VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETIE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
(847) 251-2700
FAX (847) 853-7700
TDD (847) 853-7634

EMAIL wilmette@wilmette.com

AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Tuesday, July 10, 2007
7:30 p.m.

ITEM:

1.0

ROLL CALL:

2.0

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

3.0

2.1

Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held June 26, 2007.

2.2

Approval of minutes of the Special Board meeting held March 13, 2007.

PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS:

4.0

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:

*4.1 Consent Agenda (Any item removed from the Consent Agenda is subject to a five-minute
time limit):
6.11
6.12
6.13
6.14
6.15

6.16

6.21
6.22
6.23
6.24
6.25
6.26
6.27
6.41
6.42

6.43

6.51

Temporary Use Permit #2007-20 for the Brennan-Hart Turkey Ministry and the
Community Church of Wilmette SK Run to be held on October 20, 2007.
Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-21 for Red Seal Sales Office located at 225
Sheridan Road.
Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-22 for M.E. Olson Construction Inc.
construction trailer located at 1255 Green Bay Road (Fifth Third Bank).
Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-26 for the Harper Elementary School PTO
Harper Hoedown to be held September 16, 2007.
ARC Report, 1115 Central Avenue, Lad & Lassie, Case #06-AR-19 regarding a
request for a sign variation to install one additional descriptive word on the
awning sign.
Adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-36 amending the appearance review standards
for native plantings.
Minutes, Finance Committee.
Presentation of the May 31, 2007 Revenue and Expense Report.
Presentation of the May 31, 2007 Treasurer's Report of Cash Receipts and
Disbursements.
Presentation of the May 31, 2007 Cash and Investment Summary.
Approval of Disbursements for the month of May 2007.
Approval of Resolution #2007-R-28 approving investments as previously
authorized in the Illinois Public Treasurer's Investment Pool (IPTIP).
Introduction of Ordinance #2007-0-54 authorizing the issuance of General
Obligation bonds, Series 2007.
Approval of contract, Meridian Construction Company, Lake Bluff, IL for the
construction of Fire Station No. 26 Bike Path.
Approval of payment, Patricia Garretson Declaration of Trust, 1315 Sheridan
Road, Wilmette for compensation of right-of-way associated with the Sheridan
Road Reconstruction Project.
Approval of payment, David J. Lies and Linda M. Lies, 1210 Sheridan Road,
Wilmette for compensation of right-of-way associated with the Sheridan Road
Reconstruction Project.
Minutes, Board of Fire and Police Commissioners.
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6.52
6.53

6.54

Approval of purchase, L3 Communications, Boonton, New Jersey to
replace squad in-car video camera system units.
Approval of purchase, AT&T, Inc. to upgrade the current 9-1-1 telephone system
to allow for receipt of Phase II Wireless information (location data) and an
interface to the village' s Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system.
Approval of request for authorization to proceed with the hiring of one Police
Officer prior to a planned vacancy and temporarily exceeding the authorized
strength for the department.

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6
8.7
8.8
8.9
8.91
8.92
8.93
8.94
8.95

Notice of vacancy, Senior Resources Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Commission for Persons with Disabilities
Notice of vacancy, Commission for Persons with Disabilities.
Notice of vacancy, Community Relations Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Community Relations Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Senior Resources Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Senior Resources Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Appearance Review Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Community Relations Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Youth Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Youth Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Zoning Board of Appeals.
Notice of vacancy, Commission for Persons with Disabilities.

9.1
9.2

Notice of vacancy, Board of Health.
Recommendation of reappointment, Appearance Review Commission.

5.0

REPORT OF THE LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:

6.0

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:

6.1

LAND USE COMMITTEE REPORT:
*6.11 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2007-20 for the Brennan-Hart Turkey
Ministry and the Community Church of Wilmette SK Run to be held on October
20, 2007.
*6.12 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-2 1 for Red Seal Sales Office
located at 225 Sheridan Road.
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*6.13 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-22 for M.E. Olson Construction
Inc. construction trailer located at 1255 Green Bay Road (Fifth Third Bank).
*6.14 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-26 for the Harper Elementary
School PTO Harper Hoedown to be held September 16, 2007.
*6.15 Appearance Review Commission Report, 1115 Central Avenue, Lad & Lassie,
Case #06-AR-19 regarding a request for a sign variation to install one additional
descriptive word on the awning sign.
*6.16 Adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-36 amending the appearance review standards
for native plantings.
6.17 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 3000 Glenview Road, Case #2007-Z-23
regarding a request for a special use to expand an existing park, (Hibbard Park), a
119 space parking variation, and a 12 decibel variation to permit the construction
of a 7,500 square foot skate park in accordance with the plans submitted. The use
shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-56.

TIME LIMIT: 60 MINUTES
6.2

FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT:
*6.21 Presentation of minutes of the Finance Committee meeting held May 1, 2007.
*6.22 Presentation of the May 31 , 2007 Revenue and Expense Report.
*6.23 Presentation of the May 31, 2007 Treasurer's Report of Cash Receipts and
Disbursements.
*6.24 Presentation of the May 31, 2007 Cash and Investment Summary.
*6.25 Approval of Disbursements for the month of May 2007.
*6.26 Approval of Resolution #2007-R-28 approving investments as previously
authorized in the Illinois Public Treasurer's Investment Pool (IPTIP).
*6.27 Introduction of Ordinance #2007-0-54 authorizing the issuance of General
Obligation bonds, Series 2007.
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6.3

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE REPORT:

6.4

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE REPORT:
*6.41 Approval of contract in an amount not to exceed $201,894.10 with Meridian
Construction Company, Lake Bluff, IL for the construction of Fire Station No. 26
Bike Path.
*6.42 Approval of payment in the amount of $42,000 to Patricia Garretson Declaration
of Trust, 1315 Sheridan Road, Wilmette for compensation of right-of-way
associated with the Sheridan Road Reconstruction Project.
*6.43 Approval of payment in the amount of $18,566.56 to David J. Lies and Linda M.
Lies, 1210 Sheridan Road, Wilmette for compensation of right-of-way associated
with the Sheridan Road Reconstruction Project.

6.5

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE REPORT:
*6.51 Presentation of minutes of the Board of Fire and Police Commissioners meeting
held June 11, 2007.
*6.52 Approval of purchase in the amount of $4,995 per unit, at a total cost not to
exceed $36,000 in 2007, with L3 Communications, Boonton, New Jersey to
replace squad in-car video camera system units.
*6.53 Approval of purchase in the amount of $12, 142 from AT&T, Inc. to upgrade the
current 9-1-1 telephone system to allow for receipt of Phase II Wireless
information (location data) and an interface to the village's Computer Aided
Dispatch (CAD) system.
*6.54 Approval ofrequest for authorization to proceed with the hiring of one Police
Officer prior to a planned vacancy and temporarily exceeding the authorized
strength for the department.

6.6

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE REPORT:

7.0

REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES:
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8.0

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
*8.1

Notice of vacancy on the Senior Resources Commission due to the resignation of
Michelle Teal.

*8.2

Notice of vacancy on the Commission for Persons with Disabilities due to the
term expiration of Walter Reed.

*8.3

Notice of vacancy on the Commission for Persons with Disabilities due to the term
expiration of Linda Layfer.

*8.4

Notice of vacancy on the Community Relations Commission due to the term
expiration of Pam Mondschein.

*8.5

Notice of vacancy on the Community Relations Commission due to the term
expiration of Alice Chow.

*8.6

Notice of vacancy on the Senior Resources Commission due to the term
expiration of Susan Lin.

*8.7

Notice of vacancy on the Senior Resources Commission due to the resignation of
Faqir Vohra.

*8.8

Notice of vacancy on the Appearance Review Commission due to the resignation of
Stuart Berger.

*8.9

Notice of vacancy on the Community Relations Commission due to the term
expiration of Harry Rhodes.

*8.91 Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the resignation of
Mary Abroe.
*8.92 Notice of vacancy on the Youth Commission due to the resignation of Alison Field.
*8.93 Notice of vacancy on the Youth Commission due to the resignation of Rita Strang.
*8.94 Notice of vacancy on the Zoning Board of Appeals due to the resignation of Kristina
Dalman.

6

*8.95 Notice of vacancy on the Commission for Persons with Disabilities due to the term
expiration of Diane Wojcik.
9.0

10.0

NEW BUSINESS:
*9.1

Notice of vacancy on the Board of Health due to the resignation of Raymond
Lechner.

*9.2

Recommendation of reappointment of Paul Holzman to the Appearance Review
Commission from August 2007 to August 2012.

ADJOURNMENT:
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DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

7/6/07
Village President and Board of Trustees
Michael J. Earl, Village Manager
Agenda Materials

Enclosed are the agenda and materials for the Regular Village Board Meeting,
July 10, 2007.
ITEM:
2.1-2.2

The minutes are enclosed.

4 .1

The Consent Agenda items are listed under the Committee Reports. A roll
call vote is required for the Consent Agenda.

6.11-6.17

The reports are enclosed.

6.21-6.27

The reports are enclosed.

6.41-6.43

The reports are enclosed.

6.51
6.52-6.54

The minutes are enclosed.
The reports are enclosed.

PENDING MATTERS

DATE

SUBJECT

6114105

Wall Ordinance

9126106

Tear down ordinance

2/27/07

Alternative Energy Sources

2/27/07

Parking Regulations for restaurant
Referred to Land Use Committee
uses in all commercial zoning
districts.
Accessory living units and coach
Referred to Land Use Committee
houses
Definition of housing for the elderly Referred to Finance Committee
and/or persons with disabilities.
Discuss regulations for generators
Referred to Land Use Committee

3/13/07
4/10/07
6/12/07

ACTION TAKEN
Referred to Land Use Committee
I 0/27/OS-still pending
Referred to Finance Committee
5/8/07-Presented final report to
Village Board-Further discussion
at C-0-W meeting-date to be
determined.
Referred to Land Use Committee

t .

..
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE - LAW DEPARTMENT
LITIGATION -ACTIVE FILES
NUMERICAL INDEX

Case No.

Title

Subject

02 c 3038

Dick, Steven v. Village of
Wilmette, et al.

Claim under 42 USC 1983 arising from drug
arrest by Police Dept. (Chilton, Yambert,
Porter & Young - IRMA)

03 CH 10294

WMC Mortgage Corp. v. Sylvia
Kay, et al. (Village of Wilmette)

Foreclosure action brought by primary
mortgagor against CDBG participant and other
mortgagors, incl. Village and State of Illinois.
(Asst. Corporation Counsel)

04 L 000444

Nicor Gas Co. v. Village of
Wilmette

Property damage claim arising from water
main rupture and impact on gas utility.
(Norton, Mancini, et al. - IRMA)

05 CT 3833

111 Church St. Condominium
Assn. v. Maria Pappas, Cook
County Treasurer

Annual property tax levy objections filed for
2003 levy against all Cook County taxing
bodies. (Corporation Counsel)

05 L 8343

Feldman, David, et al. v. Village
of Wilmette, et al.

Personal injury claim concerning bicycle
accident in public parkway. (tendered to
Comcast's insurer).

06 L 62021

Chemaske, Richard v. Village of
Wilmette, et al.

Personal injury claim arising from alleged
collision with Village vehicle. (Querrey &
Harrow - IRMA).

06 CH25775

Hausen, George, et al. v. Village
of Wilmette

Claim for injunctive relief from denial of twolot subdivision at 833 15th Street. (Holland &
Knight)

07 M2 00105

Guggenheim, David v. Village of
Wilmette

Property damage claim arising from alleged
sewer backup. (Querrey & Harrow IRMA)

S-RC-07-073

In re Teamsters Local #714 &
Village of Wilmette

Majority interest petition filed with ILRB for
certification of police sergeant bargaining unit.
(Seyfarth Shaw; Corporation Counsel)

t ~~6107

~~

Not yet approved

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
(847) 251-2700
FAX (847) 853-7700
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL wilmette@wilmette.com

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINIS HELD IN THE
COUNCIL ROOM OF SAID VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE,
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, JUNE 26, 2007.
The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:38 p.m.
Item:
1.0

ROLL CALL:
President
Trustees

Staff Present:

2.0

Michael J. Earl, Village Manager
Maureen M. Barry, Assistant Village Manager
Timothy J. Frenzer, Corporation Counsel
Barbara L. Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk
Lisa Roberts, Director of Community Development
Brigitte Mayerhofer, Director of Engineering
Jorge Cruz, Assistant Director of Engineering

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
2.1

3.0

Christopher S. Canning
Alan Swanson
Lali Watt
John Levin
Mari D. Terman
Karen Spillers
Mike Basil

Trustee Terman moved approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held June
12, 2007, seconded by Trustee Swanson. All voted aye, the motion carried.

PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS:
Bill Everham, 25 1 Maple Avenue, asked to remove item 6.18 from the Consent Agenda.

•

•,
i

6/26/07

4.0

Not yet approved

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:
Village Manager Michael Earl announced the schedule of the July 3 celebration sponsored
by the Wilmette Park District.

4.1

Consent Agenda. Trustee Watt moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows:
6.11
6.12
6.13
6.14

Minutes, Land Use Committee.
Minutes, Plan Commission.
Minutes, Plan Commission.
Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-24 for the Thornwood Park Outdoor Concert to
be held on July 15, 2007.
6.15 Appointment of Land Use Committee as a Special Zoning Committee to review
possible amendments to noise and other regulations related to emergency
generators.
6.16 Plan Commission Report, 2031 Elmwood regarding a request for tentative plat
approval for a lot subdivision.
6.17 Adoption of Resolution #2007-R- 27 regarding final plat approval for a lot
subdivision at 2031 Elmwood.
6.19 ZBA Report, 420 Vine Court, Case #2006-Z-67 regarding a request for variations
to permit the construction of a two car detached garage in accordance with the
plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-52.
6.191 REMOVE FROM TABLE - ZBA Report, 1050 Forest Avenue, Case #2007-Z-21
regarding a request for a variation to permit the installation of a gas generator in
accordance with the plans submittedTABLE INDEFINITELY.
6.31
6.32
6.33
6.34
6.35
6.36
6.3 7
6.38

Minutes, Community Relations Commission
Minutes, Community Relations Commission
Minutes, Fine Arts Commission.
Minutes, Fine Arts Commission
Minutes, Fine Arts Commission
Minutes, Administration Committee
Minutes, Transportation Commission
Minutes, Ad Hoc Technology Committee

6.41

Approval of contract, Holton Brothers, Arlington Heights, IL for tuckpointing and
sandstone repairs at Village Hall.
Approval of contract, Visu-Sewer of Illinois, LLC, Bridgeview, IL for completion
of the 2007 Sewer Lining Program, contingent upon Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency (IEPA) low interest loan approval.

6.42
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Not yet approved

6/26/07

6.43
6.44
6.45
6.46

Approval of contract, Visu-Sewer of Illinois, LLC, Bridgeview, IL for 2007
televising and cleaning of Village sewers.
Approval of contract, Infrastructure Management Services, Rolling Meadows, IL
for pavement management services.
Approval of contract, Bob Ridings Inc., Taylorville, IL for the purchase of one
truck chassis.
Rejection of bids for Village Yard roof replacement.

6.51
6.52

Minutes, Board of Fire and Police Commissioners.
Adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-46 authorizing staff to sell surplus Village
owned property currently stored at the Wilmette Police Station.

8.1

Notice of vacancy, Senior Resources Commission
Notice of vacancy, Commission for Persons with Disabilities
Notice of vacancy, Commission for Persons with Disabilities
Notice of vacancy, Community Relations Commission
Notice of vacancy, Community Relations Commission
Notice of vacancy, Senior Resources Commission.
Notice of vacancy, Senior Resources Commission
Notice of vacancy, Appearance Review Commission
Notice of vacancy, Community Relations Commission
Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation Commission
Notice of vacancy, Youth Commission
Notice of vacancy, Youth Commission
Notice of vacancy, Zoning Board of Appeals
Appointment, Building Code Board of Appeals.

8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6
8.7

8.8

8.9
8.91

8.92
8.93

8.94
8.95

9.1

9.2

Notice of vacancy, Commission for Persons with Disabilities.
Notice of vacancy, Appearance Review Commission.

Trustee Terman seconded the motion. Voting yes: Trustees Swanson, Watt, Levin, Terman,
Spillers, Basil and President Canning. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

5.0

REPORT OF THE LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:
No Report.

6.0

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:
3

•
6/26/07

6.1

Not yet approved

LAND USE COMMITTEE REPORT:
6.11

Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held May 24, 2007
was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.12

Presentation of minutes of the Plan Commission meeting held May 1, 2007 was
handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.13

Presentation of minutes of the Plan Commission meeting held June 5, 2007 was
handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.14

Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2007-TU-24 for the Thomwood Park
Outdoor Concert to be held on July 15, 2007 was handled with the Consent
Agenda.

6.15

Appointment of Land Use Committee as a Special Zoning Committee to review
possible amendments to noise and other regulations related to emergency
generators was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.16

Plan Commission Report, 2031 Elmwood regarding a request for tentative plat
approval for a lot subdivision was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.17

Adoption of Resolution #2007-R- 27 regarding final plat approval for a lot
subdivision at 2031 Elmwood was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.18

Request for a variation extension of an additional 12 months, Case #2002-Z-5,
257 Maple Avenue to permit the construction of a common driveway access.
Trustee Swanson moved to grant a request for a variation extension of an
additional 12 months, Case #2002-Z-5, 257 Maple Avenue to permit the
construction of a common driveway access, seconded by Trustee Spillers.
Lori Marston, Planning Consultant for petitioner, said the variation was approved
five years ago but the lot is unusual and there have been issues regarding the
utilities that have been time consuming.
President Canning noted the case received a continuance last year and asked what
has happened with the utilities in the past year.
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Not yet approved
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Ms. Marston said there have been three different suggestions for the placement of
the water utilities. The petitioner has been working with the City of Evanston to
install water utilities from Maple Avenue to Isabella Street. The petitioner
currently has a buyer for the two lots, who will submit preliminary plans for the
permit process in the near future.
Trustee Swanson asked if the petitioner had an easement agreement with the
Chicago Transit Authority (CTA).
Ms. Marston said the petitioner's agreement with the CTA was set to be approved
at the June 13, 2007 CTA Board meeting but was deferred to the July meeting.
Trustee Watt asked if the petitioner would be buying water from the City of
Evanston for the proposed subdivision.
Dan Carter, consultant for the petitioner, said due to the nature of the proposed
site, it has been difficult to obtain easements for utilities to supply water, sanitary
sewer and storm sewer discharge. The petitioner is ready to submit engineering
drawings to Wilmette for the storm and sanitary sewers. The water utilities will
be supplied by the City of Evanston.
Trustee Terman asked why there was a CTA delay.
Mr. Carter said the CTA agreement has been completed and is ready for CTA
Board approval, but the CTA had more pressing items on their June agenda and
deferred many of their other items to the July meeting.
Trustee Terman asked if the CTA would retain the land in the agreement.
Dick Keefe, petitioner, presented the email from the CTA which stated his
proposed item had been among many which were deferred to the July 11, 2007
Chicago Transit Board meeting. The email noted Mr. Keefe's item had been
recommended by staff for board approval. Mr. Keefe was buying 20' ofland
from the CTA and a 7' easement that all parties had agreed upon.
Mr. Everham, 251 Maple Avenue, said he became aware of the request for the
variation extension the previous evening. The variation was granted 5 years ago
before he moved into the neighborhood but goes back 17 years. He believes
Village staff as well as Board and Commission members have changed in the last
few years and would like to start the variation request process again. He would
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Not yet approved

like the Board to reconsider the issues of traffic safety, fire equipment
accessibility and the loss of trees.
President Canning said there is an ordinance that requires the permit to be acted
upon. The request this evening is for an extension of variation. He asked if there
was a mechanism to reconsider the ordinance at this time.
Corporation Counsel Timothy Frenzer said there was no mechanism to reconsider
the ordinance at this time.
President Canning said if the variation extension was not granted this evening,
then the variation process would have to start over.
Mr. Everham asked that the Board deny the variation extension request.
Mrs. Anderson, 253 Maple Avenue, submitted a letter she previously received
from the Village President in 1998, noting the original request from the petitioner
to subdivide the property was not granted. Since that time, the petitioner
submitted a new proposal which was granted by the Village. She said the
variation request for the proposal was granted five years ago and she has
continuing concerns regarding a proposed sound barrier and other development
issues. She asked the Board to deny the request at this time.
Mr. Keefe said in addition to buying the additional 20' of property and 7' of
easement to install utilities, he is also paying $88,000 to the CTA to install a
flashing light signal which they believe is needed at the proposed new driveway
for safety. The flashing light will indicate "No Left Tum" when a train is
approaching.
President Canning asked if the flashing light was enforceable by the Village.
Mr. Keefe said the installment of the safety light was to protect the CTA and his
own liability. He did not believe it was enforceable by the Village.
Trustee Swanson said he knew there had been difficulty with the placement of the
utilities on the proposed lot. The solution of the storage of the storm water is a
good solution and he believed working out the water utility placement with the
City of Evanston was far superior to problems faced by placing them in Wilmette.
He does have a concern with the flashing light not being enforced by the Village.

6

6/26/07

Not yet approved

Mr. Frenzer said if the flashing safety light is placed in the public right of way,
the Village Vehicle Code provides for enforcement by the Village.
Trustee Swanson said he is also concerned with the CTA arm gate placement on
the current tracks as the gates are very close to the proposed driveway and there
could possibly be room for someone to go through the gates if they are turning
from the proposed driveway.
Trustee Watt said she is disturbed by the flashing light placement. There is a
Village process that decided what traffic signals are appropriate for placement in
the Village. She has not heard that the flashing lights have gone through that
process. Trustee Watt said she is also disturbed by the third request for a
variation extension. The reason there is a 6 month limit to variation extensions is
that the people who are affected by the variation should be involved in the
process. She does not believe the variation process is meant to continue for five
years.
Trustee Levin said his recollection is that there was thorough discussion regarding
the proposed driveway being sufficient for fire protection equipment. With
respect to the "No Left Tum" flashing light being placed at the proposed
driveway, he believes it is a self enforcing sign. There is a similar sign on Green
Bay Road at the railroad tracks and when a train goes by the "No Left Tum"
signal is activated and motorists do not make a left as the train is going by.
Trustee Levin said he believes the Village Board does not have to go through the
long, arduous process again. At the time the variations were granted, the process
was quite substantial, and the issues were much the same. He also said he would
not like to see the variation request drag on for too much longer.
Trustee Terman said she is concerned that the Village is being asked to approve a
different variation than was granted five years ago.
Ms. Marston said the arrangement with the CTA regarding the 20' and 7'
easements were in the original variation request. The water utilities agreement
with the City of Evanston had to be acceptable to the Village of Wilmette as part
of a condition to the variation that was granted. The water utilities proposal is
acceptable to the Wilmette Village Engineer.
Mr. Carter said the flashing signal light was a requirement from the CTA as their
engineers believed it was important for safety. The petitioner will go through the
Village permit process for sign placement once the CTA agreement is finalized.
7
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Not yet approved

Trustee Spillers said she can appreciate the length of time it takes to work with
other governing bodies and will support the variation extension request.
Trustee Basil asked for clarification regarding the amount of time since the
variation request was granted.
Ms. Marston said this variation request was originally granted in 2002 but there
were two prior proposals that were not granted.
Mr. Everham said he still believed there is a fire equipment accessibility
problem with the proposal.
Mr. Keefe asked the Village Board to grant his request.
Ms. Marston said a sound wall was previously suggested by the Plan Commission
but due to decreased noise levels from the train tracks, the petitioner will not be
installing the sound wall. She said the proposed plans meet the requirements of
the fire/safety regulations.
Mrs. Anderson asked if her driveway would be affected by the water utilities.
Ms. Marston said the water utilities would not affect Mrs. Anderson's property.
Trustee Swanson said he knows the petitioner has a difficult site and believes the
petitioner has done a reasonable job working out the utility issues. He does not
believe that the request is frivolous. The Fire Department and Engineering
Department will have final judgment on the safety of the driveway so he will
support one more extension.
Trustee Watt said she was concerned last year and continues to be concerned. She
does not see a reason to keep extending the variation a year at a time. She
believes a six month extension would be more appropriate. She has no doubt
efforts have been made but if the petitioner has to go to such incredible lengths to
work out all the issues perhaps that is an indication that the issue should be looked
at very carefully as the request is not routine.
Trustee Levin said he does not believe anything of substance has been changed
since the request was approved. He believes the request is complicated and
unique but the person who is suffering the most is the person who is trying to
develop the site. He does not believe the petitioner is coming out ahead by
8
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delaying the process. There has been significant progress made in the situation
and he will support the request for another year but if the situation can not be
completed in one more year, it may be a futile effort.
Trustee Terman said she is taking the petitioner's statements in good faith that the
variation as passed five years ago did include the easements and driveway as
delineated in the current plan. She is reassured by the expression of sensitivity to
the adjacent property owners. She asked if the petitioner would have to abide by
the current grading ordinance as the variation request was previously approved.
President Canning and Trustee Levin said the petitioner would have to submit a
grading plan as part of the permit process.
Trustee Terman said she would support the variation extension request but she
hopes she does not have to do it again.
Trustee Spillers said she will support the variation extension. She appreciates the
process the petitioner has gone through as it must be challenging to meet all the
requirements of the different entities.
Trustee Basil thanked Mr. Everham and Mrs. Anderson for the vigilance in
protecting their property rights and the interests of the Village. He believes
Trustee Watt' s concern about a six month requirement is valid and needs to be
respected. He said the problem is that the petitioner does not have a routine case.
Mr. Keefe has had to deal with the Village of Wilmette, City of Evanston and the
Chicago Transit Authority and governments do not move quickly. He believes
the issue is a five year request not a 17 year request. He said there are currently
flashing lights at the site and the engineering department will review the request
for an additional light. He will support the request.
President Canning said he believes the petitioner has made progress over the past
year but the project is still not finished. He encouraged the petitioner to address
the issue as rapidly as possible. He asked the petitioner to tell the other units of
government that the Village of Wilmette would like the process to be completed,
file the permits, and let Village staff approve issues that need to be approved. He
will support the request but will be very concerned next year if the petitioner
requests another extension. He believes the petitioner is making good faith efforts
towards completing the process and submitting permits.
Voting yes: Trustees Swanson, Watt, Levin, Terman, Spillers, Basil and
President Canning. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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6.19

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 420 Vine Court, Case #2006-Z-67 regarding a
request for a 146 square foot lot area variation to permit transfer of property and a
1' side yard setback variation and a 3' accessory structure variation to permit the
construction of a two car detached garage in accordance with the plans submitted;
adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-52.
The request was handled with the Consent Agenda for a 146 square foot lot area
variation to permit transfer of property and a 1' side yard setback variation and a
3' accessory structure variation to permit the construction of a two car detached
garage in accordance with the plans submitted. Ordinance #2007-0 -52 was
adopted with the Consent Agenda, authorizing the variations of this case.

6.1 91 REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 1050 Forest
Avenue, Case #2007-Z-21 regarding a request for a 24.2 1 decibel variation to
permit the installation of a gas generator in accordance with the plans submittedTABLE INDEFINITELY was handled with the Consent Agenda.
6. 192 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, 2122 Old Glenview Road, Case #2007-Z-17
regarding a request for a 1,444.9 square foot lot area variation for Outlot A, a 7'
lot width variation for Lot 1, a 7.97' lot width variation for Lot 2, an 8.3' lot
width variation for Lot 3, and a variation from the requirement that all lots shall
front on a public street all to allow a four lot subdivision in accordance with the
plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-53
Trustee Swanson moved to grant a request for a 1,444.9 square foot lot area
variation for Outlot A, a 7' lot width variation for Lot 1, a 7.97' lot width
variation for Lot 2, an 8.3' lot width variation for Lot 3, and a variation from the
requirement that all lots shall front on a public street all to allow a four lot
subdivision in accordance with the plans submitted, seconded by Trustee Watt.
Ronald Cope, attorney for the petitioner, noted that he had an engineer, planner
and real estate appraiser present to address any questions from the Village Board.
Mr. Cope reviewed the plans presented in the report noting the lots created in the
plans exceed the lot requirement for the neighborhood. He asked the Board to
follow the recommendation of the Zoning Board of Appeals and grant the
petitioner's request.
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President Canning asked if the petitioner had considered two lots for the property
rather than the proposed three lots as previously asked by Ms. Dalman at the ZBA
meeting.
Mr. Cope said the petitioner had considered two lots.
President Canning said Ms. Dalman also asked if there was a way to make the
subdivision conforming without any variation requests.
Mr. Cope said no, there was no way to make the subdivision conforming without
any variation requests.
Trustee Swanson asked if Mr. Cope knew what size homes could be built on a
two lot subdivision.
Mr. Cope said he did not know. If there was one home, it could be approximately
12,000 square feet, which would be out of character with the neighborhood.
Trustee Swanson asked where the driveways would drain to on the proposed lots.
Dave Shindoll, Mackie Consultants, said the shared driveways will runoff and
drain into the lawn area where the proposed rain garden is located.
Trustee Swanson asked if all storm water on the property stays on the property.
Mr. Shindoll said that was the general concept of the plans. However, there are a
few isolated areas where they will not be disturbing existing conditions. He noted
in the rear of the property there would be a 20' strip that would not be graded and
existing vegetation would be left and supplemented by additional planting.
Similarly there is a small segment on the west side of the property that has a cross
pitch and will not be graded, where the existing vegetation will be left for
drainage.
Trustee Swanson said he was concerned about drainage to the neighbors' land on
Sandy Lane that live to the west of the proposed lots.
Mr. Shindoll said the site has a dished out shape so much of the existing rear yard
drains into the low area of the yard. The parcel then generally drains overland
from the north to the south.

11

6/26/07

Not yet approved

Trustee Swanson said there is a note on the plans that says "soils along the
retaining wall to remain undisturbed". He asked what the dimensions would be
for setback from the excavation area.
Mr. Shindoll said they will stay 10' or further away from the property line of the
retaining wall.
Trustee Watt said she would like to be sure that drainage water from the
petitioner's site would not flow down to the neighbors' homes.
Mr. Shindoll reviewed the site plan noting they are proposing to maintain the
drainage pattern that currently exists on the site so that rain fall will continue to
drain on the property and/or be collected by the new catch basins and drain to the
storm sewers. He also noted there will be a rain garden in the front of the lot that
will have a broad swale with topsoil, sand, peat bed and appropriate plantings to
encourage additional drainage from the site.
Trustee Levin said he is not concerned with the drainage from proposed Lots 2
and 3, but he is concerned with Lot 1, as there are houses close behind it.
Mr. Shindoll said at that point on the site and southward, they are proposing to
match existing grade so that drainage will remain in the site's rear yard.
Trustee Levin asked if the pitch would be significant enough to create a change in
the direction of water.
Mr. Shindoll said he believed they would be creating a new ridge line at that
location and the catch basin would be approximately 2 \ti feet lower than the ridge
line.
Trustee Levin asked how the common road and the rain garden would be
structured in the covenants.
Mr. Cope said there would be cross easements and covenants that would run with
the land.
Trustee Levin asked if it would be possible to include a provision that the cross
easements and covenants could not be amended without the consent of the
Village.
Mr. Cope said they would include that within the provision.
12
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Trustee Terman asked for clarification regarding the distance between the
retaining wall and the proposed driveway, as the petitioner said 10' and the plans
said 12'.
Mr. Shindoll said the closest point would be approximately 10' as the neighbor's
driveway curves.
Trustee Terman asked if the ridge at the back of the existing property has the
same incline as the homes on Sandy Lane.
Mr. Shindoll said he did not believe there were identical slopes on either side of
the ridge line but they are approximately the same.
Trustee Terman asked if the division on the outlot would be proportional to the
various square footage of the three properties?
Mr. Cope said the lots would all own an equal interest in the common outlot. It
would be part of the covenant that all parties maintain the outlot but he has not yet
written a specific covenant.
Trustee Basil asked if the petitioner would need variations for a two lot
subdivision.
Mr. Cope said he believed the petitioner would still need to ask for variations for
a two lot subdivision, but he did not know exactly how many variations would be
needed. He also believed two large lots would be out of character with the
neighborhood.
President Canning asked if plans had been drafted for a two lot subdivision.
Mr. Cope said they did not draft the plans for a two lot subdivision as the
petitioner believed a three lot subdivision was more in character with the
neighborhood.
President Canning asked if the petitioner believed he could only make a
reasonable use of the propei:·iiy· if it was subdivided into three lots.

Mr. Cope said it depends on how one defines reasonable. He said there is a huge
piece of land in this case and the property owner will have to sacrifice the vast
majority of the land as open space, which he believes is not fair or reasonable.
13
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Trustee Watt said she is troubled by the proposed outlet and who will be
responsible for the maintenance and any problems that may arise.
Mr. Cope said the proposed covenant for the outlet lot is not unusual and works
well the majority of the time.
Trustee Watt asked where guests would park and where garbage would be picked
up on the proposed site.
Mr. Cope said the garbage would be picked up at the street at the end of the
driveway. There would not be parking within the shared private driveway, guests
would have to park in the private driveways or on the public street. He said there
would be rules in the covenant to govern those type of issues.
Trustee Watt asked if it was good planning to have peoples' front yards be behind
their neighbors' back yards.
Scott Miller, planner for the petitioner, said there are many lots in the
neighborhood that have the same type of situation.
Mr. Cope said there are other properties in the area that have a similar type of
layout.
President Canning declared a recess at 9:50 p.m.
President Canning called the meeting back to order at 9:55 p.m.
President Canning noted that Ms. Roberts provided a handout that showed the
setbacks of the three lots.
Trustee Watt asked how the setbacks were calculated for each of the lots.
Ms. Roberts reviewed the calculations for the set backs for the three lots as
directed by the ordinance.
Trustee Spillers asked if there were any other outlots in Wilmette.
Ms. Roberts said she was not aware of any other outlots in Wilmette.
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Trustee Spillers said the Village has condominium associations but asked ifthere
are any homeowner associations.
Ms. Roberts said she was not aware of any homeowner associations but there are
private roads that have associations that manage them.
Trustee Spillers asked if the Village Board approves the proposed plan, would the
plan be something in which other developers would be interested.
Ms. Roberts said in her experience, developers prefer to do an easier project
rather than the more complicated plan proposed.
Trustee Basil asked if the Board was considering a two lot subdivision that
fronted on Old Glenview Road, would there only be two lot width variation
requests and perhaps one more regarding a curb cut.
Ms. Roberts said she believed that would be true, but the Village did not have
plans with that proposal.
President Canning asked what the lot areas were north of the subject area.
Ms. Roberts said there are four lots that front on Wilmette Avenue that are
approximately 50' wide and with a total of approximately 18,000 square feet.
Trustee Watt asked if there are any lots that are as big as the subject property or if
it is an unusual lot.
Ms. Roberts said she did not have that information.
President Canning asked for comment in favor of the application.
Sherwin Marks, 214 Valley View Drive, said he has been a resident since 1960
and he has seen a lot of change in the Village. He is definitely in favor of the
petitioner's request.
Jeff Zamansky, 329 Sunset Drive, said he is in favor of the petitioner' s request as
he believes the lot is large enough for three homes.
President Canning asked for comment in opposition to the application.
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Mary Methe, 2128 Old Glenview Road, said she has lived at her home for 40
years and she is opposed to the petitioner's request. She said the majority of the
neighbors signed a petition opposing the request. She does not believe there are
any outlots in the Village and believes the proposed outlot will create enforcement
issues for the Village and hazardous conditions for emergency vehicles. She
believes the proposed variations will adversely affect the neighbors. She noted
there are four lots owned by a school that could possibly be subdivided and
granting the proposed request would set a precedent. She believes the petitioner
could make a reasonable use of the property with one large home or subdividing
the lot into two lots.
Trustee Spillers asked if Mrs. Methe would be in favor of dividing the lot into two
lots and building two homes.
Mrs. Methe said she believed two lots would be better than the proposed request.
President Canning noted that two lots would also need variations.
Trustee Watt noted there is a minimum setback, but asked ifthere is a maximum
setback, would someone be able to build 40' back from the front yard?
Ms. Roberts said there is not a maximum front yard set back. A home could be
built 40' back.
Peter Schuermann, 2138 Sandy Lane, said he opposes the petitioner's request as it
will create multiple safety hazards and hardships to the immediate neighbors.
He also has concerns with the proposed water retention plans and possible water
drainage onto his property.
President Canning asked if the property owner has a right to reasonable use of his
property.
Mr. Schuermann said yes, but it is a matter of what is considered to be reasonable.
President Canning asked Mr. Schuermann if one very large home would affect his
property.
Mr. Schuermann said normal construction would leave more green space.
President Canning said whatever is built will need to address drainage issues.
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Mr. Schuermann said the impact of one or two homes would be substantially
lower than three homes in regard to drainage onto his property.
President Canning asked if Mr. Shuermann would object to two homes on the lot.
Mr. Schuermann said he believed two homes would need fewer variances and
have less impact on his property.
Trustee Levin said the Village Board has discretion when granting variations and
may possibly place restrictions on where a home could be placed on a lot.
Dora Fox, 2128 Old Glenview Road, said she is currently staying with the Methes
as she is their niece. She is opposed to the proposed request as it will introduce a
more urban plan into the area. She also did not believe the proposed private road
was appropriate for the area. She urged the Board to deny the request as it will
cause irreparable damage to the neighborhood.
President Canning asked what the irreparable damage would be.
Ms. Fox said the neighbors would lose the privacy of their backyards.
President Canning noted that the petitioner also has a right to use his backyard.
He asked if Ms. Fox could see two homes being built on the lot.
Ms. Fox said she did not personally want to see two homes on the lot but could
understand that situation.
Joseph Abel, Joseph Abel and Associates, said he is a planning and development
consultant who was asked to speak for the neighbors regarding the petitioner's
request.
President Canning noted that Mr. Abel did not speak at the Zoning Board of
Appeals and new evidence can not be introduced at the Village Board meeting.
Mr. Abel said he would like to address the proposed variations and the Village's
current ordinances. He did not have any documents to introduce, just his opinion.
Corporation Counsel Timothy Frenzer said a professional opinion is considered
new evidence.
Trustee Watt said she would be interested in hearing what Mr. Abel had to say.
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Trustee Levin said he feels very strongly that no new evidence should be allowed.
Trustee Terman asked if Mr. Abel was going to add to the discourse or simply
reiterate what has been said previously.
Mr. Abel said he was hoping to add to the arguments that have been stated
previously.
Trustee Basil said he did not believe Mr. Abel would add more to what has
already been said.
Trustee Swanson moved to waive the rules regarding no new evidence, seconded
by Trustee Watt.
Trustee Swanson said he agreed with Trustee Levin that the Board should not
hear new evidence and he believes that Mr. Abel will be presenting an expert
opinion. He is not in favor of the request.
Trustee Watt said she is not sure what new evidence Mr. Abel would be
presenting but it would be helpful to her to have someone walk her through the
existing maps, drawings, and standards of review. She does not know ifthat
constitutes new evidence as the Board already has the material.
Trustee Basil said he does not see the need for additional evidence.
Mr. Cope said there was an expert witness at the ZBA meeting that testified
regarding all the uses in the area and was available for questions. He believed the
ZBA was the appropriate place for an expert witness to testify.
Voting yes on the motion to waive the rules: Trustee Watt. Voting no on the
motion to waive the rules: Trustees Swanson, Levin, Terman, Spillers, Basil and
President Canning. The motion failed.
Renate Frankenstein, 2112 Old Glenview Road, said she is concerned about her
retaining wall being damaged during the proposed construction and also believes
the traffic situation in the area will become more dangerous with the proposed
subdivision.
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President Canning noted that Mr. and Mrs. Levin stated that when the proposed
plans were presented to the neighbors, Mrs. Frankenstein did not have any
objections to the plans.
Mrs. Frankenstein said she did not say anything at the time to Mr. and Mrs. Levin,
but later when she thought about the proposal and how it affected her property,
she did have objections.
Trustee Terman noted the letter in the ZBA report from the Frankensteins which
cited the Frankensteins' concerns regarding flooding and damage to their
driveway.
President Canning said there was a letter from the Levins to the Methes stating the
Levins were "pleased to know that you (the Methers) do not have any specific
objection to our plan, which as you know, now includes a shared driveway
lending access to three large lots". He asked if the statement was accurate.
Ms. Methe said the statement was not accurate, she did not say she had no
objections. She said she listened to what the Levins had to say but did not
comment at the time.
President Canning asked if Mrs. Methe had any more objections other than what
has already been stated this evening.
Ms. Methe said the Zoning Ordinance states "its purpose is to promote the public
health, safety and general welfare and to secure adequate natural light, pure air,
privacy and protection and also to maintain and promote a superior quality of
life". "The variation process is intended to provide limited relief from the
requirements of this chapter (Purpose and Scope) in those cases where strict
application of those requirements will create a practical difficulty or unnecessary
hardship providing the use of land in a manner otherwise allowed under this
chapter. It is not intended that variations be granted primarily to remove
inconveniences or financial burdens that the requirements of this chapter may
impose on property owners in general."
President Canning said Mrs. Methe sited the Comprehensive Plan in her letter
stating in the Housing Chapter, Policy One states that "every effort should be
made to maintain the densities of particular neighborhoods at approximately the
existing permitted levels. Exceptions should be made rarely and only when other
compelling public interests outweigh this policy and justify change". He
determined from that statement that Mrs. Methe believes the existing density in
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the area is appropriate and adding more homes would increase the density and
that would not be appropriate under the Comprehensive Plan.
Mrs. Methe said President Canning's statement is correct. There are large
comparable lots in the area.
Carolyn Carmichael, 2 106 Old Glenview Road, said her backyard is very close to
the petitioner's property and she believes building three homes on the lot is
granting the most amount of variations rather than the minimum amount. She
would be agreeable to homes especially if they were set back on the lot and there
was landscaping to minimize the impact of new homes on the neighbors.
Trustee Watt noted that Ms. Carmichael's home has a drop off down from the
petitioners' home and asked how much of a drop off there was.
Ms. Carmichael said she believes it was a 3-4' drop off down to her property from
the petitioner's property.
Trustee Watt said Ms. Carmichael would have to look up at anything that is built.
Mr. Cope said if one looks at the photographs in the ZBA report, there is a
relationship in the neighborhood between the homes. The petitioner is not asking
for anything that does not already exist. The petitioner would not have an
objection to move the home further from the lot line. He noted the proposed
outlot was designed to preserve the mature trees in the area.
Robert Levin, petitioner, said he has been a resident in Wilmette for 47 years and
has raised his children in Wilmette. He has been a good neighbor, maintained his
property and allowed the neighbors to use his property. He believes he has
suffered a loss for the last 27 years by not utilizing the property in a way that was
consistent with his neighbors' use of their land.(i.e. by not subdividing and
developing his property to its best use with normal sized lots, consistent with the
surrounding neighbors). His neighbors do not share in the expense of maintaining
his land, nor should they, but the neighbors continue to enjoy the use and pleasure
of the park like setting. After 27 years of residing at the property and paying
higher taxes and maintenance costs, he is proposing to create three lots that will
meet the Village guidelines for front, rear and side yard setbacks. The proposed
lots will exceed the Village size requirements and be larger than the lots in the
surrounding area.
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He has listened to the Village and the neighbors ' concerns and addressed all of the
relevant issues. He asked for the Village Board's approval to allow him to use his
land in a consistent manner with the land use in the neighborhood.
President Canning asked if the petitioner intended to live on one lot and develop
the other two.
Mr. Levin said he did intend to live on one lot and develop the other two.

President Canning asked why the petitioner was asking for the variations to
subdivide the property at this time and has not done so previously.
Mr. Levin said the reasons were personal.
President Canning asked what contact Mr. Levin had with the Village regarding
the property.
Mr. Levin said he originally proposed a cul-de-sac for the property comparable to
another property in the area that was approved. The neighbors said he might
possibly be creating a comer lot for one of the neighbors with a cul-de-sac and
there was a possible issue of drainage, so he proposed the outlot and a common
private driveway.
President Canning asked if the Village Board was only willing to grant a two lot
subdivision, would that be a reasonable use of the property for the petitioner.
Mr. Levin said if he only subdivides his property into two lots, he believes he will
be donating one-third of his property for his neighbors' use.

President Canning said the Village Board considers precedent in any decisions
that they make. He asked if the petitioner believed that a precedent would be set
to grant the request for three lots in the area.
Mr. Levin said he did not believe a precedent would be set as the other large
parcel in the area did not have the same configuration as his lot and he did not
know how it could be subdivided.
President Canning asked Mr. Levin how he intended to be a good neighbor
regarding the construction, drainage issues, association regarding the proposed
outlet, private driveway and safety issues for emergency vehicles.
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Mr. Levin said he believes he has a competent engineer who has provided a good
plan that will make the drainage better than it currently is. His plans will have to
be approved by the Village regarding regulation issues. He has tried to assure the
neighbors that the proposed homes will be reasonable in size and he plans on
building the homes all at once. From what he understands, the proposed rain
garden will take care of itself, there should not be a large amount of maintenance,
but there will be dues paid by the three homeowners to cover any maintenance
costs.
President Canning noted the rules state that the Village Board should conclude its
meeting at 11 :30 p.m.
Trustee Swanson moved to extend the meeting to 11 :50 p.m., seconded by
Trustee Watt. All voted aye, the motion carried.
Trustee Swanson asked what sized homes would be built on the proposed three
lots.
Mr. Levin said he believed the three homes would be approximately 3,200-4,000
square feet as permitted by Village regulations.
Trustee Levin suggested amending the motion with the following conditions:
1) The Village would have approval rights on amendments to any
easements and covenants in the homeowner's association.
2) The Village would have the right to enforce the easements and
covenants of the homeowner' s association if necessary.
President Canning asked if the site plan review comments on page 5 and 6 of the
report should be part of the conditions.
Mr. Frenzer said the comments are incorporated as part of the site plan review
process but the Site Plan Review Committee does not have the authority to
require sprinkling conditions as the Village Code does not require it, only
encourages it.
President Canning suggested that number 6 of the Site Plan Review Comments
may want to be included in the amendments to the motion.
Trustee Levin moved to amend the motion with the following conditions:
1) The Village would have approval rights on amendments to any
easements and covenants in the homeowner' s association.
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2) The Village would have the right to enforce the easements and
covenants of the homeowner's association if necessary.
3) Provide a fire suppression system within each new home.
Trustee Swanson seconded the motion. All voted aye, the motion to amend
carried.
Trustee Swanson said the case is very difficult as indicated by the ZBA
discussion. He said the petitioner' s land is not a park, it is private property and
the property owner has rights. The fact the property has been undeveloped up
until this time, does not limit what the property owner can do with his property.
The property can be developed but it has to done without any negative impact
upon its neighbors. He has concerns regarding drainage, the neighbor's retaining
wall and parking as most property owners generally have one car on the street.
He said the question is whether three lots or two lots is a reasonable use of the
property.
Trustee Watt said it is the right of the property owner to use his property.
However, the zoning code has restrictions and one restriction is that all lots should
front on a public street. That is the issue she is struggling with, as neighborhoods
with single family homes should feel the same. She believes every cul-de-sac in
the Village has large lots. She would not like to see the Village become involved
in enforcing regulations on a private road. She is also concerned with traffic
backing out from the proposed private road onto Old Glenview Road which is a
busy street for cars and children on bicycles. She would be more comfortable
with a division of two lots without a homeowner' s association agreement for the
outlot and private road.
Trustee Levin said the size of the lot does not trouble him, it is the shape of the lot
and how it would have to be subdivided to develop. He is very troubled by
setting a precedent approving a private road for a three lot subdivision.
Trustee Terman said much of the question of the private street was driven by the
considerable, strong statements of the adjacent neighbors that creating a cul-desac would create corners. She said there has been no legal decision or opinion
regarding a cul-de-sac. In response to that lack of definition, a very attractive,
private space was created. She does not believe the density of the proposed three
homes on the lot is an issue as they will be congruent with other homes in the
neighborhood. She believes the proposed outlot is quite elegant and there are
several existing private roads in Wilmette. Respect for the neighbors has been
demonstrated by several things the petitioner has already said he will address.
She does not have an issue with the proposed three homes. She would also be
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interested in knowing if the petitioner could have a cul-de-sac without creating
comer lots for the neighbors.
President Canning clarified that there were several private roads in the Village but
believed the proposed outlot is a new concept.
Trustee Spillers said based on the communications the Board has received, Mr.
and Mrs. Levin must be wonderful neighbors. When she looks at the
neighborhood and the rest of the Village, the proposed outlot is a new idea and
she cannot get around that. She seems to sense that a two lot subdivision is
something everyone could agree to. Also, the traffic in the area seems to be a
safety issue for the proposed driveway.
Trustee Basil complimented the petitioner on the concessions made to address the
concerns of the Village and the neighbors. He also believes that the neighbors do
not have the right to object to the project so that they can have a private park. He
realizes the petitioner has spent a great deal of time and money on the proposal.
The neighbors have addressed the concerns by specifically speaking to the
standards that are generally applied. He is concerned with the lots to the north
and the possible subdivision with a private drive and/or outlot. For those reasons,
he would yield more to the neighbors with a two lot subdivision over a three lot
subdivision. He thanked the petitioners for their patience.
President Canning said his main concerns are the proposed outlot and three lot
configuration. He is comfortable with the drainage issue and the safeguards that
will be put in place during construction. He does believe change will occur in the
neighborhood and believes there will be more new homes. He is concerned,
however, with precedence in granting an outlot and the proposed variations.
Voting yes: Trustee Terman. Voting no: Trustees Swanson, Watt, Levin, Spillers,
Basil and President Canning. The motion failed.
6.2

FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT:
No Report.

6.3

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE REPORT:
6.3 1

Presentation of minutes of the Community Relations Commission meeting held
February 5, 2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.
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6.32

Presentation of minutes of the Community Relations Commission meeting held
May 1, 2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.33

Presentation of minutes of the Fine Arts Commission meeting held January 15,
2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.34

Presentation of minutes of the Fine Arts Commission meeting held February 26,
2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.35

Presentation of minutes of the Fine Arts Commission meeting held March 26,
2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.36

Presentation of minutes of the Administration Committee meeting held April 12,
2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.37

Presentation of minutes of the Transportation Commission meeting held May 9,
2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.38

Presentation of minutes of the Ad Hoc Technology Committee meeting held June
6, 2007 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE REPORT:
6.41

Approval of contract in an amount not to exceed $31,000 with Holton Brothers,
Arlington Heights, IL for tuckpointing and sandstone repairs at Village Hall was
handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.42

Approval of contract in an amount not to exceed $308,000 with Visu-Sewer of
Illinois, LLC, Bridgeview, IL for completion of the 2007 Sewer Lining Program,
contingent upon Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) low interest
loan approval was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.43

Approval of contract in an amount not to exceed $108,000 with Visu-Sewer of
Illinois, LLC, Bridgeview, IL for 2007 televising and cleaning of Village sewers
was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.44

Approval of contract in an amount not to exceed $22,336 with Infrastructure
Management Services, Rolling Meadows, IL for pavement management services
was handled with the Consent Agenda.
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6.45

Approval of contract in the amount of $20, 707 with Bob Ridings Inc., Taylorville,
IL for the purchase of one truck chassis was handled with the Consent Agenda.

6.46

Rejection of bids for Village Yard roofreplacement was handled with the Consent
Agenda.

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE REPORT:
6.51

Presentation of minutes of the Board of Fire and Police Commissioners meeting
held May 7, 2007 was handled with the Consent

6.52

Adoption of Ordinance #2007-0-46 authorizing staff to sell surplus Village
owned property currently stored at the Wilmette Police Station was handled with
the Consent Agenda.

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE REPORT:

No Report.

7.0

REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES:

No Reports .

8.0

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
8.1

Notice of vacancy on the Senior Resources Commission due to the resignation of
Michelle Teal was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.2

Notice of vacancy on the Commission for Persons with Disabilities due to the
term expiration of Walter Reed was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.3

Notice of vacancy on the Commission for Persons with Disabilities due to the term
expiration of Linda Layfer was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.4

Notice of vacancy on the Community Relations Commission due to the term
expiration of Pam Mondschein was handled with the Consent Agenda.
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8.5

Notice of vacancy on the Community Relations Commission due to the tenn
expiration of Alice Chow was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.6

Notice of vacancy on the Senior Resources Commission due to the tenn
expiration of Susan Lin was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.7

Notice of vacancy on the Senior Resources Commission due to the resignation of
Faqir Vohra was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.8

Notice of vacancy on the Appearance Review Commission due to the resignation of
Stuart Berger was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.9

Notice of vacancy on the Community Relations Commission due to the tenn
expiration of Harry Rhodes was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.91

Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the resignation of
Mary Abroe was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.92

Notice of vacancy on the Youth Commission due to the resignation of Alison Field
was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.93

Notice of vacancy on the Youth Commission due to the resignation of Rita Strang
was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.94

Notice of vacancy on the Zoning Board of Appeals due to the resignation of Kristina
Dalman was handled with the Consent Agenda.

8.95

Appointment of George Vandervoort to the Building Code Board of Appeals from
July 2007 to July 2012 was handled with the Consent Agenda.

NEW BUSINESS:
9.1

Notice of vacancy on the Commission for Persons with Disabilities due to the term
expiration of Diane Wojcik was handled with the Consent Agenda.

9.2

Notice of vacancy on the Appearance Review Commission due to the term
expiration of Paul Holzman was handled with the Consent Agenda.
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ADJOURNMENT:

Trustee Watt moved to adjourn the meeting at 12:04 a.m. , seconded by Trustee Terman. All voted
aye, the motion carried.

Barbara L. Hirsch
Deputy Village Clerk
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE VILLAGE
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES HELD ON TUESDAY,
MARCH 13, 2007, AT 6:00 P.M. IN THE SECOND FLOOR
CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE WILMETTE VILLAGE HALL

Members Present:

Village President Christopher Canning
Trustee Michael Basil
Trustee John Levin
Trustee Karen Spillers
Trustee Alan Swanson
Trustee Mari Terman
Trustee Lah Watt

Members Absent:

None

Staff Present:

Michael J. Earl, Village Manager
Maureen Barry, Assistant Village Manager
Timothy J. Frenzer, Corporation Counsel
Lisa Roberts, Director of Community Development

Others Present:

Special Counsel Barbara A. Adams, Holland & Knight, LLP

I.

Call to Order:
President Canning called the Special Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. President Canning and
Trustees Basil, Levin, Spillers, Swanson, Terman, and Watt were present.

II.

Adjournment to Executive Session.
Trustee Terman moved to adjourn to an Executive Session for the purpose of discussing
pending litigation pursuant to Section 2(c)(l 1) of the Illinois Open Meetings Act. The motion
was seconded by Trustee Watt. No further discussion occurred on the motion. Voting "yes":
Trustee Basil, Trustee Levin, Trustee Spillers, Trustee Swanson, Trustee Terman, Trustee
Watt, and President Canning. Voting "no": none. The motion carried.
The members thereafter adjourned to Executive Session.
The members recessed their Executive Session at 7:20 p.m., and returned to public session.

III. Adjournment
Trustee Watt thereafter moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee
Terman. No di scussion occurred on the motion. Voting "yes": Trustee Basil, Trustee Levin,
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Trustee Spillers, Trustee Swanson, Trustee Terman, Trustee Watt, and President Canning.
Voting "no" : none. The motion carried.
The Special Meeting was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Timothy J. Frenzer
Corporation Counsel

2
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 WILMETTE A VENUE
WILMETTE, ILLTNOIS 60091-0040
(847) 853-7550

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

FAX (847) 853-770 1

TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL COMDEV@ WILMETTE.COM

Date:

July 3, 2007

To:

Michael J. Earl, Village Manager

From:

Angela Clark, Assistant Director of Community Development

Subject:

Temporary Use: 2007-TU-20
Brennan-Hart Ministry and the Community Church of W ilmette SK Run
Saturday, October 20, 2007

Recommendation
To grant a Temporary Use Permit for Brennan-Hart Turkey Ministry and the Community Church
of Wilmette to sponsor a SK race to benefit Chicagoland families in need on Saturday, October 20,
2007.
Background
Section 6.5.1 (a) of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Board of Trustees to issue a Temporary
Use permit for activities that are not listed as either permitted or special uses in the zoning district.
Discussion
The Brennan-Hart Turkey Ministry and the Community Church of Wilmette are sponsoring a
request for a Temporary Use Permit to hold a 5k run to benefit Chicago area families in need at
Thanksgiving. The race will take place on Saturday, October 20, 2007. The event will take place
from 8:00 a.m. to 11 :30 a.m. The event will originate and end at the Community Church of
Wilmette at 1020 Forest Avenue. The applicant intends to accommodate parking for the event by
contracting with local churches for use of their lots. Approximately 250 attendees are expected.
Because the proposed activity will continue for less than five (5) days, no notice is required. The
application, letter, and route are attached.
c:

Maureen Barry, Assistant Village Manager
Donna Jakubowski, Director of Public Works
Brigitte Mayerhofer, Village Engineer
George Carpenter, Police Chief

Brian King, Deputy Police Chief
Jim Dominik, Fire Chief
!Uck Ciccione, Fire Marshal
Steffen Newsome, Village Sanitarian

Application for Temporary Use Permit Hearing
Address of Event: The Community Church of Wilmette 1020 Forest A venue, Wilmette 60091
Date/Times of Event: Saturday, October 20, 2007 8:00-11:30am
Description of Event: SK Walk/Run to raise money for The Brennan-H art Turkey Ministry
Describe any structures or signs to be used as part of the activity: We foresee signs directing
SK participants through the route
Number of anticipated attendees: 2SO
What provisions will you make for parking: TBA: We have a few options right now and are
contacting local churches to see if we can use their parking lot.
Application Letter Attached: Yes

V

No o

Event Sponsor
Organization or Company: The Community Church of Wilmette
Contact Person
Name: Kathleen Brennan
Address: 611 Forest Avenue, Wilmette
Phone Number: Business: 847.975.9883 Home: 847.975.9883
E-mail: brennanhartministry@yahoo.com

'· ~:: /':'-·. :;"'I

Are you the legal owner of the property? Yes o No V
If not, please provide the following information with the property owner's signature, or
attach a signed letter of authorization.
Property Owner
Name: The Community Church of Wilmette/ Marti P echnyo
Title: Treasurer
Address: 1020 Forest Avenue
Phone Numb . (84 ·
4,3
Signature

Date

JluJ

c}Oo

I agree that if the temporary use is approved, sales tax receipts from this event, if any, will be
property reported to the State as attributable to the Village.

Petitioner's Signature

(4-

Date

Jo 7

l / tf

Temporary uses that can be approved by the Director of Community Development

The Director of Community Development may issue a temporary use permit for a temporary use:
Temporary Use Handbook

Page 4

I

~.

.

Checklist for Temporary Use Application
Please check all that apply. The following depai·tments need to be involved with various requests. The
Community Development Department can help determine what other departments should be contacted at
the pre-application meeting.
Also, please address in your application letter any aspects below that apply to your request.
Activity on Public Property Please contact the deputy village clerk at (847) 853-7511
Will the event take place on public property (street, sidewalk, Village property)?

D

Alcohol
Please contact the deputy village clerk at (847) 853-7511
Will there be alcohol served/ sold at your event?

D

Animals
Please contact the animal control officer at (847) 256-1200
Will there be any animals at/participating in your event?

D

Dumpsters
Please contact the engineering department at (847) 853-7660
Do you require dumpsters for trash collection and removal?

Food/Sanitation
Please contact the sanitarian at (847) 853-7508
Will food be served at your event?
Will food be prepared/ cooked at your event?
[].,/ Do you intend to provide portable toilets?

D

Fire Safety
Please contact the fire marshal at (847) 853-7693
Does your event require an open flame, as in grilling?

D

Tents
Please contact Community Development at (847) 853-7525
Does your event require a tent or tents?
Traffic
Please contact the deputy police chief at (847) 853-7552
Will any part of this event take place on public property (street, sidewalk, parkway, etc)?
Does your event require the closing of any street/ intersection/ alley?
Does your event require the closing of any public sidewalk?
Does your event require barricades/ cones?
Does your event require a police presence (traffic control, security, etc)?

Temporary Use Handbook
Page3

The Village of Wilmette
Community Development Department
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091
June 4, 2007
Ms Clark:
I write to apply for a Temporary Use Permit on behalf of The Brennan-Hart Turkey
Ministry and The Community Church of Wilmette. This year marks the 20rh Anniversary of
The Brennan Turkey Ministry and the first year we call this ministry The Brennan-Hart
ministry. I have attached a brief history (see page 2) about this ministry, so that you might
have a better understanding of our ministry and goals.
We would like to host a SK Turkey Trot Fun Run/Walk to raise money to purchase turkeys
for families in need in the Chicago area at Thanksgiving. After having reviewed community
calendars, we believe the best date to host this event would be on Saturday, October 20,
2007, as this date does not appear to conflict with any other events in the Wilmette area. The
fun run would start and end at The Community Church of Wilmette. We estimate the event
to run from 8:00am- 11 :30am. The Walk/Run would start at 9am and we anticipate
participants to complete the SK anywhere from 20min to 1hr. With announcements and
awards following the event, we anticipate an additional 30 minutes. Therefore, the ending
time might be a little earlier. We will know this information closer to the actual event.
We plan to have members of our congregation volunteer for various tasks involved in the
event. At this time, we are in the early stages of delegating tasks to volunteers. I have
attached the SK route (see Appendix A).
The main reason for our early application submission is because we need to get sponsors
and advertise this event. Without a set date, we cannot print materials needed to advertise.

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to contact me
on my mobile at 847.97S.9883 or by email at brennanhartministry@ yahoo.com. Thank you
for your attention.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Brennan

THE BRENNAN-HART MINISTRY
1

This year marks the 20 h Anniversary of The Brennan-Hart Turkey Ministry. On behalf of
The Community Church of Wilmette and our fathers, we, Kathleen Brennan, Michael
Brennan and Eliza Hart, would like to share with you the purpose and history of The
Brennan-Hart Turkey Ministry. This ministry, dedicated to providing those families in
need with turkeys at Thanksgiving, began in 1987, when Jim Brennan purchased and
delivered about 40 turkeys to families in the area. Soon after and for many years to
follow, The Community Church of Wilmette joined in this continued effort to provide
more and more families with turkeys at Thanksgiving. Close to a decade later, and many
years of continual participation in the mission he began, Jim Brennan died in 1996 after a
2-year battle with cancer. After Jim Brennan's passing and the Thanksgiving season once
again approaching, Chip Hart stepped in to continue the work his long-time family and
church friend had started. Chip's leadership not only allowed the church family to
continue to provide turkeys for families, but also honor Jim Brennan's memory. In 2006,
after a decade of continuing the work Jim Brennan had started, Chip died unexpectedly.
The Community Church of Wilmette asked us, Jim and Chip's children, to continu~· their
mission. Here we are today, representing the Brennan-Hart ministry, to honor our fathers
and continue the mission they started and grew.

2

The Village of Wttmette
·Community Development Department
1200 V\lilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091

JuAe··2·2, 2007
Ms Clark:

'1-am resubmitting-oor-appficationfor ·a Temporsry-Use-flermtt on behalf of The
· Brennan-Hart Turkey Ministry and The Community Church of Wilmette. We still
'believe the best date to host this event would be on Saturday, October 20, 2007,
as this date does not appear to conflict with any other events in the Wilmette
area.
'We have changec:Hhe-5K-reute-we-origtnafly~ttbmitted w your-eepartment-(See
Appendix A). We have also changed the start time to 8am: an earlier start time
'appears to be more -cot i ~atible-with typica1-saturdaymo11iii191raffic.
,.We made our final decision after meeting with Officer Collins of The Wilmette
Police Department. T-he route-ts ·based on The St. Francis-Centennial 5K, an
· event in which the Wilmette Police Department has been involved. During the 5K
' event, we will have po1ice miioned at-aft majodntersections,.. including
intersections along Sheridan Road. All other posts/intersections will be manned
'by crossing guards-or-our-own-volunteers.
Additionally, we have contacted Terry Porter with The Wilmette Park District as a
'-resource in plann~1his-event, cmtf tiemted-that Ttie Wil111ette ..Park:District
"would be happy to work with us. Mr. Porter has also referred us to Bill Miller,
Lakefront Manager,· as a contact for race day iOIJistics.
. If you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to
'-COntact me·on my·mobile at-S47.97-5:9af33· or~y· ematt ·at
brennanhartministry@yahoo.com. Thank you for your attention .
You can-atso viewthetristory, as-weil-as-any-annooncementswet1ave on our
blog: www.brennanhart.blogspot.com

Sinberely,

.Kathleen Brennan
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 WILMETTE A VENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
(84 7) 853-7550
(847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

FAX

EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com

Date:

July 3, 2007

To:

Michael J. Earl, Village Manager

From:

Angela Clark, Assistant Director of Community Development

Subject:

Temporary Use Case: 2007-TU-21
Red Seal Sales Office at 225 Sheridan Road

Recommendation: To grant a temporary use permit for the use of the residence located at 225
Sheridan Road as the Red Seal Sales Office for six (6) months.
Background: Section 6.5.3 (h) of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Board of Trustees to
issue a Temporary Use permit for any temporary use or structure that continues for more than
five (5) days.
Discussion: RSD Sheridan Pointe, LLC purchased a portion of the former National Louis
University site from Baker Demonstration School. RSD has utilized the residence located on the
corner of Sheridan and Maple as a sales office for its single family residential development since
July 2006. RSD would like to continue to use the residence as a sales office. The temporary use
was originally granted at the July 11 , 2006 Village Board meeting. The residence was previously
used as faculty offices for National Louis University.
The sales office's hours of operation are from 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. daily. The office is staffed by
approximately one to two persons. The existing driveway is utilized for customer parking.
Because the use will run longer than five days, notice is required. The application, letter, a
photograph, and affidavit of notice are attached.
c: Maureen Barry, Assistant Village Manager
Donna Jakubowski, Director of Public Works
Brigitte Mayerhofer, Director of Engineering
George Carpenter, Police Chief
Brian King, Deputy Police Chief
Pat Collins, Commander
Jim Dominik, Fire Chief
Steffen Newsome, Village Sanitarian

,

Application for Temporary Use Permit Hearing
Address of Event: 225 Sheridan Road (corner of Maple

&

Sheridan)

Date/Times of Event: _ d"°'a"'"""·
'1 1,,,_y.___,l....,O""'am.,.,__,,t'""oc......>::6..t'p,.,m~-----------------Description of Event: renewal of previously approved temporary use for sales office
for Sheridan Pointe project on the site of the former National Iouis Dojversjty

Describe any structures or signs to be used as part of the activity: The existing sales office
in the existing building (which bad been a single-family home used as offices for
NLU) will continue as a sales office.
Number of anticipated attendees: no more than two to three at a time.
What provisions will you make for parking: The existing driveway for this home will
be used for parking.

Application Letter Attached: Yes XI

Noo

Event Sponsor
Organization or Company: RSD Sheridan Pointe, LLC
Contact Person
Name: Brian Nagorsky - Director of Development, Red Seal Development Corp.
Address: 425 Buehl Rd, Bldg 18, Northbrook, IL 60062
Phone N umber: Business: 847-272- 5600
H ome: _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __
E-m ail: bnagorsky@redsealhomes. couf'ax: 84 7-272-3802
Are you the legal owner of the property? Yes A No o
If not, please provide the following information with the property owner's signature, or
attach a signed letter of authoriz ation.
Property Owner
Name: ~--------------------------------Address:
_ __ __ __ __ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ __ __ __ _ __ __ _
Phone N umber: Business: _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _
H ome:-- - - - -- -- - Date
Signature

I agree th at if the temporary use is approved, sales tax receipts from this event, if any, will b e
property reported to the State as attributable to the Village.

,/13tia11 Nagorsky, Directo r ofDate
~\__......./ Deve lopment of its Manager

Petitioner's Sig n atur- & 1

6 ~/o1

Temporary Use Handbook
Page 4
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THE ENCLAVE
AT SHERIDAN POINTE

Village President and Board of Trustees
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091
June 11 , 2007
Re:

Sheridan Pointe, 225 Sheridan Road

Enclosed for your review is our application for a renewal of our existing temporary use permit for the above referenced
property to continue using this home as a temporary sales office. As you will recall, the Village Board on July 11, 2006
originally approved the use of this home as a sales office for the single-family development on the former National Louis
University site. This temporary use was subsequently renewed on January 9, 2007.
We would like to continue using this sales office for an additional six months. As before, the sales office would be open
during the hours of 10 am to 6pm daily with one or two sales associates on site. Our experience in the past year is that we
have had no more than two potential customers present at any one time and the existing driveway provides sufficient parking
for these people.
Thank You

Brian Nagorsky
Director of Development of its Manager
cc:

Dave Baker, Baker Demonstration School
Todd Fishbein, Red Seal Development Corp.

425

18, NORTHBROOK, IL 60062
847.272.5600 • FAx 847.272.3802

H UEHL ROAD, B UILDING

Village of Wilmette Affidavit
Temporary Use
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue

Case Number:

Jcxr7 -lu-). \

Property Located At:

Uio J;.~r. 1(~ N

The unders igned being duly sworn deposes and says that he has complied with the applicable notice provisions of
Section 20-6.5.3 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Wilmette, by distributing the attached Notice of Public Hearing
to the following named parties by one of the following methods:

A.

B.

Notice sent by first class mail with sufficient postage affixed thereon.
Notice delivered in person.
Date of
Service

Address

Method of Service
(Indicate A or B)

The undersigned further states that the above and foregoing list of names and addresses is a complete list containing the
names and last known addresses of all parties to whom the current real estate tax bills are sent, as shown on the record
of the local real estate tax collector, and all parties residing on or in possession of a portion of the premises whose names
are listed on mailboxes on said prem ises for all lots any part of which lie in the vicinity of the subject property, said subject
property being that property for which a temporary use has been requested.

Affiant
Subscribed and sworn to before me this

?J , ~

day of

J\..11\ l.

'20.QJ_.
"OFFICIAL SEAL"

NADA POPOVIC
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 07-09-2009

P.l.N.
05-35-119-024
05-35-119-024
05-35-120-008
05-35-120-009

05-35-120-009
05-35-1 20-010
05-35-120-010
05-35-120-011
05-35-120-012
05-35-120-013
05-35-120-0 14
05-35-120-015
05-35-1 20-015
05-35-120-015
05-35-120-016
05-35-120-017
05-35-120-018
05-35-120-019
05-35-120-01 9
05-35-120-020
05-35-1 20-021
05-35-120-022
05-35-1 20-027
05-35-120-028
05-35-120-029
05-35-120-030
05-35- 120-031
05-35-1 20-032
05-35-1 20-033
05-35-1 20-034
05-35- 120-035
05-35- 120-037
05-35-202-010
05-35-202-010
05-35-202-011
05-35-202-012
05-35-202-012

Owner
MWRD - Attn: General Superintenden
Current Resident
Herbert Drower
Hope Sheffield
Hope Sheffield or Current Resident
Gloria and Ira Bell
Pensyl Claire Revoke Trust
John Braeseke
Current Resident
Ronald Straus
Rose and E L Fleming
Richard Rasmussen
Current Resident
Jock Brown
Richard Rasmussen
Marcie and Larry Goldstein
Signe Marie Kilen
Anne & Hubert Mengin
Current Resident
Rachel Sweitzer
Carlos Fernandez and Eva Mora
Brian Higgins and C. Harmon
Ethel Sill
Ethel Sill
Michael and Marion Cameron
Kevin and Claudia Conlon
John/Jean Hillman
Paul Hansfield
Donald and Patricia Peterson
Current Resident
Annegret Harnischfeger
Vahe Mekhitarian
Ronald Kysiak
Current Resident
Norman Rubash
Daniel Schreiber
Daniel Schreiber

Mailing Address
100 E. Erie Street
301 Laurel Ave.
127 Laurel Ave.
730 Lake Ave.
125 Laurel Ave.
121 Laurel Ave.
121 Laurel Ave.
115 Laurel Ave.
260 Maple
154 Maple Ave.
148 Maple Ave.
140 Maple Ave.
144 Maple Ave.
144 Maple Ave.
140 Maple Ave.
136 Maple Ave.
132 Maple Ave.
1220 Simpson
128 Maple Ave.
124 Maple Ave.
120 Maple Ave.
116 Maple Ave.
311 Sheridan Rd.
313 Sheridan Rd.
301 Sheridan Rd .
155 Laurel Ave.
151 Laurel Ave .
147 Laurel Ave.
143 Laurel Ave.
139 Laurel Ave
133 Laurel Ave.
317 Sheridan Rd.
1508 Elmwood Ave. #5
2921 Sheridan Rd
825 Roslyn Terrace
930 Edgemere Court
819 Roslyn Terrace
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Town
Chicago
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Evanston
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston

ST Zip
Date of Service
IL
60611
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
6009 1
6/21 /2007
IL
6009 1
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
6009 1
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
6020 1
6/21 /2007
IL
6/21 /2007
6009 1
IL
6009 1
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
6/21 /2007
60091
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
6/2 1/2007
60091
IL
60091
6/2 1/2007
6/2 1/2007
IL
60091
IL
6/21/2007
60091
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
6/21/2007
IL
60091
IL
6/21 /2007
60091
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
6/21/2007
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21 /2007
IL
60201
6/21 /2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60202
6/21/2007
IL
60201

Type of Service
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

P.l.N.
05-35-202-012
05-35-202-030
05-35-202-030
05-35-202-031
05-35-202-031
05-35-308-001
05-35-308-002
05-35-308-002
05-35-308-003
05-35-308-004
05-35-308-005
05-35-308-006
05-35-308-007
05-35-308-008
05-35-308-008
05-35-308-009
05-35-308-009
05-35-308-010
05-35-308-011
05-35-308-012
05-35-308-013
05-35-308-014
05-35-308-015
05-35-308-016
05-35-308-017
05-35-308-018
05-35-308-019
05-35-308-020
05-35-308-021
05-35-308-022
05-35-309-001
05-35-309-001
05-35-309-002
05-35-309-003
05-35-309-004
05-35-309-005
05-35-309-006

Owner
Larry Schwartz
LaSalle Nat. Bank 16589
Current Resident
LaSalle Nat. Bank 16589
Current Resident
Natalie and C. Page Townsley
AV BK Northwest Trust 889
Barbara Arthur
Kevin Moore
Sheila and Richard Alsterda
Farrell Frentrese
Mohamed Eldibany
Albert Thompson
Robert Shiverts
Michael Mitzen
Vanessa Lucas Trust
Michael Anderson
Marvim Bloom
John Austin Froula
Keith Veneziano
William Smith
Eileen and Jonathan Miller
Zavier and Rita Dominguez
Daniel Cohen
Janet Levine
Stephen Slaggert
Alice Rapisarada
Robert Faw
Macia Grad & Adi Bhote
Surendra & Dorothie Shah
Javier Quintana
Mikail Malyshev
Kenneth Rohlfing
Glenn Paustian
Margaret and Laurence Gordon
Mitchell Sklare
Laura Bartlett & Donovan Robertson

Mailing Address
819 Roslyn Terrace
222 N. LaSalle St #800
33 Canturbury Ct
222 N. LaSalle St #800
823 Roslyn Terrace
114 Girard Ave.
110 Girard Ave.
110 Girard Ave.
108 Girard Ave.
106 Girard Ave.
100 Girard Ave.
2819 Girard Ave.
2815 Girard Ave.
2811 Girard Ave.
2811 Girard Ave.
2534 Wellington
2809 Girard Ave.
2805 Girard Ave.
2801 Girard Ave.
115 Garrison Ave.
111 Garrison Ave.
107 Garrison Ave.
103 Garrison Ave.
101 Garrison Ave.
2818 Garrison Ave.
2814 Garrison Ave.
2810 Garrison Ave.
2808 Garrison Ave.
2804 Garrison Ave.
921 Isabella St.
114 Garrison Ave.
114 Garrison Ave.
110 Garrison Ave.
108 Garrison Ave.
104 Garrison Ave.
100 Garrison Ave.
2819 Garrison Ave .
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Town
Evanston
Chicago
Evanston
Chicago
Evanston
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Wilmette
Evanston

ST Zip
Date of Service
IL
60201
6/21 /2007
IL
60601
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60601
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21 /2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21 /2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
6/21/2007
60201
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
6/21/2007
60091
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
6/21/2007
IL
60091
IL
60091
6/21/2007
6/21/2007
IL
60201

Type of Service
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

P.l.N.
05-35-309-006
05-35-309-007
05-35-309-008
05-35-309-009
05-35-309-010
05-35-309-011
05-35-307-019
05-35-307-035
05-35-400-001
05-35-400-002
05-35-400-003
05-35-400-019
05-35-400-057
05-35-400-058
05-35-401-002
05-35-401-002
05-35-401 -003
05-35-401-016
05-35-401-017
05-35-401-018
05-35-401-020
05-35-401-021
05-35-401-022
05-35-307-020, etc.

Owner
Michael Henoch
James Joslin
Henry & Harriet Conroe
Peter Scanlon
William Gifford
Thecla Coccia
Current Resident
Current Resident
Stanton and Ronna Miller
Dr. and Mrs. Milton Robin
Raymond and Edith Fessler
Tuoro M Graber
Tuoro M Graber
Thomas Campbell
Chicago Title Trust
Arlington Land Trust
Michael Mulica
Astri Lindberg
Alfred and Camille Stonehill
Deborah Haracz
Gary Shapiro
Howard & Ursula Dubin
Jerome Handler
Baker Demonstration School

Mailing Address
2819 Garrison Ave.
2815 Garrison Ave.
2811 Garrison Ave.
2809 Garrison Ave.
2805 Garrison Ave.
915 Isabella St.
205 Maple
250 3rd Street
2909 Sheridan Rd
824 Roslyn Terrace
820 Roslyn Terrace
2895 Sheridan Place
2889 Sheridan Place
2881 Sheridan Place
2888 Sheridan Place
2888 Sheridan Place
2878 Sheridan Place
2896 Sheridan Place
2823 Sheridan Rd
2801 Sheridan Rd
2815 Sheridan Rd
2783 Sheridan Rd
2775 Sheridan Rd
201 Sheridan Road
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Town
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Wilmette
Wilmette
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Evanston
Wilmette

ST Zip
Date of Service
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60091
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
6/21/2007
60201
IL
60201
6/21/2007
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL
60201
6/21/2007
60201
IL
60201
6/21/2007
IL

Type of Service
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

AT SHERIDAN POINTE

Angela Clark
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091
Re:

Sheridan Pointe, 225 Sheridan Road

June 22, 2007

Enclosed please find the completed Village of Wilmette Affidavit for the temporary use for the Sales
Center at 2840 Sheridan Road. If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at 847-480-6465
or via email: bnagorsky@redsealhomes.com
Thank You
RSD Sheridan Pointe, LLC

rian Nagorsky
Director of Development of its Manager

425

18, NORTHBROOK, IL 60062
847.272.5600 • FAX 847. 272.3802

B UEHL ROAD , B UILDING

I

T H E E N CJLAV E
AT S H E RI D AN

POIN T E

Angela Clark
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091
Re:

Sheridan Pointe, 225 Sheridan Road

June 11, 2007
Enclosed please find our Application for Temporary Use Permit Hearing to request renewal of the use of the home at the
comer of Maple and Sheridan as a temporary sales office. I am enclosing the following items:
l.
2.
3.
4.

Completed Application for Temporary Use Permit Hearing
Letter to the Village Board describing our use of the property.
A black and white picture of the home.
Check #1292 for~ for the filing fee.

We respectfully request that this matter be put on the June 26, 2007 Village Board meeting agenda. If this is confirmed,
please send me the notice so that I may distribute it. If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at 84 7-480-6465
or via email: bnae.orsky@redsealhomes.com
Thank You

Brian Nagorsky
Director of Development of its Manager

cc:

Dave Baker, Baker Demonstration School
Todd Fishbein, Red Seal Development Corp.

425

18, NORTHBROOK , IL 60062
847.272.5600 • fAx 847.272.3802

HUEHL ROAD , B UILDING

r

·'

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 WILMETTE A VENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
FAX (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL comdev@wilmene.com

Date:

July 3, 2007

To:

Michael J. Earl, Village Manager

From:

Angela Clark, Assistant Director of Community Development

Subject:

Temporary Use Case: 2007-TU-22
1255 Green Bay Road Construction Trailer

Recommendation: To grant a temporary use permit for a construction trailer to be located at
1255 Green Bay Road for six (6) months.
Background: Section 6.5.3 (a) of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Board of Trustees to
issue a Temporary Use permit for construction trailers meeting certain requirements.
Discussion: M.E. Olson Construction Inc. would like to place a job site construction trailer at 1255
Green Bay Road during the construction of Fifth Third Bank. The applicant anticipates that
construction will be complete by the end of November 2007. The trailer will primarily be used as
an onsite construction office. The trailer will be thirty feet long by six feet wide and will be located
at the southeast comer of the property immediately adjacent to the main construction site entrance.
As required by ordinance, the trailer will maintain a three foot setback from the east and south lot
lines. No additional traffic is expected outside of the existing construction traffic.
Since the trailer will be located on the site for more than five days, notice is required. The
application, letter, site development plan, and affidavit of notice are attached.
c: Maureen Barry, Assistant Village Manager
Donna Jakubowski, Director of Public Works
Brigitte Mayerhofer, Director of Engineering
George Carpenter, Police Chief
Brian King, Deputy Police Chief
Pat Collins, Commander
Jim Dominik, Fire Chief
Steffon Newsome, Village Sanitarian

Application for Temporary Use Permit Hearing
Address of Event: _ _ _=/ Z5'---S__4-+'#£H="-"'
...""'-"--'-~~~____..e_C-'cM.J~D=--__;,__------Date/Times of Event:
Description of Event:

-~M~li~:<......____....O"-'-i-+1 .....Z,'-"o"""'QJ_.__ ___,_N~o./~-'/._.o<· __,U;u==-·:t....__
,1-•

Jd251re- ~'--FL

Jiy

Describe any structures or signs to be used as part of the activity:

Jc.)13

'LWaf:t..

Number of anticipated attendees: _ _ _---:N....x....+-/.L...A-:
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
What provisions will you make for parking: ----'-~----'{'"""f\.-

_________-:---

Application Letter Attached: Yest

No o

Event Sponsor
,,.,
Organization or Company: __.'M_._.k~,_.--'-O_t.,;.=S-'v_._Ai~---=?t>~L..>N""".S.__112"-"-rz,u-=.::-=<...::.._Tl..;.._:__:1J..A/=--1-/-l,..J
_ "-_ '_ _
Contact Person S _/.. /.
Name:
~ .M...UYA--t:.o
Address:
bcJ I 5. fe./Jv~ B.2>, CLvcHv~-r IL
Phone Number: Business: b~ v - b3 l :_IP 143
Home: _ _ __ _ _ _ __
E-mail: :S~
!Vie.. olJaJ ,l<JJA Fax: t9 ?:>u - 83 Z- 4 qz.,~
Are you the legal owner of the property? Yes o No~
If not, please provide the following information with the property owner's signature, or
attach a signed letter of authorization.

e

Signature

Date

I agree that if the temporary use is approved, sales tax receipts from this event, if any, will be

property reported to the State as attributable to the Village.
Petitioner's

Signature~

Date

Temporary Use Handbook
Page 4

ME. OLSON CONSTRUCTION INC.
GENERAL CONTRACTORS

May 29, 2007

Angela Clark
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette A venue
Wilmette, IL 60091-0040
Re:

Temporary Use Permit I Job Site Trailer
1255 Green Bay Road

Dear Ms. Clark:
Pursuant to our earlier conversations regarding the above referenced project, please allow this
Jetter to confirm that we are applying for a Temporary Use Permit for the use of a job site
constructi on trailer.
I have attached a compl eted application form and a site plan that illustrates the location of the
trai ler.
Please contact me to acknowledge that this meets with the Village of Wilmette's approval and I
will come pick up the permit and drop off the $96.00 fee. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation on this matter.
Sincerely,

Stephen L. Monaco
M.E. Olson Construction, Inc.

CC:

Pete Courlas, Fifth Third Bank
Mark E. Olson, MEOC

LEGEND:

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

E:o

:f

E.Lee-i'tJc.. sovri.:::e. Fi.OM p()(.12..
WAIE:t't Sd'llta:.. i:".t.oM liYOLAllT

w

NOTES:
1. The main construction entrance is located off of Green Bay Road.
2. Two secondary entrances Into the site are located on the west side
of the site and will be necessary during different phases of the
construction project based on space restrictions (i.e. concrete
placement, backfill, etc.)
3. The pedestrian routing plan as described on page SK-2 will be
implemented until the building is backfilled and the repairs to any
damaged sidewalks have been completed.
4. 8' high chain link fence will be installed around the perimeter of the
site (pole driven) except for the covered walkway on Green Bay
Road, which will be in place for the entire project duration.
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IM.E. OLSON CONSTRUCTION, INC.

~

'16

~

601 S. Route 83, Elmhurst, IL 60126
PROJECT:

Sl<ETCH

F ifth Third Bank
1255 Green Ba~ Road, Wilmelte

JOB NO.:

1604-2

DRAWN BY: SLM

DATE:

5/23/2007

SCALE: as noted

SK-3

• · ,.. = ...

~

Village of Wilmette Affidavit
Case Number: loo1 - Ii>- 1-z...

Temporary Use
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue

Property Located At: IZS.5 -C/Lt&J e.+y eJ

The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says that he has complied with the applicable notice provisions of
Section 20-6.5.3 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Wilmette, by distributing the attached Notice of Public Hearing
to the fallowing named parties by one of the following methods:

A.

Notice sent by first class mail with sufficient postage affixed thereon.
8 . Notice delivered in person.

Name

Pin #
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Method of Service
(Indicate A or 8)
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The undersigned furthe r states that the above and foregoing list of names and addresse s is a complete list containing the
names and last known addresses of all parties to whom the c urrent real esta te tax bills are sent, as shown on the record
of th ~ lo~a! r.eal ~stat~-r~pl!ector, ~ nd all parties residing on or i~ po~s~ssion ?f. a. portion of th~ premises who~e nar:ies
a re listed on mailbox€$ on .said premises for all lots any part of which lie in the v1cin1ty of the subject property, said subject
property being th.a t property' fo r which a temporary use has been requested.
I '\

_II_\\_ - ?_

'l\)\1i

_J _,'\

~~

Notary

Village of Wilmette Affidavit
Case Number: 2tJCi7- Tv

Temporary Use
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue

-z.. L.

Property Located A.t: 1ZS5 'JlliA/ l>A-'1 ~

f

The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says that he has complied with the applicable notice provisions of
Section 20-6.5.3 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Wilmette, by distributing th e attached Notice of Public Hearing
to the following namP.d parties by one of tre fol lowing methods:

A. Notice sent by first class mail with sufficient postage affixed thereon.
B. Notice delivered in person .

Pin #
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- b 2 'S'

Date of
Service
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Method of Service
{Indicate A or 8)
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The undersigned further states that the above and toregoing list of names and addresses is a complete list containing the
names-a Ad-last~·r:i ow~JITTraress~ of all parties to whom the current real estate tax bills are sent, as shown on the record
of the local_re~I ~s_!_~t§:%.~~-91)~l r, ~nd all parties residing on or i~ po~s~ssion ?f.a. portion of th~ premises who~e na~es
are listed on mailboxes on said em1ses for all lots any part of which lie in the v1c1nity of the subject property, said subject
property b~ir;9 tlJ..at~~JfY f~:_~rich a temporary use has been request_e_d·-...--

B·

:

--~-.--J

\
:

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

~~

Affi~·~

O:Jtu{

day of _-+0-+--#___,,..______,

"OFFICIAL SEAL"
JULIA ANN OLSON

2o0_j_.

Village of Wilmette Affidavit
Case Number: lj)67 -TJ- Z<-

Temporary Use
Village of Wi lmette
1200 Wi lmette Avenue

Property Located At: lZ.SS ?,/l..i:~J ~ti

The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says that he has complied with the applicable notice provisions of
Section 20-6.5.3 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Wilmette, by distributing the attached Notice of Public Hearing
to the following named parties by one of the foll owing methods:

A. Notice sent by first class mail with sufficient postage affixed thereon.
B. Notice delivered in person.
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Village of Wilmette Affidavit
Case Number: z o;Y7

Temporary Use
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue

Prop erty Located At:

I2S5
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C,fUiJ

Min I
H

T he undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says that he has complied with the applicable notice provisions of
Section 20-6.5.3 of the Zo ning Ordinance of the Vi llage of Wilmette, by distributin g the attached Notice of Public Hearing
to the fo llowing named parties by one of the following methods :

A
B.

Noti ce sent by first class mail with sufficient postage affixed thereon.
Notice delivered in person.

Name

Pin#

Address

Date of
Service

Method of Service
(Indicate A or 8)
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The undersig ned further states that the above and fo regoing list of names and addresses is a complete list containing the
names and last known ad~~~\of all parties .to w ho.n: the curr~ nt real est~ te tax bills .a re sent, as sh.own on the record
of the local real est§ie-t~x· c;oJleGtQri and all pa rties res1d1ng on or in possession of a portion of the premises whose names
are listeq_.on-mcrilb'Qxes\~!]_ said · P.r~~ises for all lots any pa rt of which lie in the vicin ity of the subject property, said subject
Property being that property for whi9h a temporary use has b~
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Alfi~£.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ----r--

Village of Wilmette Affidavit
Case Number: 2601 - -rv -:-'- "L

Temporary Use
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue

Property Located At:
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The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says that he has complied with the ·applicable notice provisions of
Section 20-6.5.3 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Wilmette, hy distributing the attached Notice of Public Hearing
to the following named pa1iies by one of the following methods:

A.
B.

Notice sent by first class mail with sufficient postage affixed thereon .
Notice delivered in person.
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The undersigned fu rther states that the above and foregoing list of names and addresses is a complete list containing the
names and last known addresses of all· parties to whom the current real estate tax bills are sent, as shown on the record
of the local real estate tax collector, and all parties residing on or in possession of a portion of the premises whose names
are listed on mailboxes on said premises for all lots any part of which lie in the vicinity of the subject property, said su bject
property being that property for which a temporary use has been reque:sted.
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Subscribed and sworn to before me this __
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Notary Pub It~, ,..,~taJJ, Pub · N 0Lso
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PIN LIST FOR 1255 Green Bay Road
You can obtain the names and addresses of the property owners from the Cook County
Treasurer's office web site at www.cookcountvtreasurer.com. Once on the web site, you
can search under Payment Status by PIN number. PJease verify alJ PIN numbers
provided for accuracy.
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
I200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WI LMETTE, ILLTNOIS 6009 1-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
FAX (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853 -7634
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com

Date:

July 3, 2007

To:

Michael J. Earl, Village Manager

From:

Angela Clark, Assistant Director of Community Development

Subject:

Temporary Use Case: 2007-TU-26
Harper Elementary School "Harper Hoedown", Sunday, Septembe~ 16, 2007

Recommendation: To grant a Temporary Use Permit for the Harper Elementary School, "Harper
Hoedown" on Sunday, September 16, 2007.
Background: Section 6.5.3 (d) of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Board of Trustees to
issue a Temporary Use permit for carnivals meeting certain requirements.
Discussion: The Harper Hoedown will take place on the elementary school grounds from 12:00
p.m. to 3:00 p.m. The event will include games, crafts, and rides rented from Four Seasons
Amusements. Food and soft drinks will also be served. Most families expected to attend are in
walking distance of the event, so no special parking provisions are requested. The PTO of Harper
Elementary is working with the police department to request that Dartmouth Street be closed with
no parking on the day of the event.
This is the fifth year of this event. Since the proposed activity will continue for five (5) days or
less, no notice is required. The application and letter are attached.

c: Maureen Barry, Assistant Village Manager
Donna Jakubowski, Director of Public Works
Brigitte Mayerhofer, Director of Engineering
George Carpenter, Poli ce Chief
Brian King, Deputy Police Chief
Pat Collins, Commander
Jim Dominik, Fire Chief
Steffen Newsome, Village Sanitarian

Application for Temporary Use Permit Hearing
Address of Event: _11 01 D artmouth, Wilmette._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __
Date/Times of Event: _Sunday, September 17 12:00 - 4:00 pm_ __
Description of Event: _Harper Elementary Annual Fall Party, otherwise know as the "Harper
HoeDown"

Describe any structures or signs to be used as part of the activity: _We will have rides,
games, and crafts. Don't plan on any big structures or signs though.

Number of anticipated attendees: _500 _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
What provisions ·will you make for parking: _No parking along D artmouth Street. Other
than that, no provisions. Most people walk.

Application Letter Attached: Yes o

No o

Event Sponsor
Organization or Company: _Harper E lementary PTO_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __
Contact Person
Name: _ _Amy Piper Munson
Address: _919 Pawnee Road, Wilmette._ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __
Phone Number: Business: _312-661-6032
H ome: _847-256-1662._ __
E-mail: amy.p.munson@chase.com Fax:
Are you the legal owner of the property? Yes o No O
If not, please provide the following information with the property owner's signature, or
attach a signed letter of authorization.
Property Owner
Name:_Village Property /School District 39_ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __
Address: _Harper Elementary School-1101 Dartmouth, Wilmette._ _ __
Phone Number: Business:
Home: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Date
Signature
I agree that if the temporary use is approved, sales tax receipts from this event, if any, will be
property reported to the State as attributable to the Village.
Temporary Use Handbook
Page 4
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Temporary uses that can be approved by the Director of Community Development
•

A temporary use that is conducted entirely indoors for no more than five (5) days, will not be
noticeable outside of the building, and complies with all other Village ordinances.

•

A construction trailer or an equipment storage shed, provided that, upon investigation and review by
the Site Plan Review Committee, the Committee finds:
(1)

The trailer or shed is incidental to the construction of a building or other development; and,

(2)

The trailer or shed is located on the same lot as the building or development; and,

(3)

The trailer or shed remains on the property no longer than the time of the construction; and,

(4)

The trailer or shed will be located no closer than 20 feet from any other property located in a
residential district; and,

(5)

The trailer or shed will be located no closer than 3 feet away from any lot line.

Temporary uses and structures that need to be approved by
the Village Board of Trustees
The following temporary use and structures, and any other temporary uses and structures not otherwise
specified shall be permitted only upon approval by the Board of Trustees and only in accordance with the
standards set forth below. Additionally, the Board of Trustees may attach conditions to the issuance of
the permit as are deemed appropriate and necessary in order to achieve Village purposes.

•

•

Construction trailers and equipment storage sheds, provided that:
(1)

The trailer or shed is incidental to the construction of a building or other development; and,

(2)

The trailer or shed is located on the same lot as the building or development; and,

(3)
(4)

The trailer or shed remains on the property no longer than the time of the consu-uction; and,
The trailer or shed will be located no closer than 20 feet from any other property located in a
residential district; and,

(5)

The trailer or shed will be located no closer than 3 feet away from any lot line.

Christmas tree sales lots, provided that:
(1)

The use is located on a lot that fronts a collector or major street; and,

(2)

The use is located on a vacant lot or parking area; and,
Temporary Use Handbook
Page 5

Checklist for Temporary Use Application
Please check all that apply. The following departments need to be involved with various requests. The
Community D evelopment Department can help detennine what other departments should be contacted at
the pre-application meeting.
Also, please address in your application letter any aspects below that apply to your request.

0

Activity on Public Property Please contact the deputy village clerk at (847) 853-7511
Will the event take place on public property (street, sidewalk, Village property)? Yes

0

AJcohol
Please contact the deputy village clerk at (847) 853-7511
Will there be alcohol served/sold at your event? No

0

Animals
Please contact the animal control officer at (847) 256-1200
Will there be any animals at/participating in your event? Yes - horse for hay ride.
Called
Community Relations Officer Black, 6/15

0

0
0
0

Dumpsters
Please contact the engineering department at (847) 853-7660
Do you require dumpsters for trash collection and removal? Yes
Called. No need for special
permits since using dumpsters on hand; recommends calling garbage company for special Sunday
night pickup
Food/Sanitation
Please contact the sanitarian at (847) 853-7508
Called.
Instructions: prepare everything WEll DONE, and then put in big steam-table pans and bring to
kitchen; in kitchen, wash hands, use gloves and use tongs to put meat in bun. Serve to people with
tongs and gloves; change gloves frequently
Will food be served at your event? Yes
Will food be prepared/ cooked at your event? Yes
Do you intend to provide portable toilets? No

0

Fire Safety
Please contact the fire marshal at (847) 853-7693
Does your event require an open flame, as in grilling? Called Mark Cashione 6/15; waiting for call
back

0

Tents
Please contact Community Development at (847) 853-7525
Does your event require a tent or tents? Called Frank the electrical inspector;; you need pennit if tent
is bigger than 10x12; we do not have tents bigger than 10x10

0
0
0
0

Traffic
Please contact the deputy police chief at (847) 853-7552
Called 6/15
Will any part of this event take place on public property (street, sidewalk, parkway, etc)? Yes
Does your event require the closing of any street/ intersection/ alley? Yes
Does your event require the closing of any public sidewalk? Yes
Does your event require barricades/ cones? Yes
Does your event require a police presence (traffic control, security, etc)? Yes

0

Temporary Use Handbook
Page 3

June 15, 2007

Community Development Department
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

Village Official,
The PTO of Harper Elementary School is requesting permission to host its fifth annual family fall
festival, popularly known as the "Harper Hoedown."
Our event is planned for Sunday, September 16 from 12:00 - 3 :00 pm on the elementary school
grounds. It is a carnival-type venue with games, crafts, and rides that we rent from Four Seasons
Amusements in Bloomingdale, IL. We also serve hotdogs and hamburgers, chips and soft drinks
which are donated from local establishments such as Ridgeview Restaurant.
This PTO-sponsored event is not a fundrai ser, but rather a family party to celebrate the beginning of
school. We sell entrance tickets, basically to pay for the entertainment; our goal is to break-even.
We don't have any specific parking issues, since most families live within walking distance of the
school. We do annually request from the Police Dept that Dartmouth Street be closed off with no
parking, as on regular school days.
Further details are included in the attached application. Thank you very much for your consideration,
and please call me with any questions: office (312) 732-1413, home (847) 256-1662.

B~~-~
Amy Piper Munson
"Harper HoeDown" Chair
919 Pawnee Road
Wilmette, IL 60091
847-256-1662
amy.p.munson@chase.com
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Report to the Village Board of Trustees
from the
Appearance Review Commission
Recommendation:

The Appearance Review Commission recommends the Village
Board of Trustees grant a sign variation to install one additional
descriptive word on the petitioner's awning sign.

Case Number:

06-AR-19

Property:

1115 Central Avenue

Zoning District:

VC, Village Center Zoning District

Petitioner:

Lad & Lassie

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to
renovate the fa9ade of their building and a sign variation to install
one additional descriptive word on the petitioner's awning sign.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

20-4.9.2
20-4.9.6
20-9.12.l
20-9.18.3

Meeting Date:

July 10, 2006
May 7, 2007

ViJJage Board Date:

July 10, 2007

Date of Application:

June 19, 2006

Appearance Review
Commission Vote:

Chairman Kalas:
Holzman:
Morgante:
Sheridan:
Summer:
Wolf:

Yes
Yes
Not present
Yes
Yes
Not present

Notices:

Notice of Public Hearing dated June 20, 2006
Affidavit dated June 30, 2006
Certificate of Posting dated June 23, 2006
Legal Notice published in Wilmette Life on June 22, 2006

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Planner

-
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Case 06-AR-19
1115 Central Avenue

Description of the Property and District
The subject property is located on the south side of Central Avenue between Wilmette Avenue
and 11th Street in Village Center. The property is improved with a one-story brick building.
Surrounding uses include retail, personal service, multi-family residential and office uses.
The property is located within the VC, Village Center business district. The purpose of the VC
district is to provide a location for businesses and institutional services that serve the surrounding
neighborhoods and the entire Village. The VC district is also intended to house multi-family
properties that can easily utilize the services offered by uses.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate for a sign variation to install one
additional descriptive word on the petitioner' s awning sign. The awning sign would be located
above the storefront entrance. It would include the business name and four descriptive words.
The Sign Ordinance allows the business name, logo, and three descriptive words to be
displayed. Since the proposed sign has four descriptive words a sign variation is required. The
four descriptive words are part of the business 's tagline which is used in all of its advertising.

Action Required for Sign Variation
The Village Board may grant a sign variation provided the evidence presented in the case meets
the following standards of review:
Standards of Review
Unusual Circumstances:

A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location,
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner's property or a peculiar attribute existing on the
neighboring property which directly affects the petitioner' s property.
Character and Appearance:

A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property.
Not Self-Created:

The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner's ability to conduct business on the subject
property.

2

Case 06-AR-19
1115 Central Avenue
Health, Safetv and Welfare:
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of
neighboring properties' signage.

Purpose of Ordinance:
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance.

Case File Documents:
Location Maps and Plans
I . I Proposed Storefront Elevation

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0 Legal Notice published in Wilmette Life on June 22, 2006

Case Minutes:
Lad and Lassie
1115 Central Avenue

06-AR-19
July 10, 2006
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the case discussion
Mimi Evans, Lad and Lassie
Patti Evans, Lad and Lassie

3.2

Summary of presentation
Mr. Sivertsen said the petitioners are requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to
renovate the fa<;ade of their building.
Mimi Evans said they would like to redo the outside of their building. They would have
to take the wood covering down but do not know what is behind it. They would also
like to have some type of awning above the windows. She reviewed the preliminary
drawings presented in the report.
The Commission discussed the placement of the awnings and the vertical columns. The
Commission suggested dropping the columns down from the top of the building but it is
hard to suggest specifically as they do not know what is behind the wood currently on
the building.

3

Case 06-AR-19
1115 Central Avenue

Patti Evans asked about signage for the building.
Mr. Kalas said there are different regulations for awning and pedestrian signs. The final
design of the building would determine what type of signage they should have.
Ms. Summer said the existing building is beautiful. She suggested bringing an architect
into the project as the Commission will also be looking at the different materials
included in the project and they will also need a more detailed, to scale drawing.

Mr. Sivertsen said the ordinance does not currently allow window
signage at the bottom of the window but it is seen in most shopping areas.
He wondered ifthe Commission would look favorably upon a variation for that type of
s1gnage.
Patti Evans said it is difficult to see what the store is as it is difficult to look up at the
front of the recessed building but they would not want to put the name of the store in the
bottom of all their windows.
Mimi Evans said if the wood is removed from the front of the building, and the material
beneath is in good shape, would they need to come back to the Commission for repairs.
Mr. Kalas said they would only need to come back for the signage and awnings unless
they made any changes to the exterior.
Mr. Berger moved to continue the case to the next meeting, seconded by Ms. Wolf. All
voted aye, the motion carried.

06-AR-19
May 7, 2007

3.0

Lad & Lassie
1115 Central Avenue

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the case discussion
Mimi Evans, Co-owner, Lad & Lassie
Patti Evans, Co-owner, Lad & Lassie

3.2

Summary of presentation

Mr. Sive11sen said the petitioners request an Appearance Review Certificate to renovate
the faryade of their building, as well as a sign variation to install an awning sign with
more than three descriptive words.
4

Case 06-AR-19
1115 Central Avenue

Mr. Kalas informed the members that two votes were needed: one for a variation on the
awning allowing more than three descriptive words, and another for an Appearance
Review Certificate.
Ms. Summer really liked the store's logo and thought that too many words would
detract from it. Ms. M. Evans stated that there is often confusion among potential
customers regarding what kind of store they run. She believed that more than three
descriptive words are needed on the awning to inform customers of the type of business
contained in the building.
Mr. Holzman was concerned about the number of words on the awning, as the members
had just rejected a request from Bobtail Ice Cream to have five descriptive words. He
did say, however, that in the case of Lad & Lassie, the descriptive words are actually
part of the logo, which is allowed on the awning separate from the descriptive words.
Mr. Kalas said that the ordinance has consideration for unusual circumstances, which
seemed to apply to this case, as the descriptive words have been part of the store's logo
and advertising for years.

Mr. Sivertsen asked if the words would be on the awning surface, or on the valance.
Ms. Summer and Mr. Holzman agreed that ifthe descriptive words were on the valance,
it would be hard to defend as being part of the logo. Mr. Sivertsen reminded the group
that only one descriptive word is allowed on a valance, and three are allowed on the
awning itself. Mr. Kalas suggested that the descriptive words be included on the glass
in the window, and the three descriptive words stay with the logo on the awning.
Ms. Summer and Mr. Kalas noted that the size of the awning does not correspond well
to the building and the size of the storefront. Mr. Holzman felt the awning was too
square for the long rectangular storefront. Mr. Holzman suggested making the awning
wider, and Mr. Sheridan suggesting bringing the awning down a bit further. Mr.
Holzman thought that the awning should not touch the lighting fixtures, so the awning
should be raised up slightly. He made a sketch containing new dimensions for the
awning for the petitioners and commissioners.
4.0

FINDINGS OF FACT
The Commission found that the petitioner was presented with an unusual circumstance
since the business logo used in all of its marketing contains the four descriptive words
which is one more than what is allowed by ordinance. The Commission felt it would be
appropriate to recommend the variation because the four words were part of the
business logo, which is allowed by ordinance. The character and appearance of the
proposed sign is consistent with the rest of the district and the additional word would
not compromise the health, safety and welfare in the district.

5

EXHIBIT 7
CHICAGO SKATEBOARD PARK
Near Wilson Avenue and lake Shore Drive
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EXHIBIT 6
HIGHLAND PARK SKATEBOARD PARK
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EXHIBIT 5

WfNNEn<A SKATEBOARD PARK
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Wilmette Park District:: Park Board Meetirig Minutes

WILMETTE PARK DISTRlCT
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF PARK COMMISSIONERS OF THE WILMETTE
PARK DISTRlCT

·.__ ,,.

HELD IN THE COUNCIL ROOM OF WILMETTE VILLAGE
HALL

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2005

-.
President Miller referred to the August 22nd Board meeting at which time, the Board voted
unanimously to provide a skate park in the community. He explained that after many
months of discussion, two public hearings, and the review of a commissioned analysis by 3D Design of all the parks in Wilmette identifying which parks would be feasible locations for
a skate park, the Board selected two sites which it was felt met the most criteria for the
facility - Community Playfield and Hibbard Park. President Miller noted that there had been
votes on both of these sites at the August 22nd meeting, and neither was approved. · He
asked for Board discussion.
·

Commissioner Marcus stated that even though he had voted in favor of Hibbard Park as a
location for the skate park, he fe lt that the rescinding of the original negative vote on
Hibbard Park reflected poorly on the Park Board and that an apology was owed to the
Hibbard Park neighbors. Commissioner Marcus noted that as it turned out, after revisiting
all the other sites which were identified in the skate park ana lysis, Hibbard Park presented
the most feasible locale for a ska~e park, but it was unfortunate that the process had
· ev.o lved In this manner.

....-!-_ _ _ _ _ _

President Miller stated that he understands that many of the neighbors of Hibbard Park will
be unhappy with h~ving a skate park at that location. Howe·ver, the Park District always
· striv.es to be a g·ood neighbor. He pointed out that the neighbors will be invited to
participate lri the design of the 'tacll1fy and that the Park District will do Its best to build a
skate ark that will be minimally intrusive in the neighborhood. President .Miller .added that
the proximity of the Community Recrea tion Center is a ctor in favor of RibbardPa~K as :.·
the locatlon for a skate park.
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF PARK COMMISSIONERS OF THE WILMETTE

PARK DISTRICT
MONDAY, AUGUST 22, 2005

After a brief recess, Commissioner Marcus moved and Commissioner O'Malley seconded a
motion to locate the skate park at Community Playfield.
During discussion, Commissioners O'Malley, Brault, Cohen, and Wolff stated that
Community Playfield is a location that is currently overused and becomes very congested at
times, presenting parking problems. It was also noted that there are plans to move one of
the baseball fields for safety reasons, which could possibly interfere with one proposed
location in the park. Commissioners Crowley and Brault agreed that Community Playfield
would not be the best site, especially in view of the fact that the School District has asked
the Park District not to place a skate park at that location. President Miller also noted that
the School District had requested that a skate park not ·be located at Community Playfield
due to concerns about distractions for the students at the Junior High and Highcrest Middle
School. He felt that the School District's request should be honored.
Commissioner Marcus disagreed with opposition to Community Playfield . He felt that this
location would be more appropriate than other parks tn Wilmette as it 1s currently used for
soccer, baseball, etc. and the purpose of Community Playfield is to provide recreation
facilities for the community. It is not a neighborhood park, and it is centrally located in the
Village. Commissioner Marcus respectfully disagreed with the School District's concerns.
about distractions to the students.
"
By a roll call vote, voting Yes - Commissioner Marcus; voting No - Commissioners Brault,
Cohen, Crowley, Miller, O'Malley, and Wolff. Motion failed.
Commissioner Marcus moved and Commissioner Brault seconded a motion to locate the skate park at Hibbard Park .

.;

During discussion, Commissioner Wolff stated that Hibbard Park is a weak compromise for
location of a skate park as it is too close to residences. He feels that the neighbors'
concerns are legitimate and that r esidents have the right to express opposition to having
facilities such as skate parks located close to their homes. He stated that there is no
perfect location, but recommended Gillson Park as the best site for a skate park. It is not
centrally located. However, it is not close to residences and there Is a great deal of open
space in Gillson Park which could accommodate a skate park.
Commissioner Brault pointed out that the motion on the floor was regarding location of a
skate park at Hibb,ard Park, and Commissioner Marcus asked for a vote on the question.
By a roll call vote, yoting,. Yes -- Commissioners Brault, Marcus, and Miller; voting No Commissioners Cohen, Crowley, O'Malley, and Wolff. Motion failed.
Commissioner Wolff stated that he is in favor of providing a skate park in the ri ht location
which would not be near athletic fie ds, tot ots, etc. or too close to homes. He added that it
is the Park District's responsibility to provide recreational activities to the community and
.that s'kateboa1;4i_pg has- ~e~ome a legitimate sport in the country.
,
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There was exteosive. discussion· regarding ·how the Board should proceed now that both of

t":-~;: .cthe recommended locations had been rejected. It was the consensus that the Board should
re - evaluate all the sites discussed in the 3-D Design study.
Director Porter pointed out that once a site is chosen, there will still be a long process
before a skate park could be put into place. He explained that there will be meetings with
the user groups and neighbors to come up with a plan and that the Ian would have to o
throug t e Village's zoning process with more public hearings before construction could
ht>riin
HP nntPri th.:lt this could take a vear or more to comolete.
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EXHIBIT 1

•

Gillson: "However, a skatepark would change the character of the park
from a relaxed, leisurely park to a much more active park. " Why at
Gillson and not the majority of the other locations?

The noise impact will be a problem at Howard, Thornwood and West Par!<
because of nearby residents. Hibbard Park's residents are closer to the
skateboard site, but magically those families will not be impacted. Also, it
appears that Thornwood Park is the only park sited that will be a problem to
children: ''the noise of a skatepark would become a problem to adjacent
residents and the young children who currently utilize the park."
The Park District Board states that skateboard park users will range from ages
ten to 14. The 30 Design Analysis states that at Vattmann Park, "The character
of the park would substantially change by adding a skatepark because of the
loss of open space and introduction of a large number of young adults." Why
would Vattmann Park have "a large number of young adults" but Hibbard Park
will not?
Residents should expect the Village to use their tax dollars in a more prudent
manner by hiring a firm that would be consistent, fair and balanced in their
approach to such a critical study.
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EXHIBIT 1

WILMETTE PARK DISTRICT
SKATE PARK SITE ANALYSIS-APRIL 2005
HIBBARD PARK NEIGHBORS' COMMITTEE EVALUATION
The 30 Design Studio submitted their analysis of nine Wilmette park sites to the
Park District in April of 2005. This study was conducted for the specific purpose
of selecting the most appropriate sites for the construction of a skateboard park.
The detailed analysis is filled with discrepancies when determining the categories
that are important to consider for a suitable site.
Following are excerpts taken from this report, which will illustrate these
discrepancies:
The board has stated skateboard users will be dropped off and picked up, so
additional parking will not be a problem:
•

Community Playfield: "There is a large p;Jrking lot, used by the adjacent
school, which could easily accommodate skate park users who would be
driving to the site."

•

Hibbard Parle "There is a large parking lot that would accommodate the
number of skatepark users without impacting the parking needs for the
Community Rec Center."

•

Gillson Park: "A parking lot extends along the. eastern edge and would
provide adequate parking without effecting the current park users."

.•

Vattmann Park: "There is on street parking available but, if a large number
of skaters drove to the site, there could become a conflict with the many
residents who also park on the street."

•

Thornwood Park: "If skaters drove to the park, parking could become a
problem for skaters and residents."

Changes in the character of the park:
•

Community Pfayfield: " ... and the character of the park would remain
the same ii a skatepark was added."

•

Centennial Park: " ... adding a skatepark to Centennial Park would not
change the character of the park and could become a great addition."

•

Hibbard Park: "The overall character of the park would remain the
same if a skatepark was added.

•

Howard: " ... the overall chara(:ter of the park would change."
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5.

The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property or otherwise endanger the public health, safety and welfare,
and will not substantially diminish or impair property values within the
neighborhood

As stated previously, a property impact study cannot determine the potential impact of property
values on the neighborhood.

6.

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

With the reduction of 31 spaces, inflicting a further decrease in the current zoning ordinance
variation in the parking area, the request for a parking variation wi11 alter the essential character of
the neighborhood and will not be consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies set forth in the
Comprehensive Plan.
VARIATION II: 12 DECIBEL NOISE VARIATION
A complete comprehensive report, da ted April 9, 2007 bas been submitted to the Zoning Board
by Mark E. Singer, a member of the Hibbard Park Neighbors' Committee. (See EXHIBIT 22
for a portion of this report, Pages 5-10, which contradicts the conclusions set forth in the sound
study by Dr. Tom Thunder.)
For the reasons stated in this letter, the Hibbard Park neighbors Conunittee requests that the Zoning
Board of Appeals refuses to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees the request by the
Wilmette Park District Board for expansion of the special use permit and the variations for a 7,500
square foot skateboard park in the eastern portion of Hibbard Park.
Sincerely,
HIBBARD PARK NEIG:fmORS
COMMITTEE
• J. · . ,
,
•., r

f?t Cpeya.s
~tis~ ~!:illf>

George Karag~s

ioeJ Kuriman

Morris and Linda Licbliqa
Helmi Ludwig
·
Andre Morcos
Fay Paras
Selma Saffrin
Mark Singer
Danny and Adina Torcbman
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4.

The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Chapter would
prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the property; however, the
fact that the property could be utilized more profitably with the variation than
without the variation shall not be considered as grounds for granting the
variation.
·

As indicated in the Skate Park Site Anal.ysis from 3D Design, the most appropriate site for
the proposed Skateboard Park is Community Playfield. After objections from the many
residents, the Superintendent of Wilmette Public Schools, and an impassioned plea from
attorney, Jack Siegel, who is also a resident, the Board voted Community Playfield down as
a possible site.
The 3D Design Report lists ten categories to be considered when evaluating a site.
Community Playfield satisfied all ten. Following are the scores for the remaining parks:
Centennial
Gillson
Hibbard
West Park
Howard
Mallinckrodt
Vattmann
Thornwood
(Se~

8
7
7
6

5
4-7 after submission of supplement
2
2

EXIf.IJllT 1 Hibbard Park Neighbors' Committee Evaluation for details.)

A supplement was submitted by the designer when asked by the Park Board to consider the
southeast corner of :M allinckrodt as a possible option based upon park redevelopment,
which would require less parking at MaJiinckrodt. MaIJinckrodt appears to satisfy seven
of the categories, placing on a par with Gillson and Hibbard. Of the three parks, Hibbard
could easily be proven the least desirable site due to its size, current activity, proximity to
36 townhomes on one side alone, not to mention Kilpatrick, Valley View, Gregory, Hill
Street, and homes along Glenview Road.

fhe Board's statement that Hibbard is the "most appropriate" site is clearly false.
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VARIATIONS

VARlA TION I: 119 SPACE PARKING V ARIA TJON

1.

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

The Park District Parking Study, done in January 23 through February 4, 2007, during the coldest
season of the year, is not at all indicative of the activity at Hibbard Park during the summer months.
The Park District study cannot determine how many parents will drop off their children and leave the
park. It is conceivable that the parents could become observers or bring siblings to play. Also, it
cannot be determined that the primary users of the skateboard park will be ten to 14 years of age, as
stated in the Park District Application; in fact, the motivator for commencing the need for a
skateboard park was a New Trier High School student. Refer to article, "Wilmette worried by skate
park plan," in the Wilmette Life, dated March 13, 2007. Young users of high school age would
probably be driving.

2.

The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to
unique circumstances.

The selected site was not determined by the Park Board after "extensive consideration of a variety of
alternatives," as we have shown in the Hibbard Park Neighborhood Committee Application letter.
The request stated in the Park District Application by residents for a skateboard park is not relevant
to the parking variation. The parking study was completed in the winter months and would not be
indicative of parking availability during the spring and summer months. (See EXHIBITS 18-20
showing parking lot usage on March 18, 2007 before the heavy usage of the spring and summer
months. See EXHIBIT 21 which is a March 18, 2007 Community Recreation Center Schedule.)

3.

The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not
generally shared by other properties classified in the same zoning district and/or
used for the same purposes.

We take _issue with the Park District statement that the share use concept for parking has worked
well. All Hill Street residents can substantiate that the shared use concept does not work on a
consistent basis, i.e., during baseball games, soccer matches, theatre performances, parties at the Rec.
Center, etc. (See EXHIBIT 14 for Hill Street parking by non-residents.)
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9.

Development of the proposed use will not substantially adversely affect a known
archaeological, historical, or cultural resource located on or off of the parcel proposed
for development.

Peace and quiet are knovm cultural resources in our society. Many Wilmette neighbors have
enjoyed the quiet times, often walking the park path or relaxing on the benches for a respite in a busy
day. In several Park District publications, special anention was given to maintaining open and quiet
space at Mallinkrodt Park (14 acres); no such need was ever given to the smaller Hibbard Park (8.3
acres).
10. The appJicant has made adequate legal provision to guarantee the provision and
development of any buffers, landscaping, public open space, and other improvements
associated with the proposed use.
The Park District does not mention that the proposed skateboard park is squeezed between two
baseball outfields on the south and north ends of the skateboard park. On the east side, a three-foot
berm would not provide adequate visual relief for the many residents across Skokie Blvd.

11.

The proposed use will meet any and all additional standards specified in Article 5 for
such a use, where listed in Article 5 as an allowable special use in the zoning district.

Article 5 states that in R l Zoning Districts, parks and playgrounds of four acres or more can add an
activity, provided that no administrative or maintenance building is Jess than 50 feet from a
residential line. The proposed use meets the standards as an allowable special use in the RI District.
However, the Hibbard Park Neighbors add that, immediately across Skokie Blvd., the 36 townhomes
are in an R2 multi-family residential zoning district. Refer to The Wilmette Comprehensive Plan,
Chapter Three: Land Use. Public Lands Policies--Policy Eight: "Assure that zoning regulations
appli cable to commercial area and multi-family residential areas allow flexibility in design while
maintaining property values and the character of the neighborhood land uses and prohibiting
undesirable levels of development density." And Policy Ten: "Maintain or strengthen existing land
use controls to regulate and limit non-residential uses in residential neighborhoods."
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4. The establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of surrounding properties for uses permit1ed in the zoning district.
The adclitional numbers of observers, as well as participants, will increase the "normal use" of
Hibbard Park and, therefore, will impede the current order.
5. The proposed use will not substantially diminish property values in the neighborhood.
The Park District-retained appraisal company that will attempt to show that property values will not
substantially diminish cannot be proven until an actual "before and after" sales comparison is
completed. In all practicality, common sense should dictate that most potential buyers would not
want to purchase a home within less than 150 feet of a skateboard park.
6. Adequate utilities, road access, drainage, and other necessary facilities already exist or
will be provided to serve the proposed use.
In spite of the fact that a skateboard park is being proposed in proximity to the Rec'. Center,
supervision is not provided. The possibility of installing a video surveillance system may not be an
adequate form·of supervision.
7. Adequate measures already exist or will be taken to provide ingress and egress to the
proposed use in a manner that minimizes traffic congestion in the public streets.
Currently, due to the great amount of activity at Hibbard Park, users of the park often park in
residential parking areas. The skateboarders and observers are going to add congestion to heavily
trafficked areas, especially Hill Street. (See EXHIBIT 14 for Hill Street non-residential, Hibbard
Park parking.)
8. The proposed uses will be consistent with the community character of the neighborhood
of the parcel proposed for development.
Placing a skateboard park in the 8.3 acre Hibbard Park will substantially alter the current character
of this small neighborhood park. Other skateboard parks separate this activity from other park use,
which the Park District Application mentions: "including a community center, tennis courts, two
playgrounds, and two baseball fiel ds. There is more than sufficient space to conduct this activity."
We vehemently disagree with the Park District's assessment of Hibbard Park space availability.
There is not sufficient space to add this activity. (See EXHIBITS 15-17 areas used for activities at
Hibbard Park.)
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SPECIAL USE
The Hibbard Park Neighbors Committee respectfully request that the recommendation by the Park
District Board to the Zoning Board of Appeals for the issuance of an expansion of the Special Use
Pennit for the construction of a skateboard park at Hibbard Park be denied since it does not conform
to the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance in the following manner:
1.

The proposed use will be consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan.

The proposed use is not consistent with the goals of the Village of Wilmette Comprehensive Plan.
Currently, Goal 3 of Chapter 3 of the plan to provide recreational activities for village residents is
already served at Hibbard Park through a variety of programs offered for all ages by the Park
District- two tot lots, two baseball diamonds, tennis courts, summer camp programs, in addition to a
vast resource of programs through the Rec. Center.

a

We are not objecting to skateboard park for the Wilmette youth; we vehemently object to its being
placed anywhere in close proximity to homes.
(See EXHIBIT 8 for a detailed listing of the violations by the Park District Application to the
Wilmette Comprehensive Plan.)

2.

The establishment, maintenance, or the proposed use will not be detrimental to
endanger the public health, safety, comfort, OT general welfare.

OT

When the skateboard park closes at sunset, we are concerned that the skateboarders will continue
their activity in the lighted areas of Hibbard Park and surrounding areas. Another concern is the
potential for injuries to other users of park activities, including tiny tots, as skateboarders come and
go. In addition, a skateboard park at the western end of Wilmette may not accommodate
skateboarders who utilize downtown areas and the eastern portion of Wilmette.

3.

The proposed use will not be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property in the
neighborhood for the purposes permitted in the district.

No residences in at least twelve villages surveyed were in close proximity to homes, especially
within 134 feet from the edge of the proposed park.
(See EXHIBIT 9 for a map showing that Skokie Blvd. is 66 feet wide with homes directly
across the street from the proposed skateboard site.)
(See EXHIBITS 10-13 which demonstrate that the 36 townhomes in Skokie Court are located
immediately across Skokie BJvd. The pictures were taken from the very center of the proposed
site.)
-4-

8.

On January 8, 2007, Dr. Tom Thunder, Acoustical Engineer, presented a sound
study (funded by the Board at the cost of $12,690), a report not favorable to
residents. The Park Board then voted to proceed to the Zoning Board.

Neighbors have consistently brought to the attention of the Park Board that no skateboard
parks in the metropolitan Chicago area are in close proximity to homes. All park districts
contacted indicated that skateboard parks should be located in non-residential areas. (See
EXIIlBITS 4-7 for photos showing skateboard parks located away from homes.)
The two largest nearby communities, Evanston and Skokie, do not have skateboard parks.
At the August 22, 2005 Park Board Meeting, Director Porter reported that he had been in
contact with Doug Gaynor, the Director of Evanston Parks/Forestry & Recreation, who
stated: " ... The skate park bad fallen into disrepair and it was not possible to properly
supervise and maintain the facility." Skokie does not have a skateboard park because there
is not available land far enough away from homes.
·
Wilmette citizens expect their gov erning bodies to assure residents that changes protect their
neighborhoods, as stated in the Wilmette Comprehensive Plan. Residents living in Wilmette
have expectations of maintaining a superior quality of life.
-
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2.

At the August 22, 2005 Park District Board Meeting, Community PlayfieJd an~
Hibbard Park were voted on after a contentious meeting attended by nearby
residents of both parks. Both parks received a NO VOTE. The Park Board agreed
to re-evaluate all parks in the 3D Design Study before selecting a site. (See
EXHIBIT 2 for highlighted excerpts from the August 22, 2005 Board Minutes.)
Director, Porter stated that after a site is chosen " ... meetings with the user groups
and neighbors to come up with a _plan ... " wilJ be held.

3.

At the September 12, 2005 Parl\ Board Meeting, the Board rescinded the vote
against Hibbard Park and reinstated it as the site for the skateboard park. This was
done without any notification to the Hibbard Park neighbors. · We believe that in the
short few weeks benveen the August and September Park Board Meetings, nothing
substantial could have been done to re-evaluate nine Wilmette Parks. (See EXHIBIT
3 for highlighted excerpts from the September 12, 2005 Board Minutes.)

4.

At the October 11, 2005 Park.Board Meeting, many Hibbard Park neighbors
attended and objected to the undemocratic procedure adopted by the Board at their
September Meeting to reinstate Hibbard Park without any further consideration of
all parks.

5.

On November 14, 2005, the Board approved issuing a Request for Proposal for
Skateboard Park at Hibbard, expecting at least three proposals in response to the
RFP. By the end of January 2006, the Board received only one response from
Thompson Dykes & Associates, Chicago. The proposal included a schedule for
Community Meetings simultaneous with User Meetings. This was not done. Four
User J\1eetings were held before a Community Meeting was scheduled---only after
Hibbard Park neighbors asked when a Community Meeting would be held. Director
Terry Porter responded, "We already know how the neighbors feel."

6.

On September 26, 2006, a Community Meeting was finally held with the Parks &
Recreation Committee. The Thompson Dykes/User Skateboard Design was
pre_sented to the 60 Hibbard Park neighbors in attendance, who, once again, voiced
serious objections to the construction of a skateboard park at Hibbard.

7.

At the October 9, 2006 Park Board J\1eeting, the Board Yoted to conduct a sound
study before giving final approval. This decision was only made by the Board after
the neighbors objected on the basis of the noise level, among the many other issues.
A sound study should have been made before a final skateboard park design was
presented to the neighbors.
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NE16HBORS' COMMI'l'l'EE
April 12, 2007

Re: Hibbard Park Neighbors' Committee Application in Response to the Wilmette Park District
Application for Pubic Hearing for Expansion of Special Use and Variations for a
Skateboard Park on Property Located at 3000 Glenview Road and for Hibbard Park in
-wnmette::..Ca.se No, ~oo'7-:Z-:z..3
Dear Chairman and Zoning Board-of Appe~ls"MelDbers:
The Hibbard Park Neighbors' Committee submits this application in response to the reasons
given by the Wilmette Park District for construction of a 7,500 square foot skateboard park in the
northeast parking Jot of the Community Center, an area bordering Skokie Blvd., across the street
(Jess than 150 feet) from 36 townhomes in Skokie ·Court. Residences on all four sides -of Hibbard Park
border this small (8.3 acres), busy neighborhood park.
\Ve vehemently disagree with the Park District's request for an expansion of the special use
permit to aUow construction of a skateboard park, a 119 space par.k ing variation, and a 12 decibel
noise variation.
For over a year and a half, numerous Hibbard Park neighbors have voiced serious objections
and spoken at many Park District Board :M eetings, attended Parks and Recreation Committee
Meetings, and written letters to the Board and to the Wilmette Life.
The following
will document
the reasons that the Park District has not exercised due diligence
.
.
' in
making the decision to select Hibbard Park as the site for a skateboard park.
1.

A Park Board Skate Park Analysis in April of 2005, placed Community Pl~yfield, 39
acres (strong first choice), Centennial Park, 16.5 acres (second choice), Gill~Qn, 59.4
acres, and Hibbard, 8.3 acres, Parks (tied for third). (See EXHIBIT 1 for~ f..pJtical
evaluation of the 3D Design Study. Copies of the entire report are availab~~Jllrough
the Park District and contain important visuals.)
., ··:
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Expressway will actually override the noise generated by the skate park. Also, "skateboarding
generates a spike in sound level when the skateboard or roller blade crosses transition points at
the top or at the base of a play feature. Because the ambient noise on Skokie Blvd. is greater
than the noise generated by a skateboard, the sound will not be heard under most conditions' .
In response I make the following points:
(a) The Wilmette code evening limit is 50 dB. The Park District proposed location generates up
to 57 dB. This clearly violates the code and is not acceptable to the affected neighbors.
(b) The noise from Skokie Blvd. is not continuous but sporadic. When the skates hit the
transition points their sound will not always occur at the same time as a surge in traffic on Skokie
Blvd. Therefore the sound is additive to the Skokie noise as a source of disturbance.
Andre Morcosa
~
3022 Hill St
Wilmette, Il 60091
Tel. Home 847-251-2540
Cel
847-452-5371

3

Expansion of Special Use
(1) the Park District letter states" the proposed use is consistent with Goal 3 in that it will
provide recreational activity targeted for the youth of our community". While the youth
should be served, it should not be done at the expense of older people who live across the
proposed site. The noise and commotion at the skate park will disturb the peace and
quiet of the older community and is not consistent with Wilmette Comprehensive Plan
quoted by the letter.
(2) The Park District letter bemoans the fact that kids now skate in dovmtown Wilmette. I agree;
That, however, does not translate into bringing this activity to within 132 ft. from senior citizen
houses. The claim that Skokie Blvd. is already noisy does not justify making the neighborhood
noisier.
(6) The Park District letter states that the proposed skate park "will not result in an increase in
the amount of impervious surface" .This is true. However, the Park District Board stated in
meetings with neighbors that they can always add parking by reducing the Park green area. This
is their plan B if the Zoning Board rejects the parking variation application, and makes their
assertion false.
(8) The Park. District letter states that the "proposed use will be on a site currently used as an
active park" The implication is that we can always increase the level of activity, noise, and
disturbance if some of that already exists. This logic runs through the entire Park District request
for variations, violates the village codes, and is totally unacceptable to the neighbors.
Variation 1 -- Space Parking Variation
(1) The Park District letter states "the Zoning Ordinance requires a total of 395 parking
spaces for the existing uses at the Community Center. In 1995 The Park. District received
a 65 space variation". With the proposed skate park, the code parking requirement is 433
spaces. So, again, another parking variation is requested to omit the requirement for an
additional 38 spaces. This request piles variation upon.variation. Clearly such further
violation of the Code and the Comprehensive Plan is unacceptable.
(4) The Park District letter states that the "location was determined by the Park Board to be
the most appropriate location in our community". As discussed in this write-up, the
smallest and closest to homes Hibbard Park among the parks reviewed is in fact the least
appropriate location for a skate park.
Variation II- 12. Decibel Noise Variation
(1) and (2) The Park District letter states ''the attached sound study identifies that the sound
generated by the skate park is less than the ambient noise already in existence at the site. As a
result, while the noise generated by a skate park standing alone in an empty field will generate up
to 57 decibels, the fact is that the noise on Skokie Blvd. and some secondary noise from Edens

2

To: The Wilmette Zoning Board
From: Andre Morcos
Wilmette April 11 , 2007

·--·· ·-.!

Response to the Park District application to the Zoning Board regarding the proposed Hibbard
skate park.
I have reviewed the Park District letter to the Wilmette Zoning Board dated March 27, 2007,
requesting zoning variations to accommodate the proposed skate park. I believe the proposed
skate park violates the letter and spirit of Wilmette Comprehensive Plan as well as several
zoning ordinances. Following is my response to the Park District March 27, 2007 letter and
application. Headings in my response are the same as those used in the Park District letter. The
statements in quotations are from the Park District letter.
Public Input
As stated in the Park District letter a number of alternative locations were reviewed and
discussed. These alternatives are Hibbard (8.3 acres), Gillson (59.2 acres), Community Playfield
(39 acres) and Centennial (16.5 acres). The Park District chose the smallest and closest to homes
park to locate the skate facility. I believe this is not the most appropriate but the least
appropriate site. Also regarding Public Input , the process used by the Park District to reach their
decision has not been transparent or open as the Park District Board indicates. Many neighbors
attended the August 2, 2005 Board meeting where Hibbard was voted down as the chosen site
only to find out that the September meeting, when very few neighbors were informed or present,
reinstated Hibbard as the skate park site. Furthermore, the August decision to review all
Wilmette parks was not carried out.
Surrounding Uses
The Park District letter states ''the skate park is proposed to be located on the eastern border of
the property adjoining Skokie Blvd. The closest distance to the private property immediately to
the east from the eastern edge of the proposed skate park, which consists of townhouses in the R2 Zoning District is 134 ft.". 134 ft. is clearly unacceptable closeness to homes for a skating
park, and will have detrimental implications on the quality of life of people living in those
homes, as well as the expected value of these homes.
The Park District letter also states that "the site selected by the Park District is in an area
currently used as a parking lot, and the expansion of the special use to allow construction of the
skate park will not result in any loss of green space". According to the Park District's own
statements to the neighbors (see section on Parking) some green space may be lost to additional
parking to meet Wilmette requirements. Therefore the above Park District letter statement is not
entirely correct.
Historical Information
The Park District letter recounts several special use permits to allow less parking than that
required by Wilmette. With this proposal yet another exception and special use is requested. We
believe there is a limit to how much can be carved out of this small park

1

'l .ll.

these Leq figures must be adj usted for the difference between a distance of 160' and a distance of 864'. This is done by
taking the logarithm. For example, the difference caused by a doubling in sound intensity would be 3 dB because the
logarithm of 2 is 0.30 10. Since the logarithm of 29.16 is 1.465, the difference in the expected sound intensity caused by
the increased distance would be 14.65 dB. Subtracting 14.65 dB from the 57dB and 56 dB fig ures gives an Leq for the
nearest residential property at Gilson Park of 42.35 using the Buffalo Grove data, and of 41.35 using the Geneva data.
Both of these figures are less than the 45 dB in the noise ordinance.

Submitted by
Mark E Singer
236 Valley View Drive
Wi lmette IL 6009 1

Appendix - Wilmette Park District - the noise. issue for proposed
_ _skate
_ _,park.
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If the skate park is located southeast of the tennis courts in Gilson Park, then
compared to the current proposal, the sound intensity at the nearest residential
property would be reduced by a factor of over 29. This is solely due to the
increased distance from the skate park to the nearest residential property, and
does not take into account sound absorption by the difference in elevation or by
the grass and trees in Gilson Park, factors that differ from the current proposal.
Why? Sound intensity varies inversely with the square of the distance. Und er the current proposal, the nearest
residentia l property (Position B) is 160' away. The distance from a Gilson Park location to the nearest residential property
is about 864 feet. (On th e map, 1000 ft = 22 mm; the nearest residential property to the Gilson location is about 19 mm;
(1 9/22)*1000'=864') That 864' distance is 5.4 tim es the 160' distance for Position Bin the current proposal (see page 5 of
the Acoustic Associates' report dated January 4, 2007); and 5.4 squared gives a sound attenuation factor of 29.16.

For a skate park in Gilson Park, the sound levels would be about 41 ·42 dB, which
is within the 45 dB limit of the noise ordinance.
Why? Taking the proj ected Leq metrics for Position B from the Buffalo Grove and Geneva skate parks (see page 5 of the
Acoustic Associates' report dated January 4, 2007) , the Leq was 57dB for Buffalo Grove and 56 dB for Geneva . But,

The foregoing is not an "interpretation" of the evidence or a "spin" of the situation. It is factual
description. You can see the red and blue graphs for yourself. Moreover, the acoustic consultant
admitted at the hearing before the Park Board that skate noise would be heard clearly by the
neighbors.
The neighbors at Position B would be adversely affected both because they would hear clearly
the grating sounds of di stinct skating noises, and because the inj ection of the skate noise would
cause a localized increase in the indistinct static-like sounds of the background noi se.
Increasing background noise is very insidious, like putting a frog in a frying pan. You start with
cold water and warm it slowl y. The frog doesn't jump because he doesn 't notice the temperature
rising ... until it's too late.
The acoustic consultant said (on p. 4) that the skate noise would not be bothersome to the
nei ghbors. Specifi cally, he said that
"In these cases, the impact of a potential 'intruding' noise is evaluated by comparing its
average noise with that of the minimal existing ambient noise, i.e., at the L95 level. In this
case, because the skate park noise for 6 skaters does not significantly exceed the minimum
ambient noise levels at each locati on, the impact would be negligible."
This last sentence is the area of di sagreement. Translating this into the specific numbers, the
background noise measurement is L95 = 56 dB an d the skate noise average Leq is 56 to ';J-7
depending on which skate park was the source of the samp le. The skate noise is basically just as

loud as the background noise!
Do you believe that the "impact would be negligible" if the noise in your environment doubled?
I sure don 't. Would you want the noise in your home environment doubled? I sure wouldn 't.
The acoustic consultant 's background comparison completely ignores the admitted fact that the
skate noise would be heard clearly by the neighbors. The acoustic report tries to minimize thi s:
"[T]he skateboard noise traces are typically well below the ambient noise traces at each
location. This indicates that the skatepark noise would typically be inaudible."
"Well below" you say? Look at the graph! At Position B, the closest to the skate park location, the
skate noise graph substanti ally overlaps the background graph. And even more important, once you
ignore the peaks in the background, as you should, you ' II see that the skate noi se is intruding into
the neighborhood frequently, for both samples and throughout the entire time period of both
samples.
It's no wonder the Park Di strict did not want you to hear the sound recording.
Very trul y yours,

Mark E Singer

cc: Terry Porter

doubled, the signal would not only shift upward by 3 dB , it also wou ld ha ve a much denser pattern of peaks than before
that would intrude above the background. Med ically, intrusive noise is kn own to have adverse health effects.
Environmentally, at Heathrow Airport, critics question the official assumption that a 16 hour Leg of 57 represents the
"onset of community disturbance" and feel the onset occurs at a lower Leg. See, e.g., two HALCAN sources: H. F.
Jones. Sections 7.3 to 8, "there are many reasons ... for believing that the 57 Leg contour seriously underestimates the
current level of disturbance" (at Sec. 8), and Charl es Rolls, "57 Leg is almost certainly not the relevant measure to
predict the onset of comm unity disturbance - especially at larger di stances from an airport" (at Sec. 4.1 ). In the U.K
residential developm ents must have 20-30 dB of sound insulation if aircraft noise is above 57 dB , Policy EP8. Well,
skate boarders aren't airplanes but their Leg is 56 to 57 at Position Bon top of the background L95 of 56. "Somethin 's
happenin ' here, what it is ain 't exactly clear... " I' m no environmental audiologist, but someone should look into th is.
- 10-

removes it enti rely from the public servants' hands. Having said that, I think it was the wrong
decision for the following reasons :
1. The sound recording would be better evidence of whether noise is bothersome, so much better
that maybe it should be required by the Zoning Board in all such cases. It is very hard to draw
con clusions from looking at colored lines on a graph.
2. The net effect of this decision, inten ded or not, is that the Park District is using its economic
leverage against the citizens it is supposed to serve, even at the price of causing economic waste.
The Park Di strict's acoustic consultant had already processed the raw di gital data to generate the
graphs. The Park District 's acoustic consultant could make the conversion to an audio recording
relatively easily and inexpensively. In fact, as a practical matter the Park District's consultant
probably is the only one who could do it. Even if a new consultant could do it, the neighbors would
have to hire the new consultant, which would be much more expensive for the neighbors and also
much more expensive for the Park Di strict. The Park District's acoustic consultant would have to
provide and explain the data to the new consultant, and both would charge their time. And after
that, the new consultant would have to make the recording, and then the Park District's acoustic
consultant would have to review it. This multiplication of expenses makes no sense for either side.
3. The Park Di strict is treating this as an adversarial process instead of as a search for the truth.
On that basis they claim that the acoustic consultant has a conflict of interest. But no conflict of
interest prevents the Park District' s acoustic consultant from doing this . The conversion of the
graph from a visual representation to an audio representation is just a mechanical step. The Park
District's acoustic consultant is not providing any kind of acoustical advice to the neighbors and is
not disclosing to them any communications between the consultant and the Park District.
4. The Zoning Board can establish procedures that apply to its proceedings. Perhaps making an
adverse inference should apply only to applicants that are local governmental entities. One mi ght
expect the present applicant' s approach from a private business as zoning applicant, but citizens
hold local government to a higher standard.
In the alternative to an adverse inference, Part B di scusses whether the skate noise is bothersome
using the evidence currently available.

(4) Determining Whether the Additiona) Noise is Real1y Bothersome, Part B
Figure 2 on page 5 of the acoustic consultant' s report has the graph showing the background
noise in blue and the skate noise in red. The description of the evidence related to noise (Section 2
on pages 6-7 above) described the noise represented by the red and blue graphs but did not compare
them.
Treated separately, the most important thing to note is that the skate noise has peaks that are
close together and spread throughout the tim e interval, whereas for background noise the peaks are
separated, not as close together as the peaks of the skate noi se, and with quieter intervals in
between .
As a result of the gaps (the quieter intervals) between the peaks in the background, many of the
red peaks from the skate noi se extend above the blue background noise. When this happens the
skate noise is louder than the background. Thi s happens at Position A (left panel), Position B
(center panel) and Position C (ri ~ht panel), but the effect is most pronounced at position B because
1
it is the closest to the skate park.

21

Even more should be said about the skate noise: Qualitatively, skate noi se isn't like music, it is emotionally grati ng.
At J 60 feet this quality would be distincti vely recognizable by the neighbors. Quantitati vely, if the number of skaters
. 9.

(3) Determining \\lhether the Addition al Noise is ReaJJy Bothersome, Part A
The Park District's approach is to compare the skate noise to the background noise and argue
that because the background noise would "drown out" the skate noise, it' s ok to inflict the skate
noise on the neighborhood. I cont end in Part 1 (page 5 above) that this whole approach is improper,
but in the alternative I contend the skate noise still wou ld be bothersome to the neighborhood.
First, what is thi s comparison talking about? Figure 2 of the acoustic report is a log scale graph
in which the background noise is in blue and the skate noise is in red. The center panel relates to
Po sition B on the east side of Skokie Boulevard. The consultant adjusted the vertical position of the
skate noise to compensate for the di stance between the middle of the skate park and the residential
area, and other factors. The Park Di stri ct has the burden of proof as to the accuracy of this graph. I
20
question its accuracy but will relegate thi s to a footnote so as not to inten-upt the flow.
So we are required to compare the red skate noise graph to the blue background noise graph . In
Part B below, I di scuss this topic both di rectly an d in response to the acoustic consultant's remarks.
But that discussion should not be necessa1J1. The neighbors proposed that the acoustic consultant
make a recording that would demonstrate in audio form what the graph in Figure 2 shows visually.
After all, the data is in a digital format and software can do thi s. Then you could hear the skate
noi se alone, the background noi se alone, and both together. The acoustic consultant was will ing
and abl e to make thi s recording if the Park District would agree to it. A group of neighbors were
wi11ing to pay for it, "sight unseen" as it were (although the Park District really should pay for this
sort of thing). But the Park District refused to allow the acoustic consultant to do it.
Under these circumstances, it is entirely appropriate for the Zoning Board to make an adverse
inference against the Park Di stri ct, and to hold that the evidence from a sound recording would
show that the skate noise would have an adverse impact on the neighborhood.
Now, let me say first that I have great respect for the Park District and its highly professional
staff. Ci tizens can have differences of opini on with public servants , and vice versa, and both can
still keep those differences on a professional and amicable basis. Furthermore, the decision to bar
the recording prob ably was dictated by legal counsel and made from a legalisti c perspective, which

°

2

First, there is a question abo ut the number of skaters. The skate noise was "nomialized" to 6 skaters based on the
design and layout of the skate park. This in effect assumes that if more skaters are present, they will j ust stand around
waiting their turn, the human nature of the age group notwithstanding. They also argue that 12 skaters would generate 3
dB more noise (a doubling) than 6 skaters but do not state whether in their view 3 dB would make the noise
burdensome. They also say "[t]he minimum (L9S) and maximum (LOS) levels, however, would re main essentiall y the
sa me." Apart from the fact that that seems somewhat doubtful , it is misleadingly irrelevant because they use the Leq, of
the skate noise, not L9S or LOS, when comparing the skate noise to the background noi se.
Second, they made their calculations based on the assumption that the distance to the residential area is measured to
the center of the skate park, and all of the noise is assumed to be a point source located at the center. This inevitably
biases the resu lts in the Park Di strict 's favor. l ' 11 cite two reasons.
One reason is clear from simple math. The law of inverse squares governs the decline of loudness over distance.
This means that the same amount of noise will sound louder to the neighborhood if it is spread out (as in the real world)
than if it is concentrated a one point (as in the acoustic consultant's calculations). For example, compare a point source
of intensity 100 at 160 feet to two point sources of intensity SO, one at 140 feet and the other at 180 feet. Usi ng the law
of inverse squares: I 00/J 602 = .0039062 as compared to (SOil 40 2 + SO/ l 80 2) = .002S5 l 0 + .00 l S432 = .0040942. The
latter sum is 4.8% higher than the point source calculation. See also PDA Acoustic Consultant's related discussion at
http://www.pdaltd.com/Pa2es/lndustNoiseControl.htm (see the topic "lndustrial Noise" and the accompanying graph).
Another reason is the layout and design of the skate park and in particular the location of the half pipe and the
adjacent quarter pipe. These are very popular and very noisy features, and they are located very close to the street,
probably closer than the center of the skate park. See http://www.wilmet1epark.org/skateboardpark .pdffor the layout
and design.
lt is risky for a layperson to duel with a consultant on the consultant' s own turf, so I do not put primary reliance on
these objections. Nevertheless, there does seem to be a systematic bias in the protocols in favor of the Park District.
-8-

Besides understanding the qualitative nature and characteri stics of the skate and background
noise (as discussed above), it is important to understand how noise is measured, since the acoustic
consultant's report uses several types of measurement.
Sound measurements are expressed in decibels (dB) which are based on a 10 log 1o scale. 16 This
makes the acoustic consultant's graph in Figure 2 hard to understand and explain, and visually
understates the impact of noise to the detriment of the neighborhood. When something (e.g., sound
energy) goes up by 10 points on a 10 log 10 scale, then it isn't going up "by 10 more" but is really
going up by a factor of 1O! Ifup by 20 points on the scale, then it isn' t going up "by 20 more" but
2
is really going up by a factor of I 0 or 100! Here the Park Di strict wants a 12 dB noise variation,
which means an increase by a factor of l S .8S. The Park District wants to inject almost 16 times
more sound energy into the neighborhood than the noise ordinance allows!
The acoustic consultant referred to ce11ain parameters of the noise samples, namely Leg, LOS and
L9S. Leq is a logaritlunic average of the noi se level. It is defined as the level of a constant noise
over a specific time interval that would have the same sound energy as the actual varying noise over
the same interval . 17 LOS is the level of noise that is exceeded S% of the measurement time period. 18
L9S is the level of noise that is exceeded 9S% of the measurement time period.
The L9S parameter deserves special attention. The acoustic report uses L9S as a measure of
background noise, at p. 4. That is very interesting because the Park District repeatedly harped upon
and emphasized the pass-by of vehicles at Position Bin trying to justify the requested noise
variance . What' s the connection? It is this: The 11oisefrom the pass-by of vehicles had 110 impact
011 L95! How do I know? Because by definition of L9S, the pass-by of vehicles would have to
occur during 9S% of the time of the sample before it could affect L9S ! For Positions B and C the
stoplights alone would have prevented this, and anyway the evening traffic wasn't that heavy. And
it is very signifi cant that L9S is remarkably stable at all three locations. Position A was SS,
Positions B and C were both S6. Even though Position A is at the end of a cul-de-sac and far
removed from any busy street 19 it had almost the same L9S as the locations that had significant
pass-by of vehicles, which again shows that the pass-by does not affect the L9S background level.
So I urge you to be ve1y wmy of statements by or on behalf of the Park District that use the passby of vehicles to justify injecting additional noise into the residential neighborhood! These
statements essentially denigrate and victimi ze the neighbors and attempt improperly to rationalize
the argument that the existence of a bad situation can be used to justify making the bad situation
even worse .

16

The most common logarithmic scales we encounter (e.g., earthquake intensity measured on the Richter scale and
acid/base strength on the pH scale) are neither common nor easy to understand.
17
The Leq is a logarithmic average of the sound level over a specified time interval T. Jt is computed as
Leq = 10 log10{ (l!f) [ foT(P(t)/Pofdt) }
where
P(t) = measured sound pressure, Pa
Po= reference pressure, 20 µPa
T =specified measurement duration time, sec
Dave Formenti, Measurement ofLeq Using an Integrating SLM, p2,
http://www.saQetechnologies.com/library documents/dave ga/g&amayO.pdf.
18 PDA Associates Ltd. (Philip Dunbavin Acoustics Ltd.), "Measurement Techniques,"
h11p://www.pdaltd.com/Pages/leg.htm.
19
See the aerial view in figure 1 on page 2 of the acoustic report. The 1 dB difference at Position A is probably due to
vegetation and blocking to the southwest.
-7-

(1) What Kind of Variation ls the Park District Asl<lng For?
The Park District seeks a 12 dB variation from the 45 dB evening noise limit to a 57 dB level
that the Park District claims the skate park will impose on neighboring residents .10
On the Park District's theory as stated at the Park Board hearing and in its acoustic consultant's
report, this case turns on the 45 dB evening noise limit. In fact, the skate park also would exceed
the 50dB daytime noise limit. 11 According to the Park District 's evidence, the skate noise will be at
least 57 dB. 12

(2) Description of the Evidence Rel ated to Noise.
I refer the Zoning Board to the acoustic consultant 's report dated January 4, 2007, especially the
graph in Figure 2 on page 5 and related text. Positi on B in the graph relates to the east side of
Skokie Boulevard, a location that is shown by the aerial view in Figure I.

Note: You must have a color version of th e report because otherwise it is impossible to tell the
skate noise (red) from the background (blue). Click here for a color version of the report.
The red graphs show that the skate noise is pretty much randomly distributed over time. It's not
a perfectly random white noise signal with respect to time, but it's pretty close. 13 The skate noise
peaks are close together and are distributed randomly throughout the time interval.
The blue graphs, the background noise, are very different from the skate noise. The blue graphs
14
show that the background level is consistent at about L95 = 56 dB. There are brief peaks
indi cating louder events, and th ese peaks are not randomly distributed throughout the time interval.
In general, the brief peaks are separated, not as close together as the peaks of the skate noise, and
with quieter intervals in between. This is because of the nature of the traffic that produced these
peaks.
The acoustic report notes that the peaks in the background noise are " due to the pass-by noise
from vehicles traveling along Skokie Blvd." (p. 2) In fact, one particularly loud peak recorded at
Position A is marked with an arrow and labeled "Motorcycle" to identify it to that specific vehicle!
The vehicle noise tends to be periodic because of the traffic lights. Concerning Position A the
report states:
"The hi ghest levels observed at this locati on reflect the stoplight changes on Skokie Blvd.
When a light turns green, a group of vehicles accelerate at the same time to generate the
higher noise levels. This cyclical pattern is easy to see in the trace."
The same periodic pattern can be seen for Positi on B, the main difference being that there the noise
comes from the pass-by of the vehicles, rath er than from the acceleration of the vehicles when a
15
light turns green.

°For explanation of the decibel scale and more di scussion of the requested variance, see the text following footnote 16.

1

11

As mentioned in the first paragraph of the acoustic consultant's report, the noise limits are 50 dB from 7:00 am to
7:00 pm and 45 dB from 7:00 pm to 7:00 am.
12
This 57 dB level of skate noise is shown by Figure 2 in the consultant 's report, where the graph in red for Position B
for the skate noise shows 57 dB.
13
I'm referring to the distribution over time since I have no information about the frequency of the sound. True white
noise is randomly distributed with respect to both time and frequency.
14
I'm gening a bit ahead of myself. On the next page I discuss the L95 metric and the fact that the acoustic consultant
says to use L95 as the benchmark for the background level and to ignore the blue peaks. Once you do that you'll see the
same background level, at about 56 dB, consistently across all three of the blue graphs in Figure 2.
15
The traffic lights are much farther away from Position B than the passing vehicles, so the sound is mainly from the
pass-by instead of acceleration at the light.
-6-

Paragraph 4 is designed to avoid si tu ations where the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance
would prevent an owner from making reasonable use of a property, in other words, to make sure
that the Zoning Board does not cause an unconstitutional 'taking' by um easonably depriving an
owner of the use and benefit of the property. But the Park District has been making profitable and
benefi cial use of Hibbard Park for many years without a skate park, and the Park District's inability
to locate a skate park in Hibbard Park does not cause an unconstitutional 'taking' for many reasons,
not the least of w hi ch is the fact that they can put the skate park in Gillson Park!
For the foregoing reasons, the application must be deni ed because it does not sati sfy paragraphs
1 through 4 of the Standards of Review for zoning variances.

(e) The Standards of Review, Paragraph 5 and the Noise Issue

Part I.
The foundation of the Park District' s noise vari ation argument is simply this: The existence of a
bad situation is being used to justify making the bad situation even worse.
Just on considerations of principle and moral ity, this reasoning cannot be accepted! A
residential area has a noise probl em, so you use the existence of that problem to justify making their
problem worse? What did your mother and father teach you? (Or, what di d your other religious or
9
ethical advisor teach you?) I am frankly shocked that the Park District would treat its neighbors
this way, and I hope that the Zoning Board won't even entertain this argument. This is not the
Wilmette I know and love.
Thi s makes no sense on a practi cal level either. For example, it puts the Park D istrict in direct
conflict with ongoing efforts by the village Traffic Committee to reduce noise levels along the
Edens corridor. One part of local government is trying to improve the situation while another wants
to make it worse!
I realize that the Park District has an acoustic consultant, and that the acoustic consultant makes
a technical psychoacoustic argument as to why, supposedly, the neighbors 'really won't be bothered'
by the additi onal noise. That argument is flawed and I deal with it later. But why even consider it?
The acoustic consultant approached the subject from a technical point of view. But the
consultant is not charged with applying the Jaw justly. Y ou are.

The existence of a bad situation cannot be used to justify making the bad situation even worse.
This is the most important reason why the Park Di strict' s application should be denied.

Part II.
Even aside from the foregoing, this case is precisely the si tuation of intrusion of noise into a
residential area that the noise ordinance is designed to prevent.
The following topics will be discussed in the following order: (1) What kind of variation is the
Park Di strict asking for? (2) D escription of the evidence related to noise. (3) Detennining
whether the additional noise is really bothersome, Part A. (4) Determining whether the additional
noise is really bothersome, Pa11 B.

9

Jn this paragraph I am using "you" in a rhetorical sense, of course, and not to refer the Zoning Board .
. 5.

problem is the fact that residents live across the street? I am being ironic here, of course, because
within the meaning of the zoning ordinance, the "bothersome" residents across the street are not the
cause of the Park Di strict's plight, they are the very persons the zoning ordinance is designed
primarily to protect!
In terms of Paragraph 1, the Park District has not carried its burden of proof. Moreover, the Park
Di strict cannot carry its burden under paragraph 1 unless it can show that (1) a skate park is
3
essential to its mission, and (2) Hibbard Park is the only feasible location. This they cannot do
unless they show that Gillson Park is not a feasible location for a skate park, which they have not
4
done and cannot do .
In order to prevail, the Park District must show that (paragraph 2) the Park District's plight was
not created by the Park District and is due to unique circumstances. 5•6 Well , the Park District recites
no unique circumstances in its discu ssion under paragraph 2 (Application p. 8), and the Park
District's plight~ created by the Park District because it chose the wrong location for the skate
park!

In order to prevail, the Park Di strict must show that (paragraph 3) the difficulty or hardship is
peculiar to the property in question (Hibbard Park) and is not generally shared by other properties
classified in the same zoning district and/or used for the same purposes.7 Paragraph 3 specifically
requires that the Park District show that properties used for the same purposes, in other words
parks, do not share the same problem. But other parks do share the pesky problem of haying
neighbors nearby.
Paragraph 3 is designed to make sure that the Zoning Board does not set a bad precedent that
would vitiate the ordinance. But the precedent the Park District is trying to set here seems to be that
it should be able to ride roughshod over the neighbors and inflict noise upon the neighbors in
violation of the noise ordinance, even when they have an alternative, Gill son Park in this instance,
where the Park District can accomplish its goal without bothering the neighbors. This would be a
very bad precedent indeed.

In order to prevail, the Park District must show that (paragraph 4) the difficulty or hardship 8
resulting from the application of the Zoning Ordinance would prevent the Park District from
making reasonable use of Hibbard Park. Thus, assertion that Hibbard Park could be utilized "more
profitably" (in the Park District's view) with the variation than without the variation cannot be
considered as grounds for granting the variation.

3

Much as l support a skate park in Wilmette, it is impossible to contend that a skate park is essential to the Park
District's mission. For many years Wilmette has not had a skate park and many communities, perhaps most, still don't.
The fact that a skate park is nice to have should not be minimized, but only the most result oriented partisan would
contend that it is essential. Besides, what would be the next "essential" Park District facility? An indoor swimming
pool? A hockey rink? A paint ball facility? You cannot go down this road without doing violence to the plain words of
the Zoning Ordinance.
4
There is a "bridge burning" aspect to the Park District's legal dilemma. Even if a Gillson Park location for a skate
park would require a variance to some degree, perhaps for parking or possibly due to noise, Gillson Park is still the most
logical and appropriate site for a skate park and certainl y much better than Hibbard Park, one of the smallest parks and
surrounded on .ill sides by residential areas. So ifthe Park District were to contend here, in an effort to put a skate park
in Hibbard Park, that it is impossible to have a skate park in Gillson Park, Wilmette could end up with no skate park at
all. This would indeed be a shame.
5
Obviously, the fact that the subject property is surrounded by residences is not a unique situation.
6
Jn paragraph 2 the "plight" is the same non-existent plight referred to in paragraph 1. The Park District does not tie up
its argument to any such plight.
7
Jn paragraph 3 the "difficulty or hardship" is the same non-existent difficulty or hardship referred to in paragraph 1.
The Park District does not tie up its argument to any such difficulty or hardship.
8
In paragraph 4 the "difficulty or hardship" is the same non-exi stent difficulty or hardship referred to in paragraph 1.
The Park Di strict does not tie up its argument to any such difficulty or hardship.
-4-

property, namely the Park District. Contrary to the Park District's discussions, the "property" does
not have anything to do with the neighboring properties, and the difficulty, hardship or plight of the
"owner" does not have anything to do with the harm the skate park will inflict on the neighbors. By
failing to understand this, the Park District has failed to satisfy paragraphs 1 through 4. 2
Here are the Standards of Review:
Section 20-4.4.5. Standards of review for variations
(a) A variation shall be granted only where the evidence presented in the particular case
shows:
1. The particular physical conditions, shape, or surroundings of the property would
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty or particular hardship, as opposed to a
mere inconvenience, if the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance were strictly
enforced; and
2. The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to
unique circumstances; and
3. The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not
generally shared by other properties classified in the same zoning district and/or used
for the same purposes; and
4. The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of the Zoning Ordinance
would prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the property; however, the
fact the property could be utili zed more profitably with the variation than without the
variation shall not be considered as grounds for granting the variation;
5. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of li ght and air to
adjacent properties or otherwise injure other property or its use, w ill not substantially
increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public health, safety and
welfare, and will not substantially diminish or impair property values within the
neighborhood; and
6. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood
and will be consistent with the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the
Comprehensive Plan.
In order to prevail, the Park District must show that (paragraph 1) strict enforcement of the
Zoning Ordinance would cause the Park District a practical difficulty or particular hardship, and not
just a mere inconvenience, and must show that that practical difficulty or particular hardship is
caused by the particu lar physical conditions, shape, or surroundings of the property. The Park
District has not shown that having a skate park is more than merely "nice to have," more than
merely "convenient." The Park District must show, but has not shown, that having a skate park is in
fact necessary to carry out the Park District' s essential functions or legal obligations to the extent
that not having a skate park would cause the Park Di strict practical difficulty or particular hardship.
And that is not all. Under paragraph 1 the Park Di strict must show, but has not shown, that that
"practical difficulty or particular hardship" is caused by "the particular physical conditions, shape,
or surroundings of the property." What are the particular physical conditions, shape, or
surroundings of the property that are the cause of the practical difficulty or particular hardship?
Does the Park District contend that the bothersome particular condition of the property causing its
2

This could create a textual problem for noise va riances. lf so, that should be addressed by the Village Board for
possible revision of the ordinance. Thi s Board must enforce the Jaw as it presently exists and cannot "interpret away" a
textual problem to make noi se variances easier.
-3-

The Park District can build a skate park consistent with the zoning and noise ordinances. But the
present plan violates the ordinance because it injects too much noise into the residential
neighborhood just across Skokie Boulevard.

(b) NIMBY
It is clear to me from the press coverage that some of the supporters of the Park District's
application would like to po11ray the neighbors as a hysterical NIMBY ("Not In My Back Yard")
group. In my experience that is not true. From what I have seen, the neighbors base their
arguments on issues and concerns that are relevant under the applicable zoning and noise
ordinances. Some neighbors are understandably concerned about the adverse impact. People can
become emotional at times, especially if they feel they are not being treated properly. Clearly some
neighbors feel that way, and it makes your job more difficult. But NIMBY is only a diversion:
Even if some neighbors were a hysterical NIMBY group, that would be irrelevant, and any
arguments to portray them that way should be inadmissible and ignored.

(c) There Is a Better \Vay for Skateboarding in \\1ilmette
As stated above, the Park Di strict can build a skate park consistent with the zoning and noise
ordinances. Gillson Park is our largest park and the obvious location for a skate park. Noise would
not be a problem if the skate park were located next to the tennis courts. Up and down the lakefront
there are many skating facilities located on Lake Michigan. The sea gulls and fish don't seem to
mind the noise . Noise dissipates over di stance, and residential areas are too far away from the
Gillson Park tennis court location for the noise to be a problem. Attached is an Appendix showing
that the nearest residential properties are so far away from that location that the noise would be Jess
than the 45dB limit in the noise ordinance, and so no noise variance would be needed.
I realize that the Zoning Board can only act on the application before it. The Park District claims
to see advantages to Hibbard Park over Gillson Park. But those are only a matter of convenience
for the Park District, convenience purchased at the expense of the neighbors across the street. So
yes, you should act on this application - by denying it! Doing so in no way prevents the Park
Di strict from having a skate park in Wilmette.

(d) The Standards of Review, Paragraphs 1 through 4
The Zoning Board of Appeals is governed by and must follow the Vill age of Wilmette Zoning
Board of Appeals Handbook. The Standards of Review for zoning variations are set forth on pages
7-8 of the Handbook, see http://www.wilmette.com/forms/zba.pdf. There are six numbered
paragraphs stating the criteria that an applicant must satisfy, and for which the applicant has the
burden of proof.
I discuss paragraph 5 of the Standards of Review below, and don't discuss paragraph 6 at all.
Pages 7-9 of the Park District's application, in the section entitled "Variation II: 12 Decibel Noise
Variation," track these criteria.
Paragraphs 1 through 4 of the Standards of Review refer to the particular characteristics of the
property or practical difficulty or particular hardship as opposed to mere inconvenience of the
owner. Although the Zoning Board members probably can recite them in their sleep, I quote them
below for reference. Note that when they refer to "the property" they are refening to the physical
real estate that will be benefited by the requested variation, that is, the land where the proposed
skate park is to be located. When they refer to "the owner" they are referring to the owner of the
-2 -

Mark E. Singer
236 Valley View Drive
Wilmette IL 60091
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(847) 875-9 185
markesin ger@gmail.com

April 9, 2007

---

Wilmette Zoning Board of Appeals
c/o Lisa Roberts (robertsl@wilm ette.com)
Wilmette Village Hall
1200 Wilmette A venue
Wilmette IL 6009 1

Re:

Wilmette Park District Application for Public H earing for Expansion of Special
Use and Variations for a Skate Park on Property Located at 3000 Glenview Road
and for Hibbard Park in Wilmette

Dear Chairman and Zoning Board Members:
I support the idea of a skate park in Wilmette, but 1 oppose the Park District's present proposal
for a skate park on Skokie Boulevard just north of Glenview Road. This proposal would harm the
neighborhood because of the noise.
But a bigger principle is at stake here, one that is far more important than the fate of the
immediate proposal and the skaters and neighbors affected by it: The existence of a bad situation
cannot be used to justify making the bad situation even worse. Thi s seems so simple and obvious,
yet it is contravened by this case, and it leads to an immoral and inequitable result.
I will di scuss the noise issue under paragraph 5 of the Standards of Review for variances. But
the Park District's application totally misread and failed to satisfy paragraphs 1 through 4 of the
Standards of Review.
Some other matters are discussed along the way, but to start I want to cover topics in this order:
(a) skate parks in general , (b) NIMBY, (c) there is a better way for skateboarding in Wilmette, (d)
the Standards of Review, Paragraphs 1-4, and (e) the Standards of Revi ew, Paragraph 5 and the
Noise Issue. A few other m atters are relegated to a footnote. 1

(a) Skate Parks in General
I support skate boarding and I am all for a skate park in Wilmette. When my son was younger I
drove him and his friend s many times to an indoor skate park in another suburb. A skating facility
here in Wilmette would serve a segment of our youth who are currently un der served.

1

For the record: ( 1) l ask that my letter be entered into evidence on the record in this case. I also would like my letter
presented in the April I 81h public hearing, which unfortunately l cannot attend. (2) The opponents of this application
have a number of arguments, claims, defects and defenses, some of which l too could raise. This letter deals mainly
with the noise issue. But l expressly reserve and do not waive, relinquish or limit in any way the various other
arguments, claims, defects and defenses, which 1 or other neighbors could raise.
- I -
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Corporations (continued}

Kimco Realty Corporation
Kinder Morgan, Inc.
Kmart Corporation
Lakewood Homes
Loyola University Health System
Marathon Oil Corporation
Meijer, Inc.
Mesirow Stein Real Estate, Inc.
Metro Self Storage, Inc.

Nage l Gro up
Nestle
Palwaukee Municipal Airport
Peoples Gas Company
The Prime Group Realty Trust
Property Assessment Advisors, Inc.
Prudential Realty Company, Inc.
Public Storage Corporation
RREEF Corporation

Shell Oil Company
Southland Corporation
Stewart Warner Corporation
Union Pacific Railroad Company
Un ited Airlines, Inc.
United of America Insurance Company
Uneven Oil Company
USG Corporation
Volvo Car Finance

Public Entities
Illinois Local Governments and Agencies

Village of Arlington Heights
Village of Barrington
Village of Bartlett
Village of Bellwood
Village of Brookfield
Village of Burr Ridge
Village of Cary
City of Chicago
Village of Deer Park
City of Des Plaines
Des Plaines Park District
Downers Grove Park District
City of Elgin
Elk Grove Village
City of Elmhurst
Village of Elmwood Park
City of Evanston
Village afforest Park
Village ofFranklin Park
Village of Glenview
Glenview Park District

Village of Harwood Heights
Village ofHawthorne Woods
City of Highland Park
Village of Hinsdale
Village ofinverness
Village of Kildeer
Village of Lake Zurich
Leyden Township
Village of Lincolnsh ire
Village of Lincolnwood
Village of Morton Grove
Village of Mount Prospect
Village ofNorth Aurora
Village ofNorthbrook
City of North Chicago
Village ofNorthfield
Northfield Township
Village of Oak Brook
Village of Orland Park
City of Palos Hills
City of Prospect Heights

City of Rolling Meadows
Village of Rosemont
Village of Round Lake Park
City of St. Charles
Village of Schaumburg
Village of Schiller Park
Village of Skokie
Village of South Barrington
Village of Streamwood
Water Metropolitan. Water Reclamation
District of Greater Chicago
City of Waukegan
Village of Wheeling
Village of Wilmette
Village of Willowbrook
Village of Winnetka
Village of Woodridge
York Township
City of Zion

County Governments and Agencies

Boone County State's Attorney's Office
Forest Preserve of Cook County
Cook County State's Attorney's Office
DuPage County Board of Review

Forest Preserve District of DuPage
County
Kane County
Kendall County Board of Review

Lake County
Lake County Forest Preserve District
Lake County State's Attorney's Office

State and Federal Government Agencies

federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
U.S. General Services Administration

Ill ino is Housing Development Authority
Illinois State Toll Highway Authority

Internal Revenue Service
The U.S. Postal Service

Schools

Arl ington Heights District No. 25
Township High School District No.
214, Ari ington Heights
Barrington Community Unit District
No. 220
Chicago Board of Education
Chicago Ridge District No. 12712
Col lege of Lake County
Crete-rvtonee School District N. 201-U

Darien District No. 6 I
DePoul University
Loyola University
Moine Township High School District
No. 207
Morton College
Niles Elementary District No. 71
North Shore District No. 112, Highland
Park

Northwestern University
Rosal ind Franklin University
Roselle School District No. 12
Schaumburg Community Consolidated
District No. 54
University of Illinois
Wheeli ng Community Consolidated
District No. 21
Wilmette District No. 39
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REPRESENTATIVE CLIENT LISTING OF MICHAELS. MAROUS

Law Firms

Alschuler, Simantz & Hem
Arnstein & Lehr, LLP
Steven B. Bashaw PC
Bel l, Boyd & Lloyd, LLP
Berger, Newmark & Fenchel PC
Berger Schatz
Boni, Marinaccio & Delongis, Ltd.
Burke, Burns & Pinelli, Ltd.
Victor J. Cacciatore JI
Carmody MacDonald PC
Chapman & Cutler, LLP
Cotsirilos, T ighe & Streicker, Ltd.
Crane, Heyman, Simon, Welch & Clar
Daley & George, Ltd.
Davis, Freidman
Day & Robert
Deutsch, Levy & Engel Chartered
Eiden & O'Donnell, Ltd.
FagelHaber LLC
Figliulo & Silverman PC
Flanagan Bilton
Foley & Lardner, LLP
Foran, O'Toole & Burke, LLC
Franczek Sullivan PC
Freeborn & Peters, LLP
Gardner, Carton & Douglas, LLP
Goldberg, Kohn, Bell, Black,
Rosenblum & Moritz, Ltd.
Gordon & Centracchio, LLC
Gou ld & Ratner

Graft, Jordan & Curtis
Greenberg, Traurig, LLP
Steve He lm & Associates
Hinshaw & Culbertson, LLP
Holland & Knight, LLP
Jenner & Block, LLP
Donald L. Johnson
Kalche im, Haber & Kuzn iar, LLP
Kelly, Olson, Michod, Dehaan &
Richter, LLC
Kinna lly, Flaherty, Krentz & Loran PC
Kirkland & Ellis, LLP
Kle in, Thorpe & Jenkins, Ltd .
Kubiesa, Spiroff, Gosselar & Acker PC
Lord, Bissell & Brook, LLP
McDermott, Will & Emery
Mayer, Brown, Rowe & Maw, LLP
McGuire Woods, LLP
Law Offices of Timothy J. McJoynt
Michael Best & Friedrich LLP
Miller & Sweeney
Morrison & Morrison PC
Moss & Bloomberg, Ltd.
Bryan E. Mraz & Associates
Nasharr & Shea, LLC
Neal, Gerber & Eisenberg, LLP
Neal & Leroy, LLC
O'Halloran, Kosoff, Geitner & Cook PC
Owens, Owens & Rinn, Ltd.
DLA Piper Rudnick Gray Cary, US LLP

Prendergast & Del Pri ncipe
Rathje & Woodward
Raysa & Zimmerman, LLC
Righeimer, Martin & Cinquino, PC
Mary Riordan, Ltd.
Robbins, Salomon & Patt, Ltd .
Rohlfin & Oberholtzer
Rosenfeld, Hafron, Shapiro & Farmer
Rosenthal, Murphey, Coblentz & Janega
Rubin & Norris, LLC
Ryan & Ryan
Sachno ff & Weaver, Ltd.
Sarnoff & Baccash
Scariano, Himes & Petraca, Chtd.
Schiff, Hardin LLP
Schiller, DuCanto & Fleck
Schirott & Leutkehans PC
Schuyler, Roche & Zwirner
Sidley, Austin, Brown & Wood, LLP
Sonnenschien, Nathan & Rosenthal, LLP
Storino, Ramella & Durkin
Thomas Tully & Asso.ciates
Tuttle, Vedral & Collins, PC
Vedder, Price, Kaufman & Kammholz, PC
Scott D. Verhey
John E. Waghorne & Associates
Weinberg Richmond, LLP
Wildman, Harrold, Allen & Dixon, LLP
Winston & Strawn, LLP
Worsek & Vihon, LLP

Financial Institutions

America United Bank and Trust
Amerimark Bank
Bank of Commerce
Bridgeview Bank & Trust
Charter One
CJB Bank
Citibank
Cole Taylor Bank
Covest Banc
First Bank of Highland Park

First Midwest Bank
First Northwest Bank
Glenview State Bank
Harris Bank
Itasca Bank and Trust
Lake Forest Bank & Trust
Leaders Bank
LaSalle National Bank
Manufacturers Bank
MB Financial Bank

Mid west Bank & Trust Company
National City Bank
New Century Bank
Northern Trust Bank
Northview Bank & Trust
Private Bank & T rust Co.
State Financial Bank
Winfield Community Bank
Wintrust Bank Group

Corporations
Advocate Hea lth Care System
Alter Group
Amcraft Construction Company, Jnc .
American Stores Company
Archdiocese of Chicago
Arthur J. Rogers and Company
Atla nt is Properties, Ltd.
Auror:1 Venture, LLC
BP Amoe<> Oil Company

Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd.
Cambridge Homes
Canadian National Railroad
Capital Rea lty Services, Jnc.
Chicago Cubs
Children's Memorial Hospital
Chrysler Realty Corporation
Citgo Petroleum Corponition
Cor l and s

Enterprise Development Corporation
Enterprise Leasing Company
Exxon Mobil Corporation
Hamilton Parners
Hewitt Associates LLC
Ho 11ister Corporal ion
Imperial Realty Company
Edward R. James Partners, LLC
Kenard Corporation
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Business and Industrial Parks
Chevy Chase Business Park, 30 acres, Buffalo Grove
Carol Point Business Center, 300-acre industrial park, Carol Stream, $125,000,000+ project
Internationale Centre, approximately 1,000 acre-multiuse business park, Wood ridge
Retail Facilities
I 0 Community shopping centers, various Chicago, Metropolitan locations
Big-box uses, various Chicago metropolitan locations
Gasoline Stations, various Chicago metropolitan locations
More than 30 single-tenant reta il facilities larger than 80,000 sq. ft., various Ch icago metropolitan locations
Residential Projects
Federal Square townhouse development project, 11 8 units, $15,000,000+ sq. ft. project, Dearborn Place, Chicago
Marketability and feasibility study, 2 I9 East Lake Shore Drive, Chicago
Riverview II, Chicago, Old Town East and West, Chicago, Museum Park Lofts II, Museum Park Tower 4, University
Commons, Two River Place, River Place on the Park, Ch icago
Market Studies
Impact of land till on adjacent property values
Impact of low-income housing on adjacent residential property values
Impact of proposed quarry expans ion on neighboring properties
Impact of commercial and parking uses on adjacent residential property values
Impact of significant zoning changes on residential property values
San itary sewer value impact study
Waste transfer facil ity impact study
Properties in Other States
330,000 sq. ft., Newport Beach, California
Former government depot/warehouse and distribution center, 2,500,000 sq. ft. on I 00+ acres, Ohio
Shopping Center, St. Louis, Missouri
Office Building, Clayton, Missouri
Condominium Development, New Yo rk, New York
Airport Related Properties
Mr. MaRous has done valuations on more than I 00 parcels in and around O'Hare International Airport,
Chicago Midway Airport, Palwaukee Mun icipal Airport, Chicago Aurora Airport, DuPage Airport, and Lambert-St. Louis
International Airport
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REPRESENTAT IVE WORK OF MICHAELS. MAROUS

Headquarters/Corporate Office Fac ilities in Illinois
Fortune 500 corporation fac ility, 200,000 sq. ft., Libertyville
Corporate headquarters, 300,000 sq. ft. and 500,000 sq. ft., Ch icago
Fortune 500 corporation facility, 450,000 sq. ft., Northfield
Major airline headquarters, 1, 100,000 million sq. ft. on 47 acres, Elk Grove Village
Former communications facil ity, 1,400,000 million sq. ft. on 62 acres, Skokie and Niles
Corporate Headquarters, 1,500,000+ sq. ft., Lake County
Former Sears Headquarters Redevelopment Project, Chicago
Office Buildings in Chicago
401 South LaSalle Street, 140,000 sq. ft.
134 North LaSalle Street, 260,000 sq. ft.
333 North Michigan Avenue, 260,000 sq. ft.
171 West Rando lph Street, 360,000 sq. ft.
55 East Washington Street, 500,000 sq. ft.
I0 South LaSalle Street, 870,000 sq. ft.
222 West Adams, 1,000,000 sq. ft.
175 West Jackson Boulevard, 1,450,000 sq. ft.
227 West Monroe, 1,800,000 sq. ft.
I 0 South Dearborn Street, 1,900,000 sq. ft.

Hotels in Chic ago
140 East Walton Place (The Drake Hotel)
676 North Michigan Avenue (Omni Chicago Hotel)
One West Wacker Drive (Renaissance Chicago Hotel)
320 North Dearborn Street (Westin Ch icago River North)
505 North Michigan Avenue (Hotel InterContinental)
Large Industrial Properties in Illinois
Large industrial comp lexes, 400,000 sq. ft., 87th Street and Greenwood Avenue, Chicago
Distribution warehouse, 580,000 sq. ft. on 62 acres, Champa ign
Publishing house, 700,000 sq. ft. on 195 acres, U.S. Route 45, Mattoon
AM Chicago Jnternational, 700,000± sq. ft. on 4 I acres, 1800 West Central, Mt. Prospect
Nestle distribution center, 860,000 sq. ft. on 1'53 acres, DeKalb
Fortune 500 compaIJy distribution center, I ,000,000 sq. ft., Elk Grove Vi llage
U.S. Government Services Administration distribution facility, 1,000,000 sq. ft., 76th Street and Kastner Avenue, Chicago
Self-storage faci lities, various Chicago metropolitan locations
Vaca nt Land in Illinois
15 acres, office, Northbrook
20 acres, residential, Glenview
25 acres, Hinsdale
55 acres, mixed-use, Darien
75 acres, 1-88 at l-355, Downers Grove
I 00± acres, various uses, Lake County
I 40 acres, Flossmoor
142 acres, residential, Lake County
160 acres, residentia l, Cary
200 acres, mixed-use, Bartlett
250 ac res, Island Lake

450 acres, residential, Wauconda
475± acres, various uses, Lake County
650 acres, Hawthorne Woods
650 acres, Waukegan/Libertyville
800 acres, Woodridge
900 acres, Matteson
1,000± acres, Batavia area
2,000± acres, Northern Lake County
5,000 acres, southwest suburban Chicago area
Lcind fill expansion, Lake County
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PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS AND LICENSES
Appraisal Institute, MAI designation, Number 6159
American Society of Real Estate Counse lors, CRE designation
Illinois Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, License Number 1530000141 (9/07)
Licensed Real Estate Broker (Illinois)
Missouri State Certi fied General Number 200503 9104
PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES
Mr. Ma Rous is past president of the Appraisal Institute and its Chicago Chapter. He is former chair and vice chair of the
Nationa l Pu blications Committee and has sat on the board of The Appraisa/Journal. In addition, he has served on and/or
chaired more than fift een other committees of the Appraisal Institute, the Society of Real Estate Appraisers, and the American
Institute of Real Estate Appraisers.

Currently serving as chair of the Midwest Chapter of the American Society of Real Estate Counselors, Mr. MaRous is past
secretary of the Chicago Chapter and has sat on the Chicago Chapter Board of Directors, the Editorial Board of Real Estate
Issues, and on various other committees.
Mr. MaRous also is past president of the lllinois Coalition of Appraisal Professionals. He has sat on the board of directors, has
held office, and has served on numerous committees of many other professional associations, including the National
Association of Security Dealers, the International Research Council, the Chicago Real Estate Board, the Northwest Suburban
Real Estate Board, the National Association of Real Estate Boards, and the Northern lllinois Commercial Association of
Realtors.
PUBLICATIONS AND PROFESSIONAL RECOGNITION

Mr. MaRous has spoken at more than 20 programs and
seminars related to real estate appraisa l and valuat ion.
Author

"Low-income Housing in Our Backyards," The Appraisal
Journal, January I 996
"The Appraisal Institute Moves Forward," Illinois Real
Estate Magazine, December 1993
"Chicago Chapter, Appraisal Institute," Northern Illinois
Real Estate Magazine, February I 993
"Independent Appraisals Can Help Protect Your Financial
Base," Illinois School Board Journal, NovemberDecember 1990
"What Real Estate Appraisals Can Do For School Districts,"
Scho ol Business Affairs, October 1990
Awards

Chicago Chapter of the Appra isal Institute - F. Gregory
Opelka A ward, 2002
Appraisal Inst itute - George L. Schmutz Memoria l Award,
2001
Chicago Chapter of the Appraisal Institute - Heritage A ward,
2000
Chicago Chapter of the Appraisal Institute - Herman 0.
Walther, 1987 (Distinguished Chapter Member)

Reviewer or Citation in the Following Books
Market Analysis for Valuation Appraisals, 1995
Valuation of Market Studies for Affordable Housing, 2005
Valuing Undivided Interest in Real Property:
Partnerships and Cotenancies, 2004
Appraisal ofReal Estate, Twelfth Edition, 200 l
Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fourth Edition, 2002
Valuing Contaminated Properties: An Appraisal Institute
Anthology, 2002
Hotels and Motels: Val uation and Market Studies, 200 I
G!S in Real Estate: Integrating, Analyzing and Presenting
Locational Information, 1998
Appraisal of Rural Property, Second Edition, 2000
Appraising Residential Properties, Third Edition, 1999
Business ofShow Business: The Valuation of Movie
Theaters, 1999
Capitalization Theory and Techniques, Study Guide, Second

Edition, 2000
Guide lo Appraisal Valuation Modeling Land, 2000
Land Valuation: Adjustment Procedures and Assignments,

2001
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MICHAEL S. MAROUS
STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
Michael S. Ma Rous, MA I, CRE, is pres ident and owner of Ma Rous and Company. He has appraised more than$ I0 billion wonh
of primarily investment-grade rea l estate in more than 25 states. In addition to providing documented appraisals, he has served as
an expert witness in litigation proceed ings for many Jaw firms; financial institutions; corporations; builders and developers;
architects; local, state, county, and federal governments and agencies; and school districts in the Chicago metropolitan area. His
experience in partial interest, condemnation, damage impact, easement (including aerial and subsurface), marital dissolutions,
bankruptcy proceed in gs, and other valuation issues is extensive. He has provided highest and best use, marketability, and feasibility
studies for a variety of properties. Many of the largest redevelopment areas and public projects, including Interstate 355, the O'Hare
International Airport expansion, the Midway Airport expansion, and the McCormick Place expansion, are part of Mr. MaRous'
experience. Al so, he purchases and develops real estate for his own account.

APPRAISAL AND CON SULT ATION EXPERIENCE

Business Parks
Distribution Centers

Industrial Properties
Manufacturing Facilities
Research Facilities

Self-storage Facilities
Warehouses

Auto Sales/Service Facilities
Banquet Halls
Big Box Stores

Commercial Properties
Gasoline Stations
Hotels and Motels
Office Buildings

Restaur.ants
Shopping Centers
Theaters

Bowling Alleys
Cemeteries
Farms
Golf Courses

Special-Purpose Properties
Lumber Yards
Nurseries
Riverboat Gambling Facilities
Schools
Stadium Expansion Issues

Tank Farms
Underground Gas Aquifers
Utility Corridors
Waste Transfer Facilities

Apartment Complexes
Condominium Conversions

Residential Properties
Condominium Developments
Single-family Residences

Subdivision Developments
Townhouse Developments

Agricultural
Alleys
Commercial

Vacant Land
Easements
Industrial
Residential

Right of Ways
Streets
Vacations

Corporations
Financial Institutions

Clients
Law Firms
Not-for-profit Associations

Private Parties
Public Entities

EDUCATION

B.S., Urban Land Economics, University of lllinois, Urbana-Champaign
Continuing education seminars and programs through the Appraisal Institute
and the American Society of Real Estate Counselors and real estate brokerage classes
PUBLIC SERVICE

Major, City of Park Ridge, Illinois (2003-2005)
Alderman, City of Park Ridge, including Liaison to the Zon ing Board of Appeals and Pl anning and Zoning and
Chairman of the fin ance and Public Safety Committees (1997-2005)
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QUALIFICATIONS SUMMARY
ALISON HASTINGS
EDUCATION:
University of Arizona, B. S . Degree in Finance and Real Estate.

9199 -

Successfully passed 110 Appraisal Principles, sponsored by the Appraisal Institute.

10/99 -

Successfully passed 120 Appraisal Procedures, sponsored by the Appraisal Institute.

8/99 -

Successfully passed 210 Residential Case Studies, sponsored by the Appraisal Institute.

10/99 -

Successfully passed 310 Basic Income Capitalization, sponsored by the Appraisal Institute.

9199 -

Successfully passed 410 Standards of Professional Practice, sponsored by the Appraisal
Institute.

2101 -

Successfully passed 510 Advanced Income Capitalization, sponsored by the Appraisal
Institute.

11 /02 -

Successfully passed IL VII Non Residential Report Writing, sponsored by the Appraisal
Institute.

11 /04-

Successfully passed 530 A dvanced Sales Comparison and Cost Approaches, sponsored by
the Appraisal Institute.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:
09/05 To Present:

MaRous & Company - Staff Appraiser

2002 To 09/05:

Real Property Advisors, Inc. - Staff Appraiser specializing in the appraisal of
commercial properties.

03/00 To 10/02:

Krueger Appraisal Services - Staff Appraiser

06189 To 01 /90:

Real Estate A nalysts of San Francisco - Freelance Appraiser

01189 To 06/89:

American Appraisal Co. - Senior Appraiser

03/88 T o 12/88:

Real E state Research - Freelance Appraiser

08/85 To 08/87:

Tarantella and Company - Project Manager/Appraiser

06181 To 01 /82:

Hastings, Martin, Conboy, Braig & Assoc. - Assistant Appraiser

LICENSES AND AFFILIATIONS:
Certiti~d General Reni Estme Appraiser, Li cense No. 153.00015-!7 (e~pirntion 09/07)

Illinois
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Corporations (cont inued)

Kimco Realty Corporation
Kinder Morgan, Inc.
Kmart Corporation
Lakewood Homes
Loyola University Health System
Marathon Oil Corporat ion
Meijer, Inc.
Mesirow Ste in Real Estate, Inc.
Metro Self Storage, Inc.

Nagel Group
Nestle
Palwaukee Municipal Airport
Peoples Gas Company
The Prime Group Realty Trust
Property Assessment Advisors, Inc.
Prudential Realty Company, Jnc.
Public Storage Corporation
RREEF Corporation

Shell Oil Company
Southland Corporation
Stewart Warner Corporation
Union Pacific Railroad Company
United Ai rli nes, Inc.
United of America Insurance Company
Unoven Oil Company
USG Corporation
Volvo Car Finance

Public Entities
Illinois Local Governm ents and Agencies

Village of Arlington Heights
Village of Barrington
Village of Bartlett
Village of Bellwood
Village of Brookfield
Village of Burr Ridge
Village of Cary
City of Chicago
Vi IIage of Deer Park
City of Des Plaines
Des Plaines Park District
Downers Grove Park District
City of Elgin
Elk Grove Village
City of Elmhurst
Vil lage of Elmwood Park
City of Evanston
Village of Forest Park
Vi llage of Franklin Park
Village of Glenview
Glenview Park District

Village of Harwood Heights
Village of Hawthorne Woods
City of Highland Park
Village of Hinsdale
Village oflnverness
Vil lage of Kildeer
Village of Lake Zurich
Leyden Township
Village of Lincolnshire
Village of Li nco lnwood
Village of Morton Grove
Village of Mount Prospect
Village ofNorth Au rora
Village of Northbrook
City of North Chicago
Village ofNorthfield
Northfield Township
Village of Oak Brook
Village of Orland Park
City of Palos Hills
City of Prospect Heights

City of Rolling Meadows
Village of Rosemont
Vi llage of Round Lake Park
City of St. Charles
Village of Schaumburg
Village of Schiller Park
Village of Skokie
Village of South Barrington
Village of Streamwood
Water Metropolitan Water Reclamation
District of Greater Ch icago
City of Waukegan
Village of Wheeling
Village of Wilmette
Village of Willowbrook
Vil lage of Winnetka
Village of Woodridge
York Township
City of Zion

County Governm ents and Agencies

Boone County State's Attorney's Office
Forest Preserve of Cook County
Cook County State's Attorney's Office
DuPage County Board of Review

Forest Preserve District of DuPage
County
Kane County
Kendall County Board of Review

Lake County
Lake County Forest Preserve District
Lake County State's Attorney's Office

State and Fed eral Government Agencies

federa l Deposit Insurance Corporation
U.S. General Services Administration

Illinois Housing Development Authority
Illinois State Toll Highway Authority

Interna l Revenue Service
The U.S. Postal Service

Schools

Arlington Heights Distr ict No. 25
Township High School District No.
214, Arlington Heights
Barrington Community Un it District
No. 220
Chicago Board of Education
Chic~go Ridge District No. 127!0
College of Lnke County
Crete-1\'lonee School District N. 201-U

Darien District No. 6 I
DePaul University
Loyola University
Maine Township High School District
No. 207
Morton College
Niles Elemenrnry District No. 71
North Shore District No. I 12, Highland
Puk

Northwestern University
Rosalind Frank lin University
Roselle School District No. 12
Schaumburg Community Conso lidated
District No. 54
University of Illino is
Wheeling Community Consolidnted
District No. 21
Wilmette Disrrict No. 39
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NAPERVILLE/CENTENNIAL PARK

PRoxiMATE PROPE·Rr;··-- ...- ····--····· .. · '"·-·-·-· · '- -.. --- ..
Address/Dis tance to
skate park
605 W . .Jackson Ave.
Naperville. Ill./
329 feet

C -. O >

· ·' · ··" " "· ·- ' - . ....

Year
Built

Bldg.
Size
(SF)

Site
Size
(SF)

Sale
Date

Sale Price

2005

4,996

8,250

8/06

$1,685,390

~

SALES'=·--=--

•t• ··= = = ·-"" ··-···- -·" - ·· _ .... .c-.....~COMPARABLE.
3

Y r.
Built

Bldg.
Size
(SF)

Site
Size
(SF)

Sale
Date

Sale Price

Sale
Price/SF

!917 W . Jackson Ave.
337 35
·
lNaperville. Ill.

2006

6,642

16, 152

10/06

$1.846,500

$278.00

116 S. Laird St.
lNaperville, Ill.

2005

4,773

9,497

5106

$1,339.000

$280.54

!20 S. Fremont St.
I Naperville, Ill.

2005

5,690

11, 135

3/06

$1 ,730,000

$304.04

1525 W. Jefferson Ave.
\Naperville, 111.

2002

4,501

11,613

3/06

$1,575,000

$349.92

2005

4,91 4

10.725

11/05

$1,140,938

$232.18

2004

8,430

14, 125

8/05

$1,577,500

$ 187.13

2004

4,800

13,331

7105

$1,287,500

$268.23

$980,000

$232. 17

Sale l
Price/SF !
$

705 W. Jackson Ave.
Naperville, Ill./
388 feet

2004

6,499

11, 136

6105

$1,441,516

629 W. Jackson Ave.
Naperville, Ill./
343 feet

2002

4,048

11.1 07

5105

$930,000

$

Address

j27 S. West St.
221 81
·
j Naperville, Ill.

$

_ l909 W._Jackson Ave.
229 74 Naperv1lle, Ill

1

!BO S. Parkway Dr.
jNaperville, Ill.
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!533 W. Jefferson Ave.
7105
12,284
4,221
2002
l Naperville, Ill.
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ITASCA/ PEACOCK PARK
·-- ··-·· ·--- ·-·- -·------····---·-

PROXIMATE PROPERTY

...-·'···-·· - ·-·--

........ _ _ - .. ....
~

· · ~·

..ee _.s

Address/Distance to
skate park

Year
Built

Bldg.
Size
(SF)

Site
Size
(SF)

Sale
Date

525 North Elm St.
Itasca, Ill.I
85 feet

2006

3,800

8,978

1107

213 E. Bryn Mawr ·
Ave.
Itasca, Ill.I
340 feet

1976

1,320

10,000

5/06

.. :...... __ ,_

,._

..:ze.._

,_;:m

m-=~-_,s::

$453,500

------·---··--··-···- ---.o•o;-..._..,.... ,.:,; ;.-.

Sale
Date

2006

4,997

9,900

8106

$810,000

$162.10

l280 N. Oak St.
lltasca, 111.

2005

3,644

8,990

4106

$785,000

$215.42

j612 E. Bryn Mawr
:Ave.
j1tasca, 111.

2005

4,466

21,780

4105

$900,000

$201.52

1976

1,557

12,971

2107

$418,000

$268.46

1977

1,409

6,305

7106

$394,000

$279.63

1976

1,524

10,000

9105

$394,500

$258.86

_ \116 Cherry Circle
343 56
lltasca, 111.

~41 7 N. Walnut Ave.

jltasca, 111.

l308 Walters Ln.
jltasca, 111.

:;>
..,.

-~

Site
Size
(SF)

Address

.
~107 E. Center St.
210 26
[Itasca, Ill.

$

............ ..; : ... _ ··- ·· ··0 ....... - . ... ..... ......
COMPARABLE SALES
Bldg.
Size
(SF)

l

$

--··.. --..

Yr.
Built

S 1 P.
Sale l
a e rrce Price/SF

$799,000

..... ---. . . ...._,._...

.
Sale
Sale Price Price/SF

--

------- ---- ---.,..
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ELMHURSTNORK COMMONS PARK
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COMPARABLE SALES

Address/Distance to
skate park

Year
Built

Bldg.
Size
(SF)

Site
Size
(SF)

Sale
Date

Sale Price

152 E. Crescent Ave.
Elmhurst, Ill.I
130 feet

2006

3,524

11,914

9!06

$797,000

Sale
Price/SF
$

Yr.
Built

Bldg.
Size
(SF)

Site
Size
(SF)

Sale
Date

Sale Price

Sale
Price/SF

1996

3,067

7,800

8/06

$775,000

$252.69

j285 E. Cayuga Ave.
lElmhurst, Ill.

2006

4,000

9,000

5106

$910,000

$227.50

j567 Kearsage Ave.
jElmhurst, Ill

1995

3,105

12,215

10/05

$837,500

$269.73

l245 Niagara Ave.
lElmhurst, Ill.

2002

3,643

8,220

9105

$875,000

$240.19

l 252 E. Crescent Ave.
jElmhurst, Ill.

2004

3,542

9,000

3/05

$799,900

$225.83

Andress

.
l592 Kearsage Ave.
226 16
;Elmhurst, Ill.
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COMPARABLE SALES

Address/Distance to
skate park

Year
Built

Bldg.
Size
(SF)

Site
Size
(SF)

Sale
Date

Sale Price

2400 Sunflower Ct.
Aurora, Ill./
130 feet

1979

1,416

6,621

8/06

$167,000

Yr.
Built

Bldg.
Size
(SF)

Site
Size
(SF)

Sale
Date

Sale Price

Sale
Price/SF

_ l2269 Bittersweet Ct.
117 94
;Aurora, Ill.

1977

1, 140

4,512

1/07

$134,400

$117.89

!2415 Goldenrod Ct.
jAurora, 111.

1979

1,416

7,077

8106

$180,000

$127.12

!2390 Goldenrod Ct.
jAurora, Ill.

1979

1,416

5,336

2106

$163,815

$ 115.69

!2370 Goldenrod Ct.
jAurora, 111.

1979

1,438

5,336

1/06

$180,000

$125.17

Sale l
Price/SF ~

$

Address
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STATE FUNDED SKATE PARK DEVELOPM ENT S (co ntinued )
Year

Fund ing source

Amount

2006

OS LAD

SI09,700

!31111

OSLAD

$167,100

Crystal Lake Purk District

OSLAD

!31 1,400

City of El~in

OSLAD

$217,000

Park District of Franklin Park

OSLAD

$400,000

Glen Ellyn Park District

OS LAD

$299,200

Village of Lake Villa

OS LAD

$400,000

Naperville Park District (includes skate park expansion)

OSLAD

$400,000

Rockford Park District

OSLAD

$3 12,000

Summit Park District

OSLAD

$45,500

City of Olney (exclusively for ska te park improvements)

Cummunity/P~rk

District

Ridge Park Dismct

I

I

Average Illinois FIRST disbumment: $54.200
Average OSLAD disbur~ement : $265,7 11 ; exclusive of the two acquisition projects: $237,223
"TI1e $750,000 disbursement to the Manhattan Park District and the City of Elgin were for both the acquisition ofa park' site and its
development, inclusive of skate park facilit ie~.

MaRou! & Compnny
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STA TEFUNDEDSKATEPARKDEVELOPMENTS
Year

Funding source

Amount

2000

Illinois l'irsl

SI 00.000

McHenry Park Dis1ric1

Illinois Firs!

$3 t.000

Midlothian Park Disrrict

OS LAD

$27,800

City of Eldorado

OS LAD

$200,000

Lindenhursl Park Dislrict

OS LAD

$144,500

Park Ridge Recrealion and Park Disrrict

OS LAD

$300.000

City of Pern

OS LAD

$400.000

Round Lake Area Park District

Illinois l'irst

$30.000

Tinley Park Park District

Illinois First

$I 00,000

Illinois First

$10,000

OS LAD

$400,000

Canton Park District

OS LAD

$400,000

Des Plaines Park District

OS LAD

$371,000

Frankfon Park District

OS LAD

$93.000

City of Highland (Madison County)

OS LAD

$185 .100

Lisle Park District

OS LAD

$750.000'

Manli.t1a11 Park District

OS LAD

$229,100

City of Nonhlake

OS LAD

$I 22.800

Oak Forest Park District

OS LAD

$25 I .000

Village of Romeoville

OS LAD

$93,800

Village of SI. Joseph

OS LAD

$4 7,500

Village ofTilden

OS LAD

$62,900

City of Wilminb10n

OS LAD

$261,400

City of Winchester

OS LAD

$163,100

Crete Park District

OS LAD

$22 1,000

Frankfort Park District

OS LAD

$200,000

Joliet Park District

OSLAD

$400.000

Naperville Park District

OSLAD

$320,000

Peoria Park Distric1

OS LAD

$398,000

Village of Brookfield

OS LAD

$750,000'

City of Elgin

OSL..\D

$111.700

Villa~e

2001

I

I·

200<

I
I
I

2005

2006

Commun ity/ Park District

Village of Fox Lake
Lake Bluff Park District

oft\11. Morris

• 'The $7 50,000 disbursemclll 10 the tvlanhattan Park Dis11ic1 and the Ci1y of Elgin were for both 1he acquisition of a park site and its
de\'Clopme111, inclusi,·e of ska1e park facilities .
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CERTIFICATE OF APPRAISAL
We ce11ify that, to the best of our knowledge and belief:

I.

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.

2.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and
limiting conditions and are ou r personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses, opinions,
and conclusions.

3. We have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and no
personal interest with respect to the parties involved.
4. We have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties
involved with this assignment.
5. Our engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined
results.
6. Our compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or
reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the
amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent
eve nt directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.
7. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed , and this report has been prepared,
in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute, which include the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice.

8. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute re lating to review by
its duly authorized representatives.
9. We have made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report.
10. As of the date of this report, we have completed the continuing education program of the Appraisal
Institute.
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Alison Hastings

I

Illinois Certified General - # 153.000 I547 (9/07 expiration)
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Illinois Certified General - # I 53 .0000141 (9107 expiration)
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skate park equipment is nominal compared to either the traffic noise along Skokie Bo ulevard or the noise
of coaches, players, and a multitude of spectators at a base ball field. The sound study, prepared by
Acoust ic Associates, Ltd . and dated January 4, 2007, has been reviewed and is considered to acc urately
characterize the nature of acti vity at sk ate parks, with only a portion of the vis itors in motion at any given
time. Add itional ly, the sound recordings were prepared in the evening hours, when skate park no ise coul d
potentially compare less favorab ly with the ambient no ise level. The report appears to be both reasonable
and accu rate in assess ing the noise con ditions in the area.
Overall, the sale of homes proximate to skate park faci lities ranged from $167,500 to $ 1,685,000 and are
representative of the nature of the resident ial deve lopment within each of the areas . Jn each study, the
res pective sa le prices , as well as the price on a per square foot basis, is consiste nt with those of sales of
residences wi thin each neighborhood that are more distant from the skate park. The four study areas
represent a broad range of price points, as well as varying demographics and market conditions. The data
does not indicate that proximity to a skate park deve lopment, simi lar to that proposed for Hibbard Park is
injurious to property va lues in the area.
Conclusions

The fou r comparati ve analyses do not indicate a loss in va lue due to proximity to a skate park.
The proposed skate park development will not be detrimental to property values in the vicinity .
The noise generated by skate park activity is nominal re lative to either the traffic noise on Skokie
Boulevard or the noise of other activities at Hibbard Park, pa11icu larly baseba ll fields.
The skate park makes use of the ex ist ing site area, of the adjacent parking lot for drop-off and pickup, and of the proxim ity to rest room faci lities within the Community Recreation Center.
Skate parks have been recognized by the state govern ment as projects worthy of state fund ing.
The sport has grown from a nontrad it ional park district offering to a mainstream activity.
The Hibbard Park/Community Recreation Center has a we ll-established history as an active school
and park facility.
The avai lability of a skate pa rk will diminish th e skat ers' use of commercial and resident ial , public,
and privately owned areas for skating. The redundant and wasteful use of po lice resources to direct
skaters from such locations will be reduced .
Park district amen iti es have become so diverse that skate park amen ities are now considered
common.
The quality of a park district and its ability to be as appeal ing as neighboring park districts and its
responsiveness to demand fo r new amenities is vital to the growth and de mand for housing uni ts in
the community.
Thi s memorandum constitutes a summary of the information gathered and ana lyzed; deta ils are retained
in MaRous & Company fi les. These conclusions are as of April 2, 2007.

MaRous & Company
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area surrounding Itasca's Peacock Park, two comparative analyses were made with both a newly
constructed home and an older residence.
With respect to buffer areas between th e skate parks and the subject homes, the residences in Naperv ille
and Aurora are located opposite a secondary residential roadway and some park area or parking lot from
the skate park. The Ill inois Department of Transportation does not provide traffic counts for either
roadway within these study areas.
Similarly, the res idence at 213 East Bryn Mawr Avenue in Itasca is located across both park area and a
secondary resid ential roadway and no traffic count data is available. However, the residence located at
525 North Elm Street is immediate ly adjacent to Peacock Park and the skate park is situated
approximately 85 feet from the property. The house immediate ly adjacent to the skate park is currently
listed for sale for $953,500; the previous sa le of this residence occurred in January 2004 for a price of
$739,900. The information regardin g the current listing has been included for informationa l purposes
on ly and has not been included in the analysis.
The skate park within York Commons Park in Elmhurst is located immediately south of a railroad rightof-way, and the res idence at 152 East Crescent Avenue is situ ated opposite the railroad corridor.
Although the railroad right-of-way presents a potentially significant external influence, in and of itself,
the effect of the skate park can most reasonably be assessed by comparison to the sa le of a sim il ar
residence also abutting the rai lroad corridor but distant from the skate park. The comparison with 252
East Crescent Avenue demonstrates no apparent negative impact for proximity to the skate park.
The potential disparity between the sale prices of those homes proximate to the skate park compared to
those homes more distant from the skate park wou ld be refl ective of an external obso lescence generated
by prox imity to the skate park. The perception of increased noise and nuisance cou ld potentially
negatively affect property valu es of those properties pos itioned closest to the skate park.
With respect to noise to be generated by the proposed skate park, despite sim ilar prox imity to the
respective skate parks, the res idences in Aurora, Itasca, and Naperville are not addit ionally exposed to
the traffic volume similar to that experienced by residences located on Skokie Boulevard. Exclusive of
similar road noise concerns, the impact of the proximity to the skate parks would potentially be ampl ified
with in each of these study areas.
As discussed earlier, Hibbard Park and the Commun ity Recreation Center were originally developed as
Be ll Elementary Schoo l. The building has a history of high volumes of pick-up and drop-off activ ity and
the play ing fi elds accommodate team spo rts and large numbers of spectators. The fac ility has a wel lestablished history as an active schoo l and park facility. With regard to the noise to be generated by the
proposed skate park, only a portion of skaters are in mot ion at any given time; a considerable amount of
time is spent watching each others skills. The noise created by skaters perform ing tricks and using the
MaRous & Cornp•mr
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process of bann ing skateboarders from commercial and residential, public, and privately owned areas and
then not responding to their requests for a skate park is short-sighted. Admitted ly, even with a skate park,
skate boarding will not completely disappear from public view. Just as bicycles are co mmonplace on
streets and sidewalks despite the development of bike paths, skateboarding will continue as a means of
transportation. The development of a skate park should significant ly reduce skateboarding activity in
inappropriate areas.
Specifically with respect to the potential impact on the values of those homes most proximate to the
proposed skate park, comparative analyses of homes prices in other neighborhoods with skate parks have
been conducted. The analyses are intended to quantify the diminution in value, if any, caused by the
noise and nu isance attributable to the skate park visitors.
We have conducted a survey of park district faci lities with in the six-county Ch icago metropolitan area
that have been improved with skate parks. Those skate parks located within similar proximity to singleand/or multifam ily residential neighborhoods compared to the subject property were given further
consideration. Analyses of sales within the neighborhoods surrounding these parks was performed.
Final consideration was given to the sa les of those residences most proximate to the respective skate
parks compared to similar res idences somewhat removed from the respective skate park fac ilities. Those
communities that met the search parameters were Aurora, Elm hurst, Itasca, and Naperville.
The details regarding the comparative analyses within eac h of the four study areas are in table form on
page A-3 through A-6 in the addenda.
Within each study area a comparative analysis was made exc lusive ly with homes of similar age,
construction quality, and bu ild ing and site size.
The Greenfie ld Subdivision, located north of Hupp Park in Aurora is comprised of single-family
residences bui lt in the late I 970s and is not currently experiencing redevelopment activity. The
comparative analysis includes on ly residences within the Greenfield Subdivis ion.
Both the study areas in Elmh urst and Napervill e are undergoing significa nt residential redevelopment
with smaller, older homes being demolished and being replaced with larger, newly constructed singlefamily residences. Because the sales of homes most proximate to the skate parks are newly constructed,
the comparisons are made with newly constructed homes within the same neighborhood but removed
from the park facility. The per square foot price of $226.16 paid for the residence at 152 East Crescent
Avenue, Elmhu rst, is at the low end of the per square foot prices in this analysis and the low price is
considered to be attributable to its locat ion adjacent to a ra ilroad corridor.
Although Itasca is undergoing a similar redevelopment trend, it is in the early stages and the
neighborhood near the skate park is comprised of homes of varying age, size, and character. Within the
lllaRous & Company
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The communities cited and many others have been responsive to the needs of skateboarders. Considering
on ly those communities that received state grant awards for the development of skate parks, it is evident
that skateboard in g is no longer a nontraditional activity; it has become mainstream. Further documenting
the growth of skateboarding is data published by the National Sporting Goods Association. The
organization indicates a 177.7 percent increase in participation in skateboarding between 1995 and 2005.
In addition to considering the growing popularity of skateboarding and the response by numerous
commun ities both in the no1ihern suburbs and statewide, consideration has been given to the history of
Hibbard Park and the adjacent Community Recreation Center and the surrounding residential
development.
The building was constructed in 1965 as the Bel l El ementary School, with Hibbard Park being utilized as
the schoolyard and playing fields. Despite changes in use to an office bu ilding and then to a park district
facility, the park's original and current uses are as an active pub lic facility. A history of regular use of
the playing fields is we ll established. The construction of the building as an elementary school not only
precedes the residency of most of its residential neighbors, it likely is as old or older than many of the
residences themselves. The location and active uses of the property significantly contributed to'the
evolution and suburban, fami ly-oriented character of the neighborhood.
Will the proposed skate park development of the site be injurious to property values in the area?

The question as to whether the development of a skate park is injurious to property values requires a
multifaceted response that considers both the entire community and the immediate ly surrounding
residential prope1iies. Jn general, those commun ities with weak park district organizations that are not
responsive to the demands of the population will be negatively affected, in the long term, by the
inadequacy of the programs and facili ties provided by the park district. Although on a significantly
reduced level, the effect mirrors that of a weak schoo l district. As explained by Mr. Joel Brunsvo ld,
Director, Jllinois Department of Natural Resources, "Developing parks is good for the lllinois economy.
When people choose where they will raise their fam ilies, parks are part of the equation of evaluating
quality of life in a community. As we make commun ities attractive to families by developing parks, we
make communities attractive to businesses looking for places to locate or expand where their employees
wi ll be happy."
What a multitude of communities have come to realize and to react to, is simply that, if the commun ity
does not have a skate park, it is a skate park. Skateboarding has grown into a tremendously popular
activity. Predominantly, skateboarders are preteens to young adults, and the on ly requirements for their
sport are skateboards and pavement, preferably with ramps, curbs, steps, railings, concrete benches, and
planter boxes. Skateboarders are drawn to plazas, office bu ild ings, condominium deve lopments, schools,
and churches. The resultant annoyance of property owners, the redundant and wasteful use of police
resources, and the frustrated skateboarders eventually lead the skateboarders to request a skate park. The
to.fa Rous & Company
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and Lake Bluff. Most notably, the Glenview Park District now offers two skate parks and the Northbrook
Park District opened a 22,000-square-foot skate park in September 2006. The suitabi lity of the
development of a skate park in Wi lmet1e is su pported by the recent development of similar projects in
surrounding comm unities that are both geograph ica lly and demographically sim il ar to the Village of
Wi lmette.
Th e su itability of a skate park has also been considered relative to the loca l and state support for such
deve lopments. The Illinois Open Space Land Acq uisition and Deve lopment (OSLAD) program
administered by the Illinois Department of Natura l Resources provides funding for local park projects.
Communities and Park District organizations can be reimbursed up to 50 percent for the cost of park
deve lopment projects, up to $400,000. Grant awards for the acquisition of park sites are subject to a
maximum of $750,000. The OS LAD program is funded by rea l estate transfer tax revenue and is awarded
to local agenc ies that have shown a need and loca l support for the project, that have the ability to carry
out the project, and that have demonstrated a good record of mai ntaining other facilities. A review of the
dis bursements of OSLAD funds in recent years indicates a mu ltitude of grant awards that are inclusive of
skate park projects. The Illinois FIRST program awards are proj ect specific and are intended for
recreat ional projects, as we ll as for a broad range of administrative, emergency services , education, and
seni or services needs .. The spec ifics of the OS LAD and Illinois FIRST disbursements that either include
or are intended exclusively for skate parks are delineated in the a table located on page A-I in the
adde nda.
The skate parks listed on pages A-I and A-2 in the addenda are not a complete list of the skate parks that
have been bu ilt in Illinois, but rather represent those parks that have received state funding. Despite
being only a portion of such projects, the list is considered to be representative of the broad range in
terms of geography and demographics of the communities that have constructed skate park facilities.
Each of the park distri ct agencies and com munities listed, as well as the state government, have
cons idered the development of the respective skate parks to be worthy of support.
In add ition to the monetary grants for skate park improvements, Illinois Governor Rod Blagojev ich
awarded a 2006 Governor's Hometown Award to the City of Centralia in recognition of its development
of the Centralia Skate Park. The project won a first place award in the Parks and Recreation category for
communities with populations of I 0,000 to 17,000 persons.
A review of the OS LAD disbursements is a quick education in the evo lution of park district operations.

r

Wh ile the grant awards still fund traditional pass ive and active park amenities, park offerings have
become very diverse. In addition to tenni s, baseba ll, and soccer facil ities, OSLAD grant monies are
mak ing reimbursements for the development of "spraygrounds", zero depth spray pad s, body flume
sl ides, in-line hockey courts, BMX courses, cl imbing walls, an obstacle/team bui lding course, frisbee
golf courses, a teen performance shel ter, a therapeutic sensory garden, and "a learning course for very
young bikers".
1'-·bRoui & Company
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and south. The areas to the north will remain as landscaped park area. To the east of the proposed skate
park site is landscaping and a concrete sidewalk that parallels Skokie Boulevard.
The proposed skate park improvements include a poured concrete base, a perimeter fence with two gated
entries, and a landscaped berm along the eastern boundary to assist in noise reduction and to provide a
seating area for spectators. The proposed skate park will be a "street course" with a variety of component
ramps, fun boxes, quarter and half pipes, and other features.
Surrounding Uses

The areas surrounding the 13.30-acre Hibbard Park/Community Recreation Center property are singlefamily residentia l ne ighborhoods to the west and south. Skokie Boulevard, a secondary arterial, abuts the
park property to the east and is improved as a commercial and residential thoroughfare. The commercial
uses include a mix of reta il and office uses. The commercia l development is most intense in the area
surrounding Old Orchard Center which is located one-half mile south of Hibbard Park.
The residential uses include single- and multifamily properties. Specifically, the 36-unit townhouse
development located across Skokie Boulevard from the subject property includes two-story, masonry
constructed townhouses. According to Cook County Assessor's office records, the townhouses were built
in 1965 and range in size from l ,240 to 1,324 square feet. The most recent transaction of one of these
townhouse units was the sale of the unit located at 330 Skokie Court. The transact ion occurred on June
30, 2006, and the sale price was $347,500 or $263.26 per square foot of building area. The surround ing
single-fami ly neighborhoods are generally comprised of homes constructed between 1952 and 1965. The
Multip le Listing Service (MLS) reports 42 sales of detached single-family residences within a quarter
mile of the subject property within the previous two years. The sale prices range from $325,000 to
$670,000 and averaged $479,896.
The Illinois Department of Transportation reports a daily traffic count of 16,500 vehicles on Skokie
Boulevard, between Glenview Road and Wilmette Avenue.
Is the proposed use in keeping with the character of the neighborhood?

Consideration was given to the locational attributes of the subject property and the surround ing uses. The
relative physical and locational characteristics were considered relative to park district facili ties in the
six-county Chicago metropolitan area that are improved with skate parks. The Village of Wilmette is
mature, well-established suburban community. In cone luding the suitab ility of a skate park for Hibbard
Park and for the Village of Wilmette, consideration has been given to the communities within the
Chicago metropolitan area that have constructed skate parks positioned within park district facilities.
Particular emphasis has been placed upon those surrounding north suburbs that have constructed skate
parks, specifically the communities of Deerfield, Buffalo Grove, Highland Park, Glencoe, Li bertyville,
1'bRous & Comp~ny
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MaROUS & COMPANY
MEMORANDUM

DATE:

April 6, 2007

TO :

Mr. Terrence Porter, Director, Wilmette Park District

FROM:

Michael S. MaRous, MAI, CRE, and Alison Hastings

I

SUBJECT:

Market Impact Study
Proposed Skate Park at Hibbard Park
Wilmette, Illinois

I

I

----------------------------------------------------At your request, we are briefly summarizing our conclusions with regard to the proposed skate park to be
located at Hibbard Park, 3000 Glenview Road, Wilmette, Illinois.
·
Information Reviewed

Existing Site Conditions, aeri al ph otographs, and Proposed Skate Park Layout diagrams prepared
by Th ompson Dyke & Associates and dated March 2007;
On the Iss ue of Noise for the Proposed Skate Park at Hibbard Park, prepared by Acoustic
Assoc iates, Ltd., and dated January 4, 2007;
Illinois Department of Transportati on Average Daily Traffic Count Maps;
Alison Hastings inspected the subject property and the surrounding area on March 5, 2007, and
March 23 , 2007. Michael S. MaRous inspected the subject property on April 2, 2007.
Project Summary

The property that is the subject of this market impact study consulting report consists of a 7,518-squarefoot irregular-shaped area located on the west side of Skokie Boulevard north of Gl enview Road adjacent
to the Wilmette Park District 's Community Recreation Ce nter facility . Hibbard Park encompasses 13.30
acres and is improved with the 94,000 square-foot Community Recreation Center, tennis courts, two
baseball fi elds, a batting cage, and a pl ayground . The recreation center faci lity offers ath letic, art, dance ,
gymnastics, performing arts, early chi ldhood, and sen ior center venues. The proposed skate park site is
currently improved as a portion of the as phalt-paved parking lot that serves the Community Recreation
Center.
The area identified as the proposed skate park site is located on the eastern peri phery of Hi bbard Park.
Upon completion, the proposed skate park wil l be bounded by the ex isting parking lot area to the west

300 SOUTH NORTHWEST HIG HWAY • SUITE 204 • PARK RIDG E, ILLI NOIS 60068
(847) 384 -2030 • FAX (847) 692- 5498
Re al Estate Consultatio n, Appraisal & Investment Services
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GEWALT H AMlLTON
AHOC IATES. IN C.

Robert B . Hamilton, P.E., PTOE
President

Con.i; u l11ng f:ngineors
and S u rv eyo~
Ci vil. Mun1 cipo1. & Traffic

850 Forest Edge Drive
V•~rnon H11!s, Illinois 60061
te l 847 478 9700 fax Bt.1 478 97-0i

Experience
Robert B. Hamilton, President of the firm of Gewalt Hamilton Associates,
lnc. is a Registered Professional Engineer practicing for over thirty years as
a Civil Engineer with emphasis on site development, municipal engineering,
stormwater management, and traffic engineering.

M unicipal Engineering
Mr. Hamilton has been responsible for the planning, design, and
construction phases for a variety of municipal level projects including
municipal campus development; municipal roadways and intersections
including signals and signal systems; storm water management; flood
control; sanitary sewer and public water supply, and comprehensive
operation and maintenance programs.
S ite Development
Mr. Hamilton has been responsible for the planning, design, and
construction phases for various site design projects, including stonnwater
management, sanitary sewers and watermains, parking facilities, internal
and external roadways, area traffic signal systems, regional highway
modifications, and recreational developments. Jn addition, Mr. Hamilton
has a particular emphasis on site development, including all planning &
design phases for Retail, Health Care, Educational, Recreational, and Senior
Residential campuses. He has specifically provided services for the
Northwest Community Hospital and the Lutheran General Hospital for over
l 5 years.
Traffic Engineering
Mr. Hamilton has provided long range planning and impact analyses of
proposed major campus and site developments, CBD and major site
planning and studies, including circulation, access, parking, safety, and
pedestrian circulation. He has also preformed impact analyses and
municipal review of proposed developments, planning and design of
roadway improvements and traffic signals for both new and existing
developments.

Education

Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering,
University of Detroit, l 972
Master of Science, Civil Engineering,
University of lllinois, 1973
Master of Business Administration,
Lake Forest College, l 984
Memberships

Consulting Engineers Council of lllinois
National and lllinois Society of
Professional Engineers
American Society of Civil Engineers
American Public Works Association
lnstitute of Transportation Engineers,
lllinois Section
Western Michigan University, Industry
Advisory Council, Civil Engineering
Department
Commissioner (retired), Park Ridge
Recreation & Park District
Registration

Professional Engineer in Illinois,
Indiana, Wisconsin, & Michigan
Professional Traffi c Operations
Engineer, lnstitute of Transportation
Engineers

Wilmette Park District
Parking Count - Inventory
\i\/if mette Community Center
Date

Day

Time

Count
Vehicles

1/23/07

Tues

11AM

224

1/24/07

Wed

11AM

248

1/25/07

Th

9:30AM

202

11AM

202

1/26/07

Fri

11AM

214

1/27/07

Sat

11AM

144

1/28/07

Sun

11AM

134

1/29/07

Mon

11AM

189

1/30/07

Tues

10AM

220

1/31/07

Wed

10AM

285

2/1/07

Th

10AM

186

212107

Fri

10AM

202

213/07

Sat

10AM

133

214107

Sun

10:45AM

283

The Count noted was the maximum number of vehic les observed on that date.
Counts were taken at two hour intervals
A total of 84 Counts were performed.
Counts include all vehicles on·site, including parked buses, visitors: staff,
deliveries: and any unrelated vehicles parked on-site.

EXHIBIT V
Daily Count Summary
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN
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WILMETTE COMMUNITY CENTER
EXISTING CONDITIONS

GEWALT HAMILTON
ASSOCIATES. INC.
Fmjoc\; 34n .llllC
1 in:.i.a OQml(. 100 loo~

Exhibit III-a
Aerial Photo - Community Center
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EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

ExiHill{!.
sidewalk

Exiscinu Sidewalk

Existine Berm

Existing Bus Parkin
(loss of 3 bus spaces)

9,700 s.f. of as halt

Pro osed
skatepark location
Existin Parking
(loss of 31 std. spaces)

Pro osed Parkin
. (See Parking Report)

March 2007

Exhibit III
Aerial Photo

WILMETTE SKATE P.A-RK

PROPOSED SKATEPARK LAYOUT
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS

Skokie Blvd.
Existing Tree

R.O.W.

Existin Hed e

4' High HaJf Pipe &
4 • High Quarter Pipe

Skate ark Fence

\

Sk:ire ark Fence

\
\
\

\
\

En
and
Drop-of!Are2

\
\

\

\
\

4' High Quater Pipe

\

Proposed Berm
For n~s reduction and

Pro med Planrin Area

Specracing

\
\

ExisrinJ? Parking

f'..

..
5' Hi h
Quarter Pipe

Poured Concrete

Skarepark Surface
\J ,500 s.f.)

1D

~THOMPSON DYKE & ASSOCIATES

March 2007

Exhibit II
Skate Park Schematic
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Programming Changes
The Wilmette Community Center is a very active and successful community facility and
we can anticipate that its activity pattern will continue to evolve in future years as the
needs and desires of the community it serves changes. The Park Di strict reacts to
demand; both in program offering and in the times they are offered. In the future, we
recommend the Park District consider the following as it develops those future offerings
and adjus ts its schedules:
•

Peak deman d currently occurs consistently between lOAM & Noon . The
Programming Staff should review future program offerings, which may invol ve a
fair number of parked vehicles, and attempt to schedule them outside that peak
two-hour block, at least partially, if not completely.

•

After the Senior Center relocates in the Fall of 2007, we recommend that Staff
recount the lOAM to Noon period during the same January and February, 2008
period, compming the peak demand. If total site parklng vacancy is Jess than 10%
at any time, additional programming shifts out of that peak period will be
warranted and should be implemented the following registration period. Thi s ·
effort may have to be repeated, as more changes are implemented.

'

Major events, generating paJked vehicles, should be outside that peak block,
especjaJly during the seasonal peak months. This could include meets, recitals,
senior events, and a number of other infrequent occurrences.

Conclusions:
l. The Community Center has adequate parking today, with 331 spaces avai lable.
"') The addition of the Skate Park will reduce available parking to 305 spaces.
3. On-site modifications to the site plan are recommended to increase the available
parking on-site, post-Skate Park development to 314 parking spaces, which
reflects peak observed demand, plus 10%.
4. The Skate Park will not add to peak period parking demand, si nce its typical
activi ty pe1iod is later in the day, and its users are typically not of driving age.
5. To date, the Park District Programming Staff has not needed to consider parking
availability when scheduling activities, however, this is recommended for the
future. The Park District Administration has agreed to this approach.
Exhibits
I - CuJTent Site Plan
il - Proposed Skate Park
III - Ae1ial Photo - North Park
III-a - Ae1ial photo - Community Cenrer

~~?
a-!{

IV - Proposed Site P l a n/J"
V - Daily Peak Hour Count Summary
~
Frepared by:
~_
~
Robert B. Hami lton, P.E., PTOE
President

j

Proposed Wilmcuc Skate Park
Community Center Parking Analysis
Page :i of 5

5. Ex tend the easternmost four standard spaces of the far north Jot to accommodate
the buses. This is the only improvemen t adding impervious cover. It will also
requi re the relocation of a coniferous tree and a parking Jot light.
Result:
· + 3 bus parking spaces (11.5' wide)
- 4 standard spaces
6. Re-mark parking bay immediately north of the northeast corner of the Community
Center. The east bay can be remarked at Village Standard 8.5' width.
Result:
+ l parking space
7. Re-mark parking bay west of Skate Park
The east bay can be remarked at Village Standard 8.5' width.
Result:
+1 parking space
8. Re-mark south parking bay of the South Lot.
The east bay can be remarked at Village Standard 8.5' width.
Result:
+1 parking space
Note: The WPD intends to rehab the pavement over the next few seasons. Delaying the
changes noted above until the area is rehabilituted is recommended as most cost-efficient.
Proposed Parking Supply, after Modifications

Parking, Post Skate Park Development:

305 spaces

Modifications, noted above:

+ 9 spaces

Total Parking Available:

314 parking spaces

Including:

301 Standard spaces
8 Accessible spaces
5 Bus spaces

It is not our goal to provide parking for 100% of all parking potential occasions on -site.
Providing for 98% of daily demands is a more reasonable approach. Grade schools, for
example, typically overflow a half dozen times a year due to special events. (This
corresponds to having adeq uate parking for 98% of the days of a typicaJ year.) Likewise,
shopping centers make special accommodations for Christmas shopping, and nursing
homes overflow on Mother's Day. The approach is consistent and recommended.
If the site never overflows, then there is too much parki ng on-si te (and too much useless
impervious cover lying dormant 98% of the time.) If it overnows too frequently, then
more parking is needed.

Proposed Wiimcttc Sk:He Park
Commu ni1y Center Parking Analysis
Page 4 of 5

Based on the above, if we can provide parking adequate for today's loads, we can expect
to satisfy the needs of tomorrow quite well.
Vacancy Rate & Total Parking Demand:
In an employee-based parking facility, a peak period vacancy rate of 5%-7% is adequate,
due to the daily repetition of the parking pattern. In a "customer-based" facility, such as
the Community Center, a vacancy rate of 10% is more desirable. This keeps search times
during peak demand periods to a reasonable level, and provi des a "cushion" for
unforeseen peaks.
Based on a peak observed demand during the peak months of285 vehicl es, plus a 10%
vacancy rate, we should provide 314 parking spaces.
Proposed Parking Modifications:
There are a number of on-site changes, which can be made to the existing Jots to increase
their efficiency without reducing their utility. These comply with and generally exceed
Village Code for off-street parking. By and large, these are pavement marking changes,
requiring a seal-coat (or reconstruction) and re-striping. Following are the proposed
changes:
1. Reduce Accessible Parking to Code Requirements
With the relocation of the Senior Center, there will be reduced demand for
accessible parking. Today, there are 9 accessible spaces on-site, while only 8 are
required . By remarking one space in the South Lot, two standard spaces will be
available.
+ 1 parking space
Result:
2. Modify width and angle of western spaces
By reducing the space width to 9' (8.5 ' is permitted by code), and steepening the
angl e to 80 degrees (70 degrees today), the west side of the west Jot can be
marked to add 3 additional spaces, while the east side of the west lot adds one
space. Note: The west side can overhang the landscaped area.
Result:
+3 parking spaces
3. Re-mark & extend parking bay south of Skate Park
In addition to the eight spaces on th e north side, the south bay can be remarked at
Village Standard 8.5' width. Both north and south will be extended one
additional space east.
Result:
+3 parking spaces
4. Re-mark parking bay at the far north, south of the baseball field
The north bay can be remarked at Village Standard 8.5 ' width.
Result:
+1 parking space

Proposed Wilmette Skate Park
Community Center Parking .Analysis
Page 3 of5

Existing Parking Demand
• Ac tual on-site counts taken du1i ng Communi ty Center's peak months - January &
February
• Eighty-four separate on-site. parking counts made, generally at 2-hour intervals
during the busiest pe1iods, daily from 1-23-07 lhrcugh 2-5-07.
• Peak parking demand observed consistently during the IOAM -Noon period all
seven days of the week.
• Following were the peak counts observed during this peak period:
o 285 vehicles on Wednesday 1131 at lOAM
o 283 vehicles on Sunday 2/4 at 10:45AM.
o 248 vehicles on Wednesday 1/24 at llAM
o 220 vehicles on Tuesday, 1/30 at 1OAM
Th e other 80 counts ranged from a daily high of 202 vehicles, down to a daily
high of 133 vehicles.
Existing Parking Supply:
• A total of 33 1 parking spaces are available today.
• Of these 9 are accessible, 317 are standard, and 5 are sized for buses.
Post-Skate Park Parking Supply:
• The Skate Park will remove 31 standard spaces, and 3 bus spaces.
• Reconfiguration of the lot south of the Skate Park will add 8 back in, for r. total of
305 spaces available on-site for use , p1ior to other on-site modifications.
Projected Parking Demand
There are a number of changes in both demand and supply to consider, as follows:
• The proposed Skate Park will not add to the maximum parking demand during
observed peak periods for the following reasons:
o This sport is normally not a Win ter acti vity, whereas on-site activity pea.ks
in the Winter, due to in-building programs and activities.
o Typical weekday use periods are afternoons (after school dismissal) and
evenings (before dusk - unlighted park)
o Typical weekend use periods are from noon to dusk.
o Few skaters drive and park, and those that do a.re anticipated to follow the
comments noted above on timing.
o Many skaters will arrive by bicycle, roller-blade, or skateboard.

•

The existi ng Wilmette Senior Center is scheduled to move to the Mallinckrodt
fac ility in the Fall of 2007. Much of the activity at the cun-ent Senior Center
coincides with the Facility's peak pe1iod of mid and late morning. This parking
demand will be eliminated, completely.

•

Once its space is vacated, it will be opened to other uses, however, these are
expected to be Jess parking-intensive than the Senior Center. Currently, the
targeted repiacernent uses are primarily after- school children's programs, which
will not re-load the morning peak parking demand periods.
Proposed Wilmette Skate Park
Community Ccnicr Parking Analysis
P3ge 2 of 5
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Memorandu1n Report
To:

Consulti ng Engineers
an d Surv ey ors

Wi lmetle Plan Commission

Civi l. Municipal. & Tratfic
850 For est Edge Drive
Verno n Hill s, Illi no is 60061
tel 847 1\78 9700 fa x 8t.i 478 970i

From: Roben B. Hamilton, P.E.
Date: March 15, 2007
Re:

Wilmette Community Center
Glenview Road and Skokie Boulevard
Proposed Skate Park
Parking Impact Analysis

-··-.

Existing Situation:
The Wilmette Community Center is a converted-expanded school building located on the
northwest quadrant of Glenview Road and Skokie Boulevard in southwestern Wilmette.
This facility was acquired and modified by the Wilmette Park DistJict in 1996. and has
been serving the community as a "Communi ty Center" ever since.

Current uses include a fitness center, classrooms, a gymnastics facility, a pre-school, the
Wilmette Senior Center, the theatre, gymnasium, classrooms, tennis courts, ball fields,
and other recreational opportuni ties.
Original Proposal
When originally acquired and developed as a Community Center, the parking was
envisioned as a true "Shared Use" parking Jot, providing capacity for a multitude of
different uses . The key to success was that each use had a different and complementary
pattern, reflecting changes in the time of day, day of the week, and month of the year. .
This Shared Use approach has worked extremely well for a decade and the Park District
intends to continue rhis pattern and approach into the future. The Skate Park is just
another shared use, and a very minor one from the park.ing demand perspective.

Proposed Skate Park:
• Skate Park proposed in the northeast quadrant of the existing parking lot, along
Skokie Boulevard.
• Reduces parking available from 33 1 spaces to 305 spaces, p1ior to modification to
the balance of the site.
• Adds no significant or regul ar parking demand duii ng peak periods - typically
between JOAM and Noon, January through February.
• Reduces impervious cover, due to covering less area than the remo ved parlcing
• This is a comparati vely small skate park intended to serve the community of
Wilmette. Due to its size, and the location of other larger skate parks in the area,
it is unlikely to draw significant outside use.
• Proposed to be constructed, Summer of 2007, and opened during the Fall of 2007.
1981
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1278 W. Northwm Hwy· Ste 904, P:il:ui ne, lllinoi~ 60067
Office: 847·359·1068
Fro:: 847·359.1207
Web~ite: "'"""""AcousticA~rnci<1te;.co111

E-m:ii l: info@Aco11;ricA;;ociare;.com

Tom Thunder, AuD, FAAA, INCE - Principal
Roger H:irmon, BSEE, PE - Noise Engineer
Stephen Thunder, BS Cand. - Acoustical Engineer
Peter Straus, MS - Field Technician

Thomas D. Thunder, AuD, FAAA, INCE
Dr. Tom Thunder is both an audiologist and an acoustical engineer. He heads a professional
practice that specializes in hearing and acoustics and has consulted on a variety of issues
including hearing problems, audibility of warning devices, occupational noise, hearing
conservation, environmental noise, speech intelligibility, acoustical privacy, building
mechanical noise, ventilation noise, and room acoustics. He has conducted numerous
independent examinations to assess the work-relatedness of hearing loss and now
coordinates audiological testing and conducted records reviews.

Education:
PCO School of Audiology, AuD (Audiology) 2002
lllinois Jnstitute of Technology, Post Grad (Acoustics) 1979-1 982
Northern lllinoi s University, M.A. (Audiology) 1976
Northern lllinois University, B.S. (Communication Disorders) 1974

Certification:
lllinois Department of Professional Regulation - Licensed Audiologist
Institute of Noise Control Engineering - Board Certified Noise Engineer
Council for Accreditation in Occupational Hearing Conservation - Certified Director

Experience:
Dr. Thunder began his career as a research assistant with Northern lllinois University where he studied
hearing protectors. During this time, he completed internships at Uni versity of Chicago's Billings Hospital
and at Rush-Presbyterian-St. Luke's Hospital. He later served in a variety of positions including clinical
audiologist for a metropolitan speech and hearing center, noise control engineer for a major engineering
firm, manager of acoustics for a major noise control manufacturer, applications engineer for a worldwide
supplier of acoustical instruments, and audiologist for a large medical practice. He began his own practice in
1988 to combine his skill and knowledge in the areas of hearing and acoustics.
With 30 years of experience in the fi elds of hearing and acoustics, Dr. Thunder has been called upon to
testify as an expert witness in cases involving occupational noise, environmental noise, audibility, and
hearing Joss. The diversity of his experience has given him a unique perspective on hearing conservation
and acoustical issues.
Dr. Thunder is on staff at Rush University and Northern lllinois University and teaches courses in hearing
science, audiology, noise assessment, classroom acoustics, psychoacoustics, and hearing conservation. He
also teaches on-line courses for the PCO School of Audiology in Philadelphia and regularly offers seminars
on audiometric testing and hearing conservation strategies. These seminars have been recognized by
CAOHC as the leading course in Midwest.

Membership:
American Academy of Audiology (Fellol1)
Jllinois Academy of Audiology (Past President)
Acoustical Society of America (Past President ofthe Chicago Chapte1)
lnstitute of Noise Control Engineering (Board Cerr{fied)
National Hearing Conservation Association
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Fig 2 - Expected Skatepark Noise Compared to the Ambient Noise Near Hibbard Park
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Wilmene Park District - Skatepark No ise

January 4, 2007

Although the levels generated at the residential property due to skating activities would exceed
the Village's evening/nighnime limit of 45 dB(A), the existing ambient noise levels already
exceed this level in the late evening hours. Jn these cases, the impact of a potential " intruding"
noise is evaluated by comparing its average noise with that of the minimal existing ambient
noise, i.e., the L95 level. In this case, because the skatepark noise for 6 skaters does not
significantly exceed the minimal ambient noise levels at each location, the impact would be
negligible.
A visua l appreciation of the projected impact can be seen by examining FIG. 2. Here, the levels
recorded at both the Buffalo Grove and Geneva parks have been superimposed on the ambient
noise traces after they were adjusted for the extra distance and capacity. As you can see, the
skateboard noise traces are typically well below the ambient noise traces for each location. This
ind icates that the skatepark noise would typically be inaudible.
Based on the design and layout of the proposed skate park, it is reasonable to assume that there
could be up to about 6 active skaters. However, even if there were active 12 skaters, the noise
generated would be only 3 dB greater, which is not significant increase and considered only a
''just noticeable" difference.

Conclusion
In summary, based on our recordings and analysis at two similar skateparks in the suburban area,
on the ambient noise levels in the residential area surrounding Hibbard Park, and on the distances
involved from the proposed skatepark to these residential areas, we expect no adverse acoustical
impact from the skatepark as proposed.
Because we project an insignificant impact, no extraordinary noise reduction action is needed. If,
however, noise shou ld become a concern, the plans should reflect clearances to allow for postconstruction acoustical elements on the east side of the skatepark. These would include, for
example, large evergreen plants, an earth berm, and a solid board-on-board fence. If the fence or
earth berm block the view of the skateboards, a 5-dB reduction could be expected . If the
evergreens block the view, a 2-3 dB reduction could be expected .

Submined,

/

Thomas Thunder, AuD, FAAA, INCE
Audiologist and Acoustical Engineer

Acoustic Associates, Ltd.
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The Buffalo Grove skate park is at Busch Grove Community Park at 1000 N. Buffalo Grove Rd.
The northern 1/3 of this park is shown in FIG 3 be low. With three chi ldren skating, the recorded
noise generated at a distance of 90 ft averaged S9 dB(A) with typical 1-second max ima (LOS) of
64 dB(A).
Because both the Geneva
Figure 3-Photo ofpart of the Buffalo Grove Skatepark.
Skatepark and the Buffalo
Grove Skatepark were in
close agreement, it is
reasonable to conclude that
our measurements are valid
and representative of small
parks such as these. Bear in
mind that the number of
chi ldren at the park wil l
almost always be more than
the number actua lly skating.
For example, in Buffalo
Grove, although there were 6
children in the skate park,
onlv half were skatine. In
Geneva, there were 12
children present, but only S of them were skating. Those that were not skating came to observe,
talk, or ride a bike. Such activities do not generate significant noise . Acoustically, the important
factor is the number of children actually skateboarding, not the total number of chi ldren in the
park.

.

~

If more skaters are anticipated, their effect can be accounted for by adding 3 dB to the average
leve l for every doubling of active skaters. Hence, 6 skaters generate 3 dB more than 3 skaters .
And 12 skaters generate 3 dB more noise than 6 skaters. The min imum (L9S) and maximum
(LOS) levels, however, wou ld remain essentially the same.

Community Impact
To assess the impact of skateboard noise on the surrounding community, we accounted forthe
reduction in sound intensity as it travels over distance. This reduction results primarily from the
weakening of sound waves as they spread outwardly and secondarily from air absorption. The
overall reduction is about S dB for Position B and about 14 and 15 dB for Positions A and C,
respectively.
In our analysis, we nonnalized the skate park data to 6 skaters wh ich is a reasonable number
based on the des ign and layout of the proposed skatepark. When both di stance and capacity
factors are considered, the average levels at the property line are expected to be as follows:
Position A - 48 dB(A)
Position B - S7 dB(A)
Position C - 48 dB(A)
Acoustic Associates, Ltd.
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(called the L05 and L95 levels) to assess the range of levels that occur 90% of the time.

Figure J -Aerial view of the area surrounding Hibbard Park.

Position A - This location is 480 ft northwest of the proposed skatepark. At 8:30 PM, the
average ambient noi se was 58 dB(A) with a L05-L95 range of 55 to 61 dBA. The highest levels
observed at this location reflect the stoplight changes on Skokie Blvd. When a light turns green,
a group of vehic les accelerate at the same time to generate the higher no ise levels. This cyclical
pattern is easily seen in the trace.
Position B - This location is about 160 ft east of the center of the proposed skatepark. At 9:00
PM, the average ambient noise level was 68 dBA. This is a high level that results from its close
proximity to Skokie Blvd. The large range from 56 to 75 dB(A) is due to the pass-by noise from
vehicles traveling along Skokie Blvd.
Position C - This location is 450 ft to the south. At 9:45 PM, the average ambient noise level at
this location was 62 dBA, due mostly to its proximity to Glenview Rd. The L05-L95 range of 56
to 68 dBA is moderately large and results from the pass-by noise of veh icles along Glenview Rd .

Skatepark Noise
Recordings of skateboard noise were made in Buffalo Grove and Geneva, Illino is. The Geneva
Skatepark is in the South Street Ath letic Fields located at 1800 South Street. With five children
skating, the average noise generated was 60 dB(A) at about 90 ft from the skating center. The
typical I -second maximum (i.e., LOS) was 65 dB(A).

Acoustic Associates, Ltd.
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On the Issue of Noise from the
Proposed Skatepark at Hibbard Park
January 4, 2007
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The regulations that limit noise from the proposed skatepark are found in Part 3: Environmental
Performance Standards, Section 20 of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance. This ordinance limits the
noise radiated to residential receiving property to a level of 50 dB(A) during the hours of 7:00
AM to 7:00 PM and to a level of 45 dB(A) during the hours of7 :00 PM to 7:00 AM. Conwared
to the noise regulations adopted by the Illinois Pol lution Control Board, the Wilmette regulations
are stricter - both in terms of its limits and the hours defined as nighttime.
Complaints about noise that may arise from a skatepark would originate from: 1) children
ye lling, 2) skateboards traveling on concrete and box surfaces, and 3) skateboards impacting the
ground. To assess the impact of this noise on the adjacent community, we sampled the noise at
two skate parks in the suburban area that are considered similar in construction to the proposed
skatepark although somewhat larger. This was done to document the sound levels associ ated
with skateboard ing in these types of parks. We also conducted sound level sampling at locations
surrounding Hibbard Park to quantify and characterize the existing ambient noise. This report
describes this testing, reviews our analysis, and presents our conclusions.

Ambient Noise at the Site
Digital recordings were made at the three locations shown in FIG 1. These locations were chosen
based on their proximity and orientation to the skate park proposed for the east area of the site.
Nominal 20-minute recordings were made at these locations on a weekday even ing after 8:30
PM. This time of day was chosen as it would represent the lowest ambient noise levels expected
during the time the skatepark wo uld reasonably be open. Specifically, since the skatepark would
be open until dusk, the latest time during the year would be the summer months until about 8:309:00 PM.
During our recordings, we noted that the dominant noise was from traffic along Skokie Blvd.
Secondary noise appeared to originate from the high-speed traffic along 1-94 to the west. The
recordings were analyzed in our laboratory to generate a sound spectrum (giving both level and
frequency data) at I -second intervals. From this data, the overall A-weighted sound level was
calculated (as required by the Wilmette Ordinance) for each second of the sample and plotted as
shown by the upper (blue) traces in FIG 2. Statistical analyses were performed to characterize the
existing ambient noise. Specifically, the level -weighted average (cal led the equivalent level or
Leq) was calculated. In add ition, we calculated the levels exceeded 5% and 95% of the time
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NOTICE OF
PUELIC HEARING
No1ice i s nereby ~i\len that on Wedoesdoy, Ai:ril 18, 2007 cf 7:30
p .M., the- Zoning Doore of Appeals of thE Villc9E of Wilmette
will conduct c public heorins in the Council Chambers of Vil·

tcge Holl, 1200 Wilmette Avenue. Wilmette. Illinois when mat.

1er! ll!tec below will be considered :
2~06-:Z·fi <2~ Vine Court
A reauest by Oleh Kosyy tor o iA~ ~quore foot lot oreo voriotior1
to permit o reSL1bdivision of fhE proper1y, o 3.!' side yard setbock variation 1o allow the construction of c. two-cor detached
pcrcge, and a 3.0' porkins sr:iace set back variation to allow the
retent ion of a porkinsi pod or. the property legally dE-Scribec'
c~:

Lot ~ Jn Alpers Resubdivision of Lot 21 in Fifth Addition to
Hollywood in Wilmette, bein; o 5ubdivision ot por1s ot certain Jots in County Clerk Division In Section 3~, 'iovmship 42
Nor1h. Range i3 East o1 the Third Principal Meridian, in
Cook County, lllinoi!:
20tii·Z·l~ i62G Forest Avenuf
A request by Russ ond Mory OIHon for o 25.3 decibel variation
tc permit the in~1ollc1ion of o noturol ~cs penerotor on thf
property legally Oescribed as:
Lo1 i in Clorkf 'ssvbdivision. beine c subdivision of Lot~ 31 to
34, inclusive, in Sieck 3 in E.T. Poul's Division in Wilmette
Vil loge. being c subdivision of pcr1 of the South Y, of froctionol southeast V.c of Sec1ion 2&, Township 42 North, Range 13,
Ecs1 of the Third Principal Meridian, occcrdin~ to thE plot
recorded December 14. 1955. as Documont 16"4623~. in Cook

~o'f.T.?'~1Jio":'l1enview Rood

*

HILL

A request by fhf Wilmette Pork Dis1rict for o special use tc expend on e>f:isting PDrk, c 120 space parking voriotior,, ond o 12
decibel variation to permit 1hf construction of o 7,500 square
foot skate POrk on the propert~· !~golly describe<! a!:
Parcel 1:
The East 50 feEt of the North 200 feet (except 1hot port there·
of lying f\orth of the South line of Wilmette Avenue) of the
Eos1 Half of the We~t hclf of the North 1, 190.3 feet of Lot! 3',
35, ond 36 (token cs a tract) in County Clerk's Division o1 Section 32, Township ~2 North. Ronpe 13 East of the Third Prin·
cipol Meridian; Also,
Porcel 2:
Thc1 port of the Nonh 1.19C.3 feet (except the South 750.75
feet thereof) IYinp Soll1h of the ~outherty line of Skoki e Boule·
vcrd of the East half of the North 1,190.3 feet of Lots 34. 35,
ond 36 <toki:n O! c trod ) i n County Clerk's Divisior; of Sec·
tion 32, Township A2 Nor1h, Ronpe 13 East of th£- Third Prin·
cipcl Meridian <e xcept t hat port lying northe-riy of the south·
erly line of Lot 1 in Wolfe'~ Subdivision); Also,
Parcel 3: ·
The South 750.75 feel (except 1he South 396.9; feet 1hereoi) of
the North l, 190.; feel of 1he East half of the North 1, i90.:; feet
of Lots J,4, 35, one 36 (token OS c trod) i n County Clerk'! Division o1 Section 32. Township 4~ North, Range 12 East of t hE
Tt.ird Frinclpol Mer idian; Also,

?creel 4:

The South 750.75 feel (except 1he South 398.9; feel thereof) of
the North 1,190.3 feet of the East half of the West half of 1he
North 1, 190.3 feet of 1he East 25 Acres of the West 50 Acres of
the South West Quarter of Section 32, Township .42 North,
~ange 13 East of the Third Principal Meridian; Also,
Parcel S:
T h e south 598.8 feel (except the South 396.93 f eet t hereof) of
t h e west Quarter of the North 1,190.3 feet of 1he Eos1 2!
Acres of the West 50 Acres of the South West Quarter of Sec1ion 32. Township ~2 North, Ronge·13 East of the Th i rd Prin·
cipol Meridian, the Eos1 2S Acres of the West 50 Acres aforesaid also bein ¥ known as Lots 34, 35, ond 36 in the County
Clerk 's Division of. said Sect ion 32, TowMhip 42· Nort h,
Range 13 Eas t of the Third Principal Meridi an (excep1ins;therefrom the Wes1 12 feet of the South 48.67 feel of the
North 791.37 feet of so id Lot 36 token for street); Also,
Poree! 6:
·
Thot port of the West 10 Ac r es of the East 30 Ac res of the
west on• holf of the South West quarter of so id Section 32 IY·
ins; southerly of the- sovtherly line of Skokie Boulevard and
Nor1h of a line drown from a point on the East line of soiC
wes1 10 Acres which is 1456.78 feet North of 1he South East
corne r of soid West 10 Acres tc o point on the West line of
said west 10 Acres which is 1,442.02 feet North of 1he South
west corner of said West 10 Acr es (except tho1 part of sold
west 10 Acres of 1he E ast 30 Ac r es lying South of o line
7~1.37 f eet South of and porollel t c the North line of said
South West Quarter and North of the North line of New
Glenview Rood ond Wes! of c line 527 feet East of and porol·
lei to the Wes1 l ine of Lot 36 in the County Clerk's Division of
said sovth West quarter ); Also,
Parcel 7:
That port of 1h e East 20 Acr es of ·t he West one hclf of the
South West qvorter of said Section 32 lying Southwes1erly of
the Southwesterly l ine of Skokie 5ovlevord ond lying North
cf a.line 50 feet (os meosuree along 1h• Wes1 line) North of
the North line of Thelin ond Thelin's Wilmette Avenue Addi·
1ion; Also,
·
Parcel 8:
The south 398.93 feet ct the North 1, 190.3 feet of Lots 34, 35,
and 36 in the County Clerk's Divi s.ion of Section 32, T ownship
42 North. Range 13 East of t he Third P r incipal M eridian (ex·
cept t he West 11 feel thereof t oken for public street) also
that port of 1he Wesf 10 Acres of t he East 30 Acres of t he
west half of !he South West Quarter of Secti on 32, T o wnshiP
~2 North. Range 13 East of t he Third Principal MeridioR, IY·
i ns South of o l ine 791.37 feet South of ond parallel to the
North line of sa id South West ouorter and North of 1he North
line of New Glenview Rood and West of o lin• 527 feet East
of and parallel lo the West line of Lot 36, i n the County
Clerk'! Division of said South West quarter; Also,
.
Surveyors Note: The Wes110 Acres of lh• Eost 30 Acres of th•
wes1 one half of 1he South West quarter of .said Secti on 3~ bein'
tcken surveyed as being Lo1 33 in County Clerk's Division of
said Section 32; also, 1he Ecs1 20 Acres of th• W•st one half of
thE 5ovth West quarter of soiC Section 32 bein; 1cken end surveyed cs ~ing Lot 32 in County CIETk's Division of said Section
32; all in Cook County, Illinois.
~001=~0Cll !I07"11119~'R-A request by Joel ond Kitty Curran for o ~.36' front yo r d se1·
bock·variotion and a O.i4'side yard setback variation to Permit
the cons1ru c1ion of o second story addition over on existing ct·
! teched poroge, and a 6.52' 1ron1 yard se1boc k vorio1ion to per.
mit the constrnct ion of a covered vestibule over or, exis1ing
: s1cop on or. exis1ing legal nonconforming structure on the prop.
ert y legally de!cribed as:
Lei 51 in Manus Lake Shore Highlands. belns; o subdivision
of L ots' one Jin the- Subdivision of 1he Sovth 100 acre s o1 the
Socthwest Quarter of Section 26 Tcwnship '2 North, R.onge
1:;, Ecs1 of the Third principal me-ridion in Cook Cour.ty, ffli.

•

nols.
JomH Greenbfrger, Chcirmor,
Kris.1ino Dolmon
Edward McKEnnc
Ken1 Dortwshire
Abbey Fishman Romanek
Ken1 Dovfdsor.
Nigel StrouC
fCon~1ifl.'1in' ihe Zanin£ Soard of Appeals of the Vil lape oi
\.YilmHie. llllnoi5)
If yo1.• ore o person wifh c disobili1Y and need specie! cccom·
modctions to pcr1icipote in and/or attend c Villope cf Wilmet~e
public mee1lne. Please notify the Mono£1ement Services Depor1men1 at (8'7) es3-7.510 (iDO* (6-<i) 6!3·76S.:) cs soon a~
po!SiblE .
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1200 Wilmeti e Avenue

Wilmette, Illinois 60091

www.wilmettepark.org

V/ilrulltf'f1tllislrlct

Tel 847-256-6100

Fax 847-256-7908

TDD 847-256-9091

September 12, 2006
Dear Hibbard Park Neighbor:
The Board of Park Commissioners has authorized the Parks and Recreation Committee to
host a meeting to preview plans for the proposed skate park to be located adjacent to the
Community Recreation Center. I am writing to invite you to attend that meeting which has been
scheduled for Tuesday, September 26, at 7 p.m. The meeting will be held at the Community
Recreation Center, 3000 Glenview Road.
Included in this mailing is a map of the Hibbard Park site which the Board previously
authorized as the locati on for a skate park. The site map shows the proposed location of the skate
park within the larger park itself, as well as a drawing of what the proposed skate park w.ould
actually contain in th e way of equipment.
·
The proposed location would place the skate park on a portion of existing parking lot
south of the "hill" that currently exists in the park and bordered on the east side by Skokie
Boulevard. The proposal call s for sound and visual barriers which would include berming and
landscaping along the Skokie Boulevard border.
I would like to point out that the skate park itself contains no equipment higher than five
feet and the park will be surrounded by a fence that will control access to the facility and allow
the Park District to close it during off hours.
We welcome your input on this preliminary plan. If the plan is approved by the Board of
Park Commi ssioners it must still be approved by the Village' s Zoning Board before construction
could begin.
If you are unable to attend the meeting, comments are also welcome via letters addressed
to me at 1200 Wilmette A venue, Wilmette, IL 60091 , or Email to tporter@wilpark.org.

Sincerely,

~e-~
Terrence C. Porter
Director of Parks and Recreation

The Wilmette Zoning Board
March 27, 2007
Page 9
The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property or otherwise injure other property or its use , will not
substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public health,
safety and welfa re, and will not substantially diminish or impair property va lues
with in the neighborhood. With respect to property values, a property impact
study wi ll be provided and will include the potential impact to property va lues in
the neighborhood.
(6)

The variation, if granted, wi ll not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood and will be consistent with the goals, objectives, and
policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan.
The existing ambient noise levels are greater than the proposed use. This
va riation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will be
consistent with the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive
Plan.

For the reasons set fo rth in this letter, the W ilmette Park District requests that the
Zoning Board of Appea ls recomme nd to the Village Board of Trustees approval of the
expansion of the special use permit and the necessa ry variati ons for the described
development of a 7,500 square foot skate park in the eastern portion of Hibbard Park.
Sincerely,
,.,....7 t'Q -;1-q,~0~~~-'-· c -v~-t..T errence C. Porter
Director of Parks and Recreation

TP:ss
Attachments
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The attached sound study identifies that the sound generated by the skate park
is less than the ambient noise already in existence at the site. As a result, while
the noise generated by a skate park standing alone in an empty field wou ld
generate up to 57 decibels, the fact is that the noise on Skokie Boulevard and
some secondary noise from the Edens Expressway wi ll actually override the
noise generated by the skate park.

(2)

The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due
to unique circumstances.
Skateboarding generates a spike in sound level when th e skateboard or roller
blade crosses transition points at the top or at the base of a play feature.
Because the ambient noise on Skokie Boulevard is greater than the noise
generated by a skateboard , the sound wil l not be heard under most conditions. It
is also important to note that the Park District chose a time to conduct the
existing noise level at the site after 8:30 p.m. when noise level generated by the
street traffic is generally at a relatively low point. The Park District will be closed
at dusk. For a majority of the yea r, dusk will occur we ll before 8:30 p.m. when
noise generated by traffic will be even greater.

(3)

The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not
generally shared by other properties classified in the same zoning district
and/or used for the same purposes.
While the noise gene rated by a stand alone skate park exceeds the standard in
the Zoning Ordinance, the presence of a great deal of ambient noise along
Skokie Boulevard and Edens Expressway overrides the sound generated by the
skate park.

4)

The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Chapter
wou ld prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the property;
however, the fact the property could be utilized more profitably with the
variation than without the vari ation shall not be considered as grounds for
granting the variation.
The ambient noise level exceeds the noise wh ich will be generated by the
proposed skate park. To deny the noise va ri ation will resu lt in the inability of the
Park District to establish a skate park at this location .

(5)

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

The Wilmette Zoning Board
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As noted earlier, the skate park will not have an impact. The 314 parking spaces
leaves an additional capacity of approximately ten percent based on our highest
number counts.

(4)

The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Chapter
would prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the property;
however, the fact the property could be utilized more profitably with the
variation than without the variation shall not be considered as grounds for
granting the variation.
A skate park is a reasonable use and the location was determined by the Park
Board to be the most appropriate location in our community. Denial of this
request will result in the inability of the Park District to establish a skate park at
this site .

(5)

The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air
to adjacent property or otherwise injure other property or its use, will not
substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public
health, safety and welfare, and will not substantially diminish or impair
property values within the neighborhood.
The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property or otherwise injure other property or its use, w ill not
substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public health,
safety and welfare.
W ith respect to property va lues , a property impact study wi ll be provided and will
include the potential impact to property va lues in the neighborhood.

(6)

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

VARIATION II: 12 DECIBEL NOISE VARIATION

(1)

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

The Wilmette Zoning Board
March 27, 2007
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Village ordinance, requires an additional 38 spaces. By code, 433 spaces are
required. There are currently 331 parking spaces available at Hibbard
Park/Community Recreation Center. The proposed use on the existing parking
lot wil l remove 25 standard parking spaces from the lot plus three bus parking
spaces. The attached parking report indicates that the capacity of the existing
parking, after installation of the skate park and modest reconfiguration of the
parking lot, can be increased to 314 spaces with no expansion of the existing
amount of impervious surfaces .
The additional 38 spaces required due to the skate park are unnecessary
because the primary users will not be driving to the site. Most of the users are
between the ages of 10 to 14 and will either be dropped off by an adult, will
arrive as pedestrians, or will come via public transportation.
The Park District completed a parking study during a busy two week perfod in
late January and early February. The highest veh icle count reported at any time
was 285, vvh ich wou ld leave an excess capacity of 29 vehicles (10%) based on
314 spaces . The attached parking report prepared by our engineers, Gewalt
Hamilton, elaborates on the parking issues.

(2)

The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due
to unique circumstances.
The selected site was determined by the Park Board after extensive
cons ideration of a va riety of alternatives. This recreational activity has been
requested ove r the years by a number of residents. As noted above, the
additional parking is not necessary. Modest reconfiguration of the existing
parking will result in a ten percent vaca ncy rate .

(3)

The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not
generally shared by other properties classified in the same zoning district
and/or used for the same purposes.
The parking va riation requested is unique to Park District faci lities. At this
location and at other park locations, we experience multiple uses at various
times of the day and year. Variations using the shared use concept are unique
to the Park District and also have the effect of eliminating unnecessary
impervious surface. A total of 314 parking spaces is sufficient for the existing
use and the additional proposed use. In 1995, the Park District was granted a 65
parking space va riation for the Community Recreation Center using the shared
use concept. The Community Recreation Center has a va riety of programs
which run at different times of the day and evening. This concept has worked
extremely well. There have been very few instances in the past eleven ye ars
when parking capacity was not sufficient for demand.

The Wilmette Z on ing Board
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(8)

The proposed use will be consistent with the community character of the
neighborhood of the parcel proposed for development.
The proposed use will be on a site currently used as an active park, including a
community center, tenn is co urts , two playgrounds, and two baseball fields.
There is more than sufficient space to conduct this activ ity.

(9)

Development of the proposed use will not substantially adversely affect a
known archaeological, historical, or cultural resource located on or off of
the parcel proposed for development.
There are no known historical or cultural re sources located on or in the vicinity of
the proposed skate park.

(10)

The applicant has made adequate legal provision to guarantee the
provision and development of any buffers, landscaping, public open space,
and other improvements associated with the proposed use.
The proposed project is surrounded on three sides by existing park land . The
proposal includes a three foot berm along th e east side w ith adequate
landscaping to provide visual relief for the residents who reside on the east side
of Skokie Boulevard.

(11)

The proposed use will meet any and all additional standards specified in
Article 5 for such a use, where listed in Article 5 as an allowable special
use in the zoning district.
The proposed use meets the standa rd s specified in Article 5 as an allowable
special use in the R1 Di strict.

VARIATIONS

VARIATION I:

(1}

11 9 SPACE PARKING VARIATION

The particular physical conditions , shape, or surroundings of the property
would impose upon the owner a practical difficulty or particular hardship
as opposed to a mere inconvenience, if the requirements of this Chapter
were strictly enforced.
The Zon ing Ordinance requires a total of 395 parking spaces for th e existing
uses at the Community Recreation Center. In 1995, t h e Park Di strict received a
65 space va riation in accord ance with th e shared use co ncept for parking at a
facility which had multiple uses at vario us tim es of the day. A skate park, by
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increase in insurance cl aims resulting from skate park injuries in those member
districts.
(3)

The proposed use will not be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other
property in the neighborhood for the purposes permitted in the district.
Th e proposed special use is recreational in nature and is adjoined on three sides
by a public park, all of which are owned by the Wilmette Park District. The
res idential areas on the east side of Skokie Bouleva rd are 134 feet from the
eastern edge of the proposed skate park, sepa rated by Skokie Bouleva rd, a busy
road. In addition, the majority of the residential properties on the east side of
Skokie Boulevard directly across th e street are screened by a solid fence
approxi mately six feet in height or with shrubbery.

(4)

The establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and
orderly development and improvement of surrounding properties for uses
permitted in the zoning district.
Th e surrounding areas are already either park land owned by the Wilmette Park
District or are residential properties which are already developed.

(5)

The proposed use will not substantially diminish property va lues in the
neighborhood.
Th e Park District has retained an appraisal group to determin e if there will be any
impact to the residential prope rties surrounding the park. A copy of that report
will be provided prior to the zoning hearing.

(6)

Adequate utilities, road access, drainage, and other neces sary facilities
already exist or will be provided to serve the proposed use.
The utilities, road access and drainage and other necessa ry facilities currently
exist. In fact, th e proposal will not resu lt in an increase in th e amount of
impervious surface. The proximity of th e proposed skate park to the Commun ity
Recreation Center allows for adequate washrooms and emergency facilities.
The skate park will not be open at times when the Community Recreation Center
is closed .

(7)

Adequate measures already exist or will be taken to provide ingress and
egress to the proposed use in a manner that minimizes traffic congestion
in the public streets.
The appropriate roadways are currently in place. If any add itional concerns are
identified by th e Village, the Park District will comply with the Village
requirements.

The Wilmette Zoning Board
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provide certain presumptions in favor of the Park District's Application. A copy of the
notice of public meeting is attached.

EXPANSION OF SPECIAL USE
The Park District's request for a recom mendation to the Village Board of Trustees for
approval of the issuance of an expansion of the Special Use Permit conforms to the
standa rds of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance as follows:

(1)

The proposed use will be consistent with the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.
Goal 3 of Chapter 3 of the Comprehensive Plan is "the promotion, in cooperation
with other governmental agencies, of parks, open space, recreation, arts and
culture and educational opportunities for village residents. "
The proposed use is consistent with Goal 3 in that it will provide a recreational
activity targeted for the youth of our community - the primary age group
expected to be between ten and 14 years of age. This is a segment of our
population that is somewhat underserved in our community. We have received
numerous requests over the period of several years to include a skate park in
our recreational offerings for residents. In fact, for years, the Village of Wilmette
Youth Commission has encouraged the Park District to construct a skate park in
our community.

(2)

The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the proposed use will not
be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, or general
welfare.
An area designed for this activity provides a safe environment in which to
participate. It will also have the effect of providing an alternative to the use of
public areas which are not designed for skateboarding. Skateboarders currently
use several areas in the downtown area of Wilmette and locations where there
are steps or railings. This happens, as an example, in front of various schools in
town and in front of Village Hall. These areas are clearly not designed to
accommodate skateboarders. A higher rate of injuries can occur if
skateboarders practice their skills at sites not designed for that purpose .
There has been concern expressed that skateboarding is an unsafe activity and
could present a liability risk to the Park District. The Wilmette Park District
participates in the Park District Risk Management Agency (PDRMA), a
cooperative consisting of over 160 members. Currently over 60 of the PDRMA
members have skate parks within their park districts. PDRMA reports no
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Su rroundina Uses
The skate park is proposed to be located on the eastern border of the property adjoining
Skokie Boulevard. The closest distance to the private property immediately to the east
from the eastern edge of the proposed skate park, which consists of townhouses in the
R-2 Zoning District, is 134 feet. At the far north end of th e park, the adjoining property
is zoned NR, and the closest distance from the northern edge of the proposed skate
park is 598 feet away from the proposed site. Th e closest distance to the properties to
the west of the site from the western edge of the proposed skate park is 455 feet and
the closest distance to properties to the south from the southern edge of the site is 448
feet, both of wh ich are in the R-1 Zoning District. The site selected by the Park District
is in an area currently used as a parking lot, and the expansion of the special use to
allow construction of a skate park will not resu lt in any loss of green space.
Historical Information
The Park District first obtained a special use permit for the property in 1995 after the
Park District acquired the former Bell School property from the Alter Group, wh ich used
the build ing as their corporate offices. At the same time, the Park District received
Village approval for an expansion of special use for Hibbard Park, which was already
owned by the Park District. In November of 1995, the Zoning Board approved an
expansion of the special use and a 65 space parking variation to permit the operation
of a 300 seat auditorium. The Park District is currentl y requesting an expansion of the
special use permit to allow construction of a skate park, a 119 space parking variation,
and a 12 decibel noise variation.
Public Input
For several years, many residents and their childre n have asked the Board of Park
Commissioners to consider adding a skate park to the recreational opportunities in the
community. After extensive review and consideration at public meetings where a
number of alternatives were discussed, the Park Board, exercising its statutory
authority and responsibility to plan and manage parks , approved the proposed location
as a possible site for the skate park. In doing so, the Board cited, among other facto rs,
the existing noise levels, proximity to the Community Recreation Center, minimal loss of
green space, and access to public transportation. On September 11, 2006, the Board
of Park Commissioners authorized the Parks and Recreation Committee to host a public
meeting to review the proposed skate park plan with the neighbors. Written notice of
the date, time, place and purpose of the hearing along with a drawing of the plan was
provided to owners and occupants of property located within 250 feet of the entire 8.3
acre park. Accordingly, the standards set forth in Section 4.3.6(a) of the Zoning
Ordinance should be modified for review of the requested expansion of the special use
permit in accordance with Sections 4.3.6(b) and 4.10.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, and
Section 4.4.5(a) of the Zoning Ordinance should be modified for review of the requested
variations in accordance with Section 4.4.5(b) and 4.10.4 of th e Zoning Ordinance, to
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Wilmette Park District Application for Public Hearing
For Expansion of Special Use and Variations for a Skate Park on
Property Located at 3000 Glenview Road and for Hibbard Park
in Wilmette

Dear Chairman and Zoning Board Members:
The Wilmette Park District has filed an application for a public hearing ("Application")
requesting that the Zoning Board of Appea ls recommend to the Village of Wilmette
Board of Tru stees approval and grant of an expansion of a special use and variations
with respect to the use of Park District owned property for a skate park located in
Hibbard Park. The park is located on the northwest corner of Glenview Road and
Skokie Bouleva rd in the R1 Zoning District. The site also includes the Community
Recreation Center located on the same property and in the OR Zoning District.
In accordance with Section 20-4.3.3 and 20-4.4.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, prior to filing
this application, representatives of the Park District met with the Director of Community
Deve lopment, Lisa Roberts, to discuss the Park District's proposed plan and to become
more familiar with the applicable Village requirements and procedures. The Park
District provides the following background information which it believes is relevant to the
consideration of its request.
General Description of the Project
The Park District proposes to construct a 7,500 square foot skate park. The area is
currently used as a parking lot containing spaces for 31 vehicles. The area proposed
for the skate park will be separated from the rest of the parking on site. It will require
the removal of approximately 9, 700 squa re feet of existing asphalt. The skate park wi ll
be enclosed by an open fence that wi ll not exceed 6 feet, 5 inches in height The skate
park wil l be in operation from approximately 9:00 a.m. until sunset and will be locked
when not in use. The skate park will not be lighted . The highest piece of equipment will
be five feet above grade. Along the eastern border of the skate park, there will be an
ea rth berm approximately three feet in height to provide noise reduction and an area for
skaters to observe the activity within the skate park.
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Case 2007-Z-23
3000 Glenview Road

8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a special use to expand an
existing park (Hibbard Park), a 119 space parking variation, and a 12 decibel
variation to pennit the construction of a 7,500 square foot skate park at 3000
Glenview Road, in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the
use.
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6.0

DECISION

6. 1

Mr. McKemia moved to recommend granting a special use to expand an
existing park (Hibbard Park), a 119 space parking variation, and a 12
decibel variation to pennit the construction of a 7,500 square foot skate
park at 3000 Glenview Road, in accordance with the plans submitted. The
use shall run with the use.
6. 11

Mr. Davidson seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman James Greenberger
Ted McKenna
Nigel Stroud
Kent Davidson
Abby Romanek
Kent Darbyshire
Kristina Dalman

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Motion carried.
7.0

FINDING OF FACT UPON 'VHICH DECISION WAS BASED
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special
use standards of Section 4.3.6 and the variation standards of Section 4.4.5 of the
Zoning Ordinance. The skate park will be replacing an area that is already
impervious surface within an existing park. Therefore, the park as a proposed
special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The park will not be
injurious to the use or enjoyment of surrounding properties. The surrounding
neighborhood is fully developed. The park will not diminish property values in the
neighborhood. Adequate measures exist for ingress, egress, and utilities. The park
is consistent with the community character. There are no known archaeological,
historical, and cultural resources of the site.
Hibbard Park is a unique prope1ty in size, shape, and use. The progranuning of the
site allows for complementary use of the parking lot, which minimizes the impact
of the parking space variation request. The variations will not impair an adequate
supply of light and air or otherwise injure other property or its use. The variations
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the
special use standards of Section 4.3.6 and the variation standards of Section 4.4.5
of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the skate park wi ll be injurious to the use or
enjoyment of other property in the nei ghborhood. The special use will substantially
diminish prope1ty values in the neighborhood. The skate park is not -consistent w ith
the conununity character of the neighborhood.
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zorung and special use, all standards are met. The Park District made its case, but
the neighbors will get a hearing and it will be vetted out by the political authority,
which is the Village Board of Trustees.
There are three issues raised before the board - variation for parking. All standards
for this variation request are met. The only issue would be standard five as to
whether there is negative impact on property values. All evidence suggests that 314
spaces are more than adequate to handle all of the parking needed for the facility.
This is an unusual situation, there is peculiarity and all other standards are met.
Variation t'.vo has to do with noise. This is the one that concerned him somewhat
more. Standards one through four and six are met. The issue that concerned him
was regarding the townhomes across the street and whether there would be an
impact on property and property values. Dr. Thunder and Mr. Singer pointed out
that the statute has to be read carefully to understand what needs to be determined
in standard five. The issue is not whether or not there will be more noise heard by
residents. Clearly, residents will hear more noise. The Board is asked to decide is
whether or not the noise will injure another property or whether the property values
will be diminished. Based on evidence, it appears as if there will be no·'negative
impact on property values. People might be annoyed by the noise. In his own view,
the ambient noise has discounted the value of area properties such that the
additional noise :from the skate park will not discount the values any further.
Standard five is met. All standards therefore are met for the noise variation.
Regarding the special use, no matter where the skate park is located, it will have to
come before the Board for a special use request. The issues will be the same
wherever the park is located. What is at issue is an intensification of use, which is a
park. That is \:vhy the neighbors are present. If he lived in the neighborhood, he
would also be at the meeting.
At the end of the day, this is talking to elected officials about who are going to
make the final decisions based on the wide number of factors they will consider at
their June 12, 2007 meeting.
There are four options: Hibbard Park, Community Playfields, Gilson or no skate
park. it is not a zoning or special use issue.
lf the park is at Hibbard, the worst fears of the neighbors will probably not be
realized by reasons cited by some of his fellow Board members. The smaller size
of the park should not attract an anti-social crowd, but a more local group of users.
lf the kids who use the park are representative of the kids who were at torught's
meeting, they are not the enemy. He does not think that if there is a problem, it will
go unnoticed for too long a time. He believes that the Board hopes that there is no
problem, if there is a problem, no one in the Village will accept that problem. He
told the neighbors that they could count on the Board if any of their concerns
occurred.
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She agrees with the Park Board that if the skate park is not at Hibbard Park, it will
be somewhere. They would probably run into the same problems at whatever
location they chose.
She understands the neighbors concerns and issues. It is not pointing fingers at one
neighborhood versus another. It is simply the best location for the skate park.
Based on the evidence presented, she does not think that the skate park will make
the noise and create the problems that the neighbors are concerned about. She does
not see that a "bad element" will come to the park. She has a problem that it will be
a big attraction to older kids. There are bigger and njcer parks in the area.
She complimented the students on their testimony about why they wanted the skate
park. Regarding the comprehensive plan, she originally was against having a skate
park at all, but after hearing the evidence she has changed her mind. She originally
thought that there would be a lot of injuries at the park and a lot of law suits.
Evidence has shown that there have not been a lot of law suits and injuries happen
when there is no skate park. That makes perfect sense to her.
5.6

Mr. Stroud said he is not as eloquent as other board members. Initially he was
concerned with standards three and five. But the preponderance of the evidence
shows that the proposal is the best solution. He will support the application.

5.7

Mr. Darbysrure said he sees tills as four specific problems - noise, traffic, parking
and crime. There is a great fear that all four of these things will devalue property.
But he goes to the evidence as Ms. Dalman did. Opinion is great. Being afraid of
som ething happening is different from it really happening. There is a lot of
professional opinion and fact that were presented to the Board that for rum take
care of the noise, traffic and parking issues. No one has really talked a lot about the
crime problem. There could be a few ways to stop tills fear. That is probably the
hardest thing to quantify. Will the skate park draw a bad element? He wondered if
the police depa11ment could provide reinforcement if and when the skate park
opens to help assure the neighborhood that crime couldn 't happen here. Or the park
district might hire some off duty police to have a presence on site for a wrule.
People who do not live in whatever neighborhood the skate park is in would stand
up to support those who live in the neighborhood to ensure that problems do not
occur. He will support the request.

5.8

Chairn1an Greenberger said that Mr. Reynes rut it right on the nose - there is no
winning situation here. He does not trunk that there is a way to design around tills
problem. There are a number of different solutions, but all have certain positives
and negatives. Ultimately the Board has to make a decision. Some people will not
be happy with the final decision. He does disagree with something that Mr. Reynes
said which was that he had a lot of sympathy for this Board and the decision that
has to be made. His sympathy is misplaced because this issue is not the Board's
problem. It is not a zoning or special use issue. It is a political issue. Regarding
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seven - adequate measures for ingress and egress - little traffic is associated with
this use.
eight - use is consistent with the character of the neighborhood, which is a park some of the neighbors think that it is a small park, but there are smaller parks
throughout the Village. The whole park is 13 acres.
nine - not substantial adversely affect historical or cultural resources - not
applicable.
ten - modified for a government entity.
Regarding the standards of review for variation, section 20-4-.5, she believes that
the Park District has met the burden that they are entitled to the modifications of
standards one, two and four. Regarding standards three, fi ve and six:
three - difficulty or hardship is peculiar to property in question and is not
generally shared by other properties in same zoning di strict - this is met pecause
property is a park.
.
five - proposed vaiiation will not impair supply oflight/air to adj acent properties she hears concerns, but did not have evidence or data to support that thi s standard
was not met.
six - the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and
will be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan - this is a
public use, this is a park and the comprehensive plan calls out this space as public
land.
For those reasons, she can support the application.
5.5

Ms. Romanek said that she will concur with Ms. Dalman. Regarding property
values, her house backed up to Howard Park. She saw this as a positive. She thinks
that a park raises the property values. This is her personal experience, as well as the
conclusion from the expert who testified for the applicant.
Regarding the school district issues, the school district was not against a skate park,
they just didn ' t want one at the Community Playfield. She understands the
dist1ict's concern. There is an hour difference from the time that the junior high
ends until the grade school ends. She does not see this as an issue with Hibbard
Park. The toddlers are on the other side of Hibbard Park or if the toddlers are in
school, the skate boarders will also be in school.
Regarding Hill Street parking, she talked about a village street that put up signs
saying no parking on the street for baseball games. She has gotten a ticket for
doing this. There is a way to solve the problem on Hill Street.
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Village Board. The Board has to keep thl s in mind.
Regarding the actual modifi cations, section 20-4.10.3, talks about the standards of
review that are modified for special use. Standards 4.3.6, sub part a, part 2 states
that unless that it is demonstrated by the preponderance of evidence, its
establi shment or maintenance operation of the use will not be detrimental to or
endanger public health, safety comfort or general welfare. Thls is where the noise
regulations would fall into. She has a hard time with the noise standard due to thls
presumption.
The other modification is that the applicant has made adequate legal provision to
guarantee the provision and development of any buffers, landscaping, public open
space or other improvements associated with the proposed use.
The next modifications for standards of review for variations apply to standards
one, two and four of the variation standards.

In looking and thinking about thls, she believes that the Park District is entitled to
the requested modifications.
Regarding the standards for special use, the Park District made the choice not to
appeal thls decision. She thinks that it is commendable that the Park District
subjected them selves to this when had the potential to appeal thls portion of the
request. She reviewed the special use standards.
one - consistent with goals and policies of the comprehensive plan - the Board did
hear some testimony about the comprehensive plan. What was persuasive for her is
that this is li sted as a land use in a comprehensive plan as public land. Even though
it is Rl , single family, it is designated as public land. Any use open to the public is
consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan.
two - establishment is not detrimental to or endanger public health - this was
modified so one has to presume that this was met.
three - not injurious to the use or enjoyment of other properties in the
neighborhood - it is public land. She thinks there is concern about the type of
people who will participate in the activities versus the type of use. She does not see
how the use is detrimental to the property.
four - not impede nonnal orderly development of properties - area is fully
devel oped except for the park.
five - property values not substantially diminished - preponderance of evidence
shows that property values will not be impaired if proposal is approved.
six - adequate utilities - clearly met.
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s say that it is minimally intrusive and potentially disruptive. Mr. Davidson is faced
with a likely situation that a year after the park is built, the person who lives across
the street believes that the noise from the skate park is disruptive and who does he
call. And what happens at that point?
There is a design for every solution. But he does not think that the proposed
design is it. There is a design that will meet Village requirements, but it is not this
design at this price point at this location. There is a quality oflife issue. Mr. Porter
is correct when he says that there is a balancing act. He does not believe that they
are at that point yet. He cannot support the proposal.
5.3

Mr. McKenna asked Mr. Davidson if he was basing his decision on special use
standard eight.
Mr. Davidson said he was basing his decision on that standard and on the acoustics
issue, but standards three and five are also not met.
Standards one, two, and four for the variation request cannot be commented on
because one has to assume that the Park District is acting in the best interest of the
Village.
Whether or not these are peculiar to the property is a push for him, but it still
comes back to the essential character of the neighborhood and acoustics.

5.4

Ms. Dalman said that the Park District has made its case when one views the
preponderance of evidence, not opinion, but the evidence that was presented. She
is sensitive to noise issues, but the harsh reality is that the Board has to deal with
evidence. The neighbors and anyone else who opposes the request has not
presented evidence that ovenides the substantial evidence that the Park District has
given.
There has been a contention that there was not proper public notice provided, the
Park District is not entitled to certain public presumptions or modifications to the
code. Perhaps some people did not get the notice. There is the affidavit in the
record from the Park District. There is nothing to show that adequate notice was
not done. Although she understands there is a difference of opinion, there is no
evidence showing that they are not entitled to those modifications as a Park District
official elected by Village residents. The Park District did meet that burden of
proof and they are entitled to the modification discussed.
Section 20-4.10. l talks about the purpose of special rules that apply to other
governmental entities. It states that because these units of local government of
publicly elected bodies represent the Village as a whole, not a particular
neighborhood, but the Village as a whole, it can be presumed that their activities by
and large operate to promote the public health, safety, comfort and welfare. That is
the general purpose. She takes that seriously and that is the direction from the
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5.2

Mr. Davidson said that he was really impressed with everyone's presentation,
independent of age. The process has been really interesting. For the residents, one
has to start with something. That might give an indication as the reason when their
input was requested. At the same time, he understands the passion when one is
dealing with their own home. No matter where a person lives, the issues are the
same.
He asked Ms. Roberts about the response to the special use requirements because
perhaps the special use was not applicable to this case. But judgment from counsel
indicated that was the case.
Several matters have to be taken at face value and the Board almost cannot even
comment on some issues.
To some degree, he was conflicted as to whether he should even talk about special
use standards although he decided to talk about them to a certain degree.
By and large, the request does meet more than half of the special use requirements.
It is an interesting argument about standard three for special use, whether or not it
is injurious to the enjoyment of the neighborhood. It is interesting that the School
superintendent thinks that there could be a potential disruption. That is a reasonable
issue for the school district if they are 1,000' away, but why not for a resident who
is 50' away. It says that a school district's judgment is valid, but a resident's
judgment on the same matter should not necessarily apply.
The property value issue is a good point and the appraiser gave an excellent
presentation. For Mr. Davidson, he showed that there is a subset of the population
that does not believe that thi s is an issue. By his count, there are 49 residents who
live in this neighborhood and have chosen to live in the neighborhood. These
residents believe that the proposed skate park will have a negative impact on their
property values. It was shown that there could be a negative impact.
Regarding traffic congestion, the parking on Hill is awful. If non-resident parking
on Hill was not allowed, the traffic consultant's analysis was useful and
convincing. He is conflicted on this issue, however.
The community character issue, standard eight, is another standard he wants to
discuss. People have already decided how they are going to invest in their
properties. Now someone is asking for something to be inserted into the midst of
an establi shed community. If the traffic is bad, one could choose to not go out. If
safety is a concern, they don't have to go to the park with their grandchildren. They
cannot choose not to listen to the noise if they find that to be offensive. That comes
down to the root issue for him.
Dr. Thunder is highly qualified, but the acoustics report does not say that
background noise v.1ill oveITide the skate park. It does not say this anywhere. It doe
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Mr. McKe1ma said he does not recall the same level of opposition for the pool as
he does for this skate park.
Mr. Porter said there are many times when there is apprehension on the part of the
neighbors and he is not minimizing their apprehension. Once the apprehension is
overcome and the actual structure is built, the project is usually good. The Park
District is generally a good neighbor. Comments at tonight's meet made it sound as
if they were bad neighbors. They selected a location for the skate park that they
believed was the least obtrusive.
Chairman Greenberger said he would determine if there were additional speakers.
After the last person from the public has spoken, Mr. Porter will be able to present
his concluding remarks.
4.39

Mr. Karagus had a correction. He said that the Park Board originally voted down
the Hibbard Park location. There were only a few people at the September meeting
when it was decided that Hibbard Park would be the proposed skate park location.
At the August meeting, one of the Park Board conunissioners indicated .that the
matter could come to a re-vote.
·

4.40

Ms. Dolin said she lives near Hibbard Park and uses the park a Jot. She said that
she heard someone say that the park would be closed at dusk. How will this be
supervised?
Mr. Porter said that the skate park will close at dusk. Someone from the
conununity center, which is next door, will go out and lock the gate. The park is
surrounded by a 6' high fence.
Ms. Dolan asked if someone will be hired to go out and lock the gate or will the
desk person Jock the gate.
Mr. Porter said that there is a person at the desk, as well as a maintenance person
on staff during the evening. It will be the latter's responsibility to Jock the gate.

VIE\VS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF
APPEALS

5.0
5.1

Mr. McKenna said that there are three variations in this case. regarding the parking
variation, he believes that all six standards are met. The Board's concern is whether
parking can support a use. That is been clearly demonstrated. If there is not
adequate parking, does there need to be more building?
He will Jet someone else discuss noise. Regarding the special use, he believes that
the group against the application has some interesting arguments as they apply to
standards three and eight. He thinks that they are legitimate.
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the Park Board abused their priviJege in exercising their judgment to put the park
in tills location. They voted several times on this issue. The first time they voted
unanimously to create a skate park in the Village. When they next thought about
where to put the park, they were unable to come to a conclusion about where it
should go. They considered several different parks. They were not unanimous
about a location, but also inconclusive. The next month they returned and voted 52 to put the skate park at Hibbard Park.
Someone said that is an abuse of the process. He views that as the essence of
democracy. This is what the Park Board does. They considered what people told
them. They took into account the objections, the pros and cons. They debated
amongst themselves and the first time through, they could not agree. But with
further di scussion and consideration of alternatives, they voted and concluded that
Hibbard Park was the place for a skate park. They went about the process in a way
that defines what democracy is.
The Park Board has heard the objections rai sed this evening for two years. The
way it was presented tonight was that the Park Board was ignoring what the
neighbors were saying. It is actually the opposite. The Park Board has been
li stening to the objections through public hearings, Board meetings and
committees. The difference is that the Board drew another conclusion. The Park
District Board thinks that Hibbard Park is the best place for the park. He hopes that
the ZBA will conclude the same.
Mr. McKenna asked Mr. Brault if he ever thought that they made a mistake
regarding the skate park, itself, or location when he hears comments like those
made at tonight 's meeting. Has anyone asked for a skate park in their area?
Mr. Brault said that everyone who spoke thought that the skate park was
worthwrule for the community, but the question is where to put it. The Park Board
understands the obj ections of those who live nearby to Hibbard Park. They tried to
incorporate comments/compl aints into the design to help address their issues.
There is no perfect place for the park. When they concluded that Hibbard Park was
the best place, it was because there was o perfect place. The Park Board did no t
believe that Hibbard Park was the best place.
Mr. McKenna asked Mr. Brault ifthe Park Board was involved with expansions of
a use in the past two years.
Mr. Brault said that the only one that comes to mind is Mall inckrodt, which was a
new special use.
Mr. McKenna asked if that was the only real expansion.
Chai1man Greenberger mentioned the swimming pool expansion.
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A grassroots group is coming to the Board and they obviously don't have as much
to spend as the experts do. They are stealing the residents ' money to do something
that the residents do not agree with

In the meeting minutes from September 11 , 2006, the Park District said they
should not locate the skate park next to residences. Now they did the opposite.
They jammed the park in his face. It is disrespectful. No one can empathize unless
they live in the area. His neighbors agreed with him. A message is being sent to the
Board.
There was a 20 minute sound study done by Dr. Thunder. Mr. Goodwin li stens to
the traffic going by. There are periods of quiet with no noise. Now the silence will
be filled with harsh noise. He believes that the research is very skimpy, it is not
comprehensive or concise.
Mr. Goodwin said he worked for Koenig & Strey for three years so he knows how
buyers think. Someone will have a hard time selling their home with a skateboard
park so close to the homes. Putting a skateboard park in the proposed location
m eans that his house is no longer safe or secure. Board members have to see this
happening to them. It helps the Board to make a good decision. It would allow
them to empathize with the way that the neighbors feel.
Skoki e Court is very unique. There is no association. They are viewed as a weak
opponent because they are not organized so put the skate park in that location.
The Board has to decide on the issue based on people who live adj acent to the
park. A skate park is threatening, extreme, intimidating, and radical. It will destroy
one's sense of home.
Mr. McKenna asked if he could env1s1on any acceptable use that could be
expanded in the park.
Mr. Goodwin said that there are semi-retired people in the area and the park needs
something that would be more inclusive. He is a property manager for senior
housing and they are looking for pl aces for seniors to go. The senior population has
grown a lot. He thought that the Board should think about putting something for
seniors in the park.
He talked about putting the skate park right next to the road, wruch will be a
di straction so accidents will increase.
4.38

Mr. Brault said he is a Park Board commissioner. He wants to talk about two
things that the Park Board considered through the process.
He first talked about the process they went through to come up with the conclusion
to have the skate park at Hibbard Park. He thinks that statements were made that
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place for skateboarders to go.
4.36

Mr. Reynes said that he does not live nearby. He got some type of document that
looks like something he put together 1.5 years ago when he was worried about his
backyard. lfhe looks at the kids who spoke tonight and they represent who lives in
the Village, he is very proud. They have done a great job of representing their
cause. They answered the Board's questions. His concern before and now is with
kids from other towns who come in. They are the bad influence. He has nothing
against the sport. He has something against what the sport sometimes draws, but
it's not from this community.
He made the DVD that was given to the School Board. He went to eight different
parks. Kids did nothing wrong, but the DVD dealt with the noise issue.
He said that the Board is in a tough place and he sees it as a Jose/lose situation. The
skate board issue will not go away. If this is turned down, there will be people like
him who will support the skate park. The issue will go back to the Park District and
to the ZBA. He does not know the answer. He thanked the Board.

4.37

Mr. Goodwin said he is not part of the Hibbard Park group. He talked to his
neighbors and 16 of them could not be at tonight' s meeting. He put together a
document that objects to the proposal.
Chairman Greenberger said that document will be entered into evidence.
Out of 36 townhomes in Skokie Court, 30 people object to the proposal. This is a
big issue for neighbors as this is their home. One wants their home to be safe and
secure. He said that Skokie Court is mi ssing from the map. He has lived there for
27 years. The skate park will be 166' from his back yard. He knows noise, he
knows ambient noise. No one has come out to listen to noise in his backyard. He
asked if anyone comes out to hear the noise and visualize what it is like. Has
anyone on the Board done that?
Mr. McKenna said that he has gone to the Park at least four times. Mr. Darbyshire
said he has gone out three times for this case and hundreds of times before this
case.
He said that 3 to 4 times is not enough to make a conclusion.
Mr. Darbyshire asked if that was opinion or fact.
Mr. Goodwin said that was his opinion. There are several reports from experts paid
by the Park District, by taxes, to make conclusions. The sound person came out for
20 minutes. He supe1imposed the sound on the charts, which cost a lot of money
out ofhis (Mr. Goodwin's) pocket. He said that the appraiser did the same thing.

74

Case 2007-Z-23
3000 Glenview Road

Mr. Frost said they might come here once in a while, but not often because the
design is not as big as otl1er parks. The older kids want more places to try bigger
things. They would come here to check out the new park.
4.34

Ms. Goldstein said she is almost 18 and goes to New Trier. She is getting ready to
graduate. She founded the New Trier Skate Board club, which came before the
junior high 's club. She was president of New Trier's club for two years. They take
a van to different parks. They went to Northbrook, Highland Park, Glencoe and
other parks. She skates every day and drives 25 minutes to the Highland Park skate
park. She hangs out with a diverse age group - 9 to 19 years old. There are adults
and little kids at the skate park, as well as teens. There is progranuning in Highland
Park for skateboarding. She thought it would be great to have this in Wilmette.
Location is not key for her. She just wants a park in Wilmette. Hibbard Park seems
to work. There were alternatives like there are for any project. Hibbard Park is
good because it's not on the periphery of the Village. The location is good and she
can get there. Kids take the bus or train to get to parks. She supports the project and
said it would be good for the Village.
Chairnian Greenberger asked how long she has been skating.
Ms. Goldstein said she first got interested in it when she was ten. She started
skating daily in the past 1-2 years.
Chai1man Greenberger said that the neighbors are concerned that if the skate park
is at Hibbard Park, it could be a magnet for anti-social behavior. Can she speak to
that fear? does she think there is any basis for that?
She said that she can dispel that fear. She does not fit the stereotype of the
skateboarder. Her friends are not vandals and they don't do drugs. They don't
smoke, they wear helmets and knee pads and elbow pads. There are no problems
that she has seen with vandalized ramps. She has never seen any problems related
to skate boarders in this area. Wilmette is known to be a safe area. There aren't a
lot of problems.

4.35

Ms. Sil lars said she compiled a list of sounds in her neighborhood. Basketballs
dribbling and l'lltting the backboard, leaf blowers, lawnmowers, horns honking,
tires screeching, trains puJJing in and out of the station-sometimes with horns,
police and fire sirens, church bells, dogs barking, school bells ringing, children
laughing, screaming and sometimes crying, cheers from the softball diamond,
hammers and saws from building projects, radios and skate boards rolling down
sidewalks, wheels catching the cracks. Are these sounds detrimental to the value of
her home? These sounds are heard every day. She accepts the sounds and moves
on. Although testimony from Hibbard neighbors states that they are in favor of a
skate park, this is a classic case of not in my backyard. She understands this. Her
child has gotten ticketed by the Police Department so she is in favor of having a
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He personally would not be in downtown Wilmette half as much as he is now.
They go to eat downtown. He said that it's his town too.
Ms. Romanek asked where his fiiends live.
Mr. Frost said they lived in the McKenzie/Central School area.
Ms. Romanek asked Mr. Frost if he spoke to his fiiend about whether they would
rather go to a skate park versus downtown Wilmette.
Mr. Frost said he has not spoken to them about this. One of his fiiends wants the
skate park at Gilson Park. He said anywhere would be fine with him except for
places that are on the borders of the Village. He doesn't want people coming from
a Jot of different towns.
Ms. Romanek referenced the club, how do they get to the different skate parks.
Mr. Frost said that they provide their own transportation. Teachers also drive their
cars.
Ms. Romanek asked if teachers stayed when they drove their cars to the skate park.
Mr. Frost said that teachers do not drive students, the teachers are there the whole
time. Some kids have permission notes to stay later than the club so the teachers
don 't stay with them.
Ms. Romanek asked if his parents stayed if they drove him to the park.
Mr. Frost said that his parents never stayed.
Ms. Romanek asked how the plans for Wilmette's skate park compared to other
skate parks in the area.
Mr. Frost said the Wilmette park is considerably smaller. The kids designed it and
have things they want. It's not as nice as other skate parks. Northbrook and
Highland Park have amazing skate parks. That's not realistic for Wilmette because
the other parks have more open space.
Ms. Romanek asked the average skater's age at the larger skate parks.
Mr. Frost said that most are his age or older. There are younger kids riding the
ramps.
Ms. Romanek asked if the older kids, who might drive to the parks, would drive to
Wilmette's skate park.
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it and Mr. Frost has done it since he was a little kid. He really got into it two years
ago. He noted that the smaller kids would be to the west of the rec center where the
tot lots are located, as well as the preschool. There are some activities for small
children on the east side. Skate boarders would not run over kids. They can stop
once they are on a skate board. Regarding the noise, Dr. Thunder's study was done
at night - 8:00-9:30 p.m., approximately. Those are not peak times for skate
boarding. The skate park would close at dusk. There are a few days/year where it is
light at 8:00 pm. Regarding the usage, he does not go to Hibbard Park that often.
There's not that much for him to do there. There are two baseball fields, two tot
Jots, one or two tennis courts. On the north part is an open area where people can
play soccer, football. There is also the rec center. There is already a lot of noise in
that area. Skokie Boulevard and Glenview Road also have a Jot of noise. He is not
an expert, but it seems with all of that noise, the noise of skate boards would be
drowned out.
Regarding alternative locations, Glenview has two skate parks and West Park is on
the border of Glenview and Wilmette. That park is out of the way and over the
highway. It would be hard to get to. The site in Evanston was tom down b~cause it
didn't work so he doesn't see how another site in Evanston would work. He would
love to have the skate park at Community Playfield. His house is close by. If the
skate park is fmiher from the school, it gets into the neighbors who live around that
park. If it was far enough from the school, it would be even closer to those
neighbors than those at Hibbard Park. He thinks that Hibbard Park is a good choice
because there is a rec center. There is also a 7-11 close by to Hibbard Park.
The kids don 't really care where the park is located. He said he heard that the
community has been working on having a skate park for 30 years. The skaters just
want a place to go. Now when they find a place to go, they get kicked out.
Ms. Romanek asked Mr. Frost his age and how long he has been a regular
skateboarder.
Mr. Frost said he is 14 and has been a regular skateboarder for 2 years.
Ms. Romanek asked where he skateboarded now.
Mr. Frost said that he goes to a lot of skate parks in the area. They started a skate
board club at Wilmette Junior High. Two teachers sponsored the club. The club
went to No11hbrook, Highland Park, Winnetka, and Glencoe. They also go to
random spots on the No1ih Shore that is not a skate park.
Ms. Romanek asked ifhe skated in downtown Wilmette and Mr. Frost said that he
did.
Ms. Romanek asked if there was a skate park, would he leave downtown Wilmette
and only use the skate park.
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appealed the decision. The public welfare is served by the elimination of traffic
congestion and by provision of off-street parking. There were lots and other onstreet spaces associated with businesses that had available spaces at night. The
patrons and public welfare would not be affected. He reiterated that he could not
find a situation where an IL board has given a 119 parking space variation.
To not have a skate park is not a hardship. A hardship would be an economic loss
for the Park district for not being able to have the skate park in the proposed
location. He is not opposed to the skate park, but it should be in a larger location
than Hibbard Park. He said that he skateboarded on the sidewalk.
Mr. McKenna asked ifthere is more parking needed for Hibbard Park.
Mr. Plotnick said that question is hard to answer. He said that peak use was
discussed for during the day, but he thinks that peak use is early morning before
people go to work. They use the gym in the early morning and in the evening. Mr.
Hamilton said he was used as an expert when they were acquiring the property for
the Park Board. Then he said that the standards were old fashioned or something
similar to that. Mr. Plotnick said that the purpose of the meeting is not to change
the zoning ordinance. That is the purview of the Board of Trustees. If another
activity was put into this park, the area could be over-used. It is an over-used area
for a small park.
Mr. McKenna said that when the property reverted to Park District property, the
Village Board had to allow for a parking variation. Did they make a mistake when
they did this?
Mr. Plotnick said that Mr. McKenna was asking him to second guess what the
Village Board did. He has his own opinion about acquiring the old Bell school
property. He does not think it was handled really well. He believes that the law
should be followed and that is what he is asking the Board to do.
The last time he got involved with an issue at the Board level was when they were
going to redo Edens Plaza. The first plan was so bad that all neighbors opposed it.
The Village listened to the neighbors at that time and they got a much better plan
than what was originally proposed.
lf the skate park were put into the small area at Hibbard Park, the Board would be
making a mistake. They talk about having six kids use the skate park. To him, the
skate park should be by the junior high. That's where the use and age group is. But
the School Board does not want it there so an alternate location had to be found.
He would think that a more central location for the skate park would be better.
Maybe there should be more than one skate park, but that is a Park District
decision.
4.33

Mr. Ty Frost said that skate boarding has always been part of his life. His dad does
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n01se.
He and his son went to the proposed site and banged the skate board in the parking
lot to see if it could be heard. If they are 100' away, it can't be heard. It won't be
that big a deal. He is in the real estate business. From his expert opinion, property
values will continue to rise. That area is a great area and the park is also great. New
Trier impacts the rise in property values. People want to live in the Village and the
skate park is an added bonus. He was talking about Howard Park, which is a loud
park with a lot of night activity in the spring and summer. It only has 50 parking
spaces versus 314 at Hibbard Park.
if the park is not approved, it will be a hardship for his son. he said that he feels
bad because kids were at the meeting and need to speak but had to leave because of
the hour. Maybe the kids could speak first at the next Board meeting. Maybe the
experts should speak at the end. He said that this is going to be a tough decision for
the Board. Hopefully the Board will look at the evidence and make their decision
tonight. He senses that perhaps the case will be continued to a future meeting. He
asked the Board to vote in favor of the request.
Mr. McKenna asked how old his son was and how long has he been skating.
Mr. Weyermuller said he has three sons, 12, 13 and 16. It 's primarily the 13 year
old who likes to skate. He doesn't like skate boarding because it's hard for him. He
goes to the skate park on Milwaukee and Glenview Road, which is a nice park. He
can now ride his bike to the park in the Village if the request is approved. He's
been skating for a Jong time. One other son is a hockey player.
4.32

Paul Plotnick said he has Jived in the Village since 1983. Many of the points he
was going to discuss were already covered. He wants to address parking. He asked
Mr. Hamilton to give an example of a 119 space parking variation and Mr.
Hamilton said maybe in downtown Deerfield. Mr. Plotnick said downtown
Deerfield is not zoned Rl . Mr. Plotrilck did a lot ofresearch since the April hearing
trying to find any case law about a 119 parking space variance for any community
in IL and he hasn 't found one. Maybe someone else knows of one. He also wants
to talk about public transportation being used to bring skaters over to the skate
park. His daughter '"'ent to grade, junior high and high schools in the Vi11age and
public transp01tation is not used. Maybe the youngsters take trains to go
downtown, but not buses. The children will be driven to the skate park.
Regarding removing the senior center, that will take out some spaces, but there is
no guarantee that the Park District will not have some other activity in that center
to use those spaces. He does not think that the park is underused and he is there
every night.
The only case he found was a case in Peoria from 1979. The parking requirements
had expired. In that case, the person could not have off-street parking. The person
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Therefore, the meeting will proceed as originally outlined, which is to start on one
side of the room and let everyone speak who wants to speak and do the same on
the other side of the room.
4.31

Mr. Weyermuller said he lives about one mile east of Hibbard Park. He is a
neighbor and he uses the park. He wants to give his son's statement because his
son had to leave. He talked about using a filibuster to get some points across. He
supports the skate park. Reading his son's statement, he said his son's name was
Trent, he lives at 208 Lawndale, he likes to skate and he hopes that the Board votes
yes tonight. Thank you.
He appreciates the Hill Street neighbors because the Park District did filibuster at
the last meeting. He asked Chairman Greenberger if speakers could be limited to
three minutes. He said that perhaps they could get a second skate park at Gilson
Park and maybe one at West Park. He believes that the skate park will be a
w in/win for the community. He talked to ten of his neighbors on Lawndale and
they believe that it's great. He was at a baseball game at the junior high and he
talked to 20 people who thought it was great. It seems like the consensus is that the
park will be great except for the people who live around Hill Street and Skokie
Boulevard.
Regarding the Park District and their experts, they did an excellent job of
presenting their plan. lt seems as if there was a lot of due diligence and due
process.
He liked the presentation from the Hill Street neighbors. But he still believes that
Hibbard Park is the obvious choice. In his opinion, Hibbard Park is underutilized.
He'd rather look at skaters than at buses in the parking lot.
The problem seems to be that the neighbors don't want the park in the proposed
location. They probably don 't want anything going on over there.
His son said that he wasn' t going to run anyone over, which was an argument that
neighbors made.
The idea of an Evanston skate park at Lovelace Park was an idea that just came up
out of nowhere. The Wilmette Park District cannot open a skating facility in
another community.
He referenced a temporary skate park in Evanston near the ice skating rink. It was
temporary, ill conceived and it closed. It had nothing to do with criminal activity.
He spoke at the rec center meeting and people didn't like what he had to say. He
said that he is wonied about hi s son's hearing with 16,000 cars going by on Skokie
Boulevard and 200,000 cars going by on the Edens Expressway. That comer is not
a quiet area. He doesn't think that the skating will even be heard due to the existing
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telephone conversation.
Mr. Porter said that is the conversation he was talking about where Mr. Singer
asked if Dr. Thunder could be hired by the neighbor's group . Mr. Porter indicated
at that time that he believed that this would be an adversarial relationship. At no
time did the Park District refuse a sound study, but they believed that they had
enough information on their own. If the neighbors wanted to do a sound study,
they could hire an expert and present the sound study. Does Mr. Singer agree that
Dr. Thunder is qualified to give an opinion?
Mr. Singer said that during that conversation, Dr. Thunder said that as a practical
matter, no one else could make that recording. He talked about massaging the data,
all the processes in which the recordings were made and he thought that Dr.
Thunder said that he did not personally do the study. He recalls that Dr. Thunder
said as a practical matter, they were the only ones who could do the study.
Regarding expense, it would be a Jot more expensive. The neighbors were not
talking about hiring Dr. Thunder, but were talking about paying for the expense.
Mr. Singer said that Dr. Thunder was the Park Board's expert, not the neighbor' s
expert.
..
Mr. Porter said that Dr. Thunder is not the only sound expert in the world. The
nei ghbors could have found someone if they really felt that there was someone
else.
Chairman Greenberger said that information would be considered at the time of the
rebuttal.
Mr. Singer said the above is a good example of the reason why this theory should
be rejected. This was talked about within the neighborhood. There was a Jot of
discussion about how to raise $2000 to pay for the recording. That was the original
estimate that Dr. Thunder gave him. After speaking with the nei ghbors, Mr. Singer
called Dr. Thunder and said they were ? as long as the Park District said okay. Mr.
Singer said that his point was that Dr. Thunder is not the only acoustical expert in
the world, but why should the neighbors be burdened by that. Why should any
neighborhood have to defend itself? They look to the law to protect them. They
look to the Board to protect them.
Chainnan Greenberger thanked Mr. Singer and asked Ms. Paras if she had any
other witnesses from her group.
Ms. Paras said she had no other witnesses from her group.
4.30

Chaim1an Greenberger said that on April 181\ there was another group of citizens
that was present, but could not attend tonight's meeting because of a religious
holiday. Someone approached him after the meeting and said they might be at
tonight's meeting speaking as a group representative, but they are not present.
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Jaw/disregarded the Village's ordinances in the way that they presented their noise
infonnation.
Chairman Greenberger said that everything said would be considered.
Ms. Holz asked Mr. Singer if he reviewed the application of the Park District
before the Board.
Mr. Singer said Fay Paras gave him a copy. He read it pretty well.
Ms. Holz asked if there was infonnation in the application that specifically cites
the public meetings held by the Park Board where the skate park was discussed.
Mr. Singer asked Ms. Holz to show him in the document that people within a 250'
radius were notified of the public meetings. He asked Ms. Holz to clarify which
meeting she meant.
Ms. Holz said she was talking about the meeting that formed the foundation for the
presumptions that the Park District is entitled to.
·
Mr. Singer said he recalled Mr. Porter's testimony from the videotape he reviewed
of the April 18, 2007 hearing where Mr. Porter talked about the 250' number. He
believed that Mr. Porter was talking about the September 2006 meeting at which
the Park District presented this design that they were working on for almost a year
as a fait accompli to the neighbors.
Ms. Holz asked if this was a public meeting and was the skate park discussed at
that time.
Mr. Singer said that he did not attend the whole meeting. When Ms. Holz talks
about a public meeting, he said that the public was there. Was she asking if he
knew whether specific requirements of the ordinance were satisfied in order for the
modifications to apply. He has no knowledge of that.
Mr. Porter asked Mr. Singer if he recalled a conversation that Mr. Singer, Dr.
Thunder and Mr. Porter had regarding the sound study.
Mr. Singer asked Mr. P011er to be more specific.
Mr. Porter said that he does not remember the date, but asked Mr. Singer if he
remembered a conversation wl1ere Mr. Singer asked Mr. Porter if the neighbors
could hire Dr. Timnder to do a sound study.
Mr. Singer said that there were several conversations about the study. He talked to
Dr. Thunder who said that he could make a recording. He said that Mr. Singer
would need to talk to the Park District about this. After that, there was a three way
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Board and for Mr. Singer if the questions were handled while Mr. Singer was still
at the podium.
Ms. Holz asked Mr. Singer if he was familiar with part 3 of the Village of
Wilmette's zoning ordinance that deals specifically with noise, section 6.3.2.
Mr. Singer said that he did not pursue this section since the Park District admitted
that they violated the noise ordinance since it was a non-issue.
Ms. Holz asked where did the Park District admit it violated the noise ordinance.
Mr. Singer said that the information is in the acoustics report.
Ms. Holz said she would Jet Dr. Thunder respond to that, but in section 6.3.2, does
it not say in section a that activities relative to the application shall be conducted in
such a manner that it generates a level of sound on another property greater than
that allowed under the Noise Regulations ofthe State ofIllinois ... " She asked Mr.
Singer if this was correct.
Mr. Singer said that is what it says it is.
Ms . Holz asked Mr. Singer if he was fami liar with the state of IL EPA
requirements for noise.
Mr. Singer said he was not at all fami liar with the above-referenced requirements
for noise.
Ms. Holz asked Mr. Singer if he was familiar with section 900. l 03(b )(2).
Mr. Singer said he was not familiar with that section.
Ms. Holz read that provision and asked him if it was correctly read all
measurements and measurement procedures under subsection (b)(J)(b) of this
section must correct or provide for correction of such emission for the presence of
ambient or background noise in accordance with procedures. She asked Mr.
Singer if he would agree that ambi ent and the measurement of noise should take
into consideration or correct for the presence of background noise.
Mr. Singer said yes and as he understands this and he believes that Dr. Thunder
spoke about this, when one measures something in the field , such as the other skate
parks, he was trying to measure the intensity of the noise that came from skate
activities, but at that location there was also background noise and so he had to
make sure that what he was measuring was what he actually intended to measure.
Ms. Holz said that she would defer to Dr. Thunder's testimony relative to how he
did his measurements because Mr. Singer stated that the appl icant violated the
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is not yielding to the opposition.
Mr. Singer said that he made a mistake. They are earnest and dedicated people.
They got so fixated on the idea of having a skate park that they lost their moral
compass. He wants to know where they got the idea that they could use
background noise as an excuse. In every candi date park, they tried to locate the
skate park away from the neighbors and they did that initially at Hibbard Park. But
then they put the skate park against Skokie Boulevard. He is not sure what
happened. The Park Di strict complained about the School District objecting to the
Community Playfield location. He does not know what the School District' s
obj ection was, but the minutes of the School Board's meetings mentioned a DVD
about skateboarding that was given to the Board.
Mr. Darbyshire said that at the last hearing, he asked Dr. Thunder that if decibel
levels were additive. The answer was no. He wanted to know if Mr. Singer was
di sputing Dr. Thunder's answer. He thought that Mr. Singer was saying that it was
additive.
Mr. Singer said that it is additive in an absolute scale.
Mr. Darbyshire asked if the answer was yes or no.
Mr. Singer said that it is not a linear quantity so one does not just add the numbers.
Ms. Dalman asked if Mr. Singer was a trained audiologist.
Mr. Singer is not a trained audiologist. He has a bachelor's degree in mathematics
from Northwestern and a master's in economics from Northwestern and a Jaw
degree from Northwestern. He is an attorney. He has been interested in acoustics
for about eight years. He has taken some classes from a company that is a major
firm in acoustical equipment.
Ms. Dalman said that Mr. Singer made a point that counsel for the Park District
could not be seen as testifying, was Mr. Singer representing the neighborhood
association as their legal counsel.
Mr. Singer said that he was not representing the association as legal counsel. He
was at the meeting as a resident of the immediate area of the proposed skate park.
There are differences among the neighborhood group regarding their personal
positions. He is far enough away from the proposed location so that he does not
believe that the proposed location would affect him.
The attorney for the applicant asked at what point they should ask questions of
witnesses.
Chainnan Greenberger noted that he had suggested that it might be easiest for the
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language of the zoning ordinance. The Park District does not have the benefit of
any special treatment related to the variance standard five and the noise issue. The
public welfare has to be considered, as stated in the ordinance, and that should be
strictly enforced. Any precedent established with this case could be used by
another applicant in future noise variance cases. He asked that Director Porter's
statements be stricken from the evidentiary record. Therefore, there is no evidence
that a public hearing was held with a required public notice. Even if those
modifications apply, the standards of review are not changed significantly and the
only effect is if there is an even balance.
Regarding standard five, the neighbors should not be required to defend against
this psycho-acoustical theory. The applicant admitted that they violated the noise
ordinance. There should be adverse inference made against them. The additional
noise is shown to be bothersome. Part 7 shows that something caused our service
to go astray so that theory should be rejected.
He has one other point. He paced off the distance from his home to the subject
premises. He could not be sure about the exact location of the property .line, he
believes that he is within the 250' envelope. The Park District was required to
officially notify him about tonight's hearing. He did not get such notice. The
ZBA's file on this case shows that the Park District did not attempt to mail
anything to him or his wife at their address. They t1i ed to mail to someone else
with a different last name. The Park District claims that it provided proper notice.
He urged the Board to rej ect the application on the merits. He does support the
general m erits of a skate park in the Village and he remains willing to work to
establi sh this goal in a lawful manner. [Note: Mr. Singer subsequently met with
staff and it was confirmed that his property is outside the 250' notice required for
the Zoning Board hearing.]
Mr. McKenna said that he is interested in exploring the sound vari ation issue
because it has not come up in this type of manner in the past. He never quite
understood what the Park District was building that created sound. But assuming
we used the interpretation of activity, should the Board be reviewing the sound for
all of the parks in the Vill age.
Mr. Singer said that the Board has to rule on the case before them. In this situation,
they have to rule on the admitted viol ation of the noi se ordinance.
Mr. McKenna asked Mr. Singer ifhe had an opinion on this.
Mr. Singer said that there is discussion of noise coming from backup generators.

Mr. McKenna said that he is concerned about the quality oflife for residents in the
Hibbard Park area.
Mr. McKenna asked Mr. Singer's opinion why the Park Di strict professional staff
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thing and to deny the application.
Mr. Singer said that he listened to the videotape from the April hearing. Dr.
Thunder's testimony differs from what he said in his acoustical report. The expert
changed the basis for his analysis, which should not be done. He used Leq in one
situation and L95 in the same situation per the report and the testimony. The report
says to use Leq for the skate noise but to use L95 for the background noise. Dr.
Thunder's testimony on April 181h said the opposite. On this basis alone, the Board
should disregard his testimony.

In his testimony, Dr. Thunder went on to disparage L95 and the noise ordinance.
What does Dr. Thunder's testimony mean? He changed his story from his report to
his testimony. It was confirmed by analysis that the pass by of vehicles does not
affect L95. This supports the use of Mr. Singer's exhibit 10. Dr. Thunder shows
expressed hostility to the noise standards in the noise ordinance. He is encroaching
on the legal authority of the Board to interpret and enforce the Jaw. His approach is
not the Jaw. He is trying to tell the Board to ignore the law as written and to yield
to what Dr. Thunder calls a "defacto standard."
Chairman Greenberger noted that Mr. Singer has been speaking for a while. He
asked how much more testimony Mr. Singer planned to give. He asked Mr. Singer
to try to speak about the highlights because there are a number of people who want
to speak.
Mr. Singer reiterated what Ms. Paras said in her opening comments about the
timeline for the choice of Hibbard Park for the skate park location. He focused on
the issue of the Park Board's statements that they would make every attempt to
include the neighbors in the decision process.
Chairman Greenberger said that the Board has heard everything about the Park
District and the decision process. He understands why the neighbors are concerned,
but this is not relevant to the questions.
Mr. Singer said hi s point is what happened after September and October 2005 Park
Board meetings so that the Park Board did not meet with the neighbors. One thing
that happened was that they decided to move the location right up against Skokie
Boulevard. The only way they could have done this is by deciding to use traffic
noise on Skokie Boulevard to justify putting more noise into the neighborhood.
They didn't meet with the neighbors because they felt guilty and embarrassed that
they were deliberately targeting and injuring the neighbors to the east. He asked the
Board if they now saw what an evil cycle this acoustical theory really is.
Mr. Singer asked to summarize his statements and to more one important point. He
sai d that he hoped that he persuaded the Board on the merits to deny the
application on the grounds that the existence of noise problems cannot be used to
make the noise problems worse. He said that one must live faithfully by the
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energy that the noise ordinance allows; it points out the very rarity of statements by
or on behalf of the Park District that use pass by vehicles to justify injecting more
noise into the residential neighborhood. That is just a way to try to
denigrate/victimize the neighbors.
According to the acoustical expert, the key parameter for background noise is L95.
This is found in the expert's written report. The cars passing by did not affect L95.
Page 8 rejects the acoustical expert's underestimation of the skate park noise and
systematic methodological biases including normalization for six skaters at a time.
Neighbors should not be required to discuss whether the additional noise is actually
bothersome.
Mr. Singer said that one ought to be able to hear a recording that would
demonstrate, in audio form, what the graph in figure 2 shows. The neighbors
offered to pay for this, but the Park District refused to allow the acoustic consultant
to do this. Under these circumstances, for these reasons stated in exhibit 1, it is
entirely appropriate for the ZBA to make an adverse inference against the park
district and to hold the evidence from ? does show that the skate noise W01:Jld have
an adverse impact on the neighborhood.
The evidence shows that the additional noise really is bothersome. He will
summarize parts of the evidence and he has a new exhibit 10. The Board had figure
two from the acoustical consultant report. The skate noise exceeds the graph of the
background noise.
At the hearing before the Park Board, the acoustic consultant admitted that skate
noise would be heard clearly by the neighbors. He then showed a new
demonstrative exhibit 10. In the new exhibit 10, it shows that the skate noise
exceeds 56 decibels and is intruding into the neighborhood frequently and
throughout the entire time period. This happens in both samples.
He talked about skate park noise and background noise in terms of decibel
measurements. Even on the Park Di strict's theory, the skate board noise equals or
exceeds the background noise. He asked the Board if they would want the
background noise in their home environment doubled. He asked the Board to think
about the impact on children, quality oflife and property values.
In the acoustical expert's report, he talked about the negligible impact of skate park
noise. Mr. Singer di sagreed with this statement. Mr. Singer also said that the
grating noise of skate boards is psychologically more disturbing than fingernails
scratching on a blackboard. The quality of sound is very important. Mr. Singer said
that the louder sounds are not well below the background noise.
Mr. Singer said that the acoustic consultant approached the subject from a
technical point of view. The acoustics consultant is not charged with applying the
Jaw justly. This is the Board's purview. He is begging the Board to do the 1ight

61

Case 2007-Z-23
3000 Glenview Road
certainly no skate park that rises to the level of a hardship. There is undisputed
evidence that the skate park should be sited in another location such as Gilson
Park.
Regarding standard two, the Park District created its own plight because they chose
the wrong location for the skate park. Under this standard, the conditions of the
property must cause the owner's plight. There is nothing about Hibbard Park that
causes the owner's plight. The Park District had opposition from resi dents around
the other larger parks as it had at Hibbard Park. Larger parks do afford better
chances to mitigate noise. A larger park would allow more distance from homes,
more space to add berms and vegetation and at Gilson Park, berms and vegetation
are not necessary. The Park Di strict cannot claim nor prove that the skate park's
plight is caused by Hibbard Park. Thi s evi dence is undisputed.
Standard three, the difficulty or hardship is not peculiar to Hibbard Park. It is
shared by other properties used for the same purposes. Conununity Playfield,
Centennial Park and others do share the same problem of having adjacent homes
so that skate park noise is a potential problem. Standard three goes to establishing
precedent. Approving this application would set a bad precedent.
·
Standard four, the strict application of the zoning ordinance would not prevent the
park district from making reasonable use of Hibbard Park. The purpose of
paragraph four is to avoid an unconstituti onal taking by unreasonably depriving an
owner of the use and benefit of the property. The Park District can continue to
make profitable use of Hibbard Park as they have in the past and they can put the
skate park in another park.
Assuming that it is more profitable to locate the skate park in Hibbard Park, that
consideration is prohibited by standard four.
Regarding standard five, the Park District admits that they violated the noise
ordinance. That should be the end of the matter. No neighborhood should be at risk
or have to defend itself. He submitted exhibit 13 to document the Village's efforts
to reduce noi se and improve the quality of life by install ing a sound wall in the
Edens conidor. The Village's noise abatement efforts contradict the Park District's
argument that existing noise can be used to justify injecting more noise into a
residential neighborhood in violati on of the code. The Village seeks to improve the
quality of life by reducing noise. The Park District uses the existence of a noise
problem to justify making a noise problem worse. The Park District is in conflict
with the Wilmette School district and with the Village.
Regarding exhibit 1, part 2, page 5, the discussions that are on pages 5-8 and
footnotes 10-20 include the following: page 6 describes the kind of variation the
Park District is asking for and discusses evidence rel ated to noise; page 7 discusses
the decibel scale and defines tem1s used in sound measurements, page 7 also points
out that the Park District wants to put in more than 16 times the amount of sound
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The relevant issues and concerns were raised by everyone affected by this project.
It is important for the Board to understand that residents surrounding all proposed
locations oppose the skate park. In 2005, the Park District received 189 letters,
emails and comments opposing a skate park or objecting to a specific location.
Tills is also included in Park District minutes.
The opposition also includes the Wilmette school district. If there is any vague
notion that the park di strict should have deference because it is an elected body,
that is taken out because the school board should also receive deference, which is
also an elected body with an opposing position. The opposition is not because there
is a NIMBY epidemic. Skate board parks have objectionable maladies that have a
ha1mful impact on nearby residential areas. These extra maladies change the
character of the neighborhood and reduce property values.
With respect to Dr. Thunder and other experts, one has to consider science and
other forms of expertise. But everyone knows that skate parks are n01sy and
objectionable.
With or without modification, the Park District must meet all standards of review
and Mr. Singer said that they satisfy none. He will not review standards one
through four in detail, but what he said on exhibit one still is his position. Even if
the special treatment claimed by the park district were available to it, it still has to
satisfy the specific wording of each and every standard of review. He gave
examples of what he meant by the latter statement.
Regarding standard one, evidence shows that the practical difficulty or particular
hardship , is caused by the noise and other objectionable characteristics of a skate
park. lt is not caused by the property. It is caused by the Park District failing to
locate the skate park in Gilson Park. There are adjacent residential areas in that
location, but they won't be affected by noise exceeding 45 decibels because the
park is larger and the residential areas are so far away that the noise ordinance
would not be violated. A location in Gilson Park near the tennis courts is so far
away from the closest residential area that the noise ordinance would not be
violated.
The practical difficulty or particular hardship is caused by the Park District. The
Park Board could use technical means to reduce the noise from the skate park and
bring it into compliance with the noise ordinance, but they apparently do not want
to spend money to do so. Instead of spending money to comply with the noise
ordinance, they want to foist the cost and harm onto the neighbors at a much
greater cost. Although Mr. Singer said he does favor a skate park, he said that it is
nice to have and not essential. He favors if only if there is strict compliance with
the noise ordinance.
Assuming that there is a desire to have a skate park, there is no public need to have
a skate park that does harm, which is the skate park located in Hibbard Park. And
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The Park District has to prove that it is entitled to a modification. Sections 4.10.3
and 4. l 0.4 state that such modifications shall not apply unless the unit of local
government p1ior to reaching its decision to proceed in the project covered by the
proposed variation or special use sends by first class mail written notice of the date,
time, place and purpose of a public meeting at which the project will be considered
to all owners and occupants of property located within 250' of the subj ect property.
The Park District made a legal argument in this connection. At the April 18, 2007
ZBA hearing, the Park District's attorney reviewed certain provisions of the zoning
ordinance after which she said, "this evening, one of the presenters, Director
Terrence Porter, will discuss or at least provide to the Board and to the audience
some of the considerations and some of the historical background of the actions
that the Park Board took and how it made its decisions and determined a) to have a
skate park and b) to site it at this location. She said that this information is being
provided for information purposes only and not for placing it before the Board for
review."
He asked the Board to strike from the evidentiary portion of this case the above
statement and to disregard as evidence and not to rely upon any or all statements
by Director Porter on April 18, 2007 related to any considerations by the Park
Board; any of the historical background of actions that the Park Board took; how
the Park Board made any of its decisions; how the Park Board determined to have
a skate park; how the Park Board detern1ined to site a skate park at this location.
The applicant cannot present statements on an informational basis while stressing
explicitly that the information is not for placing it before the Board for review.
The statements of the Park District's counsel are not evidence. She was not
testifying. She had no foundation. She was not competent to testify about things
about which she had no knowledge.
Under the open meeting law, every park board meeting is a public meeting. But the
park district has a burden of proof under sections 4.10.3 and 4 .10.4 before it can
invoke special treatment under the zoning ordinance.
The Board should not consider Director Porter's statements as evidence. The
Board should not consider statements made by counsel as evidence. Therefore
there is no evidence for the Board to consider that might tend to establish that the
Park Di strict gave a public notice required by sections 4.10.3 and 4.10.4 at the
conditi on preceding the modification of any of the standards ofreview.
In his April 9, 2007 letter, Mr. Singer stated that it is improper to argue that
neighbors who oppose the present proposal are just a hysterical, not in my
backyard, group. The neighbors base their arguments on issues and concerns that
are relevant under the appli cable zoning and noise ordinances.
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noise because figure 2 has a log scale.
Exhibit 12 is a photo from page 7 from the 3-D Design Studio Study showing that
the originally proposed locations for a possible skate park at Hibbard Park was in
left center field of the no11h baseball diamond. That location was farther away from
the park boundaries than the current proposal. This was an effort to reduce the
noise impact on the neighborhood. The #1 criterion in that study was to locate
away from homes to lessen noise disturbance.
Exhibit 13 is his appendix III, Village of Wilmette Noise Abatement Efforts. Exhibit
14 is his cover email for the April 9, 2007 meeting.
He turns to the language of the zoning ordinance and legal issues regarding special
treatment in the zoning ordinance claimed by the Park District.
He is primarily concerned about the noise issue, which comes under paragraph five
for zoning variations. There is nothing in the zoning ordinance that gives the park
district any special treatment under paragraph 5. The standard of public w~lfare is
clear. It is dictated by the noise ordinance and should be strictly enforced. The Park
District has belittled this standard in the noise ordinance, but the Jaw is the law.
The fact that the Park District gets no special treatment on noise issues has two
important ramifications - it is harder for the Park District to win on this issue.
Because the Park District is treated the same as any other applicant, what is done in
this case can be used as a precedent by any other applicant in any other noise
vanance case.
It appears as if the only special treatment that applies to the Park District has to do
with special uses and not variances.
For variances, there are potential modifications for paragraphs 1, 2 and 4 of the
standards of review. Part 10 of the zoning ordinance does not speak in terms of a
presumption, but talks about a specific modification of the standard of review.
Proof beyond a reasonable doubt is not required. Proof by clear and convincing
evidence is not required.

If the Park District is entitled to modifications on a certain standard of review, that
means that when the evidence is absolutely and evenly balanced, the Park District
has satisfied its burden of proof In the absolute modification, when the evidence is
absolutely evenly balanced, the Park District has failed to carry its burden of proof
The most common situation when a situation is evenly balanced is when both sides
fail to introduce any evidence on the issue. Absolutely evenly balanced is possible,
but very rare.
That situation is not the case l1ere because the opponents have introduced
compelling evidence against every proposition that the Park District must prove.
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the Board to reject the proposal.

This is a legal proceeding. The Board has to be mindful of the words of the
ordinance and in the evidentiary record. They must faithfully apply the zoning
ordinance.
He introduced into evidence the following as exhibits 1 and 2 - letter to ZBA and
addendum dated 4/9/07.
Chairman Greenberger said that all records will be entered into evidence.
Mr. Singer clarified that introduced meant that all documents will be entered into
the record as if he was to read them at the meeting and Chairman Greenberger
agreed to this.
Mr. Singer said that that the ZBA ensured that all witnesses were duly sworn. His
Jetter and addendum were not sworn documents. The factual matters stated in the
Jetter and addendum and in any other documents that he wrote that he introduced
are true and correct to the best of his knowledge and information. Regarding
documents not written by him, his statements establish the foundation that they are
what they purport to be. He requested that his exhibit three be his letter to the
Wilmette Park District dated 1012106 . This Jetter contains comments, criticisms and
suggestions. He offered to help and work with this entity and got no response.
There was mention of his letter in a Park District communication.
He introduced exhibits 4, 5 and 6 are minutes from the Board of Education's
meetings from May 16, June 20 and August 22, 2005. He referenced four pages,
May 16-page 6, June 20-pages 1 and 5 and August 22-page 1.
Exhibit 7 is a letter to the Board of Education dated august 1, 2005 objecting to the
skate park near any Village park for reasons including noise, danger, vandalism,
bringing adults near the school and distraction.
Exhibit 8 is a Jetter to the Park District from the superintendent of the school
district and the president of the board of education objecting to any skate park near
any school building.
Exhibit 9 is his appendix II entitled Skate Park Objections in 2005. It lists 189
letters, emails and comments regarding a skate park in the Village or objecting to a
specific location that were listed in the Park District minutes from 2005.
Exhibit 10 is a modification of the Park District's acoustical expert's figure 2,
which compares the skate noise to the L95 parameter of background noise. In
tenns of foundation for exhibit 10, he introduced his exhibit 11, which was an
excel spreadsheet showing the conversion from an omary number scale to a log
scale. This supports the proper positioning of the line for the L95 for the skate

56

Case 2007-Z-23
3000 Glenview Road
There is a park in Glenview very close to his neighborhood that has housing
relatively close by to a skate park. The applicant's appraiser did not do any
appraisal in that location, which he should have done.
Regarding sound, he owns the house on Hill Lane, which is west of Hibbard and
he had to sell the house. When people came to look at his house, because it was
near an expressway, that fact influenced potential buyers. He now lives one block
to the east on Hill Street. He normally does not hear the expressway, but sound
does can have an effect on the value of a home. There will be noise from the skate
park.
4.27

Ms. Saffrin said she has lived in her home for almost 41 years. She objects to the
skate board park's possible location being across from where she lives because she
takes her great grand children to the park and does not want that pleasure taken
away.

4.28

Mr. Karagas said he has lived in his house for 44 years. He said that he and his
neighbors want what his right for everyone. Although Park District representatives
gave the age range as 10-14, there is no guarantee that older teens will not use the
park. The park is not supervised. He is not sure how the park will be monitored.
He said the No11hbrook skate board park is in a park with 100 acres. Their skate
board park itself is 22,000 s.f. He said even if a skate park were built in Wilmette,
he thought the size as proposed was too small. The proposed park is to serve the
whole community, however, Hibbard Park is located at the far western end of the
village. Because of this, the problem of young people skating in the downtown area
will not likely be resolved with the park in this location.

4.29

Mr. Singer said he has evidence and legal arguments to present for this case.
He supports the idea of a skate park in the Village, but opposes the proposed
location. The noise will harm the neighbors, especially the ones to the east across
Skolcie Boulevard. When the Park District tries to use the high level of background
noise to excuse even more noise from the skate park, but the existence of a bad
situation cannot be used to justify making the bad situation worse. This leads to an
immoral and inequitable result. He urged the Board to reject the idea that the
existence of a noise problem can be used to justify making the noise problem
worse.
The Park Dist1ict's sound expert has made an argument that he will refute the
above. The Park District's approach is inequitable on a fundamental level. It is a
contradiction. It violates basic contradictions of environmental justice because it
victimizes people who have too much noise and has no basis in the zoning
ordinance or other Jaw.
He is shocked that the Park District would treat its neighbors this way. He asked
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has to consider not onJy the immediate surrounding area, but the entire community.
If the community does not have a skate park, then the community becomes the
skate park. He admits that the skate boarders will not be gone from public view,
which means that skate boarders in other parts of the Village will still be visible.
Regarding the apprai sals, the appraiser had one appraisal compari son, the York
Commons skate board park in Elmhurst. He went to view three properties in that
area. All three houses have railroad tracks behind them. They are all new houses
and about the same price per square foot. He showed a picture of the homes to
Board members. The second house is not as ruce as the first house. The owner said
that he never heard about skate parks.
Mr. Liebling explained to the Board that there is a skate park, as well as a large
park like Conunuruty Playfield. There is also a swimming pool, baseball diamonds
and volleyball. Houses are all around the park. The point he wants to bring out
about the house at 152 Crescent is that the appraiser said that the value per square
foot is $226.16. That home is directly behind the skate park. That home is very
nice and is all brick with a fence behind it. The house on the other street, which is
about $227/square foot, is not as nice. The other house is at 252 Crescent and it is
about the same price per square foot. They are all near the park and the main
determinant with the price is the railroad tracks. 152 is a much rucer home and
should be worth more. The main reason why the owner of the home on the other
street bought his house was due to the value of a good quality house that gave him
the space he wanted. If he bought two blocks away, it would cost an additional
$200,000.
The other houses in the appraisal show houses that are not on railroad tracks and
the skate park and values are much higher. The skate park decreases the value and
the railroad tracks also decrease the value.
The other skate park that he went to was the one in Itasca. The appraiser talked
about a house at 525 North Elm Street with a square foot value of $2 10. He then
talks about 2 13 E. Bryn Mawr. That house is two blocks away from the skate park
and is $343/square foot. There are two houses that are less in value than the skate
park house. Those are both a block from a railroad track, which makes the value
lower. The other values for houses are higher because they are not near either the
railroad track or the skate park. Therefore, there will be diminished value by
having the skate park in Hibbard Park because of the analysis done by the
applicant's appraiser. He said that there could be diminutive value and that was the
situation in Itasca.
He said that he manages housing that he adjacent to the L. There is noise from the
L and potential tenants are concerned about that noise. The price he can charge is
less. he has housing that 1.5 blocks from the L. There is no problem with price for
those units.
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rejection will not be because of anyone's discrimination against skateboarding as a
sport and it won't be because anyone is opposed to recreational activities for young
people. The rejection will occur because plans for a park of tlus type in Hibbard
Park is ridiculously bad. If the plan comes to frui tion, than he would like to say to
all of the governing bodies involved in this process, "shame on you." There could
have been a better plan for the commuruty.
4.26

Mr. Liebling said he has lived in the Village for 30+ years. He has been in the real
estate management business for 39 years. He is a hands on operator of his
buildings because he is always thinking of tenant needs and concerns. He said that
what has to be proven is that if the variation request is granted, that the essential
character of the neighborhood will not be altered and will be consistent with the
goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. The special use
shall not be detrimental to or endanger the safety, comfort or general welfare, will
not be injurious to the residents or property in the neighborhood, will not
substantially dimirilsh property values and will be consistent with the commuruty
character of the neighborhood.
Relative to the appraisal, in the appraisal it is specifically stated that·with the
potential impact on the value of the homes most proximate to the proposed skate
park - comparative analysis of home prices in other neighborhoods with skate
parks - have been conducted. The analyses are intended to quantify the diminution
in value caused by the noise attributable to the skate park.

In Mr. MaRous's appraisal report, he asked the question, "Is the proposed use in
keeping with the character of the neighborhood?" He said that in concluding that
Hibbard Park is suitable for a skate park it is because of the other north suburbs
and their skate board parks, but particular emphasis has been placed on
surrounding north suburbs. He talks about Deerfield, Buffalo Grove, Highland
Park, Glencoe, Libertyville, Lake Bluff, Glenview and Northbrook. However, none
of these communities have a skate park as close to homes as the Hibbard Park will
be to the neighboring homes.
Mr. MaRous is not talking about the parks impacting the neighborhood that they
are m.
Then there is the comparison of the potential impact on home values that are close
to the skate park compared to homes that are not as close. The comparisons are
based on year built, the building size, the site size and the sales price per square
foot, as well as proximity to the skate park. The above are important for broad
strokes, but when one compares houses, one has to take into account the building
materials, number and size of bedrooms, number of bathrooms, type of floors, size
and quality of the kitchen.
The question was also asked '"'hether the proposed skate park development be
injurious to property values in the area. The applicant's appraiser then said that one
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The next house is about 480'. The skate park is close to a Park District building so
two directions are cut off from a direct path out. The direction to the closest home
goes through a forest and the Metra tracks. From being there, a significant strategy
for the skate board park 's location was seclusion, distance from homes and away
from the density of homes. There are onJy 10-15 homes affected by this park.
The second site is Wi1metka. There is about 350' from the center of the skate park
to the nearest home. If one goes any other direction, there is about 1,000'. The
skate park is next to a Park Di strict building. Two directions are completely
shielded and homes are very far away. There are a small handful of homes with
only a few people affected.
The next site is Deerfield, which he did not visit. Using the satellite image to scale,
one can extrapolate distances. He is approximating 300+' from the skate park to
the nearest home. There are a handful of homes affected, each further than the
next. Some of the closest structures are commercial. He guessed that there was a
Park District facility to the south or to the east with a parking lot. It is about
distance, density of homes, seclusion and there is some directional shielding.
The next site is Glenview on Zenith Drive. There is about 400 ' to the next
commercial building. There is no residential building in site. That park is near
expressways and a railroad track, as well as wide expanses of land. There is
another skate board park in Glenview on Shermer Road. This would be the closest
comparable park to what is being proposed in Wilmette, but more than twice as far
from the nearest home. There are five to six homes affected. The closest home is
about 280' and all others are 300+'.
The last municipality is Highland Park's skate board park that is behind a shopping
center with other commercial developments providing shielding from several
directions, large expansions of land, one or two homes affected, the closest home
about 350+' away.
With Hibbard Park, there is 134' to Skokie Court, a densely populated residential
area, 140 homes within 250' of the proposed skate board park, with no other
project on the No1th Shore within that distance. The Village's skate board park
would be a precedent for the North Shore.

In summary, he believes that this is a dangerous precedent. It lends itself to the
question of what is next. The Park District is suggesting that it put more care, more
concern and more resources into planning this project. He submits that the results
of their work is Jess thought out, Jess considerate and less worthy of support. He
salutes the proponents of the skate board park for the considerable political clout
they have wielded in this process. Politics is responsible for a plan this bad to go
this far.
If the plan is rejected, he will feel bad for the youth desiring a skate park, but the
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are confident that users will be respectful. They agree that the park needs to be
seen to nearby roads, but be1ms are to be built that will obscure the view from the
roads. They will need the skate park to be visible to nearby roads, but will build it
behind one of the few hills in the Village, hindering visibility for southbound
traffic . They will need the skate park to be visible to the nearby roads, especially
busy and fast-moving roads that generate ambient noise, yet heavy traffic moving
that quickly won't be able to view anything effectively while driving safely.
The 3-D Design Studio did not list environmental elements as criteria, yet
somehow sand became a reason not to build the skate park at Gilson Park, perhaps
the best choice for the project.
There are be1ms proposed for one side of the skate park, yet there are nearby
homes in at least two other directions without any noise protection. There are
be1ms proposed for only one si de of the skate park, the direction to which the
sound study suggests there is already a lot of ambient noise.
There are existing skate parks to the north and west of the Village, but the proposal
is to put this skate park in the northwest comer of the Village, minutes away from
existing facilities.
The top criteria for studying skate parks locations, the 3-D D esign Studio listed
proximity to homes, yet the Village appears intent to go forward with one of the
smaJJest parks in the Village.
He presented a series of half sheets be has prepared. He wants to address the issue
that the skate park is not just close to a single home, which has been alluded to in
many previous comments and certainly in the Park Board's testimony, but this is a
density of homes.
With the satellite images, there are significant differences between what is being
proposed in the Village and what has taken place in other North Shore
municipalities, which is a fair comparison. With respect to Itasca, Elmhurst and
Aurora, which were conununities that were studied by the Park District and
referenced in their presentation, he does not believe that the comparison is
appropriate. He does not believe that Wilmette should aspire to be like those
towns. He believes that Wilmette should aspire to be the best place to live and be
the municipality that others go to as a model.
He addressed four other North Shore skate park locations with the following
c1ite1ia: distance, density, seclusion and direction. He used Google's map feature to
capture the images, but distances were calculated by Mr. Liebling. Mr. Liebling
can answer specific questions about the distances. Mr. Kurzman is comfortable
with Mr. Liebling's numbers and Mr. Kurzman visited many of the locations.
With Glencoe, the nearest home is about 260' from the center of the skate park.
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or 4 p.m. on weekend days, April 14 and 15 and May 19 and 20.
The May 9th Gewalt Hamilton study also concludes that as the weather improves,
outdoor activiti es demand fewer parking spaces than indoor activities. She noted
that there are many more spring, summer and fall programs than those offered
during the school year and winter months.
Whether the program takes place indoors or outdoors does not impact the amount
of parking needed. Many new early childhood programs are offered, which will go
through the 07/08 school years. These programs run from 9 a.m. - 6 p.m. The
programs will increase traffic and the need for more parking spaces.
The study also states that the primary users of the skate board park will be nondrivers, ages 10-14, dropped off by their parent. The parent might decide to stay to
watch their child, take a class or work out at the fitness center. One of the
motivators for seeking a skate board park in the Village was a New Trier High
School student. Included in the neighbors' packet, pages 29-31 , are photos taken
on March 18, 2007. These pictures show a full parking lot. Cars were actually
parked on residential streets because of no parking in the lot. Hill Street is often
filled with cars on both sides of the streets during the spring, summer and fall.
These cars are overflow from Park District participants and/or family members.
The street is narrow and it is difficult for her to sometimes pull out of her
driveway.
Regarding the senior center moving to Mallinckrodt, which supposedly creates
more parking at Hibbard Park, this is not a guarantee that there will be more
parking spaces since seniors met during morning and weekday afternoons, not on
weekends or late afternoons when after school activities take place and the demand
for parking is at its peak.
The new early childhood and kindergarten programs will more than compensate
for the traffic and parking spaces formerly used by seniors . She understands that
emollment for the new programs is already closed. Some of the classes include
parents, which means that they will need a parking space. The parking spaces in
the western portion of the lot will be reconfigured from 9' to 8.5' and increasing
the angle to 80 degrees from 70 degrees. Thi s will increase the number of parking
spaces, but could also increase the potential for accidents.
The group is not against a skate board park in the Village. But Hibbard Park is the
smallest of the three parks and is the closest park to homes, making it the wrong
location. They oppose the Park District's request for a 119 parking space variation.
The streets closest to the park will only experience more parking problems than
they do today.
4.25

Mr. Kurzman said his comments pertain to the proposal's proxirruty to homes. He
agrees that a skate park needs to be visibl e so activities can be monitored, but they
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4.23

Mr. Morcos said he wants to address the request for special use as it relates to the
Village's Comprehensive Plan. The group believes that the request is inconsistent
with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
Policy five requires compatibility with neighboring properties. Policy seven
requires consistency with the best interests of the community and neighboring
residents. Policies three and 13 require limiting or prohibiting changes that are
inconsistent with the character of the area.
Contrary to the above, the smallest and closest two homes of all parks considered
was chosen for the skate park. Hibbard Park is not the most appropriate location as
stated by the Park District Board, but one of the least appropriate locations.
The skate board park will change the character of the park from a park serving a
large number of toddlers to a young adult and teen gathering place. Young adults
using this skate park will most likely interfere with the small children presently
using the park as the skaters travel towards the skate park thus creating possibilities
for injuries. This risk is amplified for the new all day early childhood pn:~gram at
the community center.
"
The neighbors are opposed to this location for the skate park and consider it
inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood. A skate park that is 134' from
homes is not compatible with neighboring properties.

4.24

Ms. Liebling has Jived in her home for 30 years. She is responding to the Park
District's request for a 119 parking space variation in order to place the skate board
park in the 8.3 acre Hibbard Park, thereby reducing the parking lot by 31 standard
and 3 bus spaces. Cun-ently there are 33 1 available spaces. After Jot modification,
the spaces will be reduced to 314. In addition, to date, the Park District staff has
not had to consider parking availability when scheduling activities. In 1995, the
Park District was granted a 65 parking space variation. At that time, the programs
were much Jess than they are today.
The Park District's initial parking study was done by Gewalt-Hamilton between
January 23 and February 4, 2007. This two week period was not a fair time to
assess parking needs of the rec center because there is a huge increase in activities
in spring, summer and fall. A second study was done on May 9th because at the
April 18, 2007 hearing, many residents voiced concerns about the adequacy of
available parking at the rec center during the peak spring season. Why did residents
have to express concern about an obvious situation to a professional traffic firm?
The initial study reports that by reducing available parking from 331 to 314 spaces
is not significant during the "peak periods of 10 a.m. to noon." Why does the study
state that this is the peak period? She referenced page 32, exhibit 21, dated 3/18/07
of the neighbor's report. This shows 29 activities from 8 a.m. - 3 p .m. The
addendum dated 5/21107 shows more examples of the many activities from 3 p.m.
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made that a distance would be maintained from the playground for younger
children and that there would be room for future expansion. The park's character
would remain the sam e. The 39 acre Community Playfield was broken down after
when a resident attorney got a Jetter from Dr. McGee, School Superintendent,
District 39, indicating that a skate board park would be a distraction to the
educational process.
The report on Hibbard Park does not indicate the wide variety of activities
available to small children, in addition to new early child education programs. The
Park District's early child education center is located at Hibbard Park's recreation
center. There is a full day preschool, a kindergarten enrichment program, an afterschool recreation program, a spring-break camp and babysitting services are
offered at the rec center. The programs start at 9 a.m. and end at 6 p.m. These
programs are filled. The school day off program for K through 5 will include
indoor and outside activities. Would a skate board park be a potential distraction to
the educational process, not to mention that small children would be in the
immediate area? Senior activities are being relocated, but many new programs are
being added, which would mean the need for available parking. The problem of
conflicting uses with toddlers using a playground and young adults using a skate
board park is cited at Vattman Park. Thomwood Park's character would change.
" The noise of the skate park would become a problem for adjacent residents and
young children currently utilize the park."
The young children, noise levels, changes in the character of the park are all cited
at locations other than Hibbard Park when in fact these issues also pertain to
H ibbard Park. There are residents on all four sides in close proximity to the
Hibbard site.
According to the 3-D design study, the 8.3 acre area at Hibbard won't be affected
by the proposed park, but it could change the character of the 59 acre park at
Gilson. Hibbard is also cited from future expansion. The 3-D design study notes
that Howard Park could have problems with vandalism, young people hanging out
after hours. Gilson is cited for potential vandalism and potential after hours use.
After hours use is also cited for West Park.
The existing berm, bushes and existing rec center building at Hibbard Park do not
provide clear visibility from the roadway. It is the contention of the neighbors'
group that consideration be given to close proximity to residents, park usage by a
large number of small children, noise levels and the changing character of the park.
There are only two appropriate locations for a skate park in the Village and that is
the eastern portion of Gilson Park or the northwest corner of Edens Plaza.
At a Park Di strict Board meeting when neighbors complained about the Hibbard
Park location, Chairman Mill er commented "that there is no park in Wilmette that
would not impact homes except these two locations."
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the design of the faci lity and the Park District will do its best to build a skate park
that will be minimally intrusive in the neighborhood." How could a skate board
park located within 134' of many homes be minimally intrusive? By rescinding the
vote against Hibbard and quickly voting in favor of locating there, fulfilling their
earlier decision, the Board may have followed the letter of the Jaw, but the spirit of
the Jaw was ignored.
She has detailed those two Park Board meetings because this was the beginning of
the total disregard for the neighbors of Hibbard Park. The Thompson-Dyke
proposal, adopted by the Park Board for a skate board park design, stated that
neighbors should be consulted early in the design process. Several times the
neighbors asked when they would be consulted. Director Porter said "we already
know how the neighbors feel." Four skate board user meetings for a park design
were held before Hibbard neighbors were invited to a community meeting. The
latter meeting was held on September 26, 2006, which was a year after the vote on
Hibbard. 60 neighbors attended that meeting and stated their objections.
This resulted in a Park Board Finance Sound study that was presented to th.e Board
on January 8, 2007. Many neighbors questioned the conclusions of the sfudy. The
Park Board voted to proceed to present their case to the ZBA.

In the 17 month time period since the time that the skate board park came to the
forefront as an issue for Village residents, she has spoken with many residents in
all areas of the Village. Most were shocked to learn that the Park District could
defy the wishes of Hibbard neighbors, especially since four larger parks are
available. In all north suburban upscale communities, skate board parks are located
in the middle of larger public parks or in industrial areas, not in close proximity to
several homes.
She is finished with her presentation and eight members of her committee will now
give their presentations. They will speak about issues of Park District violations of
special use and variations concerning the choice of Hibbard Park for the skate
board park location.
4.22

Ms. Cuevas said she has lived in her home for 40 years. She is going to address the
addendum to her group's original application. This addendum includes the 3-D
design study that was made available to the community by the Park District Board
as they were selecting the best location for the skate board park.
She referenced the Executive Summary on page 1. This summary indicates that the
Community Playfield, Centennial Park and Hibbard Park were the best locations
for the new skate board park. Gilson Park was not included in the summary. The
parks had to satisfy all criteria, which are listed on page 2.
The Community Playfield portion mentions the "large parking lot that could easily
accommodate skate park users who would be driving to the site." The point was
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At the Park District meeting on August 22, 2005, the Board voted against having
the skate board park at two Village parks. The two parks were selected from the
P ark District's 3-D design study of nine Village Parks. The Board got this study as
an addendum. The options were Community Playfield-39 acres and Hibbard Park8.3 acres. Many neighbors representing both parks spoke at the August 2005
meeting.
After a lengthy discussion, Director Porter and Board members reached a
consensus to re-evaluate all parks, especially Gilson, and to possibly contact
residents by mail prior to making a final selection.
All Village meeting broadcasts are available on videotape and can be checked out
at the Wilmette library. Chairman Greenberger mentioned this at the April 18,
2007 hearing. She checked out the August and September 2005 Park Board
meetings to review the di scussions.

In a Jetter to the editor in the April 12, 2007 Wilmette Life, a reporter was made
aware of the 'no ' votes for the parks in 2005. That reporter is present at t,onight's
hearing. When the reporter contacted Director Porter, Director Porter said that he
did not remember a promise to consult prior to a new vote. He also said "the
minutes do not reflect that." Ms. Paras said that the minutes and the videotape of
the meeting do reflect that the Board wanted more time to look at all parks prior to
another vote. A long Board discussion was also recorded on the tape and in the
minutes.
When Director Porter talked about a historical survey that explained the steps why
Hibbard Park was chosen, the August 2005 meeting was not mentioned. At the
April 18, 2007 Board meeting, after reading the committee's application to the
Board, Director Porter said that at the August 2005 Park Board meeting,
Community Playfield and Hibbard Park were considered. He said that no
conclusion was reached. Decisive no votes were cast by the Board for both parks.
Three weeks later, at the September 12, 2005 Park Board meeting, there were
almost no neighbors present. Park Board Commissioner Marcus tried to get the
Park Board to consider other sites. He made a motion to contact Evanston for a
joint venture agreement to select Lovelace Park, located on the border between the
two municipalities. Evanston had di smantled its skate board park. However, the
joint venture motion was defeated.
Motions to reconsider Community Playfield and to consider Centennial Park also
failed. Without carrying out their agreement to do further research on all parks or
do a mailing to the community, the Board rescinded the no vote on Hibbard Park
and voted in favor of this location. The vote was 5-2. Commissioner Marcus noted
"the original negative vote on Hibbard Park reflected poorly on the Park Board and
that an apology was due to the Hibbard Park neighbors."
Park Board President Miller stated "the neighbors will be invited to participate in
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4.19

Mark Singer
236 Vall ey View Drive

4.20

Mark and Trent Weyermuller
208 Lawndale A venue

4.21

Paul Plotnick
3133 Hill Lane

4.22

Ty Frost
909 Seneca Road

4.23

Paula Goldstein
No address stated

4.24

Betsy Sillars
1507 Washington Avenue

4.25

Tony Reynes
2609 Marian Lane

4.26

Richard Goodwin
334 Skokie Court

4.27

Jim Brault
2619 Kenilworth A venue

4.28

Barbara Dolin
3039 Hill Street

4.2

Summary of Presentations

4.21

Ms. Paras said she has lived in her town.home, which is across from the proposed
skateboard park site, for 34 years. She is a member of the Hibbard Park Neighbors
Committee of Concerned Citizens, she has worked with her neighbors since
August 2005. They have expressed serious objections many times and in many
f01ms to the Park District about locating a skateboard park at Hibbard Park. A
comprehensive document was submitted, which explained why they are asking for
a denial of the Park District's application for special use and variations.
Her introduction highlights the inconsi stencies and omissions that their general
counsel and director made at the April 18, 2007 hearing. Her group is not against
construction of a skate board park in the Village, but that Hibbard Park is not an
appropriate location. The Park District did not exercise due diligence in the process
to select the site. She will explain why they believe that this is true.
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are more people with baseball. There is more parking. There is more of everything
than what the skate park provides.
Hibbard Park already has two little League fields. A good argument could be made
that this did not have to go to the special use level. The Park District decided to go
through the process rather than appeal because they knew about the neighborhood
concern. The neighbors now have had their chance to speak. He hopes the Board
votes affirmatively on this skate park request. The kids deserve it and their parents
pay property taxes in the Village so the kids are entitled to some of the amenities
that other communities are providing to their residents. In the final analysis, he
believes that it will be an asset to the community.

4.0

3.37

Ms. Roberts said that she put a number of documents at Board members' places.
These documents represented additional communication.

3.38

Chairman Greenberger said that evidence in the case is closed. He asked a Board
member to make a motion on the application.

INTERESTED PARTIES Al\1D SUMMARY OF PRESENTA TIO NS
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11

Fay Paras
416 Skokie Court

4.12

Pat Cuevas
408 Skokie Court

4.13

Andre Morcos
3022 Hill Lane

4. 14

Linda Liebling
3006 Hill Lane

4.15

Joel Kurzman
243 Valley View Drive

4.1 6

Morris Liebling
3006 Hill Lane

4.17

Selma Saffiin
412 Skokie Court

4.18

George Karagas
319 Kilpatrick D1ive
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P eople stay in their homes, they like Jiving close to the park. He said that Mr.
Plotkin talked about the size of the requested variance.
There was a critique of the comparables. They tried to find active skate parks,
perhaps with values not as high as Wilmette, but the areas are desirable. They
found houses that were in proximity to skate parks. The ones in Elmhurst are
across from an active rail line. It is not across a busy highway. But railroad tracks
are a negative influence. They looked at quality of construction, Jot size, age of
home, amenities. It is not a pure science.
3.36

Mr. Porter then gave his closing comments. The Park Di strict spent a Jot of time
and effort in coming to this decision. It was not an easy decision. Every Wilmette
park is actively used. Every neighbor had reasons why the park should not be
located by them. The Park Board worked hard at coming to a conclusion and they
believed that this proposed location was the most desirable one. As Dr. Thunder
mentioned, they put themselves under the hardest conditions. They took traffic
counts at the low point of when the park might be open. Throughout the process,
they looked at worst case scenarios.
The park is busy, but not overcrowded. They had a lot of public hearings. There is
a question about the August 22, 2005 - September 11 , 2005 hearings because some
of the neighbors did not understand there was the second hearing even though Mr.
Karagas admitted, "Don't go away, it might come back here." Even after those
meetings, there were many studies and numerous reports and numerous
opportunities for the Park Board to change their minds.
In September 2006, the Park Board agreed to a neighborhood meeting. They
invited everyone within 250 ' . They used the di stances around the entire park.
When they got a letter back, they sent one to an occupant at that address. They
used the same list that they would have used for the zoning process. The final
detennination was after the January 2007 meeting. The neighbors were invited to
that Park Board meeting and that is when the Park Board made the final decision.
Hibbard Park met the criteria set forth for a skate park. Skate parks are a
mainstream activity. Wilmette kids are now going to other communities to use
skate parks. He has no problem with kids from other communities using
Wilmette's skate park. This is a 75 00 square foot park. Northbrook' s park is
22,000 square feet. The Wilmette park will not be a huge attraction . When the kids
turn 16, they may come here from time to time, but they will go to larger and more
extensive parks. This is a community neighborhood skate park.
he asked the Board to go through the exercise that the Park Board went through for
the skate park but substitute the word little league baseball for skate park. no one
would be at tonight 's meeting. The Park District would not have spent the money
for qualified consultants. They wouldn't have put the neighbors through this.
Baseball provides as much noise if not more due to the cheering. There definitely
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to subtract from your measurements with the skate park. When background noise
comes close to noise that your measuring, even the state standard says there is no
valid way to measure.
Ms. Dalman said she would liken noise to traffic. If a road is already below
standards, and a proposed new use provides minimal additional cars, no mitigation
is required. The same concept applies here, that because of the existing exceedence
of the noise standard, the skate park won't be noticeable.
Dr. Thunder said that's correct. He has read about Wilmette's efforts regarding the
Edens sound wall. At this distance from Edens, the presence or absence of a noise
barrier won't have any affect, you'll get the same noise measurements that he got
at 9 or 10 at night. The sound wall only protects those within 100 of the sound
wall.
Mr. Davidson said if you read the ordinance further than where counsel stopped
earlier, the Village ordinance doesn't apply to number of factors. Specifically
omitted is transient noises emanating from moving sources, such as trucks,
automobiles, and railroad. He thinks this means these sources shouldn't be
included in background noise since they are specifically omitted by ordinance. His
question to Dr. Thunder is why he would utilize this background information when
it specially omitted, as a reason to indicate that the skate board noise would be
masked to some degree.
Dr. Thunder said the ordinance doesn't apply to trucks and vehicles as sources, but
the ordinance doesn't speak to adjustment as background noise when measuring
another source. These sounds are exempt from the ordinance but that's not to say
that you wouldn't include that as background noise to be subtracted out when
measuring another source.
Ms. Dalman asked to clarify for the record, if village wanted to do road
improvements, no noise variation would be necessary because traffic noise would
be exempt, it 's the noise generated by that source that is exempt.
Dr. Thunder concurred and noted that IDOT and federal procedures might apply.
3.35

Mr. MaRous said a comment was made about houses within 250' notice zone. He
finds that most of townhouses at Skokie Court are close to that mark. Skokie Court
has 36 townhouses. There may be 30 to 40 total residences within 250'. One of the
neighbors spoke earlier about measurements made of comparable skate parks. His
measurements were done from the middle of the parks. The Park District measured
from the border of the park with the closest home at 130'. If measured from the
middle of the proposed skate park, the distance would be even longer. There was
criticism why there were no comparables near the north shore parks. In the case of
Highland Park and Northbrook, there were no proximate residences. It's interesting
to note that there were no recent sales near the skate park in Glenview on Shermer.
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noise and tell how to assess noise to make sure that it is done on an equivocal basis
throughout the country.
He said he presented statistics about the LOS and the L95. He didn't have to bring
up that information. If he was to have assessed tills, he would have brought up the
leq of the background noise and the contribution of the noise from the park, itself.
In the interest of trying to present a better picture and to set the proper
expectations, he gave additional information. What is before the Board is whether
or not the audibility of the sound is loud enough and sufficient enough that it
would cause injury to the health and welfare of the neighbors. He does not want to
confuse anyone with logarithm versus linear. That decision was made in 1929 by
Bell Telephone research engineers to go with logarithms to describe sound.
The decision to use the Leq is used by the above-referenced national organizations.
It is an average, but it is a level weighted average.

In his effort to do the noise study, he gave whatever benefit that he could to the
neighbors. There will be six skaters so they increased the projections. They did not
make the background noise measurements during rush hour. They were··rnade in
the evening when the park would most likely be closed. His engineer was there
from 8:30 pm. to 10 p.m. He might have been at one location for 20 minutes, but
he was surveying the entire perimeter. He said previously that the levels would
exceed 45 db, he did not say there was a violation. In the context of saying that the
minimum of background noise out there already exceeds the code, it's the
background noise therefore that sets the standard.
You can't ignore the
background noise.
He gave an example of Poplar Creek music theater not being subject to many noise
complaints because of it's proximity to the highway, which was very loud.
Background noise is definitely rel evant.
Ms. Romanek asked Dr. Thunder
level.

'~'hat

the IL EPA revised statute says about noise

Dr. Thunder said the IL EPA standard was i1utially meant for equipment noi se. In
recent years, he's seen a broader appli cation, to the point of applying even to
people that generate sound. Regarding the specific limits for State of Illinois, play
ground activity is class B, residential is class A. The daytime limit is 55 db and the
nighttime limit 45 db, willch is similar to the Village ordinance, except that rught
begins at 10 pm in the State regulation. The State also requires a 1 hour Leq
average to support a case of violation. He would suggest measuring the noise at the
skate park with all kids for one hour and then have everyone leave and take
measurements of background noise only. The State requires that the background
noise be considered when measuring the noise from a source. Just because you
point the meter at the park doesn't mean what you 're capturing is the noise of skate
park. You have to measure the noise without the skate park in order to know what
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it is the best location within Hibbard Park. It is well screened. They are trying
to find a balance between visibility versus a berm.
•

Mr. Liebling talked about the Comprehensive Plan. The park is busy and there
is a question as to whether it has risen to the level of an expansion of use. A
good argument could have been made the other way.

•

Mr. MaRous will talk about appraisal issues. Mrs. Saffiin does not have to
worry about safety in the park.

•

Mr. Kara gas talked about control of the hours. As he just said, the gates will be
locked before it is dark.

3.34

•

Mr. Singer had a Jot to say and a Jot that had to do with sound. They had
conversations about sound. There was the feeling that Dr. Thunder was very
well qualified to do the sound report and then for Mr. Singer to make
statements that he is manipulating facts is stretching the issue. Mr. Singer
talked about locating the park where it is to avoid having to meet with the
neighbors. The neighbors didn't want the park at all and that was clear from the
start. The Park Board wanted a skate park, a location had to be found, and no
location is perfect. The Park Board's determination was that the proposed
location was the best. It does fit the 3-D Design criterion in their report. The
site has a lot of advantages.

•

Regarding Mr. Plotnick and the issue of shared parking, Mr. Porter said that it
works in this case.

•

Regarding Ms. Liebling's comments about parking modifications, the
modifications they would make conform to the zoning ordinance. They meet
the standards.

•

Mr. Reynes is right regarding his thoughts about Hibbard Park.

•

Regarding Mr. Goodwin's comments, Mr. Porter said that being close to the
parks is a positive and not a negative per real estate professionals. The
placement of the park was considered to minimize the impact on neighbors.

Dr. Thunder sai d he lmows it is late, but he wants to address concerns. He wants to
be brief, but wants to state in a way that is understandable. He spoke with Mr.
Singer a number of times and he appreciates all concerns regarding noise. It gave
him a chance to examine an issue before it becomes a problem. Once it becomes a
problem, there are fewer options to solve a problem.
What he says is not theory. He teaches theory at three universities. When he
testifies at these types of meetings, he relies on higher authmities such as the IL
EPA, the US EPA, and the World Health Organization. They all have standards on
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3.33

Mr. Porter stated the following •

Ms. Paras talked about the eight acre park. The site is 13 acres. There are five
acres for the building that they bought from the Alter Group and about 8
additional acres. There was a 13 acre notice provision.

•

Ms. Cuevas mentioned the community playfield and the skate park. He talked
about District 39, intergovernmental cooperation and how a skate park would
interfere with the educational process in district 39 schools. He understands the
concern, especially with junior high age students. That problem will not
happen with pre-school children. They are on the far west side of the building.
They are supervised at recess. The skate park is in the northeast comer of the
site. There is a difference between community playfield and being adjacent to
the junior high and Highcrest versus the community center.

•

Mr. Morcos talked about the Comprehensive Plan. The character of Hibbard
Park is not changing. The skate park is 1.3% of the entire site. They are not
changing the character of the neighborhood. 10-14 year olds will not interfere
with park activities. The age range of park users in that specific park is 6
months to seniors.

•

The early childhood center is being expanded. That is a drop off program. That
car is off site until the child is picked up later in the day. It is a short-term pick
up and drop off on the west side of the building. There is no parking associated
with that.

•

Ms. Liebling talked about parking issues. 1995 might have bee n their busiest
time at the community center. The fitness center enrollment decreased from
3800 members to 2200 members.

•

This ties in with other comments that Mr. Singer made. Shared parking works
well with this facility. There is a variety of activities and the neighbors even
pointed th.is out. That works to the advantage of a shared parking concept.
They took the parking counts at multiple times of the day. Mr. Hamilton
pointed out the busiest time. He identified 10 a.m., which is not a time when
skateboarders would be at the park. There were also weekend times. They did
some supplemental counts. As they said at the April 18, 2007 meeting, once
outdoor activities start, the activities in the indoor facility tend to decrease.
There have been times of no parking spaces once they have gotten to the
outdoor season. Mr. Hamilton 's supplemental report reflects this.

•

Mr. Kurzman talked about proximity to homes. They chose that location
because it is the backyard and si de yard for two townhouses. They tried to
move it away from Skolcie Court. They looked at one location that was right
across from Skolcie Court. He takes offense to the idea that they chose that
location to avoid meeting with the neighbors. They took that location because
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intergovernmental cooperation.
3.27

Ms. Dalman explained that the issue rums on when one is expanding a use, the
requirements of sub-part a are cumulative requirements requiring certain things,
which this situation probably would not merit. For the record, section 20-4.10.2,
sub part b, section 3, the installation of new or rearrangement of existing

playground or recreational equipment in landscaping an existing park is
specifically considered not a substantial question that would trigger any special
use ... she does not believe that this issue was raised at this evening's hearing.
3 .28

There was a request that Ms. Roberts address this issue since it was brought up
before.
Ms. Roberts said that she confeJTed with Mr. Frenzer, Village Corporation
Counsel, in response to the comment made and the subsequent question. It was her
interpretation under the definition of expansion and addition that the installation of
a skate park would most likely qualify as an expansion when one looks at the
increased in traffic. She was looking at this as being an additional new and
different type of use on the site, not like they were adding a baseball field.
Corporation counsel agreed with her interpretation. He did note that if the Park
District had wanted to appeal that particular interpretation, which could have been
done at the same. This matter was never di scussed, but she would have been happy
to talk to the Park District about his.

3.29

Ms. Dalman noted that she is sure that no one wants to get into that mire.

3.30

Ms. R omanek said that section 2 might also be involved in that resurfacing of
existing tennis courts/parking lots are similar permitted surfaces. One of the things
that seem to be very important in this case is that they are not adding any more
impervious surface. Along the lines of what Mr. McKenna is asking, she recaJls the
pool and recalls that noise was one of the issues brought up by neighbors.
Did she understand correctly that even though neighbors had noise issues, they did
not need to come before the Board to ask for a noise variance.
Ms. Holz said that the Director of Community Development at that time indicated
to the Park Dist1ict was that they were not required to ask for a noise variation.

3.31

Mr. Porter asked if they would have the opportunity for a closing statement once
they rebutted statements made by neighbors and other interested parties.
Chai1man Greenberger said that the applicant would have the chance to rebut and
close at the sam e time.

3.32

Mr. Porter indicated that he had some closing comments after his consultants gave
their statem ents.
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whether the applicant has met the reasons to grant a request for a special use and a
request for a variation.
3.23

Mr. McKenna asked Ms. Holz when she was counseling the Park District on the
variation for sound, was it her opini on that this use actually applies to the Village's
zoning ordinance. Should that be before the Board?
The Park District is following the requirements of Community Development,
which is to meet the standards related to their case.

3.24

Mr. McKenna asked Ms. Holz if she did any research, regarding the skate park,
itself, not causing any noise. It is the activity inside of the park that is causing
noise. Mr. McKenna said that the Board is hearing generator cases because the
generator is a piece of equipment that turns on and off. Did she do research if a
group like the ZBA has to deal with this type of activity?
Ms. Holz did not do research. She reiterated that they are trying to comply with
what they were directed to provide to the Board. He asked a question as. to why
they have not had to come before the Board regarding noise issues in·the past.
Unfortunately, as she looked at the submissions made by neighbors to the Board
and to the Park District, she fear that what there is occurring is an inherent
prejudice about this activity that creates an issue of noise that does not exist from
people near pools who make a Jot of noise. Ball field spectators also make a lot of
noise. She reiterated that the Park District wants to do what they were asked to do,
which was to come in and request a variation, which is what they are doing. they
spent a Jot of time and money to address these issues. Her personal view is that
there are different concerns raised about noise as it relates to different activities that
are not necessarily borne out by evidence presented, but by people's preconceived
notions of that activity is. Is it a desirable activity or non-desirable? What type of
people partakes in the activity?

3.25

Ms. Dalman said she is not aware that any of the state standards, such as pollution
control standards, control activities, uses and equipment. For example, there are no
regulations for kids on a soccer field. That is her experience as a land use lawyer.
Ms. Holz said she is not disagreeing with Ms. Dalman .

3.26

Ms. Dalman said she was looking at section 4. 10.2, which is about additions and
expansions requi1ing new special uses. There was a time in the Village when
intergovernn1ental cooperati on was not as good as it is today between the Park
District and the Vil lage. Perhaps there is a good case to say that the Park District
does not need to come before the Board for a special use.
Ms. Holz said she made that statement at the beginning of her presentation at the
April 2007 hearing. She said that perhaps a good argument could be made, but the
park district chose to come before the Board in the interest of good
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that time, all evidence will be closed and only Board members will be allowed to
speak about the testimony from both hearings. A vote will then be taken.
Someone asked about how long speakers are able to talk and there are no time
limits. However, there are many people who wish to speak and since everyone can
speak, Chairman Greenberger said that he will maintain the prerogative to ask
someone to speed up their remarks if they are being repetitive/restating testimony.
He does not believe that he will have to use that prerogative, but asked the public
for their cooperation in this matter.
All witnesses were duly sworn.
(After section 4.40)
3.22

Ms. Holz said that the ordinance that Mr. Singer claimed that the Park District did
not obey provides standards by which noise is to be measured. The charge of the
consultant was to comply with the standards that were in the Village n01se
ordinance. The study was done in accordance with the Village ordinance. .
Regarding the statement that the Park District admitted violating the law, she is not
quite sure what Mr. Singer meant by that. By asking for a variation because they
want to exceed no1mal standards set forth in the zoning ordinance, that is not
violating the law. That is following the law and that is why variations are provided.
Regarding the statement that she made a comment during her presentation that Mr.
Porter would be providing some infonnation that was provided for information
purposes and not for purpose of review by the ZBA, she believes that she said that
with respect to the Park Board's decision on the need and selection of the site,
which was not the purview of the ZBA. The Park Board's obligation to comply
with standards is before the ZBA. Even if they were to assume that Mr. Singer's
interpretation of her comment was correct, clearly the Park District articulated the
meeting of the standards for presumptions in its application. In the application,
there was reference to the public meeting that was held and the notice provided to
persons that were within the 250' area. That was within the entire 13 acre park not
just the skate board park portion.
Mr. Plotnick made a statement that he had not ever seen a case where an applicant
had asked for the number of parking spaces that the Park District are asking for, it
is not despositive of anything evidentary. Decisions that are made by zoning
boards never see the light of a court case. To her, the amount of the variation that
the Park District is requesting is not the issue. The issue is whether the Park
District met the standards required by the zoning ordinance for that variation. She
believes that Mr. Hamilton, from Gewalt-Hamilton, made that very clear.
The whole issue of whether or not there would be a better location for the park is
not within the purview of the ZBA. The Board is charged with determining
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Minutes from May 23, 2007
3.0

TESTIMOJ\TY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF
APPLICANT
3.1

THE

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Terrence Porter, director
Wilmette Park District

3 .12

Charlene Holtz, attorney
Friedman & Holtz

3 .13

Dr. Thomas Thunder, acoustical engineer
Acoustic Associates

3.14

Michael MaRous, real estate appraiser
MaRous and Company

3 .15

Alison Hastings, staff appraiser
MaRous and Company

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.2 1

Chai1man Greenberger said that this is a continuation of the April 18, 2007
meeting. This is a proposal to build a skate park at Hibbard Park. The Park District
made its full presentation at the first hearing, including testimony from all
witnesses. Because it was late, there was agreement to continue the meeting until
tonight. Tonight the public will have the opportunity to testify. It is his expectation
that a vote will be taken toni ght to either recommend granting or denying the Park
Di strict 's application.
Ms. Fay Paras organized a group called the Hibbard Park Neighbor's Committee
of Concerned Citizens. He told her that thi s group could go first. They have a total
of eight speakers, with evidence and exhibits.
There was a question about the Park District cross-examining these individuals. On
fm1her consideration, the Park District can ask questions after each speaker gives
their presentation rather than as part of the rebuttal. Anyone from the neighbors'
group who has questions for the Park District or their witnesses should call these
individuals to the podium at the start or end or their presentation to ask questions.
Everyone has the right to cross-examine witnesses in this proceeding.
After all eight witnesses have testified, Chairman Greenberger will open the
podium to anyone else who wishes to speak in favor or against the application. The
Park District will have a chance to state a rebuttal or conclusion to their case. At
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4.35

Ms. Liebling asked if they were planning to reduce the width of the parking stalls
from 9' to 8.5'.
Mr. Hamilton said that each space is being changed or not changed in a different
manner.
Ms. Liebling asked that in general, are they planning to decrease the width of the
parking spaces.
Mr. Hamilton said that they would be doing this with some spaces. They have one
more accessible space than needed so that will be replaced. The number of
accessible spaces is based on state code and it is a percentage of the total number
of spaces on site. The senior center is the source for most of the accessible parking.
Ms. Liebling noted that seniors are there during the afternoon, not at night or on
weekends. Sports programs are afterschool and on weekends. The parking lot is
full and people also park on her street.
Mr. Hamilton said they can change the angle of spaces in the west Jot from 75
degrees to 80 agrees. The space width is changed from 9.5' to 9.2'. On the north
end, they went to 8.5' wide spaces, which is Village code. In another area, they
also have 8.5 ' wide spaces. The angle was changed in another location in the
parking Jot.
Ms. Liebling said she believed that more accidents would occur in the parking lot.

4.36

Mr. Torchman said that he currently lives adjacent to the park. He talked about
flooding in the area and his backyard. In the winter, the area gets icy. He asked Mr.
Hamilton if they looked at this issue.
Mr. Hamilton said they did not look at this issue for the proposed project. When
they did the rec center, they looked at drainage in that area. They looked at
drainage at the north end, but did not change anything.

6.0

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Stroud moved to continue this case to May 23, 2007.
6.11
nays.

Ms. Romanek seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no

Motion carried.
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4.30

Mr. Karagas said that when he bought his home, there was no school on the
property and he had no flooding problems. When the school was built, flooding
problems occurred. Every time they added parking, flooding occurred.
Regarding traffic, he agrees that the skate park would be a distraction to those
going down Skoki e Boulevard. If parking is going to be added, they need to think
about how they will control the flooding problems.
Mr. Hamilton said they are not adding impervious surface to the park. If they did,
they would have to comply with the Village's rules and expand detention on the
site.

4.31

Ms. Pollack asked about the original plan for Hibbard Park that shows the
northeast corner, beginning of the park, as Hill Street and this is incorrect. It is less
than 50' -100' from Wilmette A venue. Her house backs up to Skokie Boulevard.
She also does not understand what a public skate park means. If this has to do with
the Wilmette Park District, then why is the park public.
Chairman Greenberger said that the latter issue would be di scussed on ''May 23,
2007. He asked if she had any questions for Mr. Hamilton.
Ms. Pollack said she does not have questions for Mr. Hamilton. She thinks that the
location for the skate park is a poor choice.

4.32

Mr. Joffe asked Mr. Hamilton if he had any information about how many people
would be at the site at the same time as skaters. Friends of those who skate will
also be on the site, which increases the number of cars. He said that the area is
already tight and small and that there is not enough room for additional parking.
Mr. Hamilton said they get their answers by watching what occurs at other skate
parks. At other skate parks, a parent might come to watch the skaters, but mostly
the skaters are dropped off or get there on their own.

4.33

Mr. Goodwin asked how many people would be drawn to the park. He has lived in
the Village for 27 years. He has seen the accidents on Skokie Boul evard. He knows
the traffic flow. The skate park will be too popular, the location is great and it will
draw a lot of people. There will not be suffi cient parking. Skaters will skate across
Skokie Boulevard without supervision. Although a fee could be charged, the park
will be open to the public. Skaters could congregate at the park.

4.34

Mr. Frost asked if the existing condition at the parking lot for the community rec
center adequate for the present use.
Mr. Hamilton said the existing lot is adequate for the current use. He added that
there is a 65 car variation on the lot at the current time.
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Chainnan Greenberger said that Mr. Goodwin could speak on May 23rd and asked
him if he had a question for Mr. Hamilton at this point.
Mr. Hamilton asked what the questions were.
Mr. Goodwin said that accidents wi]] occur.
Mr. Hamilton asked if the question was would the skate park create accidents?
Mr. Hamilton said that accidents occur with a11 types of projects. He talked about
the city of Chicago, all of its signage and the amount of distractions that those
signs cause. But if they took out all of the signs, the city would close down because
no one would be able to get anywhere.
There is a similar skate park in Lake Zurich on Rand Road, which has 50,000
cars/day on that road. There have been no accidents that he is aware of due to
people driving by and looking at the skaters. He said it is possible, but he cannot
imagine that there would be many accidents happening because of the skate park.
4.28

Mr. WeyermulJer said that questions appear to be on the track of eliminating the
skate park and he wants to talk as one who is in favor of the park. Everyone is
concerned about parking, but reminded residents that parking at Centennial Park is
bad during the summer due to the pool. Parking at the junior high is bad due to
soccer. He mentioned a number of parks where there was a problem with trying to
find parking. Why is the code suddenly coming into question with Hibbard Park?
Are all of the other parks out of compliance, especially at the junior high where
there are hundreds of cars. He said that parking at the proposed site appears to be
more than adequate to him.
Mr. Hamilton said he couldn 't answer that question. He asked when the code was
developed for recreational facilities.
Ms. Clark said that she had no idea as to when the code was developed for rec
faci lities.
Mr. Hamilton said he believes that most of the faci lities predated the code.

4.29

Mr. Frost said that someone mentioned that there are 16,000 cars/day that travel
Skokie Boulevard. From his own experience, he has not seen more than 30-45
skaters at a skate park. Adding that number of cars to the 16,000 does not seem like
a noticeable difference. Would 30-45 cars create a difference?
Mr. Hamilton said he agreed with Mr. Frost's thoughts and agreed that the sma11
number of cars, 30 to 45, would not make a difference when one is talking about
16,000 cars.

32

Case 2007-Z-23
3000 Glenview Road
Mr. Hamilton said that there is parking around the entire facility. The ebb and flow
is visible when one moves around the parking lot depending on the activity going
on at the time.
Mr. Liebling asked more questions about different activities and Mr. Hamilton said
that all of those activities were taken into account. He asked Mr. Hamilton if he
was an expert.
Mr. Hamilton said that he was an expert who has also served as an elected official
who has experience in this specific area.
4.26

Mr. Plotnick asked if there was precedent in granting a 119 parking space variation
and, if so, what was the impact.
Mr. Hamilton said that his firm did a shared use parking facility in Deerfield for
their downtown redevelopment. It is at Waukegan and Deerfield Road. This is a
mixed use site. The site is fully occupied and shared use parking has worked very
well. The Village of Deerfield has adopted that type of parking and it will .b e used
at their next large-scale project.
··
At that site, uses are on the outside and parking is on the inside. The complaint is
that people cannot park right in front of where they want to go.
Mr. Plotnick asked how many spaces were involved in that project.
Mr. Hamilton said he would have to go back and look at the notes on that case. He
noted that they are measuring what really occurs. He talked about Lutheran
General Hospital and shared parking regarding number of spaces required. He said
that the code is the code, but reality is also recognized. What is demanded is not
always what is written in the code.
Mr. Plotnick said he has been doing this type of work for 30 years and has never
seen a variation request of the m agnitude being requested this evening.
Mr. Hamilton said that Mr. Porter noted that part of the variation request includes
38 spaces for a use that generates no parking, but is required by code.

4.27

Mr. Goodwin said he has lived in his home for 27 years. His back yard is 166'
away from the park. He has an issue w ith traffic at the intersection of Skokie
Boulevard and Glenview Road. The issue is around safety. The skate park will be
popular with people who are not Village residents. The skate park is cJose to
Skokie Court and will have an effect on that court.
The traffic south of that point will be a distraction and accidents will occur. The
skate park is like a billboard inviting people to come in.
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an explanation about any change and this included on the table. Many spaces were
v·lider than Village code required ·when they redid the facility ten years ago. Now
the spaces have been tightened to be at or in excess of Vi11age code. Spaces will be
re striped.
Mr. Liebling noted that five spaces are allocated for buses and trucks.
Mr. Haillilton said that currentJy there are five spaces, three of which are in the
proposed skate park. They are proposing to take out four spaces that existed
standard vehicle parking spaces and put in three buses in that zone.
Mr. Li ebling said that Mr. Hamilton noted that the heaviest traffic is during
January and February.
Mr. Hamilton said that heaviest parking demand is during those months.
Mr. Liebling said that he presented info1mation at a March meeting regarding
parking and traffic. He noted that seniors were included in that information. He
asked Mr. Hamilton ifhe was talking about during the week only.
Mr. Hamilton said that he was talking about every day, not just week days.
Mr. Liebling said that he was talking about during the week, which was when he
took the pictures. This was before there was baseball in the park, which is a heavy
use. He asked Mr. Hamilton if he took that into account.
Mr. Hamilton said that all activities were taken into account.
Mr. Liebling said that there is a lot of traffic when families come out during
baseball season.
Mr. Hamilton said the community center is an alternative for outdoor recreation
during the winter. That is true in every district that his firm has worked in. In
winter, people are in a community center versus being outdoors. January and
February are consistently the two peak months of the year, not only in Wilmette.
Mr. Liebling said that Mr. Hamilton is saying that due to the fitness center, there is
a lot of parking.
Mr. Hamilton sai d that the fitness center is part of the use, but the entire complex
runs on the pattern that he talked about.
Mr. Liebling said that Mr. Hamilton said that January and February is not that
much heavier. He took pictures in March that showed how full the parking lot was
at that time.
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4.19

Gary Joffe
240 Thelin Court

4. 20

Tim Frost
909 Seneca Road

4.21

Linda Liebling
3006 Hill Street

4.22

Dan Torchman
3000 Hill Lane

4.2

Summary of presentations

4.21

Mr. Frost said he is an eighth grader at Wilmette Junior High. He said he had to
attend two graduations that day. He said he was not really sure if the graduation
was June 61h or June ih. There is a ceremony and he is not sure of the time. There
is a dance that would run through the time of the meeting. He could tell Mr. Porter
the actual date.
··

4.22

Mr. Karagas said that there are also a
that the seniors don't forget what was
meeting should continue, but does not
many mistakes made this evening and
the errors tonight.

lot of seniors who want to speak. He hopes
said at tonight' s meeting. He thinks that the
want to go against the maj ority. There were
he was not sure if the Board wanted to hear

Chaim1an Greenberger said the meeting was videotaped and he believed that tapes
would be available at tl1e library if they did not have cable. Minutes could be typed
for the meeting. Chairman Greenberger said that the errors could be discussed at
the continued meeting.
4.23

(After 3.67)
4.24

Mr. Porter said that there are two graduation ceremonies on June 61h and the dance
is after these ceremonies.

Mr. Usdrowski said he got the letter and asked someone about the Park District
about the meeting. He said he was told that chil dren would come to the skate park
on bicycles. If they are coming on bicycles, why is there concern about parking
spaces?
Mr. Hamilton said that available parking on site is being changed. The plan also
includes additional bike racks .

4.25

Mr. Liebling asked how they plan to reconfigure the parking spaces.
Mr. Hamilton referenced a plan and explained the table on the plan. Each space has
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3.66

Chainnan Greenberger said that May 23rd would work for Board members. He
asked Mr. Porter if it would work for witnesses.
Mr. Hamilton was not available on May 23rd.

3.67

Chairman Greenberger said that Mr. Hamilton could answer questions at torught's
meetings from neighbors.

3.68

C hai1man Greenberger said that Mr. Hamilton as testified about traffic issues
regarding the skate park. It is the right of every person in the comrnuruty who has
issues about that particular topic, as well as Mr. Hamilton's testimony, to ask him
questions. These questions will be without prejudice to the ability of anyone to
come on May 23 , 2007 and to ask questions of the other witnesses or to make a
statement.

(After 4.37)
3.69

4.0

Chai1man Greenberger sai d that since there were no additional questions, a motion
would be made to continue the case to May 23 , 2007.

INTERESTED PARTIES

4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11

Ty Frost
909 Seneca Road

4.12

George Karagus
319 Kilpatrick Drive

4.13

Larry U sdrowski
241 Kilpatrick Drive

4.14

Morris Liebling
3006 Hill Street

4.15

Paul Plotruck
3133 Hill Lane

4.16

Richard Goodwin
334 Skokie Court

4.17

Mark Weyermuller
208 Lawndale A venue

4.18

Rosalind Poll ack
30 14 Greenleaf
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be able to speak on the case.
He asked if any Board member had an issue with continuing the case until June 6,
2007 or believes that the meeting should continue this evening.
3.56

Mr. Darbyshire said he is favor of continuing the case to the June 6, 2007 meeting.

3.57

Ms. Dalman said it needs to be determined if the Park District presenters are
available on June 6, 2007 for cross-examination.

3.58

Chairman Greenberger asked Mr. Porter if he and his witnesses could be available
on June 6, 2007.
Mr. Porter and all witnesses are available on June 6, 2007.

(After 4.22)
3.59

3.60

(After 4.23)
3.61

After looking at a school di strict calendar, Mr. Porter said that graduation is on
June 6, 2007.
Chairman Greenberger said there would be a dance on June 6, 2007 and asked
about the time of the dance.

Chairman Greenberger sai d that June 20th would be another option for a
continuation. He asked Mr. Porter if that date would work. There was discussion as
to whether that date would work for Mr. Porter and his witnesses.
Mr. Porter and his witnesses could anend a meeting on June 20, 2007.

3.62

Chaim1an Greenberger asked the Hibbard Park Neighbors Group if they could
attend a June 20, 2007 meeting.

3.63

Mr. Porter said that if they met on June 20th and it was approved, it would go to the
Village Board in July. He asked if it could be held between June 61h and June 201h.
Chairman Greenberger talked about the concept of a special meeting.
Ms. Clark noted that if the case were not continued to a date certain, renotification
would need to be done.

3.64

Chairn1an Greenberger said that agendas for the May
were full.

3.65

There was discussion about a special meeting, but Ms. Clark said that she would
have to check on scheduling for the Board room. Genera11y, Wednesday evenings
are a good time for the Board room.
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3.52

Chainnan Greenberger asked of the skate parks looked at in the study, were any
located in 134' of a neighboring residential area. One of the concerns that
neighbors raised is that this park is closer to residential areas than some of the other
parks that have been referred to as comparables. He is not sure if this is absolutely
true.
Mr. MaRous said that Ms. Hastings would address this question, but the 134' is
also across a major highway, which is not the same as being across an open green
space. That issue would go into Dr. Thunder's analysis of the entire noise issue.

3.53

Ms. Hastings said that the park in Itasca backs onto homes. She sited a sale that
occurred for a home that is 85' south of a skate park. That house sold for $799 ,000.
There is a home that backs directly onto the skate park and is listed at $953,000.
Regarding the Naperville Park, it is across Jackson Street from sold homes. The
homes in Aurora are across Illinois Avenue from the park. The Elmhurst park is
across the railroad tracks.

3.54

Mr. Porter said that the skate boarders have conducted themselves with digµity and
respect during thi s process. They had great ideas for the designers. This skate park
is for the community and is not intended to be a regional skate park. It is relative
small compared to others in the area. This skate park has been requested for many
years. He believes that this is the time to provide this mainstream activity.
He believes that all evidence presented at the meeting shows that all standards for
special use and variation requests are met. The Park District asked the Zoning
Board to provide a favorable recommendation to the Village Board on their
application.

3.55

After Chairman Greenberger asked Board members if they had additional
questions, which they did not, he asked for a show of hands from the audience
indicating who would like to speak at tonight's meeting, either in support or
against the skate park.
After that, he said that his concern, given the number of people who want to speak
this event, and he is intent that all who want to speak will be able to do so. The
applicant's presentation was excellent, but ran on the long side, through no one's
fault. There are children in the audience who have school and if the meeting
proceeds as it has, it will end after midnight, based on experience with these types
of cases.
He is concerned to have lost several people already that might have wanted to
speak. He proposes that the case be continued until June 6, 2007. Mr. Porter will
need to determine iflus witnesses are available on that date since they have to be at
the meeting for cross-examination. Everyone who wants to speak on the case could
speak that evening. The Hibbard Park Neighbors Committee will be the first to
speak. They have an organized presentation. After that presentation, all others will
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In his report, value trends in the neighborhood are discussed. There are townhouses
to the east, across the street, that are in the mid $300,000 range. There is a
residential area to the west with houses in the average range of $500,000. There is
redevelopment, via teardowns, in the area. He looked at the view aspects of the
neighborhood. What is impacting these neighborhoods today?

In Park Rjdge, they did not allow a batting cage due to the fact that it creates
significant sound. The batting cage is proximate to the residences.
They looked at other uses of the park such as softball and little league. Skate parks
are receiving significant grant money for development. It is perceived as an
amenity, as are parks. They looked at the Northbrook skate park, which is 22,000
square feet.

In his report, he referenced four skate parks where he was able to find sales of
residences in proximity to or with a view of a skate park in those same
neighborhoods. The conununities are Elmhurst, Aurora, Naperville and Itasca.
They found no evidence of any negative impact, no difference in price points.
He referenced his conclusions in the report.
The four comparable skate parks do not indicate a loss of value due to
proximity of a skate park.
The proposed skate park development will not be detrimental to property
values in the vicinity.
The noise generated by the skate park activity is nominal, relative to either
traffic noise on Skokie Boulevard or the noise/other activities at Hibbard Park,
particularly the ball fields.
The skate park makes use of the existing site area, which is 1.3% of the
entire site area.
The park is active and there is a rec center with 90,000+ square feet and a
large parking area.
Skate parks are recognized by state governments as projects worthy of state
funding.
The sport has grown to a relative mainstream activity offered by Park
Districts.
The Hibbard Park rec center is well established and was a school and park.
The availability of a skate park will diminish skater's use of conunercial
and residential public and privately owned uses for skating.
The redundant and wasteful uses of skate resources to direct skaters will be
reduced.
Park district amenities are always well done.
The quality of the park district and its ability to be as appealing as a
neighborhood park district and its responsiveness to the demand for new amenities
is vital to the growth and demand for housing in the conmrnnity.
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Regarding the skate park, it is primarily an after school demand period or a
weekend demand period. The peak demand on this site is consistently in the 10:00
a.m. - noon pe1iod. Part of that has to do with senior programming. Even in the
summer, the skate park would not affect peak times.
They did not measure this element because they took the worst case scenario. They
assumed the senior center would remain on site, but they know it will move in the
fall. Seniors are most active in the 10:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m. time period. That use is
now going to Mallinckrodt. Other uses will most likely go into that space, but those
uses would not be as intense as the current use and will not be targeted to the 10:00
a .m. - noon time period.
His conclusion is that the site plan provided will offer adequate parking for the
existing facility with the proposed skate park in place.
He said that he heard that there was concern about parking along Hill Street being
an issue. People park there because they believe they can park adjacent to where
they are going. This is found in retail all the time. He explained that people park on
Hill Street due to the location of the ball and soccer fields .
It is not his goal as a parking consultant to satisfy 100% of the needs on a site
100% of the time. If the site overflows a few time a year, which means that parking
is sufficient.
3.51

Mr. MaRous said he has been before the Board on another case. He does work for
the Village and the School District. He has done a lot of work in the Village, as
well in other municipalities. He talked about his professional and personal
experiences.
For this project, he said that sound, engineering, land planning are all issues. They
look at the neighborhood and its relation to zoning and market transfers.
Surrounding uses, value levels, and facility usage are reviewed. In this situation,
they looked at the proposed use . From an appraisal perspective, certain points are
relevant.
The skate park is about 1.3% of the total site. The site is active and has been for 40
years. Private and public ventures have occurred on this site. There is a highway in
front of the skate park. 16,000 vehicles/day travel this road. Glenview Road has
about l 0,000 vehicles/day. Edens Expressway has over 200,000 vehicles/day.
These are all significant factors.
What is the proposed use? It is a continuation of the sports usage on site. He noted
that for the skate boarder, the world is their skate park. One of the reasons they
developed a skate park in Park Ridge, where he lives, was because of safety and to
provide the skate boarders with a place to go .
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3.50

Mr. Hamilton talked about professional background. Hi s firm is comprised of civil
and traffic engineers. He talked about traffic studies he has done in the Village. He
is very familiar with Park District community centers through personal and
professional knowledge.
For tonight 's case, he is looking at parking on site. When they did the community
center project and implemented shared parking, they were applying a method of
parking calculation that has gotten to be in wider use in the Chicago area. There are
m any uses on site sharing a common parking area. There are different peaks and
patterns. They occur different times of the day and different days of the week and
different months of the year. With the varying uses, they can reduce the amount of
parking they need because they reuse the parking.
They normally use shared parking when there is retail/office use around a central
parking area. In t01-Dght' s situation, there is a recreational site with many different
uses that occur at different times in the community center.

In many other community centers, there are the athletic/drop-in component. and the
programming component. They are combined in the Village in the same· facility.
There are drop ins, leagues and the program part that is more controll able. The
advantage is that the amount of parking needed can also be controlled through
programming uses. To date, the Park Di strict has not had to do tills. He is
recommending that they keep an eye on parking and if they are short on parking,
they can m odify their programming by staggering the times of day that programs
are offered.
Looking at parking demand is an empirical science. They go out and measure what
the situation is today. They took 84 measurements during the peak period for the
community center. The peak pe1iod is January and February. Cl asses are most
11eavily attended dming those months and tills holds true for most park districts in
the area.
The skate park has zero use during the rec center's peak period. When the skate
park begins to run, the rec center demand is reduced. The concern is not how much
the skate park demands parking. The issue is whether the existing facility can
function with fewer spaces and function efficiently. That is the focus of the report.
At this time, there are 33 1 parking spaces on the site. By modifying some of the
spaces, they have 314 spaces. Wh en they measure the demand, they found a
maximum demand of 285 parked vehicles. That occurred at 10:00 a.m. on a
\].,Tednesday.
When there is a public versus an employee faci lity, they like to have a significant
vacancy rate. They recommend a 10% vacancy rate, which means they need 314
spaces, which explains the site plan modification. They could put more parking on
site, but he does not see reason to do so.
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testified for the Park District in the past.
Dr. Thunder said he has not testified for the Wilmette Park District in the past.
3.46

Mr. McKenna asked if this level of effort was typical for park districts. Does he get
a lot of calls to do this type of work from park districts?
Dr. Thunder said he does not get a lot of calls from park districts, but he gets calls
from any area that produces noise. He talked about other projects he has worked
wi th in the past. He said that he gets calls from Park Districts about 1 to 2 times a
year.
Mr. Porter said that when the swimming pool case was in front of the Board, a few
neighbors asked questions about noise. There was no request for a noise variation
in that case. In tonight's case, there was a lot of concern about noise. The Park
Dist1ict believed that it was important to get a sound expert involved. The sound
study took place before the Park Board decided to go before the ZBA. The Park
Board had to be satisfied that they could be good nei ghbors.

3.47

Mr. McKenna asked ,;vhat in the process made the Park District detem1ine that this
case would have a problem with noi se more than the pool would have.
Mr. Po11er said they know skate parks make noise. He reiterated that they knew
noise was an issue and that they had to address this topic as part of the process.

3.48

Mr. McKenna asked if there were complaints from noise coming from the soccer
fields.
Mr. Po11er said there is baseball and a batting cage at Hibbard Park that takes place
during most of the sunm1er. There is the noise of the ball hitting the bat on a
regular basis. Tennis courts are also in that location . The sound study was done due
to the concern of the neighbors. The Park District agreed with this concern. After
hearing Dr. Thunder's testimony, the Park Board believed that the skate park
would not have a noise impact, especially at point B.
Mr. Porter said that he can hear skate boarding in the bank plaza when he opens the
windows in his office.

3.49

Ms. Dalman referenced Mr. Porter's latter statement. She asked him if he heard
trains when they went by.
Mr. Porter said that he did not hear trains when they went by. He said that he is
talking about 60-db. He said that if they were talking outside, however, the train
noise would be louder than their conversation and they would have to yell to be
heard above the train noise.
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Dr. Thunder said that \Vas considered, but that is why he created a visual. It is hard
to do audio demonstrations. Acceptability has to be considered based on the
science given for the last 30 years by the USEPA and by the Illinois EPA. They
u se the A scale and Leg.
3.41

Mr. Davidson said there have been situations when the Board was told that the
calculations for light cut off are sufficient, but when the lights are installed, they do
not meet the calculation level. That is part of his concern in this case. There are
va1iables that could impact the calculations.
Dr. Thunder said that there is no science that can take every conceivable case and
scenario into consideration. The science of acoustics is based on calculations that
were based on international standards. For the detem1ination of impact, he relies on
the USEP A, as well as the state EPA to determine impact. Third party groups
detem1ine metrics. Because the standards have not changed much in 30 years, he
believes that they are stable and reputable.

3.42

Ms. Dalman said it was very helpful that Dr. Thunder explained that h~ used a
conservative approach when doing the noise studies assuming no impact or
mitigation from berms or landscaping. He provided what would occur if additional
berm heights were added. She asked Dr. Thunder to summaiize what he thinks the
effect would be of the 3' benn and the hedge and landscaping. Would it reduce
noise by 10 db? 6 db?
Dr. Thunder said that without doing calculations, his educated guess would be a 5
db to 6-db reduction. This is a significant reduction. It is difficult and expensive to
go for a 10-db reduction.

3.43

Ms. Dalman said that this is within the context of current noise as of today. Impact
is difficult to measure because of the existing traffic on SkolGe Boulevard.
Dr. Thunder concurred with Ms. Dalman's statements. Skate park noise could not
be measured unless all traffic was blocked off at the north and south end of the
park.

3.44

Ms. Dalman said that in the report, Dr. Thunder talked about ambient noise from
Edens Expressway.
Dr. Thunder said that noise is contributing to minimal levels. If there was no traffic
in the area and only heard traffic from the Edens and business traffic, the level
would be about 56 db, which is still above what the ordinance allows.

3.45

Mr. McKenna said he does not remember hearing Dr. Thunder present before the
Board in other cases for the Park District. He does not remember sound studies
being done, even for the new pool, which was a huge project. He does not
remember this level of effort being put into sound. He asked Dr. Thunder ifhe has
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though there is no change in sound level, there is a reduced psychological impact.
Some studies have equated this with a reduction of 5 db, which is significant.
People asked about doubling the number of sources. Every time that happens, the
sound level goes up 3 db. 3 db is a just noticeable difference.
There was a question about surfaces. He believes that the smoother the surface, the
less vibration is impai1ed to the skateboard and the less radiation there would be.
He cannot predict how many decibels this is because he has not studied skate parks
in that kind of detail.
3.37

Mr. Davidson asked how the frequency level of sound plays into the Leq. One of
the issues is that decibel scale is partial scale. However, the frequency of the sound
impacts the actual sound value. Was there any study done to determine the
frequency of traffic noise was vis a vis what the frequency of skateboard traffic
might be? Hi s concern is if the traffic at that level is at a significantly lower
frequency than the expectation would be that something at a higher frequency level
would have to have a lower decibel level or it would be cancelled out by the traffic
noise. Two sources that have the same db level, but one has a higher frequency and
one has a lower frequency do not necessarily cancel one another out unless they are
in the mid-hea1ing range. Is the traffic noise at a low enough frequency that the db
contour chart is not necessarily going to cancel it out.
Dr. Thunder said the aspect of frequency was accounted for in the db scale. The
hearing mechanism is more sensitive to higher frequency sounds. There is a filter
that goes in the sound meter that only accepts those frequencies that are sensitive to
the ear and it rejects the lower frequencies where the ear is less sensitive. That is
known as the A scale. The A scale has already counted for those effects brought up
by Mr. Davidson.

3.38

Mr. Davidson clarifi ed that Dr. Thunder's position is that frequency levels are
close enough in the ranges that they will cancel each other out.
Dr. Thunder said he hesitates to use the word cancellation. There 1s no
cancellation.

3.39

Mr. Davidson further clarified his statement by substituting the word masking for
cancellation.
Dr. Thunder answered in the affirmative because of the use of the A scale.

3.40

Mr. Davidson asked if one were relying on the A scale for that information versus
actual measurements of frequency levels for traffic noise and what they might be
for a skate park, there is still the question about why some real world test might not
placate some of the neighbors concerns. Was that considered?
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They are primarily concerned about the impact. Impact is usually assessed relative
to background noise. If the noise cannot be heard, there is no impact. Audibility is
a necessary, but not sufficient criterion for noise.
The task is to measure the ambient noise and where is the ambient noise at the
three locations. He pointed out the ambient noise locations on the graphic. Point A
has an Leq of 58 db. The noise of cars and stoplights on 41 is cyclical. Because the
Leq of the projected noise is substantially lower than the Leq of the background
noise, there is no impact at that location.
The same conclusion is true for point C. Regarding point B, the background noise
is due to the five-lane highway.
They started their measurements at 8:30 p.m. and went until 9:45 p.m. That is well
past the time the park is open. They did this because that is when the traffic is at a
minimum when the skate park is open.
He was interested in minimum level findings so he ran statistics. LOS means the
level of noise exceeded 5% of the time. That goes up to 75 db. That is a m'easure of
the intrusion of the noise of the traffic. The L95 level is 56 db. That is the level
exceeded 95% of the time. That is very close to what he would call a minimum
level, which is if tl1ere were no traffic along Skokie Boulevard, the noise would
measure at 56 db. That is important because the ordinance states that 45 db is
allowed. The background noise is the de facto standard, not some number on a
noise code. That is the rationale for saying that the skate park is not the impact that
people think it will be.
To go a step further, he presented a visual representation and discussed this
graphic.
There '"'as no consideration for a berm in the calculations. The calculations were
straight-line propagation. He was asked what an effect of a berm would be.
Whenever the line of site of the source is blocked, there is an automatic 5-db
reduction. For every foot above that, there is about another db of reduction. The
sound sources are close to the ground for this application as the wheels of the
skateboard are not visible. A 3' berm would reduce the noise.
To put a chain link fence on top of that would not be of any benefit. Air can go
through the fence and if one can see through it, sound can go through it. The only
way a fence on top of a 3' bern1 \\1ould be of benefit would be if it were a solid
fence. There has to be an impervious barrier to the sound.
Regarding hedges and bushes, they reduce the sound somewhat. A great amount of
attenuation will not be achieved.
He talked about the p sychological effect. When a noise source is not visible, even
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results, there is no need to spend more money to evaluate a third park. They went
to Buffalo Grove and Geneva. The same manufacturer had equipment at those
parks. Their company has already implemented noise control features.
With a skate park, some of the noise emanates from the frames, boxes and
platforms. The vibration of the platform would radiate a Jot of noise. This company
has laminated and substrated their equipment in order to dampen vibrations and
reduce noise from the platfmms.
Their observations regarding noise at the two parks was when the wheel hits the
surface, after it comes off of the platform, and when it rolls along the concrete.
Those noises are close to the ground as opposed to a noise source high on the
platform.
He put up a graphic showing an aerial image of the area. They wanted to look at
the area and establish the ambient noise in the area. They looked at the end of Hill
Street as establishing the ambient noise level. They looked directly across from
where the proposed skate park is and they looked at another area as the three
potential receiving points. They want to make measurements of actual skate park
noise and then superimpose that on the aerial. If the skate park is located in one
area of Hibbard Park, how much sound would be attenuated as it travels to point A,
point B and point C.
When they did calcul ations, sound drops off fairly rapidly in the early stages of the
sound. There is attenuation because of the grass, vegetation and berming. When
they did their calculations, they assumed there was no benn, hedge or barrier. So
he did calculations based on a worst-case scenario. Sound would be transmitted via
concrete or grass without any barriers in the worst-case scenario .
Atmosphere also affects the sound. That goes into the calculations. They developed
a graph, which he showed at the meeting. When they test for impact of noise, they
use the metric endorsed by the USEPA over 30 years ago and the one endorsed b y
the state of Illinoi s in the mid-1980s. That statistic is called the Leq or equivalent
level. lt is an average over a time period and is an average of the energy in the
noise. lt is a level weighted average. The higher occurring sound levels are
weighted more importantly than other sound levels.
For point A, they predicted an Leq of 48 db if they used the levels proj ected from
Buffalo Grove, 46 db if they used the levels from Geneva. They are low due to the
di stance.
For point B, directly to the east, the Leq was predicted at 57 db for Buffalo Grove
and 56 db at Geneva. The numbers are higher due to a closer distance.
At point C, to the south, the Leq is 48 db for Buffalo Grove and 47 db at Geneva.
The low numbers are again due to distance.
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3.32

Ms. Romanek asked if there was any thought about digging it any deeper? If that
makes any difference for sound?
Mr. Fyle said that one way to make the berm higher would be to lower the level of
the skate board equipment. They were hoping to use existing structures, however,
and Ms. Romanek 's suggestion would add to the cost and require removal of some
materials. They would have to design some stairs if the skate park were below
grade. They might also have to add ramps for accessibility.
Mr. Porter said that if they needed to get the berm higher, perhaps the issue would
be to do something with the existing hedge.

3.33

Mr. Davidson said that planting some hedges would not appear to be beyond the
scope of the cost of the project, given the probable overall total cost, if the existing
hedges had to be removed. He asked if other sound attenuation materials, other
than a berm, were considered.
Mr. Fyle said he would like to defer this answer until Dr. Thunder gives his.portion
of the presentation.
·

3.34

Mr. Davidson said that he was cmious as to the direction given to the landscape
architect about what they were to work on.
Mr. Fyle said they were trying to find a bal ance between some visual barriers and
still have some visibility into the site.

3.35

Mr. Darbyshire clarifi ed that the applicant wanted to keep the barrier as transparent
as possible.
Mr. Fyle said that Dr. Thunder will discuss the psychology behind the theory that if
one doesn't see the skate park, it is not heard as much. Perhaps some Evergreens
could be strategically placed to line up with the w indows of the townhomes across
the street.

3.36

Dr. Thunder talked about his educational and professional background. He is a
board certified noise control engineer and a licensed audiologist. He knows that
noise is an issue with tonight's application. As a noise control engineer, it is
professionally satisfying for him to be involved at the outset of a project like this.
By getting involved at this stage, he can help to make a responsible design. His
career has been around reducing and controlling noise. With this project, he was
asked to assess noise to detennine if there would be an impact.
To be able to study the impact, they went out to get data from skate parks. Their
job was to go out and measure sound. They went to skate parks that were similar in
design and construction as the proposed skate park. They were asked to go to three,
but said they would go to two parks. If there was high repeatability with consistent
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sk ating. He said it is not intended for skateboards, however.
He then showed a section through the skate park through the south end. It shows
overall heights of the features. The tall est ramp is 5' tall and at the top of that is a
raning along the back and sides. There is a berm, 6' high fence and existing hedge
along the outside hedge of the skate park, followed by the sidewalk, another space
and then one reaches the edge of Skokie Boulevard.
3.27

Mr. Darbyshire said that from the infom1ation received, it seems as if there is more
than one material that could be used for the skate park. \Vhat was the rationale for
making this partially versus entirely concrete? ls there a difference in sound
attenuation? Are there space requirements between the two?
Mr. Fyle said that the decision was made prior to the design process to use
temporary ramp structures versus a fully concrete skate park. Cost was one factor
influencing the decision. The size of the space is also an issue.

3.28

Mr. Darbyshire said he wanted to know if there was any difference in t.erms of
sound between the two - all versus partial concrete?
Mr. Fyle said he is not sure about the levels. With the type of equipment they
chose, the manufacturer uses a material on top with some sound-deadening
material underneath. Most manufacturers are staring to use sound-deadening
materials.

3.29

Regarding the size of the berm , Ms. Dalman asked if they considered increasing
the height of it. Would that have any effect on the noise?
Mr. Fyle said that the size of the berm was based on the amount of space they had
to work with. They looked at tightening the skate park as much as possible. If the
berm were to be larger, the existing hedge would have to be removed and expand
closer to the sidewalk.

3.30

Mr. \1cKenna asked if there was review of fencing materials during the design
process.
Mr. Porter said that they looked at dark heavy chain link, but they would be open
to other suggestions if this choice were an issue.

3.3 1

Mr. M cKenna asked if the concept was that a skate park should have an open
versus a more enclosed fence.
Mr. Porter said one of the reasons to have an open fence was to have enough
visibility so that if the police are driving by the site, they can see into the location.
The ordinance also requires an open fence.
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The third site was part of the existing parking lot. The advantages were the closest
proximity to the rec center, where there are bathrooms and water fountains;
v isibility from the rec center by Park District staff; ability for drop off space; not
removing any green space and not adding any new hard surface to the park, as well
as not adding to the storm water requirements of the park. They are reducing the
amount of overall impervious surface.
Design Process
They will remove 10,000 square feet of asphalt and the new skate park is 7 ,500
square feet of concrete surface. The Park District approved this location so they
went through the design process for the layout of the skate park. The design
process included meetings with local children to let them help choose the kind of
equipm ent and features for the skate park. A presentation was made to local
residents about the skate park design.
The proposed skate park design includes 7,500 square feet (approximate) of new
concrete. Asphalt is not a good surface for skateboarding. There are short and long
runs. There is a half pipe and a long run that extends the length of the skate park
with elements for them to do shorter runs along the way and back. There are
ramps, stairs and railings for skaters to skate on.
There is a small berm on either side of the skate park. The minimum di stance to the
Skokie Boulevard ri ght of way is 45 ' to the edge of the skate park. There is space
on the south edge for a 2' to 3' high berm. There will be room in that area for
skaters to sit and watch others.
A lot of sound generated, as will be explained by Dr. Thunder, is produced where
the skateboard hits the concrete when one comes off of the ramps. The berm will
help shield the sound. The site will be sunounded with a chain link fence, 6' high,
with gates.
They are not pl anning lighting as they intend to close the skate park at dusk. They
intend to add some benches and waste receptacles.
3.25

Chaim1an Greenberger asked the ages of the skaters on the Design Committee.
Mr. Fyle said the skaters were primarily in junior high and a few were in high
school. One person would not use the park because he was going to college.

3.26

Chai1man Greenberger sa id he does not know a lot about skate parks, but it appears
that the noise comes from the skateboard hitting a cement surface. Is there any
surfacing that could be used to dea den the noise or decrease the amount of noise?
Mr. Flye said he has not seen a surface like Chainnan Greenberger described.
There are different surfaces used for inJine skating. These surfaces could possibly
be used for skate boarding. lt is an acrylic surfacing that adds a grip for inJine
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In the summer of 2006, consultant staff and the user group met to come up with a
final design that was finished in the summer of 2006. In September 2006, the
Board authorized the Parks and Recreation committee to conduct a public hearing
on the proposed skate park design.
For the September 26, 2006 public hearing, letters were sent to all residents within
250' of the entire park. That was about 140 first-class letters. Comments were
invited and a drawing of the plan was included in the mailing. The notice was
posted on the Park District's web site.
About 60 people came to that meeting and neighborhood fliers were also sent,
which was in addition to the Park District mailing. There was a posting in the
recreation center. At that meeting, there was concern about noise generated from
the skate park. Because of that concern, the Park Board authorized the sound study
done by Acoustic Associates. Findings were presented to the Park District Board
on January 8, 2007. Many neighbors were at that meeting. Only at that time did the
Park Board authorize staff to submit a zoning appli cation.
There were at least eight public hearings over two years where neighbors were
present and given a chance to speak. There were many phone calls and email
interactions.
There were several points in the progression where the Park Board could have
stopped the process if they beli eved that the proposed location was not appropriate.
The Park Board detennined that Hibbard Park is the appropriate location for a
community skate park in the Village. Other than having neighbors' objections to
having a skate park at Hibbard Park, he believes that the Park District has
addressed the concerns regarding noise, traffic, parking, and property values. The
Park District will provide a valuable and desirable community asset for the young
people of Wilmette.
3.24

Mr. Fyle said that his finn has designed skate parks in the area including two for
the Chicago Park District and for other park dist1icts and municipalities in the area.
He said that his finn 's assignment for tlus project was to locate a location within
Hibbard Park for a skate park and a layout of the skate park facility.
Determining the location for the skate park
There were three sites \Vithin the park that they reviewed . The first included the
northern area, the open space used for soccer and other uses. This location was not
selected given its distance from park.jng, drop off and the rec center, as well as its
proximity to homes immediately to the no11h. The second location was just to the
north of the parking, between the ball field and the parking lot. This was an odd
shaped space, wruch would require them to possibly decrease the size of the
baseball field and add fencing along the south edge of the ball field to protect
skaters from foul ball s.
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Mr. Porter said he wants to show the Board what they have done so far to include
the public in the process. In August 2004, the Park Board recommended that the
Parks and Recreation Committee look into the possibility of having a skate park in
the Village. In January 2005, the committee commissioned a site evaluation with
3-D Design to explore the possibility of a skate park and to look at other skate
parks in the area.
The criteria that were given to 3-D Design were that the park had to be at least four
(4) acres in size and the park could not exceed 10% of the park. Nine parks fit
those criteria. The report identifi ed four potential sites - Community Playfield,
Centennial Park, Hibbard Park and Mallinckrodt.
As Ms. Holtz mentioned, the proposed skate park is about 1.3% of total park area.
In May 2005, the Park Board narrowed its selection to two possible sites Community Playfield or Hibbard Park. They autho1ized a community hearing.
Letters were sent to every household in the community informing people about the
two options. Before that, the School Di strict wrote a letter in June 2005
encouraging the Park District not to use the Community Playfi eld location because
tl1ere was concern voiced by parents about the education process. Not all of the
schools are off at the same time. The School Board members were bothered that
the skate park could interfere with education.
Mr. Porter said that the Park District takes intergovernmental cooperation
seriously. That was a factor in the decision about the location for the park. The
committee of the whole hea1ings were well attended. Many people were in favor of
and many people were opposed to skate parks.
In August 2005, the Board unanimously approved the idea of building a skate park
in the Village. The deci sion then had to be made as to wruch location was best for
the skate park. At the August 2005 meeting, the Board could not come to a fin al
conclu sion. In September 2005, the Board chose Hibbard Park for the skate park
location. Some of the reasons included proximity to the community rec center;
high traffic on Skokie Boulevard, which is a U.S. rughway; good site lines from the
street and from within the park. The area chosen results in no loss of green space.
Mr. Fyle will discuss this in ms portion of the presentation.
The skate park is a daylight only operation and will be locked at night. There will
not be illuminati on at ni ght. In October 2005, the Park Di strict Board authorized
staff to seek proposals for design services. That is when Thompson Dyke &
Associates (TDA) got involved and they were retained in March 2006.
When Park District representatives met with TDA, which was after several
community hearings, neighbors' concerns were reviewed. The directive to TDA
was to find the best locati on withjn Hibbard Park, develop a skate park design.
More speci fi cs will be given during other presentations this evening.
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community asset and he believes that they are good neighbors. There is additional
parking capacity, which Mr. Hamilton will discuss.
In 1995, the first special use pennit was granted for the community rec center.
They got a 65 space parking vaiiation based on the concept of shared parking. That
concept has ''-'Orked very well. The use patterns at the facility vary greatly based on
time of the year, as well as time of the day.
One of the concerns was that parking counts were done in winter. Winter is the
busiest time for the commuruty center. He feels comfortable that the site can
handle the parking variations. Mr. Hamilton will discuss this element in further
detail during his presentation.
The senior center will be moving out of the recreation center in fall 2007 over to
Mallinckrodt. That will reduce daytime traffic at the site.
He then discussed the Hibbard Park site, itself.
The distance from the northeast comer of the proposed skate park to the closest
residential property line is 134 ' separated by the five-lane Skokie Boulevard (US
Highway 41 ). This is a heavily used road. He showed the rear yards of the
townhomes. He talked about the 6' board on board fence at the townhomes that
provides a visual barrier. To the south is a side yard of one of the townhomes.
There is shrubbery that is a visual barrier. To the north is the entrance to Skokie
Court. One of the reasons why they chose thi s site was to get the skateboard site
away from the Skokie Court entrance because it would be more visible in the
Skokie Court location.
Moving further north, there are commercial properties on the east side of Skokie
Boulevard and also directly north of the park. In a counterclockwise direction,
there is Hill Street, a home bordering the park, immediately adjacent to Hill Street
is a tot lot, a baseball field. There is already noise from those locations in the park.
The skate park 'vould produce less noise than what is already on site.
From the northwest comer of the skate park to the nearest boundary at Hill Street is
about 450'. Continuing south and not depicted on the map is Gregory, which has a
tennis court, little league batting cage and the baseball field. Going further south
along Kilpat1ick, the skate park is shielded by the building. Coming around on
Glenview Road is a busy street and the building separates the skate park from the
neighbors southwest of the community rec center.
Closer to Skokie Boulevard is another little league baseball field so noise from the
field would be greater than noise from the skate park.
The above represents a condensed tour of the entire 13-acre site.

12

Case 2007-Z-23
3000 Glenview Road
Will present inforn1ation in support of the parking and traffic studies
Michael MaRous and Alison Hastings
MaRous and Company
Will present infonnation regarding the market impact study on the
neighborhood
3.23

Mr. Porter said that the skate park has been 30 years in the making. He said that in
today's society, skate parks are a mainstream activity. It is one of the largest
growing recreational activities in the country. The primary target group is ages 10
to l 4. When skaters get older, they either drive or go to a larger skate park, which
is in Northbrook.
Parents, police, and members of the Village 's Youth Commission have requested
this use throughout the years. lt provides a safe alternative location for
skateboarders skating on public and private property.
The Park Di strict is part of an agency called Park District Risk Man11gement
Agency (PDRMA). This is a 142-member agency and 61 have skate parks. When
there were public meetings, neighbors had concerns regarding safety issues.
PDRMA 'S advice is to have good signage and they would help the Vi11age with
this element. Supervision is not required. PDRMA has found there are minor
injuries throughout the years at skate parks. There have been no lawsuits. If the
equipment is well maintained and there is good signage, the risk is minimal.
The skateboarders pointed out that one of the reasons why there are more
skateboarding injuiies is that children who skateboard are doing so in places not
designed for skateboarding. A well-designed skate park lessens the risk for
injuries.
He talked about Hibbard Park, which has been a park district park since the 1960s.
It is an active park. Current or past activities include two tennis courts, two little
league baseball fields , two tot lots, soccer is played at the north end, football has
been played there, the Jaycee's carnival was held there, the Wilmette Guild Art
Fair.
In addition to the open space, there is the fonner Bell school building. That was an
elementary school until the late 1970s. At that time, the William Alter's group
bought the property and it became Office in the Park. It was Office in the Park
from 1980-1 994. At that time, recreation programs from the Park District were at
Highcrest Center. In l 994, the School District reclaimed Highcrest and the Park
Dist1ict bought the Office in the Park.
The Community Recreation Center was built m 1995 and it hosts indoor and
outdoor activities. There are preschool , art, dance, before and after school
programs, as well as other programs. It is a busy, but not overwhelming site. It is a
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(2)

The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due
to unique circumstances;

(4)

The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Chapter
would prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the property;
however, the fact the property could be utilized more profitably with the
variation than without the variation shall not be considered as grounds for
granting the variation.

These presumptions can only be overcome if the preponderance of the actual
evidence presented is to the contrary. The Park District is also entitled to deference
regarding its dete1mination as to the public need for the special use requests under
section 4.3.l. The ordinance provides that for publicly operated uses, the Village
w ill defer to the detem1inations made by the unit of government operating the use
as to whether a public need exists for the use.
One of tonight's presenters, Mr. Terrence Porter will give some of the
considerations and historical background of the actions taken by the Park Board
and how they came to the decisions and dete1mined a) to have a skate park and b)
to site it at this location. She stressed that this information is provided for
infom1ational purposes only and not for purposes of placing that information
before tl1e Board for review.
They believe that the evidence contained in reports submitted with the application
by the Park District and the testimony of the experts who prepared the reports and
who are present at the meeting will demonstrate that the proposed standards are
met, that the skate park is a reasonable use for the site.
She introduced the presenters for the case and whose reports are included in the
case packet.
Terrence Porter
Director of Parks and Recreation
Wilmette Park Dist1ict
Paul Fyle
Thompson Dyke & Associates
Will present testimony regarding the skate park site and design features.

Dr. Thomas Thunder
Acoustic Associates
Will present sound impact study infom1ation
Robe11 Hamilton
Gewalt Hamilton & Associates
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special use approval.
Ms . Holtz believes that legally an argument could be made that the strict
application of these criteria for the proposed project could result in a determination
that no proposed special use for the proposed skate park is required. But she is not
at the meeting to argue this point. Community Development has made the
determination that the installation of a skate park is an addition to an existing
special use and in the interest of intergovernmental cooperation, the Park District is
before the Board requesting the special use.
The Park District is adding a relative modest activity that involves the installation
of recreation equipment at this location and is removing a more extensive use,
which is a senior center.
As Chaim1an Greenberger noted, recognizing the nature of the Park District and
the uses that it makes of its property and in keeping with its governmental function,
the Village is zoning ordinance, sections 4.10.3 and 4.10.4, provide for
modification of the general standards of review in relationship to the Park
District's application provided that prior to coming to a decision to proceed w ith a
proposed project, there is a public meeting at which time the proposed project was
considered and that notification was completed per ordinance.
As shown in the materials provided by the Park District, notification was given and
a public meeting was 11eld. The Park District is entitled to the following
presumptions4.10.3 - The presumptions, which the Park District is entitled to with respect to the
standards of review for special uses, are:
(2)

The establishm ent, maintenance, or operation of the proposed use will not
be detrimental to or endanger the public health, sa fety, comfort, or general
welfare;

(I 0)

The applicant has made adequate legal provision to guarantee the provision
and development of any buffers, landscaping, public open space, and other
improvements associated with the proposed use.

4.10.4 - The presumptions, v,1hich the Park District is entitled to with respect to the
standards for a variation, are:
( 1)

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

9

Case 2007-Z-23
3000 Glenview Road
To the west and south of the subject property are properties that are zoned RI. To
the east are prope1iies zoned R2, townhouse and to the north are properties zoned
NR, neighborhood retail, which consist of one and two story commercial buildings.
The Park is asking the Board to recommend the following requests to the Village
Board of Trustees:
Expansion of an existing park use by the addition of a skate park. The Park District
proposes to place within the 13-acre site a 7,500 square foot skate park. As other
presenters will show, the skate park is modest in size, is built in relation to the size
of Hibbard Park and takes up 1.3% of the total land mass. The size is also modest
when compared to other skate parks in nearby communities.
The Park District is seeking a 119 space parking variation and a 12-decibel sound
variation. The parking space variation would bring the total number of spaces to
314 versus the required 433 spaces required by ordinance.
There would be a maximum of a 57-decibel output versus the allowed 45-decibel
output at a receiving Jot line between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
Per the Community Development staff, the request conforms to setback
requirements, as well as height and accessory structure height requirements. It also
meets the impervious surface requirements of the zoning ordinance.
Trus is one of the smaller zoning applications she has seen in recent times.
She noted that there are special standards of review for special use requests and
Chai1man Greenberger discussed these at the beginning of tonight's meeting.
She pointed out that two legally relevant portions of the zoning ordinance appear
not to have been cited in the Community Development Department's report to the
Board. For the record, they should be mentioned. The portions not cited are 4.10.1
and 4.10.2 of the zoning ordinance.
Section 4.10 .1 provides the rationale behind the special use and standards that are
applicable to uses that are owned or operated by units of local government
including the Park District. 4.10. 1 recognizes that the Park District by the Board of
Park Commissioners elected by Village residents. Because it is a publicly elected
body, it represents the entire Vill age and it can be presumed that its actions, by and
large, operate to promote the public health, safety, comfort and welfare. This
unique characteristic of the Park District, as well as the unique nature of the uses
tl1at it owns and operates in accordance with statutory authority merits the
application 's special rules and standards and govern land use activity.
Section 4.10.2 is the section that establishes the criteria for determining when in
addition to or expansion of an ex isting park or an existing special use requires new
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Minutes from ApriJ 18, 2007

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLJCANT

3.0

3.1

3.2

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Terrence Porter, director
Wilmette Park District

3.12

Charlene Holtz, attorney
Fri edman & Holtz

3.13

Paul Fyle, architect
Thompson Dyke & Associates

3 .1 4

Dr. Thomas Thunder, acoustical engineer
Acoustic Associates

3.15

Robert Hamilton, civil and traffic engineer
Gewalt Hamilton & Associates

3.16

Michael MaRous, real estate appraiser
MaRous and Company

3.17

Alison Hastings, staff appraiser
MaRous and Company

Summary of presentations

3.2 1

Ms . Clark said that this is a request for a special use to expand an existing park
(Hibbard Park), a 119 space parking variation and a 12-decibel variation to permit
the construction of a 7,5 00 square foot skate park. The Village Board wilJ hear this
case on May 8, 2007.

3.22

Ms. Holtz said she is general counseJ for the Wilmette Park District She will be
reviewing some of the relevant legal points associated with the Park District's
application and then ask the experts to speak on their specific topics.
The subject property is at the northwest quadrant of Glenview Road and Skokie
Boulevard. The approximate area is 13 acres. The property encompasses two
zorung districts . The Park DistJict operates land, which some refer to as Hibbard
Park, on 8.72 acres. That is R 1 single-family detached residence zoning district.
The Park District also operates the community recreation center that is located on
approximately 4.7 acres and that is in the OR zoning district.
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\\'ritten Correspondence and Documentation

2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11
2.12
2.13
2.14
2.15
2.16
2.17
2.18
2.19
2.20
2.21
2.22
2.23
2.24
2.25

Completed application fonn dated March 19, 2007
Letter of application
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
March 27, 2007
Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Life,
March 29, 2007
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated March 30, 2007
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, April 12, 2007
Report by Acoustic Associates, Ltd., dated January 4, 2007
Parking Impact Analysis by Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Inc.,
dated March 15, 2007
Market Impact Study by MaRous & Company, dated April 6,
2007
Letter with attachments from Mark Singer, 236 Valley View
Drive, dated April 9, 2007
Letter from Andre Morcos, 3022 Hill Street, dated April 11 ,
2007
Letter with attachments from Hibbard Park Neighbors'
Conunittee, dated April 12, 2007
Letter from S. Richard Goodwin, CPM, 334 Skokie Court,
dated April 12, 2007
Letter with attachments from Hibbard Park Neighbors '
Committee, dated May 18, 2007
Letter with attachments from Hibbard Park Neighbors'
Committee, dated May 21, 2007
Petition page submitted May 21, 2007
Letter from Lila lsaacs, 3107 Wilmette A venue, dated May 22,
2007
Email from Adina and Daimy Torclunan, dated May 22, 2007
Letter from Timothy Frost, 909 Seneca Road, dated May 23,
2007
Letter from Michael and Hendy Palmer, 3131 Nina Avenue,
dated May 23, 2007
Google photos submitted at the meeting by Joel Kurzman,
May 23, 2007
Photographs submitted at the meeting by Morris Liebling, May
23, 2007
Modified graphic regarding skate park noise, prepared and
presented at the meeting by Mark Singer, May 23, 2007
Objection letters submitted at the meeting by Richard
Goodwin, May 23, 2007
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Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 4.3 outlines the special use procedures.
Section 4.4 outlines the variation procedures.
Section 4. 10.3 outlines standards ofreview applicable to units oflocal government seeking special
use approval.
Section 4.10.4 outlines standards of review applicable to units of local government seeking
variation approval.
Section 5 .3 .3(i) establishes parks and playgrounds as a special use in the R-1 Residential Zoning
District.
Section 6.2.2 states that additional parking facilities are required in the amount by which the
requirements for the new or added use under this ordinance exceed those for the existing use under
the ordinance.
Section 6.3.2(c) limits decibels at a residential Jot line to 45 between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and
7: 00 a.m. and 50 between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. The decibel limit at a
nonresidential Jot line between the hours of 7:00p.m. and 7:00 a.m. is 55 and 60 between the hours
of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.
Action Required
Approval of this request entai ls a recommendation to a grant a special use to expand an existing
park (Hibbard Park), a 119 space parking variation, and a 12 decibel variation to permit the
construction of a 7,500 square foot skate park at 3000 Glenview Road, in accordance with the
plans submitted. The Zoning Board of Appeals must determine if the special use shall run with
the use.
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.
Documents
Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Existing Site Conditions
Proposed Site Plan
Landscaping and Equipment Plan
Section A-A
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Parkin12: Calculations
Required parking for parks and playground - impervious playing surfaces = 11200 s.f.
Existing parking required = 395 spaces
Proposed skate park = 7,518 s.f./200 = 38 additional spaces required
Total parking spaces required = 395 + 38 = 433
Net Number of Parking Spaces Provided= 314
433-314 = 119 space parking variation required

Other Park District Requests
J 041 Ridge Road
2006-Z-51
Granted
Request for a special use to establish a public park, a variation from the requirement that a park
maintenance building be no Jess than 50' from a residential lot line, a 1.67' height variation to
pennit the construction of a gazebo, a 21' height variation to permit the retention of an existing
boiler building, a 95' height variation to permit the retention of the chinmey on the existing boiler
building, a 7' fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention of an
existing fence in a required front yard, a 3' fence height variation and a fence openness variation to
pennit the retention of an existing wall in a side yard adjoining the street, and a 0.5' fence height
vaiiation to permit the retention of an existing wall in a required side yard.

2006-Z-52
Granted
1041 Rid12:e Road
Request for a special use for a recreation center, a vanat1on from the requirement that the
recreation center be located on a lot at least four (4) acres, and a variation from the requirement
that all off-street parking required to serve a use be located on the same lot as the use being served.
2300 Old Glenview Road
200 1-Z-9
Granted
Request for a special use to allow the expansion of a recreation center, a special use to allow
shared parking between the swimming, tennis and ice rink uses, a 9.33' accessory structure height
va1iation, a 9' accessory structure separation variation, a 1.5' fence height variation, a variation to
the requirement that wheelstops be provided and a 2.5 foot-candle illumination variation all to
pennit the construction of new swimming and diving pools, a new pool bathhouse and the
enlargement of a parking lot.
3000 Glenview Road
1995-Z-76
Granted
Request for permission to expand a special use for a recreation center and a 65 space variation to
permit the operation of an auditorium.

Other Decibel Requests
141 Green Bay Road
2003-Z-38
Granted
Request for a 1' fence height va1iation and a 1 decibel variation to pennit the installation of an
emergency power generator.
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STAFF INFO RJ\1A Tl ON AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located at the northwest corner of Glenview Road and Skokie Boulevard
and contains approximately 13 acres. The property is located in two zoning di stricts. The Park
District operates Hibbard Park on 8.27 acres of Rl , Single Family Detached Residence property.
Hibbard Park contains two ball fields, tennis courts, batting cage, playground equipment, general
play fields, and parking.
The Park Di strict also operates the Community Recreation Center, which is located on 4.74 acres
of property that is zoned OR, Office Research. On January 10, 1995, the Village Board approved
ordinance 1995 -0-3 , which granted the necessary special uses and variations to permit the
Wilmette Park District to operate the Wilmette Community Recreation Center on the Subject
Property. On December 12, 1995, the Village Board approved ordinance 1995 -0-114, which
granted the necessary special use and variation to pern1it the Park District to operate an auditorium.
To the west and south are properties zoned Rl , Single-Family and improved with singl~-family
homes. To the east are properties zoned R2 , Townhouse and improved with townhous~s, and to
the north are properties zoned NR, Neighborhood Retail and improved with one and two story
commercial buildings.

Proposal
The petitioner is requesting a special use to expand an existing park (Hibbard Park), a 119 space
parking variation, and a 12 decibel variation to permit the construction of a 7,500 square foot skate
park.
The petitioner is seeking to expand an ex1stmg park special use (Hibbard Park) with the
installation of a 7,500 square foot skate park. Because a park is a special use in the RI zoning
district, a special use is required to increase the intensity of use at the existing park. The skate
park is proposed to be located on the east side of the property in the northeast corner of the
existing parking lot. The skate park will replace 31 parking spaces. The skate park, as a new
paved playing surface, will require 38 parking spaces. The petitioner proposes to provide a total of
314 parking spaces. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires the combination of all uses at the
park to have a total of 433 parking spaces and 314 parking spaces are to be provided, a 119 space
parking variati on is required.
The petitioner commissioned a sound study to estimate the noise generated by the proposed skate
park. The study indicates that the park would generate a maximum of 57 decibels. Because the
Zoning Ordinance all ows a maximum 45 decibel output at a receiving lot line between 7:00 p.m .
and 7:00 a.m., a 12 decibel variation is required .
The request confonns to the setback, fence height, accessory structure hei ght, and impervious
surface requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.
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Report Prepared By:

Lisa Roberts, AlCP
Director of Community Development
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM THE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Recommendation:

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a
special use to expand an existing park (Hibbard Park), a 119
space parking variation, and a 12 decibel variation to permit
the construction of a 7,500 square foot skate park at 3000
Glenview Road, in accordance with the plans submitt~d.
The use shall run with the use.

Case Number:

2007-Z-23

Property:

3000 Glenview Road

Zoning District:

OR, Office Research and RI, Single Family Detached
Residence

Applicant:

Wilmette Park District

Nature of Application:

Request for a special use to expand an existing park
(Hibbard Park), a 119 space parking variation, and a 12
decibel variation to permit the construction of a 7,500
square foot skate park

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 4.3
Section 4.4
Section 4.10.3
Section 4.10.4
Section 5.3.3(i)
Section 6.2.2(a)
Section 6.3.2(c)

Hearing Dates:

April 18, 2007
May 23, 2007

Date of Application:

March 19, 2007

Zoning Board Vote:

Chairman James Greenberger
Ted McKenna
Nigel Stroud
Kent Davidson
Abby Romanek
Kent Darbyshire
Kristina Dalman

Notices:

Yes
Yes

Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Y.es

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 27, 2007.
Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Life,
March 29, 2007. Posted on the property, March 30, 2007.
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated
April 12, 2007.
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AMOUNT: $48.00

NO. OF AFFIDAVITS: 1
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P ublished Pioneer Press
5/l 7J07Cl446397l N

1 Week(s)

THE DOINGS ZONE ·- The Doings-Clarendon Hills, The Doings-Hinsdale, The
Doings-Oak Brook, The Doings-Elmhurst Doings, The Doings-LaGrange Doings, The
Doings-Weekly Doings, The Doings-Western Spring Doings

l'1eview omendme nts·_ 1d"!he

ot wilmeMe, Illinois)
If you ore o person

to 05/31/2007

CITY ZONE -- Booster, News-Star, Skyline

2007-SZC~7 Amendrnents.•A o
1he Zoning Ordlna~e ·r~r:d
inll ; emPorary Use .Re<11!lr.,
ment s tor Commercoal-l'tl"!'

.

05131/2007

CENTRAL ZONE -- Des Plaines Times, Edgebrook-Sauganash Times Review,
Edison-Norwood Times Review, Lincolnwood Review, Morton Grove Champion, Mount
Prospect Times, Niles Herald-Spectator, Norridge I Harwood Heights News, Parle Ridge
Herald-Advocate Skokie Review, Times-Harlem Irving Edition, Times-Jellerson Park, Portage
Park, Belmont Cragin Edition

NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING

*

DuPage

~4~

By

~ John G. Bieschke

.

Legal Advertising Manager (Official Title)"

Subscribed and sworn to before me
Thish }1

Day of May

JV\&~
Notary Public

VJLLAGE OF WJLMEITE
BOBBJE RUTHERFORD- COM DEV.
1200 WJLM EITE A VE
WJLMEITE. IL 60091

A.O. , 2007

Trustee Watt moved to recommend the draft amendments to appearance review
standards regarding native plant materials, Ordinance # 2007-0-(# to be determined),
Trustee Swanson seconded the motion and the ayes were unanimously in favor.
6)

Discussion of Filming Temporary Use Requirements
Review possible amendments to the Village Code concerning filming temporary use
requirements.
Chairman Levin thought it was just fine, Trustee Swanson said he would charge per block
and if the fee seemed excessive it could be adjusted.
Trustee Watt thought public buildings should be included.
Trustee Swanson said the fee for the public buildings could be determined on a case by
case basis and that could relate to how much filming was to be done.
Mr. Frenzer suggested it read public buildings required a separate agreement.
There was agreement.
Trustee Watt questioned the overall applicability of this ordinance.
Chairman Levin asked if they wanted to exempt not-for-profit and for schools to the extent
that they did not interfere with the public way.
Mr. Frenzer suggested limiting the applicability to commercial filming where it involved
use of or obstruction of public right-of-way or public property.
Ms. Roberts said that occasionally Northwestern requested a filming permit using eight or
ten people and six to ten cars, which was physically not a big production but could be a
small mob of people, and wanted to close a sidewalk.
Trustee Watt wanted the film permit for any filming causing obstructions and commercial
productions .
Chairman Levin asked staff if they wanted any firm limitations, such as, "no street shall be
closed for more than four hours, no filming in excess of eight business days", something
that gave a negotiating position, because blocking a street for a day and a half was a long
time. Another suggestion was to have the consent of the Village Manager for the
blockage of streets.
Trustee Watt agreed.
Mr. Frenzer said a street that might be closed for a certain number of days would need to
be open between certain hours of the day.
Chairman Levin questioned nighttime filming with lights and asked if they wanted to allow
weekend filming.
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The Committee discussed and suggested ways of getting referrals for a consultant. They
particularly wanted to be able to make the PUD process less complicated for minimal
consideration. Mr. Lytle offered that Winnetka had a streamlined process they might want
to learn about.
The Committee went over the two lists of items to establish priorities and combined items
that were related .
Regarding possible limitations on bank uses, Trustee Watt said she did not want to pick
on banks . There was discussion about what they wanted in the GC and commercial
areas.
Regarding ponds and outdoor burning, Trustee Watt wanted get rid of legislation about
backyards when there was no way to enforce it, such as a barbeque which was permitted
when used for cooking, but not allowed when used as a fire pit. She thought they should
keep out of backyards.
There was discussion of other technical issues to be included and they agreed to look at
everything about porches as well as issues with the placement of air cond itioner units.
Chairman Levin said they would widely distribute their list of items to be reviewed and
could be contacted if clarifications were needed or there were additions.
Ms. Roberts said she would send the list to them for their review before sending it out.
Chairman Levin said the next meeting could be set two weeks after the list was
distributed and Trustee Swanson requested that the next meeting be in May.

*

5)

Discussion of Zoning Ordinance Amendments Regarding Native Plantings
Review possible amendments to the Village Zoning Ordinance concerning Appearance
Review Commission standards and native landscaping.
Chairman Levin noted that he thought they had to make it very clear which list of plants
should be used.
Trustee Watt suggested that it could be at the discretion of the Appearance Review
Commission so it could read "the Appearance Review Commission may make reference
to third party resources" or "at their discretion".
Mr. Frenzer offered the wording, " .. .that the Commission determines to be reasonably
reliable".
There was agreement.
Mr. Frenzer showed the Committee a listing of Illinois' best plants from the Botanic
Gardens , the creative ways they could be used in the garden, and the variety best suited
to this climate.
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Ord. No. 2007-0 -36

APPROVED by the President of the ViJJage of Wilmette, Illinois, this

10th

day of July, 2007.

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL

5
\\Vowvh002\VHdata\Comm_ Dev\COMMON\Land Use Committee\ordinances\2007-0 -036 (ARC - Landscaping Invasive Plants).doc

Ord. No. 2007-0-36

Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette's climate and to their
location on the site, and the use of invasive species not otherwise prohibited
bv law shall be avoided. For purposes of this paragraph, "invasive" means a
species, usually non-native to Northern JIJinois, that is able to establish itself
within existing native plant communities and poses a threat to the integrity
of the communitv, and the Appearance Review Commission shall identify
third-party informational resources the Commission reasonably finds to be
reliable in mal<lng determinations regarding invasiveness, such as the
Morton Arboretum, the Chicago Botanic Garden, or similar sources, which
may be used by the Commission in its proceedings; and
(4)

Parking areas shall be designed to minimize dangerous traffic movements and
achieve efficient traffic flow.

(e) With regard to signs, the design, color, and placement of signs shall be
appropriate to the structure, site, and adjoining properties, in terms of materials, height,
setback from the street, and the sign's scale in proportion to the structure.
(f) With regard to accessory structures and fixtures, exterior lighting, fences, and
miscellaneous fixtures shall complement the overall structure and site design, in terms of
materials, size, and architectural character.
For new residential dwellings containing two dwelling units, review shall be limited to
whether or not the proposed structure maintains the external appearance of a detached
dwelling.

SECTION 3:

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 10th
day of July, 2007.
AYE:

NAY:

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
4
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Ord. No. 2007-0-36

(1)

All sides of a structure shall receive design consideration; and

(2)

Where the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a
property located in a residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the
side or rear shall be comparable in character and quality to the exterior materials
used on the facade of the structure; and

(3)

Materials used in the construction and design of the structure shall be of durable
quality; and

(4)

Mechanical equipment shall be located or screened so as not to be visible from
surrounding streets and properties.

(b)

With regard to the relationship of the structure to the site:

(1)

The scale and the placement of the structure on the site shall be appropriate to the
site in terms of the proportion of the site covered by the structure and the location
of the structure in relation to lot lines; and

(2)

Building design and placement shall take into consideration natural grade
conditions, existing vegetation, and other natural features.

(c)

With regard to the relationship of the structure to the surrounding area:

(I)

Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or
adjoining structures, including but not limited to predominant building height,
exterior materials, building mass, roof line, and architectural features, shall be
discouraged; and

(2)

Design shall take into consideration the relationship to the street and the
pedestrian environment; and

(3)

Parking, storage, and refuse areas shall be located and screened so as not to
negatively affect neighboring properties.

(d)

With regard to the landscaping and site treatment:

(1)

Landscaping shall be designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the
maximum extent possible; and

(2)

Landscaping shall provide an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable,
shall provide for the screening of p arking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from
the street and adjacent residential properties; and

(3)

Selected plant materials shalJ not include any materials prohibited under
applicable State law or regulation, including but not limited to the Illinois
Noxious '\Teed Act (505 ILCS 100/1, et seq.), the Illinois Exotic Weed Act
(525 ILCS 10/1, et seq.), and anv regulations promulgated thereunder.
3
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Ord . No. 2007-0-36

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees further find that, in order to accomplish the

foregoing public purposes, it is necessary, desirable and otherwise in the public interest to make
amendments to the Appearance Review provisions of the Zoning Ordinance in order to discourage
the use of invasive plantings as part of future landscape designs covered by said Appearance
Review provisions so as to prevent environmental harm caused by the spread of non-native invasive
plants, and that the public health safety and welfare would be served by adoption of same;
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, and each of them, are hereby made a part

of Section 1 of this Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein.
SECTION 2:

The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in

Chapter 20, Zoning Ordinance, Article 4, "Development Review Procedures," Part 9,
"Appearance Review," Section 20-4.9.6, "Standards of Review," in Subparagraph (c) thereof, by
deleting the text of said Section 20-4.9.6 in the manner and form shown in strikethrough type
below and inserting therein and therefor such new text in the manner and form shown in underlined
bold type below, so that said Section 20-4.9.6 shall hereafter provide as follows:
Section 20-4.9.6.

Standards of review

In reviewing an application for an Appearance Review Certificate for all work except
new residential dwellings containing two dwelling units, the Appearance Review
Commission shall endeavor to ensure that the building design, the relationship of the
building to the site, the relationship of the building and site design to the surrounding area,
landscaping and site treatment, signs, and exterior lighting, fences, and miscellaneous
fixtures are designed in accordance with the standards set forth below. Architectural style is
not restricted. Rather, evaluation of the appearance of a project shall be based on the
quality of its design and its relationship to the pattern and character of development on
surrounding properties.
(a)

With regard to building design:

2
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'
ORDINANCE NO. 2007-0-36

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE, 1993,
AS AMENDED, AMENDING CHAPTER 20, ZONING ORDINANCE,
ARTICLE 4, "DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCEDURES," PART 9,
"APPEARANCE REVIEW," SECTION 20-4.9.6, "STANDARDS OF
REVIEW," CONCERNING REVIEW OF LANDSCAPING MATERIALS

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County,
Illinois, an Illinois home rule municipal corporation ("Village"), find that the Village of Wilmette is
a home rule unit of government and pursuant to the authority granted in Article VII, Section 6, of
the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970, may enact any ordinance relating to its governance
and affairs, and this Ordinance is enacted pursuant to such power and authority;

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees further find that the Village, through the
provisions of its Zoning Ordinance, codified as Chapter 20 of the Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as
amended, provides for Appearance Review of new commercial and multi-unit residential
construction, parking lots and other construction, for the purposes, as stated in the Zoning
Ordinance, of preserving the stability and taxable value of land and improvements in the Village;
encouraging harmony and quality workmanship in the design of buildings, awnings, signs, fences,
parking lots, and other structures; encouraging design which respects the attributes of the subject
site, its buildings and structures, and surrounding buildings, structures, and properties; maintaining
and enhancing the character of the Village; encouraging the maintenance of property and
improvements; and protecting the public health, safety, comfort, and general welfare; and,

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees further find that the Village said Appearance
Review provisions of the Zoning Ordinance included among their requirements review of
landscaping and natural screening and buffering of subject property; and,
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
I 200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ] LLINOIS 60091-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
FAX (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL comdev@wilmene.com

Date:

July 3, 2007

To:

President Canning and the Village Board of Trustees

From :

Chairman Alan Swanson and the Land Use Committee (Trustees Levin and Watt)

Subject:

Ordinance 2007-0-36
Appearance Review Standards for Native Plantings

Recommendation

Adopt Ordinance 2007-0-36, amending Chapter 20 of the Village Code regarding appearance
review standards for native plantings.
Background

The Appearance Review Commission is responsible for reviewing landscaping and site
improvements for commercial properties.
The proposed amendment provides stronger
consideration for native plantings in the Appearance Commission's review. The proposed
ordinance was introduced at the April 24, 2007 Vill age Board meeting.
The proposed amendment has been shared with the Appearance Review Commission chairman,
Jim Kalas, who supports the proposal.

Attachments:
Ordinance 2007-0-36
April 13, 2007 Land Use Committee Minutes
Certificate of Publication
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Case 06-AR-19
1115 Central Avenue
5.0

DECISION
Mr. Sheridan moved to grant a variation for the awning to contain more than
three descriptive words, based on unusual circumstances cited in the ordinance.
Ms. Summer seconded.
All voted aye, the motion passed.
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