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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

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

Village Board Council Chambers – Broadcast only 
(Village Hall is closed due to the Village President’s Declaration of Local Disaster and 

Public Health Emergency Order) 1 
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 

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. 

1 This meeting will be held remotely by the President and Board of Trustees.  The meeting will be broadcast live at 
https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live and on Channel 6 and then published on the Village’s website.  
Members of the public may make public comment in advance of the meeting by emailing their comments to 
publiccomment@wilmette.com or comment may be made during the meeting through YouTube live which will be 
provided to the Village Board.  There is also the option to participate in the meeting via a PC, mobile device or phone.  
For complete details and instructions on joining or participating in the meeting, please click here. 

https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live
mailto:publiccomment@wilmette.com
https://www.wilmette.com/event/village-board-meeting-14/?instance_id=2076
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3.1 Approval of minutes from the Regular Board meeting held on June 23, 2020. 

LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

3.2 Presentation of minutes from the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting 
held on February 5, 2020. 

3.3 Presentation of minutes from the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting 
held on February 19, 2020. 

3.4 Presentation of minutes from the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting 
held on March 4, 2020. 

3.5 Presentation of minutes from the Historic Preservation Commission 
meeting held on January 16, 2020. 

3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2020-Z-09, 715 Laurel Avenue, 
regarding a request for a 1.55’ combined side yard stoop and steps setback 
variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps and a 6.5’ side 
yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the relocation of two existing 
air conditioners in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of 
Ordinance #2020-O-24. 

3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2020-Z-10, 336 Sheridan Road, 
regarding a request for a 2,490.32 square foot (13.13%) total floor area 
variation, a 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback variation, a 3.25’ 
north side yard garage eave setback variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure 
separation variation, and a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
detached two-car garage and new raised deck and modification to an 
existing circular driveway on the legal non-conforming structures in 
accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-25. 

3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2020-Z-13, 910 Chippewa Lane, 
regarding a request for a 4.0’ rear yard setback to permit the construction 
of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming structure in 
accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-26. 

3.9 Historic Preservation Commission Report, Case #2020-HPC-02, 507 Lake 
Avenue, regarding a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
revisions to previously approved plans for a rear addition to the local 
landmark (Frank J. Baker House). 

3.10 Historic Preservation Commission Report, Case #2020-HPC-03, 1040 
Chestnut Avenue, regarding a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness 
for a rear addition to the local landmark (Schager House). 



  AGENDA ITEM:  3.1 
 
06/23/2020  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, BROADCAST ONLY 
(VILLAGE HALL CLOSED DUE TO THE VILLAGE PRESIDENT’S DELCARATION 

OF LOCAL DISASTER AND PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY ORDER) 
ON TUESDAY, JUNE 23, 2020 AT 7:30 P.M. 

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

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

 
Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 Erik Hallgren, Assistant Village Manager 
 Jeffrey Stein, Assistant Village Manager/Corporation Counsel 
 Brigitte Berger-Raish, Engineering & Public Works Director 
 Peter Skiles, Administrative Services Director 
 Dan Manis, Village Engineer 
 Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
 Alexander Arteaga, Management Analyst 
 
Guests Present: Brad Porter, Audit Manager from Lauterbach & Amen 

 
President Bielinski explained the Village Board meeting was being broadcast live via the 
use of Microsoft Teams in order to comply with the shelter in place order issued by 
Governor JB Pritzker. 
 
2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 Management Analyst Alex Arteaga read four public comments received via email 

prior to the meeting: 
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 Elizabeth Nicolai said that she has been a resident for seven years in senior 

housing.  She praised Wilmette for its services, particularly through the pandemic,  
 which she appreciated, as her family is too far to assist her.  She went on to request 

the Board maintain housing and social service commissions to facilitate assistance 
at the local government level.   

 
 Jon Marshall said he appreciated the report from Police Chief Murphy on the use 

of force and related policies and procedures.  He said he had two questions.  The 
first was related to the 5-year average for the Wilmette minority stop ratio with 
regard to Wilmette’s actual minority population.  The second was regarding the 
percentage of pedestrian stops for African Americans and Hispanics as related to 
the actual population of African Americans and Hispanics living in Wilmette.  He 
said he wanted to know why the incidence percentages were higher than the actual 
populations here in the Village.   

 
 Mike Goldstein emailed to let the Board know one of the slides on Channel 6 had 

misinformation regarding the French Market.  Mr. Arteaga responded that the 
information would be corrected. 

 
 Danielle Ruben requested the Board keep the Human Relations Commission and 

the Housing Development Commission as separate entities because they are too 
important in their own right to be eliminated or consolidated into another 
commission.  She said that the Housing Development Commission at one time 
was instrumental in implementing crucial programs and affordable housing.  She 
said now more than ever Wilmette needs affordable housing, and these 
commissions could play a key role in executing this. 

 
 President Bielinski asked if there was anyone attending via Microsoft Teams that 

wished to make a comment.   
 
 Allison Chaplick said she emailed on Saturday, June 20, 2020 and received some 

replies from Village Board members.  She said that she feels this is the time to 
promote inclusion and diversity in Wilmette.  She said the Village needs to be more 
active and proactive to support people of color.  She said the Board should create 
an economic development committee or form a Minority Business Enterprise 
(MBE) initiative.  She said she knows very little about how local government works 
but wanted to be sure the Board members know how she feels about thinking 
bigger and better for the community.    

 
 Jeff Axelrod utilized YouTube Live to suggest Mr. Arteaga read the public 

comments a little slower.  Mr. Arteaga said he would be happy to slow down his 
pace.   

 
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 Resident Peter Sung Ohr and Trustee Kennedy requested to remove Item No. 3.11 

from the Consent Agenda. 
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 Trustee Sullivan moved approval of the remaining items on the Consent Agenda 

as follows: 
 
 3.1 Approval of minutes from the Regular Board meeting held on June 9, 2020. 
 
 LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.2 Adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-23 approving a final plan for the planned 

unit development at 1925 Wilmette Avenue for Housing Development 
Opportunity Corporation (HODC). 

 
 FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.3 Presentation of the May 2020 Financial Report. 
 
 3.4 Adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-19 authorizing the issuance of not-to-

exceed $31,000,000 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2020A and not-to-
exceed $18,750,000 General Obligation Refunding Bonds, Series 2020B, 
of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois. 

 
 ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
  
 3.5 Reappointment of Cameron Krueger to the Board of Fire and Police 

Commissioners July 25, 2020 to July 25, 2023. 
 
 3.6 Reappointment of Joseph Delicharz to the Electrical Commission from July 

1, 2020 to July 1, 2024. 
 
 3.7 Adoption of Resolution #2020-R-32 extending the Declaration of 

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

 
 3.8 Approval of Economic Relief Grant Expenditures. 
 
 3.9 Adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-20 amending the stormwater utility fee 

ordinance. 
 
 3.10 Adoption of Resolution #2020-R-19 adopting the credit and incentive policy 

for stormwater utility fees and authorizing the Village Manager to bill and 
collect the stormwater utility fees for non-single family residential properties. 

 
 MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 3.12 Approval of a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $35,000 with National 

Power Rodding Corporation, Chicago, Illinois, for catch basin cleaning. 
 
 3.13 Approval of a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $88,455 with Monroe 
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Truck Equipment, Inc., Monroe, Wisconsin, for outfitting one large dump 
truck chassis with a snow plow, dump body, salt spreader, liquid deicer pre-
wetting system and  underbody scraper. 

 
 3.14 Approval of a contract amendment in an amount not-to-exceed $12,741 with 

Ultra Strobe Communications, Inc., Crystal Lake, Illinois, for outfitting four 
police utility interceptors (hybrid) with emergency lighting and equipment. 

 
 3.15 Approval of a contract in an amount not-to-exceed $31,060 with Soil and 

Material Consultants, Inc., Arlington Heights, Illinois, to provide 
geotechnical services to support the Capital Improvement Projects (CIP). 

 
 3.16 Adoption of Ordinance #2020-O-21 adopting the May 7, 2020 Metropolitan 

Water Reclamation District Watershed Management Ordinance and all 
future amendments by reference. 

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

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

 
4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
 
 4.1 Report from the Police Department regarding use of force, related policies 

and procedures. 
 
  Village Manager Mike Braiman said that as leader of the staff for the Village 

of Wilmette, he can say that everyone is sickened by the murder of George 
Floyd and all instances of police abuse.  He said that this has no place in 
law enforcement and communities should be examining their policies and 
procedures to ensure these types of behaviors do not occur.  He praised 
the Wilmette Police Department for their professionalism and said they 
should serve as a model for departments across the country.  He said he is 
proud to lead an organization with individuals that serve with empathy and 
compassion and who do the right thing every single day.  He praised and 
thanked Police Chief Kyle Murphy and Deputy Chief Pat Collins for their 
hard work in putting together the report and presentation in such a short 
time frame.  He then turned the presentation (PowerPoint attached) over to 
Police Chief Kyle Murphy 

 
  Chief Murphy thanked the Village Board for the opportunity to speak about 

Wilmette Police Department’s use of force policies and procedures.  He said 
over the last few weeks he has been answering emails and calls from 
residents about this topic.  He said the Wilmette Police Department has 
been accredited by The Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement 
Agencies, Inc., (CALEA) since 1986.  He said receiving accreditation 
ensures a continual process of improvement and regular review of 
professional standards and best practices.  He said the process for which 
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the department goes through for accreditation has improved accountability, 
effectiveness and professionalism. 

 
  Chief Murphy said policies are regularly reviewed when best practices are 

changed, equipment is altered or new laws are passed.  He said in addition 
to having high-quality officers, first line supervision is essential.  Chief 
Murphy said supervisors are on scene at all major incidents and they review 
all reports related to public interactions.  In 2019 he said they overhauled 
their evaluation process and are meeting with officers on a more frequent 
basis.  He said use of force, motor vehicle pursuits and employee crashes 
are reviewed at multiple levels to ensure policies are being followed.  He 
went on to say that all use of force incidents are reviewed to be sure they 
are consistent with the 2015 Task Force on 21st Century Policing guidelines.  
He said the Wilmette Police Department prohibits the unnecessary use of 
force, limits the type of force to a specific situation and requires members 
to intervene and report any use of unnecessary force.  He said chokeholds 
are prohibited unless deadly force is justified and restrictions of placing 
prisoners on their stomachs for more than one minute is a standard 
protocol.  He said warning shots and shooting at moving vehicles is 
prohibited, unless imminent threat to life or great bodily harm exists.  Chief 
Murphy also said that medical attention to injured persons and 
comprehensive reporting is also a requirement.   

 
  He said after the George Floyd incident in Minneapolis, video was reviewed 

and utilized as an opportunity to analyze the practices used in relation to 
Wilmette’s policies.  He said in roll calls, incidents in other communities are 
reviewed and discussed to reinforce the positive actions Wilmette Police 
Department takes and to identify where changes could be made to facilitate 
improvement. 

 
  Chief Murphy discussed prisoner restraint and transport, authorized 

weapons, tasers and bias-based policing.  He said while the Village 
acquired tasers in 2019, they have not been deployed to date.  He said 
there was one incident where it was effective as a de-escalation tool during 
an incident with a man armed with a knife.  While not actually deployed, it 
was an effective deterrent.  Chief Murphy went on to discuss bias-based 
policing.  He said that officers are required to articulate their rationale for 
making a lawful and proper stop and officers witnessing improper conduct 
are required to report it to a supervisor.  He also said that officers are given 
instructions on how to conduct a traffic stop to prevent the perception of 
biased policing.   

 
  Chief Murphy said the Wilmette Police Department has high standards for 

employment, including a minimum Bachelor’s Degree requirement and 
candidates must undergo physical and psychological examinations and a 
thorough background check prior to employment.  They must be of high 
ethical and moral character.  Once hired, candidates must then go through 
560 hours of instruction at a state certified academy and pass a state 
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certification exam.  After that, they must successfully complete a 12-week 
field training program under a certified Field Training Officer.  He said the 
training program is robust and Wilmette police officers will also perform 
several hours of training on various policing tactics and policies.  They will 
need to demonstrate de-escalation ability and good judgment on the level 
of response in relation to the level of resistance.  

 
  Chief Murphy went on to discuss Crisis Intervention Training (CIT) and said 

that 80% of patrol personnel are certified in this training.  He said 
supervisors also receive management  leadership training.   

 
  Chief Murphy displayed statistics on calls for service, arrests and use of 

force.  He said they voluntarily participate in the FBI National Use-of-Force 
Data Collection program and that in 2019, out of the 10 use of force 
incidents reported, none of them met the reportable standards for the FBI 
program, which include fatalities, serious bodily injury or discharge of 
firearm.    

 
  He then discussed departmental complaints, which are thoroughly 

investigated.  Since 2015, there have been 7 complaints, none of which 
were for unnecessary or excessive force.  

 
  Chief Murphy said the Wilmette Police Department is highly professional 

and committed to adhering to best practices in the field of law enforcement 
and to the continual review and improvement of those policies, procedures 
and practices. 

 
  President Bielinski asked if the questions Mr. Marshall asked prior to the 

Board meeting were addressed.  Mr. Braiman said the questions were 
addressed directly with Mr. Marshall earlier.  Chief Murphy explained the 
response to Mr. Marshall’s concerns.  First, he addressed the concern about 
the 5-year average minority stop ratio (0.99) calculation in relation to 
Wilmette’s actual minority population, which is less than the minority driving 
population of 25.12%, listed in the report.  He said the 25.12% is calculated 
by the Illinois Department of Transportation using Census data, which takes 
into account that the driving population through Wilmette is more than just 
its residents.   

 
  Chief Murphy then addressed Mr. Marshall’s second concern about the 

difference between the percentage of African American/Hispanic pedestrian 
stops being higher than the actual African American/Hispanic population in 
Wilmette.  Chief Murphy said pedestrian stop data began being collected in 
2016 and is a different data set than the traffic stop data.  He said pedestrian 
stops are not considered every interaction with the public, rather every 
documented interaction involving frisk, search, summons or arrest.  He said 
there were 92 incidents over a four year period and of the 92, 61% were 
Caucasian, 17% were African American, 14% were Hispanic and 8% Asian. 
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  President Bielinski thanked Chief Murphy for the presentation and said he 
appreciated the quick response.  He said the presentation showed Wilmette 
Police Department to be the professional organization every resident 
believes in.   

 
 There was no report from Village Manager Mike Braiman or Corporation Counsel 

Jeffrey Stein.       
 
5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER 
 No report. 
 
6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
 6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda. 
 
 6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  
  6.21 Presentation of the FY 2019 Comprehensive Annual Financial 

Report and FY 2019 Single Audit. 
    
   Melinda Molloy, Finance Director, gave an overview of the FY 2019 

Audit by Lauterbach & Amen, which resulted in a clean audit opinion.  
She said due to strong revenue performance and prudent expense 
management, the General Fund balance grew by $1.9 million to 
$20.5 million at year end.  The Water & Sewer Fund also saw 
increases to their total fund balance positions as well.  She said 
pension requirements have had significant impact on net position 
results. She said the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
(CAFR) was reviewed at the June 18, 2020 Finance Committee 
meeting.  She then turned the presentation (PowerPoint attached) 
over to Brad Porter, audit manager for Lauterbach & Amen. 

 
   Mr. Porter said the Village has received an Unmodified Opinion, 

which is the highest level opinion a Village can receive, which he 
attributed to Village staff’s efforts in preparation for the audit.  He said 
the Village also received the Government Financial Officers 
Association (GFOA) Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in 
Financial Reporting (CAFR) for the 12/31/2018 Audit, which is the 
highest honor to receive in financial reporting.  He said that Wilmette 
received no internal control findings or new management letter 
comments or recommendations on this audit, which is quite an 
accomplishment for an audit of this size.   

 
   Mr. Porter said the independent auditor’s opinion is unmodified, 

which means the auditors believe the financial statements are 
presented fairly and that there are strong financial controls in place 
over financial reporting.  Mr. Porter then displayed a slide with some 
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financial highlights from the audit and discussed net position results, 
which showed increase for the year.  He discussed the pension 
funds, which he said saw increases in funding for Police, Fire and 
IMRF.   

 
   President Bielinski asked Mr. Porter the following questions: 
 
   Did the Finance team and management provide the auditors full 

access to all information requested during the audit process? 
Mr. Porter said most certainly. 

 
   During the examination and testing did the auditors observe any 

non-compliance with the internal controls established by 
management? 

   Mr. Porter said they did not. 
 
   Through your observations, were the purchasing procedures 

always followed with the appropriate approvals and the like? 
   Mr. Porter said the level of detail utilized when testing the internal 

financial controls is very high. He said they found no weaknesses in 
purchasing within the Village of Wilmette. 

 
   Were all cash balances verified and were all bank 

reconciliations up-to-date? 
   Mr. Porter said they were.  
 
   President Bielinski thanked Mr. Porter and the team from Lauterbach 

& Amen for their hard work on the audit. 
 
   There was no further discussion on this topic. 
 
  6.22 2020 Financial Status Update. 
 
   Assistant Village Manager Erik Hallgren gave an update (PowerPoint 

attached) on the Village’s financial status.  Mr. Hallgren announced 
that the bond rating for the Village of Wilmette has once again been 
given the Aaa rating, the highest rating possible.  He said that this is 
a testament to the Village’s sound financial planning and is a good 
indication the Village is in a good position to weather the financial 
impact of COVID-19. 

 
   Mr. Hallgren discussed revenue assumptions, updating the two 

scenarios created to project the impact COVID-19 will have on 
Village finances.  He said non-general fund revenues that were 
adjusted were the stormwater fee to now include detention and 
institutional credits and the North Maine water sales, which came 
online on June 8.   
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   He went on to review revenue performance for May which showed a 
negative performance in all scenarios.  The original projection for 
May was $2.18 million and the actual revenues were $1.57 million.  
He said the key factors to the negative performance were associated 
with income tax, decreases in fuel and hotel tax, reduced permit fees 
and lower real estate transfer and sales taxes.  He said that 
information from the Illinois Municipal League (IML) regarding 
income tax, PPRT, motor fuel and local use taxes has been updated 
through 2020 and this has been included in the updated financial 
model.    

  
   Mr. Hallgren discussed updated revenue projections.  He said 

income, hotel, PPRT, fuel, sales and utility taxes along with permit 
fees were adjusted downward.  Property tax, service charges and 
licensing fees remained steady and real estate transfer tax was 
adjusted upward.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked about permit fees and income taxes related 

to COVID-19.  He asked if these down turns are from COVID-19 or 
a new “norm” given the state of the economy and whether the permit 
fees were from permits submitted in March or April.  Mr. Hallgren said 
he didn’t have exact information on the permit fees but would get the 
answer and report back.  He said as far as the income taxes, he said 
they were using the IML information and their forecasts have been 
slightly off, as there is not a lot of information on that currently.  He 
said this is an area with the least amount of transparency. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan then asked why last year we received $540,000 in 

income taxes and less than half that this year.  Ms. Molloy said this 
was due to changes in tax in 2018 (the “April Effect”) and how people 
were paid for them.  She said also, it  had to do with performance 
people had in investment returns and income tax that was paid.  She 
said this was something not to be expected from May 2019 going 
forward.  She said it’s possible that what we are seeing this month, 
could have something to do with the impact on the model.   

 
   Mr. Braiman asked if any of the income tax issues were due to the 

income tax deadline being pushed back.  Ms. Molloy said that has 
had an impact.  He then said to Trustee Sullivan’s earlier question 
that those were fees on permits paid for during the month of May.  
He said the plan review timeline is 10 days.  He said the large 
majority of the permit revenue would be for permits filed during the 
COVID-19 time of mid-March to early April.  He said he thinks the 
permit fee revenue downturn was due to COVID-19 related issues.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan then asked if Community Development was 

backlogged trying to get permits out now.  Mr. Braiman said the 10-
day turnaround is being met.  He said we are seeing a high volume 



06/23/2020  Not Yet Approved 
 

 10  
 

of permits but they are for smaller outdoor projects that take a long 
time to review.  There are not a lot of new home permits or large 
project permits that move the financial numbers currently, however, 
there is a fairly high number of smaller work permits in process.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked if the $342,000 in sales tax was for February.  

Mr. Hallgren concurred.  President Bielinski said that was a concern 
for him as well, as an indication of economic softness even before 
COVID-19.  Mr. Braiman said to that point, January sales tax was on 
point to hit the target but February was down 10-12% so he shares 
the same concern.  He said Ms. Molloy was working on tracking 
down data to analyze to find the source of the reduction, as no large 
retailer closed during that time period that would have impacted the 
sales tax.  He said that the scenarios do factor the sales tax 
fluctuations.  Trustee Sullivan asked if Heritage Mall closed in 
January, and Mr. Braiman said that would not have affected sales 
tax to that degree.  Trustee Sullivan then asked if we would feel the 
effect of COVID-19 on sales tax this month.  Mr. Hallgren said yes.  
He said that municipal sales tax is down about 1.5%, which is not as 
bad as expected.  However, he said home rule sales tax is down over 
40% for March, which is worse than anticipated.  He said that is 
factored into the model.  President Bielinski said grocery stores are 
the biggest difference between municipal and home rule sales taxes.  
Ms. Molloy said drug stores are another component, but the grocers 
are the bigger portion.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if internet sales taxes were included in the 

sales tax projections.  Mr. Hallgren said they were.  He said those 
taxes have remained fairly steady during this COVID-19 outbreak.  
President Bielinski asked if that was still being allocated per capita.  
Ms. Molloy said yes, but will change on July 1, however, we won’t 
see that immediately.  President Bielinski said that should have a 
positive impact. 

 
   President Bielinski said the miss on fuel tax makes sense, as we 

hadn’t realized how little people would be driving.  He said he sees 
it’s been adjusted down but he feels that people are driving more now 
so we may see it perform better as a result.  He said he is somewhat 
concerned about the hotel tax, as it doesn’t appear like it will snap 
back quickly due to businesses putting a halt on business travel.  Mr. 
Braiman said the positive in that is that we remit approximately 80% 
of that back to the hotel so next month that expense should be 
significantly lower.   

 
   Trustee Plunkett asked if we know what’s happening in real time with 

the sales tax.  She asked about April and May.  Mr. Hallgren said the 
reports for those months are not available yet. 
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   Mr. Hallgren reviewed revenue outcomes and displayed a slide with 
12 periods of time.  Trustee Sullivan asked about inputting “actual” 
figures into periods 1-5.  Mr. Hallgren said he would incorporate that 
information into the next update.   

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked for Mr. Hallgren to give a brief summation of 

what Scenarios 1 & 2 mean for people who may just be tuning in.  
Mr. Hallgren said the scenarios are looking at different time frames 
of the economy reopening and hopes for improvement.  Scenario 1 
shows it reopening July 1 and Scenario 2 shows it reopening in the 
fourth quarter.   

 
   Trustee Dodd asked why it looks like Scenarios 1 and 2 are higher 

than the budget in Period 10 and pretty consistent with the budget in 
Period 9.  Mr. Hallgren said the reason for the change in Period 10 
is due to the move in property tax disbursement from August to 
October so you see a change in Period 8 and an offset in Period 10 
to where the due date is changed to October.  Trustee Kennedy said 
that’s not really a change in revenue; it’s just a timing change for 
collection.  Mr. Hallgren concurred.   

 
   Trustee Plunkett asked because of the May actuals received, are 

some of these projections different than what was received a month 
or two ago.  Mr. Hallgren said each month the information will change 
but historical projections are tracked.  Trustee Plunkett asked if the 
projections a little more conservative now than what they were.  Mr. 
Hallgren said yes.  Mr. Braiman said for the next presentation, they 
will show what the projections are for the rest of the year.  Trustee 
Plunkett said that would be helpful. 

 
   Trustee Dodd asked if we still feel that Scenario 2 is the worst case 

scenario or do we think we need a Scenario 3 or a modified Scenario 
2.  Mr. Hallgren said based on the information they have, Scenario 2 
is the worst case.  He said if they continue to see negative 
performance going forward, both scenarios would be significantly  
adjusted.  Trustee Dodd said Scenario 2 assumes full recovery by 
October 1.  Mr. Hallgren said that date was meant to see 
improvement in performance over prior quarters but would still 
expect to see a downturn in certain revenues.  He said that date is 
not an expectation to see pre-COVID levels.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked to have an “actual” line for completed periods 

added in the revenue outcomes slide for next update.  He said he 
wants to be sure the numbers are changed to reflect the performance 
in relation to the budget.  He asked based on what we know today is 
the model being redone for periods 6-12.  Mr. Hallgren said yes that 
every month adjustments are being made and seen in the slide 
graphs.  Trustee Sullivan said the numbers in April look exactly the 
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same in Periods 6-12.  He said he wants to be sure what he is looking 
at is a live model. 

 
   President Bielinski said that there is only a $500,000 over the 

remaining months difference between April and June and a few 
hundred thousand in Scenario 2 so he thinks it is just visually that 
doesn’t show up.   

 
   Trustee Dodd said she thinks to put a slide together that shows 

month to month revenue streams would be very helpful to  
understand the overall picture.  President Bielinski concurred and 
said especially for bigger items like sales tax to see how the view on 
sales tax has changed between the scenarios over time and over the 
periods.  Trustee Sullivan said the ranges can be shrunk down.   

 
   Mr. Hallgren then discussed the expense assumptions and said they 

continue to be refined based on the expense performance and 
factoring in savings options and additional cost savings over time.  
He said non-general fund expenditures will see payments for items 
such as the Neighborhood Storage Project begin to pick up as the 
project progresses.   

 
   Mr. Hallgren said in the month of May the Village was $140,000 

under budget.  He went on to say that there are items factored into 
future expense projections including $354,000 in operating savings 
spread along personnel, automotive, training and operating contracts 
and commodities.  He said there is also the $150,000 in engineering 
program expenses due to favorable bid pricing; $142,000 in CERF 
deferrals, sidewalk snowplow and Council Chambers A/V equipment 
deferrals; and $200,000 for the deferral of the Comprehensive Plan 
to 2021.  He said there is also $530,000 in the Economic Grant 
Program that has been shifted as an expense to October in case the 
Board decides to do another round of payments. 

 
   Mr. Braiman said that staff still recommends moving ahead with the 

engineering maintenance items, as the dollar amount is not 
significant and the work is necessary.   

 
   Mr. Hallgren then discussed expense outcomes and said the model 

was adjusted down based upon May’s performance.  He said the 
reserve projections have been modified and show just below 30% in 
the worst case scenario.  Mr. Hallgren reviewed the cash position 
and said the bond pricing is expected on Wednesday, June 24, and 
the proceeds to be disbursed July 9.  He said the Village is in a good 
cash position.   

 
   Trustee Dodd asked if the Board thinks they need to make 

adjustments to sales tax revenue for the work being done on Central 
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Avenue related to the impact it will have on the businesses and 
restaurants.  Mr. Hallgren said that could be part of the consideration 
and there will be discussion on what the impact will be.  

 
   Trustee Sullivan said May’s cash balance was around $20 million.  

He said in last month’s report, expenses were projected to be $8 
million and only $3 million was spent.  This month’s expense 
projections are at $7 million so he asked how the $5 million was 
saved.  Mr. Hallgren said this was an overall perspective including 
Water & Sewer Funds.  He said they did not have the level of 
expenditure originally projected for Neighborhood Storage so the 
original spending projection on that project was in the $4-5 million 
range, but the actual spending was just over $1 million.  He said the 
funds got shifted out into later months.  Trustee Sullivan asked for 
clarification and President Bielinski said it’s because the capital 
expenditures are not shown in the earlier slides.  Trustee Sullivan 
said he is comparing last month’s cash position report to this month.  
Trustee Dodd said she understands Trustee Sullivan’s question in 
that when you look at the cash position slide from April, it showed 
expenses to be significantly more.  She said it’s not like May was 
much larger.  Mr. Hallgren said for the month of April, the projected 
spending was $9.6 million and it came in at just about $4 million.  
Those expenses were based on the assumption we would have a 
significant spend for the Neighborhood Storage Project in that 
period.  Because those dollars were not spent that month, they were 
diffused over the next several months.  Mr. Hallgren said we spread 
that additional spending across June, July, August and September.  
He went on to say if you look at the expense information from last 
meeting, it was expected to be $6.5 million and that number has been 
updated to $8.5 million.  He said he would do a follow-up to give an 
explanation of how those numbers changed.  President Bielinski 
asked for those details to be distributed to the Board.  Mr. Braiman 
said that would be done but clarified that this is about Neighborhood 
Storage.  He said the project was started on time with an aggressive 
schedule but contractors were slower in getting invoices in and they 
are large and complicated which requires much review so processing 
those payments is taking a longer time period but that he would 
provide the breakdown. 

 
   Trustee Sullivan said tracking the cash position is imperative and 

without the bond issuance the cash position doesn’t look very strong.  
Mr. Braiman said he understood Trustee Sullivan’s concern but was 
confident in the Village’s cash position.  He said he would get further 
details to the Board and make sure everyone is comfortable with 
what we are looking at. 

   
   President Bielinski asked that Corporation Counsel Stein and 

Finance Director Melinda Molloy make sure that updated information 
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is included in the official statement.  He asked to be sure bond and 
disclosure counsels and financial advisors all have the updated 
figures so that the Village’s disclosure accurately reflects what it 
needs to.   

 
   Ms. Molloy said that in her conversations with the rating agencies 

while they were preparing their recommendation for the Village, they 
were incredibly impressed with the level of detail in terms of our 
looking ahead and trying to project what possible impacts could be 
due to COVID-19.  She said they were impressed with the 
discussions staff has had with the Village Board.  She also said in 
the credit opinion it was discussed how the Village thought the worst 
case scenario would be 30% of the fund balance and as this model 
is showing currently, we are within the area.  So, while even though 
May looks different, overall, we are still right around where we 
thought we would be with the worst case scenario.  She said  more 
detailed information would be provided moving forward.   

 
   Mr. Hallgren discussed the next steps and the budget calendar 

moving into the latter part of the year.  Mr. Braiman said the schedule 
is slightly different in that the CIP review meetings will be later in the 
year than usual to collect more information and data with regard to 
revenue performance to have a better picture on where the Village 
will be as we move into 2021.   

 
   There was no further discussion on this topic.   
 
 6.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
  3.11 Presentation of memorandum concerning Boards & Commissions 

review. 
 
   President Bielinski said no action would be taken tonight on this item 

because it’s being referred to the Administration Committee.  He then 
asked for comments from those that removed it from the Consent 
Agenda.   

 
   Peter Ohr asked if the discussions at the July meeting would be 

limited to what was in the report. President Bielinski said this was an 
introductory memorandum to the committee.  He said staff writes the 
memo to the committee and the committee takes it from there.  He 
said there will probably be multiple public meetings regarding this 
topic.  He said the committee chair will set the pace and meeting 
dates will be posted and an agenda as well.  Mr. Ohr asked if there 
was room to include the appointment process.  President Bielinski 
said that process is set by law.  Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein 
said this is set by statute and the Village President has the authority 
to make appointments with advice and consent of the Village Board.  
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Any changes to that would change the form of government to a 
commission form of government, which cannot be done without a 
referendum. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy said there is a great deal of public interest in our 

commission process, particularly for the Housing Commission.  
President Bielinski said he wasn’t sure this was the time to make 
public comment, as he felt it was prudent to let the Administration 
Committee do its work before Board members expressed an opinion.  
Trustee Kennedy said she would like to make her statement.  She 
went on to commend President Bielinski and the Village Board’s 
statement on racial equity and inclusion; however, she said the 
Board needs to do more than just provide the letter.  She said issues 
need to be addressed with action.  She said she is concerned with 
the abandonment of the Housing Commission and the Human Rights 
Commission due to lack of sufficient members.  She said she is also 
concerned with the lack of use of the Talent Bank as it was intended.  
She said she is frustrated that she herself and other citizens have 
brought this topic up only to be told the Board is too busy with more 
important things.  She said the Board has been busy with pressing 
issues but she is impressed with her fellow Board members and staff 
and feels that all are competent enough to handle more than one 
issue at a time.  She said the Housing Commission has a vital role 
to play, as the Village has an affordable housing plan which is long 
out of date and has made little progress in the last years to increase 
the ability of affordable housing in the Village.  She said the Board 
has not taken an active role in the construction of affordable housing.  
Instead she feels the actions of the Board have been reactive and 
opportunistic rather than proactive and there are no concrete goals. 
She said there is no fixed notion on what housing our community 
needs or where it should be located.  Affordable housing for seniors 
is not necessarily suitable for families or single persons.  She said 
ready access to public transportation matters and where the housing 
is located matters.  She said the Board needs to set priorities and 
goals and actively seek opportunities to develop affordable housing.  
She went on to say that increasing the stock of affordable housing 
would be of substantial benefit to many members of the community 
on a fixed income who wish to live here but find affordable housing 
scarce.  She said the lack of affordable housing is a barrier and 
equally discriminating as open acts of racism. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy said the Human Rights Commission also has a vital 

role to play.  She said it’s difficult to understand the pervasiveness of 
racism, as people like herself and the other Board members don’t 
have to contend with the barriers to equality or the injustices, 
assaults on one’s dignity or threats of violence that people of color 
experience daily.  She said a revitalized Human Rights Commission 
would take on the task of making visible what is currently invisible to 
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us and offering up a solution.  She said the two commissions could 
be rolled into one to foster diversity in the community and ensure 
safe, equal treatment and opportunity for all. 

 
   She said she thinks the Talent Bank is dysfunctional in that we 

encourage interested community members to apply for appointment 
to a commission with the preface that full consideration will occur, 
but from her observations, this is not what happens.   She said 
applications from individuals who aren’t well known to the community 
or who aren’t friends, associates or neighbors of past or present 
Board members or a current commissioner, aren’t given full 
consideration.  She said Board members will quietly recruit a 
candidate for a vacancy, encourage them to apply and within days 
they will be appointed.  She said that some commission members 
have served several terms on several boards.  She said Talent Bank 
candidates are ignored while some vacancies go unfilled for years.  
She said the practice is disrespectful to the residents who sincerely 
apply and whose talent, willingness to give back and experience are 
not fully considered.  She said this Board has a conspicuous lack of 
diversity, being all white and affluent.  She said the Boards and 
Commissions are virtually the same.  She said by shutting out 
diversity in these areas, we are shutting out new ideas and 
perspectives that people outside our social and business circles 
have to offer. 

 
   She went on to say the vast majority of Board members have 

previously served on a board or commission prior to being elected to 
office and this service provides public visibility and experience which 
make the path to election easier than for those who don’t.  She said 
this creates an invisible hurdle to diversity.  By allowing multiple 
terms and service to multiple boards by one person limits the seats 
available for diversity.  She said term limits should be set and she 
strongly advised the Administration Committee to review the Boards 
and Commissions as soon as possible and to have their review 
complete by Labor Day.  She strongly urged the Committee to review 
the process on how selections are made.  She said taking a hard 
look at the Board’s policies and practices is a step in the right 
direction of earning the trust of the citizens served.   

 
   President Bielinski said that he felt Trustee Kennedy’s comments 

were premature in light of the Committee’s work ahead of them and 
he reminded everyone that he did not serve on any previous boards 
or commissions before being elected. 

 
   Trustee Kennedy said she was not interfering with the operations of 

the Administration Committee.   
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   Trustee Sullivan asked about the Labor Day deadline she imposed.  
Trustee Kennedy said it’s been too long and thinks this is when the 
work should be done.  Trustee Sullivan said there are only three 
Board meetings left before Labor Day.  Trustee Dodd said as Chair 
of the Administration Committee they will meet but it’s the role of the 
committee to develop the timeline.  She said the committee wants to 
do quality work and will do it in the best time they can.  She said they 
want to make sure staff has the appropriate time to do any work that 
they are asked to and that the committee should not feel pressured 
to fulfill a timeline imposed by Trustee Kennedy.  Trustee Kennedy 
said she has complete faith in the Administration Committee and 
wasn’t demanding the deadline.  She said she has faith the 
committee will do their job and wasn’t trying to bind anyone to 
anything.  Trustee Kennedy said this was her opinion and wish, not 
a demand.  Trustee Barrow said that there is much information to be 
reviewed, and it will be done in the appropriate way and time in order 
to present the best recommendation to the Board.  He said he 
doesn’t have a time table but does share the sense they will need to 
be focused and that the work will be done correctly. 

 
   Trustee Kurzman said he was happy this issue was taken off the 

Consent Agenda and thanked Mr. Ohr for his diligence in moving the 
Board in the direction of reviewing the process for which 
commissioners are selected.  He said it’s been good to discuss the 
Administration Committee’s role in the process and that the two 
commissions discussed are key in today’s environment and that 
people are focused on these now more than ever.  He said that they 
have seen the need and now there is a sense of urgency.  He said 
we need to put our nose to the grindstone to address issues that 
have been ongoing for decades.  He said he wants the public to know 
that even though he doesn’t sit on the Administration Committee, he 
has utmost interest in making Wilmette the most welcoming, inviting 
community possible, which can still be done within the policies in 
place.  He said there are people of color with means who could afford 
to buy in Wilmette but choose not to.  He said this is an opportunity 
for the community as a whole to become more inviting.  He said he 
looks forward to the upcoming process. 

 
   President Bielinski said at the next Village Board meeting, there will 

be a presentation by staff on affordable housing.  He said he thinks 
the Board and community will find the presentation interesting.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan said he was disappointed that the Administration 

Committee could not meet as planned in early March due to the initial 
wave of the COVID-19 outbreak, but he has no doubt they will work 
hard on this important topic.  He said Trustee Kennedy’s requested 
timeline is not feasible given our current legal system.  He said he is 
willing to make exceptions and will do what is reasonable but does 
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not wish to be disparaged by another Board member as he was 
tonight for missing a deadline that was put out there without thinking 
through the process.  He said the committee will work within a 
timeline that is realistic and is committed to working their tails off to 
get this done.  

 
   Trustee Kennedy said she did not mean to disparage Trustee 

Sullivan.   
 
   President Bielinski closed the matter for discussion. 
 
 6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
  6.41 Central Avenue Reconstruction and Downtown Streetscape Project  

 update.   
 
  Engineering & Public Works Director Brigitte Berger-Raish gave an 

update (PowerPoint attached) on the Central Avenue Reconstruction 
and Downtown Streetscape Project.  She said bids were opened on 
June 12 and the lowest bidder was A. Lamp.  She said while the bid 
was over budget in the General Fund, the Water Fund was actually 
$300,000 under what the estimate was.  She said the bid was within 
6% of the engineer’s estimate, so IDOT will move forward provided 
there is Village concurrence.  She gave an overview of the financials 
and said there are two areas where savings can be seen.  She said 
by removing vibration testing and manhole maintenance, there is an 
estimated $400,000 reduction in the overage.  President Bielinski 
asked for information on removing these items.  Ms. Berger-Raish 
said that it is unusual to have vibration testing in a right-of-way 
project and the bid was very high from the contractor.  She said if 
there are any concerns with structural damage, those would be sent 
directly to the contractor so there is incentive for the contractor to use 
the means and construction methods available to mitigate vibration 
in their work.  She said the manhole maintenance is done to increase 
the structural integrity and can be used in future projects.  Trustee 
Dodd asked if there was a request for vibration testing in the original 
RFP.  Ms. Berger-Raish said it was originally included as a line item 
price and had the climate been different with good bid pricing, it may 
have been included but given the high bid pricing and its 
discretionary status, staff is recommending it be removed.  Trustee 
Dodd asked if the bid climate was not as  favorable as what it typically 
would be.  Ms. Berger-Raish said she would need to do some 
research on other towns and get back to her but that this particular 
bid was over the estimate which could have been for a number of 
reasons.  Timing is one of them, being the middle of construction 
season. 
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  Ms. Berger-Raish then discussed the next steps.  She said that there 
is opportunity for additional state and capital grant funding, which the 
Village will pursue.  She said they will also utilize the $120,000 from 
the Optima PUD.  She said that if the grant funds are not available, 
funding would need to come from the General Fund reserves, MFT 
funds or a future bond issue. 

 
  President Bielinski said the staff recommendation is to proceed.  Ms. 

Berger-Raish concurred.  Trustee Dodd said she has had numerous 
discussions with staff and that she feels the timing and financing of 
this project are difficult.  President Bielinski agreed.  Trustee Dodd 
said that given the current financial climate due to COVID-19, 
allowing businesses in this area to continue serving customers 
outside and in any other way they can through September won’t be 
possible if construction is to begin.  She said she doesn’t want to halt 
the project, but she is concerned.  President Bielinski said Trustee 
Dodd’s worries are not unfounded.  While due to the pandemic,  
finances are tight but there is federal grant money so on balance it’s 
right to move forward with the project.  Trustee Dodd said she wishes 
the project could be delayed.  President Bielinski said that staff has 
been in touch with downtown business owners throughout this entire 
situation so the decision has not been made in a vacuum.  Trustee 
Barrow said we need to do everything we possibly can to minimize 
the disruption to the businesses.  He said he favors going forward 
but we need to go out of our way to minimize the impact.  Ms. Berger-
Raish concurred and said they are up to the challenge.  Trustee 
Kurzman thanked Trustee Dodd for her comments and perspective. 

 
  There was no further discussion on this topic. 
 
 6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT  
  No report. 
 
 6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT  
  
  6.61 Presentation on retail cannabis moratorium and referendum. 
 
   Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein gave a presentation (PowerPoint 

attached) on retail cannabis in the Village of Wilmette.  President 
Bielinski said that no action would need to be taken tonight; this 
presentation is informational.  Mr. Stein gave an  overview of the 
passing of the Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act and the moratorium 
on the retail sale of cannabis that the Village passed, which is set to 
expire on June 30, 2021.  He said originally the direction from the 
Board was to prepare to place a referendum on the November ballot 
regarding the sale of cannabis in Wilmette.  He went on to say he 
would discuss the research staff has done on the impacts of 
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cannabis sales on nearby communities and the potential financial 
impacts of cannabis sales.   

 
   Mr. Stein said the 2019 Ordinance will not change much.  He said 

the only thing that remains to be determined and may cause a 
change is the allowance or restriction of the sale of cannabis within 
Village limits.  

 
   He displayed a list of the surrounding communities in Lake and Cook 

Counties, indicating no adverse impacts being reported as a result 
of allowing cannabis sales.  He said the only impact reported was on 
parking and traffic during the early months of operation.  He said 
since then, there have been no increased calls for police intervention 
and traffic complaints have slowed.   

   
   Trustee Plunkett asked what the municipalities who are reporting no 

adverse impacts are drawing from.  She said more detail would be 
helpful.  Mr. Stein said that will be included in the next meeting.   

 
   Mr. Stein discussed the financial impact and said there is not a lot of 

information currently.  He said that there are two revenue sources:  
per capita and local use tax.  He said for Wilmette, the per capita 
projection is $22,750. He said the local use tax is projected up to an 
additional 3% of retail sales and there is no state tax statistics 
available currently.  He said staff reached out to Evanston who has 
one operating dispensary, and they gave a projection of $200,000 - 
$250,000 in revenue. He said Niles has a dispensary that just 
opened at the end of May and they reported $5,000 in revenue as of 
June 16, 2020.  He said the data would be updated as they receive 
it, but currently it is scarce.   

 
   Trustee Sullivan asked if Wilmette would get an additional 3% on top 

of any other sales tax earned.  Mr. Stein said that is correct, but it’s 
for recreational sales and not medical sales.  Trustee Sullivan said 
Wilmette would receive 1% sales tax, 1% on home rule and then 3% 
on the sales of recreational cannabis.  Mr. Stein concurred.   

 
   Trustee Dodd asked if the projection Evanston provided is based on 

the 3% or is that the entire tax.  Mr. Stein said he would confirm and 
get back, but he assumed it was the entire tax.  Trustee Dodd asked 
if the $22,750 per capita from the state is monthly.  Mr. Stein said 
that is the figure since January 1, 2020.  Trustee Dodd then asked if 
Wilmette receives that regardless of having a dispensary or not.  Mr. 
Stein said that yes, the tax is earmarked for law enforcement 
regardless if you allow the sale or not.  It’s based on statewide sales.   

 
   President Bielinski asked if the $22,750 was a projected yearly 

amount or year-to-date.  Mr. Stein said it’s year-to-date.  President 
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Bielinski then said that there were high sales when it was first 
legalized.  Mr. Stein said that is true, but he has been reading that 
sales for May have exceeded January.  Trustee Sullivan asked if the 
numbers Evanston provided were genuine and if the dispensaries 
were selling that much.  Mr. Stein said that he feels the dispensaries 
could do that kind of business due to the current limit on the number 
of licenses, but moving forward in the next two years when more 
licenses are granted, the market will become more saturated which  
may cause a shift in sales.   

 
   Mr. Stein then discussed regional communities allowing the sales of 

cannabis.  He said Skokie has the largest dispensary in Illinois under 
construction currently. 

 
   President Bielinski asked Trustee Sullivan if the rules for banking 

have changed or are these businesses still primarily cash only.  
Trustee Sullivan said they cannot bank the cannabis industry 
because cannabis is still illegal at the federal level.  He said that state 
banks are chartered by the Federal Reserve, therefore, they cannot 
bank at the state level.  He said there are two bills being floated at 
the federal level which are being reviewed. 

 
   Mr. Stein next showed a slide listing all the communities currently 

prohibiting operations and which have a referendum.  President 
Bielinski said every municipality in New Trier Township besides 
Northfield, is prohibiting the sale.  Mr. Stein concurred. 

 
   Mr. Stein then discussed the regulations the Village has the authority 

to do.  He said the Village can prohibit all cannabis establishments 
or allow all uses or permit certain uses.    

 
   Trustee Plunkett asked if the Village can prohibit what forms of 

cannabis can be sold.  Mr. Stein said probably not.  It’s a licensing 
question, which is a question for the state.  He said if we allow the 
sale, we have to allow as the state statute mandates.   

 
   Mr. Stein presented the next steps which would include making the 

determination on whether or not a referendum is appropriate.  If the 
referendum is agreed upon, there would be information presented at 
the next two Board meetings to get a referendum on the November 
3 ballot.   

 
   Trustee Barrow experienced technical difficulties with his software 

and Mr. Braiman suggested touching base with him after the meeting 
to address his questions.   

 
   President Bielinski said the first thing Board members need to decide 

is if they would like to have an advisory referendum result prior to 
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making a decision.  If the answer is yes, the referendum is supported.  
If the referendum is supported, we can wait until after November 3 
and then hear from the community and make a decision based on 
that.  If the answer is no, then the question becomes what direction 
members are leaning and what direction to give Corporation Counsel 
for modifications to the Ordinance.  

 
   Trustee Kennedy asked if there has been any interest in opening a 

dispensary in Wilmette.  Mr. Stein said there have been two inquiries 
on if we allow it or not.  Once they heard there is a moratorium until 
June 2021, the conversations ended.  He said those inquiries were 
in January.  Trustee Kennedy asked if they were sincerely interested.  
Mr. Stein said that he believes they were.  Trustee Sullivan said he 
knows of a few and they were credible.  Trustee Dodd asked if there 
is any sense of emails received from the community about this and 
if for the next Board meeting, maybe there could be some outreach 
to the community to collect input.  Mr. Stein said he would look to see 
about the emails.  President Bielinski suggested putting the 
information into e-news to solicit input from the community.  Trustee 
Dodd said that would be helpful. 

 
   Trustee Kurzman asked if the Village would incur any cost for the 

referendum.  Mr. Stein said no costs would be incurred because this 
is not a special election; it’s a regularly scheduled election.   

 
   Trustee Plunkett said she feels like we aren’t giving residents a whole 

lot of time to say we are discussing this in two weeks.  President 
Bielinski said that he felt like there was enough uncertainty at that 
meeting in 2019 that the impression was that we were going to do 
the referendum for sure.  Trustee Dodd said she recalls specifically 
stating she wanted it made clear this was not a commitment to a 
referendum but a possible avenue.  Trustee Plunkett said the 
deadline is July 28 so that only leaves one meeting to make the 
decision.  President Bielinski said this is only a decision on a 
referendum.  No decision is being made on whether to allow the sale 
or not.  If there is no referendum, there would be a larger public 
process involved.  Trustee Plunkett said she knows people are going 
through a lot right now and to give them a short amount of time to 
decide on something like this wouldn’t be fair.  President Bielinski 
said it’s an advisory referendum and the decision would be the 
Board’s at a later date.  Trustee Dodd said that this could be 
discussed at both meetings in July.  President Bielinski said that Mr. 
Stein’s timeline was to discuss whether or not the referendum was 
wanted at the first meeting in July and then if the referendum was 
agreed upon, the Resolution to enact that would be presented at the 
second meeting in July.  He asked staff to get information out to 
residents before the next meeting.   
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   There was no further discussion on this topic. 
 
 6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES  
  No reports. 
  
7.0 NEW BUSINESS 
  
 There was no new business. 
 
8.0 ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:53 p.m., seconded by Trustee 

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

 
     Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
     Karen Norwood 
     Deputy Village Clerk 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 2020 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 John Kolleng 
 Christine Norrick  
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Bob Surman 
 Maria Choca Urban 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairman Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. 

 
II. 2019-Z-44 735 Leamington Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2020-Z-03 3527 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

3.2 
7-14-20 
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IV. 2019-Z-35 1 Indian Hill Road 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VI. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:49 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. German Criollo, applicant 
   735 Leamington Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.6’ side yard setback 

variation, a 3.48’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 6.15’ rear 
yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition 
for a garage. The Village Board will hear this case on February 25, 2020.   

 
 3.22 The applicant has lived in the village for three years. They are requesting 

variations because one of the contractors recommended it would be more 
difficult to create a new garage if they moved back towards the house. 
He talked about a condition of water. There are electrical wires that are 
more toward the back. One of the main concerns was water and the 
allowed location is the lowest part of the land. The contractor 
recommended moving the garage farther forward towards the front of 
the house. Based on that, they decided to ask for the variations so they 
can build their garage.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked if the neighbors had a similar water problem.  
 
  The applicant said that the neighbors also have an accumulation of 

water, but the neighbors to the right and left of his home don’t have 
garages.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider asked if there is ponding in the back yard after a 

heavy rain.  
 
  The applicant said that this happens. Water is standing. It takes at least 

a day for the water to go down.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider clarified that the applicant is requesting these 

variances due to the water problem and the electrical easement.  
 
  The applicant said the rules say that he needs 25’ for a detached garage 

in the back yard. That is why they decided to make it a little wider, but 
a little shorter. If they move it towards the front of the house, the 
entrance into the garage would be harder to maneuver. It was his idea to 
create a detached garage. But then there was the problem of the setback 
to the back of the house. There was concern about the applicant 
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maneuvering the cars into the garage. The space in the front was short. 
That is why they decided on a garage that is 19’ wide by 22’ long.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider said that a 19’ garage is narrow for two cars.  
 
  The applicant agreed that it was narrow, but he doesn’t have more space. 

He then decided to come to the board with his plans.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Pellaton said he assumed the applicant would drive on the north side 

of the property to access the garage.  
 
  The applicant said that was correct.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Pellaton referenced an existing carport on the side of the house. 
 
  The applicant said they would remove the carport.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Pellaton said that the current driveway is less than 9’ wide. That is 

very tight. The board heard a case two weeks ago where the applicant 
was asking for relief because they did not believe than an 8’ wide 
driveway could get a car in and out of their property safely. Does the 
applicant plan on adding more concrete? There is already a lot of 
concrete. Is the applicant going to widen the driveway?  

 
  The applicant said they have small cars. He said they cannot add more 

concrete. So, their plan is to move back and forth in the same direction.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Pellaton said they have an exit door/back door which leads out. 

There is not stoop or step. Generally, you don’t want a door opening out 
onto what is a road. You don’t want someone stepping out into the path 
of a moving car. The applicant is going to create the condition with his 
proposal. He is concerned about that. He is not sure if the applicant 
thought about that.  

 
  The applicant said he did not think about that and did not realize it will 

be a concern. He said that he has two children at home who are 21 and 
15.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Surman asked if they could push the garage further back because 

that would require more of a variance.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said if the garage was pushed further back it would require 

more of a variance.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman said then what they proposed is a reasonable solution for a 

two-car garage. They have enough space to turn cars around. Going more 
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to the back would create more impervious surface. Is the side door the 
current entry door? 

 
  The applicant said it is the current entry door. That door swings in. It is 

a storm door.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Surman said that the garage width is acceptable. A typical driveway 

is 9’. He thinks that the proposal is straight forward.  
 
 3.34 Ms. Choca Urban said that the applicant’s request is very modest in 

terms of side yard setbacks on a tight lot. She does not know the size of 
a standard garage. What they are proposing is not the standard size. She 
can support the request. The family will have a two-car garage and they 
currently do not have one.  

 
 3.35 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. Surman said this is a straightforward case with a good solution. The 

area the applicant lives in is mainly carports so to have a garage will be 
helpful. Most of the applicant’s shovels and bikes are outside right now. 
He can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that the village favors two-car garages. The fit on this 

is tight. Regarding a stoop, he is not sure that one would even fit so they 
would need to leave it the way that it is. Given the village’s preferences 
for garages and getting cars off the street, the standards of review are 
met. He can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick said she could support the request.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider said there are not many garages up and down the 

street. He is not sure how easily two cars will be able access the 
proposed garage. Regarding getting cars off the street, the applicant has 
a pad and there are two cars on the pad. So, they can get cars off of the 
street but not under cover. He discussed this case with Ms.  
Roberts. But for the easement in the back and possibly aggravating a 
water situation, they could have moved the garage all the way to the rear 
with 3’ on the back and 3’ from the side and be within the rear yard 
setback. But that might create problems for the relatively small variation 
request and the board does not want to aggravate the current water 
situation. He can support the request.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.6’ side yard 

setback variation, a 3.48’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 
6.15’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-
story addition for a garage at 735 Leamington Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Choca Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report 

and recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 
2019-Z-44.  

 
  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion. The voice vote was all 

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

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions 
of the property, the siting of the house on the lot and the standing water in the 
backyard, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner 
was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot. 
The difficulty is peculiar to the property and not generally shared by others. 
The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property 
with a two-car garage. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air or otherwise injure adjacent properties. While a more 
conforming option may exist, the proposed request minimizes the added 
impervious coverage on the lot and avoids putting the garage in a location 
where water currently collects, which would otherwise cause the water to be 
displaced onto neighboring properties. The variations, if granted, will not alter 
the essential character of the neighborhood. The garage is at the rear of the 
home and will have little impact on the view of the property from the street.  
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2.6’ side 
yard setback variation, a 3.48’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 
6.15’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story 
addition for a garage at 735 Leamington Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Gregory Geslicki, architect 
   OCGG Architects 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 7.14’ front yard setback 

variation, a 6.72’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.72’ front yard 
porch step setback variation, a 176.56 square foot (8.01%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 29.54 square foot (1.34%) 
front porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home. The Village Board 
will hear this case on February 25, 2020. 

 
 3.22 The architect said he was engaged to design an addition and porch for 

the home. He looked at the proposal in several different ways of how to 
create the addition and porch. The stumbling block is the location of the 
residence. It was already past the front setback because of the 
established front yard calculations. They wanted to keep the addition, 
so it was not overwhelming. They are concerned about the bulk. He 
noted that he is on a zoning board in a different municipality, so he is 
sensitive to the issues. He has been in practice since 2001and has done 
several projects in the village, but this is the first time he has been before 
the board.  

 
  He could explain the project from an architectural point of view. Why 

is the addition created in the way that it was? Or he could make a list 
and review the list of regulations they are seeking relief from. He will 
present the proposal as a project and board members can ask questions 
about why they decided to go in the direction they propose.  

 
  What they build will have an impact on the neighborhood for several 

years.  
 
  They tried to ameliorate the situation by creating a pleasing piece of 

architecture as well as eliminating the bulk of the house. His client 
requested a porch and that put them over the setback. They propose a 6’ 
porch, which is a reasonable depth so that the porch can function as a 
porch.  

 
  He referenced the last page of the packet and also showed a picture of 

the home. The attempt is to minimize the home’s volume, which is why 
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they went with the bungalow look. The front porch is not the full width 
of the house, but it is in proportion to work with the two dormers. The 
house has a detached garage. It helps to park the car, go to the residence 
and through the front door. There is also a small portion of the porch in 
the back is to alleviate the concern of stepping into the driveway.  

 
  He created a graphic of what the setback would cause if they tried to do 

the project a different way. The setback is going through the first one-
third of the home. To do any kind of addition, they would have to go to 
the back and build the residence on partial volume of the home. The 
graphic gives a better idea of what the setback would make them do if 
they adhered to all regulations. He talked about the floor plan. He 
showed the existing line of the residence and if they confirmed, it would 
cut off a slice of the project if they did a second-floor addition. They 
still would have to get variances if they just did a second-floor addition. 
He said that they were left with very few options on how to create the 
project without requesting a variation.  

 
  With regard to impervious coverage, the project is classified as a new 

home, but the addition to the back is 14’ x 30’. The only variation for 
coverage they are seeking is for a small area because of the stoop.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Schneider asked what would remain of the existing house.  
 
  The architect said that what would remain include foundation, first floor 

outline, and the second-floor addition will be a taller roof with a half 
story and some dormers on the front and back.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider clarified that the basement walls and the first-floor 

interior walls would remain and all else would be demolished.  
 
  The architect reiterated they considered various options. If they take 

everything out and start from scratch it is much more cost effective. The 
home is an early post war structure. There is not that much in the plan 
that is comparable with today’s requirements. They will keep the stair 
going down to the basement or a portion of it.  

 
  The basement floor plan changes very little from the previous plan. The 

kitchen is very small. There is a set of bedrooms to the east. No matter 
how they did it, it would be a hodge podge of elements.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Schneider said that two-thirds of the rear wall on the first 

floor will be taken out.  
 
  The architect said that this would occur at the back. It is for a new family 

room.  
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 3.26 Chairman Schneider said he assumes that some of the penetrations of 
the existing first floor perimeter walls will also change with a double 
door leading to the porch.  

 
  The architect said that keeping existing openings does not play well with 

the project. It is not a budget move but has a long-lasting impact on the 
project.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider referenced the cost factor. If they started with a 

blank piece of land, how would it compare in terms of cost to what they 
are doing.  

 
  The architect said this can be answered in several different ways. It 

comes with a certain set of clients. If it is a new residence, it is very 
seldom that it is the same resident in the location. It is usually a house 
that has sold, and new people are coming in. Their requirements are very 
different from someone who lived in the residence and asks for a new 
home.  

 
  He talked about projects he did when people lived in the home then 

asked that the house be demolished, and a new house be built. But that 
comes with different financing regulations. They either need money to 
build the house, but to demolish a residence means they have to pay off 
the mortgage. The mortgage has its own set of rules and regulations. 
They cannot demolish the entire home without foreclosure. His answers 
are relevant to Chairman Schneider’s question. If someone comes in to 
buy the lot, they see the lot as a piece of land. The neighborhood does 
not have a lot of examples about what can happen with that approach. A 
new house’s massing should work with the design of the neighborhood.  

 
  Where does the price come in? If a new house is being built, it goes to 

the maximum of what the lot allows. He talked about houses he has done 
in the area. He wants to keep new homes in scale with other 
neighborhood homes.  

 
  In summary, his proposal is less money than building a new home and 

the financing is different.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Kolleng clarified that the existing owner will stay, and they are the 

ones who want the changes.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Schneider asked if they could keep existing financing in place.  
 
  The architect said they can keep the existing financing in place.  
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 3.30 Chairman Schneider asked how the applicants would finance the 
construction.  

 
  The architect said this will be taken care of, but he does not need to be 

privy to the details.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman noted that the board generally does not consider finances in 

making their decision. His concern is that the house is out further than 
any house on the street on that side of the block. The houses are of 
modest size. 

 
  He does not see a hardship that they need all that they are proposing in 

front especially when they are tearing off a portion of the back of the 
house. There is no reason why they should not try to be more in 
conformance with the code than what is proposed. He is an architect and 
he said that the design is very nice. He understands the rationale for the 
plans. Right now, the lot line to the face of the building is 19’, which is 
close for a Wilmette home to be.  

 
  He suggested that the first floor have an angled roof going back to 

reduce the bulk of the house. The block is small. The proposal goes 
beyond the context of the street.  

 
  The porch looks great, but there is no hardship that they need a full 

length. The board looks at the proposal and determines if there might be 
other options to reduce the amount of the variation. Right now, it would 
be tough to sell the proposal the way that it is because they are asking 
for a lot. They are asking to go in front of the lot line. They are asking 
to go 6’ beyond where they are now. They want to go straight up with a 
second floor. If they are already expanding the back of the home, there 
is the opportunity to shift the mass that way.  

 
  The architect agrees with Mr. Surman 100%. But the client wants a front 

porch. If the front porch is not approved, then he would have a different 
conversation with the client. Until that happens, he cannot recommend 
that the client take off the porch. Adding a porch creates a pleasing 
effect. He is creating a project where he is trying to minimize the impact 
of the volume, but not deprive his client something they can have with 
a like property, which is a porch.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Surman said he understands what the architect is saying, but the 

board is told by the Village Board that the size of variations should be 
reduced if the size is not appropriate and there are other options.  

 
 3.33 Mr. Kolleng noted that this is considered as new construction so if this 

was a piece of land without a house on it and the architect came to the 
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board to ask for what he is proposing, it would not be granted. They are 
coming out farther and there is more room in the back. There are ways 
to minimize what they are asking for. The architect may be getting the 
sense that what he is asking for may not work.  

 
  The architect said if he goes to the back, he has to dig out a lot. When 

they are doing this, they are spending a lot more money proportionately 
versus building up.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked if it would be slab on grade.  
 
  The architect said that the house is elevated so they would need to put 

in footings and joists. The porch is a good solution in terms of 
architecture, but it is a subjective way of looking at it. What he has 
proposed is an optimal way to solve the problem. No matter what they 
do there is a negative and a positive. There are tradeoffs.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said to look at the big picture, this property will impact the 

neighborhood character, which could set a precedent. The board looks 
at each case individually. But he is talking about changing the character 
of a neighborhood that has a crowded feeling to it already. From an 
architectural standpoint, he understands the rationale for the request, but 
from a zoning standpoint, there is no real hardships. He explained what 
a hardship could be.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Pellaton said it looks like they are adding the 1.5 story addition 

across two-thirds of the rear, so they are already going to put footings 
or basement below that.  

 
  The architect said that there is an addition that is 14’ x 27’ to the rear.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Pellaton said they could build further in the back without too much 

additional cost as they are putting an addition back there. He likes the 
design and is a big advocate for porches. Every other house is in line 
with this house unless they add on the front porch. He is not in favor of 
that.  

 
 3.37 Ms. Choca Urban agrees with above comments. She said that there is not 

another house on the street that has a front porch. The front porch 
encroaches on the front yard setback but adds to impervious surface 
coverage by a significant amount. They could do away with one 
variation by reducing the request. She also likes the design. The size of 
the homes in the area are small, but she does not see the hardship on the 
front porch.  

 
  The architect said he respects the comments but has a different opinion.  
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 3.38 Chairman Schneider that there is a sense from the discussion that the 
front porch is an issue. No one is asking him to move the north wall of 
the house back to conform because that would not be economically 
feasible. But the porch is something that is being created. One of the 
key standards for a variation is hardship.  

 
  The architect said that any solution for this property needs approval by 

the board. If his request is not approved, he cannot return for an 
extended time period.  

 
 3.39 Chairman Schneider said that the proposed second floor does not add or 

detract from the variations.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the second floor requires a variation.  
 
 3.40  Mr. Pellaton asked if no motion was made and no vote was taken then it 

has not been rejected. Could he return with a revised plan? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said she would suggest continuing the case or not continue 

it and the applicant can come back when ready and re-notice.  
 
  The architect said he is putting his client at a distinct disadvantage and 

he did not create the disadvantage. He thinks that a compromise could 
be to listen to the board’s recommendations and revise the plans. His 
client can evaluate the revised plans and return to the board. They will 
do the best they can to reasonably satisfy all involved.  

 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said a continuance would give him the opportunity to work 

with his clients.  
 
 3.42 Chairman Schneider clarified that the porch is the issue. Is the issue also 

the second-floor addition that requires a variation because it goes 
beyond the line? 

 
 3.43 Mr. Pellaton said the addition is much less of an issue because the 

existing wall is there and is line with other houses on the block. He 
understood Mr. Surman’s design suggestion, which is to keep the current 
roof line and have the second-floor addition start beyond the setback. 
But those are design questions for the architect and applicant to review.  

 
 3.44 Ms. Choca Urban is not concerned about the second floor. The current 

house is non-conforming, which is a hardship that was not created by 
the applicant. They are exacerbating the situation by adding a 6’ porch 
that spans the entire front. 
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 3.45 Mr. Kolleng noted that there are one story homes on the block. In back 
are two huge homes and he was not on the board when those were 
approved. Those do not fit the character of the neighborhood.  

 
  The architect said that there is a beautiful tree in the rear. If he went 

further back with the addition, he would go past the root line. This is 
another reason why the addition is where it is at.  

 
 3.46 Chairman Schneider said that most board members concur that the porch 

is the issue. What options does the applicant have? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they would want to continue to a specific date, so they 

don’t have to re-notice. She reviewed open meeting dates.  
 
  The architect said that March 4, 2020 would work for him.  
 

6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the March 4, 2020 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Jon Talty 
   OKW Architects 
   600 W. Jackson Boulevard 
   Chicago, IL 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a variation to permit 

the expansion of legal non-conforming uses (Club and Golf Course), a 
25.0’ north side yard adjoining a street setback variation (equipment 
wash/storage, a 30.0’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation 
(dumpster pad), a 41.37’ north side yard adjoining a street setback 
variation (loading), a special use for three accessory buildings each in 
excess of 200 square feet, a 2,028.25 square foot south side yard 
adjoining a street impervious surface variation, a 2,631.1 square foot 
north side yard adjoining a street impervious surface variation, a 2.0’ 
fence height variation, and a fence openness variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story employee center, a one-story equipment 
wash building, parking lot, and other site improvements. The Village 
Board will hear this case on March 10, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Talty said that the last hearing for this case was on November 20, 

2019. He put a revised package at each board member’s place. He said 
the addition to this packet from the other packet for this meeting is a 
sheet that explains what they have done so everyone can understand the 
changes more clearly.  

 
  They are here at the meeting because the club needs improvements to 

their maintenance facility. The stewardship and management of the 138-
acre-plus adjacent golf course has changed in the last 60 years when the 
facility was built. As a result, they are asking for variances so that they 
can build two new buildings on the site. One is an employee center and 
the other is an environmental building. They were asking for variances 
relative to setbacks, building heights, and impervious surface issues.  

 
  At the last hearing, the site plan addressed the buildings located within 

the setbacks. He then said that he would explain where they have gone 
since the last hearing and then he will get into specifics.  

 
  Regarding building heights, they reduced the new building heights to 

15’ so they conform. The environmental building sits to the north and 
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the roof has a slight pitch. The employee center sits to the south is now 
a flat-roof building and sheds water east to west and the water will be 
captured on the backside. There are no issues regarding building heights.  

 
  The employee center was previously located within the side yard 

setbacks. One thing that adds to the complexity of the ask and the site 
is that there is a non-conformity within a residential community, and it 
is an unusual site in that it is surrounded on four sides by streets.  

 
  The front yard is on Hunter and the requirement is a 40’ setback. The 

rear yard is on Indian Hill Road to the west and is a 50’ setback. There 
are side yard adjacent to street setbacks of 50’. What is a two-acre site 
is encumbered by robust setbacks in all directions. They have moved the 
employee center within the setbacks of 50’ from the west and 50’ from 
the south. They now conform within the building envelope allowed by 
zoning.  

 
  They also addressed a parking scenario that they had and reoriented the 

parking lot in a different direction. Currently all cars park along the 
southern property line with headlights pointing south. In restudying the 
site plan, they reoriented the lots so that the car lights head east and 
west, away from the neighbors to the south.  

 
  The equipment building to the north used to comply with the 50’ setback, 

but it is now pushed into the setback. It is not impacting anyone on the 
north side of the property. Only the golf course is impacted. They moved 
it into the setback because they need the real estate in the middle of the 
site for vehicular movement accessing all of the materials stored in the 
bins, the equipment wash, and then access to sand storage.  

 
  At the last hearing they talked about sand storage silo on the site, which 

was tall. This element has been removed. The equipment building grew 
in an east/west direction to add another bay for interior sand storage, 
which is accessed via an overhead door.  

 
  The above are the primary changes they made to the property in an 

attempt to better conform to village requirements and to demonstrate 
their want to get the request approved.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Kolleng referenced the pad for the two dumpsters and asked if that 

moved.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they moved the pad west. There are currently dumpsters 

on the site. They sit on soil. By placing them on an impervious surface, 
it allows for better clean up and better movement without tearing 
everything up around it.  
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 3.24 Mr. Kolleng said that the applicant was very responsive to comments 
and incorporated them into the new plan. He wants the applicant to speak 
about the exterior perimeter screening and foliage outside the fence line.  

 
 3.25 Mr. Surman talked about a plan submitted by a neighbor about the above. 

He also congratulated the applicant on the revision and said that they 
listened well. The new solution is very good.  

 
  Mr. Talty said that the property is complicated. He showed the 

Kenilworth Avenue elevation and the image provided by a neighbor. 
There was a recent meeting with the Appearance Review Commission 
(ARC). One of the subjects was landscaping inside the site and what 
they are doing to address this as well as addressing neighbor’s needs on 
Kenilworth Avenue and the Nelsons to the immediate east.  

 
  He talked about the parkway being club property. The property line goes 

to the center line of Kenilworth Avenue. It is unusual and is the only 
property like that that is remaining. If the project moves forward, the 
33’ from the center line of Kenilworth Avenue to the fence line becomes 
village property. The club would bestow that back to the village. 
Currently the club pays taxes on that to the center line of the road. This 
parcel is club property. In 2017 the fence was replaced. In 2016 or 2017, 
pines were planted to help mask the site from the neighbors to the south. 
There has been concern that the property is unkempt. There is a vertical 
board that is missing at the meeting of the gates and will immediately 
be replaced, he said that part of the property has been well cared for. 
There is not a lot of room to plant more materials, especially overstory 
materials.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Schneider said that at the last meeting, one of the neighbors 

to the east made a point of asking what they will do to visually make 
their view to the west better.  

 
  Mr. Talty said they spoke with the Nelsons, who are the neighbors. Club 

staff has continued that dialog. They reduced the paved area on the north 
side of the existing building by half to allow for them to landscape an 
area in a more robust way. They will work out the plans with the 
Nelsons. They will provide a conclusion that gives comfort to the 
Nelsons that the area will not be an eyesore.  

 
  Mr. Talty said that there is nothing that speaks to the purpose of 

equipment staging that is annotated. There is a vagueness to the 
conversation relative to public testimony. The staging area is not an area 
that will have noisy equipment or nuisances to the public. It is capturing 
space that is part of the property. He said that the fence line comes back 
to the north side of the maintenance building and goes east. But the 
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property line goes all the way to the corner. They want to recapture what 
is theirs as it relates to the village parcel. The parcel to the north of that 
is unincorporated Cook County. They want to enable the fence to follow 
the property line in the northeast corner. It then enables them to capture 
other real estate as pointed out on the plan. It is not their intent to have 
that become an eyesore or any kind of area of dispute between the club 
and their neighbors, specially the Nelsons.  

 
 3.27 Ms. Norrick asked if there was any type of coordination with the 

Nelsons.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they are in the process of doing that. Regarding the ARC, 

they are returning with a more site-specific landscape plan, which 
identifies what will go in that corner. The Nelsons will feel comfortable 
with the solution.  

 
 3.28 Ms. Choca Urban said that there is an email from the Nelsons in the 

board packet dated 1/28/20 and they still object to the loading area. She 
went to the site to see it through the Nelson’s eyes. She was struck by 
how close the Nelsons house is to the property. She was also struck that 
this is an area that is currently not used and is truly an expansion of the 
facility in a way that some of the other uses are not. She is concerned 
that the plan does not address the Nelson’s concerns as they are used to 
looking at bushes with no activity in the area. The vagueness Mr. Talty 
spoke of about the staging or loading area will be used is a cause for 
concern.  

 
  Mr. Talty said that he understands her comments.  
 
 3.29 Ms. Norrick asked if they could just move the fence and not put their 

pavement there. And then they could have their area.  
 
  Mr. Talty said he would speak to his client about this, but they could 

reduce the impervious surface. They would use that space in some way 
to have equipment or golf courts parked there. Maybe they could get a 
vehicle out of the way while other vehicles were coming in and out. It 
would not sit there as a side yard lawn and would be used in some way.  

 
 3.30 Chairman Schneider said that the ARC has to make its case, positive or 

negative, to the board of trustees in addition to what the board 
recommends.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that unless a variation is granted, the ARC would have 

the final word on an appearance review certificate, but the approval 
would be conditioned on having approval by both bodies.  
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 3.31 Chairman Schneider noted that he would assume that the ARC would 
focus on the landscape.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that is correct.  
 
  Mr.  Talty said that was the ARC’s intent at the last meeting. And they 

will address the neighbor’s concerns.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman said he appreciates all of the changes made. He referenced 

the old maintenance building and noted that Mr. Talty said it has been 
there for about 60 years. He referenced the area they are trying to 
recapture and asked if dumpsters were in that area.  

 
  Mr. Talty said dumpsters were not in that area. The last proposal had a 

deeper well with the same use they are proposing. The area to the north 
of the maintenance building is used by the club and the neighbors on 
Indian Hill Road to park cars. There were disassembled paddle courts 
that sat there for several months late last year. There will be less of that 
available as time goes on.  

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman said he does not have as much of a problem with a vehicle 

being parked there. The neighbors bought the home with the building 
there, so they had to expect something. Setting it back is a reasonable 
compromise. He could see an Evergreen or several of them in that 
location.  

 
  Mr. Talty said that a vertical planting would block the view.  
 
 3.34 Ms. Norrick asked about room for additional landscaping.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that as the property gets improved, storm water 

management needs to be addressed. There is none today and they are 
providing it with the proposed plan. The L shaped property will have 
underground pipes to hold water and release it at an appropriate rate into 
the village’s systems once the property is redeveloped. They have to be 
sensitive and are working with their civil engineers who will work with 
landscape architect to ensure that landscape improvements on the inside 
of the fence line do not negatively impact underground storm water 
management that will be part of the project.  

 
 3.35 Chairman Schneider noted that the plan must comply with MWRD 

requirements.  
 
  Mr. Talty said that is correct. He said that the Kenilworth Avenue view 

into the site is opaque. Another tree could not be put between the other 
trees because they would not grow. Maybe they could do foreground 
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plantings but that does not impact any views into the property. The hope 
is that if they supplement landscape on the Kenilworth Avenue side it 
would occur inside the fence in a way where they could block views. 
The building’s new height of 15’ won’t be visible from the street or 
sidewalk. It can be viewed from the second floor of the homes across 
the street as they look down. The building is 50’ back from the fence 
line. He respects the opinions of Kenilworth Avenue residents; he does 
not know what they want to happen from a landscape perspective. The 
area is maintained and was planted by the club. The club will care for 
the plantings even though it won’t be the club’s property. It is village 
parkway.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Pellaton said he agrees about the applicant’s responsiveness to all 

of the board’s issues. He appreciates their efforts to minimize the 
amount of paving north of the maintenance shed. He said that the 
comments about the maintenance of the exterior primarily related to the 
east side behind the maintenance side on the roadside of the fence. A 
comment was made that it was overgrown or wild looking.  

 
  Mr. Talty said they can address that.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Pellaton continued and said he agreed about the trees and the 

screening effect. Working with the neighbors on the north and east sides 
is good. Drawing 6 indicates additional plantings as determined by 
neighbors on the west side and northeast corner. It might help the 
neighbor’s feelings about this to pretty the area up with decorative 
plantings along Kenilworth Avenue and Hunter. Make it look pleasant 
and maintained.  

 
(after 4.0) 
 3.38 Mr. Talty talked about the club’s relationship with the neighbors. He has 

not spoken with the Nelsons. It is Dave’s role to speak with neighbors. 
He said that the club is not entering into the proposed changes lightly. 
Dave’s stewardship is commendable. They left the ARC meeting at 9:30 
p.m. yesterday and today the fence was repaired. The fence was installed 
in 2017.  

 
 3.39 Chairman Schneider said they asked for a fence height variation. He 

does not know if that was for the entire fence on Kenilworth Avenue.  
 
  Mr. Talty said they replaced the entire length of fence. Regarding storm 

water, the deep tunnel failed due to extraordinary circumstances in 2018. 
If the deep tunnel was not there, the problem would have been 
exacerbated. He promises that the engineering efforts as related to the 
site will vastly improve storm water management on the site and its 
impact on neighbors. Water will not leave the site. The surface of the 
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site is currently impervious. By creating an engineered environment, 
they will capture water in multiple locations. If needed, they will store 
water on the site. It will be released in increments that are determined 
by the village. It will be vastly better.  

 
  Regarding the issue of the industrial complex, there are no more 

employees, equipment, and hours of operation are the same. This has 
been the maintenance yard for 105 years predating every home in the 
area. Regarding the red bushes, they pulled the pad back so the bushes 
could remain. They will supplement with other landscape material. They 
are trying to make the situation better for everyone.  

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 People speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. and Mrs. Mike and Debra Thompson 
   2305 Kenilworth Avenue 
 
  4.12 Mr. Joel Boyd 
   2309 Kenilworth Avenue 
 
  4.13 Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd and Peggy Nelson 
   2244 Beechwood Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 The Thompsons have lived in the village for 33 years. They own the 

property at 2305 Kenilworth Avenue. It is directly across from the club 
and the maintenance facility site. In November, he presented his 
concerns at a board meeting regarding his concerns about the request to 
expand the present maintenance facility and add two new buildings, 
several accessory structures, parking lot, dumpster pad, and holding 
area. At the time, he said that the project was an extreme industrial 
overbuild for a zoned residential area. He also indicated that the project 
would undermine and alter the residential character of the neighborhood 
and added that there was no significant buffering of the site to insulate 
the neighborhood from the club. He then thought that the club was not 
being considerate of the neighbors. He suggested that the club downsize 
and/or move aspects of the maintenance facility to other vacant locations 
on the golf course property more to the interior northward and along the 
golf course’s western perimeter adjacent to Locust Road.  

 
  In reviewing the most recent plan for the maintenance expansion, he 

finds that the club did reduce the new building height and modified 
somewhat the accessory storage structures, the overall extend of the 
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maintenance facility expansion has not diminished in size or scape. The 
proposed expansion looks like an industrial site more consistent with 
business operations in west Wilmette. The club’s maintenance 
operations cannot be distanced from the golf course, but a more 
concerted effort by the club could have been given to disperse some of 
the maintenance functions to other areas around the golf course grounds.  

 
  It appears as if the club still does not understand the need to make some 

significant effort to insulate the surrounding residential neighborhood 
from the visual impact of the expansive project. In October he offered 
some suggestions, but the club has not come forth with more buffering 
or landscape enhancements that would be beneficial to the 
neighborhood. The club seems to understand the importance of adding 
more landscaping buffering to the golf course side of the maintenance 
facility site but does not understand or chooses to ignore the residential 
areas to the east and south that are impacted by the project.  

 
  He stands in front of his property and looks across Kenilworth Avenue 

and all he sees is an old stockade fence. He does not see that the fence 
was replaced in the last two years. He talked about evergreen trees that 
need pruning and nourishment. The trees are frail and flimsy. Further to 
the west they planted new evergreen trees. But there was no 
improvement from the gate eastward towards Hunter Road.  

 
  Mrs. Thompson showed what they see. There is a new part of the fence 

and an old part of the fence. The gate was fixed early today, and she 
showed a photo of the fix, which is two slats. As far as they know, the 
maintenance is complete. There were four big trees planted, but there is 
nothing in another area.  

 
  Mr. Thompson said the appearance is not appealing. They can see cars 

on the club’s site from their first floor. How much more equipment will 
they see with an expansion? The club is being short sighted and overly 
optimistic that the property is being adequately shielded. They were at 
the ARC meeting on Monday. The issues blend together. There is no 
extensive landscape plan that was presented during the process.  

 
  She said that they will do landscaping on the interior that will help their 

second-floor view. If it’s not going to improve, say it’s not going to 
improve but don’t say that the view isn’t bad because it is bad.  

 
  He said that the neighborhood will be altered in character if the project 

moves forward in its proposed manner. What is the village benefitting 
from industrializing this area? There is not an increase in taxation. The 
local resident’s property values will not be enhanced because they will 
be proximate to an industrial area. All of the benefits are for the club. 
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The village is exchanging characteristics unique to a residential area for 
more concrete and asphalt, industrial structures, and noise and pollution 
inherent with the expansion of a maintenance facility. There is no 
benefit to the village to allow the project to proceed. He urged the board 
to not allow the club project to proceed as presented and asked that there 
be an extensive landscape plan presented to the board before any true 
assessment can be made in allowing the project to move forward. They 
have photographs that his wife showed.  

 
  Chairman Schneider said that board members were at his property 

several times. He assumes that the neighbors attend ARC meetings and 
share their concerns.  

 
  Ms. Norrick asked if the case would go back to the ARC before the 

village board.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it depends on timing, but the applicant would not get 

permits until the ARC approved final plans.  
 
 4.22 Mr. Boyd bought his property in June 2019. His wife attended the 

November meeting and the recent ARC meeting. Tonight is his first 
meeting regarding the case. He lives to the west of the above speaker’s 
property. He has some concerns. He questions whether the club has met 
the standards of review to expand the non-conforming footprint. The 
club said no additional employees or change in maintenance procedures, 
but by building more buildings with more uses, it is an expansion of the 
non-conforming footprint. He questions if the club has demonstrated 
that the project will not diminish property values of nearby properties, 
diminish the enjoyment of property by changing the appearance and 
character of the neighborhood. The club is proposing more paved surface 
and industrial appearance. He questions whether the club has 
demonstrated a hardship versus an inconvenience if they were to have 
the current setup. It is an old building that cannot be 
renovated/improved. Why can’t they tear down the existing structure 
without expanding the footprint?  

 
  Another concern is with storm water management. There is a vast 

increase in impervious surface. The club said they are working with 
engineers and will use best practices and have a plan for management, 
but there is no guarantee is that the plan will work. With the current 
system, the ground absorbs water. The current village storm water 
system is not adequate. The applicant is proposing a deep tunnel system 
with the underground pipes but there is no guarantee of success. He 
pointed to the deep tunnel system in Chicago and that system filled to 
capacity in March 2018.  
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  The proposal still mentioned the sand silo, but the architect said that is 
off of the table. He sent some photos to Ms. Roberts at 4:30 today and 
has them on their phone. He has a photo that shows that views are visible 
from their first floor. The photo shows the club’s existing structure. He 
also showed photos from the second floor.  

 
 4.23 Mr. Nelson said their property adjoins to the east. He showed a view 

from his bedroom window. They have lived in their home for 29 years. 
He was at the previous hearing. He wrote two to three emails. He asked 
if the board had any questions for them. It is a not-in-my-backyard issue.  

 
  He looks at the project as follows – what is the club getting out of this? 

They are getting an employee building, an employee parking lot, new 
storage bins, an environmental building, an equipment wash, concrete 
pad for dumpsters and they are trying to clean up their act.  

 
  Mr. Kolleng said all of that is going on now.  
 
  Mr. Nelson said that the two new buildings are not there now.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng said that except for the employee building, everything else 

is going on at the site. Wouldn’t it be more organized in a better form 
be better than the current view, which is unattractive?  

 
  Mr. Nelson thinks the new view is unattractive.  
 
  Mrs. Nelson said they could see major trees but those will be gone with 

the new plan. They will plow mature trees and bushes and replace them 
with asphalt.  

 
  Mr. Nelson said they bough their home with an ugly building next to it. 

The club did not acknowledge that they would expand and park things 
in that location. All of the club activity for maintenance happens beyond 
the shed. He talked about noise, movement, and parking. Now they are 
bringing ‘stuff’ next to them. It is beyond them because there is a 23’ 
high building blocking all of that. He does not object to sights, sounds, 
and smells because they have a buffer. The ugly building shields them.  

 
  What will he and his wife get out of this? They are getting more ‘stuff’ 

outside. 5,200 square feet is being added but the club needs more space 
to move things outside. What about the big building? Why does the stuff 
have to be outside in the northeast corner where they can see it? Why 
can’t it be in the northwest corner, which is the back?  

 
  Mr. Kolleng said what will go on in the northwest corner? 
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  Mr. Nelson said he did not know. He said they are getting bushes 
removed that block the 23’ high building. The building is a nice buffer 
but will be gone and replaced with a concrete pad. There will be more 
noise and distractions and more people movement and more smells 30’ 
from their patio. They are asking for a variance for every setback, buffer, 
impervious surface, nonconforming building, and additions for the 
whole site. Can’t they be restricted to something more logical?  

 
  Mr. Kolleng talked about the last plan and the current plan. It looks like 

the applicant has responded to a lot of suggestions. The new setback 
violations go towards the club.  

 
  Mr. Nelson said that John has never spoken with them. They have only 

met with Dave. The new changes were not discussed with Dave. Dave 
said they were reducing the pad and moving buildings 25’. There is no 
symbiotic relationship to talk about the plans. Dave is the only one they 
have met with.  

 
  Mrs. Nelson said they initiate calls with Dave.  
 
  Mr. Nelson said they reduced the size of the pad by 40% but it is still 

there.  
 
  Mrs. Nelson said that it still requires a variance and they only have a 

vague understanding of its use. She does not understand the hardship of 
why the pad Is needed.  

 
  Mr. Nelson asked about hardship for this case. To make it look better. 
 
  Mrs. Nelson said putting dumpsters on a pad is good. The plan is too 

incomplete. There is no landscape plan. How the pad will be used is 
vague. They don’t understand the hardship. No one has told them what 
is going there and how big it is. Does it have a motor or back up lights?  

 
  Mr. Surman said if the club was to not have that pocket, would that be 

acceptable? 
 
  Mr. Nelson said that would help.  
 
  Chairman Schneider asked about the location of the red bush.  
 
  Mr. Nelson showed the board the location on the plan.   
 
  Mr. Nelson talked about the 39’. They are not saying it cannot be done, 

but they believe it should be done in conformity with codes. Don’t ask 
for variances to make it a good 39’ for the club. He objects to the 
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characterization that it is just adding 39’ to your backyard. The club has 
130 acres and they can give up 1,000 or 2,000 square feet.  

 
  Mr. Nelson said he understands that the board can recommend this case 

but with conditions. He asked that some conditions be put on the 
recommendation.  

 
  Mr. Kolleng said he thought that this could not done. The board tried 

doing this before.  
 
  Mr. Nelson doesn’t want manure or tractors there.  
 
  Mrs. Nelson said that the applicant noted that they will not store these 

types of items, but what If someone leaves and what guarantees do, they 
have going forward that all of the building and asphalt is used in the 
way it is today?  

 
  Chairman Schneider asked the Nelsons to wrap up their presentation.  
 
  Mr. Nelson said that the club has to meet the standards of review. They 

can’t be nice to the Nelsons and think that is good enough. The applicant 
has to satisfy the board and the Village Board. Mr. Surman made a point 
about a residential property. Mr. Nelson said they bought their home 
with the club’s building there as well as landscaping. They did not 
anticipate that the property to the north of that would become a part of 
day to day operations of the club or that all landscaping would be 
removed. It isn’t the same house they bought. If they sold it today, they 
would have to tell the buyer that things are changing at the club.  

 
  Mr. Surman said it is a complicated issue. He said that the Nelsons 

bought next to an industrial type building. The board can only do so 
much.  

 
  Mr. Nelson said what the club proposes requires variances. What they 

are doing will negatively impact his property.  
 
  Mr. Surman said that the board understands this.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman reiterated that the applicant has made good changes to the 

plan by setting the buildings back and lowering roofs. He shares the 
neighbors’ concerns about landscaping. From his experience by driving 
to the site, organization will help a little bit. In the fall, dump trucks 
were backed up to the fence line. That cannot happen anymore because 
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the trucks won’t fit in the parking lot. That should help with the view. 
The landscaping could improve. He said that staggering landscaping on 
either side of the fence is a good solution. The building is 2,500 square 
feet, but it has a lower pitch for visibility even than a one-story home. 
He can support the request, but there needs to be attention put towards 
concealing the current maintenance building. They did a great job with 
the new buildings. He suggested trees near the brick patio to help with 
the view. The view from the first floor of their house and front yard is 
important. The second-floor view cannot be controlled. He wants to see 
trees increase in that corner for the Nelsons. Maybe that area needs to 
be reviewed. Maybe the Village Board would address this and other 
issues. If the board had known this plan was in place a few years ago, 
he would have suggested that the fence along Kenilworth Avenue be 
shifted in from the property line maybe 8-10’. If the fence line to the 
north had shifted, there would be more greenery before one sees the 
fence. That would benefit the neighbors. Five to six parking spaces 
might be lost. He is not at the hearing to design the project although he 
is an architect. From what was presented in November, the applicant 
made a lot of improvements and listened to comments. Now it is down 
to details.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agreed with Mr. Surman’s comments. The lot is unique. 

When the club bought the site there probably were not any houses. If the 
club wanted to make changes 30 years ago, probably no one would say 
anything. It looks like a lot of requests, but the applicant was responsive 
to suggestions at the last hearing. The setback relief is now towards the 
club. Part of the hardship is the growth of the residential area around 
the club and all the setbacks. The applicant did a great job in doing that 
and lowering the height of the employee building to 15’. They got rid of 
the silo. He drives the area a lot. He doesn’t remember seeing the big 
building. In the summer there is more foliage. They are doing water 
retention in collaboration with the MWRD so it will be done according 
to best practices. There are a lot of stockade fences in the village. It has 
been there all along. It is 2’ higher than before which is an improvement. 
When he looks at everything, he said that standards of review are met, 
and he can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Choca Urban agrees with what has been said about the revised 

proposal being a significant improvement over the original proposal. 
She has not heard anything in presentations or Q and A that justifies the 
need for the pad on the northeast corner. They have a lot of parking in 
the center part of the site that should accommodate any and all traffic. 
She went to the site today and realized they had not fenced in the 39’ 
and claimed it. As a result, it is landscaped in a dense manner that 
shields the view dramatically. Something similar should be done on 
Kenilworth Avenue for the neighbors to the south. Although there are a 
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lot of advantages to the revised plan, she cannot support it because she 
sees no justification for the pad in the northeast corner.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick said she sees that the proposal is an improvement, but she 

sees remaining issues as related to landscaping. She would like to see 
those resolved before the board approves the proposal.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Pellaton said he is not sure that landscape improvements is a 

possibility because that is the purview of the ARC. It would be nice if 
the landscape plan was part of tonight’s case. He suggests that the 
concrete pad area, if the club decides that it is in their best interest to 
not pave that in order to gain approval, there is nothing to stop them 
from cutting down all shrubs that the Nelsons are interested in.  

 
  There is a lot of parking in the area outside of the fence to the north. 

Pick up trucks are parked there. He said neighbors discussed benefits as 
opposed to drawbacks. The club is not doing what they propose to 
benefit the neighborhood. They are doing it to benefit the club. That is 
a given. The board would like the club to figure out how to make it as 
pleasant a view as possible for the neighbors. He suggested to Mr. Talty 
that landscaping outside the fence area would be great. He said that the 
outside of the maintenance facility should be attractive. The area to the 
south and west of the employee center is for water storage. There is 
piping and they could extend it past the dumpster pads well to the north 
to add some screening on the south side of the employee center as a 
buffer. He would also recommend screening on the south side of the 
storage bins and the north side behind the sand and pesticide storage 
building. More is better and would help to reduce noise and make the 
area appear more pleasant. He agreed with the above positive comments 
about changes made to the proposal. He said that the applicant should 
try to make the building not look like a maintenance facility.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said the board’s role is to look at zoning and how it is 

impacted. Then the board makes a recommendation to the Village Board. 
It is up to the latter to make the decisions on certain things.  

 
  Regarding underground storm water management, the board went 

through this with Loyola Academy. The latter had to work with the 
village engineer. It has worked out. Regarding landscaping, he can 
support the case, but the village board needs to make the final decision 
on landscaping.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Kolleng said that the Village Board can impose certain conditions.  
 
 5.8 Mr. Surman said that the Village Board can respond to the neighbors’ 

concerns about landscaping and have more weight than the board. The 
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board does not have purview to ask the applicant to return with 
landscaping. There is so much focus on the new loading spot next to the 
Nelsons home. Maybe the Village Board will say it should be next to the 
dumpsters. And maybe the latter are shifted slightly and then maybe the 
whole issue goes away.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Kolleng said that the board heard that the red bushes would remain. 

It seems like the building will be blocked. The applicant is reclaiming 
land that they have not been using. He is not as concerned about the 
landscaping. The applicant has agreed to reduce the pad size. They are 
leaving a lot of foliage, which is a positive. The fence went up 2’ in 
height which is a positive. The view that is there has been there for a 
long time. He does not think the view will get worse. The Village Board 
can set conditions.  

 
 5.10 Mr. Surman noted that the Village Board can deal with neighbors’ 

concerns.  
 
 5.11 Ms. Choca Urban said that there is a material difference between having 

something as a grassed area versus a paved area regardless of the activity 
allowed. The board is granting a variation for impervious surface so they 
can pave that area. She has not heard any justification for that.  

 
 5.12 Chairman Schneider asked the size of the area.  
 
 5.13 Ms. Choca Urban said that it is about 600 square feet. It is about 30’ x 

20’.  
 
 5.14 Mr.  Surman said that is a valuable area. As an architect, he does not see 

where they could choose another spot in their current paved area.  
 
 5.15 Ms. Norrick said that the applicant did not specify what they needed.  
 
 5.16 Chairman Schneider said that part of the variation requests have to do 

with the area being zoned R, residential. Any other use requires 
variations. Michigan Shores is in an R1 district. They added an outdoor 
fire pit and they had 65 variation requests because the whole complex is 
not in compliance with R1 zoning.  

 
  He agrees with Mr. Kolleng who said that all of this is going on now, 

but it is a big mess. It is a junk yard. All they are doing is organizing it. 
Based on comments made at the last hearing, they made significant 
adjustments to move the building facing south and to move it further to 
the north abutting the golf course. They will have to comply with 
MWRD requirements regarding storm water management just like every 
other large project. The applicant has committed to landscaping and this 
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can be part of village board approval. This proposal makes the club more 
attractive than it is today. Right now, cars are parked on the south side 
facing Kenilworth Avenue and they are parked all over. There are piles 
of dirt and rubble. The proposal is a huge improvement. He can support 
the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 

variation to permit the expansion of legal non-conforming uses (Club 
and Golf Course), a 25.0’ north side yard adjoining a street setback 
variation (equipment wash/storage, a 30.0’ rear yard of a double-
frontage lot setback variation (dumpster pad), a 41.37’ north side yard 
adjoining a street setback variation (loading), a special use for three 
accessory buildings each in excess of 200 square feet, a 2,028.25 square 
foot south side yard adjoining a street impervious surface variation, a 
2,631.1 square foot north side yard adjoining a street impervious surface 
variation, a 2.0’ fence height variation, and a fence openness variation 
to permit the construction of a one-story employee center, a one-story 
equipment wash building, parking lot, and other site improvements at 1 
Indian Hill Road in accordance with revised plans as submitted. The 
special use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   No 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  No 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Norrick moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2019-
Z-35.  

 
 6.21 Mr. Pellaton 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 
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A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the 
special use standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The use of the site is proposed to remain largely 
the same, with new buildings and landscaping and other site improvements. 
The site has been used as a maintenance yard for decades and the current 
conditions are an eye-sore to the neighbors as well as a maintenance challenge 
for the owner. Thus, the proposed expansion will allow for the physical and 
functional improvement of the site, consistent with the goals and Policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan. The continued operation of the use will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety or welfare. The proposed 
expansion of the use will not be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other 
property in the neighborhood. The continued operation of the use with 
improved facilities will not impede the normal and orderly development of 
surrounding properties, which are currently all developed. The continued 
operation will not substantially diminish property values in the neighborhood. 
Adequate utilities and access already exist and the owner will comply with all 
applicable drainage and storm water requirements to the benefit of itself and 
the neighborhood. Adequate ingress and egress exist from Indian Hill Road 
and will not be altered with this proposal. The improved appearance and 
function including the revised lower building heights will be consistent with 
the community character of the neighborhood. The proposed improvements 
will not substantially adversely affect a known archeological, historical or 
cultural resource. The applicant is continuing to work with the Appearance 
Review Commission and the east neighbor to provide adequate landscape 
buffering and landscaping generally. No additional standards of Article 12 
apply. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet 
the special use standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of 
Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the proposed use may be 
injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property in the neighborhood. Also, 
the applicant did not adequately explain the necessity for paving at the 
northeast corner of the lot, which in combination with an apparent reduction 
in existing landscaping, will impact the neighbor immediately to the east.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
  

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for a 
variation to permit the expansion of legal non-conforming uses (Club and Golf 
Course), a 25.0’ north side yard adjoining a street setback variation (equipment 
wash/storage, a 30.0’ rear yard of a double-frontage lot setback variation 
(dumpster pad), a 41.37’ north side yard adjoining a street setback variation 
(loading), a special use for three accessory buildings each in excess of 200 
square feet, a 2,028.25 square foot south side yard adjoining a street 
impervious surface variation, a 2,631.1 square foot north side yard adjoining a 
street impervious surface variation, a 2.0’ fence height variation, and a fence 
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openness variation to permit the construction of a one-story employee center, 
a one-story equipment wash building, parking lot, and other site improvements 
at 1 Indian Hill Road in accordance with revised plans as submitted. The 
special use shall run with the use. 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 2020 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 Christine Norrick  
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Bob Surman 
 
Members Absent: John Kolleng  
 Maria Choca Urban 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

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

 
II. 2020-Z-06 124 4th Street 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2020-Z-07 507 Lake Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
 

3.3 
7-14-20 
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IV. Approval of the January 15, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Surman moved to approve the January 15, 2020 meeting minutes. 
 

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

 
V. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

VI. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:56 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Alan Malter, applicant 
   124 4th Street 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.82’ front yard step setback 

variation and a 35.41 square foot (4.32%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps. The 
Village Board will hear this case on March 10, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that his home is near the corner of 4th and Gregory. They 

want to replace the front stairs and stoop in front of their house. The house 
was built in 1914 and the stairs could date back that far. They are rotting and 
crumbling and are not safe. They want to replace them. There is no stoop. So, 
one comes out the front door onto the first step. There is no railing.  

 
  By putting the 3’ stoop at the top of the stairs, the stairs will come forward by 

2.5’ towards the front setback. The lot is very small at 127’ x 36’. There is 850 
square feet in front of the house. By making rebuilding the stairs, they will 
comply with having a stoop at the top but go into the front setback by 2’.  

 
  After the installation, their steps will not be furthest forward on the block. Two 

homes down, their front steps come within 10’ of the setback and there are 
other houses like this on the block. He added that the neighborhood will look 
better with new stairs.  

 
 3.23 There was no one in the audience to speak on the case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said that one cannot build steps without a stoop at the top. It 

would not be permitted. The building height will not change so that the steps 
are pushed out further. He can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman agreed and said that the request is reasonable. He can support the 

request.  
 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick agreed with the above comments.  
 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider said that there is a clear hardship and agrees with the 

above comments.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.82’ front yard 

step setback variation and a 35.41 square foot (4.32%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps 
at 124 4th Street in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Not Present 
   Christine Norrick   Yes  
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Not Present 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Norrick moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2020-Z06.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

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

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of 
Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the 
lot width and the siting of the house on the lot, impose upon the owner a particular 
hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the 
original development of the lot and house. The hardship is peculiar to the property in 
question and is not generally shared by others. The proposed variation will not impair 
an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties nor otherwise injure other 
property. The proposed variations will allow for safe and code-compliant access into 
the home. The variation, if granted, will improve the appearance of the front entrance 
and will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2.82’ front yard 
step setback variation and a 35.41 square foot (4.32%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps at 124 4th 
Street in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mike Venechuk, architect 
   1615 Highland Avenue 
    
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 146.31 square foot (0.57%) 

total floor area variation and a 626.01 square foot (2.45%) lot coverage 
variation to permit the re-construction of a one-story addition on the 
legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case 
on March 10, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Venechuk said that the applicants were sorry that they could not 

attend the meeting but had other meetings out of state. The existing 
home is a local and national landmark and was designed by Frank Lloyd 
Wright. It is a legal non-conforming structure. It is over the allowable 
lot coverage and the allowable floor area. They are asking for a variance 
to allow them to remove and rebuild the existing kitchen. They would 
not be increasing any non-conformities but rebuilding upon the existing 
footprint. They meet all setbacks and all required building heights. They 
have pulled the addition in by 2” from the dimensions that the board has 
which reduces the lot coverage by about 2 square feet.  

 
  Because the home is a landmark, they are limited as to what they can 

and cannot do without landmark approval. The got a certificate of 
appropriateness from the landmarks commission. At the meeting, was 
legal counsel for the Frank Lloyd Wright Foundation. He walked 
through the house with the homeowners. The legal counsel said he would 
wholeheartedly support what the applicants were doing. He was thrilled 
with the plans.  

 
  The property and home are unique to the village. It is a large lot and the 

house stretches on the lot. The garage is about 1,300 square feet and is 
also a landmark. If the garage could be removed and build a smaller 
garage, there would be no lot coverage issues and no additional square 
footage. They can’t and don’t want to remove the garage.  

 
  The home is quad level. He described the home’s interior. The home has 

an unfinished basement that is 2,200 square feet. The finished floor of 
the second floor is 5’8” above grade so the entire basement is counted 
as floor area. That is another hardship.  
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  They plan to make a lower level family room, but 1,700 square feet is 
unfinished storage. That is an unusual circumstance.  

 
  They are asking to rebuild the existing kitchen in the same location and 

not add to any non-conformities. Their request will not alter or impair 
light or air as they are a minimum of 53’ on the west from any 
homeowner. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood and is consistent with the goals, 
objectives, and policies of the comprehensive plan.  

 
  The applicants had a lot of brush and overgrown bushes taken out and 

the neighbors were happy about this. The applicants have owned the 
home since October 31, 2019. The plans for the kitchen are created. They 
appeared before the preservation committee and now they are tonight’s 
hearing. They are altering a legal nonconforming structure, but they are 
not changing any of the zoning requirements.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman clarified that they are using the same footprint, but from 

looking at the elevation, it looks like they are raising the roofline.  
 
  The architect said that was correct. The existing kitchen is 6’10” to the 

ceiling. They want to raise the roof and start the height at 9’. The floor 
line will stay the same. They are not adding anything that the village 
would count as additional square footage. They got unanimous approval 
from the Historic Preservation Commission. And the legal counsel from 
the foundation was fine with them raising the roof.  

 
 3.23 Ms. Norrick asked if the addition would be visible from the street.  
 
  The architect said it was not visible from the street.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Surman noted that part of an eave could be visible if one looked 

straight on.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman asked if the owners plan to bring the home back to its 

original state.  
 
  The architect said that is the owners’ plan. They are looking at stucco.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman said it looks like the windows in the front are clear glass.  
 
  The architect said that someone put on storm waters on the outside of 

the leaded glass. But the originals were the horizontal diamond leaded 
glass, single pane. Over time, the windows will be removed one at a time 
and reset. There are several in the back that are cracked and have missing 
glass. They will restore those windows. The house is in rough shape. 
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The home is beautiful with a lot of interesting spaces. He offered the 
board members an opportunity to see the home’s interior if they would 
like. It was helpful for the preservation board to see the home’s interior. 
It is an interesting home.  

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Tom Tramm 
   518 Washington Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Tramm said he lives across the alley from the applicant’s home. He 

is at the meeting to voice his support for the request. He is happy to see 
people who want to invest in the house. He saw the plans for the kitchen. 
The plans look great and will be a valuable for his side of the house, 
which is the backside. They will add nice windows that will add to the 
home’s appearance from the back.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said that the request is very modest. Given the restraints of 

the code of counting the basement and square footage and the fact that 
they are not enlarging the footprint of the building, he thinks it is great 
that someone wants to preserve a Frank Lloyd Wright home and is 
excited to see it completed. He can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Pellaton said he could support the request. There is not a tremendous 

increase in building size. Even if they finished all 2300 square feet of 
the basement, it is a small addition on an enormous lot. It is a home that 
people are aware of and it should be maintained.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick can support the request.  It is a modest request. She is 

thrilled that someone is doing all that they are.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Pellaton noted that the ceiling height is 6’10” and there is not much 

that can be done with that. If that was the only hardship, he would be 
inclined to approve the request.  

 
 5.5 Chairman Schneider said he hopes that the height is not throughout the 

entire home.  
 
  The architect said that portion is only in that part of the home.  
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 5.6 Chairman Schneider said he can support this and noted that the request 
was endorsed by the historic preservation omission and the village 
board. There is not net addition regarding square footage. It is great that 
someone is stepping forward and will hopefully complete a wonderful 
renovation to this historic structure.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 146.31 square 

foot (0.57%) total floor area variation and a 626.01 square foot (2.45%) 
lot coverage variation to permit the re-construction of a one-story 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 507 Lake Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
  6.11 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Not Present 
   Christine Norrick   Yes  
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Not Present 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Pellaton moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for this case. 
 
 6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

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

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical 
conditions of the property, the design of the house and its importance as a 
historic landmark, imposes upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of 
the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances 
of the home and lot. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable 
use of the property with the reconstruction of an existing portion of the house 
to make the home functional for modern use. The proposed variations will not 
impair an adequate supply of light and air to or otherwise injure adjacent 
property. The variations, if granted will not alter the essential character of the 
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neighborhood. Granting the variations will allow the home to be restored and 
thereby enhance the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 146.31 
square foot (0.57%) total floor area variation and a 626.01 square foot (2.45%) 
lot coverage variation to permit the re-construction of a one-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure at 507 Lake Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted. 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 2020 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Reinhard Schneider 
 John Kolleng 
 Christine Norrick  
 Ryrie Pellaton 
 Bob Surman 
 Maria Choca Urban 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

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

 
II. 2020-Z-03 3527 Greenwood Avenue 
 
 See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

3.4 
7-14-20 
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VI. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:41 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
  



2020-Z-03 3527 Greenwood Avenue March 4, 2020 

1 
 

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

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Gregory Geslicki, architect 
   OCGG Architects 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a 7.14’ front yard 

setback variation, a 4.25’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 6.17’ 
front yard step setback variation, and a 138.51 square foot (6.2%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction 
of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home. 
The Village Board will hear this case on March 24, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The architect said they presented at the last meeting and the board 

suggested modifications to the original plan. They tried to minimize the 
impact of the addition to the front. They took out the porch. There is an 
articulated front entry with columns hugging close to the front wall. This 
creates a better sense of entrance. The front door is recessed 3’. This 
creates a sense of entry. In some ways, they have kept the same setback 
lines and the same building lines. The existing stoop is projecting about 
the same amount as existing. The front dormers are recessed a bit. They 
have eliminated the shed dormer in the middle. They have redesigned 
the upstairs. The dormers are smaller in size. There is a shed dormer 
joining the two dormers together. They put in a lot of effort to 
incorporate the board’s suggestions and he hopes that they can receive 
positive approval. He said that the project is still very attractive.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman clarified that the first floor is built over the existing 

foundation. The front wall of the house stays. Before they had a porch, 
which is not part of tonight’s request.   

 
  The architect said that the front stoop has been modified and moved to 

the center of the building. There are some full-sized pilasters at the front 
part instead of having a front porch.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said that the building is already encroaching. Other people 

on the street may want to continue what the architect is proposing. They 
are building straight up from an existing foundation. They are leaving 
the existing wall.  

 
  The architect said they are keeping the same footprint.  
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 3.25 Mr. Surman said that the proposed plan is a good improvement.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Pellaton agreed with Mr. Surman and said that recessing the front 

door means that the stoop projects out less than it would have if the door 
was flush. It breaks up the front façade, which makes it look much nicer.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Schneider said he appreciates the architect’s work on the 

request from the last hearing.  
 
 3.28 There was no one in the audience to speak on the case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said he stated his thoughts about the front door and stoop. 

The only issue he has is the second-floor gables because that is 
additional space that is beyond the setback. However, it is minimal and 
is attractive. He can support the request. Removing the porch has 
satisfied much of what the board wanted.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman said he really likes the design. He appreciates that the 

architect listened to the board’s recommendations and returned with a 
better solution. It is more contextual to the neighborhood especially with 
the homes that are fairly close together. He can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Pellaton said that the drawings showing different angles were some 

of the best he has seen.  
 
 5.4 Ms. Choca Urban agreed with the above comments. This revised request 

sticks more closely to the standards of review in terms of addressing 
issues that are truly a hardship. The porch was not justified under that 
scenario. She can support the request.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Kolleng complimented the architect on taking the comments and 

incorporating them into the plan. The neighborhood was almost entirely 
ranching home and the proposal is a much better way to create more 
space and a different look that compliments the neighborhood. He can 
support the request.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Schneider talked about the front with the dormers being not 

as intrusive as going straight up. The architect came up with a good 
solution. He appreciates that the architect took comments into account. 
He can support the request.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 7.14’ 

front yard setback variation, a 4.25’ front yard stoop setback variation, 
a 6.17’ front yard step setback variation, and a 138.51 square foot (6.2%) 
front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a 
new home at 3527 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the revised 
plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton   Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban  Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Choca Urban moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report 

and recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 
2020-Z-03.  

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

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

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical condition of 
the property, the siting of the house on the lot, imposes upon the owner a 
particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and 
is due to the unique circumstances of the development of the lot and house. 
The hardship is peculiar to the property in question. The hardship prevents the 
owner from making reasonable use of the property with improvements to the 
home. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent property. The applicant modified the original plan to minimize 
the impact on the neighborhood. The variations, if granted, will not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. The appearance of the home will 
contribute to the character of the neighborhood. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for a 
7.14’ front yard setback variation, a 4.25’ front yard stoop setback variation, 
a 6.17’ front yard step setback variation, and a 138.51 square foot (6.2%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home at 3527 
Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the revised plans submitted. 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

THURSDAY JANUARY 16, 2020 

6:30 P.M. 

COMMITTEE MEETING ROOM – SECOND FLOOR OF WILMETTE VILLAGE HALL 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 

Members Present: Charles Hutchinson 

Bob Furniss 

Melanie Glass 

Joseph Vitu 

Carmen Corbett 

Rick Daspit 

Tanvi Parikh 

Bob Fogarty 

Members Absent: Christine Harmon 

Staff Present: Kate McManus, Planner III 

Guests: Ron Scherubel, Frank Lloyd Wright Building Conservancy 

Scott Krone, 631 Lake Avenue 

Connie Casey 

Susan Benjamin 

I.       CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Hutchinson called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

II. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM JULY 10, 2019
The meeting minutes from July 10, 2019 were approved as submitted. Motion to approve by Commissioner 

Furniss and seconded by Commissioner Parikh. 

III. CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST FOR A CERTIFICATE OF

APPROPRIATENESS – 507 LAKE AVENUE (FRANK J. BAKER HOUSE)

Mr. Venechuk introduced himself as the project architect. He provided a correction pertaining to 

the case report noting that 3 existing leaded glass windows will be removed as a result of the 

project. He stated that the windows will be safely stored in the basement for any future uses. He 

stated that he has enjoyed working with the owners to rehabilitate the much deteriorated home. 

He reviewed the current conditions and limitations of the existing kitchen and explained that the 

new kitchen will work within the existing footprint of the house. He added that the kitchen will be 

contemporary and a family room will be created in the lower level. He stated that all exterior 
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materials will match existing. He explained that he is in the process of sourcing cypress wood to 

match the existing trim, but that it is difficult to find pieces long enough. He noted that if the 

correct length can’t be located, stained cedar will be used.  

 

Ms. McManus reviewed the proposed project noting that it consists of three elements: 

reconstruction of a front entry wall, a rear addition, and exterior repairs to the existing soffit, fascia 

and trim. She explained that the proposed entry wall was part of the original design by Frank Lloyd 

Wright. She stated that the standards for review were summarized in the Commission’s packet 

materials and that the project appears to meet the standards. 

 

In response to a question by Commissioner Corbett, Mr. Venechuk stated that grading will be 

addressed on the site by the installation of a French drain. 

 

In response to a question from Commissioner Furniss, Ms. Bauer confirmed that they are in the 

process of applying for the property tax assessment freeze. The application is currently under 

review by the State Historic Preservation Office and they are awaiting approval. 

 

Commissioner Parikh questioned if the architect considered sinking the kitchen down a few steps 

in order to maintain the roof lines on the exterior. She noted that the house has two distinctive roof 

planes which is characteristic of a Frank Lloyd Wright house. She acknowledged that the approach 

might be more difficult and costly. 

 

Mr. Venechuk said that he had not considered lowering kitchen but that it was an interesting idea. 

He stated that the interior spaces would function better if the kitchen were at the same level, as 

proposed. 

 

In response to a question from Commissioner Parikh, Mr. Venechuk stated that the difference in 

height between the pitch of the addition roof and the soffit of the existing house is approximately 

two feet. 

 

In response to a question from Commissioner Fogarty, Mr. Bauer stated that he is looking into 

salvaging the original garage door. He is hoping to store it permanently. 

 

Hearing no other questions from the Commission, Chairman Hutchinson invited public comment.  

 

Mr. Scherubel introduced himself as the former director and current board member of the Frank 

Lloyd Wright Building Conservancy. He said he has been involved for over 20 years in the 

organization and that he is thrilled with the proposed project and is whole heartedly in support of 

it. He stated that the home is an asset to the community. 

 

Mr. Krone stated that he lives at 631 Lake Avenue and that as a neighbor and architect, he greatly 

appreciates the proposed plans and noted that the previous owner, Walter Sobel would be very 

pleased.  

 

Ms. Casey stated that she is a former Commission member and commended the architect and 
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owners for their sensitive addition to the home. She complimented the architect on the drawings 

provided in the Commission’s packet.  

 

Ms. Benjamin stated that she is a preservation consultant and is pleased that the homeowners are 

taking advantage of the property tax assessment freeze. She stated that the application process can 

sometimes be daunting and offered to assist the owners, pro-bono. 

 

Hearing no further comments from the public Chairman Hutchinson final comments and questions 

from the Commission.  

 

Commissioner Parikh stated that the project is commendable and that it is clear that the owners care 

a great deal about the house. 

 

Commissioner Vitu moved to recommend granting a Certificate of Appropriateness for reconstruction 

of an entry wall, minor exterior repairs, and a rear addition to the local landmark at 507 Lake Avenue 

in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 

Commissioner Furniss seconded the motion and the voice vote was unanimously approved 

(Commissioner Harmon not present). Motion carried.  

 

IV.  SIGNIFICANT STRUCTURES REPORT 

Ms. McManus stated that a demolition request was received for 1925 Wilmette Avenue, the old 

American Legion Hall. It will be replaced by an affordable housing development.  
 

V.  OLD BUSINESS/STAFF UPDATES 

The Commission discussed the annual preservation awards and determined that it will be held 

during Preservation Month in May. The Commission and staff will work together to advertise the 

event and solicit nominations.  

 

Ms. McManus stated that she will move forward with the National Register nomination of the 

Village Center as weather permits. She also noted that staff in the Community Development 

Department has created a useable database to begin updating the architectural survey last done in 

1991. She stated that staff will update the survey as time allows. 

 

The Commission discussed the proceedings of the July 10th meeting and the subsequent review 

of 301 Sheridan Road by the Village Board. Ms. McManus suggested that it may useful to hold a 

training session with the Commission to improve the processes and procedures of the 

Commission.   

 

VI.  PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment on general Commission business. 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

Motion to adjourn at 7:21 p.m. by Commissioner Glass and seconded by Commissioner Fogarty 

and approved unanimously.  Scheduling of the next meeting date was postponed. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

Kate McManus 



REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 

request for a 1.55’ combined side yard stoop and steps 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new stoop 
and steps and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the relocation of two existing air 
conditioners at 715 Laurel Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted. 

 
Case Number:   2020-Z-09 
 
Property:    715 Laurel Avenue 
 
Zoning District:   R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    Colleen and Ryan Bradley 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 1.55’ combined side yard stoop and steps 

setback variation to permit the construction of a new stoop 
and steps and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the relocation of two existing air 
conditioners 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 13.4.K 
     Section 13.5.A 
 
Hearing Date:    June 24, 2020 
 
Date of Application:   February 19, 2020 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
     Brad Falkof    Yes 
     John Kolleng    Yes 
     Christine Norrick   Yes 
     Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
     Bob Surman    Yes 
     Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, May 26, 2020.  

Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Life, June 
4, 2020. Posted on the property, June 5, 2020. Affidavit of 
compliance with notice requirements dated June 16, 2020. 

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 

Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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7-14-20 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the south side of Laurel Avenue approximately 163’ west of 7th 
Street. The property has 50.0’ of frontage on Laurel Avenue and measures 224.0’ in depth. The 
property is 11,200.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two-story single-family 
home and detached three-car garage. 
 
The property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes.  
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioners are proposing a rear one-story addition and remodeling project. As part of this 
project, the petitioners propose to install a new side stoop and steps on the east side of the home 
to access a relocated mudroom. The proposed stoop and steps have an east side yard setback of 
4.79’. Because the existing west side of the house has a 3.16’ side yard setback at the closest point, 
the required combined side yard setback for the stoop and steps is 6.34’. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a combined side yard stoop and steps setback of 6.34’, a 1.55’ combined side 
yard stoop and steps setback variation is necessary. 
 
As part of the addition and remodel project, the petitioners also propose to relocate two existing 
air conditioner condensers to the west side of the house. The air conditioners are proposed with a 
3.5’ side yard setback. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 10.0’ side yard air conditioner 
setback, a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation is required to relocate the two units. 
 
Requirement Required Proposed 
Side Yard Setback – Stoop & Steps 6.34’ 4.79’* 
Side Yard Setback – Air Conditioner 10.0’ 3.5’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Interior Side Yard Step and Stoop Variation Requests 
 
930 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2018-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 13.55’ front yard step setback variation, a 17.0’ side yard step setback variation, a 
1.34’ side yard adjoining a street ramp setback variation, a 35.0’ rear yard fire escape setback 
variation, a 2.3 foot-candle illumination variation, and a 923.4 square foot (53.62%) side yard 
adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit remodeling of the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1617 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.49’ front yard setback variation and a 3.49’ combined side yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a second-story addition and a 3.84’ combined side yard deck setback 
variation, a 3.84’ combined side yard pergola setback variation, and a 0.96’ combined side yard 
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stair setback variation to permit the construction of a new deck and pergola on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1219 16th Street Case 2007-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.83’ side yard setback variation, a 0.79’ combined side yard setback variation, a 
0.77’ side yard chimney variation, and a 0.14’ side yard stoop setback variation to permit the 
construction of a new two-story addition and a new chimney on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
Other Air Conditioner Variation Requests 
 
2041 Greenwood Avenue Case 2019-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.0’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation and a 5.0’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of two air conditioner condensers 
 
416 Wilshire Drive West Case 2019-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.0’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the installation 
of air conditioner condenser 
 
1355 Chestnut Avenue Case 2019-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 5.5’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of 
two new air conditioner condensers 
 
215 9th Street Case 2018-Z-58 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation request to permit the retention of an 
air conditioner unit 
 
106 16th Street Case 2018-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.5’ side yard window well setback variation, a 5.0’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation, a 154.65 square foot (24.74%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a 141.75 square foot (22.68%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the construction of a new home 
 
3030 Country Lane Case 2018-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 5.14’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the replacement of two air 
conditioner condensers 
 
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 
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3730 Lake Avenue Case 2018-Z-02 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of 
an air conditioner and a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit 
the retention of a grill island and pergola [Note: the air conditioner and pergola requests were 
withdrawn before final approval.] 
 
2011 Hollywood Court Case 2017-Z-66 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.5’ side yard adjoining a street air conditioner condenser setback variation and a 
fence openness variation to permit two air conditioner condensers and a sound enclosure 
 
1415 Gregory Avenue Case 2017-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.77’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the installation 
of two air conditioners 
 
1334 Wilmette Avenue Case 2017-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 23.71’ front yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention 
of two air conditioners 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2016-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation and an 11.5’ side yard swimming 
pool equipment setback variation to permit the installation of a third ventilation unit and swimming 
pool equipment 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 276.05 square foot (5.35%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit 
the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
141 Maple Avenue Case 2015-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.92’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to locate two air conditioner 
condensers for a new home 
 
441 Locust Road Case 2015-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.37’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the retention of a 
replacement air conditioner condenser 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, an 8.21 decibel sound variation, 
and an 11.83’ side yard generator setback variation, to permit the installation a permanently 
installed stand-by generator and two air conditioner condensers for the new home on the property 
 
421 Hibbard Road Case 2014-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 5.8’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of 
two air conditioner condensers 
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1935 Thornwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the replacement and 
relocation of two air conditioning condensers 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Denied 
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 [Note: only the air conditioner and generator portion of this request were denied.] 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 13.4.K.1 establishes that all mechanical equipment including air conditioning units, when 
located in an interior side yard, may be no closer than 10’ from a lot line. 
 
Section 13.5.A references Table 13-2, which establishes that steps and stoops may encroach no more 
than 3.0’ into a required interior side yard.  
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 1.55’ combined side yard stoop and steps setback 
variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner 
setback variation to permit the relocation of two existing air conditioners at 715 Laurel 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 2020-Z-08. 
 
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 First Floor Demolition Plan 
 1.6 Proposed First Floor Plan 
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 1.7 East Elevation 
 1.8 South 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 May 

26, 2020 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Life, 

June 11, 2020 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated June 5, 2020 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, June 16, 2020 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANTS 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Healy Rice, architect 
   934 Elmwood Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 1.55’ combined side yard stoop and steps 

setback variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps and a 6.5’ side 
yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the relocation of two existing air 
conditioners. The Village Board will hear this case on July 14, 2020.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Rice is the architect. The applicants are also present at the hearing. They are 

remodeling the home. They want to build a new stoop and steps from a proposed 
mudroom door to the ground. The original siting of the house is only 3’ from the 
west property line and there is a much larger side yard on the east side. They are 
slightly under for the combined side yard in order to do the stoop and steps. They 
are open to the sky. They want to put the steps on the side and there will be a new 
walkway with garage access. The side yard setback is original to the home that was 
built in the 1920s. Many of those houses are not centered on the property. There is 
no impact on light or air on any neighbors. The east neighbors know of the proposal 
and does not object.  

 
  They are also asking to relocate two air conditioner units to tuck them on the west 

side of the property where a family room is offset from the original part of the 
house. They checked with the neighbor to the west who supports the request. The 



Case 2020-Z-09 
715 Laurel Avenue 

 

 

8 

request is 3’ off of the property line and a little more when installed. The units will 
slip into the offset and that gets them out of the backyard and away from the 
proposed screened porch. There is adequate separation with the neighbor to the 
west.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman said that this is a straightforward request.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Schneider said he wanted to confirm that there are an existing series of 

steps that lead to the current wood deck.  
 
  Ms. Rice said they were torn off but had been there at one time.  
 
 3.25 Ms. Choca Urban referenced the first sentence of the staff report that refers to the 

property on the south side of Laurel, but in the second sentence it states that there 
is 50’ on Linden. She suggested that this be corrected.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Adler said that no comments were submitted via YouTube Live.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said it is a straightforward request and the request is minimal. It makes 

sense to relocate the air conditioners. The neighbor does not object to the proposal. 
The request is reasonable, and he can support it.  

 
 5.2 Ms. Choca Urban said she agreed with the above.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Pellaton said he had some qualms initially because the lot is narrow and had 

setbacks that were already a problem. The condensers previously were not 
encroaching on the side yard.  The steps previously were not encroaching on the 
side yard. They are making the change because the design is inconvenient. If the 
neighbors had any complaints, he would feel differently about the case. He can 
support the case. He wonders about future neighbors.  

 
 5.4 Chairman Schneider said that those are good points and he had similar concerns. 

He was particularly concerned about the condensing units being so close to the 
property line to the west. But the neighbors do not object so he can support it.  

 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick also had concerns about the AC units and their locations. There are 

conforming locations for the units. But if the neighbor has no issues then she can 
support the request.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that the board often sees AC unit cases because of side setbacks. 

This dimension is more generous than other cases that the board has heard. The 
neighbor does not object. He believes that this is a good location for the units. All 
standards of review are met, and he can support the request.  
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 5.7 Mr. Falkof said he agrees with previous comments.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 1.55’ combined side 

yard stoop and step setback variation to permit construction of a new stoop and 
steps and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the relocation 
of two existing air conditioners at 715 Laurel Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
 6.11 Ms. Choca Urban seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
     
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-09.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Pellaton seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical condition of the property, the citing of the 
home on the lot, imposes a practical difficulty. The plight of the property owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with safe access to the rear 
of the home and air conditioning improvements. The proposed variations will not impair 
an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or otherwise injure other property 
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and its use. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 1.55’ combined side 
yard stoop and steps setback variation to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps 
and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the relocation of two existing 
air conditioners at 715 Laurel Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 























ORDINANCE NO. 2020-O-24 

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING A VARIATION PURSUANT 
TO THE WILMETTE ZONING ORDINANCE 

(715 Laurel Avenue) 

WHEREAS, Colleen and Ryan Bradley (“Applicants”) have requested a variation from Section 

13.4.K and Section 13.5.A of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, Applicants request a 1.55’ combined 

side yard stoop and steps setback variation and a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation 

(“Requested Variations”) to permit the construction of a new stoop and steps and to permit the 

relocation of two existing air conditioners upon the subject property commonly known as 715 Laurel 

Avenue, Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, and legally described as: 

 Lot 4 in Block 24 in Lake Shore Addition to Wilmette a Subdivision of the Southeasterly 160 
acres of the North Section of Ouilmette Reservation, in Township 42 North, Range 13, East of 
the Third Principal Meridian, in Cook County, Illinois. 

 
WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals, after giving due and proper notice as required by law, 

held a public hearing on June 24, 2020 on the foregoing application and the Requested Variations and 

thereafter filed with the President and Board of Trustees of the Village a report accompanied by 

findings of fact specifying the reasons for the report and recommending granting the requested relief, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted and discussed at the public hearing, and on the condition 

that all other requirements of the Zoning and Building Ordinances be complied with; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals are hereby made a part of this Ordinance and 

are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The aforementioned report and recommendation of the Zoning Board of 

Appeals of this Village is concurred with and approved and the Requested Variations are granted.  
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SECTION 3: The Director of Community Development of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 

hereby is authorized and directed to issue the necessary permits to allow the proposed construction, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted at the public hearing, and on the condition that all other 

requirements of the Zoning and Building Ordinances be complied with. 

SECTION 4: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 14th 

day of July 2020, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:   None._____________________________________________________________ 

NAYS:        None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSTAIN: None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSENT:    None._____________________________________________________________ 

  

                        

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 14th day of July 2020. 
  

 
                         

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
ATTEST: 
 
        
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  



REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 

request for a 2,490.32 square foot (13.13%) total floor area 
variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave setback 
variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation, 
and a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
new detached two-car garage and new raised deck, and 
modification to an existing circular driveway on the legal 
non-conforming structures at 336 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
Case Number:   2020-Z-10 
 
Property:    336 Sheridan Road 
 
Zoning District:   R, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    William and Jennifer Truszkowski 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 2,490.32 square foot (13.13%) total floor area 

variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave setback 
variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation, 
and a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a 
new detached two-car garage and new raised deck, and 
modification to an existing circular driveway on the legal 
non-conforming structures 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 
     Section 8.3.D 
     Section 8.3.E 
     Section 13.4.A.4 
     Section 13.4.G.1. 
     Section 17.4.C 
     Section 17.4.D 
 
Hearing Date:    June 24, 2020 
 
Date of Application:   March 6, 2020 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
     Brad Falkof    Yes 
     John Kolleng    Yes 
     Christine Norrick   Yes 

3.7 
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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 60’ north of 
Canterbury Court. The property is irregular in shape with 104.78’ of frontage on Sheridan Road, 
4.63’ of frontage on Canterbury Court, and a lot depth of 181.79’.  The property is 18,958.0 square 
feet in area. The property is improved with a three-story single-family home and detached two-car 
garage. 
 
To the north, east, 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. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioners are proposing to remove an existing detached two-car garage behind the house (to 
the east) and construct a new detached two-car garage on the north side of the house. The proposed 
garage measures 23.5’ x 27.5’ and is 646.25 square feet in area. The existing garage is 445.11 
square feet so the new garage results in a net increase of 201.14 square feet in floor area. 
 
The new detached garage is proposed with a 4.25’ north side yard setback. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a minimum side yard setback of 10.25’, a 4.25’ north side yard detached garage 
setback variation. The garage is proposed with a 1.0’ eave. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires 
an 8.25’ side yard eave setback, a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave setback variation is required. 
 
The new detached garage is proposed to be 4.78’ from the house. Because the Zoning Ordinance 
requires a minimum 10.0’ of separation between a principal structure and an accessory structure, 
a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation is required. 
 
The petitioners also propose to construct a new raised deck at the first floor level. The proposed 
deck has overall dimensions of 16.79’ x 20.38’. The deck adds 158.49 square feet to the floor area 
of the house (counted at 50% of its total square footage). The existing home in combination with 
the new detached garage and the new raised deck results in a total floor area of 8,996.02 square 
feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits total floor area to 6,505.7 square feet, a 2,490.32 square 
foot (13.13%) total floor area variation is required. 
 
The existing basement adds 1,623.63 square feet of floor area. The existing attic space is 1,711.19 
square feet for which a 300 square foot attic floor area bonus applies. The proposed detached 
garage is 645.25 square feet for which a 440 square foot garage floor area bonus applies. The front 
porch is 78.3 square feet for which a 78.3 square foot front porch floor area bonus applies. 
 
The petitioners propose to modify the existing front circular driveway. This will result in an 
increase in front yard coverage to a total of 2,721.16 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance 
limits front yard impervious surface coverage to 2,546.15 square feet (30%), a 175.01 square foot 
(2.06%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation is required. 
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The applicants are seeking to have the property designated a Wilmette local landmark. The 
Historic Preservation Commission is scheduled to hear the request on June 22, 2020. 
 
Requirement Maximum Existing Proposed 
Total Floor Area 6,505.7 s.f.  8,698.08 s.f.* 8,996.02 s.f.* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Minimum Side Yard Setback 10.25’ NA 6.0’* 
Accessory Structure Separation 10.0’ appx 8’* 4.78’* 
 

Front Yard Impervious Surface Calculations 
Front Yard = 81.0’ x 104.78’ = 8,487.18 square feet 

 
8,487.18 s.f. x .30 = 2,546.15 s.f. permitted front yard impervious surface coverage 

Proposed impervious coverage = 2,721.16 s.f.* 
2,721.16 – 2,546.15 = 175.01 s.f. variation 

 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Floor Area Variation Requests 
 
507 Lake Avenue Case 2020-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 146.31 square foot (0.57%) total floor area variation and a 626.01 square foot 
(2.45%) lot coverage variation to permit the re-construction of a one-story addition on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
1421 Forest Avenue Case 2019-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 164.23 square foot (1.77%) total floor area variation and an 84.61 square foot 
(0.91%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition 
 
2124 Schiller Avenue Case 2019-Z-22 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 68.03 square foot (0.55%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
shed 
 
419 Prairie Avenue Case 2019-Z-08 ZBA: Grant VB: Revised/Granted* 
Request for a 185.27 square foot (4.24%) total floor area variation, a 3.0’ detached garage side 
yard setback variation, a 1.5’ garage eave side yard setback variation, and a 5.0’ accessory structure 
separation variation *Revised request for a 185.27 square foot (4.24%) total floor area variation, a 
2.83’ side yard setback variation, a 1.33’ garage eave side yard setback variation, and a 5.92’ 
accessory separation variation was approved by Village Board. 
 
819 Michigan Avenue Case 2018-Z-53 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 975.55 square foot (10.01%) total floor area variation, an 8.0’ height variation, a 
one-story height variation, a 0.34’ stairway housing height variation, and a variation to modify the 
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approval granted by ordinance 2016-O-27 to retain a flat roof over an addition and a stairway 
housing on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
935 Oakwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 22.77 square foot (0.34%) total floor area variation and a 1.0’ rear yard 
garage setback variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage. Note, the 
setback variation was reduced and the eave variation eliminated between ZBA and Village Board 
review. 
 
1522 Isabella Street Case 2018-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 96.82 square foot (1.07%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
new detached two-car garage on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
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 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2018-Z18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor area variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback 
variation to allow the construction of an attached two-car garage on a legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
1209 Middlebury  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 
 
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’ 
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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 
 
2600 Thornwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-54 ZBA: Granted 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 
 
1932 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-45 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 187.11 square foot (2.2%) total floor area variation to permit the construction 
of a new detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
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 
 
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 
 
100 Girard Avenue Case 2017-Z-34 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 122.76 square foot (2.427%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of two-story addition (original request for a 212.34 square foot (4.17%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of two-story addition) 
 
1030 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2017-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of an 
addition to an existing detached two-car garage 
 
500 Gregory Avenue Case 2017-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 293.35 square foot (5.64%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
new one-car detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
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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 
 
419 Prairie Avenue Case 2017-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 154.45 square foot (3.3%) total floor area variation, a 0.86’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 5.15’ garage separation variation to permit the construction of a second-floor 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
617 Linden Avenue Case 2017-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 299.03 square foot (5.36%) total floor area variation, a 1.56’ west side yard setback 
variation, and a 6.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-01 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area variation and a 3.9’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the construction of a first floor addition and a 
second floor addition 
 
2222 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 343.25 square foot (5.62%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor and a second floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1728 Walnut Avenue Case 2016-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 316.32 square foot (6.02%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story addition 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 
52.46 square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square 
foot (3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
744 Sheridan Road Case 2016-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 2.93’ side yard setback variation and a 507.96 square foot (3.65%) total floor 
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area variation to permit the construction of a one-and-one-half-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
 
819 Michigan Avenue  Case 2016-Z-07 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction 
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1519 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-50 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side 
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square 
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition, 
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
342 Gregory Avenue Case 2015-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining 
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
2026 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car 
garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Pontiac Road Case 2015-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard 
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
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1536 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-24 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot 
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front 
porch 
 
743 8th Street  Case 2014-Z-54 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
500 Lake Avenue Case 2014-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1025 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 268.63 square foot (3.03%) total floor area variation and a 2.56’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
706 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 133.44 square foot (0.96%) lot coverage variation and a 995.59 square foot (7.18%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1233 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair 
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1100 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for 201.61 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation, a 13.75’ side yard adjoining a 
street parking pad setback variation, and a 4.5’ rear yard parking pad setback variation to permit 
the construction of a 2.5 car detached garage and parking pad on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1323 Ashland Avenue Case 2014-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition 
 
1238 Glendenning Road Case 2014-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first 
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1106 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-04 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
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1240 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’ 
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to 
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal 
nonconforming property 
 
Other Detached Garage Setback Variation Requests 
 
935 Oakwood Avenue  Case 2018-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 22.77 square foot (0.34%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage 
setback variation, and 0.21’ rear yard garage eave setback variation to permit the construction of a 
new detached two-car garage 
 
1428 Wilmette Avenue Case 2018-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ side yard garage setback variation and a 188.5 square foot (26.74%) rear yard 
pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a detached two-car 
garage 
 
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 
 
516 Linden Avenue Case 2017-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.37’ side yard garage setback variation, a 1.98’ rear yard garage setback variation, 
a 0.37’ side yard garage eave setback variation, a 0.98’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 
5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, a 3.32’ rear yard parking space setback variation, a 
165.16 square foot (8.42%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation, and an 
81.16 square foot (4.14%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a replacement detached garage and replacement parking pad 
 
305 17th Street Case 2015-Z- 33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard eave setback variation, and a 5.0’ 
accessory structure separation variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
209 4th Street Case 2015-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.0’ side yard setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard setback variation, and a 90.0 square 
foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of 
a new detached two-car garage 
 
101 15th Street Case 2015-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 135.15 square foot (15.52%) rear 
yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 66.4 square foot (7.62%) rear yard total 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage 
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2920 Central Avenue Case 2014-Z-44 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ side yard garage setback variation, a 13.0’ side yard adjoining a street garage 
setback variation, and a 78.05 square foot (17.88%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
1463 Wilmette Avenue Case 2014-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ height variation to permit the construction 
of a new detached two-car garage 
 
Other Garage Separation Variation Requests 
 
419 Prairie Avenue Case 2019-Z-08 ZBA: Grant VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 185.27 square foot (4.24%) total floor area variation, a 2.83’ detached garage 
side yard setback variation, a 1.33’ garage eave side yard setback variation, and a 5.92’ accessory 
structure separation variation 
 
431 9th Street Case 2017-Z-62 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
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 
 
419 Prairie Avenue Case 2017-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 154.45 square foot (3.3%) total floor area variation, a 0.86’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 5.15’ garage separation variation to permit the construction of a second-floor 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
305 17th Street  Case 2015-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard eave setback variation, and a 5.0’ 
accessory structure separation variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
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 
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2131 Old Glenview Road Case 2011-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.1’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation and a 4.16’ separation variation to 
permit the construction of a one-car detached garage on the legal nonconforming property 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum side yard setback of 10.25’ on the 
Subject Property. 
 
Section 8.3.D establishes a maximum total floor area of 6,505.7 square feet on the Subject Property. 
 
Section 8.3.E establishes a maximum front yard impervious surface coverage of 2,546.15 square feet 
(30%) on the Subject Property. 
 
Section 13.4.A.4 establishes a minimum separation of 10.0’ between a detached accessory 
structure and the principal building. 
 
Section 13.4.G.1 states that eaves are permitted to encroach no more than 2’ into a side yard. 
 
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 2,490.32 square foot (13.13%) total floor area 
variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback variation, a 3.25’ north side yard garage 
eave setback variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation, a total floor variation, a 
2.34’ detached garage height variation, and a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage and new 
raised deck, and modification to an existing circular driveway on the legal non-conforming 
structures at 336 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 2020-Z-10. 
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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 Garage Floor Plan 
 1.6 West and East Garage Elevations 
 1.7 South and North Garage Elevations 
 1.8 Deck Plan 
 1.9 East Deck Elevation 
 1.10 South Deck Elevation 
  
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application with attachments 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated May 

26, 2020 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Life, 

June 4, 2020 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated June 5, 2020 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, June 16, 2020 
 2.8 Total Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.9 Email and letter from Merrilee and Richard Redmond, 34 

Canterbury Court, dated June 15, 2020 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Bill Truszkowski, applicant 
   1746 Washington Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2,490.32 square foot (13.13%) total floor 
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area variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback variation, a 3.25’ north 
side yard garage eave setback variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation 
variation, and a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage and new 
raised deck, and modification to an existing circular driveway on the legal non-
conforming structures. The Village Board will hear this case on July 14, 2020.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that he purchased the house about a year ago. They meet all 

requirements for their request. His presentation will provide the board with an 
overview. He shared his screen with the board. He showed the original that was 
built in 1907. There was a coach house with the home. Everything else was part of 
the 5-acre parcel on Lake Michigan. They were granted a recommendation for the 
house to be a local historic landmark.  

 
  They did a huge renovation on the interior. He pointed out the garage. He said that 

when a subdivision took place, the owner retained parcel 11. In the 1950s, the parcel 
was further subdivided. They split off the coach house and turned it into a separate 
home. They split off 328 Sheridan Road and left an almost 9,000 square foot house 
on a parcel land that only has Sheridan Road access and was originally on five 
acres. It has created challenges in meeting the zoning code due to the subdivision.  

 
  One of the challenges has to do with surface water drainage. The existing garage as 

it stands now is in the rear of the house. There is a brick paver driveway along the 
north side of the house and entering into the garage. The garage was built over a 
steam tunnel that connected it to the coach house. The steam tunnel still exists. It is 
2.5’ higher than the driveway on the north and almost 4’ higher than the lot on the 
other side. This has created many drainage problems with water that washes down 
the drive when it rains. The neighbor to the east spent a lot of money to install a 
drain tile system that takes rainwater along their property line and out to Canterbury 
Court.  

 
  He showed a picture from a recent storm. The garage is 2.5’ higher than the surface. 

There are brick pavers all the way to the back of the yard and they are covered with 
standing water whenever it rains because there is inadequate drainage back there.  

 
  The driveway height at the front of the property is at 616 and at the rear it is 607. 

Over the length of 80’ to 90’ there is a grade change of 8’. His wife drove down the 
drive in the winter to load some things out of the garage into her van and got stuck. 
That was with a small amount of snow. The driveway is unusable if there is a 
significant amount of snow. Previous owners did not use the driveway during the 
winter. There are safety issues with the steep incline, which is one of the steepest 
in the village.  

 
  They are proposing to remove an asphalt driveway in the front. It is a brick paver 

circular driveway that extends to the back. They will take out a portion that was 
poured at a later date and is asphalt and reuse the pavers in a specific portion. They 
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will repave that with brick pavers so there is a consistent image and stays with the 
historic character of the house. They will take up all pavers and relay them as many 
are cracked or damaged. They plan to redo the paver portion of the driveway to the 
two-car garage. That will create pervious ground area. They want to demolish the 
current garage, which is in the back of the house. They want a concrete walkway 
from the driveway to the backyard and put a deck and fire pit area on the rear of the 
house.  

 
  The lot line appears as if a portion is on the other property and that is true. When 

they did their initial survey, they found a portion of the driveway went onto the 
other property. He talked about 336 Sheridan Road as an easement to use this 
portion of the property as it sees fit. They have the right to pull up the pavers and 
relay them.  

 
  How do they plan to do this? They are demolishing the garage in the rear. They are 

relaying the driveway entirely and expanding slightly the existing asphalt parking 
area with re-laid concrete pavers. They are moving the garage significantly from 
the rear of the yard, so the grade change is only a few feet instead of 8’. To help 
drainage, they will install a trough drain to take care of all the water that comes off 
of the driveway or the front yard. It will go into a pipe that will take it down to a 6’ 
deep and 4’ wide dry well that connects to a second 6’ deep 4’ wide dry well at the 
south east corner of the property. They will regrade the entire yard to help deal with 
surface water challenges that currently exist. He has worked with civil engineers to 
design the plan and architects to design the garage.  

  He showed images of drywell detail and perforated storm tile that connects the 
drywell to the trough drain at the front of the garage. He showed an image of what 
the garage will look like. The initial design had the garage mimicking the gambrel 
roof on the house. When they ran that past the Illinois Historic office, which 
preliminarily approved the home’s historic designation, they made them change the 
garage to something that did not look similar to the existing home. That design was 
approved by the State of Illinois Historic Preservation office.  

 
  The garage dimensions are about 23.5’ x 26’. Of that 26’, 4.5’ of that is an internal 

staircase to accommodate the grade change. The garage construction would consist 
of existing brick from the house that they are salvaging. Architecturally the garage 
will look consistent with the home from the front of the house. On the side of the 
house, they are proposing Hardie board and they are currently evaluating whether 
to use a similar asphalt shingle roof or go with a clay tile roof. The clay tile roof 
was what was originally on the house. This would maintain the historic character 
of the home.  

 
  Regarding the deck in the back of the home, they plan to remove an 8’ x 9’ porch 

area that has no heat or ac at this time. They would take the current exterior door 
and replacing that with a new exterior door and then installing a new deck. The 
deck dimensions are 17’ x 20’ and stretches the entire center portion of the rear of 
the house.  
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  He talked about the drainage and water issues that has cost the neighbors to the east 
a lot of money. It is a mosquito problem when it rains. They are also trying to solve 
a winter driving hazard and safety issue due to the driveway slope and location of 
the current garage. The parking pad is at the base of the driveway is too small to 
make turns. They had thought about putting the garage on the parking pad, but this 
is an area where one cannot turn a vehicle around. Backing up a car on the driveway 
in winter is a hazard. Moving the garage to the north of its current location does 
nothing to solve the water problem and actually exacerbates the problem.  

 
  The existing garage was built without a permit. There are no records of a permit for 

the garage. The conditions came into being when the house was built on five acres. 
When they split off the property to the south on Canterbury Court, that eliminated 
access that 336 Sheridan Road had to Canterbury Court, which would have made a 
garage in the rear perfectly acceptable. But accessing it from Sheridan Road and 
the current driveway is not an option.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Pellaton asked if they intended to remove the steam tunnel.  
 
  The applicant said they will remove the steam tunnel. Right now, it is closed off at 

the other property. They built a concrete wall. Most of the piping was removed from 
the tunnel. He said they plan to enclose the foundation area that is 4’ x 6’ 
approximately. They will pour a new foundation to support the house structure 
instead of doing cement block. Right now, there is a steel beam.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Pellaton said that might be potentially useful as a water storage reservoir. It is 

an already enclosed area. He talked about the diameter of the pipe that connects the 
two drains. The larger the pipe diameter, the more water they can store in the pipe. 
He asked the dimension.  

 
  The applicant said he wasn’t sure, it might be 8”. 
 
 3.25 Mr. Pellaton noted that what they are asking for seems reasonable. He is interested 

in hearing what the neighbors had to say about the proposed water abatement plan. 
He thinks that there will be a net improvement to the applicant’s property and the 
neighbor’s property.  

 
  The applicant said he spoke with Mr. Richard Redmond, the neighbor to the east. 

There have been a number of conversations. The applicant dropped off the 
engineering plans with the neighbor for his architect to review. They have also 
spoken with the neighbor to the north. His property is higher than the applicant’s 
property. He has not problem with the water like Mr. Redmond has had.  

 
 3.26 Ms. Choca Urban said the applicant has not addressed the lower patio that they are 

installing around the deck. She has concerns about how that will impact drainage 
on the site. She is concerned for the neighbors because everything flows downhill 
from the applicant’s site. What benefits the applicant could negatively impact the 
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neighbors. Tonight, is the first time that drainage plan details are shown. She 
wondered about the interaction of the lower patio with the drainage plans and is it 
impervious. How will the runoff be handled?  

 
  The applicant said that the corrugated pipe was 6” in diameter surrounded by 2” of 

washed stone on either side and it is below ground. Regarding the patio they plan 
on constructing, they plan to do it in cement and possibly putting block pavers on 
top of it. Right now, there is an existing patio. The patio they plan to construct is 
no larger than the current garage. The amount of green space they are adding is 
most likely a net neutral. They are improving the property grading and will have 
the surface water go towards the dry wells that are installed and the pipe between 
them, which is an improvement. 

  
 3.27 Ms. Choca Urban asked where the pipe would eventually drain. Is the dry well a 

cistern to hold the water? What is the capacity? How quickly will it fill with a heavy 
storm? Does it drain to the storm water system?  

 
  The applicant said it does not drain to the storm water system. It drains into the 

ground. There was talk about one point about going out onto Canterbury, but he 
does not think they went that direction because the size of the dry well was large 
enough to accommodate that. In the back yard, there is currently surface water, so 
they are going to create two 4 x 6 tanks in the back yard and eliminate impervious 
surface area. They will improve the current situation.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Falkof clarified that the intent of the tanks is to gather the water and then allow 

it to percolate down into the ground as opposed to holding it and transporting it into 
the storm water system or onto the street.  

 
  The applicant said that is correct. There is 2’ of stone. He is not sure if dry well is 

the accurate term although his architect called them that. They are not a cistern or 
a storage tank of any type. The goal is for water to go into the dry well and percolate 
back into the ground.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked if it was sized by an engineer based on the lot configuration and 

amount of water.  
 
  The applicant said they submitted engineering drawings prepared by an engineer. 

They did a full survey of the property as well as designed the property grading. 
They designed the dry well system and other systems that connect everything. He 
offered to pull them up on the screen for the board to review.  

 
 3.30 Ms. Choca Urban asked if the village engineer reviewed the plans and is there an 

assessment from the engineer about the effectiveness of the system?  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she does not know the review status or what comments there might 

be.  



Case 2020-Z-10 
336 Sheridan Road 

 

 

18 

 3.31 Ms. Norrick said that the applicant talked about improving the site by removing 
impervious surface. Yet when he spoke about the patio and that being cement block 
with pavers over the top, he talked about it being net neutral. She is not sure if there 
is an improvement regarding impervious and pervious surfaces.  

 
  The applicant said he thought that Ms. Roberts may have done a calculation, but he 

is not totally sure. He pulled up the site plan to show what is currently covered and 
not covered. He showed what they plan to remove as well as in another area, which 
is a significant amount of impervious surface. There is an existing sidewalk and an 
existing concrete block patio. The only new addition is a specific area that he 
showed. They are removing a garage and a driveway and adding in from a specific 
point. He does not have the exact measurements. They are also adding dry wells to 
deal with ground water. They are creating a dramatic improvement to surface water.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Falkof agreed that it was a net improvement, but they are building a slightly 

larger garage, which is a net minus rather than a net plus.  
 
 3.33 Ms. Choca Urban said that it also appears that the driveway leading into the new 

garage will be wider than the existing driveway, which is quite narrow.  
 
  The applicant said he does not know if there is more apron because they plan to 

replace the asphalt driveway that is currently there and not increase the size. He 
thinks that the net increase from the driveway is coming from an area up at the front 
in front of the garage.  

 
 3.34 Mr. Falkof said that the current driveway leading down to the garage is brick. What 

is happening is that they are losing the brick, gaining grass, but to the west of it is 
a garage so they have lost all of the ability for water to go into the brick.  Now it 
comes directly off of the garage and going into the backyard.  

 
 3.35 Mr. Surman noted that there is a trench drain that runs in front of the garage. All of 

the water that collects in front of the garage is sent directly to the dry well.  
 
  The applicant said he thinks he understands concerns that were voiced. They are 

taking the garage and flipping it into another location. Where there is a water or 
drainage problem, they are solving that by putting in a dry well as well as dealing 
with water that would come from the front of the property or any of the gutters. 
That water would go into the trench system and straight into the dry well instead of 
flowing down the paver driveway and pooling at the base of the driveway. He said 
there are pictures that showed the current situation with a paver driveway. It is not 
impervious.  

 
 3.36 Ms. Norrick asked the applicant if his property had access to Canterbury Court.  
 
  The applicant said they have a 5’ wide utility easement.  
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 3.37 Ms. Norrick said it would be nice if they could collect water and connect into the 
street to help the neighbor.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Pellaton said they are collecting the water that is on their property as much as 

they can, and they are putting in the dry wells, so they won’t burden the village.  
 
  The applicant said that this is correct.  
 
 3.39 Chairman Schneider referenced water run off and flood control. Will the drawings 

be reviewed and approved by the village engineer? The situation will not be worse 
than it is now and hopefully considerably more improved.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the above comments were correct.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said that from his professional experience, the plan is an improvement 

to what is there at this time. The grading appears to be existing grading. Is the new 
grading being calculated?  

 
  The applicant said they have new grading. He showed the plan with the new 

grading.  
 
 3.41 Chairman Schneider referenced the neighbor to the north regarding water issues 

and does this neighbor have an issue with the separation between the garage and 
the property line.  

 
  The applicant said he mentioned to that neighbor that they plan on submitting the 

proposal. He had no problem that was expressed to the applicant. Ms. Roberts can 
say if that neighbor submitted something to the village. The applicant said that he 
is fairly far back from the neighbor’s property line. His house is well inset and far 
from the applicant’s house. He showed this on an aerial plan. There are large trees 
on the neighbor’s property that help with shielding.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Surman said that the puddling of the water appears to be in the northeast corner. 

When they raise the grade, will water shift onto the neighbor’s property?  
 
  The applicant said they are not trying to raise that grade up. That area is slightly 

higher than what they have right now, about 8” to 12” higher.  
 
 3.43  Mr. Surman clarified that the intention is not to raise the area higher to shift water 

onto neighboring property.  
 
  The applicant said their plan is to grade it to go into the dry well.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Surman referenced the site plan showing the new garage. He thought that it 

indicated that there was a 4.75’ walk on the side of the home between the garage 
and the house. There are utilities on that wall. Are they going to maintain them? 
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  The applicant said he needs to see if the utilities are on the western or eastern 
portion.  

 
 3.45 Mr. Surman said it is on the upper grade before the building sets back.  
 
  The applicant said the footprint of the house jogs in 1.5’ at one point.  
 
 3.46 Mr. Surman noted that the electric meter is just before the break. The gas is 4’ to 

the west of that. He wants to make sure that the applicant will not return asking for 
the garage further to the lot line because they don’t have enough space.  

 
  The applicant does not remember how far they stick out.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman said they project 1’ at the most.  
 
  The applicant said if he came back it would be to shrink the garage by 1’ to widen 

the sidewalk by 1’.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Kolleng said they are increasing total FAR by about 300 square feet. Where 

are they adding that? 
 
  The applicant said that 200 square feet is in the garage. The current garage is 21’ x 

21’. They are proposing a 23.5’ x 26’ garage. The 26’ is due to a 4.5’ staircase that 
needs to be inside the garage. 180 square feet is in the deck at the rear of the house.  

 
 3.49 Mr. Surman asked if the deck had separations where the water can get through.  
 
  The applicant said there were separations.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said there is brick at the ground level.  
 
  The applicant said there are 2’ x 2’ cement pavers at this time. They plan on putting 

a finished ceiling under the deck which means they need a trough system so water 
would run into gutters that would tie into the dry well system. That is up for 
discussion.  

 
  Ms. Robert said that there is an easement on the north lot line that would complicate 

any future idea of moving the garage closer to the north lot line. 
 
 3.50 There were no additional questions from the Board.  
  
 3.51 Ms. Roberts said that there was no one attending the meeting who wants to speak 

and there was no case communication.  
 
 3.52 Mr. Adler said that no comments were submitted via YouTube Live.   
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Pellaton said that the applicants are trying to solve the water problem. He thinks 

there is a slight reduction in impervious surface. The steps they are taking to 
mitigate the water is a net improvement on their property and addresses the 
neighbor’s concerns. This case has gotten more scrutiny due to the historic 
designation. He can support the request. It will be wonderful when complete.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said the property has a lot of history. When the board has seen historic 

homes that have needed a number of variances to get them rehabbed and 
conforming with 21st century living requirements, the board has worked hard to do 
that, so these types of structures are not lost. There is a lot of time and money being 
spent on the water issues. Kudos to the applicant for rehabbing the home. Standards 
of review are met. Variances have been granted in the past. He can support it.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman agreed with the above comments.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Falkof also concurs although he had doubts at the start of the discussion. He 

commended the applicants of putting a clear proposal before the board that makes 
a lot of sense and alleviates his initial concerns. The building is beautiful. He can 
support the request.  

 
 5.5 Ms. Choca Urban said that the extra scrutiny given the site is warranted given the 

steep grade and the issues that the neighbor to the east has had to deal with. One 
would not want to improve a property and have a negative impact on a neighbor. 
The owner has done a great job in addressing the drainage issues. She wishes that 
more of that was in the case packet. It felt like a black hole when she reviewed the 
materials. She can support the request.  

 
 5.6 Ms. Norrick agrees with Ms. Choca Urban’s comments. It could potentially 

negatively impact the adjacent neighbor’s property because this property is so much 
higher. She can support the request. The Redmonds sent a letter and must believe 
that the proposal is an improvement.  

 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider agreed with the above comments. Initially he wondered why 

the garage was so large but now he understands why due to interior stairs. He is 
satisfied that the applicant’s engineers and designers dealt with water run off issues. 
The problem will be less for the neighbor. He commends the applicant for spending 
time, effort, and money to turn this into a wonderful house. He can support the 
request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Pellaton moved to recommend granting a request for a 2,490.32 square foot 

(13.13%) total floor area variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave setback variation, a 5.22’ accessory 
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structure separation variation, and a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached 
two-car garage and new raised deck, and modification to an existing circular 
driveway on the legal non-conforming structures at 336 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Ms. Choca Urban moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-10.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED. 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the unique design 
of the home, the grade change, and the layout of the lot, impose upon the owner a particular 
hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique 
development of the home and lot. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question. The 
hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a functional, 
accessible garage. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent property or otherwise injure other property and its use. The proposed plan 
calls for substantial improvements to grading and drainage, which should benefit the 
neighbors as well as the owner. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood. The scale of the lot is such that the garage will have a 
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minimal impact on the wider neighborhood. 
 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2,490.32 square foot 

(13.13%) total floor area variation, 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback variation, 
a 3.25’ north side yard garage eave setback variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation 
variation, and a 175.01 square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage and new raised deck, 
and modification to an existing circular driveway on the legal non-conforming structures 
at 336 Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 





































































ORDINANCE NO. 2020-O-25 

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING A VARIATION PURSUANT 
TO THE WILMETTE ZONING ORDINANCE 

(336 Sheridan Road) 

WHEREAS, William and Jennifer Truszkowski (“Applicants”) have requested a variation from 

Section 8.3, Section 8.3.D, Section 8.3.E, Section 13.4.A.4, Section 13.4.G.1, Section 17.4.C and 

Section 17.4.D of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, Applicants request a 2,490.32 square foot (13.13%) 

total floor area variation, a 4.25’ north side yard detached garage setback variation, a 3.25’ north side 

yard garage eave setback variation, a 5.22’ accessory structure separation variation and a 175.01 

square foot (2.06%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation (“Requested Variations”) to 

permit the construction of a new, detached two-car garage and new raised deck and modification to 

an existing circular driveway on the legal non-conforming structures upon the subject property 

commonly known as 336 Sheridan Road, Cook County, Illinois, and legally described as: 

Lot No. 1 in Gillick’s Resubdivision according to the plat of said resubdivision recorded 
August 6, 1954 as Document number 15981540 being a resubdivision of Lot 2 in Gillick’s 
Subdivision of Lot 11 in Canterbury Court, a subdivision of part of Quilmette Reservation in 
Township 42 North, Range 13 East of the Third Principal Meridian, according to the plat 
thereof as Document No. 9676971. 
 
WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals, after giving due and proper notice as required by law, 

held a public hearing on June 24, 2020 on the foregoing application and the Requested Variations and 

thereafter filed with the President and Board of Trustees of the Village a report accompanied by 

findings of fact specifying the reasons for the report and recommending granting the requested relief, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted and discussed at the public hearing, and on the condition 

that all other requirements of the Zoning and Building Ordinances be complied with; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
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SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals are hereby made a part of this Ordinance and 

are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The aforementioned report and recommendation of the Zoning Board of 

Appeals of this Village is concurred with and approved and the Requested Variations are granted.  

SECTION 3: The Director of Community Development of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 

hereby is authorized and directed to issue the necessary permits to allow the proposed construction, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted at the public hearing, and on the condition that all other 

requirements of the Zoning and Building Ordinances be complied with. 

SECTION 4: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 14th 

day of July 2020, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:   None._____________________________________________________________ 

NAYS:        None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSTAIN: None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSENT:    None._____________________________________________________________ 

  

                        

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 14th day of July 2020. 
  

 
                         

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
ATTEST: 
 
        
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  





REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 

request for a 4.0’ rear yard setback to permit the construction 
of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure at 910 Chippewa Lane in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
Case Number:   2020-Z-13 
 
Property:    910 Chippewa Lane 
 
Zoning District:   R, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    Zach Zielinski, Envy Home Services 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 4.0’ rear yard setback to permit the construction 

of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3 
 
Hearing Date:    June 24, 2020 
 
Date of Application:   March 20, 2020 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
     Brad Falkof    Yes 
     John Kolleng    Yes 
     Christine Norrick   Yes 
     Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
     Bob Surman    Yes 
     Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, May 26, 2020.  

Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Life, June 
4, 2020. Posted on the property, June 5, 2020. Affidavit of 
compliance with notice requirements dated June 5, 2020. 

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 

Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
  

3.8 
7-14-20 
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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 Chippewa Lane approximately 160’ south of 
Blackhawk Road. The property has approximately 93’ of frontage on Chippewa Lane. The 
property is 140’ in depth. The property is approximately 12,923 square feet in area. The property 
is improved with a two-story home with attached two-car garage. 
 
The property is surrounded by properties zoned R, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes.  
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a new sunroom in place of an existing sunroom. The 
proposed addition is 4’ shorter than the existing sunroom and measures 10.0’ x 14.0’. The addition 
is proposed with a 36.0’ rear yard (east) setback. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 40.0’ 
rear yard setback, a 4.0’ rear yard setback variation is required. 
 
The proposed addition conforms to the side yard setback, lot coverage, floor area, height, and rear 
yard impervious surface coverage requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Rear Yard Setback 40.0’ est. 32’* 36.0’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Rear Yard Setback Variation Requests 
 
735 Leamington Avenue Case 2019-Z-44 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.6’ side yard setback variation, a 3.48’ combined side yard setback variation, and 
a 6.15’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition for a garage 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2018-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor area variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback 
variation to allow the construction of an attached two-car garage on a legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
1200 Cleveland Street Case 2018-Z-14 ZBA: Deny VB: Denied  
Request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached 
garage addition 
 
701 Lake Avenue Case 2017-Z-23 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage variation and a 24.83’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition and new front porch 
 



Case 2020-Z-13 
910 Chippewa Lane 

 

 

4 

803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
202 Golf Terrace Case 2015-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 18.86’ rear yard setback variation to permit the retention of a roof-top deck on the 
legal non-conforming structure 
 
347 Oak Circle Case 2015-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 22.78’ rear yard setback variation, a 22.03’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 3.45’ 
accessory structure separation variation, and a 25.57 square foot (1.98%) rear yard total impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit an attached or detached garage 
 
239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.77’ rear yard street setback variation and a 192.11 square foot (16.41%) side yard 
adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-car 
attached garage 
 
732 Romona Road Case 2012-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 35.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the installation of an attached three-car 
garage on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
400 8th Street Case 2012-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 24.0’ front yard setback variation, a 21.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 21.0’ front 
yard eave setback variation, an 18.0’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 29.42’ front yard step 
setback variation, a 28.0’ front yard porch setback variation, a 119.25 square foot (2.8%) lot 
coverage variation, a 282.40 square foot (4.72%) total floor area variation, a 288.85 (9.52%) square 
foot front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 100.4 square foot (7.14%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0’ rear yard air conditioner condenser 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
624 Elmwood Avenue Case 2011-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
a 379.89 square foot (4.52%) total floor area variation, a 2.8’ side yard setback variation, and a 
22.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one and two-story addition with 
an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure at 624 Elmwood Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.   
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2121 Parkview Court Case 2011-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 19.45’ rear yard of a double frontage lot setback variation, a 102.23 square foot 
(9.31%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and an 84.96 square foot 
(7.75%) total rear yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
detached two-car garage 
 
1372 Ashland Lane Case 2010-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached 
garage addition 
 
645 Leamington Avenue Case 2010-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.8’ rear yard setback variation, a 64.14 square foot (4.0%) side yard adjoining a 
street impervious surface coverage variation, and a 105.62 square foot (5.37%) lot coverage 
variation to permit a two-car attached garage addition 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a rear yard setback of 40.0’ on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 4.0’ rear yard setback to permit the construction of a 
one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 910 Chippewa Lane, in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2020-Z-13. 
 
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 Floor Plan and Elevations 
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 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 May 

26, 2020 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Life, 

June 4, 2020 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated June 5, 2020 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, June 5, 2020 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARUGMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing before the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Laura Mostofi, applicant 
 
  3.12 Mr. Adam Kingen, contractor 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 4.0’ rear yard setback to permit the 

construction of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming structure. The 
Village Board will hear this case on July 14, 2020. 

 
 3.22 The applicant has lived in the home for 17 years and they want to replace an existing 

sunroom that is over 30 years old with a new room. The room is shifting on the 
foundation. The new room will be 4’ shorter than the current room and will look 
nicer. Her builder is present at the hearing.   

 
 3.23 Mr. Kingen said that after they tear down what is there, they are building a room 

that is 4’ shorter and 4’ smaller than the current room. They are adding more green 
space and will update the older-appearing sunroom.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman said this is a reasonable request in they are reducing the size of the new 

structure. He can support the request.  
 
 3.25 No other board members had comments or questions.  
 
 3.26 No additional individuals wanted to speak on the case.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Adler said there were no YouTube comments.  
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5.0 VIEWS EPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Ms. Choca Urban said that the applicant is asking for reasonable variances. They 

are reducing the size of the current sun porch. She can support the request.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said he can support this. Reducing the square footage is an overall 

plus. In driving by, there should be no impact on the neighbor to the east. Standards 
of review are met.  

 
 5.3 Ms. Norrick said she agreed with the above comments. To conform, they would 

have to reduce the request another 4’. The request is reasonable.  
 5.4 Mr. Surman agreed with above comments.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Falkof agreed with above comments.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Pellaton said that what they are doing is an improvement over what is there. 

He can support it.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Schneider agreed with the above. He agreed with Ms. Norrick that they 

cannot take an additional 4’ off to conform. He can support it.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Ms. Choca Urban moved to recommend granting a request for a 4.0’ rear yard 

setback to permit the construction of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-
conforming structure at 910 Chippewa Lane in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 
 
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Pellaton moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for case number 2020-Z-13.  
 
 6.21 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Reinhard Schneider Yes 
   Brad Falkof    Yes 
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   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Christine Norrick   Yes 
   Ryrie Pellaton    Yes 
   Bob Surman    Yes 
   Maria Choca Urban   Yes 

 
  Motion carried.  
 

7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property, the lot 
depth and the siting of the home on the lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. 
The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique 
circumstances of the development of the lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in 
question. The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property to 
reconstruct an existing addition in disrepair. The applicant is improving the non-conformity 
by reducing the size of the addition. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent property or otherwise injure other property or its use. As 
a replacement structure, the variation will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 4.0’ rear yard setback 
to permit the construction of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
at 910 Chippewa Lane in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 



















ORDINANCE NO. 2020-O-26 

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING A VARIATION PURSUANT 
TO THE WILMETTE ZONING ORDINANCE 

(910 Chippewa Lane) 

WHEREAS, Zach Zielinski, Envy Home Services (“Applicant”) has requested a variation from 

Section 8.3 of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, Applicant requests a 4.0’ rear yard setback variation 

(“Requested Variation”) to permit the construction of a one-story rear addition on the legal non-

conforming structure upon the subject property commonly known as 910 Chippewa Lane, Cook 

County, Illinois, and legally described as: 

Parcel 1: Lot 6 and the North 10 feet (as measured along the East line) of Lot 5 in Block 9 in 
the resubdivision of Blocks 9 and 10 in Indian Hill Estates, being a subdivision in the South 
half of Section 29, Towshiy9 42 North, Range 134, East of the Third Principal Meridian, in 
Cook County, Illinois. 
 
Parcel 2: Easement for the benefit of Lot 6 aforesaid for ingress and egress and passage of 
traffic over the West 10 feet (as measured along the South line) of said Lot 5, running from the 
Southerly line of Chippewa Lane to the North line of Lake Ave, as created by deed from 
Madeline T. Cunningham to Walter C. Healy and Ruth C. Healy, his wife dated October 17, 
1958 and recorded October 30, 1958 as Document #17362680 and in deed from same grantor 
to same grantees dated October 19, 1958 and recorded October 30, 1958 as Document 
#17362680 and in deed from the same grantor to same grantees dated October 17, 1958 and 
recorded December 11, 1958 as Document #17402304, all in Cook County, Illinois. 
 
WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals, after giving due and proper notice as required by law, 

held a public hearing on June 24, 2020 on the foregoing application and the Requested Variation and 

thereafter filed with the President and Board of Trustees of the Village a report accompanied by 

findings of fact specifying the reasons for the report and recommending granting the requested relief, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted and discussed at the public hearing, and on the condition 

that all other requirements of the Zoning and Building Ordinances be complied with; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 



   

2 

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals are hereby made a part of this Ordinance and 

are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The aforementioned report and recommendation of the Zoning Board of 

Appeals of this Village is concurred with and approved and the Requested Variation is granted.  

SECTION 3: The Director of Community Development of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 

hereby is authorized and directed to issue the necessary permits to allow the proposed construction, 

in accordance with the plans as submitted at the public hearing, and on the condition that all other 

requirements of the Zoning and Building Ordinances be complied with. 

SECTION 4: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 14th 

day of July 2020, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:   None._____________________________________________________________ 

NAYS:        None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSTAIN: None._____________________________________________________________ 

ABSENT:    None._____________________________________________________________ 

  

                        

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 14th day of July 2020. 
  

 
                         

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
ATTEST: 
 
        
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES FROM 
THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Recommendation: The Historic Preservation Commission recommends granting a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for revisions to previously approved 
plans for a rear addition. 

Case Number: 2020-HPC-02 

Property:  507 Lake Avenue 

Historic Name: Frank J. Baker House 

Applicant:  Mr. Eric Bauer and Mrs. Amy Bauer 

Request: The granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness for revisions to 
previously approved plans for a rear addition to the single-family 
residence.  

Hearing Date:  June 22, 2020 

Date of Application: March 12, 2020 

Vote by HPC:  Chair Hutchinson Yes 
Commissioner Glass  Yes            
Commissioner Furniss  Yes      
Commissioner Vitu  Yes 
Commissioner Harmon Absent       
Commissioner Corbett  Absent       
Commissioner Daspit  Yes 
Commissioner Parikh  Yes 
Commissioner Fogarty  Yes 

Notices mailed to: Village President and Trustees of the Village Board 
Village Manager 
Members of the Historic Preservation Commission 
Wilmette Historical Society 
Petitioner 
All Adjacent Property Owners  
Frank Lloyd Wright Building Conservancy 

Report Prepared By: Kate McManus, Planner III 

Agenda Item:  3.9
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
COMMISSION 
 
Evaluation of Compliance with the Requirements of the Rules Regarding Notice and 
Hearings: 
Notice of the hearing regarding the Historic Preservation Commission meeting was posted on June 
5, 2020.  A hearing regarding the request for a Certificate of Appropriateness was held remotely on 
June 22, 2020. 
 
History of Designation   
At a public hearing on December 9, 2008, the Village Board of Trustees approved the 
recommendation of the Wilmette Historic Preservation Commission that the Baker House at 507 
Lake be designated a local landmark.  The Baker House was nominated as a local landmark under 
Criterion 1 - listing on the National Register of Historic Places; Criterion 2 - identification of the 
work of a designer, architect, or builder whose work has influenced the architectural development of 
the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois or Nation; Criterion 4 – identification with a person 
or persons who significantly contributed to the development of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois or 
Nation; Criterion 6 – innovative architectural elements, architectural design, materials, or 
craftsmanship which represent a significant innovation; Criterion 7 – outstanding example of a 
particular historical, architectural, or cultural style or period. 
 
The house was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1974 and was included in the 
Illinois Historic Structures Survey, a survey of significant historic buildings, conducted in the 1970s 
by the State of Illinois. The house was also identified as significant in the Wilmette Historical and 
Architectural Survey of East Wilmette. 
 
Historical and Architectural Background (cited from the 2008 landmark nomination) 
The house at 507 Lake Avenue was built in 1909. The first owner of the house was Frank J. Baker, 
a public utility executive for Samuel Insull’s North Shore Electric Company until 1917. He 
subsequently went into private law practice and became president of the First National Bank of 
Chicago. Baker is credited with having extended electric street lighting to Chicago’s suburbs in the 
1920s. Baker lived in the house for about fifteen years. The house was noted as vacant in a 1925 
directory. The occupants in 1942 were Mr. and Mrs. Arthur R. Wilson, Mrs. Morris (daughter), son 
Haldene, daughter Nancy, son Richard Dale and William Morris. The third owner of the home was 
Walter H. Sobel, architect and 1938 graduate of the Illinois Institute of Technology (IIT), who’s 
family resided in the home for over 50 years. The house was recently purchased by Amy and Eric 
Bauer in 2019. 
 
Little is known about the original commission except that the design was intended for a William N. 
Guthrie of Sewanee, Tennessee. The plan for the house was originally created by Frank Lloyd 
Wright for his client in Tennessee, but when the project fell through in 1908, Wright took advantage 
of the existing plans and submitted them in 1909 to his next client, Frank Baker, who accepted it as 
drawn. It is speculated that the house built at 507 Lake Avenue was oriented differently on the lot 
than the Tennessee house. The situation was similar to that of the Isabel Roberts House which was 
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originally designed to stand on the edge of a ravine in Mason City, Iowa, but was eventually built 
on the prairie in River Forest, Illinois. 
 
The Baker House belongs to a series of similar houses having T-shaped plans and two-story living 
rooms designed by Wright in 1908-1909. The Roberts House was followed by the Guthries, Baker 
and Steffans Houses. The Frank J. Baker House shares some similarities with the Isabel Roberts 
House. 
 
Built in 1909, 507 Lake Avenue is the only Wright designed home in Wilmette. The structure was 
built at the same time as Wright’s famed Robie House in Chicago with Wright riding on horseback 
from his Oak Park studio to Wilmette to oversee its construction. 
 
A typical Prairie-style home has a predominantly horizontal appearance, with low-pitched roof lines 
and large overhanging eaves. Other identifying features include one-story wings projecting from the 
main structure, exteriors of light-colored brick or stucco with wood trim and rows of casement 
windows with stained or leaded glass in distinctive geometric patterns. The open floor plans of the 
interiors promote family togetherness and stand in contrast to the traditionally one-purpose rooms of 
older revival styles. 
 
The Baker House has the feeling of being low, horizontal and earthy. Wright’s design is a two-story 
dwelling having neither basement nor attic. When it was first built, it was referred to by Wilmette 
residents as the “Baker Bungalow.” 
 
The exterior of the house features stucco walls, low pitch roof lines, large overhanging eaves, and 
an emphasis on the horizontal through painted trim. Exterior materials are stucco walls on metal lath 
and exterior trim of stained cypress wood, now painted. Originally, there was a long, low stucco 
wall masking the front entrance. The roofs, low pitched hips with gutters in the eaves, were 
originally covered with wood shingles. 
 
The residence, facing north, is reached from the street by a walk and driveway on its west side 
leading to a two-car detached garage. The unusual, four foot wide front door opens to a central foyer 
that separates the living rooms and dining rooms. The design of the house is a Cruciform, or cross 
plan, on the first floor (long arm is east-to-west; and the shorter arm is north-to-south axis) and an 
L-shaped plan on the second floor with no second story over the wings. Always sensitive to light 
and nature, Wright designed most rooms of the home to have three exposures, including the living 
room.  
 
Two wings of the house; the western wing along the driveway includes the day-today entrance and a 
22-foot long dining room. The eastern wing was originally a porch which is now enclosed. Inside 
there is a clear division between the front T-shaped living area and the rear service area. The service 
area becomes Wright’s substitute for a basement and houses the furnace room, storage and servant’s 
room and kitchen.  
 
The expansive rear wing of the house is an addition designed by Wright’s office about 20 years after 
the home was built. The large, two-story living is one of only a few similar interior spaces designed 
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by Wright still in existence. The living area at the front is framed by porches, formerly open but 
now enclosed, on the east and west. It is a more prominent change to the interior – enclosing a two-
story open ceiling area from the dining room to the foyer. The entry with a staircase is centrally 
located and separates the living and dining rooms. 
 
The most dramatic part of the house is the two-story living room with diamond patterned windows 
and a cantilever roof in which the roof is supported by six living room windows. There are also 
clerestory windows on the two sides. 
 
The east and west wall of the room are lined with seven-foot high bookcases. Above these are 
continuous windows under wide spreading eaves. The ceiling is pitched and the north wall is two 
stories of glass set in mullions arranged as diamond-patterned leaded glass. At the south end of the 
living room under the balcony is a large Wrightian fireplace of rose-colored Roman brick.  
 
The second floor is mostly over the rear service quarters. A balcony overlooking the living room is 
reached from the upper stair hall. 
 
Description of Proposed Alterations 
The Commission recently reviewed and recommended approval for exterior modifications of 507 
Lake Avenue on January 16, 2020. A Certificate of Appropriateness was issued for the proposed 
work. Since that time, changes to the interior layout have necessitated modifications to the 
fenestration on the rear addition:  
 
 The center window on the south elevation of the addition has been eliminated. 

 
 The clerestory windows on the west elevation have been eliminated – stucco panels with 

wood trim are proposed to mimic window openings. 
 
No changes to the previously approved massing, footprint or exterior materials are proposed. 
 
At the June 22nd meeting, the petitioner requested that the Commission provide the option to the 
owners of retain the window configuration on the south kitchen elevation as presented at the 
January HPC meeting. The petitioner explained that the owners were undecided on the interior 
kitchen layout.  
 
Evaluation of Compliance with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
1.  Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property which 

requires minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a 
property for its originally intended purpose.  

 
This standard is met. The property will continue to be used as a single family residence, as 
originally intended. 
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2.  The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its 
environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material or 
distinctive architectural features shall be avoided when possible.  

 
This standard is met. The proposed alterations will not affect the distinguishing qualities of 
the house. The proposed changes are to a later addition and are not original to the house. 

 
3.  All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time. 

Alterations that have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance 
shall be discouraged.  

  
This standard is met. The proposed rear addition does not seek to create an earlier 
appearance. However, efforts were made to retain consistent roof pitches, exterior materials 
and window detailing, while still differentiating itself from the original structure.   

 
4.  Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 

development of a building, structure, or site and its environment. These changes may have 
acquired significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and 
respected.  

 
This standard is met. The proposed alterations will not impact changes made to the original 
home which have acquired significance over time. 

 
5.  Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a 

building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.  
 

This standard is met. The proposed alterations will respect the distinctive stylistic features 
found on the original structure. 

 
6.  Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever 

possible. In the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material 
being replaced in position, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or 
replacement of missing architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of 
features, substantiated by historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural 
designs or the availability of different architectural elements from other buildings or 
structures.  

 
This standard is not application to this request. The rear addition is new construction. 

 
7.  The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible. 

Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials 
shall not be undertaken.  

  
This standard is not applicable to this request. 
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8.  Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources 
affected by, or adjacent to any project.  

 
This standard is not applicable to this request. 

9.  Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be 
discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, 
architectural or cultural material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, 
material and character of the property, neighborhood or environment.  

 
 This standard is met. The proposed fenestration is compatible with the original house and 

design intent.  
 
10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner 

that if such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and 
integrity of the structure would be unimpaired.  

 
 This standard is met. The essential form and integrity of the structure will not be impacted by 

the removal of the proposed addition.  
 
Evaluation of Compliance with the Standards Set Forth in the Wilmette Historic 
Preservation Ordinance. 
The alteration does not materially impair the historical significance of the Wilmette Landmark. 
 

This standard is met. The historical significance of the Frank J. Baker House will not be 
impacted. 

 
The alteration does not materially impair the architectural integrity of the Wilmette Landmark 
or Wilmette Historic District. 

This standard is met. The architectural integrity of the Frank J. Baker House will not be 
impacted. 

 
The alteration is carried out in a manner consistent with the historical/architectural character 
of the Wilmette Landmark. 

This standard is met. The proposed alterations are consistent with the character of the 
house. 

 
It is not economically practical to preserve the Wilmette Landmark or contributing structure 
within a Wilmette Historic District without alteration or demolition. 

This standard is met. The proposed alterations allow for a contemporary use of the home 
consistent with today’s standard of living while still maintaining the historic and 
architectural character of the house which makes it significant. 
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Any new construction shall be visually compatible with the historical/architectural character 
of the Wilmette Historic District. 

This standard is not applicable to this request. 

Action Required by the Commission 
The Historic Preservation Commission can make a recommendation to the Village Board to grant or 
deny a Certificate of Appropriateness for revisions to previously approved plans for a rear 
addition to the local landmark provided they find the propose scope of work meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the standards set forth in the Wilmette Historic 
Preservation Ordinance. 
 
Required Action by the Board of Trustees: 
The Village Board can grant or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness for revisions to the previously 
approved rear addition provided they find the proposed scope of work meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the standards set forth in the Wilmette Historic 
Preservation Ordinance.   
  
INDEX TO DOCUMENTS 
  Doc. No. Documents 
 
 Location Maps and Plans 

1.0    Sidwell Map 
1.1    Sandborn Map 
1.2   Plat of Survey 
1.3   Floor Plan - Previously Approved 
1.4   Floor Plan - Proposed 
1.5   South Elevation - Previously Approved/Proposed 
1.6   West Elevation - Previously Approved/Proposed 
1.7   Perspectives - Previously Approved/Proposed 

 
  Written Correspondence and Documentation 

2.0   Application for Alteration to a Local Landmark 
2.1   Statement of Intent  
2.2   Posting Notice Affidavit dated June 5, 2020 
2.3   Ordinance Designating 507 Lake Avenue a Local Landmark 
2.4 Historical and Architectural Survey for 507 Lake Avenue 
2.5 National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form 
2.6   Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 
2.7 Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter or 

Demolish Landmarks 
2.8 Correspondence 

 
Draft Meeting Minutes from the June 22, 2020 meeting    
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
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 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
   
  3.11 Michael Venechuk, architect 
  3.12 Eric Bauer, owner 
  
 3.2 Summary of presentations  
 

3.21  Mr. Venechuk introduced himself as the project architect. He stated that 
they were issued a Certificate of Appropriateness in January. There were 
changes made to the gas range which necessitates the removal of a center 
bay of windows. He stated that the wall cabinets require the removal of the 
windows on the west elevation. He noted that the trim will remain on the 
west elevation. He explained that the owners desire to have the option to 
keep or eliminate the center bay of windows so that they have some options 
for the placement of the gas range. He stated that in either design scenario, 
the clerestory windows located on the west elevation presented in January 
will be eliminated, but the trim work will remain. 

 
3.22 Ms. McManus reviewed the proposed project noting that the Commission 

recommended approval of the rear addition back in January. She stated that 
since that time, the owners have made some changes to the window 
configuration which requires the Commission’s review. Based on the 
petitioner’s request, she stated that the Commission could make a motion to 
recommend approval of the proposed changes with the option of including 
the center bay of windows on the south elevation to provide the owners 
some flexibility.  

 
3.23 Mr. Bauer stated that he appreciates the option of the window placement 

and noted that difficulty of making design decisions during a remodel. 
 

3.24 In response to a question by Commissioner Parikh, Mr. Venechuk 
confirmed that there are existing single windows on the house.  

 
3.25 Chairman Hutchinson pointed out the locations of the single windows 

found on the house and noted that there are a few places where single 
windows were found. He explained that his initial concern was Frank 
Lloyd Wright’s use of light but noted that the addition is not part of the 
original design and still retains symmetry.  

 
3.26 Commissioner Daspit asked if there was any consideration to making the 

clerestory windows shadow boxes to provide depth and the appearance of 
windows from the outside, but still allow the owners to retain the desired 
cabinets on the interior. 
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3.27 Mr. Venechuk stated that he did not consider shadow box windows.  
 
3.28 Mr. Bauer stated that he was hesitant to add that type of window due to 

maintenance issues. 
 
3.29 Commissioner Daspit explained how a shadow box window is constructed.  
 
3.30 Commissioner Glass stated that shadow boxes were not part of Wright’s 

designs and that she is not in favor of adding that type of window. 
 
3.31 Commissioner Vitu stated that he agreed with Commissioner Glass’s 

assessment and noted that he is able to see everyone, and the plans shared 
on screen; however, he is having trouble with his video and is able to 
participate in the meeting by audio only. 

 
  3.32 There were no additional questions from the Commission.  
 
 3.33 Ms. McManus said that there was no one attending the meeting who wants 

to speak and there was no new case communication.  
 
  3.34  Ms. Roberts said that no comments were submitted via YouTube Live.   
 
4.0  VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION  
   

4.1 There were no other comments by the Commission.  
   

5.0  DECISION 
 
5.1  Commissioner Furniss moved to recommend granting a Certificate of 

Appropriateness for revisions to previously approved plans for a rear addition to the 
local landmark at 507 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted with the 
option of including the center bay of windows on the rear elevation.  

 
5.2 Commissioner Daspit seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:  
 

  Chair Hutchinson  Yes        
  Commissioner Glass  Yes             
  Commissioner Furniss  Yes       
  Commissioner Vitu  Yes        
  Commissioner Harmon Absent        
  Commissioner Corbett  Absent         

 Commissioner Daspit  Yes      
 Commissioner Parikh  Yes            
 Commissioner Fogarty  Yes          
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  Motion carried.  
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Michael Venechuk / Architect
1615 Highland Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091
(847) 251-8599
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Wilmette, Illinois 60091

Bauer Residence
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2 Proposed Revised  West Building Elevation
1/8" = 1'-0"

A4
Michael Venechuk / Architect
1615 Highland Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091
(847) 251-8599

507 Lake Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091

Bauer Residence
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 
LOCALLY DESIGNATED HISTORIC LANDMARKS

Application for Additions or Alterations 

Property Address ___________________________________________________ 

Historic Name of Property ___________________________________________ 

Common Name ____________________________________________________ 

Property Owner
Name  ______________________________________________________ 
Address  ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________     ___________________ 

(home)    (work) 

Architect
Name  ______________________________________________________ 
Address  ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________  

(work)  

Developer/Contractor
Name  ______________________________________________________ 
Address  ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________  

(work)  

Please identify all applications (building permit, zoning variations, etc.) 
pending before the Village of Wilmette.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

507 Lake Avenue

Frank J. Baker House

507 Lake Avenue

Eric Bauer

507 Lake Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091
312-520-0295

Michael Venechuk

1615 Highland Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

847-894-5825

We are currently in for our building permit.

2.0



Please discuss how the proposed additions or alterations comply with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation (where applicable). 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

Provide the following information to the Commission: 

 Detailed plans of the alterations or additions drawn to scale.  Please include 
elevations. 
Sample board of all materials to be used including paint chips for any 
proposed color changes and shingle samples. 
Product literature and specifications of new fixtures including doors and 
windows. 

Please be prepared to discuss the following topics: 

 Proposed Additions:  materials, size, color, scale 
 Alterations:  if elements are to be removed, indicate product substitution.   
 Do plans include the restoration of missing historic elements? 
 If the existing structure or elements are to be cleaned, indicate the method 
and product. 
 If repainting, indicate method, material, and intention to match original 
color and texture. 
 Discuss treatment of fenestration:  doors, entranceways, windows, porches. 

We recently receive our Certificate of Appropriateness to rework an existing kitchen
area of 507 Lake Avenue. We are requesting to make minor window revisions to the 
approved plans for the property at 507 Lake Avenue, Wilmette, IL. Please see 
attached letter.



Michael Venechuk / Architect
1615 Highland Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091
(847) 894-5825

March 12, 2020

Village of Wilmette
Ms. Kate McManus
Historic Preservation Commission
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

Dear Ms. McManus,

We are requesting to make minor window revisions to the approved plans for the
property at 507 Lake Avenue, Wilmette, IL.

We would like to move the kitchen sink to the island and move the range and range
hood to the south wall of the kitchen. In doing so we would need to eliminate the center
set of windows on the south wall of the kitchen as approved. This proposed revision
would actually create an exterior window pattern very similar to the existing window
pattern found on the west wall of the existing 2nd floor.

Also, we would like install slightly taller kitchen wall cabinets, from 36” tall to 42” tall. In
doing so we would need to eliminate the (4) small windows on the west wall of the
kitchen. We would like to keep the outside trim where these window were to keep the
approved trim pattern.

I have provided the approved plans and elevations and the proposed revised plans and
elevations. Also, I have provided 3d drawings to show what was approved and what is
being proposed.

Thank you for your time,

Respectfully yours,

Michael Venechuk
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ORDINANCE NO. 2008-O-96 

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING 507 LAKE AVENUE AND 
THE FRANK J. BAKER HOUSE AS A WILMETTE 
LANDMARK IN THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Cook 

County, Illinois, find that Walter Sobel, owner of certain real property legally described as: 

Lot 2 (except the East 11 feet thereof) end all of Lots 3 and 4 and Lot 5 (except the 
West 28 feet thereof) in Block 11 in Dingee’s Addition to the Village of Wilmette, 
according to plat recorded October 21st, 1873 in book 6 of Plats, Page 26, in Cook 
County, Illinois.; 

and commonly known as 507 Lake Avenue, Wilmette Cook County, Illinois, said property being 

improved with an existing detached dwelling commonly known as the “Frank J. Baker House,” 

have requested that the Village of Wilmette designate said property as a Wilmette Landmark 

pursuant to Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code; and, 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that the Historic 

Preservation Commission of the Village of Wilmette conducted public hearings concerning said 

nomination for Wilmette Landmark status on or about Novemeber 5, 2008, as required by said 

Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code, and thereafter submitted a report and 

recommendation to the Village President and Board of Trustees recommending said property for 

Wilmette Landmark Status pursuant to Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code; 

and, 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that the Frank J. Baker 

House and the above-described real property meet the criteria for designation as a Wilmette 

Landmark, and should be designated as same by Ordinance; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing recitals, and each of them, are hereby made a part of this 

Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The real property legally described as: 

Lot 2 (except the East 11 feet thereof) end all of Lots 3 and 4 and Lot 5 (except the 
West 28 feet thereof) in Block 11 in Dingee’s Addition to the Village of Wilmette, 
according to plat recorded October 21st, 1873 in book 6 of Plats, Page 26, in Cook 
County, Illinois.; 

and commonly known as 507 Lake Avenue, Wilmette Cook County, Illinois, and the 

improvement to same, that being the detached dwelling commonly known as the “Frank J. Baker 

House,” are hereby designated by the Village of Wilmette as a Wilmette Landmark pursuant to 

Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code, and said property and improvements shall 

hereafter be subject to such applicable rules regarding alteration or demolition as provided in 

Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code, both now and as may be hereafter 

amended. 

SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 
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PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 9th 

day of December, 2008, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSTAIN:   

ABSENT:   

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 9th day of December, 

2008. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
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Guidelines for Alterations and Additions  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

The following Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation shall be used by the Wilmette Historic 
Preservation Commission when determining if an application for a building permit to alter a Wilmette Local 
Landmark merits approval.  These guidelines provide property owners the freedom to return a property to a state of 
utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those 
portions and features of the property which are significant to its historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

The Standards for Rehabilitation are as follows: 

1. Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property which requires
minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a property for its
originally intended purpose.

2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its environment
shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive architectural
features shall be avoided when possible.

3. All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time.  Alterations that
have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance shall be discouraged.

4. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and
development of a building, structure, or site and its environment.  These changes may have acquired
significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected.

5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a building,
structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.

6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever possible.  In the
event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in position,
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities.  Repair or replacement of missing architectural
features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or
pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural
elements from other buildings or structures.

7. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible.  Sandblasting
and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.

8. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources affected by, or
adjacent to any project.

9. Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be discouraged
when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, architectural or cultural
material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material and character of the
property, neighborhood or environment.

10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner that if
such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
structure would be unimpaired.
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Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter or Demolish Landmarks 

3.1 Commission and Commission Member Responsibility: Prior to engaging in review 
of applications to alter or demolish designated landmarks (“applications”), the 
Commission shall, in each case, advise the applicants and owners that the Village of 
Wilmette and the Commission shall not, by reviewing such applications, assume any 
liability for its comments, suggestions, or recommendation, or for the completeness 
or quality of the work of any contractor or the safety of contractor methods, means 
of operations, or the safety of conditions on the work site, or for any act or 
omission by any contractor, subcontractor, materials supplier or worker. 

3.2 Submission of Applications: Prior to alteration or demolition of a Landmark, an 
application must be submitted to the Commission in the form required by the 
Commission. 

3.3 Hearings on Applications: Within 30 days of receiving a completed application, the 
Commission shall announce a public hearing on the application, which hearing shall 
be held within a reasonable time.  At that time, the Preservation Commission will 
review the application to determine its compliance with the guidelines set forth in 
Appendix C. 

3.4 Notice of Hearings on Applications to Alter or Demolish: At least fifteen 
days in advance of commencing a hearing on an application, the Commission shall 
post a public notice of the hearing and shall deliver a written notice of the hearing to 
the applicant, the owner, the Village Board, the Village Manager, the Wilmette 
Historical Society, and any persons who have informed the Commission in writing 
that they have an interest in the application. 

3.5 Testimony: 
a. Any interested person may submit testimony or other evidence to the

Commission by oral testimony at a hearing or by submitting written
comments.

b. Persons wishing to testify at the hearing on an application should notify the
Commission of that fact by no later than two business days before the
hearing.  The Commission may, in its discretion, have more than one
session of a hearing on an application.

c. The record may be kept open for at least five days after the conclusion of a
hearing on an application to permit any interested person to submit
additional written comments.

3.6 Report and Recommendation on Report on Applications: After the hearing, the 
Commission shall prepare a Report and Recommendation that shall include: 

a. Identification of the building, structure, or place;
b. Name and address of the applicant and owner;
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c. Record of compliance with the requirements of these rules regarding notice
and hearings;

d. Summary of the applicant's position;
e. Summary of the Record;
f. The Commission's recommendation on the application; and
g. Date and record of the Commission's vote.

A copy of a Report and Recommendation on an application shall be delivered to the 
Village Board and the Village Manager and mailed to the applicant, the owner, and 
the Wilmette Historical Society. 

3.7 Presentation of Report and Recommendation: One or more representatives of the 
Commission shall attend the Village Board meeting where the Commission's Report 
and Recommendation on an application is presented for the purpose of answering 
or providing other information. 

Additional Procedures: In addition to these procedures, the Commission may undertake such 
further actions as it sees fit in connection with recommendations relating to applications 
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McManus, Kate

Subject: FW: Baker House Hearing on the 17th of June, 2020

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Scherubel <scherubel@comcast.net> 
Date: Tue, Jun 16, 2020 at 7:48 PM 
Subject: Baker House Hearing on the 17th of June, 2020 
To: Amy Bauer <amy.bauer30@gmail.com> 

You can report to the committee that this minor chang in the kitchen area was shared with the Frank Lloyd Wright 
Building Conservancy, and that after reviewing the plans with their architects, Ron Scherubel, who appeared on your 
behalf at a previous hearing, informed you that the Conservancy had no objections or concerns about these changes. If 
you'd like, you can print this email and submit it. 

We wish you success with your continued work on this important house. 

Ron Scherubel 
Frank Lloyd Wright 
  Building Consrvancy 

2.8



1 

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES FROM 
THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Recommendation: The Historic Preservation Commission recommends granting a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for a rear addition. 

Case Number: 2020-HPC-03 

Property:  1040 Chestnut Avenue 

Historic Name: Schager House 

Applicant:  Ms. Loreen Mershimer 

Request: The granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness for a rear addition 
to the single-family residence.  

Hearing Date:  June 22, 2020 

Date of Application: March 25, 2020 

Vote by HPC:  Chair Hutchinson Yes 
Commissioner Glass  Yes            
Commissioner Furniss  Yes      
Commissioner Vitu  Yes 
Commissioner Harmon Absent       
Commissioner Corbett  Absent       
Commissioner Daspit  Yes 
Commissioner Parikh  Yes 
Commissioner Fogarty  Yes 

Notices mailed to: Village President and Trustees of the Village Board 
Village Manager 
Members of the Historic Preservation Commission 
Wilmette Historical Society 
Petitioner 
All Adjacent Property Owners  

Report Prepared By: Kate McManus, Planner III 

Agenda Item:  3.10
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
COMMISSION 
 
Evaluation of Compliance with the Requirements of the Rules Regarding Notice and 
Hearings: 
Notice of the hearing regarding the Historic Preservation Commission meeting was posted on June 
5, 2020.  A hearing regarding the request for a Certificate of Appropriateness was held remotely on 
June 22, 2020. 
 
Description of Proposed Alterations 
 
The petitioner proposes to construct a one-story rear addition off the existing kitchen area to 
accommodate a kitchen expansion and family room. The current kitchen’s interior layout was 
modified in 2000; however, the footprint or building envelope was not changed during the 
remodel.  It is anticipated that the addition will not be visible from the street. The windows on 
the north and east elevations of the existing kitchen were replaced during the 2000 remodel and 
the existing window openings will be modified as a result of the proposed project. The roofline 
of the addition will match the first story of the existing house. Brick and limestone details will be 
continued through to the addition. 
 
Marvin Ultimate Insert Double Hung windows are proposed on the addition. With an aluminum 
clad exterior finish in “Cashmere” color, the inserts will match the existing window and trim 
paint color. The interior of the windows will be painted wood to correspond with existing 
finishes.  Window muntins will be affixed to the exterior of the glass as simulated divided lites 
with spacer bars. High quality materials are proposed for the addition including a copper 
standing seam metal roof, copper gutters and cedar trim. 
 
Evaluation of Compliance with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
1.  Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property which 

requires minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a 
property for its originally intended purpose.  

 
This standard is met. The property will continue to be used as a single family residence, as 
originally intended. 

 
2.  The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material or 
distinctive architectural features shall be avoided when possible.  

 
This standard is generally met. The proposed alterations will not affect the distinguishing 
qualities of the house. The proposed changes will necessitate the removal of non-historic 
windows replaced in 2000. However, changes to the fenestration openings and the rear 
elevation are proposed.  
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3.  All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time. 
Alterations that have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance 
shall be discouraged.  

  
This standard is met. The proposed rear addition does not seek to create an earlier 
appearance. However, efforts were made to retain consistent exterior materials, massing, and 
window detailing. 

 
4.  Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 

development of a building, structure, or site and its environment. These changes may have 
acquired significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and 
respected.  

 
This standard is met. The proposed alterations will not impact changes made to the home 
which have acquired significance over time. 

 
5.  Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a 

building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.  
 

This standard is met. The proposed alterations will respect the distinctive stylistic features 
found on the original structure. 

 
6.  Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever 

possible. In the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material 
being replaced in position, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or 
replacement of missing architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of 
features, substantiated by historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural 
designs or the availability of different architectural elements from other buildings or 
structures.  

 
This standard is not application to this request. The rear addition is new construction. 

 
7.  The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible. 

Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials 
shall not be undertaken.  

  
This standard is not applicable to this request. 

8.  Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources 
affected by, or adjacent to any project.  

 
This standard is not applicable to this request. 

9.  Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be 
discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, 
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architectural or cultural material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, 
material and character of the property, neighborhood or environment.  

 
 This standard is not fully met. Although the proposed addition is consistent in size, scale, 

color and materials to the original home, the proposed fenestration on the east elevation does 
not appear to fully compatible with the window openings and patterns found on the home.  
Two transom windows are proposed with large expanses of brick wall; however, this window 
type is not found on the home. 

 
10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner 

that if such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and 
integrity of the structure would be unimpaired.  

 
 This standard is met. The essential form and integrity of the structure will not be impacted by 

the removal of the proposed addition.  
 
Evaluation of Compliance with the Standards Set Forth in the Wilmette Historic 
Preservation Ordinance. 
The alteration does not materially impair the historical significance of the Wilmette Landmark. 
 

This standard is met. The historical significance of the Schager House will not be impacted. 
 

The alteration does not materially impair the architectural integrity of the Wilmette Landmark 
or Wilmette Historic District. 

This standard is met. The architectural integrity of the Schager House will not be impacted. 
 

The alteration is carried out in a manner consistent with the historical/architectural character 
of the Wilmette Landmark. 

This standard is met. The proposed alterations are generally consistent with the character of 
the house. 

 
It is not economically practical to preserve the Wilmette Landmark or contributing structure 
within a Wilmette Historic District without alteration or demolition. 

This standard is met. The proposed alterations allow for a contemporary use of the home 
consistent with today’s standard of living while still maintaining the historic and 
architectural character of the house which makes it significant. 

Any new construction shall be visually compatible with the historical/architectural character 
of the Wilmette Historic District. 

This standard is not applicable to this request. 
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History of Designation   
At a public hearing on January 11, 2000, the Village Board of Trustees approved the 
recommendation of the Wilmette Historic Preservation Commission that the Schager House at 1040 
Chestnut be designated a local landmark. The Schager House was nominated as a local landmark 
under Criteria 2 as identification of the work of a designer, architect, or builder whose work has 
influenced the architectural development of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois or 
Nation.   
 
Historical and Architectural Background (cited from the 1999 landmark nomination) 
The house at 1040 Chestnut Avenue, built in 1923 for Edward J. and Dorothy Schager, was 
designed by Philip Maher while he worked with his father's firm, George W. Maher Sons, Planners 
and Architects. Although not as well known as his father, Maher was recognized as a significant 
architect who combined architectural historicism with his father's more progressive Prairie Style 
approach.  
 
In the beginning of the Twentieth Century there were two approaches to architectural design: the 
historic revival, which carried over from the 19th century, and a new approach that sought more 
modem designs that were considered appropriate to the times. Philip Maher's designs were a 
combination of both schools of thought. Although Maher's formal architectural training was 
modem, having worked with his father beginning in 1914, Maher chose to design using historical 
forms and styles. He then abstracted and simplified them. 
 
The house at 1040 Chestnut Avenue displays several characteristics of a historicist designer's 
approach to architecture. The house's rectangular massing, tile roof and arched openings are 
examples of Italian Renaissance. Maher's use of a triple-arched theme in several door arrangements 
including the garage, the original front open loggia and the west basement level entry, recall the 
arched loggias that were a common element of Italian Renaissance design.  The house also 
expresses a more progressive approach to architecture. This is expressed in its simplified geometric 
brickwork. It is also evident in Maher's application of his father's well-known motif-rhythm theory 
in the design of the front entrance arch and two side panels that are of carved stone. Each has an 
abstracted grapevine design. The vine motif is found in the interior in ceiling and door borders. 
George Maher frequently repeated an indigenous plant form to unify his design elements.  
 
The house directly west of 1040, at 1100 Chestnut, was designed for George and Helen Biehl by 
Philip Maher at the same time as he designed the Schager House. The two homes were built for two 
sisters, Dorothy Schager and Helen Biehl, by their father. The houses are both entered by a set of 
gates and have a shared landscape that originally contained a large swimming pool and pergola, a 
sunken rock pool or grotto and small fountains. The formal landscape design stylistically resembled 
a 17th Century Italian Renaissance garden.  
 
Building Permit History 
A Certificate of Appropriateness was granted in 2017 for the replacement of 17 windows and one 
French door on the north and west elevations of the home. In 1999, the front loggia was restored 
based on Maher's original plans. 
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Action Required by the Commission 
The Historic Preservation Commission can make a recommendation to the Village Board to grant or 
deny a Certificate of Appropriateness for a rear addition to the local landmark provided they find 
the propose scope of work meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the 
standards set forth in the Wilmette Historic Preservation Ordinance. 
 
Required Action by the Board of Trustees: 
The Village Board can grant or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness for a rear addition provided 
they find the proposed scope of work meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
and the standards set forth in the Wilmette Historic Preservation Ordinance.   
  
INDEX TO DOCUMENTS 
  Doc. No.  Documents 
 
  Location Maps and Plans 

1.0    Plat of Survey 
1.1    Sidwell Map 
1.2   Sanborn Map 
1.3   Site Plan 
1.4   Demolition Plans 
1.5   Floor Plans 
1.6   Window/Door Schedule 
1.7   East Elevations 
1.8   North Elevations 
1.9   West Elevations 

  1.10   South Elevation 
  1.11   Window Details/Manufacturer Specifications 
   
  Written Correspondence and Documentation 

2.0   Application for Alteration to a Local Landmark 
2.1   Statement of Intent  
2.2   Posting Notice Affidavit dated June 5, 2020 
2.3 Ordinance Designating 1040 Chestnut Avenue a Local 

Landmark 
2.4 Historical and Architectural Survey for 1040 Chestnut 

Avenue 
2.5   Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 
2.6 Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter or 

Demolish Landmarks 
2.7 2002 Professional Remodeler Article 
 
 

  Photographs 
  3.0   Site Photos 
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Draft Meeting Minutes from the June 22, 2020 meeting    
 
4.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 
  
 4.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
   
  4.11 Ellen Whitehead, architect 
  4.12 Loreen Mershimer, owner 
  
 4.2 Summary of presentations  
 

4.21  Ms. Whitehead introduced herself as the project architect with Morgante- 
Wilson. She stated that a small rear addition is proposed to accommodate a 
family room and expanded kitchen area. The form of the addition mimics 
the motifs of the existing residence with extruded arches. The addition is 
set off to articulate a division between the new addition and existing home 
and the addition will not be visible from the street. The exterior finishes 
will match the original materials. The existing kitchen windows were part 
of a 2000 remodel and will be removed. New windows will match in 
configuration, color and likeness to the original windows found on the 
home. 

 
4.22  Chairman Hutchinson noted that he stopped by the property and the owner 

was kind enough to provide a tour of the outside. The addition will not be 
visible from the street and he complimented the sunken garden. He 
explained that the brick on the exterior wall will be repurposed for the 
addition. He stated that the proposed addition will be a change but, in his 
opinion, complimentary to the house. 

 
  4.23 There were no additional questions from the Commission.  
 
 4.24 Ms. McManus said that there was no one attending the meeting who wants 

to speak and there was no new case communication.  
 
  4.25  Ms. Roberts said that no comments were submitted via YouTube Live.   
 
5.0  VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION  
   

5.1 Commissioner Parikh stated that she appreciates the proposed windows and noted 
that they are an improvement to the windows installed during the 2000 remodel. 
They are more in line with the overall character of the home. 
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5.2 In response to a question from Commissioner Glass, Ms. Whitehead provided the 
height of the clerestory windows on the east elevation. She confirmed that they will 
be located above the kitchen cabinets and are about 9 feet above grade. 

 
5.3 Commissioner Glass stated that the addition will not be visible from the street and 

she is in support of the project even though the clerestory windows appear somewhat 
contemporary looking. 

 
5.4 Ms. Whitehead stated that the windows will match the transom height of the original 

windows so the windows will visually align. 
 
5.5 There were no other comments by the Commission.  
   

6.0  DECISION 
 
6.1  Commissioner Vitu moved to recommend granting a Certificate of Appropriateness 

for a rear addition to the local landmark at 1040 Chestnut Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 

 
6.2 Commissioner Parikh seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:  
 

  Chair Hutchinson  Yes        
  Commissioner Glass  Yes             
  Commissioner Furniss  Yes       
  Commissioner Vitu  Yes        
  Commissioner Harmon Absent        
  Commissioner Corbett  Absent         

 Commissioner Daspit  Yes      
 Commissioner Parikh  Yes            
 Commissioner Fogarty  Yes          

   
  Motion carried.  
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WINDOW SCHEDULE
SYMBOL MANUFACTURER MODEL QTY: MASONRY OPENING ROUGH OPENING ROUGH HEAD HEIGHT TYPE JAMB SDL WIDTH SDL'S SCREEN COMMENTS

EXTERIOR
WINDOWS

A MARVIN UDHG2-2830C 7 2'-10 1/4" W X 5'-8 1/2" H 7'-1 3/4" ASF CLAD DOUBLE HUNG 6-11/16" 7/8" 3W2H COTTAGE
STYLE

CASHMERE
ALUMINUM

SCREEN

COTTAGE STYLE

D MARVIN CUC2818 11 2'-10 1/4" W x 1'-6 1/8" H 8'-8 7/8" ASF CLAD CASEMENT FIXED 6-11/16" 7/8" 3W1H -

B MARVIN UDHG2-5430C 2 5'-0 1/4" W X 5'-8 1/2" H 7'-1 3/4" ASF CLAD DOUBLE HUNG 6-11/16" 7/8" 6W2H COTTAGE
STYLE

CASHMERE
ALUMINUM

SCREEN

COTTAGE STYLE

C MARVIN CUCA2854 3 5'-0 1/4" W x 1'-6 1/8" H 8'-8 7/8" ASF CLAD CASEMENT FIED 6-11/16" 7/8" 6W1H -

NOTES:
1. WINDOW SUPPLIER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING ALL MASONRY OPENINGS w/ MFR. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.  NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES.
2. WINDOWS AND EXTERIOR FRENCH DOORS ARE OWNER SUPPLIED AND GC INSTALLED. INSTALLATION SHALL BE AS PER MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS.
3. GC TO PROVIDE ALL EXTERIOR GRADE SEALANT AND JAMB FILL INSULATION. GC ALSO TO PROVIDE JAMB EXTENTIONS AS REQUIRED.
4. ALL GLAZING WITHIN 18" AFF AND ADJACENT TO DOORS TO BE TEMPERED AS REQUIRED BY CODE
5. EVERY OPERABLE WINDOW TO BE EQUIPPED WITH A LOCK THAT CANNOT BE OPENED FROM THE EXTERIOR
6. SCREEN FRAMES TO BE ALUMINUM WITH HIGH TRANSPARENCY SCREEN. SASH LOCKS ARE TO BE 'ANTIQUE BRASS'
6. ALL GLAZING TO BE INSULATED UNITS WITH LOW-E II ARGON GAS (U-FACTOR 0.30 or LESS, SHGC 0.35 or LESS)  TO MEET IECC 2015
7. ALL EXIT DOORS TO BE KEYLESS IN THE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL
8. ENTRY DOORS ARE TO BE EQUIPPED WITH A LOCK THAT CAN BE OPERATED FROM THE OUTSIDE WITH A KEY AND KEYLESS IN THE INTERIOR, ANTIQUE BRASS HARDWARE
9. EXTERIOR WINDOW COMPONENTS (SASH, JAMBS) COLOR TO BE CASHMERE CLAD. INTERIOR WINDOW COMPONENTS (SASH, JAMBS) TO BE PRIMED PINE.
10. ANY WINDOW 72" ABOVE GRADE AND LESS THAN 24 INCH SILL HEIGHT TO HAVE 4" LIMITER INSTALLED TO COMPLY WITH IRC 312 (WINDOW FALL PROTECTION).
11. WINDOW SUPPLIER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING ALL EXISTING MASONRY OPENINGS W/ MANUFACTURER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCITON ORDERING NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF ANY DESCREPANCIES.

EXTERIOR DOOR SCHEDULE
SYMBOL MANUFACTURER MODEL QTY: ROUGH OPENING ROUGH HEAD HEIGHT TYPE JAMB SDL'S SDL'S SCREEN COMMENTS

EXTERIOR
DOORS

101 / 102 MARVIN UIFD2870 2 2'-10 1/4" W X 7'-2 1/2" H 7'-1 3/4" ASF CLAD ULTIMATE  INSWING FRENCH
DOOR

6-11/16" 2W5H - -
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Figure 2 North Facing Windows to be Removed - Exterior 

Figure 3 North Facing Windows to be Removed - Interior 
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Figure 4 East Facing Windows to be Removed - Exterior 

Figure 5 East Facing Windows to be Removed - Interior 
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MARVIN ®

ULTIMATE DOUBLE HUNG G2
The Ultimate Double Hung G2 window is an embodiment of our dedication to the craft of creating 
windows and doors. Influenced by the rich, historical significance of this window style and inspired by 
innovative design, each feature is thoughtfully added and every detail is carefully considered. This is all 
in service of shaping a window that deserves to be in the unique homes our customers desire.

INTERIOR EXTERIOR WASH MODE WITH SASH LOCK IN ANTIQUE BRASS

THIS PRODUCT IS CE CERTIFIED

Double Hung G2 window with Oil Rubbed Bronze hardware

Double Hung G2 windows in Ebony

14

MARVIN SIGNATURETM COLLECTION

ULTIMATE DOUBLE HUNG G2
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MARVIN ®

INTERIOR FEATURES AND PERFORMANCE

INTERIOR SHADES

Integrate seamlessly into the 
window without visible cords or 

pulleys. The fit is precise with 
virtually no light bleed.

RETR ACTABLE SCREEN

A screen option that easily 
retracts out of sight when  
not in use and provides 
smooth, quiet operation.

RICH WOOD INTERIOR

Offers beauty and warmth 
with six wood species and ten 
interior finish options.

SUPERIOR WEATHER 
PERFORMANCE

LC-PG50 on most sizes.  
Optional commercial  

(CW) performance and  
IZ3 certified coastal 

performance on most sizes.

DESIGN VERSATILIT Y

An array of simulated divided 
lite patterns, interior and exterior 

color options, ten hardware 
finishes, and archtop models.

ALUMINUM INTER-LOCK

Eliminates drafts and  
improves the window’s  

overall structural integrity.

TR ADITIONAL SILL BEVEL

The 14-degree bevel provides 
optimal water management 
while maintaining a classic look.

DUR ABLE CLADDING

Exterior cladding made with 
the industry’s highest level 
of certification, AAMA 2605, 
extruded aluminum and backed 
by a 20-year warranty against 
chalking and fading.

EXPANSIVE SIZES

Larger than 5 feet wide by 
10 feet high.

EXTERIOR FEATURES AND PERFORMANCE

16

MARVIN SIGNATURETM COLLECTION

ULTIMATE DOUBLE HUNG G2

Engineered for performance and designed to inspire, each aspect of the Ultimate Double Hung G2 
window was made with purpose. Our engineers consider every detail from the most innovative 
features to the most minute subtleties, all because the windows in your home help illuminate the 
most important parts of your life.

NARROW CHECKR AIL

Provides a sleek aesthetic at  
1 15/16 inches to maximize 
daylight opening while 
maintaining historical accuracy.

FIRST-RATE ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Meets ENERGY STAR® 
standards in energy efficiency 
with multiple glass options for 
various regions, climates, and 

weather needs.

TILT WASH

Allows easy access to  
exterior glass for cleaning 
and maintenance.

EXCLUSIVE AUTOLOCK

Activates when the sashes are 
closed, locking the window.

SASH BALANCE SYSTEMS

Enables smooth operation at 
the largest sizes.
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MARVIN ®

ULTIMATE SWINGING FRENCH DOOR
The Ultimate Swinging French door combines a classic single- and double-panel French style with expert 
craftsmanship. Engineered for both quality and performance, this door features a beautiful, substantial 
wood surround and a durable sill for weather protection even in harsh climates. To maximize views and 
access to the outdoors, select from inswing or outswing operation in sizes up to 14 feet wide and 9 feet 
high, and if a more streamlined look is desired, choose our short bottom rail option with sleek 4 3/4 inch 
wood surround on all sides.

OUTSWING INTERIOR  
WITH TALL BOTTOM RAIL

ARCH TOP INSWING INTERIOR  
WITH TALL BOTTOM RAIL

INSWING INTERIOR WITH  
SHORT BOTTOM RAIL

INSWING EXTERIOR WITH  
SHORT BOTTOM RAIL

THIS PRODUCT IS CE CERTIFIED74

MARVIN SIGNATURETM COLLECTION

ULTIMATE SWINGING FRENCH DOOR

Inswing French door with Matte Black hardware

Swinging French door and Picture windows













VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 
LOCALLY DESIGNATED HISTORIC LANDMARKS

Application for Additions or Alterations 

Property Address ___________________________________________________ 

Historic Name of Property ___________________________________________ 

Common Name ____________________________________________________ 

Property Owner
Name ______________________________________________________  
Address             ______________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________     ___________________ 

(home) (work) 

Architect
Name ______________________________________________________  
Address             ______________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________      

(work)  

Developer/Contractor
Name ______________________________________________________  
Address             ______________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________      

(work)  

Please identify all applications (building permit, zoning variations, etc.) 
pending before the Village of Wilmette.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

2.0

Ellen_W
Text Box
1040 Chestnut Ave

Ellen_W
Text Box
Schager House

Ellen_W
Text Box
1040 Chestnut Ave

Ellen_W
Text Box
Loreen Mershimer

Ellen_W
Text Box
1040 Chestnut Ave

Ellen_W
Text Box
Wilmette, IL 60091

Ellen_W
Text Box
847.727.3186

Ellen_W
Text Box
Morgante Wilson Architects

Ellen_W
Text Box
2834 Central Street

Ellen_W
Text Box
Evanston, IL 60201

Ellen_W
Text Box
847.332.1001

Ellen_W
Text Box
Highgate Builders

Ellen_W
Text Box
95 Revere Drive Suite H

Ellen_W
Text Box
Northbrook, IL 60062

Ellen_W
Text Box
847.835.7133



Please discuss how the proposed additions or alterations comply with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation (where applicable). 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

Provide the following information to the Commission: 

  Detailed plans of the alterations or additions drawn to scale.  Please include 
elevations. 

 Sample board of all materials to be used including paint chips for any 
proposed color changes and shingle samples. 

 Product literature and specifications of new fixtures including doors and 
windows. 

Please be prepared to discuss the following topics: 

 Proposed Additions:  materials, size, color, scale 
 Alterations:  if elements are to be removed, indicate product substitution.   
 Do plans include the restoration of missing historic elements? 
 If the existing structure or elements are to be cleaned, indicate the method 
and product. 
 If repainting, indicate method, material, and intention to match original 
color and texture. 
 Discuss treatment of fenestration:  doors, entranceways, windows, porches. 

Ellen_W
Text Box
See attached Description of Work

Ellen_W
Line

Ellen_W
Line

Ellen_W
Line

Ellen_W
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Ellen_W
Line

Ellen_W
Line

Ellen_W
Line
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Line
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Line

Ellen_W
Line

Ellen_W
Line

Ellen_W
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Application for Additions or Alterations 

1040 Chestnut Ave 

“Schager House” 

Description of Work for 1040 Chestnut Ave 

The proposed work at 1040 Chestnut Ave is the renovation and addition to the rear kitchen, which was 

remodeled in 1999-2000. A small addition is proposed at the rear of the building (not visible from the street), 

expanding the original kitchen area to include a family room. The shape of the addition echoes similar motifs of 

extruded arches elsewhere in the house. The addition sits slightly off of the corner of the existing house, 

articulating a division between new and existing. Exterior finishes at the addition keep in kind with the original 

quality and character of the building, including similar brick color and matching limestone details. Custom 

Marvin Ultimate Clad Double Hung windows will be specified to match existing fenestration details. Although the 

interior work will bring the house to comply with modern standards of living, we have taken great care to ensure 

that the majority of the exterior elements are not altered. 

The windows proposed for removal (North and East Elevations) were reconfigured in the 1999-2000 kitchen 

remodel.  

Figure 1 Before and After Floor Plans from "Professional Remodeler" Article on 1999/2000 renovation. 

The new windows will match nearby original windows’ configuration, divided lite pattern, color, and likeness. 

With an aluminum clad exterior in finish “Cashmere”, the windows will match the existing window and trim paint 

color. The interior of the windows will be painted wood to correspond with existing finishes. The Family Room 

will have (2) new Marvin Clad Ultimate French doors to match the nearby French doors’ finish, configuration, 

2.1
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and divided lite pattern. The custom door will align with the head heights of the existing windows and doors, as 

others do in the current configuration. 

The primary views on the property were historically oriented towards the North, West, and South towards the 

expansive back-yard, and “Sister” gardens. The intention is to keep the East façade as the “service entrance” 

with the car court, garage, and other utilities. Thus, most of the fenestration faces the North, West, and South 

yards. 

Please review the attached material, including an article on the 2000 renovation showing the age of the kitchen 

windows proposed for removal, replacement window information including shop drawings, images, and 

samples, and plans and elevations detailing proposed changes. 

Please discuss how the proposed additions or alterations comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Guidelines for Rehabilitation (where applicable).  

1. Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property which requires

minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a property for its

originally intended purpose.

a. The intent of this work is to minimally alter the building envelope to bring the house to comply

with modern standards of living. The structure will be used for its originally intended purpose.

2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its environment

shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive architectural

features shall be avoided when possible.

a. The distinguishing original qualities or character of the building, structure, site and its

environment will remain intact. The removal of historic material, namely the small portion of

the rear facing facade, will be as minimal as possible. The architectural character of the

addition, brick, limestone, roofing, and new windows and doors will be in accordance with the

historic nature of the structure.

3. All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time. Alterations that

have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance shall be discouraged.

a. The building, structure, and site will remain intact with their historic basis and appropriateness

as the changes proposed will reflect the current appearance.

4. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and

development of a building, structure, or site and its environment. These changes may have acquired

significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected.

a. While the existing kitchen windows were reconfigured during the 2000 renovation, and could

be considered evidence of the history and development of the building, the newly proposed

fenestration reflects the size, scale and details of the original windows much more closely –

especially those of the “Lattice Room” or “Sun Room”. Our suggestion is to consider the



MORGANTE  •  WILSON  ARCHITECTS,  LTD.

2 8 3 4  C E N T R A L  S T R E E T ,   E V A N S T O N ,  I L   6 0 2 0 1

T E L .  8 4 7 . 3 3 2 . 1 0 0 1            F A X .  8 4 7 . 3 3 2 . 2 3 8 8  

ARCH I TE CT URE    I N TE R I OR  D E S I GN    URB AN  P L AN N ING  

revision of these North and East facing windows to bring more continuity to the fenestration 

details of the whole building.  

5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a building,

structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.

a. The intent of this work is to minimally alter the distinctive stylistic features of the building by

leaving as much of the existing exterior detailing in place, and matching it in the new work.

6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced wherever possible. In the event

replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in position,

design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or replacement of missing architectural features

should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or pictorial

evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements from

other buildings or structures.

a. No deteriorated architectural features are proposed to be replaced as a part of this application.

All significant architectural features will be reused where possible.

7. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible. Sandblasting

and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.

a. No harsh cleaning methods will be used. Sandblasting will not occur.

8. Every Reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological resources affected by, or

adjacent to every project.

a. Every reasonable effort will be made to protect and preserve archaeological resources affected

by or adjacent to this project.

9. Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be discouraged when

such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, architectural or cultural material, and

such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of the property,

neighborhood or environment.

a. Noted. The proposed work will not act to destroy significant historical, architectural or cultural

material. The proposed addition and fenestration are compatible with the size, scale, color,

material, and character of the property, neighborhood, and environment.

10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner that if

such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the

structure would be unimpaired.

a. The proposed addition, if removed in the future, would not alter the essential form and integrity

of the historic structure.
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ORDINANCE NO. 99-O-106 

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING A WILMETTE 
LANDMARK IN THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Cook 

County, Illinois, find that James Blomberg and Sue Blomberg, owners of certain real property 

legally described as: 

Block 6 (excepting the East 475 feet thereof), and also a strip of land 52.5 feet wide 
lying West of and adjoining said Block 6 in Gage’s Addition to the Village of Wilmette, 
being a subdivision in Section 27, Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the Third 
Principal Meridian, in Cook County, Illinois; 

and commonly known as 1040 Chestnut Avenue, Wilmette Cook County, Illinois, said property 

being improved with an existing detached dwelling commonly known as “Schager House,” have 

requested that the Village of Wilmette designate said property as a Wilmette Landmark pursuant 

to Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code; and, 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that the Historic 

Preservation Commission of the Village of Wilmette, pursuant to notice published on or about 

October 14, 1999, conducted a public hearing concerning said nomination for Wilmette 

Landmark status on or about November 3, 1999, as required by said Section 2-16.13, et seq., of 

the Wilmette Village Code, and thereafter submitted a report and recommendation to the Village 

President and Board of Trustees recommending said property for Wilmette Landmark Status 

pursuant to Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code; and, 
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WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that Schager House 

and the above-described real property meet the criteria for designation as a Wilmette Landmark, 

and should be designated as same by Ordinance; 

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

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing recitals, and each of them, are hereby made a part of this 

Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The real property legally described as: 

Block 6 (excepting the East 475 feet thereof), and also a strip of land 52.5 feet wide 
lying West of and adjoining said Block 6 in Gage’s Addition to the Village of Wilmette, 
being a subdivision in Section 27, Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the Third 
Principal Meridian, in Cook County, Illinois; 

and commonly known as 1040 Chestnut Avenue, Wilmette Cook County, Illinois, and the 

improvement to same, that being the detached dwelling commonly known as “Schager House,” 

are hereby designated by the Village of Wilmette as a Wilmette Landmark pursuant to Section 2-

16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code, and said property and improvements shall hereafter 

be subject to such applicable rules regarding alteration or demolition as provided in Section 2-

16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code, both now and as may be hereafter amended. 

SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage, 

approval and publication as required by law. 

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

  day of      , 1999. 

AYE:  ____        
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NAY:_____ 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this day of , 

1999. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 



2.4





Guidelines for Alterations and Additions  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

The following Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation shall be used by the Wilmette Historic 
Preservation Commission when determining if an application for a building permit to alter a Wilmette Local 
Landmark merits approval.  These guidelines provide property owners the freedom to return a property to a state of 
utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those 
portions and features of the property which are significant to its historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

The Standards for Rehabilitation are as follows: 

1. Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property which requires
minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a property for its
originally intended purpose.

2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its environment
shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive architectural
features shall be avoided when possible.

3. All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time.  Alterations that
have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance shall be discouraged.

4. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and
development of a building, structure, or site and its environment.  These changes may have acquired
significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected.

5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a building,
structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.

6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever possible.  In the
event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in position,
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities.  Repair or replacement of missing architectural
features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or
pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural
elements from other buildings or structures.

7. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible.  Sandblasting
and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.

8. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources affected by, or
adjacent to any project.

9. Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be discouraged
when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, architectural or cultural
material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material and character of the
property, neighborhood or environment.

10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner that if
such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
structure would be unimpaired.
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Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter or Demolish Landmarks 

3.1 Commission and Commission Member Responsibility: Prior to engaging in review 
of applications to alter or demolish designated landmarks (“applications”), the 
Commission shall, in each case, advise the applicants and owners that the Village of 
Wilmette and the Commission shall not, by reviewing such applications, assume any 
liability for its comments, suggestions, or recommendation, or for the completeness 
or quality of the work of any contractor or the safety of contractor methods, means 
of operations, or the safety of conditions on the work site, or for any act or 
omission by any contractor, subcontractor, materials supplier or worker. 

3.2 Submission of Applications: Prior to alteration or demolition of a Landmark, an 
application must be submitted to the Commission in the form required by the 
Commission. 

3.3 Hearings on Applications: Within 30 days of receiving a completed application, the 
Commission shall announce a public hearing on the application, which hearing shall 
be held within a reasonable time.  At that time, the Preservation Commission will 
review the application to determine its compliance with the guidelines set forth in 
Appendix C. 

3.4 Notice of Hearings on Applications to Alter or Demolish: At least fifteen 
days in advance of commencing a hearing on an application, the Commission shall 
post a public notice of the hearing and shall deliver a written notice of the hearing to 
the applicant, the owner, the Village Board, the Village Manager, the Wilmette 
Historical Society, and any persons who have informed the Commission in writing 
that they have an interest in the application. 

3.5 Testimony: 
a. Any interested person may submit testimony or other evidence to the

Commission by oral testimony at a hearing or by submitting written
comments.

b. Persons wishing to testify at the hearing on an application should notify the
Commission of that fact by no later than two business days before the
hearing.  The Commission may, in its discretion, have more than one
session of a hearing on an application.

c. The record may be kept open for at least five days after the conclusion of a
hearing on an application to permit any interested person to submit
additional written comments.

3.6 Report and Recommendation on Report on Applications: After the hearing, the 
Commission shall prepare a Report and Recommendation that shall include: 

a. Identification of the building, structure, or place;
b. Name and address of the applicant and owner;
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c. Record of compliance with the requirements of these rules regarding notice
and hearings;

d. Summary of the applicant's position;
e. Summary of the Record;
f. The Commission's recommendation on the application; and
g. Date and record of the Commission's vote.

A copy of a Report and Recommendation on an application shall be delivered to the 
Village Board and the Village Manager and mailed to the applicant, the owner, and 
the Wilmette Historical Society. 

3.7 Presentation of Report and Recommendation: One or more representatives of the 
Commission shall attend the Village Board meeting where the Commission's Report 
and Recommendation on an application is presented for the purpose of answering 
or providing other information. 

Additional Procedures: In addition to these procedures, the Commission may undertake such 
further actions as it sees fit in connection with recommendations relating to applications 
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