learn that there was a flat roof issue. The complexity is that the 
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ordinance is not consistent and is confusing on this point and should be amended 
for the future. There are two provisions of the ordinance that are relevant. One says 
that homes with a predominantly flat roof are subject to the two-story limitation 
with a 27’ height limitation. But a separate definition indicates that if a house has 
greater than 25% flat roof, it is a flat roof house. Putting those two together 
community development said that the only way they could interpret the 
predominantly standard is that they have a predominantly flat roof for which the 
limitations apply is if it is greater than 25% and flat. Their roof, with the addition 
and the old house, are 31% flat. This issue was never picked up and it should have 
been. She hopes that the board thinks they should have the same architectural style 
for the house and the addition and that was the intent of the original variance 
drawings. She talked about three variances being triggered.  

 
 3.84 Chairman Duffy clarified that they are talking about a 975 square foot variance for 

floor area and not an 8’ variation. That 8’ height variation is for the top of the 
stairway housing.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that 8’ is for the existing roofline and the main part of the house.  
  She said that they have always had a 35’ high three-story house and now they are 

told that they have a two-story 27’ house.  
 
 3.85 Chairman Duffy asked about the stairway housing location.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the main flat roof they are requesting is over the addition. It 

was not calculated.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that people did not focus on the code’s inconsistency.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said that the extra 6% is triggering everything else. It is unrelated to 

the 8 square feet and that is being driven by other things. If the board wants them 
to lower the stair housing height, they will do so.  

 
 3.86 Chairman Duffy noted that the board is advisory. The Village Board will say what 

the applicants have to do. The board makes a recommendation based on the code.  
 
 3.87 Mr. Kolleng said they have the family room. Now that they built out the attic, what 

were their plans.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said it was to be his office, but his son wants it to be his. It is extra 

space right now.  
 
  Ms. Lyke said that it’s nice to have extra space in the house but not as useful as 

having first floor space.  
 
 3.88 Ms. Lyke said in closing that they tried to be straightforward based on the 

information they had. In retrospect she wished they had done a full evaluation. They 
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agonized for a long time regarding which direction to go with this house – tear 
down or keep the home.  

 
 3.89 Chairman Duffy said that they have more house than they would have if they had 

torn it down. They have a visually appealing home and a much better product.  
 
  Mr. O’Bara said a lot of neighbors thank them for saving the house. He said he 

hopes that they are almost done.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that the board is in a weird position. When the case was first before 

the board, he supported it because the applicants were penalized because of the 
unusable attic space. The neighbor, Mr. Balzano, was against the request. The 
neighbor said that the attic space could be built out and he made arguments as to 
why the board should not approve it. He (Mr. Boyer) said that he approved the 
original request based on the hardship of having an unusable attic. He feels bad for 
the neighbor because what he was afraid would happen did happen. There is no 
longer a hardship for the original case. He read the Village Board minutes several 
times and he believes that the Village Board also based their approval on the attic 
space being unusable. Does approval have to be conditioned with the reason why 
they gave the hardship? Should they spell out what applicants cannot do?  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that the board did not think that they should be penalized because 

they had an attic they were not going to use. So, the Village Board approved 5,400 
square feet. Now they decided to use that space. The Village Board said they could 
have that many square feet and now they want 8 additional square feet, which is 
nothing. He voted in favor of the original request more on the basis that old homes 
need leeway to keep them around and he still feels that way. If the alternative is to 
tear it down, he thinks that the board should approve the request. If it is not 
approved, he does not know the upshot; make the attic unusable in order to conform 
to the original approval? 

 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said he tries to compare it to other cases where people do things 

without permits. The applicants got a permit for almost all that they did. If they had 
come to the board without doing the work, would the board have approved, it? If 
the board said no yet the work was done, it goes to the Village Board as a negative 
recommendation. The Village Board must make the final decision. That is how he 
will look at this case. He does not think that the Zoning Board should make the 
ultimate decision. He said no because the final decision rests with the Village 
Board.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Boyer said he is talking about what is before the board tonight. Even without 

the past history, is the situation self-created?  
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said it is self-created.  
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 5.6 Mr. Schneider said that the board should not reward bad behavior.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy said that is part of what he is saying. Let the Village Board say it 

is okay to do this and it’s okay for people to change their mind in mid-stream and 
add something extra and ask for it to be okay. That is his perspective. 

 
 5.8 Mr. Surman said they got approval for the attic.  
 
 5.9 Mr. Boyer said that the approval sheet is on the original plan, so they can read what 

was approved. The variance was approved on the approval sheet.  
 
 5.10 Chairman Duffy said that when village staff looked at the approval from the Village 

Board, they didn’t say they could not build out the attic.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider said that the Village Board should explicitly condition approval 

because people will work around it.  
 
 5.12 Mr. Boyer said now the board and Village Board need to spell out what the hardship 

is.  
 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that the applicants can pay a penalty. Ultimately the applicants 

won’t have to take it out. He talked about a house that was built and the applicant 
did not follow the plans and built the basement 8” higher so they could have livable 
basement space although that was not approved. It was caught when one walked up 
to the front door, there was an odd step. It was when they were seeking their 
occupancy permit that the village realized what happened. The Village Board 
referred it to the land use committee and they agreed to tell someone he could not 
build in the village any longer and he would be fined. And he walked away making 
$100,000 more. That was not right but that is the way that it works.  

 
 5.14 Mr. Boyer talked about someone having to rebuild a house in San Francisco. He 

has to build an exact replica of an historic house.  
 
 5.15 Mr. Surman said he was previously on the Plan Commission. He and another 

commissioner helped re-write the PUD code because the village had something in 
there requiring that drawings had to be complete before approval could be given.  
That was a lot of money for a commercial project. He can understand that the 
applicant was unsure which direction they were going. The Village Board did not 
say they could not build out the attic. They got the permit for everything up to 35’. 
His issue is moving forward beyond 35’ up to 39’ without getting a permit. If they 
were to have come before the board before construction, he would not have 
approved it at 39’. That is not consistent with the area because other houses are 35’. 
The drawings were issued November 6, 2018, which is five weeks ago and now 
they are submitting for that.  

 
  Ms. Lyke said they were first submitted in July 2018.  



Case 2018-Z-53 
819 Michigan Avenue 

 

 

22 

 5.16 Mr. Surman asked how they got submitted in July when they are dated November. 
That is where noting the revisions would come in handy.  

 
 5.17 Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicant is saying that they submitted drawings 

in July 2018.  
 
 5.18 Mr. Surman said it was already built at that time. 
 
 5.19 Mr. Surman said his issue is that they built without permits and then asking for 

relief afterward.  
 
 5.20 Chairman Duffy said they are caught up in this because of the flat roof. The addition 

has a flat roof and caused them to go over 25%.  
 
 5.21 Mr. Surman said if he evaluated this as a zoning request before work was done and 

they said that they did this to create a deck on the 4th floor and they want a variance 
for the over run, he would have said no.  

 
 5.22 Mr. Kolleng said a flat roof is consistent with the home’s architecture. He has no 

issue with the flat roof.  
 
 5.23 Mr. Surman said they built the third-floor bay area outside of the pitched roof. And 

now they are asking for relief for what they constructed. The architect could have 
solved this without going to 39’.  

 5.24 Mr. Boyer said there is arguably a hardship for the flat roof issue. Is there a hardship 
for the additional 8’ which is caused by the stairway housing which is caused by?  
Is there a hardship? 

 
 5.25 Chairman Duffy said it is perspective at this point. The entire board does not have 

to agree on how to make this work or not make this work. Mr. Surman said what 
his issue was. He, himself, has a bigger issue.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 975.55 square foot 

(10.01%) total floor area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height 
variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a variation to modify the 
approval granted by ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and 
a stairway housing on the legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
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   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Michael Robke  Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-53.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH THE DECISION WAS BASED 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
particular physical conditions of the property that impose a practical difficulty or particular 
hardship on the owners. The applicants have created their own hardship by constructing 
the stairway housing and thereby adding floor area to an already non-conforming situation. 
The stairway housing is not required by code and is desired by the owners to access the 
roof as an outdoor space. The owners are choosing to have access with a standard door 
rather than with a typical flat roof hatch that would not project above the roofline. The 
applicants have improved the attic area that they originally represented as being unusable. 
This in combination with the basement space significantly increases the amount of 
functional living space available to them. The home as previously approved is substantially 
over the allowable floor area and there is no compelling reason to grant additional floor 
area for the roof access they have chosen to construct. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of 
the property, the roof style and the attic floor area, impose upon the owner a practical 
difficulty. The adding of the addition with a flat roof was to match the existing house. 
While the home meets the definition of a flat roof structure, the home doesn’t appear or 
function as a flat roof home. Absent the flat roof characterization, the height of the house 
and the stairway housing would be conforming. The floor area in the attic is well in excess 
of the floor area bonus, limiting the floor area available for modest changes such as the 
stairway housing. The applicants testified that the roof access as originally proposed was 
ultimately not practical and was potentially unsafe. The stairway housing adds a minimum 
amount of floor area in exchange for providing safe, easy access to the roof. The plight of 
the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the 
design of the house and the application of the Zoning Ordinance. The difficulty is peculiar 
to the house in question. The difficulty prevents the owners from making reasonable use 
of the property with a roof design for the addition that matches the home and with a 
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standard door for safe access to the roof. The flat roof characterization of the home has no 
impact on adjacent properties. The stairway housing is located in the center of the home 
and property with the least impact on adjoining properties. The variations, if granted, will 
not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. While the stairway housing is visible 
from a distance, it does not impact the immediate appearance from the street. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 975.55 square foot 
(10.01%) total floor area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a one-story height variation, a 
0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a variation to modify the approval granted by 
ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and a stairway housing on the 
legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701 

TDD (847) 853-7634 
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com 

Date: December 18, 2018 

To: Chairman Duffy and the Zoning Board of Appeals 

From: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

Subject: 2018-Z-53 – 819 Michigan Avenue Questions to Staff 

In advance of the December 19, 2018 Zoning Board meeting on this case, staff has received several 
questions from board members. This memo is provided so that all members can be advised of the 
questions and their responses. 

Building Permit Issuance 

The building permit was issued on March 3, 2017 with final plans that included relocating the 
house stairs, adding stair access to the attic, adding a new bathroom in the attic, and adding two 
new attic dormers. Staff has been asked to explain why the building permit was issued with plans 
that contrast with what the Zoning Board reviewed and with the testimony that had been presented. 

In the ZBA discussion of the case, the petitioners and their architect testified that the roof/attic 
framing was such that the attic would not be usable except for storage. This was due to the size of 
the structural members and the framing where the attic floor joists rest on the roof rafters rather 
than on the exterior walls. Like what has been done with other floor area cases, some ZBA 
members were persuaded to trade the floor area lost in the attic with floor area that was more 
functional in the first and second floor addition. The petitioners stressed that the attic area was not 
usable and they had no plans to pursue using it. 

The staff approved the revised plans for a number of reasons. 

First, the Village Board did not put a condition on the approval that the attic could not be built out. 
The issue of the attic space being built out either by the petitioners or some subsequent owner was 
raised to the Board by the immediate south neighbor, Ray Balzano. Trustee Cam Krueger 
acknowledged Mr. Balzano’s point and noted that the Board would need to determine if they were 
comfortable with approving a 5,400 square foot house. No other Board member raised a concern 
about possible attic build out nor did any member suggest a condition prohibiting this. 

2.15
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The apparent un-usability of the attic was not the only reason the Board approved the request. 
There was agreement that granting the variation was appropriate to preserve the home and the 
broader character of the neighborhood. The petitioners were modernizing the home for typical 
family use. The Board was persuaded that if the variation was not granted, the home would be torn 
down. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed changes did not alter the floor area (the dormers are less than 6.75’ in 
height). The Zoning Ordinance allows non-conforming structures to be altered if the modification 
is conforming to the ordinance. Permits for attic modification within the existing roofline are 
considered interior remodeling permits and are issued without floor area review.   
 
The proposed changes did not have any appreciable impact on the neighbors. One dormer faces 
the north neighbor, who came out to the Village Board meeting in support of the request. 
Otherwise, the improvements are all interior. 
 
It is not staff’s role to determine whether the petitioners intentionally lied to the Zoning Board. 
While it’s possible that they misrepresented the attic situation at the ZBA, we believed that they 
sincerely changed their mind as the project evolved towards construction and better information 
became available. 
 
It was possible that the petitioners could still have chosen to tear down the home if these changes 
hadn’t been approved and we believed that the Village Board signaled their support for the 
retention of the home. 
 
The approved Village Board minutes of this case are a summary and some detail was lost. I have 
reviewed the video of the Village Board meeting and more closely transcribed those portions 
where Trustees Krueger and Ducommun and Mr. Balzano discuss the usability of the attic space. 
In particular, see pages 2 and 4-7 of this memo, where the minutes with additional transcript are 
attached. If you wish to view the meeting directly, the May 10, 2016 Village Board meeting can 
be streamed from the village website. Please contact me if you would like a link or further direction 
to the site. 
 
Current Variation Request 
 
The current floor area variation request is for the additional floor area we believe results from the 
stairway housing. The request is written inclusive of the area that was previously requested and 
proposed, which is the practice for presenting floor area variation numbers. But the only actionable 
area is the additional 8.14 square feet for the stairway housing; the floor area variation for the 
addition and (pre-)existing attic space is approved.  
 
Floor Area for New Construction 
 
If the petitioners were to tear the house down, the maximum allowable floor area would be 
4,750.85 s.f. The only difference from their current allowable area is the inclusion of a maximum 
300 square foot porch floor area bonus, which the house currently is not eligible for. 
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Allowable FAR Base Garage Porch Attic Total 
New Home 3,685.95 440.0 300.0 324.90 = 4,750.85 
Current 3,685.95 440.0 0.0 324.90 = 4,450.85 
 
Roof Hatch and Access 
 
The building code does not require access to the roof for single-family homes nor is the roof 
considered habitable space that requires adequate egress. As such, there is no requirement on how 
such access may be provided, whether by a hatch or door or operable window. 
 
The petitioners are prepared to discuss their search for hatch options. 
 
Time Line and Current Permit Status 
 
Zoning Board meeting March 16, 2016 
Village Board meeting May 10, 2016 
Village Board ordinance approval May 24, 2016 
Permit applied for  October 4, 2016 
Last zoning review February 22, 2017 
Permit issued March 7, 2017 
 
Building permit revisions submitted July 13, 2018 
Zoning inspection July 18, 2018 
Zoning Board application submitted July 18, 2018 
Zoning inspection September 28, 2018 
Zoning Board application completed November 2, 2018 
 
In July 2018, the planners were notified that the stairway housing had been constructed. Staff 
visited the property on July 18, 2018 and documented the conditions at the time. 
 
In late August 2018, the rough inspections were completed. Construction was largely halted while 
the zoning issues were discussed. The project was approved for insulation in November 2018. The 
homeowners were advised not to insulate or otherwise continue work on those portions of the 
house impacted by the variation requests (the attic of the addition and the stairway housing). Any 
such work would be at their own risk. 
 
Attachments 
May 10, 2016 Village Board minutes with more detailed transcripts (pages 4-10 of this memo) 
Approved building plans issued March 7, 2017 
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819 Michigan Avenue May 10, 2016 Village Board minutes 
with expanded transcript as noted in strike/underline 
 
6.11 REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-07, 
819 Michigan Avenue regarding a request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a two-story and second-story addition on the 
legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans submitted. 
  
Trustee Sullivan moved to grant a request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a two-story and second-story addition on the 
legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans submitted at 819 Michigan 
Avenue, seconded by Trustee Ducommun. 
 
Dan O’Bara and Sarah Lyke, applicants, said they recently purchased the house at 819 
Michigan Avenue which was built in 1936. He noted that the house has not been 
renovated since 1936 so it needs a lot of work. The house was marketed as a tear down 
but they believe it is an architecturally significant house and have spent the past six 
months meeting with architects and builders to plan a full renovation of the home. He 
reviewed the plans as presented in the Zoning Board of Appeals report, noting that the 
proposal extends beyond the existing footprint of the home by 11 ½ feet and they are also 
proposing a second floor addition above that. 
 
He noted the table outlining the hardships that they have encountered while trying to 
modernize the house. He said they would really like to try to save the home noting that 
they could build a new home with more amenities and it would be less expensive.  He 
said the majority of the neighbors are supporting the request for the addition and remodel. 
 
Trustee Sullivan noted there was discussion at the Zoning Board of Appeals regarding 
the unusable attic space.  He asked Mr. O’Bara to address why they are not making the 
attic into a livable area. 
 
Mr. O’Bara said the attic is not structurally sound for a living space due to the construction 
of the floor joists and roof rafters.  There is also a pull down ladder and he does not believe 
there is a conceivable way to build stairs to the attic. The attic currently can only be used 
for storage. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked how they came up with the addition plan, noting they are adding 
11 ½ feet to the footprint of the home.  
 
Ms. Lyke said the addition of the 11 ½ feet for the family room was very important to her 
as the mom of two small children.  They believe the size of the family room is very 
reasonable as compared to other homes in the area. 
 
Trustee Ducommun asked Ms. Lyke why the proposed first floor office is important to her. 
 
Ms. Lyke said she has a full time job working approximately 80 hours per week and it is 
very important to her to be near her family when she is working from home. 
Trustee Ducommun said the Zoning Board of Appeals report notes that the rooms in the 
home are livable but not oversized.  She likes how the applicants have incorporated the 
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existing breakfast nook into the plans and believes that shows discretion in how the plans 
have been designed to use the space wisely. 
 
Trustee Wolf said she thought the chart showing the thickness of the walls of the home 
was very helpful in reviewing the proposed plans. 
 
Trustee Krueger said he wrestles with the attic as it could eventually be made into a living 
area if someone wanted to go through the expense to do that.  
 
(same item, detailed transcript) 
Trustee Krueger said the Attachment 1 table was pretty helpful. He wrestles with the attic 
portion because the attic portion could eventually be made into living space if somebody 
really wanted to go to the expense to do that. He’s not 100% sure he can wrap his head 
around. You’ve got attic space, you should use attic space because new construction 
would make people have shorter attics or some sort of joists in there or something so they 
can’t actively use the attic; soffit ceilings for example to make them lower. That’s just his 
hang up there. Maybe the architect or the applicants can explain that there isn’t a 
reasonable way to put a staircase going up there and turn that into a great room or 
whatever is necessary. 
 
Mr. O’Bara said trying to remodel the second floor to install stairs is only one issue, it 
would be trying to make the joists in the attic load bearing.  He also noted that if the attic 
is remodeled there would have to be windows added as there are currently no windows 
in the attic.  The cost of remodeling the attic area would be very costly versus adding a 
family room on the first floor which would be more useful to their family. 
 
Trustee McKenna said traditionally in older homes we do not look at lower level and attic 
space as being prime usable space.  He believes there is approximately 500 square feet 
of space unaccounted for if you figure in the usual attic bonus. 
 
Mr. O’Bara said the other issues that contribute to the variation are the existing garage, 
the thick stone walls, and the existing large foyer. 
 
Trustee Plunkett asked for clarification regarding the height of the existing home. 
 
Mr. O’Bara said the existing home is under the maximum height allowed by the current 
Village Code. 
 
Trustee Plunkett said the applicant has an older home and the height is in the attic 
whereas now, new homes are built with first floor 12’ high ceilings, 9’ ceilings on the 
second floor and smaller attics.  She does feel that the applicants are being punished 
because the height is in the attic which they are not using. 
 
Paul Ozga, architect, said the ceilings are 9’ on the first floor of the existing home and 
8’6” on the second floor with part of the second floor height going into the ceiling support 
of the attic. 
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President Bielinski noted that there are two architects on the Zoning Board of Appeals 
and they commented in the report that the way the attic is configured it is not livable 
space.  
 
President Bielinski asked if there was anyone present to speak regarding the request. 
 
Scott Waterbury, 825 Michigan, said he is the neighbor to the north of the property.  He 
said the existing home has a lot of character and believes what the applicants are asking 
for is reasonable and he would not like to see the house torn down. 
 
Ray Balzano, 813 Michigan, said he is the neighbor to the south of the property. He 
believes the proposed addition will affect the sunlight he currently receives in his second 
story. 
 
President Bielinski said if the applicant tears down the home and builds a new home, they 
could build a conforming home with more height. 
 
Mr. Balzano said they built their home in 2001 with second story windows as they believed 
the applicant’s current home was oversized and they would not be able to build an 
addition. 
 
Trustee Krueger asked how Mr. Balzano would feel if the applicant tore down the house 
and built a new one the same way Mr. Balzano built his new home. 
 
Mr. Balzano said he did not believe the applicant would be able to build a house as large 
as the current one.  He also believes that there was an error in the Zoning Board of 
Appeals minutes regarding what Mr. Schneider said and the applicant said regarding the 
sunlight his home receives in the afternoon.  
 
Mr. Balzano also believes the request does not meet the standards of review for hardship 
as they can make reasonable use of the property with the current space in the home as 
the home is already quite bulky on the lot. 
 
President Bielinski noted that from Mr. Balzano’s site plan, all the homes in the area are 
quite bulky including Mr. Balzano’s. 
 
Trustee Krueger noted that other homes in the area are larger than the applicants 
because they have built to Village Code and the applicant has a large amount of unused 
attic space. 
 
President Bielinski said historically, the Village Board has accommodated older homes 
requesting a variation due to unused attic space. 
 
Mr. Balzano said the applicant wants to be compensated for the 850 square feet of 
unused space on the third floor/attic and both architects on the Zoning Board of Appeals 
voted against the request. 
 
President Bielinski said they voted against the request but agreed with the applicants’ 
architect that configured currently, the attic space was not suitable for living space. 
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Mr. Balzano disagreed as he believes Mr. Merci said there could be a structural 
computation to see if the joists would be able to the load from the wall and transfer to the 
bearing wall.  He said the applicant did not present a structural engineer’s report as to the 
load bearing wall. 
 
President Bielinski said the applicant is not asking to do that in the attic space. 
 
Mr. Balzano said they could get a structural engineer’s report to see if the walls were load 
bearing and then they would not need the proposed addition, they could use the third 
floor. 
 
(same item, detailed transcript) 
Mr. Balzano said if it could be made load-bearing, then they could use the third floor to 
put bedrooms up there and then they wouldn’t need the addition. Then they could live 
within the code and not need this big variance. His other neighbor, whose educational 
background is in structural engineering, saw the house when it was for sale. He said he 
would be surprised if that third floor didn’t have capacity to have a couple of bedrooms up 
there. 
 
President Bielinski clarified that his neighbor, who’s a structural engineer thought that this 
probably could work? 
 
Mr. Balzano said he (the other neighbor) said because houses built in that era were 
generally overbuilt structurally. If the Board is going to consider granting this, why not get 
an independent licensed structural engineer do a study, find out what the capacity of the 
current structure is or what it would take to increase it up to code to put some bedrooms 
up there. Then they could move the bedrooms that they want up to the third floor and they 
wouldn’t have to build this large addition. Then the Board’s decision would be based on 
factual evidence and not just conjecture. Right now, there’s no evidence that the third 
floor won’t hold bedrooms. 
 
President Bielinski said it is his understanding from the testimony of the architect, who 
was under oath at the Zoning Board, and our own Zoning Board’s architects, that in its 
current state, the attic is not suitable for load. 
 
Mr. Balzano said he does not believe there is any fact to say that as there has not been 
any study done by a structural engineer. 
 
Trustee Ducommun thanked Mr. Balzano for his attention to detail and expressing his 
thoughts but from her reading of the report, the applicant is expressing a preference for 
receiving a variance and building the proposed addition or tearing down the house and 
building a new one.  She believes the hypothetical issue of the third floor is irrelevant at 
this time as the applicant does not want to do that. 
 
Mr. Balzano said if the request is granted then at some point in the future the third floor 
could be improved and there would be a very large structure on the lot. 
 
Mr. Balzano said all he would ask is if the Board is considering granting the variance, that 
they at least postpone the decision until they can get the facts on which to base it. It’s 
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conjecture about whether or not for a modest amount of money this structure could be 
improved, if it isn’t already good enough, if it can be improved to utilize that third floor.  
 
Trustee Ducommun said the applicant is not going to do that under any circumstances. 
That’s his (Mr. Balzano’s) wish but they bought the house, other people didn’t, and they 
have said number one, they would like to add on, and number two, they will tear down, 
and that’s as far as they’re going to go. She said she didn’t want to have any more 
conversation about trusses and attic because it is irrelevant to the people who own the 
house now. And they’re not selling. 
 
Mr. Balzano said the only thing is, if the Board grants the variation somebody later, this 
applicant or someone in the future, can make the improvements to use the third floor. If 
the Board grants this variance, they are giving someone the right to have a 5,400 square 
foot house on this lot. 
 
Mr. O’Bara said the request is within the side yard setback, the lot coverage and the 
impervious surface, not to mention the height requirements of the current Village Code.  
 
Trustee Wolf asked the applicant if they were leaving the current historic garage as it is. 
 
Mr. O’Bara said yes, they are leaving the garage as it is. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he believes the Zoning Board was right in their decision to have the 
Village Board discuss the request as the vote was 3 positive and 3 negative votes.  He 
did have some concern regarding the size of the variance and the unused space in the 
attic.  He believes it would be a lot of work and quite costly to make the attic space livable 
and he does not know where they would be able to put a staircase to get up to the attic.  
He believes the proposed family room is within the lifestyles of today and it is not a large 
area being proposed.  He would love to see the current home preserved as he believes 
it is an asset to the neighborhood and the community. 
 
Although the variation appears large, it is actually very reasonable and remodeling the 
home is a big project to preserve the home.  Based on the issues of the attic and the 
wasted area of the foyer, he will support the request. 
 
Trustee Ducommun said she will also support the application.  She said the home is 
beautiful and it has not been renovated since 1936. 
 
She would really like to see the home preserved and looking at the homes on the street, 
they all have a lot of bulk on their property. She said in reviewing the numbers in the 
Zoning Board of Appeals report, the request minus the attic bonus that is normally given 
to applicants, would be 444 square feet for the proposed addition and there are no other 
variations that are being requested.  She likes that the applicants explored a lot of different 
options and made compromises which she appreciates.  She has listened to the 
neighbors, but people that move into the area would like to have the modern 
conveniences of a home and the applicants have made this home work to live like a 
modern family.  She believes if the variation is not granted, the applicants will tear the 
house down and build a new one.  
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Trustee Wolf said there have been many changes in the applicants’ area with tear downs 
and new homes and she thinks it is refreshing to see one of the wonderful historic homes 
preserved.  She knows that restoring a home is not easy and you do have to make 
compromises.  The applicant is not increasing the bulk on the property very much and it 
is a minor variance when you take into account the unusable space due to the 
construction of the home in 1936.  She believes the home will be an asset to the 
community and she is in favor of the request. 
 
Trustee Krueger said the case is very unusual.  He believes Mr. Balzano’s statement that 
if we approve and grant the variation, we are saying the house could be 5,500 square 
feet.  He understands the issues of the third floor and the construction in the attic creates 
a big problem to make it a livable area.  He does not agree with Mr. Balzano regarding 
the plight that is created by blocking the sunlight into his home as you cannot control the 
rights of a neighbor’s property. He does not believe a 444 square foot variation is a large 
amount when it will preserve a gorgeous home in the community. He will not have a 
difficult time supporting the request. 
 
(same item, detailed transcript) 
Trustee Krueger said it’s a very interesting case. He said Mr. Balzano is right in his 
statement that if the board approves and grants this variance, they are in essence saying 
that this house could eventually be 5,500 square feet. That’s a risk that the board needs 
to collectively decide whether they want to take or not. He understands the issues with 
the third floor since he has been through that personally with a house built in the early 
1900s where it was 2 x 4s across a large span. He understands that 2 x 6s across a 15-
foot span is an issue as well. He can understand then with that soffit, that creates a really 
big problem if you’re ever going to make that livable space up there.  
 
He does not agree with the neighbor about the plight that is created by the blocking of 
sunlight in their house. The fact that he was kind of first is good, but it doesn’t grant him 
forever the right to control the neighbor’s property. He doesn’t think that this is, triple net 
when you take a look at the numbers, 444 square foot variance is not something that we 
would think too much about in efforts to preserve what is, from the curb, a gorgeous house 
one that should be preserved in the community. The community as whole would scratch 
their heads and wonder why the board didn’t grant a 444 square foot variance instead we 
all of the sudden have another McMansion on Michigan Avenue. He won’t have a hard 
time getting his head wrapped around supporting this. 
 
Trustee McKenna said he believed the Zoning Board made the decision they had to. He 
agrees with Trustee Ducommun’s comments that everyone would like to have a nice 
kitchen and a family room. He said it has generally been accepted that the attics and 
basements in older homes do not account for much.  What we have done in the Zoning 
Code over the years is to try and help people maintain the older homes in the Village.  He 
is comfortable that the applicants have tried to minimize the request. 
 
Trustee Plunkett said she believes the home is beautiful and thanked the applicants for 
trying to restore it.  She believes if the height of the home was redistributed, the request 
would not be discussed because it would be a minimal request.  She will support the 
request as they are not exceeding any other variances in terms of bulk on the lot, the 
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home looks smaller than any other house on the street and it is wonderful to try to 
preserve it. 
 
President Bielinski said historically the Village Board has defined hardship in different 
ways for different homes and an older home has its own hardships.  He noted that the 
home was not built to code and it has not maximized the space.  As other Trustees have 
alluded to, the Village Board has historically given credit for unusable spaces such as 
attics, basements, large unusable foyers and twelve inch thick walls.  From a hardship 
point of view, the standards of review are met given those facts and circumstances.  From 
a public policy point of view, the Village Board views the hardship in that way, because 
we believe it is a good thing for property values and the community, to preserve the older 
homes when we can. He will support the request. 
 
Voting yes: Trustees Sullivan, Ducommun, Wolf, Krueger, McKenna, Plunkett and 
President Bielinski.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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SUBJECT: Vehicle Licensing Program One Year Renewal  
 
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019 
 
FROM:   Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 

Peter A. Skiles, IT Director / Deputy Finance Director 
 
Renewal Price $28,000 
Over/(Under) Budget     ($0) 

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 

Renewal of contract in an amount not to exceed $28,000 with Third Millennium Associates, 
Warrenville, IL, for the Annual Vehicle Licensing Program. 
 
Background 
 
Each year, all vehicles registered with the Illinois Secretary of State with a Wilmette address, 
must also be registered with the Village through the purchase of a vehicle license sticker. 
Beginning with the 2014 license year, the Village began accepting online payments in a 
continuing effort to improve customer service. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Village entered into an agreement with Third Millennium Associates (TMA) in 2014 to 
provide software and services necessary to administer the license program. The vendor has 
performed satisfactorily over the duration of the agreement. The Village and TMA have mutually 
agreed to extend the contract for one additional year with no increase to the pricing. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
$28,000 is allocated in the proposed FY 2019 budget for vehicle license program services 
(accounts 11061410-420160 and 11061410-421000). The $28,000 amount recommended for 
approval matches the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Renewal notice from Third Millennium  

Finance Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:molloym@wilmette.com?subject=Village%20Board%20Agenda%20Item
mailto:skilesp@wilmette.com?subject=Agenda%20Item%25


From: Elizabeth Adducci
To: Skiles, Peter
Subject: Village of Wilmette - TMA Vehicle contract extension 2019 Season
Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 3:03:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Afternoon Peter –
Per our earlier conversation, Third Millennium Associates is interested in extending our contract for
vehicle sticker services for one year for the 2019 season, per the terms of our existing agreement.
 
Please feel free to reach out, or let me know if there are other questions or any further items I can
provide.
 
We look forward to our continued working relationship with Wilmette.
 
Thank you!

Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth S. Adducci
Vice President
Third Millennium Associates, Inc
4200 Cantera Drive, Suite 105
Warrenville, IL 60555
(630) 393-2900, office
(630) 393-2911, fax
 

mailto:elizabeth.adducci@tmainc.org
mailto:skilesp@wilmette.com
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SUBJECT: RainReady Wilmette     
 
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019       
 
FROM:   Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
   Dan Manis, P.E., Village Engineer 

      
Budget  $72,500 
Contract Cost (CNT) $37,700 
Grants (max of 25) $32,500 
Over/(Under) Budget ($2,300) 

 
 

Recommended Motion 
 
Approval of a contract with Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), Chicago, IL, in the 
amount of $37,700 for services associated with administering the RainReady Wilmette 
public/private green infrastructure program.  
 

Background 
  
At their April 17, 2018 special meeting, the Village Board asked staff to develop a public/ private 
green infrastructure program. 
 
CNT is a nonprofit organization in Chicago with a 
mission of developing livable and sustainable 
urban communities. They offer a variety of 
resources for local governments in the areas of 
transportation, water resources, sustainable 
development, policy and climate, among others. 
Staff was introduced to CNT in 2011 when the 
Village partnered with them on a green 
infrastructure grant opportunity.  In 2016, Village 
staff met with CNT to discuss their RainReady 
services and added the RainReady home 
owner’s assessment tool as a resident resource 
on the Village’s website.   
 
 
 

Engineering & Public Works 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:manisd@wilmette.com
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Discussion 
 
CNT has established RainReady programs in Oak Park, Calumet Corridor, Chicago and 
Midlothian. The goal of the RainReady public/private program is to encourage homeowners to 
install green infrastructure on their property to manage stormwater.  As described in their 
proposal (Attachment 1), the objectives of the program are to: 

• Complement the Village’s existing Stormwater Management Program; 
• Reduce burden on the sewer system through increased onsite stormwater retention 

and infiltration; 
• Raise public awareness about green infrastructure options to manage drainage issues; 
• Collect data to evaluate the program; and 
• Position the Village to seek additional funding for residential management programs. 

 
If approved, CNT will play an instrumental role in all phases of managing the program, from 
developing the eligible criteria and application forms to performing a qualitative and quantitative 
performance review after the first year of implementation.   
 
A key component to the success of this program will be program outreach and community 
engagement.  CNT’s proposal includes several outlets to promote the program and increase 
awareness of green infrastructure including creating a RainReady Wilmette webpage, 
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) sheet (Attachment 2), program brochure and attendance 
at Go Green Wilmette.     
 
The first year of the program will enroll up to 25 homes. If the number of applicants exceeds 
the available grants, Village staff will work with CNT to evaluate and prioritize applications for 
program suitability.  The budget includes funds to pay for 50% of the cost for eligible expenses 
not to exceed $1,300 per home.  Future budgets will be adjusted to appropriately reflect the 
popularity of the program.     
 
Outline of the Process 
 
The grant process consists of the following steps: 
 

1. Village staff and CNT will review and prioritize applications. 
2. Selected homeowners will sign a grant agreement and pay a $200 refundable deposit 

toward the cost of the home assessment.  
3. RainReady (CNT) staff will perform a home inspection and work with the homeowner 

to develop a landscape plan. 
4. Homeowner selects their own landscaper to perform the work.  
5. Homeowner/contractor will obtain a permit from the Village.  (Note, grading permit and 

other fees will be waived for RainReady permit applications). 
6. Landscaping is completed by September 30.   
7. Upon inspection and final approval by the Village grant reimbursement requests will be 

processed.    
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Schedule 
 

January 22, 2019 Village approves CNT contract and issues Notice to 
Proceed. CNT initiates project.   

February 2019 
CNT delivers draft program manual, web page, application, 
and FAQ for Village approval. CNT and Village initiate 
program outreach activities.  

March 31, 2019 Applications Due 

April 2019 
CNT evaluates applicants and delivers recommended 
program participant list for Village approval. Village 
performs scofflaw and/or code review. 

May 2019 CNT and Village enroll participants. CNT initiates home 
assessments.  

June – September 2019 CNT concludes home assessments. Homeowners perform 
landscape installation activities. 

October 2019 Homeowners submit grant reimbursement requests.  

November - December 2019 
CNT performs program evaluation activities and delivers 
evaluation summary. Village processes grant 
reimbursements.  

 
 
Budget Impact 
 

Account #40807090-470375 
RainReady Wilmette 

2019 Budget $72,500 
  

CNT contract  ($37,700) 
Homeowner grants  ($32,500) 

Account Balance $2,300 
 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Proposal from CNT  
2. RainReady Wilmette Frequently Asked Questions  
3. RainReady Wilmette Draft Application 
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Proposal for RainReady Wilmette 2019 
January 16, 2019 
 
The Village of Wilmette has requested this proposal from the Center for Neighborhood Technology 
(CNT) to design and administer a new residential green infrastructure (e.g., rain garden) grant 
program. CNT proposes a RainReady approach for the program, with the following objectives.  
• Complement the Village’s existing Stormwater Management Program. 
• Reduce burden on the sewer system through increased onsite stormwater retention and 

infiltration. 
• Raise public awareness about the green infrastructure options to manage drainage issues;  
• Collect data to evaluate the program. 
• Position the Village to seek additional funding for residential stormwater management 

programs.  
 
Project Understanding 
The Village of Wilmette has requested a proposal for the design and implementation of RainReady 
Wilmette, a residential green infrastructure grant program intended to help residents manage 
stormwater through landscaping enhancements that improve onsite infiltration. The Village has 
elected to offer 25 grants during the first year of the program. CNT is enthusiastic about this 
opportunity to provide RainReady services in support of the Village’s stormwater management 
program.  
 
Project Approach 
CNT proposes the following approach for the program.  

• CNT will develop a RainReady Wilmette program manual, web page, and supporting program 
documents. The Village will review and approve program documents.  

• The first year of the program will enroll up to 25 homes. If the number of applicants exceeds the 
available grants, CNT will evaluate and prioritize applications using criteria developed in 
consultation with the Village. CNT will maintain an applicant waiting list for future program 
years. 

• CNT’s RainReady team, consisting of a home inspector and a landscape designer, will conduct 
field assessment of the exterior and yard of participating homes. Each participant will receive a 
home assessment report that provides information about flood risks observed at the home, and 
a customized landscape design with plant list. If a homeowner has independently contracted for 
landscape design services, CNT will review the prepared design for grant eligibility, and append 
eligible designs to the report. The Village will review and approve the reports and landscape 
designs, prior to delivery to the participant.  

• Participants will select and contract directly with the landscape installer of their choice. The 
participant and their contractor will be responsible for obtaining any necessary permits from 
the Village. Upon completion of the eligible landscaping, the Village will reimburse participants 
for fifty percent (50%) of eligible landscaping costs, up to a maximum grant amount of $1,300 
per home.  

• CNT will survey program participants and deliver a program evaluation summary to the Village.  
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Project Tasks 
 
Task 1. Program Design and Project Management 
 
CNT will design and administer the RainReady Wilmette program in coordination with the Village.  

1. CNT will participate in two meetings with Village staff, and additional coordinating calls as 
needed.  

2. CNT will develop a program manual, including guidelines for 

o types of green infrastructure measures eligible for a grant; 

o requirements for program participation; 

o applicant prioritization and selection criteria; 

o program delivery schedule; and 

o program evaluation metrics. 
 
Task 2. Program Outreach and Community Education 
 
CNT and the Village will engage Wilmette residents through a variety of channels, to create 
excitement about the program, and increase public awareness about the benefits of green 
infrastructure. 

1. CNT will create a RainReady Wilmette program web page at the CNT website. The web page 
will include an overview of the program, a link to an online application, and other resources. 

2. CNT will draft and design program documents. The Village will provide information 
concerning program requirements, and review and approve the program documents prior to 
public distribution. 

• Program application (online and paper format) 

• Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)  

3. CNT will provide a staffed booth at Go Green Matters, the annual environmental fair 
presented by the Village and Go Green Wilmette. CNT staff will introduce the program to 
attendees, explain the benefits of green infrastructure, and solicit program applications for 
RainReady Wilmette at the booth.  

4. CNT will promote RainReady Wilmette through its online newsletter and social media. The 
Village will promote RainReady Wilmette through its online and paper newsletters.  

 
Task 3. Participant Enrollment and Home Assessments 
 

1. CNT will recommend program participant eligibility and selection criteria for approval by the 
Village.   

2. CNT will coordinate with the Village to select participants in the program.  

• The Village will perform any required a scofflaw or code violation review for applicants, 
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and notify CNT if any applicants do not meet the test.  

• If the number of applicants exceeds the number of available grants, CNT will apply the 
selection criteria to recommend to the Village which applicants to select based on the 
agreed upon program criteria. CNT will review the information provided by the participant 
application and mapping data. Shortlisted applicants will be invited to participate in a brief 
telephone interview concerning flooding history, ability to complete the green 
infrastructure during the specified grant period, and likelihood of achieving the applicant’s 
goals for participating in the program.  

3. CNT will coordinate with the Village to select and enroll participants in the program.  

• The Village will draft and process any required grant agreement documents, and process 
any program fees or deposits provided by the participants. The Village will incorporate the 
RainReady terms and conditions into grant agreement documents, authorizing CNT staff 
and consultants to perform services required for the program. The homeowner will be 
responsible for providing signed grant agreement documents and program fees or deposits 
to the Village. 

4. CNT’s RainReady team will perform a home assessment and prepare a report with green 
infrastructure design, for up to 25 homes. Each home assessment will include the following 
services: 

• Evaluation of available mapping data, such as soil and floodplain conditions. 

• Field assessment of the exterior of the home to identify potential flooding risks and green 
infrastructure opportunities.  RainReady will provide green infrastructure and flood risk 
education to homeowners throughout the home assessment process. 

• RainReady will prepare a home assessment report and suggested green infrastructure 
landscape design, and present it to the Village for review and approval. The goals of the 
recommendations will be to 1) retain stormwater onsite and 2) reduce risk of water 
intrusion into the home.  

• The green infrastructure landscape design will include a description of the proposed 
solution, a planting list, and a landscape sketch. The scope of work will have sufficient 
detail to allow the homeowner’s chosen contractor to use the drawing as a guide for the 
installation of the improvements. If a homeowner has independently contracted for 
landscape design services, CNT will review the prepared design for grant eligibility, and 
append eligible designs to the report. 

• The approved report and landscaping design will be forwarded to the program participant. 
The participant will be offered an opportunity to review the report with the RainReady 
home assessor. If the participant requests any changes to the landscape design, the 
requested changes will be forwarded to the Village for review and determination.  

• The homeowner will be responsible for identifying and selecting a contractor to perform 
the work. The homeowner’s contractor will be responsible for any required permitting or 
additional design services required by the homeowner. The Village will be responsible for 
issuing any necessary permits and conducting construction inspections. The homeowner 
will be responsible for all contractor and Village fees.  

5. The homeowner will be responsible for notifying CNT and the Village when the green 
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infrastructure work is completed, and submitting the certification of work to the Village. 

6. The Village will be responsible for all activities concerning grant reimbursement requests and 
permit close out. The Village will monitor all program compliance requirements. 

 
Task 4. Program Evaluation 
 
CNT will evaluate the first year of the program and document the findings, using qualitative and 
quantitative data.  CNT will evaluate program design and process, such as outreach outcomes, and 
participants’ experience with the program. CNT will provide an evaluation summary, including the 
metrics listed below, and a map depicting the location of participants. 
 
CNT will offer program participants the opportunity to participate in a citizen scientist initiative, 
through our Rain Survey. After rain events, the evaluation participants will be surveyed concerning 
the performance of their new green infrastructure.  
 

Key Objective Metric 

Reduce lot-level site drainage problems 
Participant Experience survey results.  
Rain Survey results (limited to opt-in surveys 
completed by participants during the program year).  

Complement the Village’s Stormwater 
Management Program 

Types of green infrastructure installed.  
Aggregated size of green infrastructure installations.  
Private investment leveraged. 

Raise awareness of nature-based 
solutions for reducing flood risk. 

Number of outreach event attendees.  
Participant Experience survey results.  
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Estimated Project Schedule 
 

January 2019 
Village approves CNT contract and issues Notice to Proceed. CNT initiates 
project.   

February 2019 
CNT delivers draft program manual, web page, application, and FAQ for 
Village approval. CNT and Village initiate program outreach activities.  

March 2019 
CNT finalizes program manual and documents. CNT and Village conclude 
program outreach.  

April 2019 
CNT evaluates applicants and delivers recommended program participant 
list for Village approval. Village performs scofflaw and/or code review. 

May 2019 CNT and Village enroll participants. CNT initiates home assessments.  

June – September 
30, 2019 

CNT concludes home assessments. Homeowners perform landscape 
installation activities. 

October 1 – 30, 
2019 

Homeowners submit grant reimbursement requests.  

October 1 – 
December 31, 2019 

CNT performs program evaluation activities and delivers evaluation 
summary. Village processes grant reimbursements.  

Notes and Assumptions: 
The program schedule is dependent on factors such as Village notice to proceed, weather 
conditions, and homeowner and contractor availability. 
 

Project Budget 
 

Task Fee 

Task 1: Program Design and Project Management $1,500 

Task 2: Outreach and Education $1,100 

Task 3: Participant Enrollment & Home Assessments with 
Landscape Designs  

$31,500 

Task 4: Program Evaluation $3,200 

Project Travel & Printing $400 

Program Total $37,700 

Notes and Assumptions: 
The Village will reimburse each participant up to $1,300, in addition to refunded deposits. Actual 
reimbursement may be less depending on total cost of completed work.   



W W W .CN T .O R G / R A I N R E A DY     PAGE  1  

 
 
 

RainReady Wilmette 

WHAT IS RAINREADY WILMETTE? 

WHY IS THE VILLAGE OFFERING THIS PROGRAM? 

 

 

 

WHAT ASSISTANCE WILL I RECEIVE? 

 

 

 

WHO IS ELIGIBLE? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WHAT KIND OF LANDSCAPING IMPROVEMENTS 

ARE ELIGIBLE FOR A PROGRAM GRANT? 

 

 

 

WHAT KIND OF LANDSCAPING IS NOT ELIGIBLE FOR 

A GRANT? 

WHAT COSTS CAN BE REIMBURSED? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.rainready.org/SOUTHSUBURBS
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HOW DOES THE PROGRAM WORK? 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER I RECEIVE MY GRANT? 

I’D LIKE TO APPLY. WHAT DO I DO? 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PROGRAM? 

http://www.rainready.org/SOUTHSUBURBS
https://www.cnt.org/rainready/our-projects
https://www.cnt.org/rainready/our-projects
mailto:RainReadyHome@cnt.org
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http://www.cookcountyassessor.com/Search/Property-Search.asp
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SUBJECT: Water Plant PLCs Replacement and Upgrade  

 
MEETING DATE: January 22, 2019 

 
FROM: Nabil Quafisheh, Director of Water Management 

 
BUDGET IMPACT: Contract Cost  $254,647.75   

Over/ (Under) Budget $34,647.75 
 

 
Recommended Motions 
 

Move to approve a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $254,647.75 with Allan ICS Inc., East 
Troy, WI, for the replacement and upgrade of the Programmable Logic Controllers (PLCs) at 
the water plant. 
 
Background 
 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System (SCADA) at the water plant provides 
computer controls to assist the Operator in monitoring and controlling the treatment processes 
and pumping operations including remote sites. The SCADA system is comprised of two main 
components: operating software and Programmable Logic Controllers (PLCs) hardware. 
 
In April 2014, the Village was informed by the manufacturer of the PLC hardware used by the 
Wilmette Water Plant (Schneider Electric) that the PLCs and the associated software installed 
during the 8 MGD upgrade in 2001/2002 will be obsolete on May 31, 2015. These pieces of 
hardware were not part of the 2011 SCADA upgrade. PLCs “A” and “B” control and monitor the 
operation of the chemicals feeding systems, the mixers for the flocculation process, pumping 
operations and multiple levels and flows. Although Schneider Electric indicated that service by 
replacement and repair will be available for eight years post 2015 (2023), servicing and 
repairing these PLCs potentially could result in extended downtime and difficulty as the 
components required to execute the repairs become scarce.  Failure in these PLCs will have 
moderate severity impact to the operation of the Water Plant in pumping capacity and treatment 
process.  
 
Additionally, the electrical improvements project will produce significant number of data and 
signals that will be required to integrate into our existing SCADA. It is very beneficial to perform 
this work in coordination with the electrical improvements to minimize the impact on operation 
and reduce cost by eliminating installation of signals twice.  

Water Management  
Department 
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Discussion 
 
The existing SCADA Programmable Logic Controllers (PLCs) at the water plant and their 
associated data cards are 18-19 years old. They are considered obsolete and in need of 
replacement as mentioned above. Therefore, it is proposed to have the water plant PLCs 
replacement and upgrade performed by the Wilmette plant system Integrator, Allan ICS. Allan 
ICS has been the SCADA system Integrator at the water plant since 1992. They have intimate 
understanding and knowledge of the system which will minimize the impact on the operation 
of the water plant during this integration. The professional services scope of work proposed by 
Allan ICS (see attachment 1) will include: 
 

 Furnishing and installing the PLCs and associated equipment (enclosure, power 
supplies, Ethernet switch, router/firewall, etc.). 

 Labor for drawings and build/test PLCs panels.  
 Write the PLCs programming and SCADA programming to integrate the new equipment 

into the existing system.  
 Testing and startup. 

 
Part of this proposal will be the installation of equipment necessary to integrate the upgrades 
associated with the electrical improvement project- phase I. Performing this work will eliminate 
the need to install of the signal wires twice.  
 
The Village staff proposes the approval of a contract in the amount of $254,647.75 with Allan 
ICS Inc. for the replacement and upgrade of the PLCs at the water plant. 
 
If approved, the work will be completed by fall. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
If approved, the project will be charged as follows: 
 
 

Description 
2019 

Budget 
Contract 
Amount 

Account 
Balance 

Account 
No. 

Electrical Improvements 
– Phase II 

$220,000 $254,647.75 -$34,647.75 41818090- 
470530-80848 

 
The overage in this account was due to the following: 

 Change in scope of work that required additional PLCs (from 3 to 6). 
 Increased in the PLC unit price from the manufacturer since the CIP preparation. 

 
The scope of work change mentioned above was due to work order change in the electrical 
improvement project (phase I) that reduced the amount of pipes and wires needed. Also, this 
change will reduce the operational impact on the water plant and provide better redundancy to 
the SCADA system. As a result there will be a credit issued in the electrical improvement project 
(phase I) in the amount of $23,360.45 to offset part of the overage in this account. 
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Additional savings are projected in the following accounts in FY 2019: 
 

 Instrumentation Replacement (41818090-470530-80845): $10,000. 
 Treatment Process Improvements (41818090-470530-80846): $10,000. 

 
 

Documents Attached 
 

1. Allan ICS, Inc. Proposal. 
2. Phase 2 – Electrical Improvements CIP Page. 
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October 29, 2018 
 
TO:    Village of Wilmette, IL – Water Plant 
  200 Lake Avenue 
  Wilmette, IL  60091 
 
ATTENTION:  Nabil Quafisheh 
 
SUBJECT: Water Plant PLC Replacement and Upgrades 
 
Nabil: 
 
We are pleased to submit our quotations for replacing the obsolete Modicon Quantum PLC’s at various locations at the 
water plant with new Modicon M340 PLC systems and other system upgrades.  Our quote consists of the following: 
 

New Electrical Room 
Lot  Two new Modicon M340 PLC systems mounted in a new NEMA 12 steel wall mount enclosure 

with panel light, surge arrestor, dual 1KVA UPS’s, dual Ethernet switches, misc. terminals, 
breakers, etc.  New PLC includes processor, chassis, I/O cards as required, and power supply.   

Lot  Labor for drawings and build/test of PLC panel. 

Lot  Labor for program write, testing, startup, and as‐built drawings for PLC system. 

Lot  SCADA changes at the water plant for the new PLC setup. 

 

TOTAL PLC SYSTEM PRICE FOR THE ELECTRICAL ROOM  ...... …… $ 48,277.79 
 

SWGR Room 
Lot  Two new Modicon M340 PLC systems mounted in a new NEMA 12 steel wall mount enclosure 

with panel light, surge arrestor, dual 1KVA UPS’s, dual Ethernet switches, misc. terminals, 
breakers, etc.  New PLC includes processor, chassis, I/O cards as required, and power supply.   

Lot  Labor for drawings and build/test of PLC panel. 

Lot  Labor for program write, testing, startup, and as‐built drawings for PLC system. 

Lot  SCADA changes at the water plant for the new PLC setup. 

 

TOTAL PLC SYSTEM PRICE FOR THE SWITCHGEAR ROOM  ... …… $ 53,705.86 
 

PLC‐A, Back of Control Room 
Lot  New Modicon M340 PLC system to replace the existing Quantum system.  New PLC includes 

processor, chassis, I/O cards as required, and power supply.  As part of the upgrade a new 
Ethernet switch will be added to the system as well as a new redundant DC power supply setup. 

Lot  Labor to remove existing PLC system, install new PLC, and re‐wire I/O signals to new PLC. 

Lot  Labor for program conversion, testing, startup, and red‐line the existing drawings to show new 
PLC. 
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Lot  SCADA changes at the water plant for the new PLC setup. 

 

TOTAL PLC SYSTEM PRICE FOR PLC‐A .................................. …… $ 20,635.26 
 

PLC‐C, Backup Panel in Control Room 
Lot  New Modicon M340 PLC system to replace the existing Quantum system.  New PLC includes 

processor, chassis, I/O cards as required, and power supply.  As part of the upgrade a new 
redundant power supply setup will be added to the system. 

Lot  Labor to remove existing PLC system, install new PLC, and re‐wire I/O signals to new PLC. 

Lot  Labor for program conversion, testing, startup, and red‐line the existing drawings to show new 
PLC. 

Lot  SCADA changes at the water plant for the new PLC setup. 

 

TOTAL PLC SYSTEM PRICE FOR PLC‐C .................................. …… $ 39,027.07 
 

PLC‐B, Chemical Panel 
Lot  Two new Modicon M340 PLC system to replace the existing Quantum systems.  New PLC’s 

includes processor, chassis, I/O cards as required, and power supply.  As part of the upgrade a 
new Ethernet switch will be added to the system as well as a new redundant DC power supply 
setup. 

Lot  Labor to remove existing PLC system, install new PLC, and re‐wire I/O signals to new PLC. 

Lot  Labor for program conversion, testing, startup, and red‐line the existing drawings to show new 
PLC. 

Lot  SCADA changes at the water plant for the new PLC setup. 

 

TOTAL PLC SYSTEM PRICE FOR PLC‐B .................................. …… $ 42,443.78 
 

PLC‐RIO‐A, Roundhouse 
Lot  Two new Modicon M340 PLC systems to replace the existing Quantum IO systems.  New PLC’s 

includes processor, chassis, I/O cards as required, and power supply.  As part of the upgrade a 
new Ethernet switch will be added to the system as well as a new redundant DC power supply 
setup. 

Lot  Labor to remove existing PLC system, install new PLC, and re‐wire I/O signals to new PLC. 

Lot  Labor for program conversion, testing, startup, and red‐line the existing drawings to show new 
PLC. 

Lot  SCADA changes at the water plant for the new PLC setup. 

 

TOTAL PLC SYSTEM PRICE FOR RIO‐A .................................. …… $ 21,722.57 
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PLC‐RIO‐B, Pipe Gallery 
Lot  New Modicon M340 PLC system to replace the existing Quantum IO system.  New PLC includes 

processor, chassis, I/O cards as required, and power supply.  As part of the upgrade a new DC 
power supply setup will be added to the system. 

Lot  Labor to remove existing PLC system, install new PLC, and re‐wire I/O signals to new PLC. 

Lot  Labor for program conversion, testing, startup, and red‐line the existing drawings to show new 
PLC. 

Lot  SCADA changes at the water plant for the new PLC setup. 

 

TOTAL PLC SYSTEM PRICE FOR RIO‐B .................................. …… $ 12,835.42 
 

Control Room UPS System 
1  New Liebert GXT4‐5000RT208 UPS system with quantity 2 external battery packs.  UPS system is 

5KVA with an estimated run time of 1 hour.  We expect that the new UPS will work with the 
existing bypass switch.  208VAC input, 120VAC output. 

Lot  Labor to remove existing UPS and install new one in same location. 

 

TOTAL NEW UPS ................................................................... …… $ 7,550.00 
 

SCADA Configuration Software Upgrades 
1  Upgrades and 3 years of support for Water Plants Modicon Unity Pro XL and Vijeo configuration 

software 

 

TOTAL SOFTWARE UPDATES ................................................. …… $ 8,450.00 
 
 
TOTAL FOR SYSTEM UPGRADES ........................................ …… $ 254,647.75 
 
 
Sales tax has not been included in the above quotation. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to quote and look forward to providing this equipment and services to you. 
Should you have any questions regarding this scope, please feel free to contact me immediately. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
ALLAN INTEGRATED CONTROL SYSTEMS, INC. 
Ted R. Zess 
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Water	Management	
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	
	

Electrical	Improvements	Program	 			2019	 $220,000	 											Operating	
Phase	II	 2021	 $620,000	 	 Bond		
Water	Fund‐	Water	Plant	Facility				 					

	
																																																																																																																							

	
__________________________________________________________________________________________________	
	
Original	Purchase	Date	&	Cost	 	 	 	
	
Roundhouse	MCC	 1971	‐	part	of	1971	expansion	
	
Funding	History	
	
N/A	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Project	Description	&	Justification	
	
2019	 Replacement	of	the	Programmable	Logic	Circuits	(PLCs)	and	SCADA	integration	of	the	new	

electrical	equipment	from	the	electrical	upgrade	project	at	a	projected	cost	of	$220,000	 	
2021	 Replace	 the	 low	 lift	 station	roundhouse	Motor	Control	Center	 (MCC)	at	a	projected	cost	of	

$120,000	
2021	 Replace	 the	 Variable	 Frequency	 Drives	 (VFDs)	 for	 Low	 Lift	 (LL)	 pumps	 #22&27	 at	 a	

projected	cost	of	$500,000		
	
	
Replacement	of	the	Programmable	Logic	Controllers	(PLCs)	“A”	and	“B”	Project	
Supervisory	Control	 and	Data	Acquisition	System	 (SCADA)	at	 the	water	plant	provides	 computer	
controls	 to	 assist	 the	 Operator	 in	 monitoring	 and	 controlling	 the	
treatment	processes	and	pumping	operations	including	remote	sites.	
The	SCADA	system	is	comprised	of	two	main	components:	operating	
software	and	Programmable	Logic	Controllers	(PLCs)	hardware.	
	
In	April	2014,	 the	Village	was	 informed	by	 the	manufacturer	of	 the	
PLC	hardware	used	by	the	Wilmette	Water	Plant	(Schneider	Electric)	
that	the	PLCs	and	the	associated	software	installed	during	the	8	MGD	
upgrade	in	2001/2002	will	be	obsolete	on	May	31,	2015.	These	pieces	of	hardware	were	not	part	of	
the	 2011	 SCADA	 upgrade.	 PLCs	 “A”	 and	 “B”	 control	 and	monitor	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 chemicals	
feeding	 systems,	 the	mixers	 for	 the	 flocculation	process,	 pumping	 operations	 and	multiple	 levels	
and	 flows.	 Although	 Schneider	 Electric	 indicated	 that	 service	 by	 replacement	 and	 repair	 will	 be	

Condition	
Rating	

Criticality	Rating	
1	 2	 3	 4	 5	

1	 Tier	1	 Tier	1	 Tier	2	 Tier	3	 Tier	3	
2	 Tier	1	 Tier	1	 Tier	3	 Tier	3	 Tier	4	
3	 Tier	2	 Tier	2	 Tier	4	 Tier	4	 Tier	5	
4	 Tier	2	 Tier	3	 Tier	4	 Tier	5	 Tier	5	
5	 Tier	2	 Tier	3	 Tier	4	 Tier	5	 Tier	5	

Tier 1     Very Low Risk  Include in the CIP >  10 years 

Tier 2     Low Risk   Include in the CIP 7‐10 years 

Tier 3     Medium risk   Include in the CIP 5‐7 Years 

Tier 4     High Risk   Include in the CIP 2‐5 Years 

Tier 5     Very High Risk   Include in the CIP 1‐3 Years 
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available	 for	 eight	 years	 post	 2015	 (2023),	 servicing	 and	 repairing	 these	 PLCs	 potentially	 could	
result	 in	 extended	 downtime	 and	 difficulty	 as	 the	 components	 required	 to	 execute	 the	 repairs	
become	scarce.	 	Failure	 in	 these	PLCs	will	have	moderate	severity	 impact	 to	 the	operation	of	 the	
Water	Plant	in	pumping	capacity	and	treatment	process.		
	
Additionally,	 the	 electrical	 improvements	 project	 will	 produce	 significant	 number	 of	 data	 and	
signals	 that	will	be	required	 to	 integrate	 into	our	existing	SCADA.	 It	 is	very	beneficial	 to	perform	
this	work	 in	 coordination	with	 the	 electrical	 improvements	 to	minimize	 the	 impact	on	operation	
and	reduce	cost	by	eliminating	installation	of	signals	twice.		
	
The	projected	cost	of	replacement	including	programming	is	$220,000.	
	
Summary	of	the	risk	assessment	of	this	project	is	below:	

Risk Score  Tier 4  Justification 

Condition Rating  4 
Less than 25% of anticipated useful life and the units are considered 

obsolete with no service available after 2013 

Criticality Rating  3  Has a moderate severity impact on the operation of the plant 

	
Projects	Proposed	For	FY	2021	
	
Replacement	of	the	Low	Lift	Station	VFDs	
A	 variable‐frequency	 drive	 (VFD)	 is	 a	 type	 of	 adjustable‐speed	 drive	
used	 in	 electro‐mechanical	 	 drive	 systems	 to	 control	 AC	motor	 speed	
and	 torque	by	 varying	motor	 input	 frequency	 and	voltage.	 The	Water	
Plant	uses	these	drives	to	adjust	the	water	flows	and	pumpage	without	
the	need	to	turn‐off	and	turn‐on	pumps,	which	reduces	the	stress	on	the	
system.	 Additionally,	 there	 are	 energy	 savings	with	 the	 use	 the	 VFDs	
over	fixed‐speed	pumps.	
	
The	Water	Plant	has	two	VFDs	on	pumps	in	low	lift	pumping	operation:	
LL	pump	#22	and	LL	Pump	#27.	These	drives	were	 installed	 in	1997	
and	2002	respectively.	The	typical	effective	life	of	these	drives	is	15‐20	
years.	 The	 drives	 have	 shown	 signs	 of	 wear	 and	 tear	 with	 increased	
maintenance	needs	and	becoming	more	difficult	to	maintain	due	to	lack	
of	spare	parts	and	support.	
	
In	FY	2021,	 it	 is	proposed	 to	 replace	 the	 three	VFD	equipment	at	 an	estimated	cost	of	 $500,000.	
Combining	the	replacement	of	the	drives	should	reduce	the	overall	cost	due	to	economy	of	scale	and	
allows	the	Water	Plant	to	standardize	on	the	equipment	for	ease	of	maintenance.	
	
	
Summary	of	the	risk	assessment	of	this	project	is	below:	

Risk Score  Tier 4  Justification 

Condition Rating  4 
Less than 10‐25% of useful life left on these units with many 

maintenance needs 

Criticality Rating  3 
The capacity of the plan could be impacted by as much as 25% if one of 

the units to fail. The lead time could be up to one year 
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Replacement	of	the	Low	Lift	Station	Roundhouse	Motor	Control	Center	(MCC)	Project	
The	motor	control	center	located	in	the	roundhouse	provides	power	to	3	low	lift	pumps	in	the	1971	
low	lift	station.	It	was	installed	during	the	1971	expansion	and	has	exceeded	its	useful	life.	Failure	
in	this	unit	will	cut	the	plant	treatment	capacity	by	50%.	The	projected	cost	to	replace	this	MCC	is	
$120,000.	
	
Summary	of	the	risk	assessment	of	this	project	is	below:	

Risk Score  Tier 4  Justification 

Condition Rating  5  Reliable life has been exceeded 

Criticality Rating  3  The plant capacity will be reduced by 50% if the MCC to fail 

	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Project	Update	
	
The	Electrical	Improvement	Projects	II	&	III	were	combined	for	the	FY2021.	The	Electrical	
Improvements	Project	III	was	eliminated.			
	
Project	Alternative		
	
An	alternate	to	the	replacement	is	to	perform	repairs	to	the	MCC	on	an	emergency	basis.	However,	
the	 repairs	 could	 be	 lengthy	 in	 time	 and	 potentially	 reducing	 the	 capacity	 of	 the	 treatment	
capabilities	of	the	plant	by	almost	75	percent.	
	
Operating	Budget	Impact	
	
Is	this	purchase	_______	routine	or	_____		non‐routine?	
	
	
NONROUTINE	
Maintenance	Costs	 None	
Personnel	Costs	 None	
Training	Costs	 None	
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SUBJECT: Purchase of Large Dump Truck Chassis 
 
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019       
 
FROM:   Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
   Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 
  Kurt Smith, Vehicle Maintenance Superintendent 

   
Contract Cost (Truck Chassis) $ 82,932 
Over/(Under) Budget  ($847) 

 

 

Recommended Motion 
 

Move to approve a contract in the amount of $82,932 with Rush Truck Centers, Chicago, IL for 
purchase of one large dump truck chassis. 
 
Background 
 

This request is for the purchase of one large dump truck chassis (T-10), scheduled for 
replacement in 2019 as part of the Village’s 10-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 
Currently, the Village has a total of 10 large dump trucks in the fleet with plowing and salting 
capabilities, of which, three trucks are 2003 year models (or 16 years of age). The other seven 
trucks are 2009-year models or newer. Beginning with the 2016 Budget, one large dump truck 
(i.e. 2003-year models) has been programmed for replacement each year with a total of six 
trucks scheduled for replacement over six years (2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020 and 2021). 
The revised CIP schedule was established to distribute costs over multiple years by eliminating 
the purchase of multiple large dump trucks in a single year.  
 
Historically, the Village has procured truck chassis through joint purchases administered under 
the State of Illinois or the Northwest Municipal Conference (NWMC) as they have offered an 
array of basic truck chassis manufactured by Navistar International. Unfortunately, the 
requested truck chassis configuration for T-10 (Navistar 7400 series, front axle-rear set back, 
low sloping hood) is not offered under any joint purchase contracts for YR 2019.  
 
This situation also occurred in 2016, 2017 and 2018, where there were no joint purchase 
opportunities available for a large dump truck chassis. Therefore, in 2016, staff drafted a 
Request for Proposal (RFP) and bid notices were sent out to Navistar International truck 
dealers servicing the Chicagoland area. Only one proposal was received, totaling $79,900 from 
Rush Truck Centers (RTC). In 2004, RTC purchased all of the Chicagoland Navistar 
International truck dealers and the Village did not receive any competing bids from the same 
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ownership group. Seeking proposals from dealers outside the region was deemed cost 
prohibitive due to additional transportation costs. Staff compared the proposal with bid results 
of a similar Navistar truck chassis (7400 series), under the Illinois state contract, and the pricing 
appeared to be favorable. As a result, on May 24, 2016, the Village Board approved a contract 
in the amount of $79,900 with RTC for purchase of one large dump truck chassis (T-03). 
Likewise, in 2017, the vendor agreed to a contract extension at fixed pricing and on April 11, 
2017, the Village Board approved a contract ($79,900) with RTC for purchase of a large dump 
truck chassis (T-04). In 2018, the vendor requested a 2.50% price increase (or $1,997) and on 
March 13, 2018 the Village Board approved a contract ($81,897) with RTC for purchase of a 
large dump truck chassis.   
 
Discussion 
 

For 2019, RTC has requested a 1.26% price increase ($1,035) or final cost of $82,932 for the 
purchase of one large dump truck chassis (i.e. Navistar 7400 series, front axle-rear set back, 
low sloping hood). The final cost previously remained fixed for two years (2016 and 2017) at 
$79,900 and increased 2.50% for 2018 ($81,897). Staff recommends awarding the contract to 
RTC as seeking additional proposals from outside the region would be cost prohibitive. After 
comparing the final cost (1.26% increase) with bid results of a similar Navistar truck chassis, 
under a current State of Illinois joint purchase contract, it continues to remain favorable and 
competitive. Likewise, Public Works staff has had the opportunity to operate and evaluate this 
truck chassis from the previous completed truck builds, identical specification, giving it positive 
reviews.  
 
Furthermore, Navistar International is the preferred truck chassis manufacturer as their 
products have proven to be durable, reliable and serviceable.  Continuity with this chassis also 
delivers maintenance cost savings to the Village, attributed to fleet standardization, by means 
of: reduction in parts inventory, reduction in diagnostic equipment/software, reduction in 
technician training, improved productivity with failure diagnosis resulting in faster repairs, and 
lower acquisition costs for component and repair parts. Likewise, a majority of Navistar repair 
parts are available for purchase through joint purchasing agreements under Illinois state 
contract. Currently, there are a total of 18 heavy duty trucks in the Public Works fleet of which 
17 are manufactured by Navistar International. 
 
If approved, this request will complete the first phase of the truck build. The second phase 
includes outfitting of the truck chassis with a snow plow, dump body, salt spreader, liquid deicer 
system, emergency lighting, two-way radio and ancillary equipment. On June 13, 2017, the 
Village Board approved a one-year contract in the amount not to exceed $84,606 and a four-
year option for annual contract extensions with Monroe Truck Equipment, Inc., Monroe, WI for 
outfitting of one large truck chassis. If executed, the final cost for year three under this 
agreement includes fixed pricing, or $86,721. Lastly, to finalize the truck build, the Village will 
direct purchase emergency lighting and tarp system at a projected added cost of $6,500.  
 
The delivery of the truck chassis takes 90 days from the order date, thus anticipated final 
delivery is May 2019. Outfitting with equipment takes an additional 150-180 days.  
 
Green Fleet Alternative 
 
Staff researched green fleet alternatives from the principle heavy-duty truck chassis 
manufacturers (i.e. Navistar, Freightliner, Kenworth, Peterbuilt, etc.) for snow plowing 
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applications. Most of the manufacturers stated they intend to release electric hybrid technology 
within the next 2-3 years, however, they currently do not offer a hybrid powertrain matching 
operational needs for snow plowing. There are some prototypes currently in use for other 
applications. Staff believes this to be a viable green fleet alternative in the near future. 
 
Another alternative is compressed natural gas (CNG) technology for heavy-duty trucks, which 
is prevalent in the solid waste industry, transport logistics (i.e. freight) and bus transportation. 
This technology is best suited for fleets with high fuel consumption (or mileage) and/or 
extended periods of engine idling. CNG has several advantages over conventional combustion 
engines including 20-25% reduction in emissions and more stable unit pricing as compared to 
petroleum products. For example, the Village’s heavy-duty fleet currently consumes B5 
biodiesel and unit pricing has fluctuated between $1.33 and $3.94 per gallon over the past ten 
years (2009-18). The ten-year average is $2.62 per gallon. By comparison, the national 
average price per gasoline gallon equivalent (GGE) of CNG falls within the range of $1.89 - 
$2.25 covering the same ten-year period (U.S. Dept. of Energy).  
 
Both Freightliner and Kenworth offer CNG alternative heavy-duty vehicles for snow plowing 
operations, whereas Navistar (International Truck) does not. The upfront cost is $50,000 more 
than a traditional heavy-duty truck chassis. Therefore, with an expected useful life (EUL) of 20-
years, the savings per year would need to exceed $2,500 for a positive return on investment 
(ROI). T-10 consumes approximately 450 gallons of B5 per year. As such, the unit price 
differential between B5 and CNG would need to exceed $5.60 per GGE, and on sustainable 
basis, to produce a positive ROI. Based on the historical pricing, the largest price differential 
was $1.94 (YR 2012). The closest CNG fueling station in proximity to the Public Works Facility 
is located in Des Plaines, IL. According to estimates from the U.S. Dept. of Energy, new 
construction of CNG fueling facilities can cost up to $1.8 million.    
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2019 Budget provides $177,000 to replace one large dump truck (T-10). The final purchase 
cost of the large truck chassis is $82,932 and remaining funds totaling $94,068 are available 
for outfitting of equipment. After taking final delivery (i.e. completion of phases 1 and 2), the old 
unit (i.e. truck chassis, dump body, v-box salt spreader and snow plow) will be disposed of 
through an upcoming Northwest Municipal Conference live vehicle auction. 
 
The table on the following page illustrates the budget summary for YR 2019 (T-10). 
 

Budget  
11960070-480225-40590  

$177,000 

Truck Chassis (Final Cost) $82,932 

Outfitting (Final Cost)  
*Based on year 3 of 4-year purchase option with Monroe Truck $86,721 

Misc. Equipment (Projected Cost) $6,500 

Balance (Projected Savings)  ($847) 
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Documents Attached 
 

1. 2019 CIP Budget page for T-10 
2. Letter Proposal from Rush Truck Centers, Chicago, IL for large dump truck chassis 
3. Sale Order form- Rush Truck Centers, Chicago, IL 
4. Truck Chassis Specification from Navistar International Truck and Engine Corporation 
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Rush Truck Center, Chicago
4655 S. Central Ave 

Chicago, IL 60638 

708-496-7500 

01/14/2019

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
✔ ✔

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE WILMETTE IL 60091

International HV607

2020 CHASSIS ONLY
E9998-1106-07 (847) 853-7583

WHITE STANDARD

SOURCEWELL CONTRACT # 081716 NVS

WAS USED TO PRICE THE FOLLOWING EQUIPMENT
David Mueller

CURRENT PRICNG IS GOOD THRU 02/28/2019

Cook
TRUCK CHASSIS SPECIFICATIONS AS LISTED IN

SALES PROPOSAL # 14651 DATED 11/07/2018

FULL PAYMENT DUE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF  

DELIVERY TO YOUR DESIRED DESTINATION

Sales Price 82,665.00

Factory Paid F.E.T. 0.00

F.E.T. Tire Credit 0.00

Total Factory Paid F.E.T. 0.00

Optional Extended Warranties 0.00

Sub-Total 82,665.00

Manufacturer Rebate
Dealer Paid F.E.T. * 0.00 Total Used Vehicle Allowance * 0.00

Local Taxes 0.00 Less Total Balance Owed 0.00

License, Transfer, Title, Registration Fee 103.00 Total Net Allowance on Used Vehicle(s) 0.00

Documentary Fee 164.00 Deposit or Credit Balance 0.00

Total Cash Delivered Price 82,932.00 Cash with Order 0.00

Total Down Payment 0.00 0.00

Unpaid Cash Balance Due on Delivery 82,932.00

MuellerD
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MuellerD
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MuellerD
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MuellerD
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Retail Sales Order

 

 

Communication Consent

Rush Truck Center, Chicago
4655 S. Central Ave 

Chicago, IL 60638 

708-496-7500 
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SUBJECT: Contract Amendment- Parkway Tree Pruning    
 
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019       
 
FROM:   Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
   Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 
   Kevin Sorby, Village Forester 
   Rob Wasley, Village Forester 

         
Original Contract Cost (YR 2020)  $ 79,754 
Contract Amendment $26,850 
Revised Contract Cost (YR 2020) $106,604 

 

 

Recommended Motion 
 

Move to approve a contract amendment to unit prices set forth in the proposal dated October 
18, 2017 with Lucas Landscape and Design Co., Deerfield, IL for parkway tree pruning 
services.  
 
Background and Discussion 
 

While the contract amendment discussed below and recommended for approval by the Village 
Board only affects Fiscal Year 2020 of the contract, staff is bringing this matter to the Board’s 
attention now to establish cost certainty for the next two years (i.e. YR 2019 and 2020). 
 
On November 14, 2017, the Village Board approved a three-year contract with Lucas 
Landscape and Design Co., Deerfield, IL (LLD) for parkway tree pruning services. The contract 
award was in result to a request for proposal (RFP) process with a bid opening on October 19, 
2017 of which seven bids were received and LLD was the lowest bidder. The contract includes 
fixed unit pricing for the period covering all of YR 2018, 2019 and 2020 and provides for the 
pruning of approximately 1,800 parkway trees each year (seven-inch diameter size and 
greater) located at various sites throughout the Village.  
 
In November 2018, LLD notified the Village of its desire to forego Year 3 (or YR 2020) of the 
three-year contract as they were having trouble performing to contract specifications at the 
contract unit rates. LLD’s bid proposal ($79,754) was $53,699 lower than the second lowest 
bid ($133,453). In particular, LLD’s proposal reflected an average unit rate of $44.31 (i.e. per 
tree) whereas the second lowest proposal reflected an average unit rate of $74.14. 
Comparatively, the Village’s average unit rates for parkway tree pruning were $82.85 in YR 
2017, $90.43 in YR 2016 and $91.41 in YR 2015.  
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Works Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:lamg@wilmette.com
mailto:sorbyk@wilmette.com
mailto:wasleyr@wilmette.com


 

Page 2 of 2   AGENDA ITEM: 3.17 
 

 
Staff subsequently participated in negotiations with the intent of having LLD fulfill obligations of 
the three-year contract. Upon mutual agreement, both parties decided to split the difference in 
unit rates between the lowest and second lowest proposal from the 2017 RFB bid opening for 
tree pruning services, effective for YR 2020. This agreement is beneficial to both parties as the 
Village continues to receive pruning services at below market rates while the vendor has 
incentive to continue providing quality service per contract specifications with price increase in 
effect for YR 2020. If the Village were to release the contractor and pursue a new bid for YR 
2020, the unit rates are likely to be much higher than agreed upon increase based on bid results 
from YR 2017. Denoted in the table below is revised unit pricing, effective for YR 2020. 
 

DBH 
Class 

Current 
Unit Rates 

(cost per tree) 

2nd Low Bidder 
Unit Rates 

(cost per tree) 

Difference 

Revised 
Unit Rates 
(with 50% of 
Difference) 

7-14” $30.00 $36.00 $6.00 $33.00 

15-24” $44.00 $80.00 $36.00 $62.00 

25-36” $70.00 $135.00 $65.00 $102.50 

37”+ $88.00 $135.00 $47.00 $111.50 
 
Even with the agreed unit rate increase for YR 2020, the Village is still far ahead working with 
LLD as compared to award to the second lowest bidder (i.e. Winkler’s Tree and Landscaping).  
See table denoted below with cumulative effect on total cost.  
 

 YR 2018 YR 2019 YR 2020 Total (3-Years) 

Current- 
Unit Pricing $79,754* $79,754* $106,604** $266,112 

2nd Low Bidder- 
Unit Pricing $133,453 $133,453 $133,453 $400,359 

Savings $53,699 $53,699 $26,849 $134,247 

 *Reflects current unit pricing; 
**Reflects proposed revised unit rates denoted in table above and pruning of estimated 1,800 parkway trees. 

 
Budget Impact 
 

This contract amendment will have impact on the 2020 budget for contractual tree pruning 
services. The 2019 budget includes a total of $79,754 for parkway tree pruning services, based 
on unit pricing in the original three-year contract with LLD. The 2019 budget affords the pruning 
of approximately 1,800 parkway trees, which accommodates a seven-year pruning cycle. 
Arboriculture best management practices recommend a five to seven-year pruning cycle with 
correlation between cycle length and frequency/severity of tree damage caused by storms. As 
such, staff recommends a continuation of funding to support a seven-year cycle for the 2020 
budget. Based on the revised unit rates, the total budget will need to increase by $26,850 (or 
$106,604 total). If the budget amount remains unchanged ($79,754), staff projects the pruning 
of 1,300 parkway trees, reflecting a 10-year cycle.  
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SUBJECT: Crack Sealing Program  
 
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019      
 
FROM:   Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
   Dan Manis, P.E., Village Engineer 
   Daniel Smith, Engineering Assistant 

   
Contract Cost $42,400 
Available Budget  $42,400 
Over/(Under) Budget $0 

 
 

Recommended Motions 
 

Move to approve a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $42,400 with Patriot Pavement 
Maintenance, Inc., Des Plaines, IL, for the 2019 Crack Sealing Program. 
 
Background 
 
This program consists of preventative maintenance by sealing cracks on asphalt streets 
throughout the Village. Crack sealing prevents moisture from entering the pavement which will 
extend the life of the street.  Streets are selected to be included in the program that have been 
resurfaced within 4 to 5 years when cracks first develop and sealing provides the most benefit.    
 
Discussion 
 
In 2016, the Village was one of nine municipalities participating in the Municipal Partnering 
Initiative (MPI) for a crack sealing bid that was led by the Village of Arlington Heights.  The MPI 
allows area communities to collectively bid similar work to take advantage of economies of 
scale. The other communities participating in the 2016 bid were Evanston, Glenview, Mt. 
Prospect, Niles, Northfield, Rolling Meadows and Skokie.  The bid for crack sealing established 
pricing for three years. Patriot Pavement Maintenance, Inc. was the low bidder.  
 
For 2019, Patriot Pavement Maintenance, Inc. agreed to extend 2018 pricing for members of 
the Municipal Partnering Initiative.  
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A summary of historical pricing for Wilmette is as follows:  
 

Year Crack Sealant ($/LB) Contract Cost ($) 
2019 $1.19 $42,400 

2018 $1.19 $41,200 
2017 $1.17 $40,000 
2016 $1.17 $40,000 
2015 $1.22 $10,000 
2014 $1.22 $10,000 
2013 $1.19 $10,000 
2012 $1.00 $10,000 

 
Patriot Pavement Maintenance, Inc. completed the 2016, 2017 and 2018 Crack Sealing 
Programs for the Village with satisfactory results. For this reason and the competitive unit 
pricing, the Engineering and Public Works Department recommends awarding a one-year 
contract extension for the 2019 Crack Sealing Program to Patriot Pavement Maintenance.  
 
The 2019 Crack Sealing Program will be completed in the fall.  
  
Budget Impact 
 
The 2019 Crack Sealing Program will be paid for as follows: 
 

 
Description Account Budget 

Recommended 
Award Amount 

2019 Crack Sealing 11202035-425240 $42,400 $42,400 
 
 

Documents Attached 
 

1. Extension letter from Patriot Pavement Maintenance dated January 8, 2019 
2. Bid Tabulation 
3. CIP Detail Sheets 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 





VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, EVANSTON, GLENVIEW, MT. PROSPECT, NILES, NORTHFIELD, ROLLING 
MEADOWS, SKOKIE AND WILMETTE 

Bid Tabulation Sheet 
2016 CRACK SEALING PROGRAM 

 
 
 
The following bids were publicly opened on March 16, 2016, at 11:00 A.M., in the Village of Arlington Heights Municipal Building, 33 S 
Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005. 
 
 

 
BIDDER 

Bid 
Bond 

Adden. 
#1 

Crack 
Sealant 
1 year 

Crack 
Sealant 
2 year 

Crack 
Sealant 
3 year 

Liquid 
Asphalt 
1 year 

Liquid 
Asphalt 
2 year 

Liquid  
Asphalt 
3 year 

Behm Pavement 
Crystal Lake, IL 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
$1.269 

 
$1.269 

 
$1.269 

 
$1.30 

 
$1.30 

 
$1.30 

Denler Inc. 
Mokena, IL 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
$1.245 

 
$1.29 

 
$1.325 

 
$1.30 

 
$1.365 

 
$1.395 

Patriot Pavement 
Des Plaines, IL 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
$1.17 

 
$1.17 

 
$1.19 

 
$1.19 

 
$1.19 

 
$1.19 

SKC Construction 
West Dundee, IL 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
$1.31 

 
$1.35 

 
$1.39 

 
$1.37 

 
$1.42 

 
$1.46 

 
 
 
 
Notice: This is a preliminary summary of the bids as they were opened and announced at the bid opening. Bid prices have not been verified and are subject to 
change in the event mathematical errors are discovered during bid review. Other information contained in this summary is also subject to review. 
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Preventative	Maintenance	Program	 Operating	
Streets,	Sidewalks,	and	Alleys	 	
	 	
	
	
	
X	 Critical	 	
‐	 Recommended	 	
‐	 Contingent	on	Funding	
	

Project	Description	&	Justification	
	
This	program	is	designed	to	extend	the	life	of	Village	streets	by	applying	one	of	three	methods	of	
preventative	 pavement	 maintenance	 to	 repair	 pavement	 deficiencies	 that	 occur	 over	 time.	 The	
Department	will	evaluate	the	streets	for	deficiencies	each	year	and	shall	apply	this	program	based	on	
pavement	needs.	
	
The	three	preventative	pavement	maintenance	services	include:	
	
Pavement	Patching	(non‐utility)	
	

This	service	patches	localized	areas	of	deterioration	in	the	pavement.		The	Village	currently	
has	a	street	patching	program	that	focuses	only	on	street	patching	needed	due	to	water	main	
and	sewer	repairs	performed	by	the	Village,	but	has	no	program	to	address	non‐utility	related	
patch	locations.		Many	calls	are	received	from	residents	requesting	a	more	permanent	solution	
than	 the	pothole	 filling	 that	 is	performed	 in‐house	by	Engineering	&	Public	Works.	 	While	
filling	potholes	can	be	an	effective	procedure	for	minimally	maintaining	the	pavement,	 it	 is	
only	a	temporary	fix,	and	residents	often	call	back	on	an	annual	basis	to	address	the	same	
pavement	area.	 	Sometimes	a	base	repair	is	also	needed	for	a	localized	pavement	area	that	
requires	a	patch.		
	
A	street	and	alley	patching	program	will	allow	the	Village	 to	address	 these	 localized	areas	
where	the	roadway	or	alley	does	not	yet	qualify	and	is	over	8	years	out	from	resurfacing	or	
reconstruction.	The	2019	funding	amount	is	anticipated	to	complete	up	to	2,900	SY	of	2‐inch	
pavement	patching	and	increase	the	overall	life	cycle	of	the	pavement.		Engineering	staff	has	
begun	to	collect	an	inventory	of	patch	locations	from	pothole	locations	performed	by	Public	
Works,	 incident	management	 complaints	 about	pavement	 conditions,	 and	will	 expand	 this	
further	during	our	road	and	alley	evaluations	this	year.	
	
The	financial	model	adopted	by	Village	Board	in	late	2016	provides	$2	million	for	the	Village’s	
Road	Program	until	2027	at	which	time	the	recommended	funding	level	will	increase	to	$4	
million	which	intends	to	keep	the	average	street	condition	in	the	“good”	or	better	category.		
However,	with	funding	levels	in	the	past	few	years	being	under	the	recommended	target	level,	
the	average	pavement	condition	has	been	declining.		A	regular	patching	program	would	allow	

2019	 $149,100	
2020	 $153,200	
2021	 $157,500	
2022	 $161,800	
2023	 $166,100	
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some	of	these	deteriorated	areas	to	be	addressed	extending	the	useable	life	of	the	roadway	
before	a	full	reconstruction	is	necessary.	
	
Due	to	a	growing	need	for	patching	and	maintenance	work	related	to	development	projects	
which	impacts	the	street	and	alley	condition	but	is	not	currently	addressed	through	current	
funding	levels,	a	future	consideration	can	be	for	an	Alley	and	Street	Impact	Fee.				
	
Project	Update	
	
The	funding	amount	of	$100,000	has	been	added	for	2023	which	includes	an	annual	inflation	
factor	of	3%.			
	
Project	Alternative		
	
The	alternative	to	pavement	patching	is	doing	nothing	and	waiting	for	the	pavement	surface	
to	deteriorate	to	the	point	where	resurfacing	or	reconstruction	is	needed.		However,	once	the	
roadway	base	is	impacted	from	lack	of	maintenance,	the	road	has	to	be	reconstructed	typically	
between	three	to	four	times	the	costs	of	resurfacing.			Patching	can	slow	down	the	decline	of	
the	overall	pavement	condition	and	improves	ride	quality.	
	

Crack	Sealing	
	

Original	Purchase	Date	&	Cost	 	 	 	
	
N/A	
	
Funding	History	
	
2019	 $42,400	 Operating	
2018	 $41,200	 Operating	
2017	 $40,000	 Operating	
2016	 $40,000	 Operating	
2015	 $10,000	 Dedicated	Revenues	
2014						$10,000		 Dedicated	Revenues	
2013	 $10,000	 Dedicated	Revenues	
2012	 $10,000	 Dedicated	Revenues	
	
	
Project	Description	&	Justification	
	
This	program	is	designed	to	perform	preventive	maintenance	on	resurfaced	asphalt	streets	
within	the	Village	by	sealing	cracks	that	have	developed	or	expanded.	The	goal	of	this	
maintenance	program	is	to	extend	the	life	cycle	of	these	pavements.		Crack	sealing	“seals”	the	
pavement	surface	and	prevents	moisture	from	reaching	the	base,	causing	further	
degradation.			
	
The	Village	currently	funds	resurfacing	of	approximately	1	to	2	miles	per	year	of	the	existing	
66	miles	of	asphalt	streets.	Crack	sealing	has	been	shown	to	be	one	of	the	best	and	most	cost	
effective	preventative	maintenance	techniques	to	prolong	the	lifespan	of	asphalt	pavements.		
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The	2018	funding	level	will	allow	for	the	sealing	of	approximately	0.5	to	1	miles	annually	
depending	on	the	amount	of	cracks	being	filled.		A	fully	developed	crack	sealing	program	is	
first	initiated	on	roads	after	3	or	4	years	of	age	and	is	repeated	every	4	to	5	years	until	the	
roadway	is	usually	within	5	to	7	years	of	the	next	planned	resurfacing,	excepting	pavements	
that	are	showing	signs	of	alligator	cracking.			
	
The	Village	is	one	of	several	municipalities	participating	in	the	municipal	consortium.	The	
benefit	of	joint	bidding	with	other	agencies	is	to	increase	the	size	of	the	contract	with	the	
goal	of	reducing	overall	contract	cost.	The	crack	sealing	program	has	been	part	of	the	
municipal	consortium	since	2010.	
	
Project	Update	
	
The	funding	request	of	$47,200	has	been	added	for	2023	which	includes	an	annual	inflation	
factor	of	3%.			
	
Project	Alternative		
	
The	alternative	is	not	to	crack	seal	Village	streets,	which	will	result	in	accelerated	pavement	
deterioration.							

	
Pavement	Surface	Rejuvenation		
	

Funding	History	
$6,000	Test	program	in	2017	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Project	Description	
	
Reclamite	is	a	pavement	surface	rejuvenator	that	penetrates	asphalt	pavements	and	restores	
pavement	surface	flexibility	that	has	been	lost	from	the	asphalt	due	to	oxidation.	 	Applying	
Reclamite	to	new	pavement	helps	decrease	deterioration	of	the	asphalt	surface	dramatically,	
reducing	and/or	delaying	the	need	for	more	expensive	surface	treatments	such	as	patching	or	
crack	sealing.	 	Reclamite	can	also	be	applied	to	pavements	showing	 light	hairline	cracking,	
light	raveling,	segregation,	light	pitting,	and	dryness.			The	application	period	is	typically	2‐3	
years	after	new	pavement	surface	installation.			
	
A	pilot	program	was	initiated	in	2017	and	continued	in	2018.		
	
An	annual	inflation	factor	of	3%	is	included.		The	2019	funding	level	represents	an	incremental	
approach	 to	 an	 overall	 pavement	 management	 strategy.	 	 The	 planned	 locations	 for	 this	
program	going	forward	is	to	apply	the	rejuvenator	to	the	road	program	asphalt	streets	two	
years	in	arrears.	
	
Project	Alternative	
	
The	alternative	to	funding	this	project	is	to	continue	maintaining	pavements	with	higher	usage	
of	crack	sealing	and	non‐utility	based	patching	until	they	are	resurfaced.				
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Overall	Program	Budget	
	
		 Program	Budget	
Year	 Pavement	

Surface	
Rejuvenation	

Pavement	
Patching	

Crack	
Sealing	

Budget	
Total	

2019	 $16,900	 $89,800	 $42,400	 $149,100	
2020	 $17,400	 $92,200	 $43,600	 $153,200	
2021	 $17,900	 $94,800	 $44,800	 $157,500	
2022	 $18,400	 $97,400	 $46,000	 $161,800	
2023	 $18,900	 $100,000	 $47,200	 $166,100	
	
	
Operating	Budget	Impact	
	
Is	this	purchase	routine	__X___	or	______non‐routine?	
	

NON‐ROUTINE	
Maintenance	Costs:	 No	additional	costs	–	pavements	will	

continue	to	be	maintained		
Personnel	Costs:	 No	additional	cost	–	the	Village	currently	

maintains	pavements	as	deficiencies	arise	
Training	Costs:	 None	
	
	
	 	



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEMS: 3.19 

 
  
 
       
SUBJECT: 2019 Road Program Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) Resolution 
 
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019       
 
FROM:   Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works  
   Dan Manis, P.E., Village Engineer 
 Ryan Kearney, P.E., Project Manager 

   
Net Cost 
Budget Amount 

$700,000 
$700,000 

Over/(Under) Budget $0 
  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve Resolution 2019-R-1 to secure $700,000 of Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) funds from 
the State of Illinois for the 2019 Road Program.     
 
Background 
 
The annual Road Program consists of resurfacing asphalt pavement at various locations 
throughout the Village. The scope of work also includes intermittent curb and gutter and 
sidewalk replacement, minor utility repairs, and pavement patching.  
 
The 2019 $2 million Road Program consists of the Locust Road reconstruction, Central Avenue 
Phase II engineering design, and the streets below which are funded through MFT proceeds:  
 
Street From To Pavement Type/ Strategy    
Central Ave. Skokie Blvd. Romona Rd. Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Central Ave. #1 Central Ave. Cul-de-sac Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Central Ave. #2 Central Ave. Cul-de-sac Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Central Ave. #3 Central Ave. Cul-de-sac Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Garrison Ave. Isabella St. End of Pave Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Elmwood Ave. Dartmouth St. Hunter Rd.  Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Laurel Ave. Sheridan Rd. End of Pave Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Princeton Pl. End of Pave Greenwood Ave. Asphalt/Resurfacing 
 
  

Engineering & Public Works 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:manisd@wilmette.com
mailto:cruzj@wilmette.com
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The streets to be considered as alternates for the 2019 Road Program are as follows: 
 
Street From To Pavement Type/ Strategy    
Central Ave. Lavergne Ave. Hibbard Rd. Asphalt/Resurfacing 
5th St. Gregory Ave. Maple Ave. Asphalt/Resurfacing 
20th St. Central Ave. Highland Ave. Concrete/Resurfacing 
Lilac Ln. Briar Ln. Millbrook Ln. Asphalt/Resurfacing 
 
Miscellaneous pavement patching will be completed at various locations within the Village. 
These areas will be determined and identified in the 2019 Road Program bid document.  
 
The process for choosing which streets to resurface is based on the pavement condition index 
(PCI) rating of the street, a value generated by pavement management software. Visual 
inspections of street are conducted by staff and the various types of pavement deficiencies and 
their severity are cataloged and entered into the program. Priority is given to streets which are 
in the poorest condition. 
 
Discussion     
 
The State’s MFT funds are generated by a fuel consumption excise tax. A portion of the excise 
tax revenue is passed on to all communities throughout Illinois to help fund road maintenance 
and improvements. The annual MFT funding received by Wilmette depends on the current 
Village population and the revenue generated by fuel consumption from the previous year. The 
Village of Wilmette’s 2019 budget allocates $700,000 in MFT funds. 
 
Passing an annual resolution is a requirement by the Illinois Department of Transportation 
(IDOT) in order to secure Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) funds. Once IDOT receives and executes the 
resolution, funding is encumbered for the work. The State also requires that contract 
documents for projects utilizing MFT funds be reviewed and approved by the local area IDOT 
engineer before the project is eligible for bidding.    
 
Schedule 
 
Contractor bids for the 2019 Road Program are scheduled to be opened in February. The 
bidding results are expected to be presented to the Village Board on March 12. Construction is 
anticipated to begin in April and be completed by mid-July.  
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2019 MFT Road Program budget is shown below: 
 

Account Name Account Number  Budget ($) 
Motor Fuel Tax  22632010-470100 700,000 

 
Documents Attached 

1. BLR 09110 – Resolution for Improvement Under the Illinois Highway Code 
2. 2019 Road Program Location Map 



Resolution for Improvement 
Under the Illinois Highway Code

BLR 09110 (Rev. 03/13/17)Printed 01/17/19

Section Number

19-00202-00-RS
Resolution Type

Original
Resolution Number

2019-R-1

BE IT RESOLVED, by the
Governing Body Type

President and Board of Trustees of the 
Local Public Agency Type

Village

of 
Name of Local Public Agency

Wilmette Illinois that the following described street(s)/road(s)/structure be improved under

the Illinois Highway Code. Work shall be done by
Contract or Day Labor

Contract

For Roadway/Street improvements:
Name of Street(s)/Road(s) Length (miles) Route From To

+ Central Ave. 0.24 N/A Lavergne Ave. Hibbard Rd.
+ Central Ave. 0.16 N/A Skokie Blvd. Romona Rd.
+ Central Ave. Cul-de-sac #1 0.02 N/A Central Ave. Cul-de-sac
+ See Attached
For Structures:

Name of Street(s)/Road(s) Existing 
Structure No. Route Location Feature Crossed

+ N/A
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,
1.  That the proposed improvement shall consist of 
resurfacing approximately 5,650 linear feet (1.07 miles) of roadways at various locations within the Village of 
Wilmette, Cook County, IL. The work shall consist of intermittent concrete curb and sidewalk replacement, minor 
repairs to utility structures, and patching. The pavement will be milled and resurfaced with hot-mix asphalt.

2.  That there is hereby appropriated the sum of Seven Hundred Thousand and 00/100
Dollars (  $700,000.00 ) for the improvement of 

said section from the Local Public Agency's allotment of Motor Fuel Tax funds. 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Clerk is hereby directed to transmit four (4) certified originals of this resolution to the district office  
of the Department of Transportation.

I,
Name of Clerk

Timothy J. Frenzer
Local Public Agency Type

Village  Clerk in and for said
Local Public Agency Type

Village

of
Name of Local Public Agency

Wilmette  in the State aforesaid, and keeper of the records and files thereof, as provided by 

statute, do hereby certify the foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete original of a resolution adopted by 

Governing Body Type
President and Board of Trustees of

Name of Local Public Agency
Wilmette  at a meeting held on

Date
January 22, 2019

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 
Day

23rd  day of 
Month, Year

January, 2019

(SEAL) Clerk Signature

Regional Engineer  
Department of Transportation Date

Approved



Printed 01/17/19 BLR 09110 (Rev. 03/13/17)

Instructions for BLR 09110 
This form shall be used when a Local Public Agency (LPA) wants to construction an improvement using Motor Fuel Tax(MFT) funds. Refer 
to Chapter 9 of the Bureau of Local Roads and Streets Manual (BLRS Manual) for more detailed information. For signature requirements 
refer to Chapter 2, Section 3.05(b) of the BLRS Manual. 

  
When filling out this form electronically, once a field is initially completed, fields requiring the same information will be auto-populated.

Resolution Type From the drop down box choose the type of resolution: 
     - Original would be used when passing a resolution for the first time for this project. 
     - Supplemental would be used when passing a resolution increasing appropriation above previously 
       passed resolutions. 
     - Amended would be used when a previously passed resolution is being amended.

Section Number 

Governing Body Type

LPA Type

Name of LPA

Contract or Day Labor

Insert the section number of the improvement the resolution covers.

From the drop down box choose the type of administrative body.  Choose Board for County; Council for a 
City or Town; President and Board of Trustees for a Village or Town.

From the drop down box choose the LPA body type. Types to choose from are: County, City, Town or 
Village.

Insert the name of the LPA.

From the drop down choose either Contract or Day Labor.

Roadway/Street Improvements:
Name Street/Road 

Length

Route 

From

To

Insert the name of the Street/Road to be improved.  Use a separate line for each street/road. If there are 
more names to be inserted than the table allows, type "See Attached" and place the additional information 
on a separate piece of paper.

Insert the length of this segment of roadway being improved in miles.

Insert the Route number of the road/street to be improved if applicable.

Insert the beginning point of the improvement as it relates to the Street/Road listed to the left.

Insert the ending point of the improvement as it relates to the Street/Road listed to the left.

Structures:

Name Street/Road 

Existing Structure No.

Route

Location

Feature Crossed 

1 

2 

Name of Clerk

LPA Type

Insert the name of the Street/Road on which the structure is located.  Use a separate line for structure. If 
there are more structures to be inserted than the table allows, type "See Attached" and place the additional 
information on a separate piece of paper.

Insert the existing structure number this resolution covers, if no current structure insert n/a.

Insert the Route number on which the structure is located.

Insert the location of the structure.

Insert the feature the structure crosses.

Insert a description of the major items of work of the proposed improvement.

Insert the dollar value of the resolution for the proposed improvement to be paid for with MFT funds in 
words followed by in the same amount in numerical format in the ().

Insert the name of the LPA clerk.

Insert the type of clerk based on the LPA type.  Types to choose from are:County,City, Town or Village.

Name of LPA Insert the name of the LPA.

Name of LPA

Governing Body Type

Insert the name of the LPA.

Insert the type of administrative body.  Choose Board for County; Council for a City or Town;  President 
and Board of Trustees for a Village or Town.

Insert the date of the meeting.Date

Enter the resolution number as assigned by the LPA, if applicable.Resolution Number



Printed 01/17/19 BLR 09110 (Rev. 03/13/17)

Day

Month, Year

Seal

Clerk Signature

Approved 

Insert the day Clerk is signing the document.

Insert the month and year of the clerk's signature.

The Clerk shall seal the document here.

Clerk shall sign here.

The Department of Transportation shall sign and date here once approved.

A minimum of four (4) certified signed originals must be submitted to the  Regional Engineer's District office.  
Following the Regional Engineer's approval, distribution will be as follows: 
 Local Public Agency Clerk 
 Engineer (Municipal, Consultant or County) 
 District Compliance Review 
 District File



WILMETTE

EVANSTON

#1 #2 #3

PATCHING*
STREETS
VILLAGE LIMIT
* Streets identified for asphalt patching are tentative.
Patch repair work is subject to available funds. Limits
for asphalt patching, if any, will be marked out by the
Engineer only on some or all of the streets above.

LEGEND:

Village of Wilmette

2019 Road Program

Location Map

   Designed: RK
   Revised: 01/10/2019

STREETS: Central Ave. Lavergne Ave. to Hibbard Rd.

Central Ave. Skokie Blvd. to Romona Rd.

Central Ave. #1 Central Ave. to Cul-de-sac

Central Ave. #2 Central Ave. to Cul-de-sac

Central Ave. #3 Central Ave. to Cul-de-sac

Elmwood Ave. Dartmouth St. to Hunter Rd.

Garrison Ave. Isabella St. to North End

Laurel Ave. West End to Sheridan Rd.

Lilac Ln. Briar Ln. to Millbrook Ln.

Princeton Pl. Greenwood Ave. to South End

5th St. Gregory Ave. to Maple Ave.

20th St. Central Ave. to Highland Ave.

PATCHING: Miscellaneous pavement patching locations to be 
identified on the bid document. No patching will be
conducted on State or County roads.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.20 
 

 

SUBJECT: Appointment of Special Zoning Committee – Village Code Updates: 
Technical Amendments to the Village’s Zoning Code  

MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019 

FROM:   Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel  

BUDGET IMPACT:  None 

 
 
Recommended Motion 

Appointment of the Judiciary Committee sitting as a Special Zoning Committee to review 
certain technical amendments to the Village’s Zoning Code.  

Background 

The Corporation Counsel, with the assistance of various members of Village staff, has 
reviewed the entire Village Code with the purpose of making updates and certain technical 
amendments to ensure consistency throughout the Code, as well as, reorganizing the Code 
for ease of use.  In addition, certain proposed changes were made to ensure the Village 
Code was in line with the Village’s practices and policies.  The Judiciary Committee is tasked 
with reviewing the Village Code with the purpose of keeping it up to date.   

Included in these proposed changes will be minor amendments to the Village’s Zoning Code.  
Prior to any text amendments to the Zoning Code take effect, a public hearing must be held.   

Discussion 

It is the Corporation Counsel’s intention to present the proposed Code amendments all at 
once, including the minor amendments to the Zoning Code.  As such, the appointment of the 
Judiciary Committee, rather than any other committee, makes the most sense to hold the 
necessary public hearing, since the non-Zoning Code amendments will also be presented to 
the Judiciary Committee.  The Village Board has traditionally appointed a Standing 
Committee as a Special Zoning Committee as the venue for such a public hearing.   

Budget Impact 

There is no impact to the budget.   

Law Department 

mailto:steinj@wilmette.com
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SUBJECT: 2018-Z-51 2701 Orchard Lane – Corrected Request 
   
MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2019      
 
FROM:   Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve a corrected request for a 0.98’ side yard pergola setback variation to permit 
the retention of an attached pergola at 2701 Orchard Lane in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Zoning Board heard this request on December 5, 2018. During the meeting, there was 
discussion about how the setback was measured to the pergola. The setback used for the 
variation request was to the face of the deck, that setback having been provided on the deck 
building permit. For setbacks to pergolas and porches, staff typically measures to the exterior 
face of the support posts. During the discussion, it was determined that the pergola support 
posts were set back from the face of the deck, providing a larger setback than reflected in the 
variation request. There was insufficient information at the meeting to determine how far back 
the posts are from the deck edge. 
 
The Zoning Board voted on the request as presented, understanding that the actual setback 
was still non-conforming but some degree larger than shown. Staff visited the site in the 
following days to measure the actual setback to the pergola posts. We found that the posts are 
an additional 2.5” inside the face of the deck, resulting in a side yard setback of 3.99’. As 4.97’ 
is the required setback, this reduces the necessary setback variation to 0.98’. 
 
The Village Board is asked to vote on the corrected variation number when considering this 
variation request. 
 
The applicant has also submitted a letter to the Village Board. 
 
  

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/2701+Orchard+Ln,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0782143,-87.7445484,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fc5a22d3d1803:0x3efd9aecae4c4db2!8m2!3d42.0782143!4d-87.7423597
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Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 
1.0 Applicant letter dated January 15, 2019 





REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola setback variation to 
permit the retention of an attached pergola at 2701 Orchard 
Lane in accordance with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2018-Z-51 

Property: 2701 Orchard Lane 

Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant: Silviu Nistor 

Nature of Application: Request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola setback variation to 
permit the retention of an attached pergola 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 
Section 13.5.A 

Hearing Date: December 5, 2018 

Date of Application: August 15, 2018 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  No 
John Kolleng  No 
Christine Norrick Not Present 
Michael Robke No 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, September 25, 
2018.  Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette 
Beacon, September 27, 2018. Posted on the property, 
October 2, 2018.  Affidavit of compliance with notice 
requirements dated October 4, 2017. 

Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 

6.11 
1-22-19 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located at the southwest corner of Orchard Lane and Locust Road. The 
Subject Property has 122.38’ of frontage on Orchard Lane and 69.71’ of frontage on Locust 
Road’. The property is approximately 8,531.11 square feet in area. The property is improved with 
a bi-level house and attached one-car garage. 
 
To the east, west, and south properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Residence, and improved with 
single-family homes. To the north is property zoned R1-A, Single-Family Residence, and 
improved with the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner received a building permit for and recently constructed a deck in the side yard. 
The deck was constructed with a 3.78’ side yard setback, which is greater than the 3.0’ minimum 
setback required for a deck. The petitioner has since added a pergola on top of the deck. The 
pergola is in line with the deck, maintaining a 3.78’ side yard setback. Pergolas attached to the 
principal structure are permitted to encroach 2.0’ into a required side yard setback. The pergola 
requires a setback of 4.97’ on the subject property. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 
4.97’ side yard setback for an attached pergola and the pergola as built has a side yard setback 
of 3.78’, a 1.19’ side yard pergola setback variation is required.  
 
The pergola conforms to the lot coverage, floor area, and side yard impervious surface coverage 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Required Existing/Proposed 
Side Yard Setback – Deck 3.00’ 3.78’ 
Side Yard Setback – Pergola 4.97’ 3.78’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Pergola Variation Requests 
 
3730 Lake Avenue Case 2018-Z-02 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention 
of an air conditioner and a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to 
permit the retention of a grill island and pergola. Note: the applicant withdrew the air conditioner 
and pergola variations and was granted approval of the grill island without a pergola. 
 
1617 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.49’ front yard setback variation and a 3.49’ combined side yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a second-story addition and a 3.84’ combined side yard deck setback 
variation, a 3.84’ combined side yard pergola setback variation, and a 0.96’ combined side yard 
stair setback variation to permit the construction of a new deck and pergola on the legal non-
conforming structure 
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327 3rd Street Case 2016-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use to allow the expansion of an existing townhouse and an 8.58’ accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the construction of a detached pergola 
 
3133 Sprucewood Road Case 2013-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.02’ front yard pergola setback variation 
 
2028 Highland Avenue Case 2013-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 339.36 square foot (5.13%) lot coverage variation to permit a pergola on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
123 Sheridan Road Case 2013-Z-11 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard 
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an 
emergency standby generator 
 
1136 Chestnut Avenue Case 2011-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a roofed accessory structure in excess of 200 square feet, a 6.5’ 
side yard pergola setback variation, a 6.5’ side yard pergola eave setback variation, and an 
833.64 square foot (2.5%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached 
pergola on the nonconforming structure 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a 6.97’ side yard setback on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Section 13.5.A references Table 13-5, which establishes attached pergolas as a 2.0’ encroachment 
into a side yard on the Subject Property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola setback variation to permit 
the retention of an attached pergola at 2701 Orchard Lane in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-51. 
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CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
  Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
  1.3 Plat of Survey 
  1.4 Site Plan 
  1.5 Framing Plan 
  1.6 South Elevation 
  1.7 East Elevation 
  1.8 Approved Deck Plans 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
  2.0 Completed application form 
  2.1 Letter of application 
  2.2 Proof of ownership 
  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 

September 25, 2018 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 

September 27, 2018 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated October 2, 2018 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant October 4, 2018 
 
Minutes from the October 17, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Silviu Nistor 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Mr. Nistor said that he was requesting that the case be tabled to December 5, 2018.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to continue the case to the December 5, 2018 meeting. 
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 6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 
nays (Ms. Norrick and Messrs. Schneider and Surman were not present).   

 
   Motion carried.  
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Silviu Nistor, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola setback 

variation to permit the retention of an attached pergola. The Village Board will 
hear this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant gave background on the case. They moved to the village one year 

ago. This is their first home. The original owner lived there for 35 years. They did 
a lot of work on the interior. They built a deck outside as a safe area for their 
children. The back yard is L-shaped. They put in a fence around the yard.  

 
  They got a permit for the deck. They soon realized that they could not sit on the 

deck because the sun was so hot. Their contractor recommended a pergola for 
shade which they did. The contractor told them that if they had a deck permit, they 
would not need one for the pergola. They didn’t realize that the pergola was a 
separate issue.  

 
  For them to move the pergola posts would be difficult because they need to rest 

on concrete footings. They would have to rip out the deck to put in new concrete 
footings. If they moved the posts, they would not have access to the west side of 
the property.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the post for the southwest corner of the pergola 

would move into the steps.  
 
  The applicant continued, and the neighbors support the request. They got a lot of 

positive comments about the work on the property. They see it as a safety issue 
for their children. For them to conform they would need to rip everything out and 
start over.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.6 and said that there are stairs on the east and west 

sides of the deck.  
 
  The applicant was talking about the east side. Those stairs would be impacted. 

The recycling and garbage are in that location.  
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 3.25 Chairman Duffy clarified that the steps on the west side of the deck are set at a 

different location.  
 
  The applicant said that those steps are set at a north location so those are not 

impacted. 
 
 3.26 Mr. Robke referenced 1.7, the side view. He said that the post is set in from the 

deck and the deck is conforming. Is the post not conforming? 
 
  The applicant said it was his understanding that it’s a height issue. They would 

cut that to ensure that they are at a specific dimension. They are still a few inches 
too short.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that they measured the setback to the face of the post. It would 

be a few more inches into the property. They do not worry about the overhang. 
Because it is attached to the house it is treated like a porch. A porch can encroach 
less than a deck. The deck was okay, but the pergola was not.  

 
 3.27 Mr.  Surman clarified that the post is too close.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy noted that the deck can get closer to the property line than the 

vertical structure.  
 
  The applicant said that his contractor only worked in Chicago, which has different 

zoning requirements.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Robke asked if the structure was not attached to a building and if it had posts 

on the other side would this be an issue.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said if it was not attached to the building it would have to meet the 

minimum side yard setback. It would need to be further in.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman asked the amount that the post is into the deck. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they did not look at the setback of the post from the edge of the 

deck. They just used the deck setback dimension.  
 
  The applicant said that the post rests on a concrete footing which they had to pour 

when they built the deck. The contractor said that there is no way for them to 
move it. They would have to rip everything out.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Robke asked when the drawing was created.  
 
  The applicant said it wasn’t too long ago. It was created before they built the 

pergola. He talked about the village inspector coming out and there not being a 
permit for the pergola.  
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 3.32 Mr. Kolleng asked if the pergola post in the cement.  
 
  The applicant said that it is sitting on the cement and not in the cement.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Surman said that the post is put on top of the cement and there are 90-degree 

angles bolted into the concrete and then horizontally into the wood.  
 
  The applicant said that they initially had no intention to build the pergola. He 

clarified that they got permits for the deck.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Boyer asked if the measurements that the board has is the outside edge of the 

deck and not the outside edge of the post.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said yes.  
 
 3.55 Mr. Boyer clarified that the outside edge of the post is farther in than the outside 

edge of the deck, but that measurement is not known.  
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman said that one could assume it was a 10” or 12” diameter post. That is 

the center.  
 
  The applicant talked about the overhang that is cantilevered beyond the deck.  
 
 3.57 Mr. Boyer asked if there were deck boards beyond the post and at the edge of the 

deck.  
 
  The applicant said that for the contractor to put in the post, he cut into the deck.  
 
 3.58 Mr. Robke asked if the footing was put in after the deck. 
 
 3.58 Mr. Surman said that the footing must have been put in and then there was a 

support centered on that. How does the post get connected? 
 
 3.59 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.5.  
 
  The applicant said that from the post there is the edge of the deck that is legal 

conforming.  
 
 3.60 Mr. Surman clarified that on top of the footing there had to be some support for 

the deck. They then came back and someway attached right up against the support 
for the deck.  

 
 3.61 Mr. Boyer clarified that the measurement was from the deck and not the post. The 

post is farther in from the deck. That measurement is not known. It might be over 
2” farther in from the edge of the deck and that is where they need the 1.19’.  
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 3.62 Chairman Duffy said that it is still about a 1’ beyond where it should be.  
 
 3.63 Mr. Surman said they could have connected the pergola to the joist down below.   
 
 3.64 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that he is torn about this case and wants to hear his colleague’s 

comments. The board generally does not grant variance requests for work done 
without a permit.  

 
 5.2 Chairman Duffy said that the direction given to the board by corporation counsel 

was that whenever there was work done without a permit and then the applicant 
asks for a variation after the fact, the board must look at the case as if the work 
was not done and whether the board would or would not approve the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said that the home’s orientation is interesting. It is a corner side lot and 

the front door faces Orchard and does not face Locust. They have a play area in 
what would be the back yard, but it does not operate as a back yard because the 
way the house is designed with ingress and egress. It’s interesting that they need 
a side yard setback variation for a structure that would normally be in someone’s 
back yard. This feels like it is operating as a back yard. He wanted to hear his 
colleague’s comments.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Robke asked about the rear yard requirement.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it could encroach 4’ or 6’ into a rear yard vs. 2’ in the side yard. 
 
 5.5 Mr. Robke asked how far it would have to be from the property line. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the rear yard is the west side of the lot.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Boyer noted that the rear yard is how the house operates and that is the point.  
 
 5.7 Mr. Robke said that the reminder has been to consider a request for something 

that has been built as if it had not been built. It would be very easy, if this was not 
already built, to modify the design to make it conform and to have the pergola.  
He is troubled by this case but in keeping with counsel’s direction, if this was new 
the board would say that he could accomplish the same thing and make it conform.  

 
 5.8 Mr.  Kolleng said it seems to him like they could move posts without ripping up 

entire deck and fix the problem. The board must look at this as if it had not been 
built. He does not think that the board would approve the request as built. He 
cannot support the request.  

 
 5.9 Mr.  Schneider clarified that the measurement is from the edge of the post.  
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  Ms. Roberts said that the dimension in the report is from the edge of the deck.  
 
 5.10 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.5, the posts are 3.5 x 5.5. If one looks at the plan, to 

the south of the posts, it looks like 2 by something, which is 1.5 inches. The space 
is about 4 inches. Another 2 by something, which is 1.5 inches. He said that the 
total is 7” where the deck goes beyond the edge of the post. What is really being 
discussed is not a 1.19’ side yard pergola, it can be reduced by 8”.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the board must be comfortable with the offset from the edge 

of the deck.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider said they are talking about 5 to 6 inches.  
 
 5.12 Mr. Robke noted that there is a lot of speculation. Assumptions are being made 

based on a drawing that is not dimensioned. He does not know why anyone would 
build it the way that it is shown. He explained how it should be built vs. the way 
it was built.  

 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that the bottom most 2 x 10 is 12’ long and that is the 

existing deck. The next one up on the page is the pergola header. It is not doubling 
up the deck.  

 
 5.14 Mr. Robke noted that 1.8 shows the footing from the post extending beyond. He 

does not think that the board can fudge dimensions based on available 
information.  

 
 5.15 Mr. Surman said that unfortunately the applicant relied on the contractor and the 

contractor should have known better. Most contractors know that there is a 
difference between the city and suburbs in terms of what is allowed. The board is 
supposed to look at the case as if the work had not occurred. He said that there 
would be other options for the structure. There might have been a different way 
to do this.  

 
 5.16 Mr. Robke said that they could have doubled up the joists and put the pergola on 

the joists.  
 
 5.17 Chairman Duffy said that his comments are like Mr. Robke’s. If the case had come 

to the board without the work being done, there were other solutions to have done 
this. He thinks the way chosen was the most convenient way for the contractor or 
the applicant whether the applicant knew a permit was needed. He does not think 
that the case would have come to the board because staff would have corrected 
the problems if the proper procedures were followed. He cannot support the 
request. The board would say no if the case came to them prior to work being 
done.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola 

setback variation to permit the retention of an attached pergola at 2701 Orchard 
Lane in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Christine Norrick  Not Present 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-51. 
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 
nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 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 of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no physical conditions 
of the property that causing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The applicant 
created his own plight by constructing the pergola without a permit.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 1.19’ side yard pergola 
setback variation to permit the retention of an attached pergola at 2701 Orchard Lane in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
 

































REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit 
a parking space in a required front yard, and variation to 
permit the retention of an existing circular driveway upon 
demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-
conforming structure at 425 Lake Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2018-Z-37 

Property: 425 Lake Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant: Jeanne Poorman 

Nature of Application: Request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit 
a parking space in a required front yard, and variation to 
permit the retention of an existing circular driveway upon 
demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-
conforming structure 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 
Section 8.3.E 
Section 13.4.A.9 
Section 14.4.A.4 
Section 17.4.C 
Section 17.4.D 

Hearing Date: December 19, 2018 

Date of Application: July 5, 2018 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  Yes 
John Kolleng  No 
Christine Norrick No 
Michael Robke Not Present 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  Yes 

6.12 
1-22-19 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the south side of Lake Avenue approximately 160’ east of 5th 
Street. The Subject Property has 75.0’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and is 159.0’ in depth. The 
Subject Property has an area of 11,925.0 square feet and is improved with a one-and-two-and-one-
half story home and detached two-car garage.  
 
To the north, east, and west are properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Residence, and improved with 
single-family homes. To the south are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to demolish the existing home and detached garage on the subject 
property and to retain the existing circular driveway. The existing driveway has approximately 
1,261.0 square feet of impervious surface coverage within the front yard. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance limits front yard impervious surface coverage to 1,012.5 square feet, a 248.5 square 
foot (7.36%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation is required. 
 
The circular driveway also serves as parking spaces within the front yard setback. Because the 
Zoning Ordinance does not permit parking spaces in a required front yard, a variation from this 
requirement is necessary.    
 
Because the Zoning Ordinance requires that non-conforming accessory structures be demolished 
or made conforming upon the demolition of the principal structure, a variation from this 
requirement is necessary. 
 

Front Yard Impervious Surface Calculations 
Front Yard = 45.0’ x 75.0’ = 3,375.0 square feet 

 
3,375.0 s.f. x .30 = 1,012.5 s.f. permitted front yard impervious coverage 

Proposed front yard coverage = 1,261.0 s.f.* 
1,012.5 – 1,261.0 = 248.5 s.f. variation 

* Non-conforming 
 
Other Front Yard Impervious Surface Coverage Requests 
 
241 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2018-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 281.15 square foot (19.61%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the widening of a front walk on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
514 Knox Avenue Case 2018-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 153.22 square foot (9.12%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the widening of the existing driveway on the legal non-conforming structure as revised 
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for a 20’ wide driveway from the apron of the garage to the sidewalk 
 
2315 Greenwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 178.5 square foot (11.52%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in a required front yard to permit the widening of the existing 
driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
121 Dupee Place Case 2018-Z-25 ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 205.88 square foot (28.5%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the installation of a new driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
242 Thelin Court Case 2017-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 162.68 square foot (14.39%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in the required front yard on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
112 Lawndale Avenue Case 2017-Z-36 ZBA: Deny  VB: Granted with Conds 
Corrected request for a 206.21 square foot (8.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a patio and walk on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1300 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-28 ZBA: Deny  VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 430.7 square foot (16.89%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to allow the expansion of the 
existing legal non-conforming driveway 
 
77 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-18 ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 337.0 square foot (29.56%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a new home 
 
2004 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-12  ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.12’ front yard setback variation, a 3.66’ side yard setback variation, a 5.56’ front 
yard porch setback variation, a 6.5’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 103.52 square 
foot (7.39%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story 
addition, a second-story addition, and new front and side porch on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
1322 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-09  ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.37 square foot (1.82%) lot coverage variation, a 4.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 0.91’ side yard setback variation, a 4.83’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 7.83’ 
front yard step setback variation, a 128.64 square foot (12.37%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 51.94 square foot (4.41%) side yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story addition and the reconstruction of an 
enclosed front entry on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
235 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-58 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.55’ front yard setback variation and a 402.81 square foot (28.42%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
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non-conforming structure 
 
227 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-57 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.92’ front yard setback variation and a 405.97 square foot (28.78%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
211 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-56 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.7’ front yard setback variation and a 405.3 square foot (28.59%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
3128 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2016-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 218.18 square foot (13.03%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the replacement and widening of the driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
2411 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-42 ZBA: Deny/Deny  VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.69’ front yard setback variation, a 343.92 square foot (16.97%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front 
yard to permit the construction of a two-car attached garage 
 
3219 Illinois Road  Case 2016-Z-30 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised, Granted 
Revised request for a 6.08’ front yard setback variation, a 2.12’ side yard setback variation, a 1.62’ 
combined side yard setback variation, a 39.62 square foot (1.51%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to permit the 
construction of one-story additions, a front porch, and a front yard parking space 
 
513 5th Street Case 2015-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 77.6 square foot (3.33%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the replacement and expansion of a legal non-conforming driveway 
 
1505 Wilmette Avenue Case 2015-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.02’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 4.52’ front yard step setback variation, a 
225.88 square foot (16.73%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to 
permit a parking space in a required front yard to allow the replacement and expansion of an 
existing front stoop, stair, and driveway 
 
3039 Indianwood Road Case 2014-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 137.4 square foot (1.07%) lot coverage variation, a 2.3’ front yard porch 
setback variation, and an 86.68 square foot (3.4%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1041 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-27 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.07’ front yard porch setback variation, a 2.55’ front yard porch stair setback 
variation, and a 120.57 square foot (6.48%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure 
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1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required 
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation, 
a 7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a 
17.28 decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed stand-by 
generator 
 
1045 New Trier Court Case 2013-Z-48 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 390.77 square foot (19.54%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the retention of a front walkway on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1614 Elmwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-40 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 10.58’ front yard porch setback variation, a 12.92’ front yard step setback variation, 
a 97.59 square foot (7.81%) front porch coverage variation, and a 45.12 square foot (3.61%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
424 Wilshire Drive East  Case 2013-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 19.23’ front yard setback variation, a 0.24’ minimum side yard setback variation, 
and a 68.0 square foot (3.7%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2501 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 282.75 square foot (18.13%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to allow a parking space in the required front yard to permit the widening of the existing 
driveway 
 
801 15th Street Case 2013-Z-10 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a 
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming 
structure 
 
2111 Schiller Avenue Case 2013-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.84’ front yard porch setback variation, a 10.84’ front yard step setback variation, 
and a 148.58 square foot (6.03%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
243 Valley View Drive Case 2012-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 15.16’ front yard setback variation, a 0.93’ combined side yard setback variation, and 
a 95.29 square foot (4.58%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story addition 
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2045 Lake Avenue Case 2012-Z-27 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 12.0 square foot (0.67%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
front yard parking space setback variation to permit the widening of the existing driveway 
 
328 Wilshire Drive West Case 2012-Z-22 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 91.13 square foot (4.9%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the widening of an existing driveway of a legal nonconforming structure 
 
2911 Orchard Lane Case 2012-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 80.8 square foot (4.86%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the expansion of an existing driveway 
 
Other Front Yard Parking Space Requests 
 
2315 Greenwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 178.5 square foot (11.52%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in a required front yard to permit the widening of the existing 
driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
242 Thelin Court Case 2017-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 162.68 square foot (14.39%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in the required front yard on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1300 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-28 ZBA: Deny  VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 430.7 square foot (16.89%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to allow the expansion of the 
existing legal non-conforming driveway 
 
1132 Michigan Avenue Case 2016-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard 
 
2411 Wilmette Avenue  Case 2016-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Denied 
Request for a 4.69’ front yard setback variation, a 343.92 square foot (16.97%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front 
yard to permit the construction of a two-car attached garage 
 
3219 Illinois Road  Case 2016-Z-20 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 6.08’ front yard setback variation, a 2.12’ side yard setback variation, a 1.62’ 
combined side yard setback variation, a 39.62 square foot (1.51%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to permit the 
construction of one-story additions, a front porch, and a front yard parking space 
 
1505 Wilmette Avenue Case 2015-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.02’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 4.52’ front yard step setback variation, a 
225.88 square foot (16.73%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to 
permit a parking space in a required front yard to allow the replacement and expansion of an 
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existing front stoop, stair, and driveway 
 
519 Forest Avenue Case 2015-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.5’ detached garage height variation, a variation to retain a non-conforming 
detached accessory structure upon the demolition of a principal building, and a variation to permit 
a parking space in a required front yard 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required 
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation, 
a 7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a 
17.28 decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed stand-
by generator 
 
910 Shabona Lane Case 2014-Z-01 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a front yard setback variation to permit the retention of a parking space in the required 
front yard and a 2.81’ side yard setback variation and a 7.69’ combined side yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a two-car garage addition 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum front yard setback of 45.0’ on the 
Subject Property. 
 
Section 8.3.E establishes a maximum front yard impervious surface coverage of 1,012.5 square feet 
(30%) on the Subject Property. 
 
Section 13.4.A.9 states that upon the demolition of a principal building, any remaining non-
conforming accessory structures on the same property as the demolished structure must also be 
demolished or altered so that they conform. 
 
Section 14.4.A.4 states that for residential uses, open parking spaces are not permitted in a required 
front yard. 
 
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) front yard impervious 
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surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a parking space in a required front yard, and 
variation to permit the retention of an existing circular driveway upon demolition of the principal 
structure on the legal non-conforming structure at 425 Lake Avenue, in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-37. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Site Plan 

 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
   2.0 Completed application form 
   2.1 Letter of application 
   2.2 Proof of ownership 

2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 
September 25, 2018 

   2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
September 27, 2018 

   2.5 Certificate of publication 
   2.6 Certificate of posting, dated October 2, 2018 
   2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, September 27, 2018 
   2.8 Established Front Yard Worksheet for the 401 Block of Lake 

Avenue 
 2.9 Letter from Margaret Chambers, 411 Washington Avenue, 

dated September 28, 2018 
 2.10 Letter from Michael Daly and CM Williams, 510 Washington 

Avenue, dated September 28, 2018 
 2.11 Letter from Shannon Fuca Page and Jeremy Page, 424 Lake 

Avenue, dated September 28, 2018 
 2.12 Letter from Kurt Wittenberg and Anne Dooley, 506 Lake 

Avenue, dated September 29, 2018 
 2.13 Letter from Heather Hughes and Richard Lightfine, 502 

Washington Avenue, dated September 29, 2018 
 2.14 Letter from Colleen and Joshua Diller, 410 Washington 
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Avenue, dated September 30, 2018 
 2.15 Letter from Jennifer Arra and Tim McManus, 903 Sheridan 

Road, dated September 30, 2018 
 2.16 Letter from Lori and Fritz Neuschel, 411 Lake Avenue, dated 

October 1, 2018 
 2.17 Letter from Veronique Frede-Markscheid and Stephen 

Markscheid, 419 Washington Avenue, dated October 1, 2018 
 2.18 Letter from Caroline and Richard Keating, 425 Washington 

Avenue, dated October 1, 2018 
 2.19 Letter from Barbara and Scott Bentivenga, 428 Washington 

Avenue, dated October 1, 2018 
 2.20 Letter from Claudine and Richard Seidel, 414 Washington 

Avenue, dated October 2, 2018 
 2.21 Letter from Deborah Carrasi Zimmerman and Michael 

Zimmerman, 514 Washington Avenue, dated October 2, 2018 
 2.22 Letter from Anne Pursin, 915 Sheridan Road, dated October 

2, 2018 
 2.23 Letter from Matt and Kim Peters, 436 Lake Avenue, dated 

October 3, 2018 
 2.24 Letter from Tina and Timothy Reilly, 921 Sheridan Road, 

dated October 4, 2018 
 2.25 Letter from Jay Sullivan, 911 Sheridan Road, dated October 

5, 2018 
 2.26 Letter from Justin and Elizabeth Kugler, 400 Washington 

Avenue, dated October 9, 2018 
 2.27 Letter from Donald and Linda Lotton, 903 Sheridan Road, 

dated October 9, 2018 
 2.28 Letter from Kevin and Stacy Cavin, 501 Lake Avenue, dated 

October 14, 2018 
 2.29 Letter from Chris and Brian Henderson, 406 Washington 

Avenue, dated October 10, 2018 
 2.30 Letter from Richard and Bob Sobel, 507 Lake Avenue, dated 

October 16, 2018 
   2.31 Letter from Lisa and Brooks Crankshaw, 401 Lake Avenue, 

dated October 16, 2018 
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Minutes from the October 17, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Jeanne Poorman 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Poorman said that she was requesting that the case be tabled to November 7, 

2018.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to continue the case to the November 7, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Ms. Norrick and Messrs. Schneider and Surman were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 
Minutes from the November 7, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicants are not available on December 5, 2018 and 

have requested that the case be tabled to December 19, 2018. 
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the December 19, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Boyer and Robke were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
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Minutes from the December 19, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. John Kevin Poorman, applicant 
   435 Lake Avenue 
 
  3.12 Ms. Jeanne Poorman, applicant 
   435 Lake Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) front yard 

impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a parking space in a 
required front yard, and variation to permit the retention of an existing circular 
driveway upon demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-conforming 
structure. The Village Board will hear this case on January 8, 2019.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Poorman said they want to remain in the village. Their current home is all stairs. 

There is no single level. Their neighbor died last year. Her house went on the market 
and they bought the house. Its condition was not conducive to renting it until they 
decided to move in.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the expense to rent it was not feasible.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said that the cost was over $100,000. 
 
  Mr. Poorman said there were no repairs or almost 50 years. When they applied for 

a demotion permit, the issue came up regarding the front driveway. The village said 
they needed a variance to retain the front driveway as it is non-conforming. They 
agreed to do this. Having the driveway is best for them. There is no parking on Lake 
Avenue.  

 
  Ms. Poorman said they do not plan to use the driveway as parking. They know that 

there is no parking in the immediate area, especially on a summer weekend. No one 
could visit them if they did not have the driveway. It would be dangerous for 
someone to stop the car and let someone out on Lake Avenue. The proposal seems 
like a good solution. They have no reason to park cars there now. They put up a 
fence until they do something with the site.  

 
  Mr. Poorman showed pictures of the fence.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said that the board could tell them to take it up when they decide to 
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build another house on the site.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said they landscaped the property. They redid the drainage and added 

a rain garden to make it better for the neighbors.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicants want to retain the circular drive.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said if they lose the driveway, they lose the curb cuts and they would 

have to reapply for a curb cut.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said that there is an alley. They could have a driveway from Lake 

Avenue to the alley. They can accomplish the same goals without a circular drive.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said they would need a variance for a curb cut on Lake Avenue.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that someone got a curb cut on Lake Avenue by St. Joseph 

church. Engineering approved a driveway curb cut on Lake Avenue and the board 
did not agree but the request was approved.  

 
  Ms. Poorman said that all the neighbors have a driveway.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy asked if there had to be percentage of driveways on Lake Avenue 

with a curb cut in order to get one. He thought this happened with a case a few years 
ago.  

 
  Ms. Poorman said they do not have a new home plan at this time and would need 

to ask for a variance and come before the board again.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked why they would need a variance for a new structure.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said he thought that they would need a variance for a new structure.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said if they are building a new structure, they should not ask for 

variances and fit a new house within the envelope.  
 
  Ms. Poorman asked if they would need a variance for the driveway. She assumed 

that they would.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said if the current request is approved, that approval runs with the land.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked if the request is not approved, the applicants would need to 

take out the driveway and would the curb cuts need to be closed until they decided 
to build a new house? 

 
  Ms. Roberts was not sure about the curb cuts.  
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 3.30 Mr. Boyer said if they kept the house that they tore down and renovated that house 
would there have been an issue with keeping the driveway.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that there would not be an issue.  
 
 3.31 Ms. Norrick asked if they had to ask for a variation because they tore the house 

down.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is correct and another house would be new construction. The 

driveway is a non-conforming structure.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said they did not understand this when they bought the property.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said there was a garage with a living unit above it. They had wanted 

to keep it for storage but were told it was a secondary structure and they could not 
keep it. There is no entrance from the driveway. There is no back entrance to the 
lot.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Kolleng clarified that they would have a garage when they build a new home. 
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy clarified that they tore down the house and left the driveway. By 

code, they have to remove the driveway. They are before the board asking not to 
remove the driveway because they want the opportunity to use the two curb cuts in 
the future. If the board said no and the Village Board agrees, they have to take out 
the driveway and possibly both curb cuts get closed up. When they come to the 
village to say they are building a new house, a curb cut is needed. Would they need 
a curb cut for the variance on Lake Avenue? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said they would need to go through the driveway appeal process to get 

one or two curb cuts.  
 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy clarified that a variance is needed for two curb cuts. If they wanted 

one curb cut no variance is needed.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they would probably conform with zoning if they had one curb 

cut.  
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy asked if the board was okay with two curb cuts and a circular drive 

or is the board not okay because no one knows when they will build something.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said they met with architects.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said neighbors support this request.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Boyer asked how far away would someone have to park in the summer to get 

to the applicant’s house.  
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  Mr. Poorman said three blocks.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said that Washington Avenue only has parking on one side.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Boyer asked if they sold the existing house and built a new house and the board 

does not approve the current driveway, what would happen? 
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy said they have a driveway that is 59.5’ deep. If they had a driveway 

that ran front to rear, they could park more cars than if they had a circular drive in 
the front.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Surman asked how long the driveway has been there.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said it has been there since 1940. It’s not the parking that they are 

interested in, but that they could easily exit it safely. It is safer to drive out than 
back out onto Lake Street.  

 
 3.40 There was discussion about building and moving.  
 
  Mr. Poorman said that a move is not imminent. 
 
 3.41 Mr. Kolleng asked if the applicants sold the lot the way it is, does the new owner 

have to deal with getting a variance? Or if the request is approved could the new 
owner use that approval to move forward.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the variation is granted with the land, so it would remain.  
 
  Ms. Poorman noted that a driveway to the back might be too much impervious 

surface.   
 
 3.42 Mr. Boyer asked if they had a side drive and pull forward, he assumes that they 

would back out.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said that would be dangerous.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Boyer asked if they would use the garage they are building.  
 
  Ms. Poorman said she does not know what the situation is, so she isn’t sure about 

the garage. She said that they might build a garage underneath. One of the architects 
suggested this. This would allow for more land.  

 
 3.44 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. 
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said there are three requests related to the driveway. If they rehabbed the 
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current house, there would not be an issue with the driveway. They tore the house 
down and get caught in zoning codes for new construction. He didn’t see a problem 
with the circular driveway as it existed. It is a wide lot at 75’. He thinks the circular 
driveway is a reasonable size. They have some practical difficulties with parking 
issues in the area. He talked about Lake Forest and their public beach and park that 
is similar to Gillson and they only allow public parking on two streets. The rest of 
the parking is in the train parking lot, one mile away. Lake Forest limits parking for 
non-residents. The parking lot at the beach is for residents only. The village makes 
it super easy for people to use the beach, but that is at a detriment to the neighbors.  

 
  He is more apt to allow the variance request when people are seeking parking relief. 

It is existing, and they are not asking for something new. He would be much less 
likely to approve the request if they wanted something new.   

 
  He can support this request.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that someone might pull into the drive, drop someone off, and 

leave to park. There are some anomalies and timing issues in this case. They are 
not close to building a new house. Something is being approved on a prospective 
basis. He does not see a hardship because they are not using the lot. The house was 
torn down. They don’t need a driveway at this time. He wants to hear what his 
colleagues have to say, but he does not think it is as clear cut. 

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider asked that if a request came to the board to build a house with a 

circular driveway, which would require a variation, would the board approve this?  
There have been many cases where the board has been reluctant to do this. In this 
case, the lot is 75’ wide. One does not need to build a garage in the alley. A garage 
could front Lake Street with a driveway where they can park cars. He does not 
understand why the request is necessary and is reluctant to support it.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said that it is a circular shape now and they are not sure where the 

garage would go, if they put a garage in front and have to add additional driveway, 
they would need to ask for a variance.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said they would need to ask for a variance if they were increasing 

coverage in the front yard.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Surman noted that if they put the garage in the front they would have to return 

to the board because they would be increasing impervious coverage. In that area it 
is typical to have a garage off the alley. They have lived in the area for a long time 
and have had a circular driveway for a long time. They bought this with the 
intention of maintaining the driveway. If somebody came in and they were building 
a new house and asked for a circular driveway, he would not allow it.  But in this 
case, they have good intentions. If they had remodeled the home, they could have 
kept the driveway.  
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 5.6 Chairman Duffy said that the good intention argument can get the board in trouble. 
He said that there are other ways to have off-street parking with safe drop-off and 
pick-up. They don’t need the circular driveway to accomplish their goal. He has 
struggled with this case. To Mr. Kolleng’s point, if the board says yes to this case 
and then in two years and they sell the lot, someone may want to do something 
other than what the applicant wants.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Surman said he would put a condition on the request that if the house is sold, 

the variance no longer exists.  
 
 5.8 Mr. Boyer said that a house would ultimately be built on the lot.  
 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy said that the condition should be if the vacant lot is sold, the 

approval goes away. If there is a house on the lot, it becomes legal non-conforming. 
In 20 years, if they sell the house, it is not like the variance goes away. He said it 
doesn’t matter if the lot is vacant or not.  

 
 5.10 Mr. Kolleng asked if something like this could be flagged in the future.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the condition and remembering that it exists could be 

challenging.   
 
 5.11 Chairman Duffy said that in five years, the applicants might not have built a house 

and then decide to sell the lot, and no one is working at the village remembers that 
there is a condition.  

 
 5.12 Mr. Schneider said whether there is a driveway back to a garage or there is a front-

loaded garage that is part of the house, there would be no requirement for a 
variance. He is not in favor of keeping the circular driveway because it is not 
necessary.  

 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said he feels badly that the applicants are caught up in this 

situation. But in a way they created their own issue by tearing down the house and 
now it is considered new construction.  

 
 5.14 Mr. Boyer is not sure that they created their own issue in this case. The driveway 

exists and no one can pretend that it doesn’t. He knows there are other solutions but 
is not sure if those are any better or helps the applicant in any way.  

 
 5.15 Chairman Duffy said if someone tears down a house or a building and wants to 

build new, they should conform.  
 
 5.16 Mr. Surman asked can a condition be put on after a vote is taken.  
 
 5.17 Chairman Duffy said that the board has to vote on whether they want any condition 

to put on the motion.  
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 5.18 Ms. Norrick said that she is conflicted. A lot of petitioners want to do things in side 
yards on corner lots and the board said no because they had an alley. She said that 
the area being discussed tonight is very busy and it is close to the beach.   

 
 5.19 Mr. Surman said someone who bought the lot would think the driveway is great 

and they would want to keep it.  
 
 5.20 Mr. Kolleng said there have been situations when applicants didn’t think of things 

or the builder said they don’t need a permit.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 248.5 square foot (7.36%) 

front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a parking 
space in a required front yard, and variation to permit the retention of an existing 
circular driveway upon demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-
conforming structure at 425 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy  No 
   Mike Boyer    Yes 
   John Kolleng    No 
   Christine Norrick   No 
   Michael Robke   Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider   No 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-37.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
conditions of the property that imposing a practical difficulty or a particular hardship. The 
owners can make reasonable use of the property without the variations being granted. The 
applicants propose to build a new home on the site and can incorporate access into this 
plan. No new home plan has been prepared so the applicants can make sure the necessary 
access is included in the development of the new plan. 
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A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the 
property, the lot width, location on Lake Avenue, and proximity to Lake Michigan, impose 
upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner 
and is due to the conditions of the lot and location. The difficulty is peculiar to the property 
in question. The difficulty prevents the owners from making reasonable use of the property 
with (eventually) a new home that will have safe access to Lake Avenue. The proposed 
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or otherwise injure adjacent 
properties. The driveway has been existing for at least 80 years and no change is proposed. 
The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, as they 
applicants propose to retain the driveway as it has existed. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 248.5 square foot 
(7.36%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to permit a parking 
space in a required front yard, and variation to permit the retention of an existing circular 
driveway upon demolition of the principal structure on the legal non-conforming structure 
at 425 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 











































































                                  
 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701 

TDD (847) 853-7634 
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com 

Date: January 22, 2019 
 
To: Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
 
From: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
Subject: 2018-Z-37 – 425 Lake Avenue 
 Additional Correspondence 
 
 
Attached please find an email that was submitted after the December 19, 2018 Zoning 
Board of Appeals meeting. 
 
1.0 Email from Richard Lightfine, 502 Washington Avenue, dated January 3, 2019 
 
 
 

 

6.12 
1-22-19 

mailto:comdev@wilmette.com
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