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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
                                        1200 Wilmette Avenue 
                                  WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
         
                                                     (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, May 14, 2013 
7:30 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
ITEM: 
 
 
1.0  ROLL CALL: 
 
 
 
2.0  APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
 

2.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held April 23, 2013. 
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3.0     BUSINESS PERTAINING TO THE APRIL 9, 2013 CONSOLIDATED ELECTION: 
 
 

3.1  Announcement of Official Certificate of Results of the April 9, 2013       
           Consolidated General Election. 
 
 
3.2  Acknowledgement of the retirement of Trustee Alan Swanson. 

 
 
  3.3 Acknowledgement of the retirement of Village President Christopher S.  

  Canning. 
 
   
  3.4 Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Carol Ducommun. 
 
 

3.5 Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Cameron Krueger. 
 
 

3.6 Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Ted McKenna. 
 
 
3.7 Administration of Oath of Office to President-elect Bob Bielinski. 

 
 

4.0 ADJOURNMENT SINE DIE: 
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   V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
                                         1200 Wilmette Avenue 
                                   WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
 

          
                                              (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, May 14, 2013 
8:00 p.m. 

 
 
 
ITEM: 
 
 
1.0 ROLL CALL: 
 
 
 
2.0      APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
  
 
3.0 PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS: 
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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 Minutes, Land Use Committee. 
6.12 Minutes, Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review Committee. 
6.13 Minutes, Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review Committee. 
6.14 Minutes, Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review Committee. 
6.15 Minutes, Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review Committee. 
6.16 Minutes, Zoning Board of Appeals. 
6.17 Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-04 for the St. Francis Xavier Parish 5K 

Running Race to be held Sunday, September 29, 2013 from 8:00 a.m. to 
9:30 a.m. 

6.18 Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-06 for the Plaza del Lago Sidewalk Sale 
to be held on June 28 and 29, 2013 and Thursday Music Events to be 
held on Thursday, June 27 and July 4, 2013. 

6.19 Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-07 for the Plaza del Lago Thursday 
Music Events to be held on Thursday July 11, 18, and 25, 2013 and 
August 1, 2013 from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

  6.191 ZBA Report, Case #2013-Z-08, 3039 Indianwood Road regarding a 
request for a variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition in 
accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-23. 

  6.192 ZBA Report, Case #2013-Z-12, 141 Millbrook Lane regarding a request for 
 variations to permit the construction of a two-car detached garage in  

  accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance  #2013-O-24. 
 
6.31 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-16 appointing a Director and an Alternate 

Director to the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County. 
 

 6.41 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-17 for the appropriation of Motor Fuel Tax 
  (MFT) funds from the State of Illinois for the 2013 Road Resurfacing  
  Project. 
 6.42 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-18 renaming the Elmwood Avenue street  
  end. 
    6.43 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-19 amending the Wilmette Village Code  
  to regulate the Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 
 6.44 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-20 authorizing an easement agreement  
  with Sprintcom, Inc., for the installation of a pedestal for fiber optic cable at 
  the Village Yard Facility, 711 Laramie Avenue. 
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           6.45 Approval of contract, American Underground, Inc., Glenview, IL for the  
  2013 Sewer Televising and Cleaning Program. 
 

6.51 Approval of one year contract extension, North Shore Towing, Evanston, 
IL to supply towing services for the Police and Public Works Departments. 

 
 6.61 Minutes, Judiciary Committee. 
 6.62 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-22 to increase the number of  
  Class  H licenses to allow the liquor commissioner to issue a Class H  
  liquor license to Wilmette Food Mart (531 Green Bay Road). 
 6.63 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-25 amending the Village Code,  
  Chapter 11, Liquor Control, Section 11-21 regarding the hours of sale. 
 6.64 Referral to the Judiciary Committee to review the Wilmette Village Code  
  Housing and Building Regulations, Chapter 9, Section 9-6.1 (i) and   
  Section 9-6.1(j) to allow the use of plastic plumbing pipe. 

 
 8.1 Notice of vacancy, Housing Commission. 
 8.2 Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation Commission.  

 8.3 Notice of vacancy, Transportation Commission.  
 8.4 Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation Commission.  
 8.5 Notice of vacancy, Housing Commission.  
 8.6 Notice of vacancy, Electrical Commission.  
 8.7 Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation.  
 8.8 Notice of vacancy, Environmental and Energy Commission.  
8.9 Notice of vacancy, Transportation Commission.  
8.91 Notice of vacancy, Transportation Commission.  

 
9.1 Reappointment, Police Pension Fund Board of  Trustees. 
9.2 Recommendation of reappointment, Appearance Review Commission.  
 

 
 
    4.2 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-18 declaring the office of trustee vacant. 
 
 
    4.3 Appointment of Alan Swanson to fill the unexpired two-year term of Trustee Bob 

Bielinski. 
 
 
    4.4 Administration of Oath of Office to Trustee-elect Alan Swanson. 
 
 



 

         
      
 
 

 6 

     4.5 Approval of recommendation of Village Board committee assignments. 
 
 

5.0 REPORT OF THE LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
 
6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 
 

 6.1 LAND USE COMMITTEE REPORT: 
 
*6.11 Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held October 

24, 2012. 
 
*6.12 Presentation of minutes of the Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review 

Committee meeting held November 15, 2012. 
 
*6.13 Presentation of minutes of the Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review 

Committee meeting held November 28, 2012. 
 
*6.14 Presentation of minutes of the Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review 

Committee meeting held December 12, 2012. 
 
*6.15 Presentation of minutes of the Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review 

Committee meeting held December 27, 2012. 
 
*6.16 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held April 

3, 2013. 
 
*6.17 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-04 for the St. Francis Xavier 

Parish 5K Running Race to be held Sunday, September 29, 2013 from 
8:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 

 
*6.18 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-06 for the Plaza del Lago 

Sidewalk Sale to be held on June 28 and 29, 2013 and Thursday Music 
Events to be held on Thursday, June 27 and July 4, 2013. 

 
*6.19 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-07 for the Plaza del Lago 

Thursday Music Events to be held on Thursday July 11, 18, and 25, 2013 
and August 1, 2013 from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
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  *6.191 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2013-Z-08, 3039 Indianwood 
Road regarding a request for an 87.4 square foot (0.7%) lot coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition in accordance 
with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-23. 

 
  *6.192 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2013-Z-12, 141 Millbrook Lane 

 regarding a request for a 2.4’ side yard setback variation and a 15’ rear 
 yard setback variation to permit the construction of a two-car detached 
 garage in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance 
 #2013-O-24. 
 

   6.2   FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT:   
 
 
 

 6.3 ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE REPORT: 
 
*6.31 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-16 appointing a Director and an Alternate 

Director to the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County. 
 

 6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE REPORT: 
 

 *6.41 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-17 for the appropriation of Motor Fuel Tax 
  (MFT) funds from the State of Illinois for the 2013 Road Resurfacing  
  Project. 

 *6.42 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-18 renaming the Elmwood Avenue street  
  end. 
 
    *6.43 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-19 amending the Wilmette Village Code  
  to regulate the Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 
 
 *6.44 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-20 authorizing an easement agreement  
  with Sprintcom, Inc., for the installation of a pedestal for fiber optic cable at 
  the Village Yard Facility, 711 Laramie Avenue. 
 
           *6.45 Approval of contract in the amount of $216,000 with American   
  Underground, Inc., Glenview, IL for the 2013 Sewer Televising and   
  Cleaning Program. 
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 6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE REPORT: 
 

*6.51 Approval of one year contract extension with North Shore Towing, 
Evanston, IL to supply towing services for the Police and Public Works 
Departments. 

 
6.6 JUDICIARY COMMITTEE REPORT:  

 
 *6.61 Presentation of minutes of the Judiciary Committee meeting held  
  February 26, 2013. 
 
 *6.62 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-22 to increase the number of  
  Class  H licenses to allow the liquor commissioner to issue a Class H  
  liquor license to Wilmette Food Mart (531 Green Bay Road). 
 
 *6.63 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-25 amending the Village Code,  
  Chapter 11, Liquor Control, Section 11-21 regarding the hours of sale. 
 
 *6.64 Referral to the Judiciary Committee to review the Wilmette Village Code  
  Housing and Building Regulations, Chapter 9, Section 9-6.1 (i) and   
  Section 9-6.1(j) to allow the use of plastic plumbing pipe. 
 
7.0 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES: 
 
 
8.0 UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 
  
 *8.1 Notice of vacancy on the Housing Commission due to the term expiration  
  of Jack Rosenberg. 
 
 *8.2 Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the  
  resignation of Raymond Pruchnicki. 
 

 *8.3 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term 
expiration of Clayton Weaver. 

 
 *8.4 Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the term 

expiration of James McClure. 
 
 *8.5 Notice of vacancy on the Housing Commission due to the term expiration of 

Gregory Braun. 
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 *8.6 Notice of vacancy on the Electrical Commission due to the term expiration of 
Robert May. 

 
 *8.7 Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the 

resignation of Senta Plunkett. 
 
 *8.8 Notice of vacancy on the Environmental and Energy Commission due to  
           the term expiration of Karen Glennemeier. 

 
*8.9 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term  
           expiration of Paul Chouinard. 
 
*8.91 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term  
 expiration of Mark Wagstaff. 

 
9.0 NEW BUSINESS: 

 
*9.1 Reappointment of Jeffrey Kinzel to the Police Pension Fund Board of 
 Trustees from May 14, 2013 to May 14, 2015. 
 
*9.2 Recommendation of reappointment of Daniel Elkins to the Appearance 
 Review Commission from June 1, 2013 to June 1, 2018. 
 

10.0 ADJOURNMENT: 
 



4/23/13                                                                           Not yet approved 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

                                     (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, ILLINOIS HELD IN THE  

COUNCIL ROOM OF SAID VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, APRIL 23, 2013. 

 
ITEM: 
 
The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m. 
 
1.0 ROLL CALL: 
 President  Christopher S. Canning 
 Trustees  Alan Swanson 
    Bob Bielinski  
    Ted McKenna 
    Julie Wolf 
  
 Absent:  Mike Basil 
    Cameron Krueger 
       
 Staff Present:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
    Michael Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel 
    Kathleen Gargano, Assistant Village Manager 

John Prejzner, Assistant to the Village Manager 
Alex Cease, Assistant to the Village Manager 

    Barbara L. Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk 
    John Adler, Director of Community Development 
    Brigitte Mayerhofer, Director of Engineering 
 
2.0     APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
 2.1 Trustee Bielinski moved approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting  
  held March 26, 2013, seconded by Trustee Wolf.  All voted aye, the motion  
  carried. 
 
3.0 PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS: 
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4.0   REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 
 

  No Reports. 
 
 4.1 Consent Agenda.  Trustee Bielinski moved approval of the Consent Agenda as 

follows: 
 
6.11 Minutes, Appearance Review Commission.  
6.12 Minutes, Plan Commission.  
6.13 Minutes, Zoning Board of Appeals.  
6.14 Minutes, Zoning Board of Appeals.  
6.15 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-15 approving the renewal of the Market 

License Agreement with Bensidoun USA, Inc. 
6.16 Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-05 for Bensidoun USA for a French 

Market every Saturday from the last Saturday in April through the first 
Saturday in November for a five year period. 

6.17 Appointment of the Appearance Review Commission as a Special Zoning 
Committee to review a request to repeal the WestLake Plaza local sign 
regulations. 

6.18 ARC Report, Case #2013-AR-10, 1515 Sheridan Road, North Shore 
University HealthSystems regarding a request for a sign variation to install 
an arch sign, and a 24 inch width variation. 

 
6.21 Approval of December 2012 Disbursements. 
6.22 Presentation of the December 31, 2012 Cash and Investment Summary. 
6.23 Presentation of the December 31, 2012 Treasurer’s Report of Cash 

Receipts and Disbursements. 
6.24 Presentation of the December 31, 2012 Revenue and Expense Report. 
6.25 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-13 approving investments as previously 

authorized in the Illinois Public Treasurer’s Investment Pool (IPTIP). 
6.26 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-14 approving investments as previously 

authorized in the Illinois Public Treasurer’s Investment Pool (IPTIP). 
6.27 Introduction of Ordinance No. 2013-O-21 making a supplemental 

appropriation for the Isabella Relief Sewer and Road Improvement Project 
for the Fiscal Year ending the 31st day of December 2013; Waiver of rules 
– Adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-21 making a supplemental 
appropriation for the Isabella Relief Sewer and Road Improvement Project 
for the Fiscal Year ending the 31st day of December 2013. 

     
6.31 Minutes, Human Relations Commission.  
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6.32 Minutes, Historic Preservation Commission.  
6.33 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-17 amending the Village Code, Chapter 2 

to provide permanent status to the Environmental and Energy 
Commission. 

6.34 Approval of an amendment to the Real Estate Sale and Developer’s 
Agreement between the Village of Wilmette and Lexington Homes, LLC to 
allow for a 90-day extension of the due diligence period. 

 
6.41 Approval of contract, Suburban General Construction, Inc., La Grange 

Park, IL for the 2013 Sewer Repair and Valve Installation Program. 
6.42 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-18 renaming the Elmwood Avenue 

street end. 
6.43 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-19 amending the Wilmette Village 

Code to regulate the Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 
6.44 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-12 to apply for the Openlands and 

ComEd Green Region Program Grant for Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 
6.45 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-20 authorizing an easement 

agreement with Sprintcom, Inc., for the installation of a pedestal for fiber 
optic cable at the Village Yard Facility, 711 Laramie Avenue. 

 
6.51 Approval to reject bids received and opened for bid #13-M-0008 and 

waive formal bidding requirements for the Enhanced 911 System and 
authorize the Village Manager to negotiate a contract with AT&T Global 
Services, Oak Lawn, IL. 

 
 8.1 Notice of vacancy, Housing Commission.  
 8.2 Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation Commission.  

 8.3 Notice of vacancy, Transportation Commission.  
 8.4 Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation Commission.  
 8.5 Notice of vacancy, Housing Commission.  
 8.6 Notice of vacancy, Electrical Commission.  
 8.7 Notice of vacancy, Historic Preservation Commission.  
 8.8 Notice of vacancy, Environmental and Energy Commission.  
8.9 Notice of vacancy, Transportation Commission.  
8.91 Notice of vacancy, Transportation Commission. 
 
9.1 Reappointment , Appearance Review Commission  
9.2 Appointment, Plan Commission  
9.3 Recommendation of reappointment, Police Pension Fund Board of 

Trustees.  
9.4 Notice of vacancy, Appearance Review Commission. 
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Trustee Wolf seconded the motion.  Voting yes:  Trustees Swanson, Bielinski, McKenna, 
Wolf, and President Canning.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 

 
    4.2  Presentation of Black History Month Student Contest Awards. 
 

Gerald Smith, Chair of the Human Relations Commission, announced that the 
winners of the Black History Month Contest were Jackson Hosbrook, Piper Julia 
Hosbrook and Sofia Cobian Wainscott. He congratulated the students and 
presented each of them with a certificate of appreciation and gift card. 
 

 
    4.3 Proclamation designating April 26, 2013 as Arbor Day, and announcement of the 

29th Tree City USA Recognition from the Arbor Day Foundation. 
 

President Canning read aloud the Proclamation and noted that this is Wilmette’s 
29th USA Recognition from the Arbor Day Foundation. 
 

 
    4.4  Declaration of Local Disaster by Village President on April 18, 2013; Extension of 

Declaration by Village Board to May 14, 2013. 
 
Timothy Frenzer, Village Manager, asked that the Village Board approve to extend 
the Local Disaster Declaration by the Village President through and including May 
14, 2013. The purpose of the declaration is to suspend the application of certain 
Village ordinances in order to assist residents with mitigating the effects of the 
disaster. 
 
Mr. Frenzer said April 18th was a severe regional flooding event which affected 
Wilmette as well as neighboring communities. The Water Plant recorded 5.6 
inches of rain, Marie Murphy School rain gage reported 6.29 inches of rain and the 
National Weather Service rain gage in Winnetka reported 6.23 inches of rain that 
fell overnight.  There were many flooded streets, the sewers were surcharged and 
rain fell again during the day to further saturate the area.  The Metropolitan Water 
Reclamation District controls the locks and they opened the locks at approximately 
1:00 a.m. Thursday morning and they remained open all day. The Storm Water 
Pumping Station on the west side kept up with all the water that was flowing, 
unfortunately the water came down so fast, it was not able to drain as fast.   
 
Mr. Frenzer said Cook County is seeking to be declared a Federal Disaster Area 
and will need to submit preliminary loss information to the Federal Emergency 
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Management Agency.  They have asked all municipalities to provide them with 
preliminary loss data by Friday, April 26, 2013. The Village of Wilmette sent that 
information out to residents this morning and already 150 residents have 
responded.  Mr. Frenzer said in addition to Cook County’s survey, the Village will 
send out its own survey later on for information regarding flooding. 
 
Mr. Frenzer said there is flood debris pick-up scheduled for Wednesday, April 24, 
2013 and there will be four managers monitoring the waste pick-up.  He thanked 
staff for all their help with the storm event. 
 
Brigitte Mayerhofer, Director of Engineering, said the Village of Wilmette is served 
by two separate and distinct sewer systems. The topographical divide for the 
Village is Ridge Road, everything east of Ridge Road is served by a combined 
sewer system in which sanitary and storm flows are put together in a single pipe 
network. The west side of the Village is served by a separate sewer system in 
which sanitary and storm flows are in separate pipe networks. She said since the 
1990’s, the Village Boards have supported over $47 million in sewer improvements 
throughout the Village. A number of sewer programs reoccur annually such as 
sewer lining, sewer cleaning, sewer televising, and sewer repairs to keep the 
existing system functioning as efficiently as possible.   
 
Ms. Mayerhofer said a consultant was hired in 2012 to model the sanitary system 
on the west side. Staff looks at three aspects of the sewer system; the water going 
into the pipe, the water flowing through the pipe, and the outfall condition. There 
are two outfalls where the Village’s sanitary system ties into the Metropolitan 
Water Reclamation District (MWRD). The first is at the west end of Lake Avenue at 
Harms Road. At this connection point, the Village is at the same invert elevation as 
the downstream pipe. When MWRD has a surcharge condition in their pipe, not 
only can our water not leave our system, but in some cases if that pressure is 
great enough, we may actually get back-up from the MWRD’s system into ours.  
The Village has a three way approach to mitigate that problem, 1) put in a check 
valve to stop any back flow from coming in from MWRD’s system, 2) create 
storage to allow that surcharged water to store in a reservoir, 3) install a pump-
over system so our sanitary flows can pump into MWRD downstream. 
 
Ms. Mayerhofer said there are flow meters at the Princeton Place and Harms Road 
sewers that measure the volume of storm water that is infiltrating into the sanitary 
system. The meters are providing very good data and helping to analyze if there is 
something downstream that might be influencing how our system is operating.  
Staff has also identified some more localized capacity improvements at Hibbard 
Road and Wilmette Avenue which are providing relief or storage in our sanitary 
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system so when the system surcharges it backflows into these additional pipe 
systems to reduce the frequency and severity of sewer back-ups. There is also a 
manhole rehabilitation program as manholes are a large source of infiltration of 
storm water into our sanitary system. Staff is identifying all those vulnerabilities in 
the system and fixing them.   
 
Ms. Mayerhofer said it is very important for residents to understand how their 
homes flood. The Village has a resident assistance program to help identify how 
homes flood. Residents can hire an independent consultant to come to the home 
to evaluate and determine the best way to fix the problem. Residents should also 
have the pipe that runs from their home to the Village’s public sewer pipe cleaned 
and the Village has a series of contractors with set prices that will come out 
televise, clean and/or repair any sewer issues. 
 
Trustee McKenna moved to extend the Local Disaster Declaration by the Village 
President through and including May 14, 2013 seconded by Trustee Bielinski.   
 
Voting yes:  Trustees Swanson, Bielinski, McKenna, Wolf and President Canning.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 

5.0  REPORT OF THE LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
  

No Report. 
 
6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 

 
 

 6.1 LAND USE COMMITTEE REPORT: 
 
6.11 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 

held March 11, 2013 was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.12 Presentation of minutes of the Plan Commission meeting held December 

4, 2012 was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.13 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 

February 20, 2013 was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.14 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 

March 6, 2013 was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
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6.15 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-15 approving the renewal of the Market 
License Agreement with Bensidoun USA, Inc. was handled with the 
Consent Agenda. 

 
6.16 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2013-TU-05 for Bensidoun USA for a 

French Market every Saturday from the last Saturday in April through the 
first Saturday in November for a five year period was handled with the 
Consent Agenda. 

 
6.17 Appointment of the Appearance Review Commission as a Special Zoning 

Committee to review a request to repeal the WestLake Plaza local sign 
regulations was handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
6.18 Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2013-AR-10, 1515 

Sheridan Road, North Shore University HealthSystems regarding a 
request for a sign variation to install an arch sign, and a 24 inch width 
variation was handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
6.19    Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2013-Z-09, 835 16th Street 

regarding a request for a special use for unusual recreation equipment 
(all-season hockey rink) in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
  Trustee Swanson moved to grant a request for a special use for unusual 

recreation equipment (all-season hockey rink) in accordance with the 
plans submitted, seconded by Trustee Bielinski. 

 
  Trustee Swanson said there is a request to table the item 
 
  John Adler, Director of Community Development, said the applicant 

received a negative recommendation from the Zoning Board of Appeals 
and will need five positive votes from the Village Board so the applicant is 
asking to have all seven members of the Village Board present when the 
request is discussed. 

 
  Trustee Bielinski noted that at this time, the next Village Board meeting to 

have all seven members present would be June 11, 2013. 
 
  Trustee Wolf moved to table item 6.19 to the June 11, 2013 Regular 

Village Board meeting, seconded by Trustee Bielinski.  All voted aye, the 
motion carried. 
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 6.2 FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT:   
 
6.21 Approval of December 2012 Disbursements was handled with the 

Consent Agenda. 
 
6.22 Presentation of the December 31, 2012 Cash and Investment Summary 

was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.23 Presentation of the December 31, 2012 Treasurer’s Report of Cash 

Receipts and Disbursements was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.24 Presentation of the December 31, 2012 Revenue and Expense Report 

was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.25 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-13 approving investments as previously 

authorized in the Illinois Public Treasurer’s Investment Pool (IPTIP) was 
handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
6.26 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-14 approving investments as previously 

authorized in the Illinois Public Treasurer’s Investment Pool (IPTIP) was 
handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
6.27 Introduction of Ordinance No. 2013-O-21 making a supplemental 

appropriation for the Isabella Relief Sewer and Road Improvement Project 
for the Fiscal Year ending the 31st day of December 2013; Waiver of rules 
– Adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-21 making a supplemental 
appropriation for the Isabella Relief Sewer and Road Improvement Project 
for the Fiscal Year ending the 31st day of December 2013 was handled 
with the Consent Agenda. 

 
 6.3 ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE REPORT: 

 
6.31 Presentation of minutes of the Human Relations Commission meeting 

held January 29, 2013 was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.32 Presentation of minutes of the Historic Preservation Commission meeting 

held February 12, 2013 was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.33 Adoption of Ordinance #2013-O-17 amending the Village Code, Chapter 2 

to provide permanent status to the Environmental and Energy 
Commission was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
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6.34 Approval of an amendment to the Real Estate Sale and Developer’s 
Agreement between the Village of Wilmette and Lexington Homes, LLC to 
allow for a 90-day extension of the due diligence period was handled with 
the Consent Agenda. 

 
 6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE REPORT: 

 
6.41 Approval of contract in the amount of $333,835 with Suburban General 

Construction, Inc., La Grange Park, IL for the 2013 Sewer Repair and 
Valve Installation Program was handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
6.42 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-18 renaming the Elmwood Avenue 

street end was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
6.43 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-19 amending the Wilmette Village 

Code to regulate the Elmwood Dunes Preserve was handled with the 
Consent Agenda. 

 
6.44 Adoption of Resolution #2013-R-12 to apply for the Openlands and 

ComEd Green Region Program Grant for Elmwood Dunes Preserve was 
handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
6.45 Introduction of Ordinance #2013-O-20 authorizing an easement 

agreement with Sprintcom, Inc., for the installation of a pedestal for fiber 
optic cable at the Village Yard Facility, 711 Laramie Avenue was handled 
with the Consent Agenda. 

 
 6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE REPORT: 

 
6.51 Approval to reject bids received and opened for bid #13-M-0008 and 

waive formal bidding requirements for the Enhanced 911 System and 
authorize the Village Manager to negotiate a contract with AT&T Global 
Services, Oak Lawn, IL was handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
6.6 JUDICIARY COMMITTEE REPORT:  

 
No Report. 

 
7.0 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES: 
 

No Reports. 
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8.0 UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 
  

8.1 Notice of vacancy on the Housing Commission due to the term expiration 
of Jack Rosenberg was handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
8.2 Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the 

resignation of Raymond Pruchnicki was handled with the Consent 
Agenda. 

 
 8.3 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term 

expiration of Clayton Weaver was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
 8.4 Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the term 

expiration of James McClure was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
8.5 Notice of vacancy on the Housing Commission due to the term expiration of 
 Gregory Braun was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
8.6 Notice of vacancy on the Electrical Commission due to the term expiration 

of Robert May was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
8.7 Notice of vacancy on the Historic Preservation Commission due to the 

resignation of Senta Plunkett was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
 8.8 Notice of vacancy on the Environmental and Energy Commission due to  
           the term expiration of Karen Glennemeier was handled with the Consent 

Agenda. 
 
8.9 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term  
           expiration of Paul Chouinard was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 
8.91 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term  
 expiration of Mark Wagstaff was handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
9.0 NEW BUSINESS: 

 
9.1 Reappointment of William Bradford to the Appearance Review 

Commission from May 1, 2013 to May 1, 2018 was handled with the 
Consent Agenda. 
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9.2 Appointment of Steven Schwab to the Plan Commission from April 23, 
2013 to April 23, 2017 was handled with the Consent Agenda. 

 
9.3 Recommendation of reappointment of Jeffrey Kinzel to the Police Pension 

Fund Board of Trustees from May 14, 2013 to May 14, 2015 was handled 
with the Consent Agenda. 

 
9.4 Notice of vacancy on the Appearance Review Commission due to the 

term expiration of Daniel Elkins was handled with the Consent Agenda. 
 

10.0 ADJOURNMENT: 
 

Trustee Bielinski made a motion to adjourn the Village Board meeting at 8:06 p.m.,  
seconded by Trustee Wolf. 

 
 All voted aye, the motion carried. 
 
 
   
      Barbara L. Hirsch 
      Deputy Village Clerk 
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V I L L A G E  O F  W I L M E T T E  
 1200 Wilmette Avenue 
 Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 (847) 853-7504 
 Facsimile (847) 853-7700 
 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

 
Date: May 10, 2013 
 
To: Village Board of Trustees 
 
From: Bob Bielinski, Village President-Elect 
 
Subject: Village Board Standing Committee Assignments 
 
Required Action 
 

It is requested that the Village Board approve the assignment of members to the six 
Village Board standing committees, as set forth below 

Discussion 

Under Wilmette Village Code, Chapter 2, Section 2-2.5.2.1, the members of each of 
the Village Board’s six standing committees, and the chairperson of each committee, 
are appointed by the Village President with the approval of at least three members of 
the Board.  I am respectfully submitting to the Village Board the following standing 
committee appointments and chairs of each committee.  In preparing the list, I have 
done my best to blend the interests, experience and professional expertise of each 
member of the Village Board.  I, therefore, request that the Village Board approve the 
following Committee assignments. 

 Land Use .........................Trustee Swanson (Chair), Trustee Basil, Trustee McKenna 

 Finance .................. Trustee Ducommun (Chair), Trustee Krueger, Trustee McKenna 

 Administration......................... Trustee Krueger (Chair), Trustee Basil, Trustee Wolf 

 Municipal Services ........... Trustee Wolf (Chair), Trustee Krueger, Trustee Swanson  

 Public Safety ............... Trustee McKenna (Chair), Trustee Ducommun, Trustee Wolf 

 Judiciary ..................... Trustee Basil (Chair), Trustee Ducommun, Trustee Swanson 

 
BB/ 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 

Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

AD HOC ZONING ORDINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 15, 2012 
 

7:00 P.M. 
 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL 
 

 
Members Present: Trustee Alan Swanson, Chairman 
 Trustee Ted McKenna 
 Trustee Mike Basil 
 Kent Darbyshire 
 Charmain Borys Later 
 Lynn Norman 
 Richard DeLeo 
 Christine Norrick 
 Tim Sheridan 
 
Members Absent: None 
  
Non-Voting Members Absent: None 
  
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 Lisa Roberts, Asst.  Director of Community Development 
 Rachael Randolph, Planner III/Zoning Review 
 Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III/Business Development 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER. 

 
Chairman Swanson called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 
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II. APPROVAL OF JANUARY 19, 2012 MINUTES. 
 

Trustee McKenna moved to approve the January 19, 2012 minutes.  Ms. Borys Later 
seconded and the motion passed unanimously. 

 
III. PRESENTATION OF DRAFT ZONING ORDINANCE. 

 
Chairman Swanson said that Les Pollock of Camiros would give a presentation on the 
draft zoning ordinance.   The committee has two additional meetings scheduled for 
November and December to look at specific items in the draft.   The goal is have a 
recommendation to the Village Board in December and begin public hearings in January 
with the ordinance being adopted in March. 
 
Mr. Les Pollock spoke about the final version of the revised ordinance.  A draft ordinance 
was created and reviewed with staff.  Corrections were made and they also spent more 
time discussion ordinance with staff.  There are a lot of details and elements to go 
through.   
 
He listed the major changes in ordinance: 
 
 The new ordinance is better and clearer, including more graphics and the use of 

tables. 
 One key change in the administrative section is the creation of a zoning administrator.  

This position is held by the Director of Community Development.  The zoning 
administrator is responsible for administering all aspects of the ordinance.   

 Under the Planned Unit Development (PUD), they removed the requirement for the 
mandatory PUD and simplified some actions.   

 The major change to R1 district is that there are now 9 subdistricts.   
 There is a new Village Center (VC) designed to carry out the Village Center plan.  It 

departs from the usual structure of zoning districts.  This is a form based district and 
looks different and acts differently.   

 There are parking flexibilities built into the ordinance that were not there before.  
They pertain to development in the Village Center and applications in non-residential 
districts.   

 There is a new set of landscape provisions.  The present ordinance has no landscape 
provisions.  This is a radical change to the ordinance.   

 They simplified environmental standards.  In the old ordinance, the Village actually 
lacked equipment to do specific testing.  That area was made simpler.   

 A number of new techniques are in the ordinance.  They added a range of sustainable 
development practices.  It is about reflecting what is on the ground.  Things are pretty 
much in place.  They want to make sure that there is the need for multiple 
interpretations.   

 
The existing ordinance is good.  It was created in 1989, adopted in 1990, and tweaked in 
the subsequent years.  They tried to make the new ordinance as clear as possible.  They 
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put a lot of tables in the document versus text.  It is clearer.  There will be more graphics 
in the new ordinance.  There are cross references.  Definitions are the heart of the 
ordinance.   
 
Regarding ordinance organization, articles 1 and 2 are self-evident (purpose & 
applicability and definitions).  Article 3 contains the ordinance administration provisions 
such as how the ordinance is administered and the roles and responsibilities of those 
involved.  Article 4 contains administrative procedures including all of the application 
completeness and required notice.  Article 5 describes the application and approval 
processes.  Article 6 is the PUD.  Article 7 describes the zoning districts.  Article 8 is for 
the residential zoning districts.  Article 9 is for the commercial zoning districts.  Article 
10 is the Village Center.  Article 11 describes the planned commercial districts.  Article 
12 is a new section with use standards with all the requirements attached to certain uses.  
Article 13 is the on-site development standards including accessory uses and 
encroachments.  Article 14 is off-street parking.  Article 15 is the new section on 
landscaping.  Article 16 is the sign section with some updates.  Article 17 is 
nonconformities.  Finally, Article 18 is enforcement.   
 
Regarding administration/oversight, there is the zoning administrator provision.  John 
Adler is zoning administrator by title.  He can have a designee carrying out activities.  
The Administrative Zoning Review Committee used to be outside the ordinance and is 
now in the ordinance.  Its procedures are regulated the ordinance.  The ZBA’s procedures 
for hearing are now also for the Plan Commission and the ARC.  This important because 
the ARC hears appeals to the sign ordinances.   
 
There’s a new section regarding the completeness of an application.  An application 
cannot move ahead unless all materials are filed.  Everything has to be submitted and 
available for public review.  
 
The PUD is now allowed in all districts except for VC and R1.  The PUD has never been 
allowed in the R1 district.  The PUD is now excluded from the VC because the new 
ordinance is form-based and this will provide greater control than a PUD. 
 
There is no mandatory PUD.  Planned Unit Development is a tool that an applicant can 
ask to use to be granted certain flexibilities, which can be denied.   
 
There is a provision for a concept plan to be submitted to the Plan Commission.  The Plan 
Commission can have an informal discussion about a proposal before it comes in as a 
preliminary plan.  People gain understanding this way.   
 
The final plan no longer requires a public hearing.  Instead, there is a public hearing for 
the preliminary PUD plan.  This would be approved and sent to the Trustees for final 
action.  All final plan is, is detailing the first plan for implementation.  It is not a 
debatable issue so there is no need for a second Plan Commission hearing.  The final plan 
is given to the zoning administrator who evaluates it and compares it with the preliminary 
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plan.  If it meets this plan he certifies its approval to the Trustees.  This can be submitted 
in phases versus a complete full submittal.   
 
The key change in residential is the creation of 9 R1 subdistricts.  Mr. Pollock referred to 
the colored subdistrict map and identified each of the subdistricts.  Each of the 
subdistricts reflects the reality of what happens on the ground.  The current ordinance 
says all lots in R1 have to be 60’ wide and 8,400 square feet.  That is not the throughout 
the Village and most lots are not of that size.  Any time you want to do something, you 
have a nonconforming lot by definition.  They wanted to cure that problem.  They did an 
analysis of lot configurations in the Village and grouped the lots into patterns. 
 
They started with 8 districts and after some back and forth, ended with 9.  The 
subdistricts are now identified as R-1A through R1-I going from left to right across the 
map.  R1-A are lots that are 8,400 square feet and 60’ wide.  R1-B are lots that are 6,000 
square feet and 40’ wide.  R1-C is Kenilworth Gardens with 6,000 square foot lots and 
50’ wide lots.  R1-D are lots that are 8,400 square feet and 50’ wide.  R1-E are lots that 
are 6,000 square feet and 40’ wide.  R1-F are lots that are 8,400 square feet and 50’ wide.  
R1-G are lots that are 8,400 square feet and 60’ wide.  R1-H are lots that are 7,500 square 
feet and 50’ wide.  R1-I are lots that are 5,000 square feet and 40’ wide.  They tried to 
make the R1 lot requirements match as closely as possible to what is really there to 
minimize the number of people coming in for variances.   
 
There are also height differentiations in the subdistricts that reflect the heights in the 
neighborhood.  They spent a lot of time talking about scale and a possible alternative to 
the FAR process.  But most people know how to use the FAR system so it was kept.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked Mr. Pollock if the ordinance will spell out the requirements such 
that it will be more difficult to get a variation.  Will there essentially be a higher burden 
needed to get a variation. 
 
Mr. Adler said that a lot of the nonconformity we’re talking about has to do with lot size 
and lot area.  There will be some homes where setbacks will be made more conforming, 
but there will still be a lot of variations before the ZBA.  Administrative relief is still 
available on smaller setback variations.  We’ve seen a reduction in the number of 
variations just with the expansion of the administrative review process.  Variation 
requests to separate two lots in common ownership will almost certainly decrease.   
 
Chairman Swanson said he thought there would be few variation requests.  The new 
ordinance may change the mindset that the lot is nonconforming, but that’s okay because 
the rules are wrong.  This makes it easier to justify asking for and for granting variances.  
With the obvious stuff handled by the administrative review process, there are likely to 
be fewer requests that will be harder to justify. 
 
Mr. Darbyshire agreed that a reduction in variations was likely. 
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Mr. Adler said in some subdistricts, the side yard setback has been reduced and in the R1-
I subdistrict (formerly Hillville), the minimum front yard setback has been reduced.  
 
Trustee McKenna asked about the guidance given to applicants by staff. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the staff can advise an applicant on how to change their request 
so that it might qualify for administrative review rather than a full variation. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the percentage of cases that go to the ZBA and are then approved by 
the Trustees is probably well over 90% because applicants are discouraged by staff if it is 
a request that staff believes is not likely be approved. 
 
Chairman Swanson said there are two different kinds of districts within the 9 subdistricts.  
There are those subdistricts that go with the current rules or those with the rules that 
predate the current formula, which might include less height but allow more floor plate.  
The new ordinance is not more restrictive regarding FAR and may in fact be slightly less 
restrictive as it relates to FAR.   
 
Trustee McKenna said that the adoption of the new ordinance means that someone might 
not get a certain kind of variance.  In Kenilworth Gardens, for example, the first floor 
height is being lowered.  This element is important to how well a house blends in.  We’re 
not going to want to grant a variation for this type of thing.  You can ask but you’re not 
likely to get it. 
 
Mr. Darbyshire agreed.  The point of the proposed changes it to have in mind the context 
of the neighborhood, context being the bulk of the house and not the architecture of the 
house.  The height of the first floor is a significant component in a place like Kenilworth 
Gardens.  The overall height didn’t change much, just got pushed down a little.  There is 
likely to not be any attic space. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if someone might make the case that not having an attic is their 
hardship. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that it’s not a hardship anymore. 
 
Mr. Darbyshire said that they’ve seen a lot of variations in Kenilworth Gardens and the 
proposed regulations make a lot of sense. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that impervious surface requirements are currently tied to the required 
yards.  You have to leave 40% of the side and rear yards open and 70% of the front yard 
open.  On many lots, there is a lot of land left after the house is sited.  Because of this, 
they have added another control that limits overall coverage to 40%.   
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Mr. Adler said that the addition of this last requirement was news to the Village staff.  
The staff had indicated in a meeting with Camiros that this requirement was not desirable 
because of the difficulty in administering it. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that everything has been listed in text form rather than table form.  It 
should be easier to use. 
 
He said a key change was made in the residential district is in R2.  They added a concept 
called stacked flats.  This was done during a discussion about townhouses some time ago.  
This was requested by the committee.  If the code allows horizontal multi-family 
developments in townhouses, why not allow a unit that is a vertical, for example, two 
floors stacked on top of each other.  Why did the form of the building need to be 
dictated?  So this provision was added.  It allows up to 3 units in total in a building.  This 
was not previously allowed.  This is now an additional use that is now defined and 
allowed. 
 
He said that the OR district has been moved into the commercial district section.  A hotel 
use was added in the OR district as a special use.  
 
He said he’d like to take some time to talk about the new VC section, which is a different 
animal.  The purpose of the new section is to implement the Village Center plan, to 
promote a transit oriented, mixed use, walkable Village Center.  The district is directly 
related to create a specific form and bulk for the area.  Everything in place right now is 
conforming.  Development is controlled based on street frontage.  The building design 
and use depend on what street a building fronts on.  A building has to be built to a 
particular line.  There are explicit building designs unique to the VC.  There are certain 
specific on-site parking access design regulations and regulations for parking structures.  
There are specific landscape and screening requirements.   
 
He referenced the map in the ordinance and said there are five designations for street 
frontage: pedestrian commercial east, pedestrian commercial west, arterial, pedestrian 
institutional, and pedestrian residential.  Each of these areas has different design 
conditions.  There are different setback requirements based on street frontage.  He talked 
about various areas and their setbacks.  Setbacks are about light to light relationships.  
What is on one side of the street should be on the other side of the street.  There are 
allowances built into the ordinance.  There will be enough room to do parking behind the 
building.   
 
Mr. Adler said that the VC portion of the ordinance has already been seen by the Plan 
Commission.  They will be reviewing it again in December. 
 
Mr. Pollock referenced the building height map.  This is how height is controlled.  There 
is currently a consistent height in the zoning district.  The VC zoning district is now 
proposed with a series of height conditions.  He indicated on a map what the various 
height limit areas were.  
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It is also important to note that there is a new minimum height in the new ordinance.  
There is no minimum height in the current ordinance.  Under the new ordinance there can 
be no one-story buildings in the VC.  The VC Plan calls for that kind of height.  In the 
arterial, one can build one to four stories.  In the core and traditional areas, not less than 
two stories are required.  The heights reflect the discussion in the plan.   
 
There are two systems operating.  There’s the building frontage requirement that 
establishes setback and certain design requirements and then there is the building height 
map that establishes height.  This is not radical.  This is how zoning was done many years 
ago.   
 
There are a series of requirements for massing, building orientation, ground floor 
transparency, pedestrian frontage relationship, roof type, and so on.  He showed some 
examples on the screen.  The review of the application for the VC is to be reviewed by 
Village staff.  Façade transparency should be 40%, which is a relatively low number but 
reflects the scale and design of buildings in the VC.   
 
They have identified how to consolidate parking into the building.  He talked about 
passageways.   
 
There are certain design rules that have to be carried out in the VC.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said the current ordinance calls for the ARC to conduct design review, 
which is subjective.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said the new process indicates that the staff sees the plans first and then it 
goes to the ARC for review. 
 
Ms. Later said that as drafted, it only goes to the ARC if the staff’s decision is appealed. 
 
Mr. Pollock said as drafted, the review authority in the VC rests with the zoning 
administrator.  Appeals of the administrator’s decision go to the ARC.  If that isn’t going 
to work, then we can change the ordinance.  The rationale behind this was that the 
administrator would be making non-discretionary types of actions. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the nuts and bolts part is non-discretionary.  But for appearance, that’s 
all the ARC does.   
 
Chairman Swanson suggested that Mr. Sheridan and others give thought to the zoning 
administrator/ARC process and perhaps write up an alternative.   
 
Mr. Adler said this idea came out of the master plan, to create a process that was truly by-
right.  The Village might decide they want a process that is truly by-right to a certain 
point, but there will be a final set of controls regarding how the building looks, with some 
minimum amount of approval necessary.   
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Mr. Sheridan said he doesn’t want to be the fashion police.  There is a fine line between 
telling someone they need to be more tasteful and telling a professional what their 
business is.   
 
Mr. Pollock said one of the issues is how people get things done.  There has to be a 
meeting of the minds in terms of the role of the ARC and where it begins and ends in the 
review process.   
 
Ms. Later suggested that after staff has reviewed submittals, it should be given to ARC as 
a courtesy for their input.   
 
Mr. Pollock said that could be done, but the important point is that there is a limitation on 
the amount of change that the ARC could put into this process.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said he assumed the PUD process had not changed, that it still bypasses 
ARC review. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that was correct. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the point of the PUD process now is that you don’t have to go through 
all the separate processes.  Right now, the ARC sees PUDs as a courtesy; they have no 
say, although they can give input.  
 
Chairman Swanson invited Mr. Sheridan to give the committee his thoughts on this 
process. 
 
Mr. Pollock said there is a new article to address use standards. 
The staff suggested that they make a change to accessory living units to reduce the 
threshold from 62 years of age to 55 years of age.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked the point of the change.  
 
Mr. Pollock said this is more in keeping with other ordinances throughout the country.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said this would be consistent with the reduction of the minimum age at 
Mallinckrodt. 
 
Trustee Basil said it brings the Village in line with the federal definition for seniors.   
 
Trustee McKenna said 62 was somewhat arbitrary at the time Mallinckrodt was 
established.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the reduction to 55 made sense, but it was just as arbitrary.   
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Mr. Pollock said they also changed the definition of assisted living to residential care.  A 
lot of what is thought of as assisted living is actually continuing care.  Continuing care 
allows people to live in individual units and then link them to other types of living units 
as their needs change.  The new definition allows for those things to happen.  There is no 
age restriction associated with residential care, so a younger person, for example, 
someone disabled, could live in residential care.   
 
Regarding on-site standards, they have done some changes to lighting standards.  The 
Dark Sky Association came out of Phoenix to control a light dome built over the city.  
From that came a movement to reduce the amount of lighting in urban areas.  Lighting 
needs to be put in scale.  It is an extensive set of controls and the Village does not need to 
consider all of those.  Some suggestions were made like reducing light pole heights in 
commercial districts.   
 
They met with staff to talk about donation boxes – i.e.  Goodwill – and there are new 
controls for those types of boxes.   
 
They offered some garage design standards and that article should be reviewed and a 
decision should be made as to whether to keep some of those.  Right now, there is a 
statement that requires additional parking for home occupations, for that additional use.  
This requirement was removed.  No additional parking should be needed for a home 
occupation; it should look like a home, act like a home. 
 
They updated satellite dish regulations to meet the federal requirements.  They put in new 
solar and wind panel standards.  They created a provision to allow seating walls on site 
and/or as part of fences.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said that seat walls are most often associated with patios. 
 
Mr. Adler said that we currently do not allow walls up to the lot line.  They have to be set 
back minimum side yard setback for the property.  Tree houses are specifically 
mentioned in the ordinance.   
 
Mr. Pollock said the temporary use section addresses temporary buildings.  One can put 
up a tent for no more than 5 days until a permit is needed.  There is a currently a 
requirement that says if someone wants two principal buildings, they need a temporary 
structure permit.   
 
The environmental performance standards have been simplified.  There were vibration 
measurements that were difficult to gauge.  They took a more common sense approach to 
the requirements in this section. 
 
Regarding parking, there were a number of changes.  There are a whole range of flexible 
provisions.  There is a new provision that uses under 2,500 square feet have no parking 
requirement.  If you have to meet a certain number of spaces, you can count spaces in 
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front of your store as off street parking.  There is a valet parking provision.  There is a 
provision to allow commercial businesses to find off-street parking that is within 600’ of 
their lot.  There are collective parking provisions that allow businesses to share parking.  
Tools are in place for redevelopment.  There are new bicycle planning standards in the 
ordinance.   
 
The landscape section is entirely new.  It requires a landscape plan for anything that is 
not single family.  It addresses foundation landscape, parking lot landscape, buffer yards, 
and areas where different districts abut.  There is a minimum 5’ landscape area for 
parking lots.  These requirements apply to projects going forward, not what is already 
there.  There are screening requirements for dumpsters that are typical of ordinances.   
 
Ms. Norrick asked if there were screening requirements for rooftop appurtenances. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that would not fall under the landscaping section.   
 
In the sign section, one cannot control what people say though one can control how 
something is said.  There were some components of the present ordinance that needed 
cleaning up.  Animated and attention-getting signs are prohibited.  Portable signs are 
prohibited, that kind of signs that sit on a trailer for example.  Sidewalk signs are 
allowed.  They have allowed drive through menu board signs.  The Village Center does 
not allow drive throughs.  Certain projecting signs are allowed.  Sidewalk signs are 
allowed but they have to be taken in at night.   
 
For the next meeting, Mr. Pollock suggested that they group residential uses together so 
they can talk about administration and then talk about residential activities.  They will do 
the same for the commercial aspects at the meeting after that. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that concluded his overview of the ordinance.  
 
Mr. Darbyshire asked if ultimately the ordinance would be in an electronic form that can 
be used online.  Will it be searchable? 
 
Mr. Adler said it will be in an electronic form that will be searchable.  The maps are color 
keyed so production will be important.   
 
Mr. Pollock said that it is important that whatever colors are put in, the ordinance can be 
reproduced in black and white.   
 
Mr. Patrick Duffy, 932 Illinois Road, said there have been applications where part of a 
wall is left in an existing building.  The argument is then made that it is an existing an 
structure that is just being renovated.  What is the line between renovation and new 
construction?  Is there a reason the existing structure needs to be interpreted as 
conforming?  
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Mr. Pollock ask if the idea was for advanced notice.  It’s not in the ordinance now but it 
could be added.  They could create a zoning certificate.  One could request from staff a 
letter saying that what currently exists is conforming.  There could be an extra charge for 
this.   
 
Trustee Basil said that wasn’t quite the question.  The question is about when someone 
takes an old house with an existing nonconforming side wall that is close to the lot line 
and removes the house except for the one wall, to say that the house is conforming.  A 
new house is then built except for that one old wall. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said that the description of everything being made conforming was only 
applicable to the Village Center. 
 
Mr. Pollock agreed. 
 
Mr. Adler said that if you removed everything but one wall, staff would call that new 
construction and the owner would have to either remove that wall or seek a variation.  
The house as it stands in a residential district is legal nonconforming.  That wall cannot 
be altered.  If the house is demolished, the one wall cannot remain.  There is a standard in 
the village code about 50%.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said the judgment call is in where is that 50%. 
 
Mr. Adler said it is something of a judgment call but it’s usually pretty clear. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that this provision is not in the zoning ordinance.  There is a provision 
for nonconforming structures being damaged more than 50%, then that structure may not 
be rebuilt without a variation. 
 
Trustee Basil clarified that the landscape requirements do not pertain to R1.  There is still 
the administrative variance process; this was not eliminated.   
 
Mr. Pollock said that was correct. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the landscape plan come to the ARC like it does now. 
 
Mr. Adler said that will still come to the ARC.  We have to take another look at the VC 
district as we discussed tonight.  
 
Ms. Hornstein asked whether the tent regulations apply to sukkahs, which are usually in 
place for 8 days.   
 
Mr. Adler said that provision is currently in the ordinance but the Village does not get 
involved in regulating this type of installation.  The ordinance talks about tents for 
weddings and large events.   
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Ms. Laurel Schaefer, 110 4th Street, said she did not understand why the committee wants 
to down zone an area to 30’ in height from 35’.  In the proposed Hillville area, there are 
68 houses out of 205 that are over 30’ in height.  Those would be turned into 
nonconforming properties.   
 
Mr. Pollock said they are not being down zoned.  With this change, the ordinance is 
making more homes less nonconforming.  The intent behind this is to make life easier for 
people there now.  If someone buys a house and tears it down, it has to be rebuilt in the 
character of other homes in the area.  Right now the site could legally be overbuilt.   
 
Mr. Schaefer asked how remodeling would be affected.  
 
Mr. Pollock said the same goes for remodeling.   
 
Mr. Schaefer said it appeared that the boundary map of the proposed district had not been 
updated.  One block was taken out, but another block was left in inadvertently.  Mr. Adler 
confirmed that the changes would be made as previously discussed. 
 
Another resident said he lives in the same area and has trouble with the proposed name 
“Hillville.” 
 
Mr. Adler said that the district will not be called by this name.  Hillville was a historic 
name for the area.  
 
Mr. Ryrie Pellaton, 1115 Lake Avenue, said he was interested in the Village Center 
aspect of the plan.  He had attended Village Center plan meetings.  From what he 
recalled, 6 stories was anathema to residents who attended.  Four to five stories was a 
matter of great debate.  He is shocked to see that six stories (65’) are allowed in this draft    
 
Mr. Adler said that the master plan process accepted five stories on some blocks by right 
and possibly six stories on some blocks.  Prior to 1990, zoning allowed four stories.  The 
greatest area of the Village Center still has a limit of four stories.   
 
Chairman Swanson said that the areas that might be allowed six stories are the bank 
building, the Metra lot, and the east side of West Village Center. 
 
Mr. Adler said the north part of the Metra lot is not part of that because it is adjacent to 
residential.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the new zoning ordinance is consistent with the Village Center 
plan.   
 
Trustee Basil said that as a resident on Lake, he will be buffered by some existing 
buildings, the AT&T facility and the car wash building.  The height would be where the 
bank building is and would not go farther north.   
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Mr. Pellaton understood that those three areas were to allow the highest height but he was 
surprised that that meant six stories. 
 
Trustee Basil said that no one will put in six stories into 65’.   
 
Trustee Basil asked if the draft was available electronically.   
 
Ms. Roberts noted that the draft is now available on the web site.  
 

IV.   OTHER BUSINESS. 
 
Chairman Swanson said there are two more items to discuss.  One is a proposal for senior 
housing and the other is consideration of detached garage height. 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Greenspan said he was representing Mr. Dick Keefe.  The property in 
question is on Maple at the south end. It is next to the L tracks at the southeast corner in 
the new R1-H zone.  
 
There are two large lots that are zoned residential.  The Village is in need of senior 
housing.  The current options are either congregate living for five unrelated people in 
elderly housing or a large institutional use.  There is no middle ground.   
 
They prepared the proposal and hoped that it fit with the definition of a group communal 
home.  In each of the two buildings, there would be five residential apartments with a 
communal living area and kitchen.  Each unit would have small kitchens and washers and 
dryers.  The wish is for couples to live together in a communal opportunity.  They are not 
seeking more density and they also want to provide some privacy.  A staff person would 
be on site to coordinate communal activities.   
 
The architect, Farr Associates, is known for form-based design and speaks nationally on 
this topic.  This is a mixed type of elderly housing so a small group of elderly adults can 
live together communally, yet separately.  It does not fit with any definition in the current 
code.  They are looking to make it a permitted use in R1.  The lots are large.   
 
The other issue that came up is that the current code states that group homes have a 
minimum of 1,300’ separation between them.  One of the advantages to this proposal is 
that there is a gateway with two separate buildings on separate lots.  They are two 
separate large residential lots.   
 
One other element of design relates back to the original design for two single-family 
homes.  The fire department requires a large turnaround for the fire truck and ambulance.  
This plan includes a permeable fire lane to meet this requirement. 
 
As the committee is considering the new zoning ordinance, they are requesting that the 
new ordinance include allowing this type of development as a permitted use in the R1.  
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This proposal would allow for 20 people, five couples in each building, to live on one 
level in a communal facility but also to live separately.  The residents could walk to the 
train.  The units would be rental.  There would be activities under ownership of someone 
who could operate this type of facility for the future.   
 
Mr. Pollock said this is very similar to co-housing, which is a Danish concept that allows 
people to live independently yet cooperatively. 
 
Mr. Darbyshire asked if they were seeking an adaptation of the code to allow this 
product. 
 
Mr. Greenspan said they are trying to create a concept like this, which could work 
elsewhere for senior housing, when reusing sites.  There is a plan in the Village to add 
senior housing.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire asked if the main restriction in this case is the requirement that the uses 
cannot be within a certain distance of each other.  
 
Mr. Greenspan there is also the definition of group home that limits it to occupancy by 
five unrelated people. 
 
Mr. Darbyshire asked if the lots are legally combined and it becomes one lot, would that 
restriction still hold.   
 
Mr. Greenspan said there would still be too many units.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the real issue is not that you’re asking for this product, but 
asking for this product in R1 on this specific site.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said they are trying to avoid asking for a variation.   
 
Mr. Greenspan said the lots are 60,000 square feet of land.   
 
Chairman Swanson said if one assumes that this is a good use for the site, the question is 
then, should this product be allowed throughout R1.  If not, if it makes sense only at this 
site, maybe the zoning at this site needs to be changed in such a way to allow this 
product.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire asked if the proposal met all the setback requirements for each specific 
lot. 
 
Mr. Greenspan said the setback requirements are met.  The code allows walkways to the 
lot line. 
 
Mr. Darbyshire said the requirements are not met because the walkway is covered. 
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Mr. Darbyshire said he knows that PUDs are not allowed in residential districts, but this 
looks like a PUD because the building has to be shaped to make it work right.  It is a 
good idea. 
 
Mr. Adler said the issue is that the area is zoned R1 and the Village is protective of R1.  
Perhaps it could be zoned to something else. 
 
Ms. Later asked if the applicants are looking at this specific site. 
 
Chairman Swanson said they are looking at this specific site, but they are asking if this 
could be included in all of R1.  Does this product makes sense here is one question or 
does it make sense throughout all of R1; that is another question.   
 
Mr. Greenspan asked if this type of use be permitted in other zoning districts. 
 
Trustee McKenna said the reason this works here is because of its location although there 
are residences nearby.   
 
Mr. Greenspan said this is appropriate for the discussion within the zoning rewrite.   
 
Chairman Swanson clarified that Mr. Greenspan was asking the committee to make this 
product a permitted use in the R1 district.  This group could also allow this product in a 
different zoning district, say R2 or R3.  Then they could apply for a zoning change.   
 
Mr. Greenspan suggested that it could be a permitted use in R1 with lot size restrictions, 
so that it would not be developed anywhere else in R1. 
 
Mr. DeLeo asked what district senior housing is currently permitted in. 
 
Mr. Adler said it would be allowed in R2, R3, and R4.  Because these are stand-alone 
units, it’s really similar to multi-family.  The concept is unique.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said it does not fit the description of a group home.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked what the market place might think of this?  It seems to have 
merit.   
 
Mr. Dick Keefe said the Presbyterian Homes have cottages and they are very popular.  
He doesn’t know what sort of zoning those have.   
 
Trustee Basil said it seems like this would be very attractive and would command a high 
price.  In which case, assembling 60,000 square feet to get it might not be that hard, if 
you have the ability to charge people.  It could be a popular concept, which means 
assembling property might be easier than first thought. 
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Chairman Swanson said it seems to suit this site in a couple of ways.  There is limited 
access.  It is easier with limited automobile usage.  There is a dead end water main.  One 
would have to find a way to get around that.   
 
Mr. Keefe said this property experiences noise from the train.  Most people his age don’t 
hear so well, so they wouldn’t be as bothered by the noise. 
 
Mr. Greenspan and Mr. Keefe thanked the committee for their time. 
 
Chairman Swanson said that unless there is a compelling discussion, he doubts that this 
will be something that is just part of R1.  The concept is unique and there should be a 
discussion as to how best for you to pursue it.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said they could ask for a zoning change. 
 
Chairman Swanson said there is one more item to discuss about the height for detached 
garages.   
 
Mr. Adler said a question has come up about detached garages.  Right now a garage can 
be up to 15’ in height with a projection from the roof at any height.  The outside wall can 
be any height.   
 
If one wants to go up to 18’, there are additional limitations.  There cannot be an outward 
projection to the roof greater than 12’ above grade.  The wall height is limited to 8’4”.  
There are homes with high pitched or different roof styles.  When someone wants to 
match the garage to the house in terms of architectural style, that might push the garage 
taller than 18’.  The question is, should greater height be allowed on the garage so that 
the garage roof slope matches the house roof slope?   
 
Chairman Swanson clarified that the 8’4” maximum wall height would not change. 
 
Mr. Adler agreed, no change to the wall height would be proposed.  It could be a matter 
of just increasing the maximum height from 18’ to say 21’ to accommodate matching a 
roofline of the house. 
 
Chairman Swanson said if you theoretically started with a 20’ x 20’ garage and went up 
8’4” and then had a roof that matched, if the garage was 2’ wider than the garage would 
start farther out because of the pitch.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said if the height is restricted, it makes the pitch shallower.   
 
Mr. Adler agreed that a bigger garage could potentially need more height to match the 
style.   
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Trustee Basil said the difference in the shape of the main house can present problems for 
the garage.  Sometimes you cannot match the two roofs. 
 
Mr. DeLeo asked if this had been looked at for a garage 22’ in width. 
 
Mr. Adler said the staff had not looked at any specific garage width.   
 
Mr. Darbyshire said if one is trying to match the garage roof to the house, we could not 
allow them to use the longer distance; they would have to use the shorter distance.  If it 
was handled administratively, you could check which roof they are using.   
 
Chairman Swanson said if you are trying to match the house, it is hard to put limitations 
on the overall height.  It should match whatever the house is. 
 
There was discussion about the size of garage related to the size of the house.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if there should be a requirement that the garage roof match the 
roof of the house. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the maximum height was 15’.  It was eventually increased to 18’ but 
on the condition that the roof match the orientation and the style of the roof of the house.  
Once people saw the 18’ tall garages and found that they weren’t a problem, then that 
matching requirement was eliminated. 
 
Trustee Basil said the question whether to increase garage height to 20’ or 21’ if it’s to 
match the house?  
 
Mr. Adler said from the staff point of view, is this something we should consider?  
 
Mr. Darbyshire said it would almost have to be an administrative decision.  Someone has 
to look at the house and determine if the garage roof is matching.   
 
Chairman Swanson said he thought this should be handled as administrative review. 
 
Mr. Adler said the staff could draft some administrative language. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked what might be unintended consequences. 
 
Trustee Basil said if the staff turns it down, the request could eventually go the ZBA and 
the Village Board for review.   
 
Mr. Adler said if the staff approves it, a neighbor could object to the administrative 
decision.   
 
There was agreement that staff would draft something for inclusion in the ordinance. 
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Chairman Swanson asked if there was any other business. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if there was anything that outlines was institutional uses are. 
 
Mr. Adler said that in the new ordinance, except for places of worship and other 
governmental bodies, institutional buildings will go to ARC.  Private schools would now 
go to ARC.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said right now, all ARC sees is there is a sign variation for an institutional 
use. 

 
 Trustee McKenna asked if there was any consideration for chicken coops. 
 
 Mr. Pollock said he raised that issue and was told no coops were allowed. 
 
V.   SET DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING. 
 

The next meeting was scheduled for November 28, 2012. 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT. 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:59 p.m. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lisa Roberts 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
Minutes prepared by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz and Lisa Roberts 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 

Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

AD HOC ZONING ORDINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 28, 2012 
 

7:00 P.M. 
 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL 
 

 
Members Present: Trustee Alan Swanson, Chairman 
 Trustee Ted McKenna 
 Jane Hornstein  
 Charmain Borys Later  
 Lynn Norman 
 Christine Norrick 
 Tim Sheridan 
 
Members Absent: Trustee Mike Basil  
 Kent Darbyshire 
 Richard DeLeo 
 
Non-Voting Members Absent: None 
  
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 Lisa Roberts, Asst. Director of Community Development 
 Rachael Randolph, Planner III/Zoning Review 
 Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III/Business Development 
 Erika Fabisch, Planner I 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER. 

 
Chairman Swanson called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m. 
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II. DISCUSSION OF DRAFT ZONING ORDINANCE. 
 
Chairman Swanson said there is a first draft of a final version of the ordinance.  The idea 
is to go through the administrative and residential sections at tonight’s meeting.   
 
He asked what the starting point was, whether it was our current ordinance or a model 
ordinance, to help determine what needs to be reviewed in greater detail.   
 
Ms. Roberts said the new ordinance is largely based on the current ordinance.  If 
something needed to be improved or changed, they looked to the consultant to see how it 
might be addressed.  In most situations, the old ordinance was updated.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked how this was done.   
 
Ms. Arista Strungys of Camiros said they prepare an outline with the organization and 
then move the pieces into place.  For example, each application process was put in a 
parallel structure so the language would all read the same.  They looked at the content 
and put it into a format that cleans up what is there, consistent with the outline. 
 
Chairman Swanson said his primary concern was knowing what was new versus what 
was existing.  With of things that are allowed or not allowed, how to know what was 
new.  If something has been in the ordinance for a long time and there’s no problem, 
there’s likely no need to spend time looking at it. 
 
Trustee McKenna referenced the definition of pawn shop as an example.  Is the definition 
the same as it was before? 
 
Mr. Adler said there were a lot of things that had no definitions.  Pawn shop was one that 
was not defined.  Uses were broken down in greater detail here than in the past.  Personal 
service has been broken out into medical/dental large, medical/dental small, and financial 
institutions, for example.  All of these were under personal service before, with the same 
parking requirement, which didn’t make sense.  A bank has different parking 
requirements than an aerobics studio than does a medical clinic.  The definitions 
themselves should not be significantly changed.  They are broken out for regulation 
purposes.  A pawn shop is currently a commercial establishment that is allowed 
anywhere.  Under the new ordinance, they are only allowed as a special use in the GC-2 
district. 
 
Ms. Strungys said with the creation of the new and unique Village Center district, they 
wanted to be specific about what uses would be allowed.  The new and updated 
definitions allow for that refinement. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked if the staff reviewed the ordinance. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that staff reviewed two earlier drafts.   
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Chairman Swanson said that the most recent draft is the result of some back and forth and 
the basic concept reflects known problems from the past and staff’s view as to what 
unique for the committee to look at.   
 
Mr. Adler said the staff have not gone through this draft with a fine tooth comb and they 
will do this.  There are things that need to be corrected and some changes that have been 
discussed that are not yet reflected in this draft.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if anyone had questions or comments on the first article.  
 
There were no comments on Article 1. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if uses that are defined should show up in the use matrices.  For 
example, congregate housing is defined, but it is not in the use table.  Assisted living and 
group home are in the use table.  Would everything that is defined be in the schedules?  
 
Ms. Strungys said that the definitions chapter covers different areas including uses as 
well as general terms in the ordinance.   
 
Ms. Norman said that it appears a number of terms used in the ordinance have not been 
defined.  For example, “act of God” was not defined and it should have been.  “Person” 
was also not defined.  “Retaining wall” was not defined, among a number of others. 
 
Ms. Strungys said they could add whatever definitions the committee would like. 
 
Mr. Adler agreed that we can add more definitions as needed.  He said there are a lot of 
things that won’t be found in any zoning ordinance.  We can investigate whether those 
terms need to be included legally or if it desirable to do so. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said that if the meaning in the ordinance is something other than the 
common definition, that is where the definitions are most important.  Definitions are in 
other ordinances because there had been a specific issue or because it’s different than 
what one might expect.  Anybody trying to use the code would probably understand more 
definitions than the general public.   
 
Mr. Adler suggested that the committee members provide staff with a list of words that 
were not included and the staff will decide which of those words need to be defined.   
 
Ms. Borys-Later asked if there will be a matrix showing all districts and uses?  She 
clarified that she would like to see something for all districts, not separated by residential 
and commercial, etcetera. 
 
Ms. Strungys said the separate tables could be put together and used as an appendix.   
 
There was agreement that the committee members would suggest definitions to be added 
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and the staff would review and add as appropriate. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked what the source was for the co-efficient of permeability as it 
applies to impervious surfaces. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that was not in the draft ordinance.   
 
Ms. Strungys said that is typically off the manufacturer’s specs for the type of paving that 
is being used.  Camiros can provide guidelines for coefficients but not make them part of 
the ordinance.  The technology can change rapidly, so it’s better not to be too specific in 
the ordinance. 
 
Chairman Swanson said Article 3 is somewhat different with broad powers given to the 
zoning administrator. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the powers are much the same as what is in the current ordinance, but 
that the title is changed from Director of Community Development to Zoning 
Administrator.  Ms. Roberts read the current language. 
 
Chairman Swanson said he didn’t have a problem with it particularly if you have 
administrative review.  He confirmed that the review committee consists of two staff 
members. 
 
Ms. Norman asked if that meant that two staff members review zoning administrator’s 
decisions.   
 
Mr. Adler said that as zoning administrator, he could designate someone to review 
something and that person makes the decision, but he is responsible for that decision.  If 
someone applies for administrative zoning review, ultimately it is his decision.  
Sometimes he goes out into the field, but not typically.  The process to appeal a decision 
by the administrative zoning review committee turns into a variation process before the 
Zoning Board.   
 
Ms. Norman asked if the director or the staff make a decision and the director reviews 
that decision on the first round of appeals, and then that decision goes to another place. 
 
Mr. Adler said that there are a number of requests that can be reviewed administratively 
but he is not the one going out, seeing the site, and making a decision.  This is done by 
two other staff members, the administrative zoning review committee, which is defined in 
the ordinance. 
 
Trustee McKenna said definition of the committee reads like someone on the staff wants 
to deny something and ask for the director to review and decide. 
 
Mr. Adler said if someone applies for administrative zoning review, ultimately it’s his 
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decision, as the zoning administrator. 
 
Trustee McKenna said it is the decision of the zoning review committee, which consists 
of two staff members. 
 
Mr. Adler said he was reading this as the two staff members are designees by the 
administrator.  If a request is denied, there is no appeal process; the applicant can choose 
to make the request before the Zoning Board. 
 
Chairman Swanson said as written, it says that the zoning review committee has the 
power to grant relief on specific zoning standards.  It doesn’t say that the administrator 
has the right to grant the relief. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the committee description includes “or other designees as assigned by 
the Zoning Administrator.”  He was reading this to say that he as the zoning administrator 
has the authority to designate any staff member, including himself, to sit on the 
committee.  He said that perhaps line A. perhaps should read differently. 
 
Chairman Swanson said he doesn’t have a problem with the process now, but in the 
future, you want the accountability to be with a person in a more supervisory role. 
 
Mr. Adler said that it is written as things work now.  Lisa and Rachael go out to do day-
to-day reviews.  If they have questions they will speak with him.  The staff decision is not 
appealed to the Zoning Board, it’s not Mr. Adler defending the decision to the Zoning 
Board.  
 
Chairman Swanson said ultimately it should be the administrator’s decision and not the 
committee’s decision.  It’s a matter of accountability.   
 
Mr. DeLeo said that the zoning administrator is something of a gate keeper.  If someone 
wants to make an appeal or anything, it comes to Mr. Adler first.  You or your staff 
review it and then it goes to the appropriate board, commission, or official.  Then in the 
Plan Commission section, it says the referral goes to the Village Board.  It seems that the 
language is not clear regarding the PUD process and the Plan Commission.  
 
Mr. Adler said a PUD would automatically go to the Plan Commission.  He used the 
example of Mr. Keefe requesting a text amendment to allow the housing proposal for 
Maple Avenue.  Mr. Keefe would submit an application for the text amendment and the 
staff would do a memo to the Village Board requesting that a special zoning committee 
be appointed to review the item.  In that memo, the staff makes a recommendation to 
which body it should be referred.  It could be the Land Use Committee, it could be 
another body, that would be convened as a special zoning committee.  It depends on 
where the expertise is.  Amendments to the zoning code usually go to either the Plan 
Commission or the Land Use Committee.  The PUD process is specifically handled by 
the Plan Commission and doesn’t have to be referred by the Village Board. 
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Chairman Swanson asked if the PUD review committee is still part of the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Adler said it is. 
 
Ms. Norman noted that the lettering is out of order under 3.4 and 3.6. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked if the wording was correct regarding appeals of the zoning 
administrator’s decisions related to site plan review in the Village Center district being 
heard by the ARC. 
 
Mr. Adler said that Mr. Sheridan had previously expressed concern that the ARC was 
removed from the review process for buildings in the Village Center.  The staff would 
like to see ARC approval required.  The ARC approval will need to be more focused for 
the Village Center district because much of the building design will be set by the zoning.  
The staff is recommending that new construction in the Village Center not be exempted 
from ARC review. 
 
Mr. Adler said that there are more design guidelines, as well as height and parking 
guidelines.  The guidelines in Village Center zoning that relate to design should be 
appealed through ARC.   Appeals for everything else, like height and parking variations, 
should go to the Zoning Board.  If this is okay, changes would be drafted to represent 
this.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the Village Center section contains some pretty specific 
guidelines about appearance-related items.  If an applicant wanted to appeal something 
like that, it would be difficult for the Village Board to make an informed judgment.  It’s 
better to have that reviewed by the experts. 
 
Mr. Adler said it would help the process.  If someone wants to vary the transparency of 
the windows, they will explain why to the ARC when they are seeking their appearance 
certificate.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said a new building would need an appearance certificate anyway so it 
wouldn’t be a problem to review any variance request at the same time.   
 
Mr. Adler noted that the draft does what was requested, which was to create a process 
where a by-right design could be accomplished without needing any commission 
approval. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he thought most of the guidelines will be ignored and people will ask 
for variations.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if the notice provision is still being reviewed.   
 
Mr. Adler said that it needs to be updated to show that certified mailings were eliminated.   
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Chairman Swanson asked if public hearings require sworn testimony. 
 
Mr. Adler said they could find out if legally there should be sworn testimony.  The 
feeling from Camiros is that there should be sworn testimony.  If there is a public 
hearing, there should be sworn testimony.  There is sworn testimony at the ZBA, but not 
at Plan Commission or Land Use Committee.  It’s never been a problem. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked about the table on page 49.  Is this current or has there been a 
change. 

 
Mr. Adler said that are fewer standards listed, there were nineteen before.  
 
Ms. Strungys said that some were consolidated.  In Illinois, these are standard.   
 
Mr. DeLeo asked if continuances have to be approved by the committee or the Village 
Board. 
 
Mr. Adler said that what is in the ordinance properly covers continuances.  What has 
been done, if two continuances have been granted and neighbors are complaining, the 
ZBA and Village Board have said that there will only be one more continuance, so 
neighbors are not inconvenienced.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if a case was ever continued not at the request of the applicant. 
 
Mr. Adler said he does not think so.  If an applicant wants a vote, the commission can 
vote.  There was an example of a PUD with the office over the CVS.  The applicant asked 
for a vote even though Plan Commission members indicated they might be able to vote in 
favor if they had more information.  The hotel also asked for a vote to be called.   
 
Chairman Swanson said there must be something that gives the applicant some rights to a 
timely decision. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the Village has always had boards, commissions, and staff that have 
understood the need for a timely decision.  There have been no set timeframes to get an 
application in or through.  He has not heard anything from anyone that they have been 
delayed in any way.  A continuance is the decision of the body conducting the hearing 
and a continuance could be denied.  The attorneys have always advised staff to avoid 
time limits so that if some delay does occur, there’s not an automatic approval or similar 
provision.  
 
Trustee McKenna said the way that the document is structured is very simple.  The dates 
like 180 days or 6 months are in the current ordinance.  He clarified that the time limit to 
apply for a permit after receiving a variation remains the same, six months. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the Village Board has approved extensions of six months or a year. 
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Ms. Roberts said in the draft ordinance, the first extension is approved by the zoning 
administrator and any additional extensions go to the Village Board.  This is on page 53.  
There have been a few cases where applicants have requested an extension four or five 
times.  
 
Mr. Adler said that there have been variations that people have not used.   
 
Chairman Swanson said he had a question regarding page 56.  There is something wrong 
with the sentence about the applicant failing to receive approval of the ZBA and a 
favorable vote from five members of the Village Board is required to approve the 
variation.  However the Village Board may approve the variation by only a majority vote 
of those members present.   
 
Mr. Adler said they would put in the current language for that section.   
 
Ms. Norman noted that on page 53, the special use standards have been reduced from 11 
to four.  
 
Ms. Strungys said that these standards are found to be the core of looking at a special use 
in Illinois communities.  Older ordinances might have 15 special use standards and it’s 
difficult to always prove that each one is valid.  They can be used in the evaluation but a 
finding does not have to be made on each standard.   
 
Mr. Adler said that some of the standards were more site plan review standards.  More 
updated ordinances rely on the site plan review processes.  If something is going to cause 
utility or access issues, the one standard would be the best one to draw on.  After the draft 
is done, the Village attorneys will take a look at the draft ordinance.  They might have 
comments on specific areas. 
 
Ms. Strungys said that they revise ordinances for other communities by bringing the 
special use standards down to the three that were recommended and get at the core of the 
special use and what is being evaluated.   
 
Chairman Swanson said other standards could be brought back in the future if needed, 
but it is a good idea to narrow the standards down.   
 
Mr. Adler said they will specifically ask attorneys about what standards should be in 
there.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked staff to verify that all of the administrative variations are listed 
on page 59 
 
Mr. Adler said they will verify this.   
 
Ms. Strungys said they did not add to this section and this is what is currently in place.   
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Trustee McKenna asked if municipalities are all over the board on administrative review 
or if there are any similarities. 
 
Ms. Strungys said that administrative variations are all over the board.  It depends on the 
local situation.   
 
Mr. Adler confirmed that two years ago a number of variation types were added to this 
section.   
 
Ms. Roberts noted on page 57, the variation standards, standard three now includes the 
reference to desirable landscaping or unique conditions.  This relates to trees or historic 
preservation considerations.   
 
Mr. DeLeo asked about putting solar panels on one’s house. 
 
Mr. Adler said that solar panels would not fall under administrative review.  The 
Environmental and Energy Commission looked at the ordinance and they found that the 
current regulations are easier than best practices of some communities.  They are treated 
basically like the principal structure.  The EEC made some recommendations that will be 
incorporated, such as use of specific materials like solar roof shingles. 
 
Mr. DeLeo asked about stand-alone outdoor fire pits. 
 
Mr. Adler said this is in a later section of the ordinance.  With the help of the Land Use 
Committee, staff went through variations that were granted almost 100% of the time and 
either it should be a permitted use or define a process that makes it easier than going to 
the ZBA or Village Board.  This is how the administrative requests were identified. 
 
Ms. Norman asked about item D.3 on page 65, the standard about materials used in the 
construction and design of the structure are of durable quality.  This seems curious.  Why 
would that make a difference in approval?  
 
Mr. Sheridan said you wouldn’t want something made of fiber board when it should be 
made of brick.  They are covering all bases with the words “construction and design.”  
It’s the distinction between design from the architect’s standpoint and design from the 
engineering’s standpoint.   
 
Ms. Norman asked about the appeals section for ARC.   
Mr. Adler said that no super-majority is needed for appearance review.  The point is that 
with an Appearance Review Certificate, it is not held to the same standards as variations.   
 
Chairman Swanson said as written, there were two standards.  Either it has to be 2/3 vote 
or majority vote to overturn an ARC decision, but it cannot be both.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said that at the last meeting, Mr. Pollock introduced the idea that the ARC 
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and other commissions should take sworn testimony if there is a variation involved.  
Except for ZBA where those testifying are always sworn in, other boards/commissions do 
not swear in.  With any variation for any board or commission, someone needs to be 
sworn in.   
 
Mr. Adler said a sign variation should require swearing in.  Whether or not this is 
required for a certificate is a question for the attorney. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked if it says somewhere whether appearance review meetings are 
considered meetings or hearings. 
 
Ms. Strungys said they should all be public meetings.  There’s an error on page 65 where 
it should say public meeting, not public hearing.   
 
Chairman Swanson said that a public meeting would need no swearing in.  Mr. Adler 
agreed. 
 
Chairman Swanson referenced page 69 and the site plan review section.  He asked if that 
included drainage.  If so, why would ARC be the appeal board for a question on 
drainage?  
 
Mr. Adler said it should not be the appeal board.  We need to clarify that this relates to 
the design elements related to site plan review and not drainage. 
 
Ms. Strungys said that this only applies to the Village Center district.  If the Village 
Center is no longer exempt from ARC review, then this paragraph goes away.   
 
Chairman Swanson noted on page 73, it should say “appearance” rather than 
“architectural” commission. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked if the ZBA hears an appeal of the zoning administrator’s 
findings, is it a simple majority? 
 
Mr. Adler said they have to find out about this.  He recalled that it takes four votes to 
overturn a zoning administrator’s decision.   
 
Ms. Borys-Later noted on page 72 regarding sign permits for sidewalk signs.  It talks 
about the permit being valid for one year and the permit ending on December 31st.  It 
cannot be both.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the permit would expire on December 31st no matter when it was 
obtained, but then it can be renewed on January 1st.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if the intention was to use a color coded map. 
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Mr. Adler said Mr. Pollock indicated that the colors on the map will have to copy on 
black and white as well as the color coding for the different streets in the Village Center. 
 
Ms. Strungys said that Camiros would test the colors for photocopying to be sure they 
work.   
 
Trustee McKenna said the purpose of R1 districts makes sense and he liked the 
definitions.   
 
Ms. Borys-Later noted on page 104, the paragraph should read “special uses for 
residential districts”, not “commercial” districts.  
 
Ms. Norman noted the description of the R1-G district on page 103.  It doesn’t say 
anything about containing one or two story houses.  This description is inconsistent with 
the other descriptions.   
 
Ms. Strungys asked if the descriptions on page 102 would also need to change.  
 
Mr. Sheridan said the descriptions on page 103 need to be reworded for consistency.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if the staff would verify that all the uses are listed and noted 
correctly in the table on page 104. 
 
Ms. Borys-Later said she thought PUD’s were not allowed in residential districts.   
 
Mr. Adler said the PUD should only apply to R2, R3, and R4 and there is limited 
applicability in those.   
 
Ms. Norman confirmed that when a cell is blank, the use is neither a permitted or special 
use in that district. 
 
Mr. Adler said the wireless and telecommunications equipment line did not look correct. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if there is new technology that would expand that section. 
 
Mr. Adler said the Village’s regulations are fairly liberal.  He would not alter that section 
too much.  How would this section be expanded?  There are some things that technology 
is allowing in the right of way on utility poles, but that is not a zoning issue. 
Ms. Borys-Later asked why daycare homes for adult or child are permitted uses except 
for the special use in R4. 
 
Ms. Strungys said single unit dwellings are not permitted in R4 and the definition of a 
daycare home references a detached dwelling. 
 
Ms. Norrick asked why cemeteries are only allowed as a special use in R1.  
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Mr. Adler said because it is likely that no more cemeteries will be built and there are 
already two in the R1 district. 
 
Ms. Norrick asked why cultural facilities are a special use in R2 and nowhere else.  Also, 
an educational facility is a special use except in R4 where they are not allowed at all.   
 
Mr. Adler said it may be because the historical museum and the library currently existing 
in the R2.  The staff would look at this section closer. 
 
Ms. Hornstein asked if a day care home is considered a home occupation. 
 
Ms. Strungys said that a home occupation is an accessory use and day care home is a 
principal use.  In the home occupation section, it says that a day care home is not a home 
occupation but a principal use.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said that DCFS and the building code regulate day care homes.   
 
Mr. Adler said home occupations have specific standards that might conflict with a day 
care home.  One could operate a day care home and live in the home. 
 
Chairman Swanson read the new definition of a day care home.   
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if they are adults if they are under 18 years of age.  Is the intention to 
say adults and children under the age of 18? 
 
Ms. Strungys said an adult day care home is typically for the elderly but may also apply 
to adults with disabilities. 
 
Mr. Adler said “children up to age 18.” 
 
Chairman Swanson said take out the “up to” wording. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said to take out “adults.” 
 
There was agreement to strike “adults” from the text.  
 
Mr. Adler said the rec center would fall under the definition of park and playground, but 
the staff talked to the consultants about breaking it out.  The community playfield is 
different than the rec center.   
 
Mr. DeLeo asked how other things that are built in a park are covered in the zoning code. 
 
Mr. Adler said they might be covered in the code or it could be a special use.  The park 
district is a separate government jurisdiction.  There are specific standards to determine 
whether a special use is required for Village- and other government-owned uses.  Cases 
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are reviewed on a case by case basis.   
 
Mr. DeLeo asked about the setbacks on page 107.  There is a minimum rear yard setback 
but what is the reason for a maximum rear yard setback. 
 
Mr. Adler said there are not too many lots greater in depth than 200’ in the R1 district or 
250’ in an R district, so few go over that maximum.  There are deep lots along the lake 
front.  Additional controls were added in that area.  The residents were vocal in what they 
wanted to see.  The Village backed away from changing that on deeper lots.   
 
Ms. Roberts said they are not proposing anything new for that area.   
 
Mr. Adler said the staff has started to take a close look at this chapter and will continue 
reviewing it. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked about the language regarding height on page 105, where it 
reads “on lots that slope downwards towards the rear or side lot line, the height of the 
principal building shall not exceed 45’ height as measured perpendicular to existing 
grade.”  All lots slope in some direction.    
 
Mr. Adler said that they might need to define this better.  The purpose was originally for 
the R district and specifically written for the lakefront lots.  This was one regulation that 
was acceptable to the lakefront owners to prevent someone from building a house that 
would be 70’ tall in the back if it drops off 35’.   
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the Village specifically omits the part of the building code that 
defines grade.  The building code has a system to determine grade based on property 
slope. 
 
Mr. Adler said they do something different for zoning purposes.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said that typically, any sloped site will drive the numbers down and the 
building won’t be as tall.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked about the section at the top of page 106, where is says the 
maximum lot coverage is 20%.  Is that redundant?  
 
Ms. Roberts said that when there is a large lot over 17,000 square feet, the formula gives 
a percentage.  The current ordinance says that when you use the formula, you won’t be 
required to have less than 20% for lot coverage or 30% for floor area.  That section needs 
to be cleaned up.   
 
Ms. Strungys said this section only applies to the lot coverage and floor area formulas.  
At the last meeting, Mr. Pollock was trying to convince the group to do an impervious 
surface maximum for a lot.  This is more typical.  
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Mr. Adler said he likes it in theory but puts additional regulations on anyone that comes 
in.  Someone who wants to put 10 stepping stones in their rear yard has to update their 
survey, they have to do the calculation of area, and they might need a variation if over, 
even if it works drainage and grading wise.  He would leave the ordinance as it is.  Right 
now, someone could asphalt their entire buildable area.  They would have to show how 
grading and drainage works.   
 
Chairman Swanson said there would be a total limit of 40% for the lot instead of having a 
front yard limit, side yard limit, etcetera. 
 
Ms. Strungys said that is more typical.  But someone would have to do the calculations 
on the lot. 
 
Mr. Adler said if all the yard requirements are eliminated and replaced by 40% total, he is 
not sure if it works.  We don’t even know if 40% is the right number.  Regardless if it 
works, the applicant needs to show that they are under 40% on the entire lot and return to 
the Village calculations.  The staff has to do the review.  If there hasn’t been a problem 
and they allow too great of a maximum, then maybe it is too soon to throw in a number.   
 
Chairman Swanson said someone might want a wide open backyard and pave the front 
and sides and still be under 40%.  Those areas should be protected.   
 
Mr. Adler said the staff recommends leaving this part of the ordinance the way that it is.  
The ordinance currently protects lots adjacent to public space and yards adjacent to a 
neighbor on either side.   
 
Ms. Borys-Later noted the language limited driveway coverage to no more than 30% of 
the rear yard.  How does that affect people who don’t have an alley and have a driveway 
in the side yard?   
 
Ms. Roberts said they make it work and that is what they have now.   
 
Mr. Adler said it hasn’t been a problem.  If someone does not have an alley, they might 
do a front loading garage.  The times there have been problems with impervious surface 
is with nonconforming homes where they have the garage being side loaded with a huge 
parking pad.  It is almost all driveway back there.  This 30% limit is only in the rear yard, 
the last 25’ to 50’ depending on the district.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if there was a conscious decision as to how many townhomes to 
put on a lot. 
 
Mr. Adler said he thought this was discussed previously.  The current ordinance requires 
a 100’ wide lot for townhomes. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that she is not sure if there are townhome developments that have not 
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gotten variances.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if there was ever discussion about side-facing townhomes as 
referenced on page 105, item 8.3 3b.   
 
Mr. Adler said this is the current requirement for side-facing townhomes. 
 
Trustee McKenna said the last development he recalled was the one on Central Avenue.  
That was a 50’ wide lot.  The ordinance hasn’t changed, so that proposal would still be an 
issue. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the only difference is allowing stacked flats. 
 
Mr. Adler said that on a 100’ wide lot, if they are doing stacked flats, it is harder to define 
how they are facing.  It is a special use and not a variation when they face the side and 
not the front and that should be kept the same.  That will get back into the ordinance.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if it was a conscious decision regarding the maximum lot 
coverage for garages on pre-1990 structures, as shown on page 107.   
 
Ms. Roberts said that is in the current ordinance. 
 
Trustee McKenna said if the floor area bonus is being increased, maybe the lot coverage 
bonus should be increased as well. 
 
Mr. Adler said they could change the number, perhaps increase it to half of the floor area 
bonus, half of 484. 
 
Trustee McKenna said they would be getting a bonus for something that was conforming 
at the time.  The argument is that everyone should benefit from the increased bonus not 
just people building new.   
 
Ms. Roberts said that people building new are not benefitting.   
 
Mr. Adler said that everybody is getting the floor area garage bonus. 
 
Chairman Swanson said, on page 108, it says that maximum bonus for a garage in R and 
R2 is 200 square feet.  If that is the case than the maximum lot coverage bonus for 
garages built pre-1990 is immaterial.   
 
Ms. Roberts said there are two different things, a garage lot coverage bonus and a garage 
floor area bonus.   
 
Ms. Randolph noted that the bottom of the table on page 108 is the contextual option. 
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Ms. Roberts said that the contextual option was an out for people in the zoning district 
that are restricted to one floor area package when their home is better suited to the other 
formula package.   
 
Mr. Adler said that the big difference is with the pre-2003 formula, one was allowed a 
bigger first and second floor.  After 2003, they pushed that area into porches and attics.  
If someone can prove that their home is fitting in with their neighborhood and regardless 
of the district, some were required to use the pre-2003 formulas.   
 
Ms. Randolph questioned the applicability of the contextual option in the R district where 
lots are 100’ wide.  It has little relevance when the houses are that far apart. 
 
Ms. Borys-Later asked who oversees lake shore erosion control. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the Army Corps is involved.   
 
Chairman Swanson suggested that the staff verify that the formulas are written properly.  
He tested a couple and it didn’t seem to work. 
 
Ms. Borys-Later said on page 109, it lists the required front yard as the greater of 25’ or 
established front yard.  What is the established front yard?  
 
Ms. Roberts said that there is a process for creating an average front yard setback on a 
block.  If the average is greater than 25’, that becomes the established front yard.  There 
is a definition for this “yard, established front.”   
 
Ms. Norman said that it should be cross-referenced in the definitions as “established front 
yard.” 
 
Ms. Borys-Later asked why shed area is not referenced in the lot coverage for R1-G and 
R1-H. 
 
Ms. Roberts said there was some thought that the western districts where there was no 
room for a garage but you could have a shed, the shed would get some bonus for lot 
coverage like a garage would.  Some of the districts with larger lots did not need the lot 
coverage bonus to include the shed.   
 
Mr. Karl Sheffer, 110 4th Street, said the original proposal was that R1-I would go away 
and would become part of R1-H, which would reflect east Wilmette as it currently exists.  
There was an issue raised at the last meeting about lot width or size and that would not 
work.  The specific request is to change the height back to the lesser of 35’ or 2.5 stories.   
 
Chairman Swanson said you either have to change the boundaries of the district or 
increase the height limit.  The 30’ on narrow lots is tight in area.  More than half of the 
homes on his block are greater than 30’.   
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Mr. Adler said the question in those areas where height is reduced to 30’, they changed 
the floor area to allow more of the first and second floors to be developed.  If that is done, 
they probably need to change the floor area to the formula that recognizes people who 
have attics.  It is not a big deal.   
 
Ms. Randolph said that many of the people asking to use the contextual option are in 
Kenilworth Gardens or the former Hillville area.  
 
Mr. Adler said they would still be able to use the contextual option.  The point was to try 
to recognize the main character of an area so the new homes would be built to those 
heights.  This area is mixed so it doesn’t matter to keep it at 30’.  Staff would say to have 
the floor area and the height stay the way it is right now and keep the contextual option 
for those who have the lower homes or wants to build a lower home and not do an attic.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked where it is defined when the contextual option can be used?  
He does not see anything about height in contextual bulk regulations.   
 
Ms. Strungys said it was on page 105. 
 
Chairman Swanson said this is written only one way.  It should be 35’ with 30’ being 
contextual.  That is even more reason to start with a base of 35’.   
 
Mr. Adler said that is true for neighborhoods that are mixed.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said if the district is going to change then leave the contextual the way that 
it is.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the choice is 35’ and less floor area or 30’ and more floor area.  
Not 35’ and more floor area. 
 
Mr. Adler said that if the committee agrees, for the R1-I, leave the width as proposed, and 
keep everything else as it is currently including the contextual option.  The district does 
not change except for those lots that are 40’.  
 
Chairman Swanson said under contextual bulk regulations, they might want to add the 
30’ height limit. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the difference is that there is an attic space bonus.  People who take 
the contextual option do not get the attic bonus.  Their roof has to be lower but they get 
more floor area.  It goes back to the regulations the way they were pre-2003.  That is how 
the whole Village is today.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked where the 40’ lots are in R1-B. 
 
Mr. Adler said that would be the “L” streets.   
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Mr. Adler said he got a call about the CAGE area, which is R1-G on the map.  The 
subdistrict currently goes to Lake Avenue.  He got a call from Stan Kennedy and John 
Levin.  Their thinking is that there is an area, Elmwood and south that was developed as 
50’ lots.  Given that there was recently a lot separation granted in the area and given that 
was developed originally as 50’ lots, should the boundary be changed to Elmwood and 
south.  The staff would need to look at this more closely, but they can do this. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the boundaries are hard to draw.   
 
Trustee McKenna said the middle part is easy to figure out, it’s what goes around the 
edges that is more difficult.   The north side of Elmwood is not a problem.   
 
Mr. Adler said they would have to look at where the subdivision runs.  North to south is 
pretty easy to delineate where a true 50’ wide subdivision is located.  But it wraps around 
that area.  He reiterated that staff could take a closer look at the request and bring 
information back to the committee.  At some point, Mr. Kennedy and/or Mr. Levin will 
be at a meeting to make their feelings known.   
 
Mr. Adler said there was a big concern about the height.  By not lowering it to 50’, that 
they would need variations.  It does not impact an addition on these lots.  Only if he had 
two 50’-wide lots, a variation would be needed to separate ownership.  John Jacoby was 
also part of the conversation.  The approval of the recent lot separation variation is an 
indicator that the area needs to be reviewed.  Village staff will look into this request.   
 
Ms. Roberts said she had a question for the group about first floor height.  As written, this 
is presented as an absolute limit.  Currently, the first floor height is not limited but one 
pays the penalty by having the basement counts as floor area if the height I .  Is the 
committee comfortable with this change? 
 
Chairman Swanson said it makes some sense to limit the height.  It has to do with what 
you see when you look out the window.   
 
There was agreement to have the first floor height be an absolute limit. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked Mr. Greenspan if he had any comments on his client’s proposal 
for senior housing. 
 
Mr. Greenspan said that their proposed use is not inconsistent with what is permitted.  
 
Trustee McKenna said assuming that the definition is included, are there other thoughts 
about a proposed project that the committee should think about?  
 
Mr. Greenspan said the project was designed in a bulk way.  It probably would meet all 
the requirements within the district.  The only two issues raised originally the individual 
units have kitchenettes and the separation between two group homes.   
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Mr. Adler said main issue is that someone could live in a unit and not use the common 
area.  The number of people is the other issue.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if those were concerns, positives, or negatives. 
 
Mr. Adler said that from a staff point of view he is not sure if those are concerns.  The lot 
is unusual and has access through one road.  He does not want to say that there are no 
concerns on this property.  He is concerned that it is in the R1 district and could be a big 
change to the single family character.  A group home is a single family home where there 
are three unrelated people occupying and utilizing the home.  Maybe they should think 
about a stacked flat concept which can be in a district that allows multifamily.  To do it in 
a district that allows single family residential could be a concern.   
 
Chairman Swanson said there will be more creative ways for senior housing.  In concept 
what is being proposed makes sense.  It fits under the current definition but whatever is 
done would have to be special use.  There would have to be a different lot requirement.   
 
Mr. Adler said that these are big lots.   
 
Chairman Swanson said it sounds like it is appropriate for the area, but allowing it as a 
special use would put it in any area of R1 and perhaps that is not appropriate for all areas 
of R1.   
 
Mr. Adler said the Village went to court to fight four single family homes and got it down 
to two so there was that sentiment in the neighborhood.   
 
Trustee McKenna said this site has issues including egress.   
 
Mr. Greenspan said they came up with a concept that works on the site and works with 
the new zoning ordinance.   
 
Chairman Swanson said they could seek to have the property rezoned to a district more 
compatible with this type of housing. 
 
Mr. Adler said that when a specific property like this is rezoned, there is specific notice.   
It is a text amendment.   
 
Mr. Greenspan said if the new zoning was adopted, they would love to do something by 
right.   
 
Mr. Adler said that what happen is that they need to put together the amendment they 
want to be considered.  With this process, Camiros will not have time to do this.  Given 
timing, they won’t get traction seeking an amendment to the existing ordinance.  He said 
that this project would get sent to Plan Commission or Land Use Committee.   
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Trustee McKenna said a committee would have to see it, but this is a special type case.  
They would also want to deal with the neighbors and figure out the right thing to do.   
 
Mr. Adler said that the applicant might need to reach out to neighbors and explain idea to 
neighbors for feedback.   
 
Ms. Hornstein said the proposed definition of lumping everything under residential care 
doesn’t make much sense.  Some facilities are licensed and others are not. 
 
Chairman Swanson said for the next meeting, they will review the PUD section, which he 
did not think would take too long.   
 
Mr. Adler said the Village Center has already been looked at by the Plan Commission. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the Village Center parking has been vetted by the Plan 
Commission.  They can get through commercial fairly quickly, and then move on to uses 
and development standards. 
 
Ms. Norrick asked if the staff wanted committee members to email comments, changes, 
etc. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that would be a good idea and suggested ways of sending these back to 
them.   
 

III. OTHER BUSINESS. 
 

 There was no other business. 
 
IV.   SET DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING. 
 

The next meeting was scheduled for December 12, 2012. 
 
V. ADJOURNMENT. 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lisa Roberts 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
Minutes prepared by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz and Lisa Roberts 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 

Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

AD HOC ZONING ORDINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 12, 2012 
 

7:00 P.M. 
 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL 
 

 
Members Present: Trustee Alan Swanson, Chairman 
 Trustee Ted McKenna 
 Charmain Borys Later  
 Lynn Norman 
 Christine Norrick 
 Tim Sheridan 
 
Members Absent: Trustee Mike Basil  
 Kent Darbyshire 
 Richard DeLeo 
 
Non-Voting Members Absent: Jane Hornstein 
 
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 Lisa Roberts, Asst. Director of Community Development 
 Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III/Business Development 
 Erika Fabisch, Planner I 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER. 

 
Chairman Swanson called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 

 
II. DISCUSSION OF DRAFT ZONING ORDINANCE. 
 

Chairman Swanson said the last meeting was on November 28, 2012 and the residential 
section was reviewed up through article eight.  Tonight the review will start with article 
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nine.  At the last hearing, comments and questions were addressed and the same format 
will be in force at this meeting.   
 
Ms. Roberts said that at the last meeting, article six, PUD, was not reviewed.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if there were any questions about this section. 
 
Mr. Adler said that a suggestion was made to not prohibit PUDs from being requested in 
the Village Center.  They should be allowed to be considered.   
 
Ms. Norman asked where PUDs can be done. 
 
Mr. Adler said as drafted, PUDs cannot be done in the Village Center.   
 
Mr. Adler said the PUD section was changed to allow adaptive re-use for senior housing 
55+.  This gives more options for institutional buildings to be reused.   
 
Ms. Norman asked if there was any idea how many institutional buildings are in 
residential areas now.   
 
Mr. Adler said most institutional buildings are in the R1 district.  The Red Seal 
development was not a PUD but if this provision had been in place, the large historic 
building there might have been converted to another purpose.   
 
Ms. Borys Later asked how Mallinckrodt was done. 
 
Mr. Adler said it was done as this type of adaptive reuse. 
 
There was discussion about the PUD process. 
 
Chairman Swanson said in the section that discusses approval, who would be the 
approving body?  Page 91 describes action by the Village Board.  Is that a simple 
majority or is it tied to the type of recommendation?  
 
Mr. Pollock said it is written to be a simple majority.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if that was what the Village wants. 
 
Mr. Pollock said the applicant has gone through multiple steps and there is an agreed-
upon preliminary plan.  The following steps should be pro forma.  What is being brought 
in for final approval needs to meet the preliminary plan.  They could ask the petitioner 
what they were going to do to fix the plan if it does not meet the preliminary plan.  That 
is where the action takes place.  He does not see why this needs to be a super majority.  
The onus is on the professional to certify that what they plan to do and what they brought 
in meets the preliminary plan.   
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Chairman Swanson said it looks like the zoning administrator evaluates what is brought 
in.  That recommendation is sent to the Plan Commission.  The Plan Commission does a 
review and makes a recommendation to the Village Board.  Then the Village Board 
reviews the preliminary plan and either approves or does not approve the preliminary 
plan.   
 
Ms. Norrick said it reads like the preliminary plan can be approved by a simple majority.   
 
Chairman Swanson said if one board has to change what another board recommended 
more than a simple majority would be needed.   
 
There was discussion about the role of the zoning administrator and the appeal process.   
 
Mr. Adler read a part of the ordinance, nonconformance with preliminary plans – if the 
zoning administrator finds that the final plan has substantially changed from the approved 
preliminary plan or is otherwise not in accordance, the administrator must recommend to 
the Village Board that it be denied.   
 
Chairman Swanson said that it goes on to say that the zoning administrator’s role is to 
also inform the applicant and the applicant can resubmit the plan with changes to those 
areas found not to be in compliance.   
 
Mr. Adler said that the applicant might not want to change their plans. 
 
Chairman Swanson said that something has to be found to be substantially compliant 
before the Village Board will see it.   
 
Mr. Adler says that the administrator must recommend to the Village Board.  Isn’t it 
possible that he could recommend that it be denied, then it goes to the Village Board, and 
the Village Board finds that it is in substantial compliance.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the way that is written, the above process would not occur.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said maybe sub-section b should be re-written.  The Village Board has to be 
alerted that something is not in compliance.  When/how is this done?  It has to be done at 
a meeting.   
 
Chairman Swanson said it should not be rewritten at tonight’s meeting but someone has 
to rewrite this section so that it is correct.  It should be rewritten so that the zoning 
administrator is reviewing the final plan, he is making a recommendation that goes 
forward to the Board, whether it matches or doesn’t match the preliminary plan, because 
there always has to be an appeal process.  If the applicant prefers to fix it, they can do 
that before it goes on to the Village Board.  But either way, it goes to the Village Board. 
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Ms. Norman asked about bonds and infrastructure approval.  Is the bond set up in the 
approval process?  
 
Mr. Pollock said there can be something put in about surety bonds and public approval.   
 
Mr. Adler said that it is in the building code. 
 
Ms. Borys Later clarified that the Plan Commission only reviews the preliminary plan. 
 
Mr. Adler said the way that it was drafted is that the Plan Commission does the 
preliminary review.  When the final plan is submitted, the staff will review it and 
recommend to the Village Board in the proper process. 
 
Mr. Pollock said the heavy lifting is done during the Plan Commission’s review.  
 
Chairman Swanson said it makes sense.  The applicant should not be doing major 
tweaking between the preliminary and final approvals.  They should be following the 
preliminary plan.  
 
Ms. Borys Later said the Plan Commission has to recognize that preliminary approval is 
very important.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if the committee accepted Mr. Adler’s recommendation to allow 
a PUD in the Village Center.  
 
Mr. Adler said it is currently excluded.  It would give an option.  It was removed in the 
current ordinance and it will be removed in the new ordinance.  No one is forced to go 
through the PUD process.  This was decided at the Land Use Committee.  This would 
offer the option for someone in the Village Center if they want to do a redevelopment 
they could use the PUD process.  From a staff point of view, why would someone be 
prevented from using that process?  The new Village Center zoning is contextual and the 
idea is to come as close as possible as having an idea of what is expected on all 
properties, but no one knows what the future or market will bring.  It would be nice to 
have the flexibility.  It would still have to meet the standards.  Currently there is no size 
limit but applicants would have to be realistic regarding size.   
 
Trustee McKenna said that choice is not a bad thing unless it could not be reasonably 
denied.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said by offering a PUD in the Village Center, would someone use it?  
 
Mr. Adler said yes, depending on the circumstances.  For just parking relief or one more 
story in the height, they might choose not to go through the PUD process.   
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Mr. Pollock said one option would be to amend aspects of the district to allow more 
height.  Or a PUD could come in and the Village Board will have to deal with it.   
 
Mr. Adler said that it does not matter that much to staff, but wanted to offer the option in 
case someone believed that a PUD was appropriate for their development.   
 
There was agreement to allow PUDs in the Village Center and to revisit the concept 
when reviewing the final draft. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if there were any changes to the use table in article nine. 
 
Mr. Adler said it is based on the current ordinance with no changes proposed. 
 
Ms. Norman noted a correction that was needed in article 12 in association with the 
reference in article nine. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked for clarification regarding the use table on page 115.  The table 
lists car wash as a special use only in the GC-2 district. 
 
Mr. Adler looked up the definition of service station to determine if car wash was 
included. 
   
There was discussion about car washes accessory to a gas station compared to car washes 
that are the principal use.  There was also discussion about the requirement for an 
attendant to be present. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked if the staff had looked at all the tables and were they 
recommendations. 
 
Mr. Adler said that some uses were broken out.  On page 115, it shows what is permitted 
and where it would be permitted.  He said offices on the first floor are currently limited in 
the NR and NR1 districts.  As written, all offices in those districts are treated as special 
uses.  That is a staff concern.  The use is currently limited by linear street frontage 
occupied.  The distinction is between first floor and above first floor space.  
 
Ms. Borys Later said when the Plan Commission was looking at NR-1, they wanted to 
limit offices in a commercial area.   
 
Mr. Adler said that as written, the ordinance does this. 
 
Ms. Borys Later asked if the 24 hour business use was new to NR-1.   
 
Mr. Adler said it is currently allowed in NR, VC, and GC-1 as a special use.  It looks like 
it was not carried over to NR-1 when that district was added.  There has not been a 
request for a 24 hour business.  Is a 24 hour business appropriate in a neighborhood?  
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Ms. Borys Later said NR is by definition small and close to residential. 
 
Mr. Adler said that a 24 hour business may not be appropriate there.   
 
There was discussion about what kinds of businesses might seek a 24 hour business 
special use. 
 
Mr. Adler said a business is permitted to stay open until 1:00 a.m. and re-open at 5:30 
a.m. without needing a 24 hour business license.   
 
Mr. Adler said that there was a request in NR-1 district for a sleep disorder center, but 
this was not open to the public per se.  The general public could not go to the door and 
walk in.  After discussions with the Village attorney, it was decided that did not meet the 
definition of a 24 hour business.   
 
Chairman Swanson said when they added the NR-1 district, the Land Use Committee 
went over every one of the commercial uses. 
 
Mr. Adler said funeral homes are currently not listed as a special use in the NR district.  It 
is listed as a special use in the Village Center.   
 
There was discussion about whether a new funeral home should be allowed and if so, in 
what districts. 
 
Trustee McKenna said what if someone wanted to build a boutique hotel at 4th and 
Linden.  Would they have to come to ask for a change in the zoning classification?  
 
Mr. Adler said either that or they could go through the PUD process.  The PUD process 
allows for this type of use.  At the Plan Commission, they added hotels as a special use in 
the Village Center.  Maybe it makes sense to allow it as a special use at 4th and Linden as 
well.   
 
Mr. Pollock asked if there was agreement that a funeral home would need a special use in 
NR. 
 
There was discussion about the history of funeral homes in the zoning ordinance and 
alternative types of funereal services. 
 
Trustee McKenna asked what happens when someone comes in to the Village Hall to talk 
about a great business idea with staff?  How does staff respond?  
 
Mr. Sivertsen said staff will talk to them as to whether their idea makes sense and if it 
should move forward.   
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Mr. Adler said that someone can go through a preliminary process and the case can be 
presented to the Plan Commission and Land Use Committee and then a decision would 
be made as to whether the case could move forward.   
 
Mr. Adler said that a decision has to be made on funeral homes. 
 
Chairman Swanson said this gets to his question about what was the source material for 
the draft ordinance.  If something has existed with no problems, then it’s probably not 
bad to keep it the way it is. 
 
Mr. Adler said should funeral homes be eliminated from the article nine table and remain 
as a special use in the VC.  No other funeral home is going to be allowed in the VC.  But 
there should be at least one district that allows a funeral home.   
 
Chairman Swanson said GC-1 might be more appropriate for a funeral home.   
 
Mr. Adler said that if a funeral home was a special use in GC-1, there is little chance that 
the special use could be denied.  He suggested that no change be made for funeral homes.   
 
Mr. Adler wanted to talk about a live performance venue.  It was added to the VC district 
at the Plan Commission meeting a week ago.  Should it be added into other districts? 
 
There was discussion about what constitutes a live performance venue. 
 
Chairman Swanson encouraged the committee members to share comments with staff. 
 
Mr. Adler said that ordinance before the committee does not contain the latest Village 
Center language that was brought to the Plan Commission last week. 
 
Ms. Borys Later said the Plan Commission agreed with most comments. 
 
Mr. Adler said the section would go before the Plan Commission one more time before a 
public hearing is held.  They want to bring everything back to the Village Board at the 
same time.   
 
Mr. Adler reviewed the highlights. 
 
Mr. Adler referenced page 120 and said that it made sense to not have the VC map go up 
to Lake Avenue.  The parking lot that is currently R2 would remain R2 so nothing would 
need to be rezoned.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked about the Village Hall property.  If something were to happen 
to the Village Hall, that location might be a candidate for a taller building.   
 
Mr. Adler said that will be part of the allowable building height map.  He agrees.   
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Mr. Adler said that with regard to uses, financial institutions are currently a special use in 
the VC.  Staff recommends that financial institutions should be a special use, as well as 
commercial east and commercial west could be made a special use.  There would be no 
change if they were left as a permitted use in arterial.   
 
Mr. Adler said health clubs should be a special use.  Hotels should be a special use in 
pedestrian commercial east.  Medical/dental small should be a special use except for 
maybe arterial because they are permitted there now.  That is a question that needs to be 
answered.  Live performance venue should be a special use in all areas.  Office should all 
be special use except for arterial, where it could be either a permitted or a special use.  
Personal service establishments should be a special use as they are today except for 
possibly arterial.  Limited service restaurants are a special use.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked what pedestrian institutional was.  
 
Mr. Adler said that is the block with the library and post office.  The church in that area is 
not part of pedestrian institutional, it is R2.  It is not in VC zoning.   
 
There was discussion about the street frontage map and the property at 1225 Wilmette 
Avenue.   
 
Mr. Adler said that property should be shown as part of the Village Center. 
 
Mr. Adler said the southwest corner at Green Bay and Lake was added as a priority 
corner.  The ones that were struck should be removed from the map.  That is on page 128.  
It had been removed but should be added back in.  A priority corner has different things 
that must take place. 
 
Mr. Adler referenced page 133D and said the Plan Commission wanted to make sure that 
there would be a building at least two stories in height when doing infill in the pedestrian 
frontage area, that it not be limited to the height of the neighboring buildings.   
 
Mr. Adler referenced page 134, the upper story setback, under E1, it says that the third 
story may be set back behind the build to zone up to 10’.  The Plan Commission asked 
why there should be a limit put on this.  The portion about up to 10’ can be taken out and 
the designer should decide how to do it.  There is not a minimum.  They want to hold the 
façade in the first three stories in pedestrian frontage.  After the third story, the façade can 
be set back.   
 
Mr. Adler said as drafted, new construction in the VC does not go to the ARC.  The Plan 
Commission agreed that ARC should be involved even though the VC is contextual 
zoning.  The committee must be okay with this.   
 
Trustee McKenna said the committee was insistent on this last time.  There was 
discussion about this at the last meeting.   
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Mr. Pollock said the process for review of the draft ordinance will be completed and then 
a public hearing will be held.   
 
Mr. Adler said the whole ordinance will go to the Village Board.  The Village Board has 
already referred the VC section to the Plan Commission.  The Village Board could say to 
keep the ordinance as one and not send the VC section out and send the entire ordinance 
back to the Plan Commission or this committee.   
 
Ms. Borys Later asked if there will be cross-referencing in the ordinance.   
 
Mr. Adler said that would be taken care of. 
 
There was discussion about the review process and when public comment would be 
taken. 
 
Mr. Adler said the complete document needs to go to the Village Board with the Plan 
Commission’s comments.  The Village Board has a decision to make.  The VC portion 
was referred to the Plan Commission.  It could remain with the PC and the rest of the 
ordinance could be sent to the Plan Commission so there is one document.  The whole 
document could be sent to the Zoning Ordinance Review Committee and rescind the 
request to have them review this as a special zoning committee or they could be done 
separate.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the discussion, the expertise, and the professional value has to go 
into the ordinance and this has been done. 
 
Mr. Adler said that at the hearing portion, those hearing the comments will react to what 
they hear.   
 
Mr. Adler said that when the Village Center is part of the overall ordinance, Mitch 
Miller’s concerns that were raised to the Plan Commission go away.  He was concerned 
about an application for the VC and the timing.   
 
Mr. Adler referenced page 126, the height map, the orange is where the Village Hall is 
located and the height is shown as limited from two to four stories.  If five stories is 
going to be allowed in the west Village Center and to the north on the Chase property, he 
said that there is no real reason not to allow five or six stories on the Village Hall 
property because there is no single family residential nearby.  The map could be changed 
to identify this property as core height. 
 
Trustee McKenna referenced page 140, screening, saying he understands the concept of 
why roof-top equipment is screened from a sidewalk, but why wouldn’t it also be 
screened from another house or building.  It was a mistake to not make Chase put 
screening up there.  The people in the condos across the street have to look at that every 
day.   
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Mr. Sheridan said he agrees with the screening concept.  The ARC doesn’t get a lot of 
requests for screening.   
 
Trustee McKenna said he was trying to think of an example where screening would not 
be wanted. 
 
Mr. Pollock said the language could be changed to require screening on all four sides.   
 
Mr. Adler said that there are still issues with the parking section.  The RTA gave the 
Village money to hire a consultant separate from Camiros that looked at the VC parking.  
That consultant recommended a fee-in-lieu idea that was not fully developed.  This needs 
to be worked on.   
 
There was discussion about parking, driveways, and access points.   
 
Mr. Pollock said curb cuts should be minimized.  Curb cuts are required in the arterial 
area when there is no alley access.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if Site Plan Review is involved with this and do they have a 
say in terms of traffic and safety.   
 
Mr. Adler said that if there is a new development, the person doing the development 
might want to do the cross easement but the Village can’t force another owner to 
participate.  If there are two properties being developed simultaneously, the Village wants 
them to do a cross easement. 
 
Mr. Adler referenced the use table for Plaza del Lago and Edens Plaza and asked if 
specialty restaurants should be a permitted use.  Full service restaurants should be a 
permitted use in those districts.  Restaurants should be a special use in West Lake Plaza 
because they have been due to the difficulty with circulation.  In those other districts 
restaurants should be a permitted use.   
 
There was discussion about other uses that should be listed, such as medical/dental, hotel, 
and live performance venue. 
 
Trustee McKenna suggested that any use that is not tax producing should be a special 
use.   
 
Mr. Pollock said that the zoning ordinance is not meant to produce income for the 
Village.  It is designed to make sure that health, safety, and welfare is protected.   
 
Trustee McKenna said that in his work, he has seen service uses encroaching on prime 
retail space and it will never go back to retail space. 
 
Mr. Pollock said the 10% rule in the current ordinance could be put into the new 
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ordinance.   
 
Mr. Adler said he likes the idea of a use being either a special use or permitted.  It’s a 
difficult task to maintain the linear street frontage data. 
 
Chairman Swanson said if there was a numeric restriction on how much personal service 
is allowed, why could there not be a criteria for evaluating special use and put a 
limitation on personal service.   
 
Mr. Adler clarified that personal service was never limited in the PCD districts.  Personal 
service was limited in the VC only.   
 
There was a question about medical/dental uses. 
 
Chairman Swanson said one could say that there is a limitation on the amount of personal 
service or medical office or at least criteria could be put in place that there is a goal to not 
have more than x%.  Special uses could still be granted.   
 
Mr. Adler said he would suggest that if the committee wants staff to look into all the 
commercial districts, not just VC, for those uses that used to be personal service and the 
NR districts which dealt with offices, and consider a way to look at those as special uses 
in all those districts, they could do so.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if anything has come out in the past several years that has 
addressed this. 
 
Mr. Adler said that prior to 1990, the Village limited offices in the VC and NR district.  
After 1990, the regulation of personal service uses predated most towns by 10 years.  The 
Village started that concept relatively early.  There are shopping centers in other 
municipalities that are primarily medical offices.   
 
Trustee McKenna said shopping center owners want medical offices. 
 
Mr. Adler said that perhaps it would be good to look at medical offices more specifically 
because that is a current trend.  In Plaza del Lago there is a large medical use going in on 
the second floor, which is good use of that space.   
 
Trustee McKenna said there is a trend around the country for medical offices taking up 
retail space.   
 
Chairman Swanson said he thinks it would be appropriate to limit the non-revenue 
producing businesses and they have to get a special use to operate.     
 
Mr. Adler said that currently in the VC and NR there is a percent of street frontage that 
can be personal service uses.  This is not done in the shopping centers.  The criterion is 
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10% of linear street frontage can be personal service.   
 
Mr. Adler said that the Comprehensive Plan states what the Village Center is supposed to 
be.  When there is a request for a nail salon in the VC in a prime space, it cannot be 
shown that this business will meet the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Village Board doesn’t deny many of these requests because the staff discourages these 
requests.  
 
Chairman Swanson asked if the criteria should be qualitative or quantitative. 
 
Mr. Pollock said that the current limitation of 10% of personal service uses in the VC is 
working because no one has challenged it. 
 
Mr. Pollock said you could decide that medical offices in the VC should not be on the 
ground floor.   
 
Chairman Swanson said in aggregate, there should not be too much personal service or 
medical offices or nail salons or real estate offices or so on in the VC.  If you put in a 
percentage limit, it would not seem discriminatory.   
 
Mr. Patrick Duffy asked how you apply a street frontage count to the shopping centers. 
 
Mr. Pollock said they could work something out if that’s what the committee wants.  It’s 
not about the number of stores, it’s about how much of the block face is consumed with 
these uses.  The loss of the Bottle Shop space to a kitchen design store was unfortunate.  
 
Chairman Swanson said that’s why you make it a special use with some criteria in the 
aggregate.  You have to protect retail space at some level.   
 
Mr. Adler said DiGuilio showed that they were retail and that they brought in tax dollars 
when they wanted to expand.  They were a retail operation that provided a service.  The 
new kitchen store said that they would also bring in tax dollars to the Village.   
 
Chairman Swanson said we want to find some way to limit the non-retail uses in the 
commercial districts. 
 
Trustee McKenna said using a drive-through facility as an example, how would the 
proposed ordinance work as applied to the proposed drive-through at 315 Ridge, south of 
Wilmette Avenue.   
 
Mr. Adler said this was drafted to prevent the entire GC-1 district from becoming banks.   

 
Chairman Swanson said the way it is written right now, if you don’t have an acre, you 
can request a variance.   
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Trustee McKenna asked if an acre is typically desired by places like McDonald’s. 
 
Mr. Adler said they might even want more than an acre.  This language gives the Village 
more control than they had with previous drive through requests on Green Bay Road. 
 
Chairman Swanson said on page 149 regarding townhouses, there is listed a maximum 
building width of 30’. 
 
Mr. Pollock said it could be increased if the committee would like. 
 
Trustee McKenna said regarding pet day care services, wasn’t there a provision about 
relationship to residential areas in the current ordinance?  Or was it that the neighbors 
were notified because of the special use?  It seems like a noxious use.  Neighbors are 
concerned about the noise and the stench.  Should there be a relationship between this use 
and the proximity to residential? 
 
Mr. Pollock said this is a true special use issue because it has to do with the impact on 
adjacent properties.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the neighbors might have a problem with this today although 
they didn’t have problems in the past.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked the rationale behind social clubs and lodges not allowing lodging 
on premises?  Is that currently in the ordinance? 
 
Mr. Adler said nothing permits the overnight staying of lodge members or guests of lodge 
members.  It would be interpreted as not being permitted.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if the Park District could do this on its own. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the same issues would apply to the Park District.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if the new ordinance changes the way that the Village Board or 
staff or commissions look at arbors or trellises.  This on page 165.  Haven’t we had 
problems with these? 
 
Mr. Adler said the regulations shown are the same as what currently exists.  He said that 
trellises and arbors have to be limited in some way and he thinks this has worked fairly 
well.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked at what point do these elements count for floor area. 
 
Mr. Adler said elements that conform to these regulations do not counter for floor area. 
 
Ms. Borys Later referenced page 164, item ten, upon the demolition of a principal 
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building.  Is that in the current ordinance? 
 
Mr. Adler said that is in the current ordinance. 
 
Ms. Norman asked if holiday lights are regulated in any way. 
 
Mr. Adler said they are not. 
 
Trustee McKenna said he had a question on page 168, the fence exceptions.  Have the 
ones that have gotten approval in the past been added to section?  
 
Mr. Adler said that some areas have been added here.  
 
Trustee McKenna said part of the reasoning for granting the variation was that the 
replacement fence looks like the prior fence.   
 
Mr. Adler said Virginia Lane was recently added based on the variation granted there. 
 
Ms. Roberts clarified that the fence exception areas only apply to side yards adjoining a 
street and not a front yard.  Several variations have been for front yards.   
 
Mr. Pollock asked about a fence at Poplar and Oakwood.  It’s a side yard facing a street. 
 
Mr. Adler said it probably got a variation.  But that’s an example of an area where we 
shouldn’t just go down Poplar and allow tall, solid fences. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that the Westerfield townhouses are new to the list.   
 
Chairman Swanson suggested that the staff include any new areas in the list as part of this 
update. 
 
Chairman Swanson referenced page 169, and limitations on attached garages.   
 
Ms. Roberts said item 1 is all new. 
 
Chairman Swanson said this reads that garages may be up to 50% of the width, if the 
house is 48’, the garage can go up to 24’.   
 
Ms. Borys Later asked where in the codes one is required to use the alley if one has 
access.  
 
Mr. Adler said this is a requirement in the Village Code.  It is administered by the 
Engineering Department and goes to the Village Board.   
 
Mr. Adler said that section G.1 on page 169, these are brand new and no one has had to 
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adhere to these.  Do we like them?  Do we want to keep them?  
 
Trustee McKenna said he liked B and C, but the others seem too technical.   
 
Mr. Adler said that D is potentially arbitrary.  The intent is great.   
 
Trustee McKenna said this applies to single family.  Is this primarily for new 
construction?  
 
Mr. Adler said it could be new construction or it could be someone putting a garage 
addition on the front of their home.   
 
Mr. Adler said the Board just had a variation request for a garage in the front.  From a 
planning standpoint, this is great, but he is not sure that this is needed.  From a staff point 
of view, there are not complaints about this.  There are a lot of houses that have no choice 
except to put the garage in the front.   
 
Chairman Swanson said that item a, limiting the width, could be beneficial. 
 
Mr. Adler agreed, saying we don’t necessarily want three-car garages facing the street. 
 
Mr. Sheridan says this is similar to what Kenilworth does. 
 
Ms. Fabisch said there are many homes on the west side that do not have garages.  The 
only option is to put a garage in front, which would not be allowed by this section, even 
though they meet the front yard setback. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if any of the properties have the lot width to come in from the side.  
 
Mr. Adler said that this will probably encourage is a side loaded garage with more 
impervious surface.  A lot of homes are at 40’ back and people added garages because 
there were no garages at the home.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if Mr. Adler had any concerns with item c. 
 
Mr. Adler said it seems that this is trying to be contextual zoning in a small section.  If 
there was an entirely contextual zoning ordinance it would make sense to him.  If there 
was a front loading garage, the widest the garage could be is 24’.  That is very specific.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said if he was doing this for a client, he would try to make it look like the 
rest of the house.   
 
Mr. Adler referenced section d. and asked what happens when it is two stories with a 
room above it.   
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Trustee McKenna suggested deleting d. and re-writing c. so it was not so specific, but 
there has to be some interest and not a blank wall.   
 
Mr. Adler said if someone had a Tudor house and wanted to do a plain garage door, he 
would have to tell them no.  The fact that this section is being discussed so much points 
to it being an issue.  He thinks that there is even a problem with section b. because there 
are enough homes that only have one place to put the garage and that is in the front of the 
house.  If they meet the setback, they are now being told they need a variation.  It seems 
to be taking a step backwards and for what purpose.  Has this been identified as a 
concern?  
 
Chairman Swanson said if this section is out of the ordinance, what happens now?  
 
Mr. Adler said that if a garage meets the setbacks, the lot coverage and floor area, then it 
can be built.  If someone decides to build a house on an alley with an attached garage off 
of the rear, they are not prevented from doing this.  We don’t require a garage to be in a 
specific location.  If this section is going to be required, there are other things that should 
be looked at – should garage variations only be granted to houses that build detached 
garages when there is an alley.  That’s taking it a step further and in other discussions, it 
was decided that this should not be done.   
 
Mr. Pollock said you could require that an alley be used if there is one present. 
 
Mr. Adler said that is a requirement now. 
 
Chairman Swanson said this is difficult to enforce because there is always a case where 
the regulation doesn’t make sense and it’s not necessarily an unusual condition.   
 
Mr. Adler said if someone could tell him two situations in the last five years when there 
has been a garage that they remember and could send him to see.  He just doesn’t see that 
there is a problem to be solved.   
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if it would make sense to have any of this in subsections of R1.   
 
Mr. Adler said he is fine with this section if the committee members want it to remain.  
His recommendation would be to remove the attached garage section entirely unless 
someone could tell him what problem there is that this solves. 
 
Chairman Swanson suggested that the section be left in for now.  A few other people 
might want to weigh in on this section.   
 
Ms. Norrick asked if this section was added in response to a particular situation or 
request. 
 
Mr. Pollock said it is a general provision that they like to include in their ordinances. 
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Ms. Borys Later she liked the lighting requirements on page 162, specifically the 
language about exterior lighting not glaring into adjacent properties.  She asked how this 
is monitored. 
 
Mr. Adler said they follow up if there is a complaint about lighting.  This section is for 
residential and non-residential.   
 
Trustee McKenna referenced page 170 and asked if the sizes of detached garages are 
being increased. 
 
Mr. Adler said they are not being increased.  600 square feet is what is in the present 
ordinance.  There needs to be a big enough rear yard to build this and enough floor area.  
600 is a maximum and any larger would require a special use.   
 
Trustee McKenna said he was going to reserve his comments on generators due to the 
time. 
 
Ms. Borys Later referenced outdoor kitchens on page 172.  She thought 5’ from the 
property line is way too close.   
 
Ms. Fabisch said that patios are permitted to 3’ from a side lot line. 
 
Chairman Swanson said that a patio is less of a nuisance to the neighbor than an entire 
kitchen.   
 
Ms. Borys Later said she understood that the minimum side yard for a house may be 5’, 
but she thought it was too close for an outdoor kitchen. 
 
Mr. Adler said that as drafted, if the outdoor kitchen falls entirely within the rear yard, a 
5’ setback has to be maintained.  If the lot is 50’ wide, the interior rear yard is still 5’.  If 
5’ is too close, the beginning language of that regulation would have to change.  If it is in 
the buildable area, it needs to be 10% of the lot width away, so in some districts this 
would be 4’ versus 5’.  If it falls outside of the required rear yard, the rear 20% of the 
lots, that’s when the side setback kicks in.  The way this is written, 5’ is what would be 
seen for most properties because most lots are 50’ in width or less.   
 
Ms. Borys Later asked about the noise performance standards for generators when 
operating during power outages on page 174.  When else would you use a generator 
except during a power outage? 
 
Ms. Roberts said that generators are generally tested once a week.   
 
Trustee McKenna referenced page 177 and the regulations for tree houses, playhouses, 
etc.  If one looks up the definition of a tree house, it talks about a structure that is 
primarily supported by a tree.  He said this language is not adequate because in the 
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Village most of the best tree houses are not supported by a tree at all.   
 
Mr. Adler said that would be considered a raised deck and not a tree house.  They are 
different in their scope.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked that consideration be given for two items.  One, if a tree house is 
going to be primarily surrounding a large tree or tree limb, that it be required to have 
another form of support.  All the good ones he has seen are on their own structure, with 
supports in the ground.  Second, he submits that this discriminates against residents who 
do not have trees.   
 
Mr. Adler said then the house would be a play house or they could do a raised play house.  
Staff did not have a problem with the interpretation of tree house.  Somebody who builds 
a deck that is 10’ out and around a tree and puts a shed on top of it, is not a tree house and 
it was not defined or regulated as a tree house. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the definition of tree house is a detached accessory structure that 
is supported solely by one or more trees.  None of the tree houses he has seen are 
supported solely by one or more trees.   
 
Mr. Adler said that staff would then say that it is a play house or a deck.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked the group to consider these points.  Tree houses can be 
obnoxious at times.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said he had a question about criterion number 2, the 15’ height above 
adjacent grade.  Is that to the floor level or something else?  
 
Mr. Adler said that was overall height.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said that means the floor can only be 7’ off of the ground.  Mr. Adler 
agreed. 
 
Ms. Norrick asked about the regulations for wind turbines.  Are there any that have been 
installed? 
 
Ms. Roberts said that wind turbines cannot meet the decibel regulations right now.   
 
Mr. Adler said that the EEC has looked at the regulations and thought that it should be 
less than 60 decibels.  He said they have learned that it’s equivalent to the sound of 
conversation at one meter. 
 
Mr. Adler said regarding solar panels, there is still the same height limit.  At the last 
meeting of this group, he mentioned that the solar regulations have been re-written to 
allow what is allowed today.  What was proposed is more restrictive and some solar 
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installers preferred the current regulations.  They also added building integrated systems.  
People are now doing shingles or siding that are solar collectors.  If it is part of the 
building it is allowed.  That will be in the final ordinance version.  There was a size 
limitation and the EEC asked them to look at that.  The size limitation on the free-
standing system is 100 square feet and they thought that was a little too small.  The only 
regulation for free-standing is c. on page 177, number of square feet.   
 
Ms. Norrick asked how the ordinance review will progress.  
 
Chairman Swanson said this group will have to have another meeting to finish the review 
of this draft.  He said the process is that the ordinance should get to the Village Board by 
the second meeting in January or the first meeting in February.  It might take two 
hearings for the case.  It should be back to the Village Board by April 1, 2013.   
 
Mr. Pollock asked what kind of notice is needed for the public hearing. 
 
Chairman Swanson said there needs to be 15 days’ notice for a public hearing.   
 
Mr. Pollock asked if the Village Board is going to want to do a hearing.  
 
Chairman Swanson said the ordinance needs to get to the Village Board so they can 
assign a special zoning committee to hold a hearing.   
 
Mr. Adler said this will go on the Village Board’s agenda without any notice except for 
the agenda that is in the paper.   
 
There was discussion about the necessary process and the timing. 
 
Mr. Adler said that there is a publication deadline for notification so a public hearing 
would be held in March.  There are areas of the Village that would need separate notice.  
If a property is being rezoned then neighbors get personal notice.  That is not a problem, 
but it is part of the process.  He suggested holding one meeting for residential and one for 
commercial.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the goal is to get the ordinance to the Village Board for adoption 
for the second meeting in April or the first meeting in May.  The Village Board will 
change the first meeting in May.   
 
Chairman Swanson said it would be wise to meet again as soon as possible.  He 
suggested December 27, 2012.  There has to be a quorum for the meeting to move 
forward.   
 
There was discussion about the timing and outstanding items of review. 
 
Mr. Adler said that formatting needs to be finalized and staff wants to make sure that 
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elements are not missed in the final document.  It is a complicated document.   
 

III. OTHER BUSINESS. 
 

 There was no other business. 
 
IV.   SET DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING. 
 

The next meeting was scheduled for December 27, 2012. 
 
V. ADJOURNMENT. 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:04 p.m. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lisa Roberts 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
Minutes prepared by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz and Lisa Roberts 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 

Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

AD HOC ZONING ORDINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 27, 2012 
 

7:00 P.M. 
 

VILLAGE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL 
 

 
Members Present: Trustee Alan Swanson, Chairman 
 Trustee Ted McKenna 
 Trustee Mike Basil 
 Charmain Borys Later 
 Tim Sheridan 
 
Members Absent: Kent Darbyshire 
 Lynn Norman 
 Richard DeLeo 
 
Non-Voting Members Absent: Jane Hornstein 
 Christine Norrick 
  
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 Lisa Roberts, Asst. Director of Community Development 
 Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III/Business Development 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER. 

 
Chairman Swanson called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. 

 
II. DISCUSSION OF DRAFT ZONING ORDINANCE. 

 
Chairman Swanson said that a memo was issued regarding some outstanding discussion 
points that were set aside during previous meetings. 
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The first item relates to the new formatting.  Are the tables good or should there be more 
text and fewer tables? 
 
Ms. Later said they are good but somewhat hard to understand.  She would like to see a 
matrix that has uses, districts, special uses, and permitted uses.  It was hard to go to each 
table for each section and it would be easier to go to one table, if possible.   
 
Chairman Swanson said it might be possible to do a mini-version of the ordinance, one 
for commercial and one for residential, with frequently asked questions, and the like. 
Something like that would be easier to reference.   
 
Chairman Swanson said footnotes can always be bigger.  
 
Trustee McKenna said he liked the tables.  All text would be worse. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the proposed subdistrict labels are A through I, running from 
west to east. 
 
Trustee McKenna and Trustee Basil agreed with the proposed labeling.  There was 
general agreement. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the age requirement for accessory living units is 62, but the 
suggestion was made to drop it to 55 to be consistent with the legal senior housing 
definition.   
 
There was agreement that the age should be dropped to 55.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked staff to comment on the proposed attached garage regulations. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that the first two regulations are quantifiable but staff was concerned 
that nonconformities would be created and that the new regulations would hinder those 
who have no other option but to do an attached front garage.  Legal has not looked at any 
of this to date.   
 
Chairman Swanson said that regarding the requirement for the garage to be 5’ behind the 
front façade, there might be several that do not comply.   
 
Mr. Adler said that there a lot of homes where houses were set at 45’ and people build 
their garages 20’ in front.  Some have needed variations, some blocks don’t.  The goal of 
the new ordinance was to require fewer variations, but here we’re adding regulations that 
will add variations.  Aesthetically it would be nice to require garages to be set back and 
not be so wide.  But if there have not been a lot of complaints, is it worth doing so and 
requiring some people to go through the variation process.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked what the rule is now. 
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Mr. Adler said there is no regulation at this time, other than the setbacks and floor area 
that would apply to any addition.  If somebody has a 40’ wide lot and they don’t have an 
alley and want to do a 22’ wide door or bigger, they could do that.  It hasn’t happened 
and there have been no complaints about this.   
 
Trustee Basil asked if this section only applies to front facing garages. 
 
Mr. Adler said the way he reads this section, it is only for garages where the doors face 
the front.  He said side facing garages are often done for aesthetic reasons, but it is 
difficult to get out because there is not a lot of room to back up.  
 
Trustee Basil asked if there was a way to only apply this section to new construction, to 
cut down on the variances.   
 
Mr. Adler said that they could say that it applies to homes constructed after the effective 
date of the ordinance. 
 
Chairman Swans asked if this is something that people want. 
 
Trustee Basil said this regulation makes the front loaded, front facing garage more 
aesthetically pleasing.   
 
Mr. Adler said he likes the idea of dealing with new construction.  Most people want their 
garage to appear aesthetically pleasing if the lot is big enough.  He likes the idea of 
saying ‘any home built after’ is subject to these regulations.  He thinks that it would be 
okay legally because this is already done with the height of first floors.   
 
Chairman Swanson said it is still subject to administrative review if they want to rebuild 
a garage with the same foundation in the same location.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said if it is done for new construction only, then those people would not be 
affected.   
 
Mr. Adler said regarding existing construction and additions, it has been this way since 
zoning was in the Village.  This was something that the consultant has done in other 
communities and they suggested it.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said this is a common code item.  Kenilworth and possibly Lake Forest 
have these types of requirements.  Some of these regulations are fairly subjective and 
there will probably be more arguments about this.   
 
Mr. Adler said if there is a feeling that it should be added, he likes the idea of limiting it 
to new construction.  Items A and B are the ones that are not subjective.  “Architectural 
detail expressive of a residence” is aesthetics.  He would rather not have items C and D.  
He will be one determining if the dormers are the way that they pitch the roof.  What if a 
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neighbor disagrees with him?  That’s just asking for trouble.  He suggested keeping A 
and B for new construction and eliminating C and D.  A is the maximum width and B is 
the distance that the garage has to be behind the house.   
 
Chairman Swanson said some things have to be left up to good taste and if they think that 
they ever want to sell their home, they will do it in good taste.   
 
Mr. Adler said that if it was new construction, then it would need a staff review.  It has to 
be a minimum of 5’ back and not over a certain width.  If it conforms, then staff can issue 
a permit.   
 
There was agreement to keep items A and B, but only applied to new construction, and to 
remove items C and D. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the next item was exterior lighting. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked what the source of this section was. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that the consultant said the source was the Dark Sky provisions.  She 
has not yet studied them.   
 
Ms. Later said it reads that there cannot be lighting above 15’.  What about people who 
have lights all the way up in their trees? 
 
Mr. Sheridan said some people have lights that are mounted high, but the lighting is soft.  
It has to meet a light level at the property line.   
 
Mr. Adler said that this part of the ordinance reads that the light source cannot be higher 
than 15’.  He said there is no limitation in the current ordinance and lighting is allowed as 
long as it meets the foot candle requirement and it is not glaring.   
 
Ms. Later asked what unshielded lighting is.  
 
Trustee Basil said the point of these types of regulations is to not light up the sky.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said you will see lights in parking lots have a baffle to shield the light 
horizontally.   
 
Trustee Basil asked what the conclusion is if someone wants to up light a tree. 
 
Mr. Adler said that, as written, a tree can be up lit, but the fixture has to be no higher than 
15’ above the ground. 
 
Trustee Basil said he is talking about lighting located on the ground, that would be 
unshielded and directed upwards on a tree. 
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Chairman Swanson asked if an unshielded light refers to how much light is spilled from 
the fixture.  
 
Trustee Basil said part of shielding is to shield horizontally and part of it is for aesthetic 
reasons, so one does not see the light source.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said most up lights are done by landscapers and the light is shielded.  It is 
assumed that the plant material will soften the lighting somewhat.  He said he reads this 
as talking about strong lights that are there all year long and are offensive.   
 
Mr. Adler said the way he reads this, if one wanted to up light a tree, it probably would 
be prohibited.   
 
There was agreement that the committee is not trying to prohibit this.   
 
Trustee Basil said this is part of the Dark Sky Movement.  It says that one should not put 
a wall wash light up or up-light a tree.  This movement does not want lights that shine up.  
If someone wants a wall wash to prevent burglars, that is a legitimate use of lighting.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said maybe there is a foot candle number that should be attached to this part 
of the ordinance.   
 
Chairman Swanson said one has to be aware of the effect on neighbors.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked why architectural accent lighting should be allowed.  It is a 
complete luxury for most people.   
 
Trustee Basil said there is a security dimension to lighting up the perimeter of one’s 
house.  People do that when there is a large lawn and it’s hard to see the area.  Lighting 
the exterior is regarded as smart and will discourage people from testing windows.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said there are definitions for unshielded and fully shielded lighting.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if this this is the right format and time for the committee to talk 
about how to deal with exterior lighting.   
 
Mr. Adler said that the committee could work on unshielded lighting and say that 
unshielded lighting that is directed towards the lot and is not causing glare and is not over 
.5 foot candles is permitted.  But if it is pointed towards the property line, it is not 
allowed.  He said that staff does not get that many lighting complaints.  Staff could try to 
write something that directs light internally.   
 
Trustee Basil asked if this section applies to Christmas lights. 
 
Trustee McKenna said there is something in the ordinance about holiday lights.   
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Ms. Later asked if there should there be a timeline for holiday lights.  There is a house on 
Oakwood that has different lights up for every season.    
 
Trustee Basil said there were complaints about a house on Thornwood but the residents 
putting up the lights are working together to see if the lighting is okay with all neighbors.   
 
Mr. Adler said he could see if staff could draft some language for lighting and include up 
lighting for trees or security and include something about protecting neighbors from 
glaring lights.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said another alternative would be to build lights into the eaves.  But the 
eaves would need to be wide and it makes the house look like a cell block than washing 
the walls with light.   
 
Ms. Later said it’s difficult with the houses so close together.  Her neighbors have a 
motion-sensing light but it goes off when she walks in her own yard.  
 
Chairman Swanson introduced the next item, outdoor kitchenettes. 
 
Ms. Later asked what parts of the Village do they exist in and what lot sizes have them.  
 
Mr. Adler said that the lot sizes vary.  It has become popular in the last 4 to 5 years.  Staff 
is trying to find a way to have something specific about outdoor kitchenettes in the 
ordinance.  Staff has interpreted the ordinance the best that we can.  If there were 
problems with some of the installations, now is the time to deal with them.   
 
Ms. Roberts said kitchenettes are being installed on lots that are 50’ wide.   
 
Trustee Basil said the kitchenette is not usually a covered structure so it creates some 
impervious restraints.  It is basically a new brick wall with things built into it.  It is 
masonry and has a gas line and electricity.  It needs to meet the same setbacks as single 
family homes.   
 
Mr. Adler said that kitchenettes can encroach in the rear yard, in the rear 20% of the lot, 
but in the buildable area, the side yard setback would need to be met.  A deck can go 
within 3’ of the lot line.  There have been a lot of permits issued for kitchenettes that are 
a permanent structure.  If one is cooking, it could create a nuisance to the neighbor.   
 
Ms. Later said she was concerned about kitchenettes, but the consensus seemed to be 
there they are not a problem. 
 
There was agreement to allow outdoor kitchenettes to encroach only in the rear yard. 
 
Chairman Swanson said there was a question about removing the provision to allow two 
principal structures as a temporary use. 
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Mr. Adler said this came about when a resident wanted to keep their home at the back of 
the lot while they were building a new home at the front of the lot.  The provision was 
only used by that one family. 
 
There was agreement that this provision could be removed. 
 
Chairman Swanson said that Brigitte Mayerhofer, Director of Engineering, is 
recommending that no specific size be dictated in the ordinance. 
 
There was agreement to adopt the recommendation of Ms. Mayerhofer. 
 
Chairman Swanson said it seemed that the committee was being asked to choose option 
A or B for collective or alternating parking. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that is the way that she read the note from Camiros. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the table for collective parking is correct.   
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the Metra lot will ever become multi-level.  Do we see that 
happening anywhere else in the Village?  
 
Chairman Swanson said there is a new development proposed on Green Bay Road.  
There will be a component for the retail that has parking demand, food/restaurants that 
have a parking demand, as well as a residential demand.  Each would have its own 
number based on the number of units.   
 
Chairman Swanson said alternative parking is different, where one is saying that a 
parking deck would be built and residential parking would be included.  There would be 
some time that the parking deck could be used for other reasons.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the hotel came in saying that they cannot meet the parking 
requirements but they could share the garage for the office building.  That makes a lot of 
sense and that is the B part.  He thinks the A part works better. 
 
Mr. Adler said that the B part has the zoning administrator confirming the use by each 
user and each use does not take place at the same hours.  He likes A because it is already 
estimating use by percentages.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said the only problem with A is the residential component.  If someone 
comes in with a mixed use, people will not want to buy their parking spots.   
 
Chairman Swanson said variances have been given all over the Village Center but A 
provides a way of calculating whether there is enough parking to share.   
 
Mr. Adler said that under commercial, there are only restaurant, movie theater, and office 



December 27, 2012 Ad Hoc Zoning Ordinance Review Committee Approved April 18, 2013 

8 

 

uses.  There are all kinds of personal service uses, which should also be considered.  The 
personal service uses have been broken down into many uses.  Perhaps there is a need to 
speak with the consultant to expand on that.   
 
Trustee Basil and Ms. Later agreed.  
 
Mr. Adler said that perhaps a live performance venue might be seen at some point.   
 
Trustee Basil asked why it was necessary to choose between either A or B.  Couldn’t 
both options be kept and offer business owners the chance to meet either A or B?  
 
There was agreement that this could be an option.   
 
Chairman Swanson said B was specifically applied for the hotel.  The part of B that 
stands out is that a letter would be required indicating that the person can use the parking 
because spaces are available.   
 
Trustee McKenna asked if this would be administrative rather than a special use. 
 
Mr. Adler said he could say that a proposal does not conform and then the applicant 
would need to get a variation and through the variation process, they would argue as to 
why it is conforming.  The ZBA and Village Board rely on parking studies.   
 
Trustee McKenna reviewed an email he had sent to Ms. Roberts that was copied for the 
committee.  He asked if the committee wanted to allow tandem parking for new 
construction.  Article 14 talks about requirements for tandem parking.  In that same 
section it talks about new construction.  Should tandem parking be allowed with new 
construction?  Tandem parking has been allowed with a variance but people have had to 
show a hardship to get a variance.   
 
Trustee Basil said a lot of Kenilworth Gardens homes have a narrow lot and a narrow, 
single lane driveway that leads to the back of the lot. 
 
Ms. Roberts said historically, tandem parking has been counted as one parking space and 
not two.   
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if there will there be a limit on the garage depth for tandem parking.  
 
Trustee McKenna noted that it seemed unlikely that someone building a new home would 
prefer a tandem garage over a typical garage.  
 
Trustee Basil said he could not recall during his time on the Village Board any applicant 
requesting to build new tandem parking or to add to existing tandem parking.   
 
Trustee McKenna said Section 14.4, #2, allows for tandem parking, and then #4 talks 
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about what new single family must provide for parking.   
 
Mr. Adler said for new construction, if they can do a two-car garage, they will, because a 
tandem garage is not going to sell.  If all they could do is a tandem it would serve the 
same purpose.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said lot constraints could have people requesting tandem parking.   
 
Mr. Adler said that a lot of people use half of their garage for storage.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if one could do a garage that is 10’ x 30’. 
 
Mr. Adler said you could do a garage like that.  Prior to the proposed ordinance, only one 
space would be considered a parking space.  One would probably get the floor area 
bonus.  The ordinance requires two enclosed parking spaces.  With the new ordinance, 
we would count the tandem as two parking spaces.  
 
Mr. Sheridan said this may be helpful in something other than a single family home 
situation.   
 
Mr. Adler said that in those districts where more than one space per dwelling unit, the 
tandem makes sense.   
 
Trustee McKenna wanted to comment on tree houses.  The definition defines a tree house 
as solely supported by one or more trees.  He does not think anyone will meet that 
definition because a tree house supported solely by trees is unsafe.  What are being built 
are really playhouses on stilts.  Is this something we want to allow?  How would this be 
enforced?  
 
Ms. Roberts asked if the group would want to allow a playhouse on stilts without any tree 
nearby. 
 
Chairman Swanson said he would prefer that the definition not require the tree house to 
be solely supported by a tree because it probably would not be safe.   
 
Trustee McKenna referenced a case with a tree house on an alley.  No one liked this 
location and there were comments that the location was not safe.  The owner’s argument 
was that there was no place to move it to because there was only one tree.   
 
Mr. Adler said that tree houses are not being treated differently than a play structure.  He 
said that staff was told to come up with the definition of tree house.  They deal with tree 
houses the same way they deal with play houses.  Some people are building tree houses 
then putting stilts.  They did not know that there was a height limitation.  Staff wanted 
applicants to look and read the definition of tree house.  People were not seeing 
regulations online so that is why we came up with a definition for tree house.  They could 
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say that a tree house is a play house and could be the same definition with the same 
regulations.   He suggested combining tree houses and play houses and making this clear 
to applicants.   
 
Trustee McKenna said he did not think emergency generators have been adequately 
addressed with regards to sound.  He does not have the answer and that is a concern.  
There is a concern about sound and sound is limited to what is commercially available.  
Most people want generators on the side of the house and they are not running all the 
time.  But it is not easy to put it in the back yard or provide an option for acceptable 
sound attenuation.  He does not have a problem with the sound because it rarely runs.  
This is a continuing issue for people.  There needs to be more guidance on this.  He does 
not have a recommendation on this but the committee could come up with the concept of 
a sound barrier or a wall that is acceptable to the community and applicants should be 
told.   
 
Trustee Basil said in addition to noise, generators burn fuel.  When the power goes out 
for 2 or 3 days, natural gas is being burned closer to a neighbor than is normal.  He agrees 
that it is not like an air conditioner condenser.  There has to be something where the 
discharged by-product should be directed.  Is it fair that the owner directs the discharge to 
their own home? 
 
Trustee McKenna said yes, into the backyard of the owner’s home and that’s where the 
sound should also go.   
 
Ms. Roberts said that there is a provision in the local code that the exhaust needs to be a 
minimum of 5’ from an operable window. 
 
Trustee Basil said people will turn the generator towards their neighbor, but it is unfair to 
the neighbor. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the exhaust is more problematic than the noise.   
 
Trustee Basil said the exhaust is a health concern.   
 
Mr. Adler said under the current ordinance, if the setback is less than 15’ and the decibels 
are less than 70, staff can do administrative review on the generator and location is 
looked at during the review process.  They ensure that the neighboring property is not 
going to be impacted.  If the 15’ was decreased, it would be troublesome.  Neighbors are 
notified if it is less than 15’ and the process seems to work fairly well.   
 
Chairman Swanson said there has not been a situation recently when the generators have 
continuously run.   
 
Trustee McKenna said his point is, if the 15’ setback and the noise requirements are met, 
that’s fine.  He would like to provide more direction so that if someone wants to move it 
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closer to the lot line, applicants are told how to do this.   
 
Mr. Adler said that in all the time dealing with generator requests, we’ve never had a 
manufacturer say it’s easy enough, just do “x.”  
 
Trustee McKenna said this is done all the time with commercial installations. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said it’s not necessarily the manufacturer that’s doing it.  It’s something, 
like a wall, that’s being designed, pushing the noise straight up. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the problem is that intuitively putting a wall around the 
generator will keep the sound from the neighbor but it is not quantitative.  There isn’t a 
way to say that the size or type of wall results in this much reduction, therefore the unit 
can be this close to the lot line. 
 
Mr. Adler said when an applicant says they will put up a wall, the staff doesn’t have any 
way to know what that means to the impact on noise.  It would be great if there was a 
way to advise applicants on how to do this. 
 
Trustee Basil said he feels that there is a solution and what are the steps to work 
backwards to get this to completion?  
 
Chairman Swanson asked if there was any room for Dr. Thunder or someone else to give 
a qualitative response.   
 
There was discussion about techniques for sound baffling in commercial installations. 
 
Chairman Swanson said it is not an alternative to providing the setback, but when 
someone does not meet the setback and/or noise requirement, they have to provide noise 
attenuation.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said there should be a simple detail that could be put into the plans. 
 
Mr. Adler said that in some cases putting sound attenuation on two sides might work and 
in other cases it might be three sides.  Perhaps Dr. Thunder would be willing to give 
some suggestions for wording to allow someone to go under the 15’ setback by right.   
 
Mr. Adler said if we had a standard baffling technique available, if a proposal exceeds 70 
decibels and is less than 15’ and we agree that that’s the only appropriate location, the 
applicant could confirm that they will use the detail as proof that the sound will be 
lowered, and we could do the administrative process that way.  If the neighbors disagree, 
they can object. 
 
Chairman Swanson said the committee left off review of the draft ordinance at the 
encroachment section, 13.5. 
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Chairman Swanson asked if there was anything new. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that nothing changes except adding some new items.   
 
Ms. Later asked if decks are still allowed in the front yard. 
 
Ms. Roberts said if it was not covered, it could be an open space.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said there might be a situation where someone would have an elevated 
house entry made of wood.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked where PODS are addressed. 
 
Ms. Roberts said the regulations are in Chapter 9 of the Village Code.   
 
Ms. Later asked the difference between 1 and 2 on page 184 and 1 and 2 on page 185.  
 
Ms. Roberts said that there is a subtle difference in the current code.   
 
Upon discussion, it was confirmed that the two sections shown are the same.  This will be 
fixed.   
 
Ms. Later asked if there will be a cross-reference on sections so one could see if there are 
any conflicts.  
 
Mr. Adler said that staff is going to have to go through the final Village Board version 
page by page. 
 
Ms. Later asked what perchlorates are. 
 
There was discussion about chemicals used by dry cleaners and printers. 
 
Ms. Later said that on page 191, item E is in conflict with the Village Center section. 
 
Mr. Adler agreed and said that Camiros had not put that back in the draft ordinance.   
 
Chairman Swanson said this section is very good in spelling out street parking and the 
concept of shared parking in the Village Center and it made a lot of sense.   
 
Ms. Later asked about the section on page 192 that provides a maximum number of 
parking spaces.   
 
Mr. Adler said that section is in the current code.  He clarified that that is maximum, not 
required to be provided.  There was at least one case recently where a variation to this 
requirement was necessary. 
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Ms. Later said on page 197, where it says that buildings will not be constructed more than 
3’ below existing grade.  On Washington there are houses that are lower than that 
dimension.   
 
Mr. Adler said this relates to new houses.   
 
Chairman Swanson said there are houses also on Oakwood that are 3’ below grade.   
 
Mr. Adler said that this has been in place for a while.  This requirement was added some 
time ago because of a new house on Michigan Avenue. 
 
Ms. Later asked about item F.2. on page 197, if the requirement for stormwater drainage 
applies to residential lots.  
 
Mr. Adler said the Village has not made residential and that’s a good question as to 
whether to specify non-residential.  There are some big residential lots that have open 
off-street parking.   
 
Chairman Swanson said someone could put paving in the backyard for an ice skating rink 
now and then use it for something else later.   
 
Ms. Later said section 14.6 talks about the functionality of the Village Center.  Are 
parking structures allowed outside the Village Center?  This talks specifically about the 
Village Center, so if there are to be parking structures outside the Village Center, this 
language has to be changed.   
 
Mr. Adler said if they were building commercial over parking it would not be considered 
a parking structure.  Edens Plaza tried to get a parking structure but Carson’s would not 
give up the land for additional parking.   
 
Ms. Later asked about the parking requirement for dwelling above the ground floor.   
 
Mr. Adler said it is a change from current, which is one per studio and one bedroom, two 
for two bedroom, and then each bedroom above two is an addition one-half space.    
 
Ms. Roberts read the current ordinance and what was allowed in the Village Center and 
outside the Village Center.  The change is two per dwelling.   
 
There was discussion about required parking spaces for mixed use building and multi-
family dwellings.   
 
Chairman Swanson said college facilities require one parking space per two students.  
That seems incredibly high.   
 
Mr. Adler said that a lot of students drive when they are in college.   
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There was discussion about parking requirements for golfing.   
 
Ms. Later asked about 14.10.B. regarding the parking of travel and boat trailers for a 
business. 
 
There was discussion about boat storage and Northwest Passage.   
 
Ms. Later asked about page 207 where it references dormitories.  Dormitories are not 
mentioned anywhere else in the ordinance.   
 
Ms. Roberts said that there is a provision under house of worship for those in the order 
who live there.  There are some people who live at Loyola Academy and at Regina.   
 
At 8:45 p.m., Trustee McKenna left the meeting.  Discussion will continue but no 
decisions will be made.   
 
Ms. Later said 3 under bicycle parking spaces says that a minimum of two spaces are 
required but that does not match the chart that shows one space required.   
 
Ms. Roberts said that a footnote could say no less than two spaces.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said this has to be put into the table so people understand this.   
 
Ms. Later said 4 would be difficult to achieve.   
 
Ms. Later said on Page 214, it says that evergreens should be concentrated on north and 
west sides of building and deciduous trees should be on south and west sides.  Maybe it 
could say “encouraged” versus “should” because there is nothing on the east side.   
 
There was agreement to replace “should” with “recommended.” 
 
Mr. Sheridan noted 15.2.C. on page 210 and asked why the ARC would be the body 
providing relief.  They already review landscaping.   
 
Mr. Adler said that if the ARC is not listed as providing relief and an applicant needs to 
request relief, it would fall to the ZBA.  We want the ARC to consider the relief.  The 
landscape plan will come for ARC to review. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said landscaping and screening on page 213, the size of the calipers are too 
small.  It should be a minimum of 4 inches under C. and E. 
 
Ms. Later asked if “Director of Engineering Services” is the correct term. 
 
Mr. Adler said that is the correct term.   
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Mr. Sheridan noted item 16.4.A.3 on page 222.  He recommended considering allowing 
signage in transom windows of a storefront.  It has been done successfully when someone 
did not want to put up an awning.   
 
There was discussion about signage and architectural features.   
 
Trustee Basil asked why not leave the regulation as it currently is. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there is no regulation of this in the current ordinance.   
 
Mr. Adler said if there is concern, architectural feature is in the ordinance as it relates to 
wall signage.   
 
Trustee Basil said certain signage requirements can add to the length of the review 
process.   
 
Mr. Sivertsen said either the entire line should be stricken or the words “windows and 
doors” should be stricken.   
 
There was agreement to strike the entire line. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said on that same page under sign orientation, he did not understand items 1 
and 3.  Couldn’t they have one sign on either street?  
 
Mr. Sivertsen said either the awning sign must be parallel to the street or in the case of a 
corner, the sign can be put on the corner and it does not have to be parallel to the streets.  
He said there are still some parts of sign ordinance that are missing. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said under sign heights, it references pole signs, but these are not allowed. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said a pole sign is a type of ground sign, but maybe that’s not clear here. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said section 16.6.A. on page 223 talks about wood being a non-combustible 
material but it should be called out as treated wood.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said sections B and C below that, these requirements are already covered in 
other sign sections.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said on page 224, E., there is no reason to have a glass sign.  Anything can 
be done out of plastic. 
 
Trustee Basil said if this provision E is removed, where does it say that a sign cannot be 
made of glass? 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked why someone would want a sign out of glass. 
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Mr. Adler asked if someone might have a historic sign that they wanted to reinstall.   
 
Trustee Basil said someone might want to do something dramatic with glass.  He’s not 
saying it’s a good idea to have a glass sign, but someone might want to do that. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said it’s best to get away from wired glass.  Wired glass is being phased 
out.  A safety glass could be used.  
 
Mr. Sheridan said G.4 on that page calls for gooseneck lights to project no more than 12”.  
He said this is not realistic for external sign lighting.  It won’t look right.  He suggested at 
least 18” or 2’.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said on page 225, the limitation on items of information.  This just calls out 
what is an item of information.  The allowable number of items is somewhere else. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said on page 224, it says how many items can be on the sign.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said on page 226, Plaza del Lago needs to update their sign ordinance.   
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if anything should be added regarding historic signage.  That issue 
has come up.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said there has to be a way of letting someone put back a sign that was taken 
down.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said the size requirements for a construction sign are very small.  A 
commercial project is not going to get in all the information on a construction sign that is 
less than 60 square feet.  Perhaps there could be different regulations for residential and 
non-residential. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said these are his recommendations and the committee can do what they 
want.   
 
Chairman Swanson asked if there were any limits on regulatory signs in parking lots.  
There are a couple of parking lots that are not properly striped in his opinion.  People in 
shopping centers put up signs internal for the lot like stop signs.  Who regulates this?  
Mr. Adler said that through the approval process this would be looked at.  When Edens 
Plaza redid their parking lot, the Village made sure that striping was conforming.   
 
Chairman Swanson said there is a problem at Edens Plaza with internal signage; the stop 
sign is too close to the Lake Avenue stop light.   
 
Mr. Adler said they were supposed to close off the first aisle in from the light. 
 
Chairman Swanson asked who decided their use of stop signs, Edens Plaza or Village. 
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Mr. Sivertsen referenced item L. on page 228 that talks about signs that interfere with 
traffic.  If signage is put up by someone other than Village and is done without approval, 
the Village can tell them to take it down.  He said Ms. Mayerhofer recently met with the 
property manager of Edens Plaza to talk about signage and striping.   
 
Mr. Sheridan mentioned the drive through CVS at Plaza del Lago.  Plaza del Lago has 
one way signs but no one pays attention to them.   
 
Chairman Swanson explained that the new flow is for traffic come in one way from 
Westerfield and then turn right only, passing in front of Jewel. 
 
Mr. Adler said this area is to be striped and otherwise improved to make clear the 
direction of travel. 
 
Chairman Swanson said he wants to see something in the ordinance about any traffic 
regulatory signage or striping in parking lots must be approved by the Village.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said there had been a lot of internal discussion about the drive through 
menu board, item D on page 236.  Cross reference this section with illumination.  There 
is something about not being less than 15’ from the lot line.  It is preferable to direct 
sound and light away from the neighbors. 
 
There was discussion about how this would apply to a Dunkin Donuts in the former 7-11 
location. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked about sidewalk signs on page 238.  When the size of sign is 
calculated, does it count the legs that it stands on?  
 
Mr. Sivertsen said it is the size of the sign area that is counted.   
 
Mr. Sheridan said, in that case, both items a and b work.   
 
Chairman Swanson said the next step is to put all these changes into the draft ordinance.  
The committee will need to meet to review and sign off on the final draft.   
 
Mr. Adler said we’re still waiting on a measurements section and the Village Center 
parking regulations. 
 

III. OTHER BUSINESS. 
 

 There was no other business. 
 
IV.   SET DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING. 
 

No new meeting date was set. 
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V. ADJOURNMENT. 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lisa Roberts 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
Minutes prepared by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz and Lisa Roberts 





























































































































































 
Engineering  (847) 853-7660 
Department Fax (847) 853-7701 

 
DATE:  May 7, 2013 
 
TO:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
 
FROM:  Brigitte Mayerhofer, P.E., Director of Engineering 
  Daniel Manis, P.E., Civil Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:   Approval of Resolution 2013-R-17 for the Appropriation of Motor Fuel Tax 

Funds 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Recommendation 
Village Board approval of Resolution 2013-R-17 to secure $800,000 of Motor Fuel Tax 
(MFT) funds from the State of Illinois for the 2013 Road Resurfacing Project.    
  
Background 
The 2013 annual road program consists of street resurfacing, water main utility repairs, 
concrete curbing and sidewalk replacement, and minor sewer repairs. A list of the 
candidates for street resurfacing work is as follows: 

Street    From    To    
6th Street Linden Avenue   Elmwood Avenue 
15th Street Lake Avenue Forest Avenue 
Birchwood Avenue Hunter Road Ouilmette Lane 
Iroquois Road Hunter Road Timber Lane 
Timber Lane Iroquois Road Elmwood Avenue 
Skokie Court Skokie Blvd. East to Cul-de-Sac 
Alpine Lane Sandy Lane Wilmette Avenue 
Lavergne Avenue Temple Lane Wilmette Avenue 
Melrose Court Hibbard Road West to Cul-de-Sac 
Utility Easement1   Wilmette Avenue  Meadow Drive South 



Utility Easement1  Glenview Road  Beverly Dirve 
Northwest corner of Ridge Road and Lake Avenue2   
1 Water main improvement only 
2 Spot repair of sidewalk curb ramps only 
 
The process for choosing which streets are to be resurfaced is based on the structural 
condition of the street base, as well as the existing surface condition.  Priority is given to 
streets which are in the poorest condition.  
 
Discussion 
The State of Illinois MFT funds are generated by a fuel consumption excise tax. A 
portion of the excise tax revenue is passed on to all communities throughout Illinois to 
help fund road maintenance and improvements. The annual MFT funding received by 
Wilmette depends on the current Village population and the revenue generated by fuel 
consumption from the previous year.  The Village of Wilmette’s 2013 budget allocates 
$800,000 in MFT funds. 
 
Passing an annual resolution is a requirement by the Illinois Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) in order to secure MFT funds.  Once IDOT receives and 
executes the resolution, funding is encumbered for the work.  The State also requires 
that contract documents for projects utilizing MFT funds be reviewed and approved by 
the local area IDOT engineer before the project is eligible for bidding.    
 
Schedule 
Construction for the resurfacing and water main replacement programs is scheduled to 
begin in mid-July and will be completed by the end of September 2013.  
 
Budget 

The 2013 road program and water main replacement budget is shown below: 

Street Resurfacing (Account 11202035-425250)  
General Fund Operating Resources-Dedicated Revenues ........ $602,000 
Water Main Replacement (Account 41838090-470550)  
Water Fund - Operating .............................................................. $440,000 
Motor Fuel Tax Revenue (Account 22632070-470100) .......... $800,000 

Total Budget $1,842,000 
 Attachment  
1. BLR 09111 – Resolution for Improvements by Municipality under the Illinois Highway Code. 



 

 
 Resolution for Improvement by 
 Municipality Under the Illinois  
 Highway Code 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the  President and Board of Trustees of the 
 Council or President and Board of Trustees  

Village of  Wilmette Illinois 
City, Town or Village  

that the following described street(s) be improved under the Illinois Highway Code: 
 

Name of Thoroughfare Route From To 
6th Street  Linden Avenue Elmwood Avenue 
15th Street       Lake Avenue Forest Avenue 
Birchwood Avenue       Hunter Road Ouilmette Lane 
Iroquois Road       Hunter Road  Timber Lane 
Timber Lane       Iroquois Road Elmwood Avenue 
Skokie Court  Skokie Blvd. (FAP 350) East to Cul-de-Sac 
Alpine Lane  Sandy Lane Wilmette Avenue 
Lavergne Avenue  Temple Lane Wilmette Avenue 
Melrose Court  Hibbard Road (FAU 2807) West to Cul-de-Sac 
Ridge Road  FAU 3520 At NW corner of Lake Avenue (spot repair) 
Utility Easement  Wilmette Avenue (FAU 1297) Meadow Drive South 
Utility Easement       Glenview Road (FAU 1297) Beverly Drive 

Note: State owned thoroughfares are in bold 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, 
1.  That the proposed improvement shall consist of  roadway and utility rehabilitation of approximately 7,273 linear feet 
 
(1.38 miles) of roadways at various locations within the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois.  The work shall consist  
 
of the repair of drainage and water utilities and concrete curb and sidewalk as needed.  The pavement will subsequently  
 
be patched, milled, and resurfaced with hot-mix asphalt and shall be constructed various feet wide 
 
and be designated as Section 13-00195-00-RS  
 
2.  That there is hereby appropriated the (additional   Yes    No) sum of Eight Hundred Thoasand and 00/100 
 
      Dollars ( $800,000.00 ) for the 
 
improvement of said section from the municipality’s allotment of Motor Fuel Tax funds. 
 
3.  That work shall be done by contract ; and, 
 Specify Contract or Day Labor  
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Clerk is hereby directed to transmit two certified copies of this resolution to the 
district office of the Department of Transportation. 
 

  

Approved  I,  Terrence C. Porter Clerk in and for the 
  
  Village of Wilmette 

  City, Town or Village  
   County of  Cook , hereby certify the 

Date   
  foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution adopted  

  
  by the President and Board of Trustees  
  Council or President and Board of Trustees  

Department of Transportation   at a meeting on May 14, 2013 
  Date 
  IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 
  
         day of        

Regional Engineer   

 (SEAL)  
  
   
  City, Town, or Village Clerk 

 
Printed 5/8/2013  BLR 09111 (Rev. 11/06) 



 
Engineering           (847) 853-7660 

 Department Fax (847) 853-7701 
  

Date:  April 17, 2013 

To:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 

From:  Brigitte Mayerhofer, P.E., Director of Engineering Services  

Subject: Introduction and Subsequent Adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-18 
Renaming the Elmwood Avenue Street End  

 Introduction and Subsequent Adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-19 
Amending the Wilmette Village Code to Regulate the Elmwood Dunes 
Preserve 

 

Recommendation 

Village Board introduction and subsequent adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-18 
renaming the Elmwood Avenue Street End. 

Village Board introduction and subsequent adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-19 
amending the Wilmette Village Code to regulate the Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 

Background 

In November of 2012, the Village Board approved a vision for the unimproved Elmwood 
Avenue right-of-way located east of Michigan Avenue to include a passive use / nature 
preserve.  Since that time, the Village’s Municipal Services Committee (MSC) has had 
several meetings to determine which steps need to be taken to prepare for the opening 
of the beach season in May. 

Discussion 

At its April 2, 2013 meeting, the MSC approved two actions recommended for Village 
Board approval. The first action is renaming the Elmwood right-of-way and the second 



action includes recommending passage of regulations to match the Park District’s 
regulations.   

Renaming the Elmwood Street End 

The “Friends of Elmwood,” originated the name of Elmwood Dunes Preserve for the 
Elmwood right-of-way east of Michigan Avenue. The MSC felt the name accurately 
reflected the vision for the property and therefore passed a motion for full Village Board 
consideration. Ordinance No. 2013-O-18 renaming the Elmwood Avenue Street End is 
attached. 

 
Proposed Regulations 
 
The MSC held several meetings beginning in August of 2012 to discuss the vision for 
the Elmwood right-of-way. During those meetings, the Committee heard testimony from 
the immediate neighbors and the entire Wilmette community. The consensus was for 
the right-of-way to be retained as a Village asset and developed into a passive use / 
nature preserve for the enjoyment of the general public. There was also recognition that 
for this to happen, the Village Board should pass and enforce regulations so that the 
property would, in fact, remain a passive use.    
 
At its April 2, 2013 meeting, the MSC approved a motion recommending prohibition of 
the following activities:          
     

 Camping, except by permit 
 

 Sledding, ice skating and snowmobiling 
 

 Smoking 
 

 Swimming 
 

 Open fires 
 

It should be noted that the following regulations were passed by the Village Board in 
November of 2012 or are already Village ordinances: 

 Prohibition of alcohol consumption on the public right-of-way 

 Prohibition of boat launching and all-terrain vehicles  

 Hours of operation from sunrise to sunset 

 Dogs must be on a leash 



The Committee recognizes that enforcement of these regulations is a critical component 
and as such held a joint meeting with the Wilmette Park District’s Parks and Recreation 
Committee to seek feedback on what they recommend as an appropriate enforcement 
level. The Park District has not yet made a formal recommendation to the Village but is 
in the process of analyzing a range of options from full-time staffing to peak and 
weekend hours only.  

It is important to note that the 2013 budget does not include funds for additional 
enforcement of the Elmwood Dunes Preserve. According to the Park District's analysis, 
a staffing level of two people daily from Memorial Day to Labor Day will cost 
approximately $18,000 per year.  

Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance No. 2013-O-18 Renaming the Elmwood Avenue Street End  

2. Ordinance No. 2013-O-19 Amending the Wilmette Village Code to Regulate the 
Elmwood Dunes Preserve 

 



# 572022 

ORDINANCE NO. 2013-O-18 
 

AN ORDINANCE RENAMING THE ELMWOOD AVENUE STREET END  
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette is a home rule municipality as provided in Article VII, 

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

undertake any action and adopt any ordinance relating to its government and affairs; and, 

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette controls an unimproved right-of-way located at 

Elmwood Avenue, beginning east of Michigan Avenue and extending East to Lake Michigan 

(“Elmwood Avenue Street End”); and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette desires to rename the Elmwood Avenue Street End the 

Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

SECTION 1: That the following street name in Wilmette, Illinois shall be changed to read 

as follows: 

Current Name Termini of Section to Have 
Name Changed 

Changed Name 

Elmwood Avenue  Unimproved right-of-way located at 
Elmwood Avenue beginning at the 
east limits of the Michigan Avenue 
right of way and extending East, to 
the Lake Michigan. 

Elmwood Dunes Preserve 

SECTION 2: That this change of name is made pursuant to the authority set forth in 

Chapter 65, Illinois Compiled Statutes, Section 5/11-80-19 and the Village’s Home Rule 

Authority. 



 Ord. No. 2013-O-18 

 2 

SECTION 3: The Village Clerk is directed to file a certified copy of this ordinance as soon 

as possible by certified mail, return receipt requested, with the Cook County Clerk, being the 

election authority for the given right of way. 

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

approval as required by law. 

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

____ day of ________, 2013, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:             

NAYS:             

ABSTAIN:             

ABSENT:             

            
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this ___ day of _________, 

2013. 

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

 



# 572020 

ORDINANCE NO. 2013-O-19 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE  
TO REGULATE THE ELMWOOD DUNES PRESERVE 

(Chapter 12 Miscellaneous Offenses) 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette is a home rule municipality as provided in Article VII, 

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

undertake any action and adopt any ordinance relating to its governance and affairs; and, 

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette controls an unimproved right-of-way located at 

Elmwood Avenue that connects the end of Elmwood Avenue, beginning just east of Michigan 

Avenue at the street end and extends East, to the lakefront (renamed by Ordinance 2013-O-18 

and referred to hereafter as “Elmwood Dunes Preserve”); and, 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that the Elmwood Dunes 

Preserve is a unique property and open space within the Village of Wilmette and that in the best 

interests of the health, safety and welfare of the public, certain restrictions and prohibitions 

should apply to the Elmwood Dunes Preserve.  

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

SECTION 1: Each of the foregoing recitals and findings are hereby made a part 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 12, Miscellaneous Offenses, Section 12-13.2, Public Facilities, by deleting the text of 

said Section 12-13.2 in the manner and form shown in strikethrough type below and inserting 

therein and therefore such new text in the manner and form and shown in underlined bold type 

below, so that said Section 12-13.2 shall hereafter provide as follows: 
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12-13.2  PUBLIC FACILITIES 

12-13.2.1  CLOSED AFTER DARK; LOITERING PROHIBITED. 

All public facilities, including recreation, school, and village facilities shall be closed to 
the public after dark when no regularly scheduled program under the direction of or 
authorized by a governmental agency is in progress. It is unlawful for any person to 
remain on the premises or in or upon any building or structure situated thereon when such 
public facilities are closed as in this section provided, unless on official business of the 
Village of Wilmette. 

12-13.2.2  ELMWOOD DUNES PRESERVE STREET END AND BEACH 

12-13.2.2(a)  Definition.  

“Elmwood Dunes Preserve Street End and Beach" means the unimproved 
Elmwood Dunes Preserve Avenue public right-of-way east of Michigan 
Avenue extending to the lakefront. 

12-13.2.2(b) Hours Open to Public.  Elmwood Dunes Preserve Street End and Beach 
shall be open to the public from sunrise until sunset and shall be closed to 
the public from sunset each day until sunrise the following day. 

12-13.2.2(c) Boat Launching Prohibited.  No person shall launch any vessel into Lake 
Michigan from Elmwood Dunes Preserve Street End and Beach. 

12-13-2.2(d)  Boat Storage Prohibited.  No person shall leave, store or secure any vessel 
in the Elmwood Dunes Preserve Street End and Beach or to any adjacent 
private property. 

12-13.2.2(e) Motorized Vehicles and Bicycles. 

1.  No person shall drive, ride or otherwise operate any motorized 
vehicle, including but not limited to snowmobiles, in the Elmwood 
Dunes Preserve Street End and Beach. 

2.  No person shall drive, ride or otherwise operate a bicycle in the 
Elmwood Dunes Preserve Street End and Beach. 

12-13.2.2(f) No Swimming.  No Person shall bathe, swim, wade, float, splash in 
or otherwise enter the Lake Michigan waters adjacent to Elmwood 
Dunes Preserve for a distance of 300 feet from the water’s edge. 

12-13.2.2(g) Alcoholic Beverages and Smoking.  No person shall consume 
alcoholic beverages or smoke in the Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 

12-13.2.2(h) Fires.  No Person shall light, maintain, or make use of any fire in the 
Elmwood Dunes Preserve. 
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12-13.2.2(i) Camping. No Person shall place, erect, or use any hammock, swing, 
tent, shelter, or any other type of temporary or permanent housing 
or camping equipment in the Elmwood Dunes Preserve, or 
otherwise camp in any manner in the Elmwood Dunes Preserve 
unless a permit therefor has first been obtained from the Village.  
Camping permits may be issued by the Village Manager or his 
designee only pursuant to rules and regulations governing camping 
promulgated by the Village in an ordinance duly adopted by the 
Village President and Board of Trustees. 

12-13.2.2(j) Additional prohibited activities. The following additional activities 
are prohibited in the Elmwood Dunes Preserve: ice skating and 
sledding. 

12-13.2.3   LIABILITY OF PARENT OR GUARDIAN. 

It is unlawful for the parent of a child under 18 years of age, or any other person having 
legal care and custody of said child, to allow or permit such child to go or be upon such 
public facilities, including Elmwood Dunes Preserve Street End and Beach, or in or 
upon any building or structure situated thereon after dark when such facility is closed as 
provided in this Section 

12-13.2.4  AUTHORITY OF POLICE TO DETAIN; NOTICE TO PARENT 
OR GUARDIAN. 

Any member of the Police Department is authorized to detain any child under the age of 
18 years wilfully violating the provisions of this Section until the parent or guardian of 
said child shall take him into custody; provided that such officer shall immediately, upon 
taking custody of such child, notify such parent or guardian. 

SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage, 

approval and publication in pamphlet form as required by law. 

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

____ day of ________, 2013, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:             

NAYS:             

ABSTAIN:             

ABSENT:             
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     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this ___ day of _________, 

2013. 

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

 



 
Engineering  (847) 853-7660 
Department Fax (847) 853-7701 

 

Date:  April 15, 2013 

To:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 

From:  Paul Hahn CBO, Facilities Manager  

Subject: Introduction and Subsequent Adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-20 
authorizing an easement agreement with Sprintcom, Inc., for the 
installation of a pedestal for fiber optic cable at the Village Yard Facility 
711 Laramie Ave.  

 

Recommendation 

Introduction and subsequent adoption of Ordinance No. 2013-O-20 authorizing an 
easement agreement with Sprintcom, Inc., for the installation of a pedestal for fiber optic 
cable at the Village Yard Facility 711 Laramie Ave.  

Background 

The Village has five cell carriers at the Village Yard facility located on the above ground 
water tank. Sprint is one of the carriers at this site. 

Discussion 

Sprint Cellular has requested an easement for a new pedestal in the right of way to 
house Sprint’s new fiber optic cable as shown on the attached survey. The easement 
will be for its fiber optics to be installed adjacent to the AT&T vault already in place. The 
fiber optics will be run from the AT&T vault (located in the Village’s right-of-way just 
south of the standpipe) to the Sprint Cell site located at the Village Yard adjacent to the 
water tank. The cables will be run in an existing pipe located on the south end of the 



property to their site. The cables will terminate at the AT&T vault in place and eventually 
be routed into the new pedestal. 

Schedule 

Sprint would like to perform this work as soon as possible.   

Budget 

There is no cost to the Village for this project.   

Attachments 

1. Site Survey 

2. Easement Agreement 





 

# 572036  

ORDINANCE NO. 2013-O-20 

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING AN EASEMENT AGREEMENT 
WITH SPRINTCOM, INC. OR ITS AFFILIATE 

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, 

Illinois (“Village”), find that the Village 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 government and affairs;  

WHEREAS, the Village currently leases certain land to SprintCom, Inc. as part of a 

wireless antenna facility at 711 Laramie Road; 

 WHEREAS, as part of certain equipment upgrades at the premises, SprintCom, Inc. or 

its affiliates and related entities requires an additional utilities easement; 

WHEREAS, the utilities easement consists of a 4-foot strip of land at 711 Laramie 

Avenue, shall be non-exclusive, and is legally described on exhibit A, which is attached hereto 

and incorporated into this ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees find that only nominal consideration is 

necessary for the conveyance of this easement as it is a public utilities easement serving a 

telecommunications provider utilizing an existing lease at the premises; and  

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees find that entering into an Easement 

Agreement with SprintCom, Inc. or its affiliate or related entity,  attached as Exhibit B to this 

Ordinance is in the best interest of public health, safety and welfare of the residents of the Village 

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

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, in the exercise of its Home Rule 

authority as follows: 

SECTION 1: The above recitals are hereby incorporated into this Ordinance as if set 

forth verbatim. 

SECTION 2: The Village Manager is authorized to enter into the Easement Agreement 

with SprintCom, Inc., its affiliate or related entity, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 

B. 

SECTION 3: Prior to executing it, the Village Manager is authorized to make 

modifications to the form of the Easement Agreement. 

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

approval as required by law. 

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

____ day of _________, 2013, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:   

            
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this _____ day of 

____________, 2013. 

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

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 
 

A 4.00 FOOT UTILITY EASEMENT, 2.00 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING 
DESCRIBED LINE THAT PART OF LOT 41 IN COUNTY CLERK’S DIVISION OF 
SECTION 31, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL 
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT, THEREOF RECORDED FEBRUARY 14, 1877 
AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 122328 DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:  COMMENCING AT THE 
EASTERN MOST SOUTH-EAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 41; THENCE, NORTH 89 
DEGREES 53 MINUTES, 45 SECONDS WEST ALONG THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID 
LOT 41 A DISTANCE OF 40.00 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF LARAMIE 
AVE; THENCE NORTH 7.41 FEET ALONG SAID RIGHT OF WAY LINE TO THE POINT 
OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 89 DEGREES 18 MINUTES 47 SECONDS WEST 
193.87 FEET; THENCE NORTH 75 DEGREES 41 MINUTES 13 SECONDS WEST 35.00 
FEET; THENCE SOUTH 89 DEGREES 18 MINUTES 47 SECONDS WEST 77.74 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 41 MINUTES 13 SECONDS WEST 45.59 FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 76 DEGREES 10 MINUTES 33 SECONDS EAST 4.59 FEET TO THE TERMINUS 
OF SAID LINE, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 
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Exhibit B 
 

EASEMENT AGREEMENT WITH SPRINTCOM 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 
 
Sprint Nextel 
Attn:  
M/S:  
Address: 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
[space above this line for Recorder’s use] 
 
 

EASEMENT 
 

 As of this ___ day of ____________, 200  , in consideration of [insert if applicable:  [a 
one-time payment of ______________________ dollars ($______) and other good and 
valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are acknowledged, 
________________ (“Grantor”), hereby grants and conveys to [insert network entity name], 
(“Grantee”), and each of its affiliates, an  appurtenant non-exclusive easement for access and 
utility purposes under, over, through and across a portion of land belonging to Grantor and 
described in the attached Exhibit A (the “Property”).  The Easement is for the benefit of and 
appurtenant to a wireless communications facility, as may be modified or extended from time to 
time, located on or near the Property and described in the attached Exhibit B (the 
“Communications Site”).  The Easement area will be located as more particularly described in 
the attached Exhibit C (“Easement Tract”), and shall be subject to the following terms: 
 
1. "Access purposes" include, but are not limited to, pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress 

to and from the local public roadway, parking, maintenance, loading and unloading, 24 hours 
per day, 7 days per week. 

 
2. "Utility purposes" include, but are not limited to, the installation, repair, alteration, 

maintenance, and removal of telephone, electrical and other utility lines, equipment and 
appurtenances, above or below grade. 

 
3. This Easement runs with the land as to all property burdened and benefited, including any 

division or partition of such property.  The rights, covenants and obligations contained herein 
shall be binding on and shall inure to the benefit of the parties and their respective heirs, 
successors, assigns, tenants, subtenants, mortgagees and licensees.  Grantee’s rights 
hereunder shall not lapse in the event Grantee does not use the Easement Tract or exercise its 
rights hereunder. 

 
4. This Easement will terminate sixty (60) days after Grantee and its affiliates (and each of their 

respective heirs, successors, assigns, tenants, subtenants, mortgagees and licensees) stop 
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using the Communications Site for communications purposes because of the expiration or 
termination of the lease or other agreement giving Grantee the right to use the 
Communications Site (and any extension, renewal, modification or replacement of that lease 
or other agreement).     

 
5. Grantor warrants to Grantee that Grantor owns the Property in fee simple absolute and has 

the right and authority to convey this Easement. 
 
6. All notices must be in writing and are effective only when deposited in the U.S. mail, 

certified mail, return receipt requested and postage prepaid or when sent via overnight 
delivery service.  Notices to Grantee are to be sent to: Sprint/Nextel Property Services, 
_______________________________________________________, with a mandatory copy 
to: Sprint/Nextel Law Department, Mailstop KSOPHT0101-Z2020, 6391 Sprint Parkway, 
Overland Park, Kansas 66251-2020, Attn.: Real Estate Attorney.  Notices to Grantor must be 
sent to the address shown underneath Grantor’s signature. 

 
 
The Grantor has caused this instrument to be executed this ____ day of ____________,           
______. 
 
 
      GRANTOR:  

(insert Name) 

       
      By:        
      Name:        
      Title:        
 
 
      Address: ________________________ 
        ________________________ 
        ________________________ 
        ________________________ 
 
RETURN TAX STATEMENT TO: 
GRANTOR   
(address1) 
(address2) 
(city, state, zip) 
Attn: 
 
GRANTEE: 
[insert network entity name] 

(address1) 
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(address2) 
(city, state, zip) 
Attn:  Sprint/Nextel Property Tax Department 
 
STATE OF ____________________ ) 
  ) ss. 
COUNTY OF __________________  ) 
 

Acknowledgment by Individual 

Pursuant to Uniform Acknowledgment Act 
 
 

 On this _____ day of _______________, 2004, before me, the undersigned officer, 
personally appeared _________________________, known to me (or satisfactorily proven) to be 
the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged that she/he 
executed the same for the purposes therein contained. 
 
 In witness whereof I hereunto set my hand and official seal. 

            
     __________________________________________ 
     __________________________________________ 
                            Title of Officer/Notary 
 
 
 
 
STATE OF ____________________ ) 
  ) ss. 
COUNTY OF __________________  ) 
 

Acknowledgment by Corporation 

Pursuant to Uniform Acknowledgment Act 
 

 On this _____ day of _______________, 2004, before me, the undersigned officer, 
personally appeared _________________________, who acknowledged herself/himself to be the 
____________________ (Officer’s Title) of _________________________ (Name of 
Corporation), a corporation, and the she/he, as such _____________________ (Officer’s Title), 
being authorized so to do, executed the foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained, 
by signing the name of the corporation by herself/himself as _____________________ (Officer’s 
Title). 
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 In witness whereof I hereunto set my hand and official seal. 
 

        
 __________________________________________ 

     __________________________________________ 
                Title of Officer/Notary 
 



 
Engineering  (847) 853-7660 
Department Fax (847) 853-7701 

 
DATE:  May 3, 2013 
 
TO:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
 
FROM: Brigitte Mayerhofer P.E., Director of Engineering 
  Scott Hilts, Project Manager 
 
SUBJECT:     Approval of a Contract in the Amount of $216,000 with American 

Underground, Inc. for the 2013 Sewer Televising and Cleaning Program   
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Recommendation 

Village Board approval of a contract in the amount of $216,000 with American 
Underground Inc., Glenview, Illinois for the 2013 Sewer Televising and Cleaning 
Program.  

Background    

In order to protect the Village’s investment in new infrastructure, it is the Engineering 
Department’s recommendation to repair deteriorated sewers prior to resurfacing the 
street. Sewer televising identifies badly deteriorated pipe, sewer joints that have mineral 
deposits, and sewer pipe that has tree root intrusions.   

In addition, sewer televising assists the Department to determine which sewers benefit 
from sewer lining. Sewer lining involves the trenchless rehabilitation of deteriorated 
sewer pipe in which a flexible lining is inserted into an existing sewer through a manhole 
and is heat cured. Sewer lining is economical, non-invasive and reliable. However, 
sewers have to be in a “round” (non-collapsing or oval) condition otherwise sewer lining 
is not an option. 

The Engineering and Public Works Departments work together to establish the locations 
for televising. Candidates for this program are sewers that fall in one or more of the 
following categories: 



 Sewers that are prone to surcharging during rain events contributing to basement 
sewer backups; 

 Sewers under streets that are scheduled for resurfacing; 

 Sewers that are within public utility easements that are difficult to access;  

 Sewers that require special equipment for sewer root cutting and heavy debris 
removal.       

Discussion 

The Village is one of several municipalities participating in the Municipal Consortium for 
sewer televising and cleaning. The benefit of joint bidding with other agencies is to 
increase the size of the contract with the goal of reducing overall contract cost. The 
Villages of Wilmette, Lincolnshire, Gurnee, Vernon Hills, as well as the City of North 
Chicago partnered to bid sewer televising and cleaning in 2012. The lowest responsible 
bidder, American Underground, established pricing for 2012 with a mutual option to 
extend for two additional years.   

American Underground has performed well for the Village in the past, including most 
recently the 2011 and 2012 Sewer Televising and Cleaning Program. Additionally, 
American Underground is maintaining the 2012 rates flat for 2013. For these reasons, 
the Engineering Department recommends awarding the 2013 Sewer Televising and 
Cleaning Program to American Underground. 

Schedule   

The project will begin the end of May and has a completion date of November 30, 2013. 

Budget Impact 

The 2013 Sewer Maintenance budget includes $223,000 for sewer televising and 
cleaning. The contract amount is $7,000 under the budgeted amount. A summary of the 
sewer maintenance budget is below. 

 
Description Budget Recommended 

Awarded Amount 
Repairs for Sewers Over 10 ft. in Depth 

$50,000 N/A 

Cleaning Drainage Structures 
$52,000 N/A 

Sewer Televising and Cleaning $223,000 $216,000 
Total $325,000 $216,000 

 
 



Documents Attached: 
1. 2013 Sewer Televising and Cleaning Locations 
2. CIP Detail Sheets 
3. 2013 Consortium Renewal Letter from American Underground 

 



Block(s) Street Type 

Approximate 

Footage Size

1800 Forest Avenue Combined 750 15"

1800 Lake Avenue Combined 900 12"

200 Westerfield Drive Combined 1000 10"

1500-1600 Spencer Avenue Combined 1100 12"

1500-1600 Highland Avenue Combined 1100 12"

1500 Washington Avenue Combined 750 12"

1300-1500 Maple Avenue Combined 1250 12"

100-300 16th Street Combined 1350 12"

200-400 Linden Avenue Combined 1900 12"

900 Indian Wood Sanitary 1500 8"

3100 Walnut Lane Sanitary 600 8"

1800 Forest Avenue Sanitary 600 8"

900 Fairway Lane Sanitary 1150 8"-12"

1000 Bunker Lane Sanitary 1000 8"-10"

500-1100 Romona Road Sanitary 2900 8"

900 Illinois Road Sanitary 500 8"

200-300 Laure Avenue Combined 1200 12"

900 10th Street Combined 600 10"

900 11th Street Combined 600 10"

200-300 Greenleaf Avenue Combined 1250 12"

1200 Middlebury Lane Sanitary 800 8"

1200 Dartmouth Lane Sanitary 800 8"

1200 Colgate Street Sanitary 600 8"

400 Alpine Sanitary 600 8"

TBD 2014-2015 Road Program Locations Sanitary 10000 8"-12"

34800

Block(s) Street Type 

Approximate 

Footage Size

800-1100 Locust Road Sanitary 2600 72"

400-600 Locust Road Sanitary 1600 72"

100 - 900 5th Street Combined 4000 36"-48"

3600-3900 Lake Sanitary 4000 36"

12200

Block(s) Street Type 

Approximate 

Footage Size

1100-1500 Lake Avenue Combined 1500 18"

500-700 Laurel Combined 2000 18"

1100-1300 13th Street Combined 1300 24"

4800

Block(s) Street Type 

Approximate 

Footage Size

500-1100 Locust Road Storm 3700 36"

300-500 Wilshire Storm 3000 21"

300-400 Vista / Vine / Concord Storm 2200 15"-24"

TBD 2014-2015 Road Program Locations Storm 10000 12"-36"

18900

2013 Sewer Televising and Cleaning Program 

 
 



Public Works & Engineering 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Sewer Maintenance  2013 $325,000 Operating 
Sewer Fund-Sewer Improvements-Sewer  2014 $325,000  

Collection System 2015 $325,000  

2016 $325,000  
2017 $325,000  

X Critical  
- Recommended  
- Contingent on Funding 
 

Original Purchase Date & Cost   
N/A   
   
Funding History    
2012   $210,000 Sewer  Operating 
2011   $210,000 Sewer  Operating 
2010   $153,215 Sewer  Operating 
2009   $182,195 Sewer  Operating 
2008   $190,770  Sewer  Operating 
  
Project Description & Justification 
 
A multi-year effort targeting sewer maintenance, including contractual maintenance of 
drainage structures, emergency, and road program sewer point repairs.   
 
The following sewer maintenance improvements are recommended in 2013:  
 

 $50,000 is budgeted for a contractor to perform repairs to sewers that are over 10 
feet in depth and cannot be repaired by Village crews and emergency sewer repairs 
and improvements for the combined, sanitary, and storm sewer systems identified 
during the budget year. 
 

 $52,000 to clean approximately 550 drainage structures in order to obtain a three-
year cleaning cycle.  The Sewer Division has only been able to maintain a five-year 
cycle prior to outsourcing.     
 

 $223,000 to cover the cost of televising/cleaning approximately 82,500 lineal feet of 
main line sewers.  

 
 
 
 
Project Update 
 



2013 increased to $325,000 from $210,000 for this maintenance work.  The CIP outlines an 
increased sewer lining and rehabilitation program beginning in 2014 and additional sewer 
cleaning will be required before the sewer televising that will be performed prior to the 
lining/rehabilitation work.   
 
 
Project Alternative  
 
This project is critical since a reduction in maintenance of the sewer system can ultimately 
lead to sewer back-ups and increased flooding.  Portions of the work correlate to the 
Village’s mandated National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the 
Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) permits, and annual Metropolitan Water Reclamation 
District of Greater Chicago (MWRDGC) long term maintenance program.  The alternative 
would be a reduction to these contractual services which would place the Village in non-
compliance unless additional personnel and equipment were added to perform the services 
using Public Works staff.  
 
Operating Budget Impact 
 
Is this purchase routine __X___ or __ __ non-routine?  
 

ROUTINE 
Department Budget Public Works / Sewer Fund 
Account Number Description Sewer Maintenance 
Account Number 40807090-425300 
 



AMERICAN
P.O. Box 569 • Glenview, IL 60025

NDERGROUND
Phone (847) 724-3503 • Fax (847) 724-3508

Baxter & Woodman, Inc. April 9, 2013
Mr. Gregory J. Boldt
256 South Pine Street
Burlington, WI 53105

Re: 2013 CCTV Contract Pricing

Mr. Boldt,

In regards to renewal of the 2012 Sanitary And Storm Sewer Closed Circuit Television
Inspection Contract this letter is to inform any municipalities wishing to renew the contract for
the year 2013 that there will be no increase in the pricing submitted by American Underground
Incorporated.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions

Best Regards,

David Kerber - Vice President
American Underground Inc.



 
 

DATE: May 7, 2013 
 
TO:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
 
FROM:  Kyle Perkins, Deputy Chief of Police 
 
SUBJECT:  Approval of a One Year Contract Extension with North Shore Towing, 

Evanston, Il for Towing Services  
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Recommendation 
Approval of a one year contract extension with North Shore Towing, Evanston Illinois to 
supply towing services for the Police and Public Works Departments. 
 
Background 
Police and Public Works Departments contract with a towing service provider to tow and 
store vehicles in the Village. These towed vehicles are crime targets, involved in 
accidents, or otherwise abandoned in the Village. Additionally, residents may use the 
contractor at the rate provided in the contract.  
 
A request for proposals (RFP) was posted with a submittal and proposal opening in 
March of 2012. RFPs were sent to several vendors and the RFP was also published in 
the Wilmette Life and on the Village web site for review. Four vendors (North Shore 
Towing; Lin-Mar Towing; Red’s Towing; and Illinois Towing) provided complete 
proposals. 
 
North Shore Towing provided the lowest quote and was deemed the lowest responsible 
bidder and was awarded the contract in 2012. The contract with North Shore Towing 
expired on April 30, 2013. 
 
Discussion 
Since approval of the contract, North Shore Towing has performed the work 
satisfactorily and has agreed to maintain the same prices for 2013. Therefore, staff is 
recommending extending the contract for one year.  
 
Budget Impact 
A majority of the services provided under the contract are paid for by third parties. For 
the limited services used by operating departments, the Village has a budget of $1,800. 
As rates will remain at their 2012 levels, the budgeted amount is expected to remain the 
same.  
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE OF  
THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE,  

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2013 AT 5:00 P.M. IN THE TRAINING  
ROOM, SECOND FLOOR, WILMETTE VILLAGE HALL,  

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, IL 60091 
 

Members Present:              Trustee Julie Wolf 
    Trustee Bob Bielinski 
    Trustee Alan Swanson 
 
Members Absent:  None. 
 
Staff Present:  Michael Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel 
 
Guests Present:  Jennifer Marino, Nick’s Restaurant 
    Tim Lenon, Nick’s Restaurant 
    Larry Cohen, CVS Attorney 
    John Boyk, CVS District Manager 
    Vik Gadre, CVS District Manager 
    Nina Eshagh, CVS Store Manager 
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairperson Wolf called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. Committee 
members Trustee Bielinski and Trustee Swanson were present. 

II. Approval of Minutes: Judiciary Committee Meeting of January 22, 
2013. 

Chairperson Wolf directed the Committee’s attention to the draft minutes 
of the Judiciary Committee meeting of January 22, 2013.  Trustee Bielinski 
moved that the Committee approve the minutes, seconded by Trustee 
Swanson.   

No further discussion occurred on the motion.  Upon a call of the roll the 
following voted: 

Ayes: Trustees Wolf, Bielinski, and Swanson. 
Nays: None. 
 
The motion carried. 

 
III. Request of Nick’s Restaurant, LLC (1168 Wilmette Avenue) for 

amendments to the Wilmette Village Code, Chapter 11 (Liquor 
Control) concerning number of licenses permitted, so as to allow it 
to receive a Class M Liquor License. 
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Chairperson Wolf summarized the application that the applicant submitted. 
She asked why the applicant amended their request from a Class J to a 
Class M. 

Jennifer Marino, applicant for Nick’s Restaurant, said they would like to 
have a bar in the restaurant and it is their understanding that with the bar, 
a customer could order an alcoholic beverage and not have to order food 
but food would be available in the restaurant. 

Trustee Bielinski asked if the floor plan presented was the only plan for the 
restaurant. 

Ms. Marino said the plan presented is the only plan for the restaurant at 
this time.  They may consider expanding the restaurant area in a few 
years. 

Trustee Bielinski asked where the location of the entrance to the 
restaurant would be. 

Ms. Marino said the entrance would be in approximately the same place 
as the previous location but they have designed a vestibule area. 

Trustee Wolf asked what type of experience the applicants have serving 
liquor. 

Tim Lenon said he currently owns the Fuel Restaurant and is investing in  
Nick’s Restaurant also.  He said staff will do the due diligence regarding 
liquor training. 

Mr. Zimmermann asked if Ms. Marino would be the manager of the 
restaurant and be responsible for liquor compliance issues. 

Ms. Marino said she would be the manager and would be responsible for 
liquor compliance issues. 

Mr. Zimmermann said the applicants have been to the Police Department 
to start their background checks but the background checks have not 
been completed yet. 

Trustee Swanson noted that all the investors in the restaurant were local 
residents.  He asked what type of menu the restaurant would have. 

Mr. Lennon said they would have hamburgers, fries, and nightly specials. 

Ms. Marino said it will be a well-rounded menu. 

Trustee Swanson asked when the restaurant will be opening. 
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Mr. Lennon said they are hoping to open in May 2013. 

Chairperson Wolf asked if there would be outdoor seating. 

Mr. Lenon said there would be outdoor seating and they have applied for 
their outdoor seating license.   

Trustee Swanson asked if alcohol could be served outside. 

Mr. Lenon said he asked the Village Manager about serving alcohol at the 
outdoor tables and Mr. Frenzer said there must be food served with the 
alcohol. 

Mr. Zimmermann said he would confirm the regulations regarding serving 
alcohol at outdoor seating areas. 

Chairperson Wolf said if the Committee recommends approval of the 
application, the ordinance would be introduced at the March 12, 2013 
Village Board meeting and adopted at the March 26, 2013 Village Board 
meeting. 
 

Trustee Bielinski moved to recommend increasing the number of Class M 
licenses and to grant a Class M liquor license to Nick’s Restaurant, LLC at 
1168 Wilmette Avenue, seconded by Trustee Swanson. No further 
discussion occurred on the motion.  Upon a call of the roll the following 
voted: 

 Ayes: Trustees Wolf, Bielinski, and Swanson. 
Nays: None. 
The motion carried. 

 
IV. Request of Highland Park CVS LLC d/b/a CVS Pharmacy #10052 

(1515 Sheridan Road) for amendments to the Wilmette Village Code, 
Chapter 11 (Liquor Control) concerning number of licenses 
permitted, so as to allow it to receive a Class I Liquor License. 

           
Chairperson Wolf said she noted that the hours of sale for a Class I Liquor 
License are 8am to 10pm and the CVS hours are 7am to 10 pm.  She 
asked if the applicant would provide signage noting that liquor would not 
be sold until 8am. 
 
Mr. Boyk said they could provide signage and also have a mechanism in 
the cash register to stop the sale of liquor during specific hours. 
 
Mr. Boyk said there are 7500 CVS stores in the United States and 
approximately 45-50% of the stores sell liquor.  Locally, the CVS stores in 
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Park Ridge and Highland Park have a license to sell liquor.  He said the 
process CVS follows is to train every employee in compliance regarding 
the sale of alcohol, cigarettes and specific medications. He said they have 
a zero tolerance policy for employees who sell to minors, the employee 
will lose their job. He said employees also have to enter customers’ 
information from a driver’s license into the cash register to process the 
sale of liquor.  He noted CVS is not in the business to sell liquor it is more 
of a convenience item for customers shopping at their store.   
 
Trustee Bielinski asked when the CVS store would be opening. 
 
Mr. Boyk said the store will be opening April 10, 2013. 
 
Chairperson Wolf said if the Committee recommends approval of the 
application, the ordinance would be introduced at the March 12, 2013 
Village Board meeting and adopted at the March 26, 2013 Village Board 
meeting. 
 
Trustee Swanson moved to recommend increasing the number of Class I 
licenses and to grant a Class I Liquor License to Highland Park CVS LLC 
d/b/a CVS Pharmacy #10052 at 1515 Sheridan Road, seconded by 
Trustee Bielinski.  No further discussion occurred on the motion.  Upon a 
call of the roll the following voted: 
 
  Ayes: Trustees Wolf, Bielinski, and Swanson. 
  Nays: None. 
  The motion carried. 
 

 
V. Adjournment 

At 5:30 p.m., Trustee Bielinski moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded 
by Trustee Swanson.  No further discussion occurred on the motion.  
Upon a call of the roll the following voted: 

Ayes:  Trustees Swanson, Bielinski and Chairperson Wolf. 
Nays:  None 
The motion carried. 

     Respectfully Submitted, 

  
     Michael F. Zimmermann 
     Corporation Counsel 
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Date: May 8, 2013 

To: President and Board of Trustees  

From: Michael F. Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel 

Subject: Use of PEX/CPVC Pipe – Referral to Judiciary Committee 

In the past year there have been several persons interested in the use of plastic pipe domestic water 
systems instead of copper. Trustee Krueger has requested that the Judiciary Committee review the 
provisions of the building code related to the use of copper pipe and consider whether such provisions 
should be amended to allow PEX/CPVC piping within the Village.  The staff recommends that this issue 
be referred to the Judiciary Committee for consideration.  

 

 

MFZ 
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