
        
 

 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 

AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

 
Village Board Council Chambers 

Tuesday, May 28, 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 May 14, 2019. 
 

3.2 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held May 14, 2019. 
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  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
 3.3 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2019-Z-15, 915 Yale Avenue  
  regarding a request for a 0.49’ front yard setback variation to permit the  
  retention of a new home in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption  
  of Ordinance #2019-O-38. 

 
ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.4 Appointment of Julie Wolf to the Environmental and Energy Commission 
 from May 28, 2019 to May 28, 2022.  

   
  3.5 Recommendation of reappointment of Isaac Getz to the Transportation  
   Commission from June 23, 2019 to June 23, 2023. 
 
  3.6 Recommendation of appointment of Joel Feinstein to the Environmental  
   and Energy Commission from June 11, 2019 to June 11, 2022. 
 
  3.7 Recommendation of appointment of Ryrie Pellaton to the Zoning Board of  
   Appeals from June 11, 2019 to June 11, 2024. 
 
  3.8 Recommendation of appointment of Andrew Levy to the Transportation  
   Commission from June 11, 2019 to June 11, 2023. 
 
  3.9 Notice of vacancy on the Plan Commission due to the term expiration of  
   Jeffrey Head.  
 
  3.10 Notice of vacancy on the Zoning Board of Appeals due to the term   
   expiration of Patrick Duffy.  
 
  3.11 Notice of vacancy on the Zoning Board of Appeals due to the term   
   expiration of Reinhard Schneider.  
   
  PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
  
  3.12 Approval of one-year contract extension with North Shore Towing,   
   Evanston, IL to supply towing services. 
          
4.0        REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

4.1 Introduction of Joel Feinstein who is recommended for appointment to the 
Environmental and Energy Commission. 
 

4.2 Introduction of Ryrie Pellaton who is recommended for appointment to the 
Zoning Board of Appeals. 
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4.3 Proclamation designating June 10, 2019 a day to celebrate women’s right 

to vote. 
 

4.4 Announcement of designation of Julie Wolf as Chair of the Environmental 
and Energy Commission. 

 

4.5 Announcement of cancellation of the August 13, 2019 Regular Village  
Board Meeting.  

 

4.6 Presentation by Teska for the Downtown Streetscape Project. 
 

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  
  #2019-Z-7, 500 Sheridan Road regarding a request for a 2.43’ fence  
  height variation to permit the installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the  
  front yard in accordance with the plans submitted.  
 
     15 MINUTES 
 
 6.12 REMOVE FROM TABLE – Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case  
  #2019-Z-13, 1913 Thornwood Avenue regarding a request for a 2.0’  
  fence height variation and fence openness variation to permit the  
  installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the side yard adjoining a street in 
  accordance with the plans submitted.  
 
     15 MINUTES 
 
 6.13 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2019-Z-16, 300 Greenleaf  
  Avenue regarding a request for a 43.54’ front yard setback variation  
  to permit the retention of playground equipment in accordance with the 
  plans submitted. 
 
     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 
  No Report 
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6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
 

 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
 
 

8.0       ADJOURNMENT 



5/14/19 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, MAY 14, 2019. 

The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
President Bob Bielinski 

Trustees Julie Wolf 
Senta Plunkett 
Kathy Dodd 
Joel Kurzman 
George Pearce 
Daniel Sullivan 

 Staff Present: Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Jeffrey Stein, Corporation Counsel 
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 

Trustee Wolf moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows: 

3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held April 23, 2019. 

Trustee Pearce seconded the motion.  Voting yes:  Trustees Wolf, Sullivan, 
Plunkett, Dodd, Kurzman, Pearce and President Bielinski.  The motion carried. 

3.1
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4.0      REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

  
4.1 Report from the Corporation Counsel regarding the Open Meetings Act. 

 
Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein said on April 9, 2019, the Village Board, 
at its regular meeting, adjourned its meeting upon what appeared to be the 
close of business.  However, within seconds of such an adjournment, two 
members of the public, both Wilmette residents, expressed their desire to 
address the public body.  The Village Board immediately reconvened its 
meeting to allow these two residents to speak before the Village Board.  
There was no other action taken by the Village Board at its reconvened 
meeting except to allow those two individuals to address the public body. 
 
On Thursday, May 2, 2019, the Village President received an opinion from 
the Attorney General’s Public Access Counselor (PAC) in regards to a 
complaint filed with that office indicating an Open Meetings Act violation 
occurred.  Without any information from the Village, and without the Village 
even being notified that a complaint was made, the PAC issued an opinion, 
in which it ruled that no violation of the OMA occurred and the complaint 
was unfounded. 
 
As this matter relates directly to a Village Board meeting, the Corporation 
Counsel believed this report was necessary to address any concerns about 
alleged violations of the Open Meetings Act. 

   
5.0      STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 

   
  5.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
   No Report 
   
  5.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
   No Report 
 
  5.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
   No Report 
 
  5.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
   No Report 
 
  5.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
   No Report 
 
  5.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
   No Report 
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6.0      BUSINESS PERTAINING TO THE APRIL 2, 2019 CONSOLIDATED ELECTION 

 
6.1     Announcement of Official Certificate of Results of the April 2, 2019     
          Consolidated General Election. 

 
 Timothy Frenzer, Village Clerk, said the official results received from the 

Cook County Clerk stated “ The Cook County Clerk, having completed a 
canvass of all votes cast for Wilmette Village Trustee, hereby certifies the 
vote totals, certifying Gina Kennedy, Senta Plunkett and Daniel E. 
Sullivan, Jr being elected as Village Trustees for a four year term and 
Peter H. Barrow as Village Trustee for a two year term”. 
 

6.2     Acknowledgement of the retirement of Trustee Julie Wolf. 
 
 President Bielinski said Trustee Wolf started her service with the Village by 

serving on the Streetscape Committee from 1996-2001, the Public Art 
Committee from 2002-2003, the Appearance Review Commission from 
2004-2009, she was also involved in the Sheridan Road Beautification 
Project in 2008-2009 and has served on the Village Board from 2011 until 
2019. Trustee Wolf also currently serves on Housing Our Own Wilmette so 
she has been serving Wilmette for 19 years.  

 
 President Bielinski said during Trustee Wolf’s tenure on the Village Board, 

the following projects have been accomplished: 

 A revitalized downtown 

 The redevelopment at 611 Green Bay Road 

 The development of the Marriott Residence Inn Hotel 

 Wilmettenomics marketing campaign 

 The West Park sanitary sewer project 

 Increased spending on roads, sidewalks and alleys 

 Approved the neighborhood stormwater storage project which will 
serve homes west of Ridge Road 

 The restoration of the Elmwood Dunes Preserve 

 The ban on coal tar sealants 

 The endorsement of the Metropolitan Mayors’ Caucus Greenest 
Region Compact 

 Maintained our AAA bond rating 

 Expanded our customer base for Water Plant 

 Re-negotiated our refuse contract for a savings to the Village 

 Electrical aggregation for a savings to residents of $4.6 million 

 There were a number of technology enhancements that improved 
customer service 

 Wilmette was one of only nine municipalities to get a perfect score 
on a Sunshine Award for transparency 
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 President Bielinski said Trustee Wolf will be continuing her service with the 

Village as a member of the Environmental & Energy Commission and will 
be appointed chair at the May 28, 2019 Village Board meeting. He thanked 
her for her past and continuing service to the Village. 

 
 Trustee Sullivan said President Bielinski summarized Trustee Wolf’s 

accomplishments well and she will be missed. She brought a good 
demeanor and thought process to the Village Board and he always enjoyed 
working with her.  

 
 Trustee Plunkett said Trustee Wolf has been phenomenal on the Village 

Board and such a valued Trustee and friend. She appreciated her guidance 
and whenever she said something, her words made sense and were well 
respected. She also appreciated everything Trustee Wolf did to make 
Wilmette a greener community and is excited that she will be the Chair of 
the Environmental & Energy Commission. 

 
 Trustee Dodd thanked Trustee Wolf as she relied on her experience and 

knowledge significantly. She appreciated her demeanor and calmness and 
her caring about the residents in the community. She is also excited that 
Trustee Wolf will be chairing the Environmental and Energy Commission. 

 
 Trustee Kurzman said he also would like to thank Trustee Wolf for her many 

years of service.  It is clear to him that Trustee Wolf has a passion for 
environmental issues and that is something he can learn from.  He also 
appreciates all that she will give back in her continued service to the Village. 

  
 Trustee Pearce said it has been a pleasure to serve with Trustee Wolf for 

the past year and he congratulated her on her service to the Village. He is 
thrilled with her commitment to environmental issues because the Village 
has benefited immensely from that.  

 
 Trustee Wolf thanked everyone for their comments and said it has been a 

pleasure to work with all the Trustees.  She said the Village Board is well 
balanced, they do not always agree but find a way to work together. It is 
gratifying to see some of the things important to her moving forward such 
as the Active Transportation and the Elmwood Dunes.   

 
 President Bielinski presented Trustee Wolf with a gift of appreciation. 
 

6.3     Acknowledgement of the retirement of Trustee George Pearce. 
 
 President Bielinski said Trustee Pearce continued his service to the Village 
 when he accepted an appointment to the Village Board in 2018 to fill a 
 vacancy. He noted  that Trustee Pearce was on the Zoning Board of  
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 Appeals from 1993 -1997, the Village Board from 1997-2005, the Board of  
 Fire and Police Commissioners from 2005 – 2014, which is over 20 years 
 of service to the Village. His previous experience helped him make 
 significant contributions in the past year. He personally appreciated that 
 Trustee Pearce was willing to serve one more time this past year. 
 
 Trustee Kurzman said it was a pleasure to sit next to Trustee Pearce and 
 glean his insight and wisdom.  He has tried to learn from him as in style and 
 substance he is the consummate professional.  He is impressed by his 
 thoughtful, easy going affable way but more than anything else, the quality 
 that is essential in a leader is humility and believes Trustee Pearce 
 demonstrates that.  His commitment to service is unbelievable, and he 
 appreciates the time they have served together.  
 
 Trustee Dodd said when she was considering running for the Village Board, 
 she met with Trustee Pearce who gave her great perspective and wisdom. 
 There was so much going on when Trustee Pearce joined the Village Board 
 a year ago and that just shows his commitment to the community and 
 residents. She will miss his knowledge and thanked him for his service. 
 
 Trustee Plunkett said she met Trustee Pearce on the Board of Fire and 
 Police Commissioners and she appreciated his guidance. Trustee Pearce 
 was so respectful of all the issues this past year and it was an honor to 
 serve with him.  
 
 Trustee Sullivan said Trustee Pearce stepped in and represented Trustee 
 Leonard exceptionally well. He helped the Village Board get through a lot of 
 tough issues and taught them how to approach things with thoughtfulness.  
 He knows that Trustee Pearce is involved in many things in the community 
 and thanked him for his years of service.  
 
 Trustee Wolf said she met Trustee Pearce many years ago and he was very 
 helpful when she ran for Trustee.  Trustee Pearce has the ability to cut to 
 the heart of the matter and determine what we need to think about which 
 was so helpful.  She appreciated working with him for the past year.   
 
 Trustee Pearce said it is easy to volunteer in Wilmette as it is a great place.  
 It was a great privilege to be appointed and he is thankful for the 
 opportunity. Whenever he has been involved in any volunteer position, you 
 learn a lot and he enjoys that. He specifically wants to thank the Village Staff 
 who are amazing in terms of their dedication and knowledge.  He really 
 enjoys working with them and learning from them. He is very impressed with 
 the current Trustees and believes Wilmette is in good hands.  He is also 
 impressed with how the budget process has gotten easier and more 
 understandable.  
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 President Bielinski presented Trustee Pearce with a gift of appreciation. 
 
 Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said on behalf of the Village Staff he 
 would like to thank Trustees Wolf and Pearce and express their gratitude.  
 We have been impressed and amazed by their commitment of service  
 to the Village. We have always appreciated your integrity, commitment, 
 graciousness and leadership. It has been a privilege to work with you both. 
  

6.4     Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Peter H. Barrow. 
 

   Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Clerk, administered the oath of office to Village 
  Trustee Peter H. Barrow. 

 

6.5     Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Gina Kennedy. 
 

   Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Clerk, administered the oath of office to Village 
  Trustee Gina Kennedy. 

 
6.6  Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Senta Plunkett. 
 

   Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Clerk, administered the oath of office to Village 
  Trustee Senta Plunkett. 

 
  6.7     Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr. 

 
   Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Clerk, administered the oath of office to Village 

  Trustee Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr. 
. 

 

7.0      ADJOURNMENT SINE DIE: 
 
 At 8:08 p.m., Trustee Wolf moved to adjourn Sine Die, seconded by Trustee 
 Pearce.  All  voted aye, the motion carried. 
 
 
 

       Barbara L. Hirsch 
       Deputy Village Clerk 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD 
     OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS HELD IN THE 
      COUNCIL ROOM OF SAID VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, MAY 14, 2019. 

The Village President called the meeting to order at 8:13 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
President Bob Bielinski 

Trustees Daniel Sullivan 
Gina Kennedy 
Kathy Dodd  
Joel Kurzman 
Peter H. Barrow 
Senta Plunkett 

 Staff Present: Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Jeffrey Stein, Corporation Counsel 
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Betsy Harootyan said she lives in Northfield but she lives in Wilmette School District 
37. She wanted to thank the Wilmette Police Department for their successful bike
to school day. 

Nancy Hoying said she is Co-President of the League of Women Voters (LWV).  
The League would like to thank all of the Trustees for their tremendous service and 
welcome the new Trustees and re-elected incumbent Trustees. Helping our 
electorate to be informed is part of the mission of the LWV and they were pleased 
with the attendance at and views of their candidate forums as well as the 
distribution and views of their candidate forum guide. They believe having 
contested races and informed electorate with opportunity for residents to vote for 
the candidate that is most aligned with their own values and goals for the Village is 
an essential part of our democracy.  

   3.2
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3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Trustee Sullivan moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows: 

 
  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
3.1 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 

held April 1, 2019. 
 

3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held April 
3, 2019. 

3.3 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2019-TU-07 for the Wilmette Park 
District to hold the Wilmette Beach Bash at Gillson Park on Saturday, June 
8, 2019 from 6:00 pm to 11:00 pm. 

 
3.4 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2019-TU-08 for the St. Joseph/St. 

Francis Xavier Unity Mass to be held at Vattman Park on Sunday, June 30, 
2019 from 10:00 am to 2:00 pm. 
  

3.5 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2019-TU-09 for the Chalet Summer  
 Swizzle to be held on Wednesday, June 12, 2019 from 6:30 pm to 8:30 pm at 
 3132 Lake Avenue.  
 
3.6 Adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-18 amending the Zoning Ordinance by 
 making large medical/dental clinics, personal service businesses, discount 
 retail stores and resale type shops, and art studios a special use in the PCD-
 1 zoning district. 
 
3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2019-Z-10, 127 16th Street regarding 
 a 204.61 square foot (3.75%) lot coverage variation and a 57.87 square foot 
 (5.31%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
 the construction of a new detached two-car garage in accordance with the 
 plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-36. 
 
3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2019-Z-14, 627 Maple Avenue 
 regarding a request for a 4.69’ side yard solar panel setback variation, a 
 variation from the requirement that the free standing solar energy system be 
 only in the rear yard, a 290 square foot solar panel size variation, and a 6.4’ 
 accessory structure  separation variation to permit the installation of free 
 standing solar panels on an existing fence in accordance with the plans 
 submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2019-O-37.  
 
3.9 REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 28, 2019 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD 
 MEETING – Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2019-Z-7, 500 Sheridan 
 Road regarding a request for a 2.43’ fence height variation to permit the 
 installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard in accordance with the plans 
 submitted.  
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3.10 REQUEST TO TABLE TO JUNE 11, 2019 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD 
 MEETING – Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2019-Z-12, 2737 
 Blackhawk Road regarding a request for a 7.73’ side yard generator setback 
 variation and a 7.0 decibel sound variation to permit the installation of an 
 emergency standby generator in accordance with the plans submitted.  
 
3.11 REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 28, 2019 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD 
 MEETING – Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2019-Z-13, 1913 
 Thornwood Avenue regarding a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and 
 fence openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in 
 the side yard adjoining a street in accordance with the plans submitted.  
 
FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.12 Approval of April 2019 Cash Disbursements. 
 
3.13 Presentation and acceptance of first quarter Monthly Financial Report. 
 
ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

  
  3.14 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term  
   expiration of Isaac Gaetz. 
 
  3.15 Notice of vacancy on the Plan Commission due to the term expiration of  
   Michael Bailey. 
 
  3.16 Recommendation of appointment of Julie Wolf to the Environmental and  
   Energy Commission from May 28, 2019 to May 28, 2022. 
 

3.17 Presentation of minutes of the Environmental and Energy Commission  
 meeting held January 23, 2019. 
 
3.18 Adoption of Resolution #2019-R-4 approving a Supplemental Agreement 
 to an existing Lease Agreement for the use of a passenger station with 
 Union  Pacific Railroad Co. (UP). 
 
3.19 Adoption of Resolution #2019-R-5 appointing a Director and an Alternate 

Director to the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County. 
 

  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.20 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $200,000 with   
   Chicagoland Paving Contractors, Inc., of Lake Zurich, IL for the 2019  
   Asphalt Pavement Patching Program.  
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  Trustee Dodd seconded the motion.  Voting yes: Trustees Sullivan, Kennedy,  
  Dodd, Kurzman, Barrow, Plunkett and President Bielinski.  Voting no: none. The  
  motion carried. 
 
4.0        REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

 
4.1 Proclamation designating May 19-25, 2019 as Public Works Week. 

 
President Bielinski read aloud the Proclamation. 
 

4.2 Approval of recommendation of Village Board committee assignments. 
 

   President Bielinski presented his recommendations of Village Board 
 committee assignments: 

    
   Land Use:  Peter Barrow, (chair), Kathy Dodd and Senta Plunkett 
 
   Finance:  Gina Kennedy (chair), Senta Plunkett and Daniel Sullivan 
    
   Administration:  Kathy Dodd (chair), Peter Barrow and Daniel Sullivan 
 
   Municipal Services:  Daniel Sullivan (chair), Gina Kennedy and Joel Kurzman   
 
   Public Safety:  Joel Kurzman (chair), Peter Barrow and Kathy Dodd   
 
   Judiciary:  Senta Plunkett (chair), Gina Kennedy and Joel Kurzman 
 
   Trustee Sullivan moved to approve the recommendation of the Village Board 

 committee assignments, seconded by Trustee Dodd.  
 
   Voting yes:  Trustees Sullivan, Kennedy, Dodd, Kurzman, Barrow, Plunkett, 

 and President Bielinski.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
 
  There were no reports from the Village Manager or Corporation Counsel. 

 
 

5.0       REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0      STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
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6.2       FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
6.21 First Quarter Financial Update 
 
 Melinda Molloy, Finance Director, said she will review a PowerPoint 
 (attached) of the 2019 First Quarter Report discussing the General 
 Fund Revenue & Expense Projections, Water & Sewer Fund 
 Projections and the Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Schedule.   
  
 Ms. Molloy said the total revenues are outperforming Budget 
 projections by $190,000 primarily due to non-recurring permit 
 activity. She noted that there is a decline in sales tax due to some 
 major business closures and believes the permit revenues will be 
 performing more towards budget expectations going forward.  There 
 is some concern regarding real estate transfer tax as the number of  
 transactions and the selling price have both declined, which is not 
 unique to Wilmette as our neighboring communities are 
 experiencing the same issue as well. 
 
 Ms. Molloy said the total expenses in the General Fund are projected 
 to be over budget by $65,000 due to street patching, NSEBC 
 Assessment, overtime, salt and Wilmette Avenue Phase 1 
 Engineering.  
 
 Mr. Braiman said since 2013 we have had six figure budget savings 
 every year which is usually due to salary and benefit savings as we 
 have turnover primarily in our police and fire departments. He noted 
 we are not having a large turnover this year.  Overtime is due to 
 injuries in the Police and Fire Departments, some are work related 
 and some are non-work related. Fire Department staffing is at a 
 bare minimum so anytime someone is out with an injury, it will 
 automatically generate overtime while that individual is out.   
 
 The North Suburban Employee Benefit Cooperative (NSEBC) is a 
 group of 10 municipalities that we partner with on our health 
 insurance. We have a fully insured HMO product through Blue Cross 
 Blue Shield and a self-insured PPO product. The self-insured PPO 
 has a reserve level that is now below 10% which can become 
 problematic because of the consortium paying its claims on a 
 monthly basis. He said right now we have pre-paid a month in 
 advance to help with cash flow and if we do not need that advance 
 by the end of the year, we will not make a December premium 
 payment and we will not have the additional expense.  
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 Mr. Braiman said the Village will utilize reserve funds in 2019 to 
 complete additional street patching and Phase 1 engineering design 
 for Wilmette Avenue resurfacing.  
 
 Ms. Molloy noted that the ending reserve balance is in good shape 
 and noted that the recommended minimum is based on Village 
 policy, the rating agencies look for Aaa communities to have 30% of 
 revenues in reserve.  
 
 Ms. Molloy said the Water Fund revenues are down slightly and 
 expenditures are up due to water main repairs. The Water Fund, like 
 the Sewer Fund, is highly dependent on weather conditions and 
 water consumption.  Current projections will vary based on water 
 usage over the coming summer months. If consumption continues to 
 decline, a rate increase may be necessary as part of the FY 2020 
 Budget. The Sewer Fund revenues are down slightly and 
 expenditures are tracking the Budget. When the sewer rate was 
 increased by $0.80 in 2014/15 for the Sewer Improvement Program, 
 it was intended that the reserve be drawn down over time to pay the 
 debt service.   
 
 Ms. Molloy noted the meeting schedule for the budget for the next 
 few months with the final budget being adopted in November 2019. 

 

 6.3       ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.4       MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.5       PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.6      JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.7      REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
  

 No Reports 
 

7.0     NEW BUSINESS 
 

No Report 
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8.0       ADJOURNMENT 
   

Trustee Kennedy moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:59 p.m., seconded by Trustee 
Barrow. All voted aye, the motion carried. 

        

 
 
Barbara L. Hirsch 

     Deputy Village Clerk 
 



2019 First Quarter Financial 
Review

May 14, 2019



Discussion Topics

• General Fund Revenue & Expense Projections
– Use of Reserves in 2019 for Street Patching & 

Wilmette Avenue Phase I Engineering

• Water & Sewer Fund Projections
– Declining water consumption

• FY 2020 Budget Schedule

2



Revenues- General Fund

Total Revenues are outperforming Budget projections 

by $190,000 primarily due to non-recurring permit 

activity
3

2019

Revenues 2019 Budget Mar YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget

Where 
should we be 

YTD?
2019 Year-End 

Projection
Property Tax 9,616,700 4,919,291 51% 46% 9,616,700 
Sales Tax 5,349,000 1,449,924 27% 26% 5,339,000 ↙ 
Service Charges 3,172,800 694,198 22% 22% 3,172,800 
Income Tax 2,492,000 657,916 26% 25% 2,522,000 ↗ 
Utility Tax 2,100,000 656,853 31% 31% 2,100,000 
Permits 2,138,600 581,677 27% 18% 2,328,600 ↗ 
Licenses 1,804,500 1,133,853 63% 55% 1,804,500 
R.E. Transfer Tax 1,272,000 231,384 18% 16% 1,252,000 ↙ 
Water Fund Transfer 1,000,000 - 0% 0% 1,000,000 
Others 4,525,655 889,797 20% 17% 4,525,655 
Bond Proceeds - - 0% 0% -
Total 33,471,255 11,214,894 34% 31% 33,661,255 



Sales Tax

4



Local Use Tax
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Income Tax
Local Government Distributive Fund (LGDF)

6



Permits
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Real Estate Transfer Tax
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Expenses- General Fund

9

2019

Expenditures 2019 Budget Mar YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget
Where should 

we be YTD?
2019 Year-End 

Projection
Regular Wages 16,700,875 4,091,055 24% 25% 16,682,875 ↙ 

Overtime 805,425 194,755 24% 22% 905,425 ↗ 

Benefits 4,386,210 1,170,157 27% 19% 4,386,210 
Contractual 2,633,430 577,320 22% 21% 2,619,430 ↙ 

Refuse 2,380,840 407,439 17% 21% 2,380,840 
Commodities 736,435 244,585 33% 30% 786,435 ↗ 

Contingency 440,000 13,394 3% 8% 265,000 ↙ 

Other 1,866,740 401,621 22% 5% 1,866,740 
Capital   3,743,795 154,921 4% 31% 3,831,378 ↗ 

CERF current projects 638,500 7,273 1% 5% 673,500 ↗ 

CERF allocation 423,360 - 0% 31% 423,360 
Capital - Bond 348,065 17,466 5% 0% 348,065 
Total 35,103,675 7,279,984 21% 22% 35,169,258 

Total Expenses are projected to be over budget by 

$65,000



2019 Major Budget Variances (projected)

Expenses- General Fund

Category Variance ($)
Street Patching* 200,000
Contingency – NSEBC Assessment 200,000

Overtime 100,000

Commodities - Salt 50,000

Wilmette Ave. Phase I Eng.* 45,000

10

• Street Patching was not included in the FY 2019 Budget but is recommended by 

staff due to the deteriorating conditions of the Village’s roadways. 

• Wilmette Avenue Phase I Engineering was not included in the FY 2019 Budget 

but is recommended to ensure the Village is eligible for STP funding

• These two infrastructure related projects will be funded through reserves



Ending Reserve Balance

*The recommended minimum is based on Village policy, the rating agencies look 
for Aaa communities to have 30% of revenues in reserve (approx. $10 million)

Note that the FY 2019 Budget projected a draw down on reserves due 
to CERF and Dedicated Engineering spending

Revenues & Expenses- General Fund

2018
Year End

2019 
Estimated Reserve

Operating Reserve $10,829,500 $10,993,100
CERF $1,854,800 $1,755,600
Total $12,680,300 $12,748,700

Recommended 
Minimum*

$4,773,600 $4,986,800
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Water Fund
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Revenues & Expenses- Water Fund

13

2019

Revenues 2019 Budget Mar YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget
Where should we 

be YTD?
2019 Year-End 

Projection
Residential Water Sales 3,376,700 585,179 17% 20% 3,346,700 ↙ 

Wholesale Water Sales 5,668,000 1,061,479 19% 21% 5,598,000 ↙ 
Other 150,000 59,719 40% 11% 200,000 ↗ 

Bond Proceeds 5,000,000 248,083 5% 0% 5,000,000 
Total 14,194,700 1,954,460 14% 20% 14,144,700 

Expenditures 2019 Budget Mar YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget
Where should we 

be YTD?
2019 Year-End 

Projection
Regular Wages 2,546,675 633,219 25% 25% 2,546,675 
Overtime 73,575 18,504 25% 32% 73,575 
Benefits 1,002,115 261,446 26% 27% 1,002,115 
Contractual 405,120 85,540 21% 20% 475,120 ↗ 

Commodities 887,125 206,601 23% 24% 912,125 ↗ 

Capital 564,900 19,704 3% 5% 538,400 ↙ 

Debt Service 2,487,500 71,459 3% 9% 2,487,500 
Transfers 1,000,000 - 0% 0% 1,000,000 
Others 280,140 136,929 49% 44% 280,140 
Capital - Bond 6,818,300 160,081 2% 10% 6,818,300 
Total 16,065,450 1,593,482 10% 17% 16,133,950 

Revenues are down slightly and Expenditures are up due to water main repairs



Ending Reserve

Revenues & Expenses – Water Fund

2018 
Year End

Actual

2019 
Estimated 
Reserve

Reserve $3,374,400 $3,203,400

Recommended 
Minimum

$1,776,000 $1,846,900

The Water Fund, like the Sewer Fund, is highly dependent on weather

conditions and water consumption. Current projections will vary based on

water usage over the coming summer months.
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Water Rate

• Consumption continues to decline 
• A rate increase may be necessary as part of the FY 2020 Budget

15



Sewer Fund
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Revenues & Expenses- Sewer Fund

17

2019

Revenues 2019 BudgetMar YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget

Where 
should we be 

YTD?
2019  Year-End 

Projection
Residential Sewer Charges 5,082,900 861,249 17% 20% 5,032,900 ↙ 

Bond/Loan Proceeds 1,970,000 866 0% 0% 1,970,000 
Total 7,052,900 862,115 12% 11% 7,002,900 

Expenditures 2019 BudgetMar YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget

Where 
should we be 

YTD?
2019  Year-End 

Projection
Regular Wages 603,375 148,718 25% 25% 603,375 
Overtime 23,625 7,878 33% 17% 23,625 
Benefits 221,155 58,364 26% 27% 221,155 
Contractual 585,250 42,532 7% 4% 615,250 ↗ 
Commodities 93,025 16,847 18% 22% 93,025 
Capital 598,750 - 0% 13% 571,250 ↙ 
Debt Service 3,197,000 359,931 11% 9% 3,197,000 
Other 122,160 32,738 27% 29% 122,160 
Capital - Debt 3,870,000 67,986 2% 3% 3,870,000 
Total 9,314,340 734,994 8% 8% 9,316,840 

Revenues are down slightly and Expenditures are tracking the Budget



Ending Reserve

Revenues & Expenses – Sewer Fund

2018 
Year End

Actual

2019 
Estimated 
Reserve

Reserve $2,614,000 $2,200,000

Recommended 
Minimum

$1,016,600 $1,016,600

When the sewer rate was increased by $0.80 in 2014/15 for the Sewer

Improvement Program, it was intended that the reserve be drawn down

over time to pay the debt service
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2020 Budget Schedule
Date Milestone
May / June Finance Committee review of Budget Reserve Policy
June 13 Committee of the Whole- Stormwater utility 

feasibility study
July 23 Mid-Year Financial Review (at VB meeting)
August Committees to review road program funding
September Committee of the Whole- CIP Review
October 8 Presentation of Proposed Budget
October Committee of the Whole- Budget Workshop
November 26 FY 2020 Budget adopted
December 10 Tax levy adopted
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 
request for a 0.49’ front yard setback variation to permit the 
retention of a new home at 915 Yale Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2019-Z-15 

Property:  915 Yale Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant:  Gene Greiner 

Nature of Application: Request for a 0.49’ front yard setback variation to permit the 
retention of a new home 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 

Hearing Date:  May 1, 2019 

Date of Application: April 1, 2019 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
Mike Boyer  Yes 
John Kolleng  Yes 
Christine Norrick Yes 
Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
Bob Surman  Yes 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, April 9, 2019. 
Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
April 11, 2019. Posted on the property, April 12, 2019. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated April 
16, 2019. 

Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 

3.3 
5-28-19 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the west side of Yale Avenue approximately 146’ north of Lake 
Avenue. The property has 66.7’ of frontage on Yale Avenue and measures approximately 135.8’ 
in depth. The property is approximately 9,057.86 square feet in area. The property is improved 
with a new two-and-one-half-story single-family home and attached two-car garage that was 
recently completed. 
 
The property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is requesting to retain a newly constructed single-family home that was constructed 
too close to the front lot line. The home was proposed with a conforming front yard setback of 
26.0’. The home was subsequently constructed with a front yard setback of 25.51’ at the closest 
point. This portion of the house consists of a one-story side-loading garage. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance establishes a front yard setback of 26.0’ on the subject property, a 0.49’ front yard 
setback variation is required.  
 
The construction conforms to the other setback, impervious surface coverage, height, lot coverage, 
and floor area requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
To prevent new homes from being located incorrectly, the Village started requiring a spot survey 
in 2006. All new homes are required to have a spot survey of the foundation submitted and 
approved before continuing with construction. When a project receives spot survey approval, the 
applicant is given a sticker to be posted on the building permit so that the inspectors can readily 
see if this approval has been given. In this case, the fact that the spot survey had not been 
submitted/approved went unnoticed until the final inspections were scheduled. When the spot 
survey was then submitted, it was determined that the front yard setback was not compliant. 

 
Requirement Required As Built 
Front Yard Setback 26.0’ 25.51’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Front Yard Setback Addition and New Construction Requests 
 
1209 Middlebury Street Case 2018-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 428.66 square foot (5.69%) total floor area variation, an 18.19’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.42’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 3.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 1.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 14.69’ front yard eave setback 
variation, a 1.88’ side yard porch setback variation, a 0.54’ combined side yard eave setback 
variation, a 167.0 square foot (9.88%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
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variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.13’ front yard setback variation, a 4.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback 
variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch step setback variation, 
and a 194.14 square foot (24.4%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the replacement of a one-story sunroom and construct a new front porch and 
steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1202 Chestnut Avenue Case 2017-Z-56 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 11.08’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
1617 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
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 
 
83 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-05 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 20.12’ front yard setback variation for a second-story addition, and a 13.19’ front 
yard setback variation and a 12.27’ front yard chimney setback variation to permit the construction 
of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
123 Prairie Avenue Case 2016-Z-53 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.73’ front yard setback variation, a 2.94’ front yard setback variation, a 1.87’ front 
yard porch setback variation, and a 2.56’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit the 
construction of a substantial remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
922 Forest Avenue Case 2016-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.18’ front yard setback variation to permit the re-construction and expansion of a 
one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
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 
 
221 10th Street Case 2016-Z-13 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.95’ front yard setback variation, a 0.95’ front porch step setback variation, and a 
variation to retain a non-conforming detached garage to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
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1819 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-09 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 129.31 square foot (2.08%) lot coverage variation, a 129.4 square foot (2.1%) total 
floor area variation, a 5.61’ front yard setback variation, a 5.17’ front yard porch setback variation, 
a 1.0’ front yard porch step setback variation, a 7.0 square foot (0.5%) front yard porch coverage 
variation, a 4.5 square foot (0.36%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and 
a 5.52’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a new home and 
detached two-and one-half-car garage 
 
2214 Old Glenview Road Case 2015-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.26’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-story addition 
on the property 
 
2728 Birchwood Avenue Case 2015-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.6’ front yard setback variation, a 0.05’ combined side yard setback variation, a 
177.51 square foot (10.04%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation 
from the requirement that a front-loaded attached garage must be a minimum of 5.0’ behind the 
main front façade of a house to permit the construction of a new home 
 
1916 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-04 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.59’ front yard setback variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch setback variation, and a 
2.82’ side yard patio setback variation to permit the retention of a new home 
 
Other New Construction Requests 
 
106 16th Street Case 2018-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 24.5 square foot (0.78%) total floor area variation, 1.69’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 0.41’ combined side yard eave setback variation, a 3.43 square foot (0.55%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, a 5.0’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation, a variation to allow the expansion and relocation of windows in a non-conforming wall, 
and a variation to the requirement that a new home provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home and the 
retention of an existing one-car detached garage 
 
1209 Middlebury Street Case 2018-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 428.66 square foot (5.69%) total floor area variation, an 18.19’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.42’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 3.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 1.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 14.69’ front yard eave setback 
variation, a 1.88’ side yard porch setback variation, a 0.54’ combined side yard eave setback 
variation, a 167.0 square foot (9.88%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
237 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2018-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.76’ front yard setback variation, a 2.02’ minimum side yard setback variation, and 
a 0.51’ rear yard detached garage setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
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238 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2017-Z-63 ZBA: Deny VB: Denied 
Revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed 
the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified 
as a new home 
 
431 9th Street Case 2017-Z-62 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 1,268.22 square foot (31.71%) total floor area variation, a 248.14 square foot (6.2%) 
lot coverage variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 17.79’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.45’ side yard setback variation, an 11.51’ front yard porch setback variation, a 13.5’ 
front yard porch step setback variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard stoop and step setback 
variation, a 0.25’ accessory structure separation variation, a 0.42’ detached garage side yard 
setback variation, a 44.51 square foot (3.18%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that a new home provide two enclosed parking spaces, to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home and the 
retention of an existing detached garage 
 
1202 Chestnut Avenue Case 2017-Z-56 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 11.08’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
2945 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.96’ side yard setback variation, a 2.09’ combined side yard setback variation, and 
a variation to the requirement that an attached front-loaded garage must be located a minimum of 
five feet behind the main front façade of the house to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
1635 Lake Avenue Case 2017-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 996.08 square foot (7.42%) total floor area variation, a 9.12’ side yard adjoining a 
street setback variation, an 8.62’ side yard adjoining a street chimney setback variation, and a 
variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
123 Prairie Avenue Case 2016-Z-53 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.73’ front yard setback variation, a 2.94’ front yard setback variation, a 1.87’ front 
yard porch setback variation, and a 2.56’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit the 
construction of a substantial remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
832 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-40 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.92’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 2.92’ side yard adjoining a 
street porch setback variation, a 3.92’ side yard adjoining a street porch step setback variation, a 
0.42’ side yard adjoining a street chimney setback variation to permit the construction of a 
substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
221 10th Street Case 2016-Z-13 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.95’ front yard setback variation, a 0.95’ front porch step setback variation, and a 
variation to retain a non-conforming detached garage to permit the construction of a substantial 
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addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
1819 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-09 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 129.31 square foot (2.08%) lot coverage variation, a 129.4 square foot (2.1%) total 
floor area variation, a 5.61’ front yard setback variation, a 5.17’ front yard porch setback variation, 
a 1.0’ front yard porch step setback variation, a 7.0 square foot (0.5%) front yard porch coverage 
variation, a 4.5 square foot (0.36%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and 
a 5.52’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a new home and 
detached two-and one-half-car garage 
 
2108 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.17’ combined side yard setback variation, a 4.55’ rear yard setback variation, a 1.33’ 
first floor height variation, a 0.05’ side yard window well setback variation, a 2.15’ side yard parking 
space setback variation, a variation from the requirement that a front-loaded attached garage must 
be a minimum of 5.0’ behind the main front façade of a house, a variation from the requirement to 
have two enclosed parking spaces, and a 30.0 square foot (4.48%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
2728 Birchwood Avenue Case 2015-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.6’ front yard setback variation, a 0.05’ combined side yard setback variation, a 
177.51 square foot (10.04%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation 
from the requirement that a front-loaded attached garage must be a minimum of 5.0’ behind the 
main front façade of a house to permit the construction of a new home 
 
1916 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-04 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.59’ front yard setback variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch setback variation, and a 
2.82’ side yard patio setback variation to permit the retention of a new home 
 
433 8th Street Case 2014-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%) 
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard 
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a 
4.01’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard 
stair setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation 
variation, a 208.06 square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation from the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the 
construction of a new home and one-car detached garage 
 
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 
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Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a front yard setback of 26.0’ on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 0.49’ front yard setback variation to permit the 
retention of a new home at 915 Yale 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 2019-Z-15. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 GIS Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey – Pre-Construction 
 1.4 Approved Site Plan 
 1.5 Foundation Layout Plan 
 1.6 As-Built Survey 
 1.7 First Floor Plan 
 1.8 Front Elevation  
 
 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 

April 9, 2019 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 

April 11, 2019 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated April 12, 2019 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, April 16, 2019 
 2.8 Established Front Yard Worksheet for the 901 Block of Yale 
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Avenue 
 2.9 Written Permit Conditions 
 2.10 Email from Stephen Bass, 912 Oxford Lane, dated April 30, 

2019 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Gene Greiner, applicant 
   1110 Lake Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 0.49’ front yard setback variation to 

permit the retention of a new home. The Village Board will hear this case on May 
28, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant has lived in the village since 2005. He is building a new construction 

single-family home at 915 Yale. He is at the meeting to discuss his variation request 
for less than 6” of front yard setback that was not done correctly. The contractors 
who did the footings and basement did not do it the way it was staked out. It was 
an honest mistake and not intentional.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said he walked around the lot. There has been rain the past few 

days and there was a lake in the backyard. Was there an intent to move it forward 
to get it out of the water? 

 
  The applicant said no.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said he looked at the garage. Is the garage wider than the plans? 
 
  The applicant said no.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer asked if the 6” ran the length of the garage or is it just part of the garage.  
 
  The applicant said that only at one point of the garage is it 6” too close to the street.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy asked how many feet they were talking. 
 
  The applicant said 25.5’.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Boyer said that the lot is skewed and is not square and that is part of the issue. 

Is the entire front part of the garage over the building line or is it skewed a little? 
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  The applicant said that it is skewed a little. At one point it is 0.49’ and it is less at 
another point. The lot is not in a perfect 90-degree angle. The mistake probably 
happened with the stake out.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said the lot appears to be almost square. 66.7’ wide and the length is 

off by .11’, which is an inch.  
 
  The applicant said that there was a mistake made that was not discovered when the 

foundation and footings were installed. It was discovered after the house was built.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy said that the applicant made a statement in their letter to the board 

that says there are seven houses on the block and four are close to the street. He 
said that looking to the south, the house on Lake is closer to Yale. But he only 
thought that one other house was closer and that was at 923.  

 
  The applicant said he had a discussion with the building department and Rachel 

determined that four houses are closer.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said it must be the houses that are further down the block.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Boyer clarified that the house is 6” closer and not 6” larger.  
 
  The applicant said that the house has no other violations.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Boyer said that there is 6” more of green space in the backyard.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Schneider asked where the water from the downspouts went.  
 
  The applicant said it goes into a pop-up that is in the front yard. The water going 

through the downspouts is routed into a pop-up, which is required by the village. If 
the water in the front yard is not absorbed by the grass in the front yard, it goes into 
the street drain.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Kolleng asked the applicant if he was a builder.  
 
  The applicant is a builder and is the general contractor. He has built other houses 

in the village.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Kolleng said if he built other houses in the village then he should have known 

that he needed a spot survey.  
 
  The applicant said that he knew, and he forgot to do it. The building department did 

not stop doing all the other inspections. Building a new house requires about 60 
inspections. All were done and he thinks that both he and the building department 
forgot to do the spot survey.  
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 3.36 Mr. Surman asked if the sub-contractors are typically those that the applicant uses. 
He (Mr. Surman) lives nearby and said that the house has taken a long time to build. 
There were different trucks on site all the time. Sometimes work was done and 
sometimes it wasn’t. Could it be the fault of the subcontractors? 

 
  The applicant said he might be the subcontractor’s fault.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Boyer referenced rough plumbing and rough electrical and asked if those 

passed inspection.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that all rough inspections passed.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman asked if the grading passed.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that grading is in process. It was approved for a pre-sod inspection, 

which is a visual inspection and not a survey.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said when he saw it, it did not seem as careful as one would think it 

would be. He is concerned because it took so long to build. What other issues could 
there be? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said that an as-build survey will be required. Some corrections will 

need to be made before that is done.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman asked if the survey was off at the lot line, what can be done with regard 

to grading? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said it is her understanding is that it will need to be corrected or 

otherwise compensated for with a revised plan if possible.  
 
 3.42 Mr. Surman asked the applicant how many homes he has built in the village. Has 

he had similarly related issues with the other homes? 
 
  The applicant has built 4 to 5 homes in the village. He has had no issues with other 

homes, and this is his first time in front of the Zoning Board.  
 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Frederick Braskamp 
   900 Oxford Lane 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Braskamp lives at the west end of the alley from the property. He lives on the 
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corner of Lake and Oxford. There is a letter in the packet from the person who lives 
right behind the applicant. The question was answered about how does one miss a 
spot inspection and apparently everyone missed it. His question is about the 
basement. Is it under the garage?  

 
  The applicant said that the basement is not under the garage.  
 
  Mr. Braskamp asked if flooding was being addressed at the meeting.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that the board’s purview is about how the house is sited in the 

front yard setback.  
 
  Mr. Braskamp said flooding is a huge issue.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Braskamp can give his opinion about flooding, but 

the Zoning Board cannot address this. He was on site this morning and there was a 
river running out of the alley into the street.  

 
  Mr. Braskamp said that there has been a lot of rain. He has lived in the area for 30 

years. There has been a lot of rain before. The way this water spreads and does not 
go away has not been seen by anyone on the block before. This happened when 
construction on the house began. Regarding grading being done, all he saw was 
people putting sod down. The unopened alley has been pushed down with the 
equipment and has not ben brought up to the condition that it was.  

 
  Mr. Boyer asked about the original condition of the unopened alley.  
 
  Mr. Braskamp said it was grass.  
 
  Chairman Duffy talked about one section of the alley that was not paved.  
 
  Mr. Boyer talked about a foot path.  
 
  Mr.  Braskamp said that 15 years ago, the village released all of the unopened alleys. 

There were about 15 of them. The property went back to the property owners on 
either side, but not in this case. Two residents further east complained that public 
property should not be given to private property owners.  

 
  Mr. Schneider was on the Plan Commission when the alleys were released. Harper 

School is nearby. The sidewalk on Lake was not a comfortable way for children to 
go to school. There was a request that the alley remain a pedestrian pathway.  

 
  Mr. Braskamp said that the school’s response was that they do not recommend that 

children walk through alleys to get to school. Having the alley open would create a 
thoroughfare parallel to Lake Avenue so he does not want the alley to be open. He 
asked if the level of flooding issues would stop.  
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  Chairman Duffy said that there is flooding between the two backyards that is not 
alley-related.  

 
  Mr. Braskamp said that the flooding between the two back yards rarely occurred 

and it was always on the Yale side.  
 
  Mr. Surman said he lived at 915 Amherst. He said that a home was built between 

this property and another home and his backyard then flooded. Part of it is that the 
homes’ footprints are larger, and they are pushing it out.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that something is being pushed deeper into the water table 

and the water level will rise.  
 
  Mr.  Braskamp said that this basement is deeper than the previous basement.  
 
  Mr. Surman said that the water table in that area is 6’6”.  Below that dimension, 

one would need sump pumps to eject the water.  
 
  Mr. Schneider clarified that the final grading is not complete.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that what has been done has not gotten final approval.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED  BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said that this was a site error by a sub-contractor. He is not sure what 

would have been done if this mistake was caught. The garage is slab on grade. They 
could have said to trim the garage back but that would impact the footing. The 
request is minimal. The house is not any larger. It shifted 6” closer to the street. He 
can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said that no one is impacted. There is 6” more of green space in the rear 

yard. There is no gain and/or benefit to the builder to adjust the house to be 6” 
closer. He can support the request. He read the neighbor’s letter several times and 
took notes. Most of the concerns are not zoning issues. They were issues related to 
the length of time it took to build home, flooding, grading, and cutting down a tree. 
Neighbors’ concerns are taken into account but there is nothing that relates to 
zoning issues in the letter.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick said that the request is minimal. She can support the request. It was an 

unfortunate error.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy agrees with the above comments and can support the request.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 0.49’ front yard setback 

variation to permit the retention of a new home at 915 Yale 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 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   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 2019-Z-15.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
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 condition of the property, the 
completed construction of the house, imposes upon the owner a practical difficulty. The 
plight of the owner was not intentionally created by the owner. The difficulty prevents the 
owner from making reasonable use of the property to complete the construction process. 
The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
properties or otherwise injure other properties and its use. The variation if granted will not 
alter the essential character of the neighborhood as there are other homes on the lot that are 
closer than the subject property. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 0.49’ front yard setback 
variation to permit the retention of a new home at 915 Yale Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted. 
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION      AGENDA ITEM: 3.12

Police Department 

SUBJECT: North Shore Towing Contract Extension 

MEETING DATE:   May 28, 2019 

FROM: Emma Perley, Administration Manager 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Recommendation 

Move to approve a one-year contract extension with North Shore Towing, Evanston, Illinois to 
supply towing services. 

Background 

The Village contracts with a towing service provider to tow and store vehicles in the Village. 
These towed vehicles are crime targets, involved in accidents, or otherwise abandoned in the 
Village. Additionally, residents may use the contractor at the rate provided in the contract. 

A request for proposals (RFP) was issued in March of 2012. RFPs were sent to several vendors 
and the RFP was also published in the Wilmette Life and on the Village web site for review. 
Four vendors (North Shore Towing; Lin-Mar Towing; Red’s Towing; and Illinois Towing) 
provided complete proposals. 

North Shore Towing provided the lowest quote and was deemed the lowest responsible bidder 
and was awarded a three-year contract in 2012.The contract was last renewed by the Village 
Board in August 2016. 

Discussion 

Since approval of the contract, North Shore Towing has performed the work satisfactorily and 
has agreed to maintain the same prices. Therefore, staff is recommending extending the 
contract for an additional year. 

Contract Cost $ 800 

Over/(Under) Budget $ 0 
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Budget Impact 

A majority of the services provided under the contract are paid for by third parties. For the 
limited services used by operating departments, the Village has a budget of $800. As rates will 
remain at their 2012 levels, the budgeted amount is expected to remain the same. 

Documents Attached 
1. Signed contract extension





1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

(847) 853-7509 
Facsimile (847) 853-7700 

 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

A PROCLAMATION CELEBRATING 
THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF ILLINOIS BEING THE 
FIRST STATE TO RATIFY THE 19TH AMENDMENT 

WHEREAS, Illinois had long been at the forefront of the movement to provide 
women the right to vote; and, 

WHEREAS, in Illinois the first women’s suffrage association was established in 
Earlville in LaSalle County in 1855, just seven years after the first women’s rights 
convention in Seneca Falls, New York, which called for suffrage for women; and, 

WHEREAS, the first statewide suffrage organization, the Illinois Woman Suffrage 
Association was established in 1869, becoming the Illinois Equal Suffrage Association 
in 1891; and, 

WHEREAS, also in 1891, Illinois enacted a law allowing women the right to vote for 
elective school offices; and, 

WHEREAS, in 1913 Illinois enacted the Presidential Suffrage Bill which gave Illinois 
women the right to vote in federal and municipal elections, not otherwise restricted to 
men under the Illinois Constitution; and, 

WHEREAS, with the enactment of that law, Illinois became the first state east of the 
Mississippi River to give women such right to vote for President of the United States, 
and is credited with being a major positive influence in advancing the women’s suffrage 
movement in the United States; and, 

WHEREAS, on June 4, 1919, the proposed 19th Amendment to the United States 
Constitution was passed by the United States Congress and sent to the States for 
ratification; and, 

WHEREAS, 100 years ago on June 10, 1919, Illinois became the first State to ratify 
the 19th Amendment (one hour prior to Wisconsin); and, 

4.3
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WHEREAS, Illinois led the way for the necessary three-fourths of the States to ratify 
the 19th Amendment, which became part of the Constitution on August 26, 1920; 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, ROBERT T. BIELINSKI, VILLAGE PRESIDENT OF THE 
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, DO HEREBY PROCLAIM June 10, 2019 a day to celebrate 
women’s right to vote and the important role Illinois played in achieving that right in the 
United States. 

 

Date: May 28, 2019 ___________________________________ 
 Robert T. Bielinski 
 Village President 
 



         1200 Wilmette Avenue 
 WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

     (847) 251-2700 

     FAX    (847) 853-7700

TDD    (847) 853-7634 
 EMAIL  wilmette@wilmette.com 

NOTICE OF CANCELLATION 

The Regular Meeting of the Village President and Board of Trustees 
to be held on Tuesday, August 13, 2019 at 7:30 p.m. in the Council 
Chambers of Village Hall has been cancelled. 

Bob Bielinski   
Village President 

For additional information, please call (847) 853-7511, the Village Clerk’s Office. 
If you are a person with a disability and need special accommodations to participate in 

and/or attend any Village public meeting, please notify the Management Services 
Department at (847) 853-7509 or TDD (847) 853-7634 as soon as possible. 
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AGENDA
1. 1. Introduction and Scope

2. 2. Community Outreach

3. 3. Preliminary Streetscape Concepts

4. 4. Next Steps
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INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE
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• Past efforts: Central Ave Phase 1 Plan and 
Village Center Master Plan

• Focus area: streetscapes along Wilmette & 
Central Avenues in downtown 

• Lighting, sidewalks, roadways, plantings & 
amenities.

• $4.5M federal funding for construction:
• $1.0M in ITEP (Illinois Transportation 

Enhancement Program) for construction
• $3.5M in STU (Surface Transportation 

Program-Urban) for construction
• $1M federal funding for engineering:

• $400K in STU for design engineering
• $600K in STU for construction engineering
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PRELIMINARY STREETSCAPE BUDGET
Project Location Base Project

(80% grant funded 
/20% Village funded)

Additional Cost for Optional 
Enhancements
(100% Village funded)

Total

Downtown 
Streetscape 
(Central & Wilmette) 

$1,231,758 $851,912
(decorative paving costs: $345,321)

$2,083,670

Village Green $102,800 $664,288
(decorative paving costs: $54,655)

$767,088

Veterans Park $65,300 $195,779 $261,079

Wayfinding signage $49,680 $100,050 $149,730

Totals $1,449,538 $1,812,028 $3,261,566
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Image credits: Images of America, Kathy 
Hussey-Arntson and Patrick Leary

1977 photo – early placemaking efforts

1923 photo – Rockhold Building, SW corner of Wilmette & Central Ave

1910 photo

WILMETTE 
DOWNTOWN 
CHARACTER



6Focus Area: Wilmette & Central Avenues

Lake Ave.

Central St.



7Focus Area: Village Green



8Focus Area: Veteran’s Park



COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
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Input Methods

• Village staff and leadership 
• Project Website 
• Music on the Green (Aug 2018)
• Focus Group Meetings (Oct 2018)

• Village Staff and Public Works, Chamber 
of Commerce, Local Shops and 
Restaurants, Historical Museum, 
Veterans (Am Legion Post 46)

• Streetscape Poll (Aug – Nov 2018)
• Public Meeting  (Feb 2019)
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Poll Results

• 647 Responses
• Aug 17 – Nov 30, 2018
• Village website,           

e-news, input box, 
emails to downtown 
businesses
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Key Takeaways
• Downtown is already a treasured place with 

unique character. 
• The streetscape should accommodate safe 

and attractive places for people to gather 
and visit with friends. 

• Future changes should maintain open access 
to sidewalks and businesses.

• Keep the hanging baskets & decorative tree 
lighting

• Consider more native plantings in the 
streetscape.
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Wilmette Ave / Central Ave 
Intersection Concept

CENTRAL AVE
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Typical Corner Plaza Concept
CENTRAL AVE
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View looking east along south side of Central Avenue



15

View looking east along south side 
of Central Avenue
Base Improvements

Base Project Additional Costs for 
Optional Enhancements

Total

Downtown 
Streetscape 
(Central & 
Wilmette) 

$1,231,758
Village standard lighting, 
concrete sidewalks, concrete 
planter curbs, benches at 
planters, bike racks, 
litter/recycling, plantings.

$851,912
Decorative festoon lighting, 
decorative unit pavers, 
concrete seatwalls, circular 
wood benches 
(decorative paving costs: 
$345,321)

$2,083,670
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View looking east towards Central AvenueView looking east along south side of 
Central Avenue
Optional Enhancements

Base Project Additional Costs for 
Optional Enhancements

Total

Downtown 
Streetscape 
(Central & 
Wilmette) 

$1,231,758
Village standard lighting, 
concrete sidewalks, concrete 
planter curbs, benches at 
planters, bike racks, 
litter/recycling, plantings.

$851,912
Decorative festoon lighting, 
decorative unit pavers, 
concrete seatwalls, circular 
wood benches 
(decorative paving costs: 
$345,321)

$2,083,670
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Wilmette Ave Concept

WILMETTE AVE
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Central Ave Concept

CENTRAL AVE
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Veteran’s Park 
Concept
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View looking south to Veteran’s Park
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View looking west to Village Hall

View looking west to Village Hall
View looking south to Veteran’s Park
Base Improvements

Base Project Additional Costs for 
Optional Enhancements

Total

Veterans Park $65,300
Reset unit pavers, 
benches, shrubs, bronze 
plaques with military 
service seals

$195,779
Overhead beams, seat 
wall & signage, 
decorative uplighting, 
interpretive signs 

$261,079
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View looking west to Village Hall

View looking west to Village Hall
View looking south to Veteran’s Park
Optional Enhancements

Base Project Additional Costs for 
Optional Enhancements

Total

Veterans Park $65,300
Reset unit pavers, benches, 
shrubs, bronze plaques 
with military service seals

$195,779
Overhead beams, seat 
wall & signage, 
decorative uplighting, 
interpretive signs 

$261,079
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Village Green 
Concept 

CENTRAL AVE
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View looking southwest toward Village Hall
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View looking west to Village Hall

View looking west to Village Hall
View looking southwest toward Village Hall
Base Improvements

Base Project Additional Costs for Optional Enhancements Total
Village Green $102,800

Holiday tree remove and replace, intersection 
corner improvements; benches; litter/recycling 
receptacles

$664,288
Expanded paving around fountain & Village Hall 
entrance, holiday tree paving and seatwalls; 
plantings; movable tables & chairs; decorative 
paving
(decorative paving costs: $54,655)

$767,088
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View looking west to Village Hall

View looking west to Village Hall
View looking southwest toward Village Hall
Optional Enhancements

Base Project Additional Costs for Optional Enhancements Total
Village Green $102,800

Holiday tree remove and replace, intersection corner 
improvements; benches; litter/recycling receptacles

$664,288
Expanded paving around fountain & Village 
Hall entrance, holiday tree paving and 
seatwalls; plantings; movable tables & chairs; 
decorative paving
(decorative paving costs: $54,655)

$767,088
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View looking southeast toward Village Hall
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View looking south to Village Hall

View looking west to Village HallView looking southeast toward Village Hall - winter

Base Project Additional Costs for 
Optional Enhancements

Total

Village Green $102,800
Holiday tree remove and 
replace, intersection corner 
improvements; benches; 
litter/recycling receptacles

$664,288
Expanded paving around 
fountain & Village Hall 
entrance, holiday tree 
paving and seatwalls; 
plantings; movable tables & 
chairs; decorative paving
(decorative paving costs: 
$54,655)

$767,088
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View looking south to Village Hall

View looking west to Village HallView looking southeast toward Village Hall - summer

Base Project Additional Costs for 
Optional Enhancements

Total

Village Green $102,800
Holiday tree remove and 
replace, intersection corner 
improvements; benches; 
litter/recycling receptacles

$664,288
Expanded paving around 
fountain & Village Hall 
entrance, holiday tree 
paving and seatwalls; 
plantings; movable tables & 
chairs; decorative paving
(decorative paving costs: 
$54,655)

$767,088
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Wayfinding Signs
Concepts

Downtown

DOWNTOWN 
DIRECTIONAL

SIGN

Base Project Additional Costs for 
Optional Enhancements

Total

Wayfinding 
Signage

$49,680
Downtown Directional 
Signs (4);
Events Kiosk (1); 
Bicycle Directional Signs (6)

$100,050
Directional Signs (14);
Public Parking Entry / 
Directional Signs (8);
Update Existing Kiosk at 
Village Green (1)

$149,730
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Temporary Banner Sign Concept



NATURALISTIC MATERIALS AND PLANTINGS
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TRADITIONAL MATERIALS AND PLANTINGS



FEBRUARY 26 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE 
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Key Takeaways
• Approximately 35 participants

• General comments
• Incorporate natives
• Improve intersections for pedestrian use
• Mixed responses to Veterans Park
• Positive response to signage

• Preferences for optional enhancements
• Wilmette/Central – paving/lighting
• Village Green – paving, seatwalls / benches
• Veterans Park – interpretive signs
• Site furnishings – natural
• Plantings – natural
• Signage – Option 2 (tan on black)



35

SCHEDULE
July 23, 2019 – Village Board final review

November 15, 2019 – Pre-final plans due to IDOT

April 24, 2020 – Bid letting

June 2020 – Construction begins

Summer 2021 – Construction completion



REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
request for a 2.43’ fence height variation to permit the 
installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard at 500 
Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2019-Z-07 

Property: 500 Sheridan Road 

Zoning District: R, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant: Scott Byron and Company 

Nature of Application: Request for a 2.43’ fence height variation to permit the 
installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 5.4.F.1.h 
Section 8.3 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.i. 

Hearing Date: April 17, 2019 

Date of Application: February 14, 2019 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  No 
John Kolleng  Yes 
Christine Norrick No 
Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
Bob Surman  No 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, February 26, 2019. 
Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
February 28, 2019. Posted on the property, March 1, 2019.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
February 27, 2019. 

Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 

6.11 
5-28-19 
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500 Sheridan Road 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the east side of Sheridan Road approximately 360’ north of 
Linden Avenue. The Subject Property has 131’ of frontage on Sheridan Road and is 
approximately 413’ in depth. The property is approximately 70,457 square feet in area. A new 
home is currently under construction at the site. 
 
To the north and south are properties zoned R, Single-Family Detached Residence and improved 
with single-family homes. To the west are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached 
Residence, and improved with single-family homes and the Baha’i House of Worship. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a new decorative fence with two vehicle gates in the 
front yard. The proposed fence is 4’ tall and the two vehicle gates are proposed at 6.43’ tall. 
Because the Zoning Ordinance limits fence height in a front yard to 4.0’, a 2.43’ fence height 
variation is required for the vehicle gates. The proposed fence and gates conform to the minimum 
50% fence openness that is required in the front yard. 
 
Other Fence Variation Requests 
 
221 10th Street Case 2018-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 196.21 square foot (13.6%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new rear walk and a 2.0’ fence height variation and a 
fence openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the rear yard of a 
double frontage lot 
 
1163 Romona Road Case 2018-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the installation 
of 6.0’ tall solid fence in a front yard 
 
405 Vista Drive Case 2018-Z-15 ZBA: Deny VB: Denied 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6’ tall solid fence in a front yard 
 
2441 Iroquois Road Case 2017-Z-58 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
1 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of 6.5’ tall solid fence in a front yard 
 
1006 Michigan Avenue Case 2017-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation to permit the construction of a 6.5’ tall fence in the front 



Case 2019-Z-07 
500 Sheridan Road 

4 
 

yard 
 
447 Sandy Lane Case 2017-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit a 6.0’ tall solid 
fence in a side yard adjoining a street (Wilmette Avenue) 
 
446 Sandy Lane Case 2016-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the repair and 
replacement of a 6.0’ tall stockade fence in the side yard adjoining Wilmette Avenue 
 
233 Lockerbie Lane Case 2016-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
226 Woodbine Avenue Case 2016-Z-28 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the rear yard of a double-frontage lot 
 
2920 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
3023 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6.0’ high solid fence in a front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
733 Chilton Lane Case 2015-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Deny 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
1149 New Trier Court Case 2015-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.5’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
531 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
a 6.0’ high solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
215 Millbrook Lane Case 2013-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
a 6.0’ high solid fence in a required front yard 
 
3037 Barclay Lane Case 2012-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
and new installation of a 6.0’ high solid fence in the rear yard of a double-frontage lot 
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Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 5.4.F.1.h establishes additional variation standards for fence requests. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a 63.0’ front yard setback on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.i permits fences in a required front yard, side yard adjoining a street, and rear yard 
of a double-frontage lot provided the fence is limited to a maximum height of 4 feet. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 2.43’ fence height variation to permit the installation 
of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard at 500 Sheridan Road 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 2019-Z-07. 
 
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 Fence Plan 
  1.6 Site Plan – Post Layout 
  1.7 Gate Elevation and Details 
  1.8 Gate Station with Keypad and Mailbox 
  1.9 Service Entry Gate 
  1.10 Pedestrian Gate Elevation 
  1.11 Typical Fence Elevation 
  1.12 Landscape Plan 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
  2.0 Completed application form 
  2.1 Letter of application 
  2.2 Proof of ownership 
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  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 
February 26, 2019 

  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
February 28, 2019 

  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated March 1, 2019 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant February 27, 2019 
 
Minutes from the March 20, 2019 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Scott Byron 
   Scott Byron & Co. 
   3008 N. Skokie Highway, Lake Bluff 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Mr. Byron asked for a continuance to the April 17, 2019 meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the April 17, 2019 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Chairman Duffy and Mr. Kolleng were absent).  
 

Motion carried.  
 
Minutes from the April 17, 2019 meeting  
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Scott Byron, landscape architect 
   Scott Byron & Company 
   30088 N. Skokie Highway, Lake Bluff 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.43’ fence height variation to permit 
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the installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard. The Village Board will 
hear this case on May 14, 2019.   

 
 3.22 Mr. Byron said there are two gates. One is a service entry gate on the north side 

of the property and the other is the main gate on the south side of the property. 
They are not asking for a variance for the middle portion, which is a 4’ high fence. 
The area is heavily and densely landscaped. They are asking for the 6.43’ gates 
for privacy and security. The design is classic and goes with the house. He drove 
in the area and there are six houses with 6’ high fence and gates along Sheridan 
and Michigan. There is a lot of pedestrian and vehicular traffic on Sheridan Road.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider asked that Mr. Byron show a picture of the gate. He added that the 

height started at 4’ and then went to 6’. It is a visual barrier. The gates indicate 
private property and do not impact the neighborhood. The landscape plan was 
meant to be a beautiful addition to the front. The gates are set back so the visual 
impact on Sheridan Road is minimal. The south gate is almost 38’ back and the 
north gate is over 17’ back from the sidewalk. 

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said that the plan shows a 4’ gate.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that 1.10 indicates the pedestrian entry gate. On 1.9 is the 

service entrance gate, the northern gate, which is 6’.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that the gates are a matching design. He noted that all fencing is 

4’ tall and the post has to be 6’ for strength so they can hang the gate.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy referenced the bottom drawing on 1.9 that showed a different 

dimension for the fence.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that could be a drawing error. The fencing is meant to be 4’. 
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy clarified that the reason why they need the 6’ gate is for security. 

It feels like this case is about aesthetics instead of security. There is a 4’ fence and 
someone could easily climb that. 

  Mr. Byron talked about visual security. He said that the request has to do with 
aesthetics in that they want the house to look great.  He said that the gates are 
meant to say, “This is our property.” So, it is a visual security barrier.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Kolleng noted that any fence says this is our property.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that a 4’ gate looks easy to go over.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Kolleng said that there are a lot of houses on the lake without fences.  
 
  Mr. Bryon said that there are six houses with gates.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy noted that the most recent request for an entire 6.5’ fence on 
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Michigan was turned down by the Zoning Board.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that there is no hardship and that this is just a request.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that the hardship is the idea of security because people can access 

the property.  
 
 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 that this house is across from the Baha’i Temple. He does not 

see that any neighbors are impacted by the request. It is not a solid fence and the 
design is attractive.  He noted that there is only one point where the height reaches 
6.4’. The fence is wrought iron and transparent. The 4’ high portion will be 
covered with landscaping. In this situation, the fence will not harm anyone so he 
can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman asked Mr. Bryon one more question. Adjacent to the main entry is a 

gate with a sidewalk. How tall is that gate? 
 
  Mr. Byron said that gate is 4’ high. They did not ask for that gate to be 6’ because 

it is not visible and is heavily landscaped. They were careful about what they 
asked for.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman appreciates the design. He cannot wrap his head around a hardship in 

this case. He does not see security being that much of an issue as there are several 
other accessible points nearby. He cannot support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said that Mr. Schneider was alluding that there is only a small portion 

of the gate that is 6’ and over.   
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that the entire service gate is 6’.  
  
 5.5 Mr. Boyer said he thought that both fences were the same design.  
 
  Mr. Byron said that the service gate is 6’ across. It goes straight across and he 

apologized because he previously misspoke.  
 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said that the main gate at the southern entrance has the bell shape 

and two large stone pillars. The northern gate is the service gate and is closer to 
the street. 

 
 5.7 Mr. Boyer said if both gates had been the same design, he would have supported 

the request. Since one of the gates is 6’ across, he cannot support the request.  
 
 5.8 Mr. Kolleng said there is no hardship although that does not need to be the 
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defining piece. It looks good, is 90% open, and this is different than the previous 
case where the fence was solid. He is on the fence with this case. He will listen to 
other comments from board members. 

 
 5.9 Ms. Norrick said that she is also torn on this case. She does not see a hardship.  
 
 5.10 Chairman Duffy said that the board agrees that the design is beautiful. It will 

create an imposing entryway. But the code says that although it is beautiful and 
how it works is clear, 4’ high adjoining a street. Even with it being set back, it is 
still over 6’.  He is leaning towards going with the strict interpretation of the code 
rather than finding a gray area and he does not see a gray area.  

 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider noted that the code is silent on gates.  
 
 5.12 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts for her interpretation on gates.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the gate is part of the fence.  

 
 5.13 Mr. Boyer asked Chairman Duffy if he would support it if both fence designs were 

the same.  
 
 5.14 Chairman Duffy said that he is taking a strict interpretation on this case. In his 

opinion, in this type of case, it is not up to the board to say that this is okay. It is 
up to the village board to say if they don’t agree with the zoning board and the 
village board could overturn the board’s decision or the village board could 
modify the request.  

 
 5.15 Mr. Kolleng said that there is nothing objectionable about this fence.  
 
 5.16 Chairman Duffy agreed that it is a great design.  
 
 5.17 Mr. Kolleng said he leans towards supporting the request.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.43’ fence height 

variation to permit the installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard at 500 
Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 
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   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-07.  
 
 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 and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h 
of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no conditions of the property that necessitate the two 
gates to be taller than that permitted by the ordinance. Because the fence is proposed at 
4’ in height, it is difficult to justify having just the driveway gates be over 4’ in height. 
There are no taller front yard fences or gates in the immediate area.  
 
A minority of 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 particular physical conditions of the property, the size and 
proximity to the lake, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the 
owner was not created by the owner and is due to the nature of the lot. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of their property with the safe enclosure 
of their property. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent properties or otherwise injure other properties and its use. The variations 
if granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Sheridan Road is a 
busy street and the primary neighbor across the street is the Baha’i House of Worship; 
the gates will therefore have little impact on these neighbors. Only a small portion of the 
main gate is over 6’ tall. The gates are conforming to the openness requirement, 
minimizing their visual impact. The gates comply with the openness requirement of the 
ordinance, minimizing their visual impact. The gates will be set back substantially from 
the front lot line. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION  
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.43’ fence height 
variation to permit the installation of two 6.43’ tall gates in the front yard at 500 Sheridan 
Road 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 2.0’ fence height variation and fence openness 
variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence 
in the side yard adjoining a street at 1913 Thornwood 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2019-Z-13 

Property: 1913 Thornwood Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-C, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant: Jeremy Henrich 

Nature of Application: Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and fence openness 
variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence 
in the side yard adjoining a street 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 5.4.F.1.h 
Section 8.3 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.i. 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.ii. 

Hearing Date: April 17, 2019 

Date of Application: March 12, 2019 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  Yes 
John Kolleng  No 
Christine Norrick No 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 26, 2019. 
Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
March 28, 2019. Posted on the property, March 29, 2019.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated April 
5, 2019. 

Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the southwest corner of Thornwood Avenue and Ridge Road. 
The Subject Property has 60.68’ of frontage on Thornwood Avenue, 126.95’ of frontage on Ridge 
Road, and is 121.58’ in depth. The property is approximately 8,380 square feet in area. The 
property is improved with a two-story house and attached one-car garage. 
 
To the north, south, and west are properties zoned R1-C, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. To the east are properties within the corporate limits of the 
Village of Kenilworth, zoned R-4, Single-Family Residential, and improved with single-family 
homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to install a new 6.0’ tall solid fence along the east lot line for a length 
of 78’ north from the rear lot line. The fencing is proposed to be traditional in style and will be 
located approximately 7’ to 8’ inside the property behind existing landscaping. As a corner lot, 
the fencing is proposed to be located within the side yard adjoining a street (Ridge Road). 
Because the Zoning Ordinance limits the height of a fence in the side yard adjoining a street to 
4.0’, a 2.0’ fence height variation is required. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum 
fence openness of 50% in the side yard adjoining a street, a fence openness variation is required. 
The petitioner proposes to install a conforming 4’ tall aluminum fence connecting the house to 
the proposed fencing. 
 
Other Fence Variation Requests 
 
221 10th Street Case 2018-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 196.21 square foot (13.6%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new rear walk and a 2.0’ fence height variation and a 
fence openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the rear yard of a 
double frontage lot 
 
1163 Romona Road Case 2018-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the installation 
of 6.0’ tall solid fence in a front yard 
 
405 Vista Drive Case 2018-Z-15 ZBA: Deny VB: Pending 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6’ tall solid fence in a front yard 
 
2441 Iroquois Road Case 2017-Z-58 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
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1 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of 6.5’ tall solid fence in a front yard 
 
1006 Michigan Avenue Case 2017-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation to permit the construction of a 6.5’ tall fence in the front 
yard 
 
447 Sandy Lane Case 2017-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit a 6.0’ tall solid 
fence in a side yard adjoining a street (Wilmette Avenue) 
 
446 Sandy Lane Case 2016-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the repair and 
replacement of a 6.0’ tall stockade fence in the side yard adjoining Wilmette Avenue 
 
233 Lockerbie Lane Case 2016-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
226 Woodbine Avenue Case 2016-Z-28 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the rear yard of a double-frontage lot 
 
2920 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
3023 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6.0’ high solid fence in a front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
733 Chilton Lane Case 2015-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Deny 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
1149 New Trier Court Case 2015-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.5’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
531 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
a 6.0’ high solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
215 Millbrook Lane Case 2013-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
a 6.0’ high solid fence in a required front yard 
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3037 Barclay Lane Case 2012-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
and new installation of a 6.0’ high solid fence in the rear yard of a double-frontage lot 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 5.4.F.1.h establishes additional variation standards for fence requests. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a 20.4’ side yard adjoining a street setback on 
the Subject Property. 
 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.i permits fences in a required front yard, side yard adjoining a street, and rear yard 
of a double-frontage lot provided the fence is limited to a maximum height of 4 feet. 
 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.ii permits fences in a required front yard, side yard adjoining a street, and rear yard 
of a double-frontage lot provided the fence be a minimum of 50% open. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and fence openness 
variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the side yard adjoining a street at 
1913 Thornwood 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 2019-Z-13. 
 
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 Fence 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 
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March 26, 2019 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 

March 28, 2019 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated March 29, 2019 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant April 5, 2019 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Jeremy Henrich, applicant 
 
  3.12 Ms. Debra Henrich applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and fence 

openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the side 
yard adjoining a street. The Village Board will hear this case on May 14, 2019.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said he submitted a letter explaining his request. Currently the main 

issue is that given the busyness of Ridge Road from a vehicular and pedestrian 
perspective, it is a hardship to fully use their backyard. Their proposal does not 
impact any neighbors. They will put the fence inside the line of bushes so it will 
be somewhat hidden. The fence is only in the backyard portion and is not 
extending all the way into the front yard towards Thornwood. They looked at 
other fences that had gotten approval in various parts of the Village that were also 
on busy roads. There are not any fences on Ridge because most of the houses on 
Ridge face Ridge instead of having their back or side yard face Ridge like his 
does. There are no other fences in the immediate vicinity but there are fences on 
Hunter just north of Lake and a number on Wilmette Avenue and Glenview Road 
near the community pool. 

 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer said that the applicant included photos with the letter. Will it be a 

normal solid fence with 4” x 4” posts?  
 
  The applicant said they do not have the exact design at this time, but it will be 

something similar as shown in pictures.  
 
  Ms. Roberts clarified that the fence would be set back 7’ to 8’ from the property 

line.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Boyer asked if the fence needed a footer and was that why they were back 4’.  
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  Ms. Roberts said that there would be a foundation with a wall.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider asked the purpose of a solid fence.  
 
  The applicant said that the main reason is to block the space from traffic on Ridge 

Road as related to be a sound buffer and to block evening headlights. There are 
also people walking by who have dogs and he wanted to separate his yard from 
pedestrians walking by.  

 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that he drove down Ridge and looked at houses on the west 
side. There were two houses without fences along Ridge and that was the 
applicant’s house and the house across Thornwood. Every other house has a 4’ 
high fence with at least 50% openness. Why is his situation different? The other 
homes have fences to delineate their yard areas from the sidewalk, which is what 
the applicant wants to do.  

 
  The applicant said that the set-up of those houses is different. Most of those houses 

do not have a full backyard exposed to Ridge like he does. The houses face Ridge 
and the backyards are separated from Ridge by the house. There are some side 
yards. His full backyard is exposed to Ridge.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that with a lot of those houses, there are yards on either side 

as they face Ridge. Which are the two streets that come together and meet? 
 
  The applicant said that those streets were Beechwood and Kenilworth.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy referenced the house on the north corner. They have a triangular 

piece for their yard. If anybody had a complaint about car lights and noise, it 
should be the homeowners of that house. That house would be most impacted. He 
has a problem figuring out why the applicant’s house is different from others. He 
said that other people’s yards are also impacted but they are following the rules 
with their fencing.  

 
  Ms. Henrich said that the house that is directly across the street from them that 

faces Ridge has a small side yard with a 4’ fence.  
 
  The applicant said that there is no fence as indicated in the above comment.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that they have bushes.  
 
  The applicant said that the home across the street’s more utilized yard is on the 

other side of the house.  
 
  Ms. Henrich said that neighbor’s other side yard is very large.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said there were three kids playing in that part of the neighbor’s 

yard when he drove by. He said that the applicants are able to use their backyard.  
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  The applicant agreed and said he could use his backyard. There is busy consistent 
traffic on Ridge that impacts him.  

 
  Ms. Henrich said they had to pick up a lot of glass in their backyard. There is a 

lot of pedestrian traffic on the sidewalk and having their dog outside with a higher 
fence would alleviate some broken glass that could harm their dog and children. 
This happens regularly.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said that typically there would be more of a reason to have a higher 

fence. He noted that every case is different but when the board has approved cases 
like this it is for different reasons like headlights going right into the house and 
this was a disturbance.  

 
  Ms. Henrich talked about a big sliding glass door in the back of their house and 

its headlights light up their whole house on the inside and the same with their side 
window as people turn right onto Ridge.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said that from his viewpoint, it doesn’t seem any different from other 

homes in the area. The board interprets the codes and apply them.  
 
  Ms. Henrich said that right in that area, the houses around them face Ridge and 

that is different from their situation except for that one house on Beechwood.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that there are many similar streets to Ridge like Illinois. He said 

that the codes were created to have a certain aesthetic along those streets and not 
a barricade. He understands their point about wanting an enclosure.  

 
  Ms. Henrich said that their house is being resided in the near future, so they are 

trying to make changes for the house to look nice. The fence will mostly be hidden 
by trees.  

 
 3.31 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. Kolleng said that the board gets a lot of requests like this. What the applicants 

propose will be out of character with the neighborhood. They can put up a 4’ high 
fence or taller shrubs or greenery to create blockage, but to have a 6’ high stockade 
fence on Ridge when none of the other houses have this is not in character with 
the neighborhood. Standards of review are not met, and he cannot support the 
request. There is no adequate hardship.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said that this turns for him on where the fence is being placed. As 

submitted, it is 8’ to 9’ from the sidewalk and 7’ to 8’ from the lot line. The fence 
code pertains to narrower lots. This is a wide lot. If someone wanted to put their 
fence 10’ in on a 50’ corner side that reduces their total yard space considerably 
but normally this would not happen. They are putting the fence almost 10’ in from 
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the lot line and in this area, there is the beginning of a downward slope off of 
Ridge. It is obscured by bushes and trees. The fence will not be that apparent when 
one goes down Ridge. He would not support this if the fence was right on the lot 
line.  

 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said that the fence won’t be seen during the summer.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Boyer said that the fence won’t be seen as much but it will still be visible.  He 

said that because of where it is being placed makes a difference to him and he can 
support the request.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider said that this kind of request has been approved by the board a few 

times, but it is an exception rather than the rule. In this case, in looking at the 
standards of review for fences, it meets three of the eight considerations. He 
referenced the northwest corner of chestnut and ridge. That house fronts ridge, but 
the yard is south of the house. They have a 4’ high wrought iron fence that is 
surrounded by dense arbor vitae and it looks attractive. He does not understand 
the need for a solid 6’ high fence. He does not see the hardship and does not see 
why an exception needs to be made.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said he agrees with Messrs. Schneider and Kolleng. He does not see 

a hardship. There is a certain character to that area and to most of the streets in 
the village. There were no examples that were similar to what the applicants 
propose.  

 
 5.7 Ms. Norrick said that there does not seem to be a big issue with headlights.  
 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy said that he agreed with one of Mr. Kolleng’s main points which 

is about the character of the neighborhood. No one else has a fence like the one 
being proposed. He senses that this will be a negative recommendation to the 
village board although the village board could overturn the negative 
recommendation and see the case in a different way. He encourages the applicants 
not to give up what they are pursuing. The board has to more strictly apply 
standards of review to the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height 

variation and fence openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid 
fence in the side yard adjoining a street at 1913 Thornwood 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   No 
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   Christine Norrick  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 this case.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h 
of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no conditions of the lot that are creating 
a hardship. It is not uncommon to have a corner lot and a backyard along a street, even a 
busier street like Ridge Road. There are no other tall and enclosed fences in the area so 
what is proposed will stand out and alter the character of the neighborhood. 
 
A minority of 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 particular physical condition of the property, the orientation with 
the rear yard along Ridge Road, imposes upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight 
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the nature of the lot. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of their property with the safe enclosure 
of their property. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent properties or otherwise injure other properties and its use.  The variations 
if granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood as the fence will be 
set back from the sidewalk and located behind existing tall landscaping. 
 
Ridge Road is a fairly busy street and the fence provides a visual and sound barrier from 
the street and sidewalk. The fence will be set back substantially from the sidewalk and 
will largely be screened by existing landscaping. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.0’ fence height 
variation and fence openness variation to permit the installation of a 6.0’ tall solid fence 
in the side yard adjoining a street at 1913 Thornwood Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted. 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The subject property is located on the northwest corner of Greenleaf Avenue and 3rd Street. The 
subject property has 70.0’ of frontage on Greenleaf Avenue, 184.0’ of frontage on 3rd Street, and 
is 12,880 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two-and one-half-story single-family 
home and detached three-car garage that was built in 2018. 
 
The property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to retain play ground equipment that was installed in the front yard. 
The play ground equipment maintains a front yard setback of 8.46’ at the closest point and a side 
yard adjoining a street (3rd Street) setback of 11.17’ at the closest point. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance establishes a front yard setback of 52.0’ on the subject property, a 43.54’ front yard 
setback variation is required. 
 
Requirement Required As Built 
Front Yard Setback 52.0’ 8.46’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Front Yard Setback Requests 
 
517 Central Avenue Case 2018-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.98’ front yard setback variation, a 2.98’ front yard porch setback variation, and a 
7.4’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit construction of a one-story addition, front 
porch, and steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1601 Elmwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.34’ front yard stoop setback variation and a 6.51’ front yard stair setback variation 
to permit the installation of a new stoop and steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1209 Middlebury Street Case 2018-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 428.66 square foot (5.69%) total floor area variation, an 18.19’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.42’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 3.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 1.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 14.69’ front yard eave setback 
variation, a 1.88’ side yard porch setback variation, a 0.54’ combined side yard eave setback 
variation, a 167.0 square foot (9.88%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
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237 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2019-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.76’ front yard setback variation, a 2.02’ minimum side yard setback variation, and 
a 0.51’ rear yard detached garage setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
4080 Bunker Lane Case 2018-Z-04 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for an accessory living unit and a 22.7’ front yard setback variation to 
permit the construction of a one-story addition and accessory living unit 
 
900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.13’ front yard setback variation, a 4.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback 
variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch step setback variation, 
and a 194.14 square foot (24.4%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the replacement of a one-story sunroom and construct a new front porch and 
steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
431 9th Street Case 2017-Z-62 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 1,268.22 square foot (31.71%) total floor area variation, a 248.14 square foot (6.2%) 
lot coverage variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 17.79’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.45’ side yard setback variation, an 11.51’ front yard porch setback variation, a 13.5’ 
front yard porch step setback variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard stoop and step setback 
variation, a 0.25’ accessory structure separation variation, a 0.42’ detached garage side yard 
setback variation, a 44.51 square foot (3.18%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that a new home provide two enclosed parking spaces, to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home and the 
retention of an existing detached garage 
 
1202 Chestnut Avenue Case 2017-Z-56 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 11.08’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
2600 Thornwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1,106.86 square foot (22.68%) total floor area variation, an 89.83 square foot (1.84%) 
lot coverage variation, a 9.1’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 9.0’ front yard stoop 
setback variation, a 9.0’ front yard step setback variation, a 2.89’ side yard adjoining a street stoop 
setback variation, a 7.81’ side yard adjoining a street step setback variation, a 90.92 square foot 
(7.34%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 179.3 square foot (43.33%) side 
yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-
story addition and new front stoop, steps, and walk on the legal non-conforming structure, and a 
2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the construction of a 6.0’ tall 
solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
3110 Hill Lane Case 2017-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 391.75 square foot (4.28%) total floor area variation, a 19.0’ front yard 
setback variation, a 1.71’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 474.37 square foot (20.54%) 
front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
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321 Wilshire Drive West Case 2017-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a 6.5’ front yard setback variation, a 0.03’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 
2.27’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition 
 
1617 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
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 
 
1529 Elmwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 259.92 square foot total floor area variation and a 7.04’ front yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a first floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
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 
 
1055 Pontiac Road Case 2017-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.4’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-story addition 
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 
 
83 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-05 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 20.12’ front yard setback variation for a second-story addition, and a 13.19’ front 
yard setback variation and a 12.27’ front yard chimney setback variation to permit the construction 
of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 2.4 defines Play House as a detached accessory structure used for recreation and is not 
considered to be a habitable residence. 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
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Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a front yard setback of 52.0’ on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Section 13.4.W.1 states that tree houses and play houses may not be located in a required front yard. 
 
Section 13.5.A references Table 13-2, which establishes that tree houses, play houses, and play 
ground equipment are not an allowable encroachment in a front yard. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 43.54’ front yard setback variation to permit the 
retention of play ground equipment at 300 Greenleaf 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 2019-Z-16. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 GIS Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Plan 
 1.5 Photograph 
 
 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 

April 9, 2019 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 

April 11, 2019 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated April 12, 2019 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, April 19, 2019 
 2.8 Established Front Yard Worksheet for the 300 Block of 

Greenleaf Avenue 
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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. Mark Brubaker, representing the applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 43.54’ front yard setback variation to 

permit the retention of play ground equipment. The Village Board will hear this 
case on May 28, 2019. 

 
 3.22 Mr. Brubaker works for Mr. Gallagher who is the applicant. He could not be at the 

meeting due to travel issues. The entire family is out of town.  
 
  The major hardship is that the applicants have three special needs children with 

conditions including spina bifida, limb contractions, and sensory processing 
disorder. The playground is necessary for the children’s therapy and it has been 
recommended by their doctors. It helps them with their quality of life.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said that he is not trying to act like he is not sympathetic, but the 

above does not constitute a hardship for putting the playset in the current location. 
A hardship would be that there is no room in a conforming area to place the 
playground, so they need a variance. It has nothing to do with who is using the 
playset.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Brubaker continued and said he took some measurements. He said that the front 

yard is the applicant’s backyard, which is what causes the issue. There is no other 
space on the property to put the playset. This is the only level ground that they have. 
It is 50’ from the sidewalk to the two backyard trees. Without removing the trees, 
this location is the only option.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer asked if the code indicated that there can be no playset in the side yard 

adjoining a street.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said this is correct.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer asked about the side yard width from Third Street.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that it is 21’.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Boyer referenced 1.3, survey, and talked about another location for the playset. 

However, a playset cannot be within 10’ of a principal residence. So, is there no 
conforming location for the playset on the lot? 
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  Ms. Roberts said that it would be a tight conforming location.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy asked if the current location was the best location. The house faces 

Third Street, the front yard fronts onto Greenleaf. The only place that has room is 
considered the front yard and playsets are not allowed anywhere in the front yard.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Schneider said that there is a tree on the northeast corner of the lot by the garage 

and parking pad. The area is well screened. The play equipment is extensive in size 
and he cannot imagine how it could fit in the area where the wording “Lot 1” is on 
exhibit 1.3.  

 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy asked when the equipment was installed relative to when the arbor 

vitae and fence were installed.  
 
  Mr. Brubaker said he thought that the playset was installed in July 2018, but he is 

not sure about the fence and trees.  
 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy noted that there is a photo in the packet that shows the arbor vitae 

being installed. It does not look like the fence was there. It seems like it was done 
all together as one project. As one comes down the street, this is the only property 
that has arbor vitae surrounding it. He asked Ms. Roberts before the meeting about 
limitations on planted vegetation in the front yard. The fence can only be 4’ high 
and 50% open. But one could install 20’ arbor vitae all the way around the property 
and be within the code.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Schneider noted that no permit was sought for the playset prior to installation 

and now they are asking for forgiveness. Did they not know that a permit was 
needed? 

 
  Mr. Brubaker said that the applicant was not aware that a permit was needed.  
 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Kathy Laya 
   318 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Laya said she has lived in the village for 34 years. She does not know the 

applicants well. As far as she can tell, they are a nice family. She and her husband 
are recently retired so they saw a lot of building going on in relation to the playset. 
All the landscaping and play equipment were installed in the same week. The work 
was done professionally and in character with the neighborhood. She did not even 
know there was play equipment behind the fence and arbor vitae for weeks. She 
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does not think that anyone would buy that lot thinking they could not install a 
playset. The house that was there before was completely overgrown with bushes 
and was not well maintained. It was a blight. She and her husband were happy to 
see the new home. She is a former teacher and knows how important it is for 
children to play outside. Although it is not technically a hardship,  they had no place 
to put the playset, which is not an eyesore, it is in the side yard. They don’t have a 
front yard because of the way that the house is sited on the corner. There is a lot of 
traffic on Third Street. The former house sat unattended and in poor repair for a few 
years before it was bought. No playset could be installed and meet the ordinance’s 
requirements. Why would anyone want a neighbor to not have play equipment? She 
recommends that the request be approved. It is meaningful for the village to 
approve something like this even though the zoning ordinance does not allow for 
it. There has to be flexibility when there are needs and hardships like this.  

 
  Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Laya if she thought that what was installed is an 

enhancement to the neighborhood. Has it changed the character of the 
neighborhood? 

 
  Ms. Laya said it is an enhancement for the neighborhood. The playset is not visible. 

Children can be heard laughing and playing. The previous owners did not take care 
of the property. The applicants created beautiful landscaping. The house is 
beautiful. There has been a lot of change in the neighborhood over 33 years. This 
is one of the most attractive houses and lots within several blocks. The landscaping 
company is well known in the village and did beautiful work installing and 
maintaining the landscaping.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS  
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said the case seems straightforward. Regarding the zoning request, there 

is most likely no conforming location for a playset. There is a hardship. All 
standards of review are met. They have to use their front yard as a rear yard due to 
the siting of the house on the lot.  

 
  He reviewed the survey and looked at the average front yard setback for the block. 

He understands why the builder put the house where it is located. He pushed it back 
17’ from the required front yard setback. It gave the house the largest possible front 
yard. If he used the average setback, he would have lost the 17’ and the front yard 
would be smaller and not a usable back yard. There is an area of 4,900 square feet 
that is the front yard. That is a large front yard. For the applicant to not be able to 
use this square footage is a hardship. They must use the front yard as a backyard 
based on the house’s siting.  

 
  He can support the request. As an aside, this is a 12,000 square foot lot 70’ x 184’ 

and no place for a play set. Part of it is because the house was sited far enough back. 
He could not believe there was no conforming place for a playset. This is one of 
the largest lots in the village.  
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  The house is massive. The house before was built in 1914, prior to zoning codes, 
and was 2,000 square feet. There was a huge amount of green space. Replacing that 
house with a massive house causes the new owner issues of how they can use their 
lot because the house is so big.  

 
 5.2 Chairman Duffy said the applicant built the house 17’ further back, which took 

away 17’ of back yard. They created the problem by siting the house the way that 
they did.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said that 17’ does not do much.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that 17’ gives them enough room for a playset in the backyard, 

but it would just barely fit.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Boyer said they also have to look at the averaging of the front yards. A lot of 

the houses are set back farther than regular houses. There is a 52’ front yard setback 
due to averaging. It creates an issue when deciding where to site house.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Schneider noted that the applicant did not site the house where it is. They 

inherited the building location, setbacks, and were not able to provide play 
equipment in any other location than the front yard. They did a good job in 
screening it from the street. He can support the request.  

 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy said that to keep saying that they had no other place to put the 

playset is not correct. The front yard is large – 4,900 square feet. The playset did 
not have to be within feet of the sidewalk.  

 
 5.8 Mr. Schneider agreed that is true, but a variation still would have been needed for 

a playset.  
 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy said that the board has to look at the case as if the playset was not 

built. The board asks people to reduce requests. Would the board ask the applicant 
to move it further back from the sidewalk?  

 
 5.10 Mr. Surman said that the board would have asked the applicant to put it in the 17’ 

that the house was set back, maybe next to the patio.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Kolleng noted that this is a big playset and maybe it could be downsized and 

still be functional.  
 
 5.12 Chairman Duffy noted that a variance would be required if the playset was 

anywhere in the front yard. But would the board ask them to reduce the request by 
moving it farther from the sidewalk?  

 
 5.13 Mr. Boyer said that for this case, he would not ask them to move it farther from the 

sidewalk. There is no backyard. This is a unique property. The lot is large and there 
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is no backyard.  
 
 5.14 Mr. Surman referenced 1.4. The playset could have fit in the corner closer to the 

patio. He would have suggested that location if they had come to the board prior to 
the installation.  

 
 5.15 Chairman Duffy said that with cases where something has already been done, the 

board has been instructed by corporate counsel to look at this as if the work has not 
been done and what would be the board’s recommendation to the Village Board. If 
they had come to the board before installation would the board have asked them to 
reduce the request by moving it further from the sidewalk? 

 
 5.16 Mr. Surman said he did not realize that at an intersection, there could be bushes 

right at the lot line be as tall as someone wants.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there is a provision in the village code for a sight/line site 

obstruction at the front corner. Engineering can require no higher than 3.5’ for 
fencing or landscaping based on the type of intersection and geometry i.e. setbacks. 
To her knowledge, that has not been raised as an issue in this case.  

 
 5.17 Chairman Duffy said that the only issue that this creates is that if two cyclists are 

coming down the sidewalk and cannot see each other due to the bushes.  
 
 5.18 Mr. Kolleng noted that this is a tough case. If the case had come to the board prior 

to installation, the board probably would have asked them to find another location. 
At the same time, he did not see the playset the first time he drove by. It is not an 
eyesore. It is large and if it was smaller then a different location may have worked.  

 
 5.19 Mr. Surman clarified that this was a spec house that the applicants bought. Or did 

they have it built for them? 
 
 5.20 Chairman Duffy said that it was a spec house that the applicants bought. They did 

not create the hardship. Could they have put a smaller playset in the allowable 
backyard? Possibly.  

 
 5.21 Mr. Surman said that if the playset was smaller, it could have been placed in another 

location.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 43.54’ front yard setback 

variation to permit the retention of play ground equipment at 300 Greenleaf Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
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   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 
 

Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend authorizing the chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-Z-16. 
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical condition of 
the property, the location of the house on the lot and the condition as a corner property, 
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by 
the owner and is due to the nature of the lot. The difficulty prevents the owner from making 
reasonable use of their property with a suitable, conforming location for the play ground 
equipment. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 
adjacent properties or otherwise injure other properties and its use. The variation if granted 
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood as the play ground equipment is 
completely screened by arbor vitae around the front yard. 
 
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find 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 lot that are creating a hardship. The property is relatively large in area 
and a conforming location could have been explored. The applicants created their own 
plight by installing the play ground equipment without verifying where it could be located. 
If the play ground equipment had not been installed first, the Zoning Board would have 
requested that the equipment be located closer to the house. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 43.54’ front yard 
setback variation to permit the retention of play ground equipment at 300 Greenleaf 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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