1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Village Board Council Chambers
Tuesday, May 10, 2016
7:30 p.m.

1.0

ROLL CALL

2.0

PUBLIC COMMENT

3.0

CONSENT AGENDA
(The matters listed for consideration on the Consent Agenda are items of routine
business, land use items coming to the Village Board with a positive recommendation
from a hearing body, and other items that appear to have the unanimous support of
the Board of Trustees. The Village President will inquire if any member of the Board
or member of the public wishes to discuss any item on the Consent Agenda. If such
a request is made, the matter will be removed from the Consent Agenda and will be
taken up by the Village Board in the order shown. Thereafter, the Village President
will request a motion and second for passage of all remaining items listed. The
resulting roll call vote on the Consent Agenda will be applicable to each remaining
agenda item. Any item removed from the Consent Agenda is subject to a five-minute
time limit). Any agenda item beginning with a 3 is on the Consent Agenda.
3.1

Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held April 26, 2016.

LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.2

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held April 6,
2016.

3.3

Report from the Land Use Committee regarding residential short-term rentals.

3.4

Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2016-AR-08, 1100 Central,
Unit D, Fonseca Martial Arts regarding a request for a sign variation to display
a window sign not fronting a street based on option B submitted.

3.5

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-18, 218 17th Street regarding
a request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94
square foot (6.98%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the
plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-26.

3.6

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-17, 744 Sheridan Road
regarding a request for a 3.1’ side yard setback variation and a 671.77 square
foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story
addition on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans
submitted - REQUEST TO TABLE TO JUNE 14, 2016 REGULAR
VILLAGE BOARD MEETING.

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.7

Approval of April 2016 Disbursement Report.

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.8

Appointment of Amanda Ault to the Environmental and Energy
Commission from May 10, 2016 to May 10, 2019.

3.9

Adoption of Resolution #2016-R-12 authorizing the Wilmette Summer
Concert Series.

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.10

REMOVE FROM TABLE- Adoption of Ordinance #2015-O-51 amending the
Village Code to comply with the amendments to the Lake Michigan Water
Allocation Rules and Regulations – REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 24,
2016 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING.

3.11

Approval of contract extension in the amount not to exceed $25,000 with
United Septic, Inc., Bristol, IL for catch basin cleaning.

3.12

Approval of contract at a rate of $65.80 per ton with Compass Minerals
America, Inc., Overland Park, KS for the purchase of an estimated 1,600
tons of bulk rock salt (2016-2017 winter season).

3.13

Approval of contract in the amount of $178,556 with TranSystems
Schaumburg, IL for Central Avenue Phase 1 engineering services.

3.14

Approval of contract in the amount of $48,608 with Gavin Historical Bricks
Iowa City, IA for the 2016 Construction Projects.
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PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.15

Introduction of Ordinance #2016-O-21 authorizing an addendum to the
Mutual Aid Box Alarm System (MABAS) Agreement.

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.16

Presentation of minutes of the Judiciary Committee meeting held February
23, 2016.

3.17

Adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-24 to increase the number of Class Q
liquor licenses to allow the liquor commissioner to issue a Class Q liquor
license to The Backyard Barbecue (535 Green Bay Road).

4.0

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:

5.0

REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:

6.0

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:
6.1

LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
6.11

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case
#2016-Z-07, 819 Michigan Avenue regarding a request for a 967.41
square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a two-story and second-story addition on the legal
non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans submitted.
TIME LIMIT: 15 MINUTES

6.12

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case
#2016-Z-12, 1530 Greenwood Avenue regarding a request for a
40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square
foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage
setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air
conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a twostory addition and a new detached two car garage in accordance
with the plans submitted.
TIME LIMIT: 15 MINUTES
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6.13

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Appearance Review Commission Report,
Case #2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road, Imperial Motors,
regarding a request to approve a sign area variation, sign variation
to display three additional wall signs and a roof line design variation
and prohibited material variation. - REQUEST TO TABLE TO JUNE
14, 2016 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING.
TIME LIMIT: 15 MINUTES

6.14

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case
#2015-Z-32, 701 Laurel Avenue regarding a request for a 6.3’ side
yard adjoining a street parking setback variation to permit a
parking pad in accordance with the plans submitted.
TIME LIMIT: 15 MINUTES

6.2

FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda.

6.3

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

6.4

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

6.5

PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda.

6.6

JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda.

6.7

REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES

7.0

NEW BUSINESS

8.0

ADJOURNMENT
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Agenda Item: 3.1

4/26/16

Not yet approved

1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD
OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS HELD IN THE
COUNCIL ROOM OF SAID VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE,
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, APRIL 26, 2016.
The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m.
1.0

ROLL CALL
President
Trustees

Absent:
Staff Present:

2.0

PUBLIC COMMENT

3.0

CONSENT AGENDA

Bob Bielinski
Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr.
Carol Ducommun
Julie Wolf
Ted McKenna
Senta Plunkett
Cameron Krueger
Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager
Michael F. Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk
John Adler, Director of Community Development
Brian King, Chief of Police
Michael McGreal, Fire Chief

Trustee Sullivan moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows:
3.1

Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held April 12, 2016.

LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.2

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held March
2, 2016.

3.3

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held March
16, 2016.

4/26/16

Not yet approved

3.4

Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting
held February 1, 2016.

3.5

Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting
held March 7, 2016.

3.6

Adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-22 regarding a revised request for a
41.square foot (0.67%) lot coverage variation, a 4.24 square foot (0.69%)
total floor area variation, a 5.61’ front yard setback variation, a 5.17’ front
yard porch setback variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch step setback variation,
a 7.0 square foot (0.5%)) front yard porch coverage variation, a 4.5 square
foot (0.36%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and
a 5.52’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction
of a new home and detached two car garage at 1819 Wilmette Avenue, in
accordance with the plans as revised.

3.7

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016Z-07, 819 Michigan Avenue regarding a request for a 967.41square foot
(9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story
and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure in
accordance with the plans submitted – REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 10,
2016 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING.

3.8

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2015Z-32, 701 Laurel Avenue regarding a request for a 6.3’ side yard adjoining
a street parking setback variation to permit a parking pad in accordance
with the plans submitted – REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 10, 2016
REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING.

3.9

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-12, 1530 Greenwood
Avenue regarding a request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage
variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear
yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner
setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a
new detached two car garage in accordance with the plans submitted –
REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 10, 2016 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD
MEETING.

3.10

Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2016-AR-12, 721 Green
Bay Road, Imperial Motors, regarding a request for an Appearance Review
Certificate to remodel the façade and replace existing signage, a 50 square
foot sign area variation and a sign variation to display three additional wall
signs, and a roof line design variation and prohibited material variation –
REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 10, 2016 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD
MEETING.
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FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.11

Presentation of January, February and March 2016 Monthly Financial
Reports.

3.12

Presentation of the Actuarial Valuations for the Police and Firefighters’
Pension Funds as of January 1, 29016 to be placed on file; and approval of
the transfer of $2,422,000 to the Firefighters’ Pension Fund and $1,891,000
to the Police Pension Fund toward funding the Village’s actuarial
requirement for these two pension funds.

3.13

Presentation of Actuarial Valuation Report for the Village’s Section 105
Program as of January 1, 2016 to be placed on file; and approval of transfer
of $248,000 to the Section 105 Fund to fulfill the actuarial contribution
requirement.

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.14

Adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-20 regarding the sale of land to
Chicago Northside Storage-Wilmette.

3.15

Adoption of Resolution #2016-R-10 approving an amendment to Depot
Nuevo lease at 1139 Wilmette Avenue.

3.16

Reappointment of David Farina to the Police Pension Fund Board of
Trustees from May 2016 to May 2018.

3.17

Recommendation of appointment of Amanda Ault to the Environmental
and Energy Commission from May 10, 2016 to May 10, 2019.

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.18

Adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-15 authorizing the disposal of surplus
personal property owned by the Village of Wilmette.

3.19

Adoption of Ordinance #2015-O-51 amending the Village Code to comply
with the amendments to the Lake Michigan Water Allocation Rules and
Regulations-REQUEST TO TABLE TO MAY 10, 2016 REGULAR VILLAGE
BOARD MEETING.

3.20

Approval of contract in the amount of $149,000 with American
Underground, Inc., Glenview, IL for the 2016 Sewer Televising and
Cleaning Program.

3.21

Approval of Resolution #2016-R-11 approving a Letter of Agreement with
the Village of Glenview, which will be an addendum to the existing Water
Service Contract between Wilmette and Glenview.
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JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.22

Adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-16 reducing the number of Class A
liquor licenses (Wilmette Chop House).

3.23

Introduction of Ordinance #2016-O-24 to increase the number of Class Q
liquor licenses to allow the liquor commissioner to issue a Class Q liquor
license to The Backyard Barbecue (535 Green Bay Road).

Trustee Wolf seconded the motion. Voting yes: Trustees Sullivan, Ducommun, Wolf,
McKenna, Plunkett, and President Bielinski. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
4.0

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:
4.1

Proclamation designating April 29, 2016 as Arbor Day, and announcement of
the 32nd Tree City USA Recognition from the Arbor Day Foundation.
President Bielinski read aloud the Proclamation.

4.2

Introduction of Amanda Ault who is recommended for appointment to the
Environmental and Energy Commission.
President Bielinski introduced Amanda Ault to the Village Board and
recommended her appointment to the Environmental and Energy
Commission.

4.3

Request for an Executive Session to discuss the performance and
compensation of specific employees pursuant to Section 2 (c) (1) and the sale
or lease of real estate pursuant to Section 2 (c) (6) of the Illinois Open
Meetings Act.

Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said the Village Board just approved a Letter of
Agreement with the Village of Glenview, which well be an addendum to the
existing Water Service Contract between Wilmette and Glenview. The purpose
of the addendum is to authorize the addition by Glenview of the Village of Golf as
a new resale customer of Wilmette water sold under the Water Service Contract.
There was no report from Corporation Counsel.
5.0

REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:
No Report
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6.0

Not yet approved

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:
6.1

Land Use Standing Committee Report
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.2

Finance Standing Committee Report
All items listed on the Consent Agenda.

6.3

Administration Standing Committee Report
All items listed on the Consent Agenda.

6.4

Municipal Services Standing Committee Report
All items listed on the Consent Agenda.

6.5

Public Safety Standing Committee Report
No Report

6.6

Judiciary Standing Committee Report
6.61

Introduction of Ordinance #2016-O-23 to increase the number of
Class I liquor licenses to allow the liquor commissioner to issue a
Class I liquor license to Walgreens (811 Green Bay Road) - Waiver
of rules; Adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-23 to increase the number
of Class I liquor licenses to allow the liquor commissioner to issue a
Class I liquor license to Walgreens (811 Green Bay Road)
Trustee Plunkett moved Introduction of Ordinance #2016-O-23 to
increase the number of Class I liquor licenses to allow the liquor
commissioner to issue a Class I liquor license to Walgreens (811
Green Bay Road) - Waiver of rules; Adoption of Ordinance #2016O-23 to increase the number of Class I liquor licenses to allow the
liquor commissioner to issue a Class I liquor license to Walgreens
(811 Green Bay Road), seconded by Trustee Ducommun.
Donovan Pepper, National Director of Government Relations for
Walgreens, said the Walgreens at 811 Green Bay Road is seeking a
liquor license to add a very limited amount of adult beverages. He
noted that Walgreens has always sold alcohol at many stores
throughout the country but a few years ago Walgreens made an
attempt to re-introduce the sale of a very limited amount of alcohol at
many of their stores to try to better serve customers who prefer a
“one stop shopping solution”. By offering a very limited amount of
alcohol at the 811 Green Bay Road store, it allows Walgreens to
remain competitive with other retailers in the area and also does not
place Walgreens at a competitive disadvantage for lost sales of other
products.
5
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Mr. Pepper said Walgreens is aware of the neighborhood concerns of
adding alcohol to the store but as a responsible retailer for 116 years,
Walgreens is used to managing highly regulated products at their
stores. They have met with many of the neighbors approximately 2
months ago and believes they had a highly productive discussion.
He addressed the following neighborhood concerns:
1) Neighborhood safety - In the 7,000 stores that Walgreens
operates nationally, they have not had any issues selling alcohol
that have threatened the neighborhood safety or had any licenses
suspended or revoked as a result of selling alcohol. They have
enhanced security measures, point of sale registers, all
employees are trained above and beyond the State requirements
for selling alcohol and they card anyone who looks under the age
of 40. In response to the neighbors’ concerns, Walgreens agreed
to place all spirits behind the cash register.
2) Customer traffic in parking lot and exiting into alley - Walgreens is
proposing to have a speed bump installed in the parking lot and
have added reflective tape to signage already in the parking lot.
3) Increased delivery traffic – Walgreens does recognize there would
be 1-2 additional delivery trucks for alcohol, however, they work
very hard to ensure the drivers are mindful of where the store is
situated and ask drivers to pull into the parking lot and turn off
their engines as they are unloading at the store.
Mr. Pepper said that Walgreens takes very seriously the notion of
being a good neighbor and they have attempted to operate the stores
at the highest level. They made a significant investment four years
ago to put a Walgreens store in the Edens Plaza and they also made
an investment in the Green Bay Road store a few years ago to
remodel for the customers in Wilmette. He hopes the Village Board
understands the need for Walgreens to be competitive as today’s
retail landscape is very challenging and many retailers are closing
stores. Walgreens tries to meet their customers’ needs, patients’
needs, and the community’s needs. Walgreens is asking the Village
Board to grant a liquor license to sell a small amount of alcohol at the
811 Green Bay Road store.
Trustee Ducommun thanked Mr. Donovan for reaching out to the
community to address their concerns previously expressed at the
Judiciary Committee meetings.
Trustee Plunkett asked Mr. Donovan to describe the proposed
amount of alcohol that would be displayed and sold at the store.
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Mr. Pepper noted that since this Walgreens is one of the smaller
stores, they are proposing to display wine and beer in only nine feet
of the store with two cooler doors for cold beer and a small amount of
liquor behind the cash register.
Trustee McKenna asked how the smaller Wilmette Walgreens
compares to other stores in the area.
Mr. Pepper said the average Walgreens store is 15,000 square feet
and the store on Green Bay Road is only 11,000 square feet.
Trustee McKenna asked how the sales at the Green Bay Road store
compare to the store at the Edens Plaza.
Cristie Volpert, Walgreens store manager at the Green Bay Road
location, said the Edens Plaza store does approximately $2,000 more
per day in sales than the Green Bay Road store.
Trustee McKenna asked if Ms. Volpert ever received complaints
about parking at the Green Bay Road store.
Ms. Volpert said the parking complaints are mostly during the holiday
season.
President Bielinski asked that Corporation Counsel clarify what the
Village Board would be voting on this evening regarding the agenda
item.
Mr. Zimmermann said the Village Board will be voting on increasing
the Class I liquor licenses as the Village has a limited number of
Class I liquor licenses. If the proposed ordinance is approved, the
request from Walgreens will be considered by the Village President,
who is also the Liquor Control Commissioner, will do a thorough
evaluation of the application to make sure it is in good order, and then
makes a determination on whether to issue the liquor license to
Walgreens.
President Bielinski noted that the request has followed the normal
process of being referred to the Judiciary Committee for a hearing, of
which there were two public hearings and then the recommendation
is heard by the full Village Board for a decision.
President Bielinski noted that there were residents present to speak
against the Walgreens application.

7
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Michael Rothstein, 826 Park Avenue, said he was speaking on behalf
of 50 neighbors who live near the Walgreens store. He said the issue
before the Village Board is how many liquor licenses should the
Village have and should there be an additional license granted for the
Walgreens at 811 Green Bay Road. He said there was a letter
submitted by the neighbors to the Judiciary Committee of their
concerns and objections and one of their concerns was that the
immediate vicinity is already well served by retail liquor outlets and
there is no need for yet another. He said this Walgreens serves as a
general store and children go to the store quite frequently. He said
Walgreens is a good citizen in the Village and he appreciates that Mr.
Pepper met with the neighbors and addressed their concerns. The
issue is that the nature of the product will increase traffic and
incidents of a type that he does not think Wilmette needs more of,
despite Walgreens best efforts. He is very much opposed to granting
the additional liquor license as even with the controls Walgreens has
in place, the nature of the product is that there are more opportunities
for some of the negative things that the neighbors are concerned
about to occur.
Trustee McKenna asked how many liquor licenses does Mr.
Rothstein think the Village should have.
Mr. Rothstein said adding one more license just increases the
tipping point for problems and given all the opportunities to buy
alcohol in the area, why is one more liquor license necessary.
Greg Mayer, 832 Park Avenue, said he would prefer to live in the
area without a liquor store and people with addictions to alcohol will
frequent a store that sells alcohol. He also does not believe
Walgreens has followed the ordinance regarding filing their liquor
application. It is his understanding that there is a shareholder for
Walgreens that owns more than 5% of the stock and that person
has not been listed on the application.
Mr. Zimmermann said corporate stores are typically manager
operated and the ordinance calls for the manager to be the
individual who is responsible to the Liquor Control Commissioner
for liquor compliance. Before a license is issued, staff will make
sure that the application is correct and that the individuals who are
responsible will have a background check, again, with corporations
that is typically the local manager of the store.
President Bielinski said the issue before the Village Board is the
request to increase the Class I liquor licenses. If the request is
granted, then staff will advise him of the acceptability of the
8
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background check and that the license application is in order. He
said it is typical of many applicants that they do not go through
process of the background check until a license is granted due to
the cost and time involved in the process.
Mr. Mayer noted that there are discrepancies with what Mr. Pepper
said regarding the revoking of licenses and crimes involved with the
selling of alcohol at Walgreens stores. He noted that there have
been citations issued in Wilmette regarding alcohol and tobacco.
He does not want to see the character of the Village change with
the issuance of more liquor licenses.
Doreen Rothstein, 826 Park Avenue, said the neighbors did have a
nice meeting with Mr. Pepper to address some of the neighbors’
issues. She said Walgreens is like a general store and she has
always been comfortable with her children going in and out of
Walgreens without an issue. She believes adding liquor to
Walgreens will become an issue and there are already many stores
in the area that sell liquor. There are many schools in the area and
children go in and out of Walgreens on a daily basis.
Trustee McKenna asked if it was her concern that children from the
local schools will buy alcohol at Walgreens.
Ms. Rothstein said many of the high school students have fake ID’s
and there will be a different element in monitoring the sale of
alcohol at Walgreens as that is where the students go.
Trustee Plunkett asked if Ms. Rothstein was sure that the kids that
come into Walgreens after school are high school students.
Ms. Rothstein said it is obvious that some of the students are from
local private schools and New Trier high school.
President Bielinski said it is Walgreens argument that there are
many stores in the area that sell liquor and that is putting them at a
retail competitive disadvantage.
Ms. Rothstein said she believes people would like to buy liquor at a
store that has better selections and prices. She does not believe
there should be alcohol where children buy school supplies.
Nadine Fabish, 1318 Washington, said she lives on the alley that
backs up to Vattmann Park. She has been in the park on many
occasions where there are beer cans and has also cleaned up beer
cans on the school grounds at McKenzie School. She is concerned
9
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with the sale of alcohol at Walgreens due to the proximity of where
children play.
President Bielinski noted that there are approximately 40 liquor
licenses in Wilmette and asked Police Chief Brian King to share
what experiences the Police Department has had with selling liquor
in the community.
Chief King said there are surprise inspections conducted with a
covert agent for the purchase of alcohol and tobacco three times a
year at retail stores that sell alcohol and tobacco. We do not have
any retail businesses that repetitively sell alcohol or tobacco to
underage individuals. Very occasionally there will be businesses
that have a training issue with an employee in the sale of
alcohol or tobacco. He said Walgreens has an exceptional
reputation working with the Police Department whenever there is
any concern. He said there are occasionally theft issues at Edens
Plaza due to the expressway nearby but he does not recall any
Walgreens employee at Edens Plaza having any violation.
President Bielinski asked if there were any incidents related to the
sale of alcohol at restaurants in the Village.
Chief King said there are very few complaints related to liquor
licenses, there are probably more complaints related to alcohol use
at other places in the Village such as parks or other private areas
that the Village does not control. He also noted that there are
occasional drinking parties at parks or school grounds at night but
once the Police Department is notified, they do patrols until the
problem is eradicated.
Trustee McKenna said residents have made comments that people
hang out and drink in the parking lots of retail stores.
Chief King said there are occasional issues of people drinking in
private parking lots or spaces but the Police Department
encourages the owners of the property to ask the people to move
along and if that does not work then to call the Police Department.
Trustee Ducommun said Mr. Rothstein had commented that his
wife had seen construction workers drinking beer at lunch in the
parking lot at a Walgreens in Evanston.
Ms. Rothstein said she has observed landscapers drinking beer in
the parking lots at three different CVS stores, one being at Plaza
del Lago and two in Evanston, after they have purchased the beer
at the store.
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Chief King noted that drinking alcohol on private property is up
to the owner of the property to stop the individuals from drinking
and ask them to move on and if they refuse then, the property
owner should call the Police Department to have them removed
and or to issue a citation.
Mr. Pepper thanked the Village Board and residents for working
with them on the issue as Walgreens understands the concerns of
the residents and neighbors. Walgreens fundamentally disagrees
with the premise that selling a limited amount of alcohol will create
a very negative, detrimental environment for the neighborhood and
community. Walgreens has many similar sized stores where they
have added alcohol sales and have had no issues in the
neighborhoods. Employees are very well versed in the managing
the sale of alcohol and Walgreens also has other highly regulated
products in their stores. They take the sale of alcohol very seriously
in all the stores and asked the Village Board to grant the request.
Trustee McKenna said Walgreens applied for a liquor license a few
years ago and then withdrew their application when they decided to
remodel the store. He asked what prompted them to apply for a
liquor license at this time.
Mr. Pepper said when they reviewed the business after the
remodel, consumers expressed that they missed the convenience
of buying alcohol for one stop shopping and they were losing those
customers. That is the reason they made the decision to
reintroduce the sale of alcohol to their stores and specifically in this
store after it was remodeled as there was more space available
for the sale of alcohol.
Trustee Wolf said she has noted over the years that Walgreens has
changed and added more products so that you can purchase a
prescription and buy other items so that they are more of a one
stop shopping place.
Trustee Plunkett said Ms. Volpert, Walgreens Store Manager at
811 Green Bay Road, had mentioned at the Judiciary Committee
hearing that the Walgreens store at 811 Green Bay Road has a
small parking lot and they do not want people loitering and will
monitor the lot. She is not concerned with underage high school
students buying alcohol at this location. There are many licensees
in the Village and when other license requests have been
discussed, neighbors have not expressed issues with the licensees
selling alcohol. She believes Walgreens would be an excellent
licensee and would be very careful with their sale of alcohol.
11

4/26/16

Not yet approved

Trustee Sullivan said as the Village has grown and changed, it has
adapted to monitor the number of the liquor licenses to allow this
convenience and Wilmette has become a Village of destination. He
is in support of increasing the Class I liquor licenses and Walgreens
has a history of being responsible sellers of liquor as there are
consequences to not following the rules. He will support the
request.
Trustee Ducommun thanked everyone for attending all the
meetings regarding the issue and the Board has heard the
concerns of the neighbors. She is going to support the application.
The neighborhood does border on a commercial zone and traffic is
part of that. If there are future concerns, she encourages the
neighbors to contact the Walgreens Store Manager. The neighbors
also have some concerns regarding incidents that may happen due
to the sale of liquor but she does not believe those concerns are
substantiated with the Village’s experience in selling liquor at other
locations throughout the Village. Walgreens currently sells highly
regulated substances and they have to have security procedures in
place for that as well as the sale of alcohol. She encourages all
parents to be vigilant with their children today but she does not
believe the Walgreens at Lake Avenue and Green Bay Road is
going to be the center of trouble for our youth. Wilmette is a
wonderful community for residents to raise families and stay here
but it also depends on having a thriving business community.
Trustee Wolf said she agrees with her fellow trustees and thanks
everyone for coming out to the meetings. Wilmette has changed in
a lot of positive ways as it used to be a sleepy place and it is not
anymore, there has been development and things do change.
There are regulations in place for the sale of liquor and we have a
good Police Department. Walgreens already sells highly regulated
products because it is a pharmacy and they have security and
regulations in place. If any issues arise, there are people ready to
deal with them but she believes it is unlikely that they will. She is
impressed with Walgreens good track record, their investment in
the community and it is nice to be able to run to the store in your
neighborhood. She will support the request.
Trustee McKenna said Walgreens seems like a unique place and
the neighborhood has a more pedestrian look to it where this
Walgreens is located. The Village Board is pro-business and will do
what it sees that it needs to do in order to encourage businesses
and keep them working. He thanked residents for all the public
response and is happy to see the involvement. He will support the
request.
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President Bielinski said he agrees with Trustee Wolf’s point that the
Village has changed a lot. When he speaks to residents, the thing
that they are most excited about is what has changed in our
downtown area. The restaurants that we have were not here five
years ago and part of that is the willingness of this Board to allow
restaurants and retailers to have liquor licenses. We have a variety
of licenses that apply to different businesses because our
businesses are not “cookie cutter” in approach. People move here
from the city and one of the pluses is that Wilmette has a vibrant
downtown community. He believes that Walgreens will be
responsible with their liquor license and if they are not the liquor
license can be revoked. He will support the application.
Voting yes: Trustees Sullivan, Ducommun, Wolf, McKenna,
Plunkett and President Bielinski. Voting no: none. The motion
carried.
6.7
7.0

Reports From Special Committees
No Reports

NEW BUSINESS
No Report

8.0

ADJOURNMENT
Trustee Ducommun moved to adjourn to executive session at 9:04 p.m.to discuss
the performance and compensation of specific employees pursuant to Section 2 (c)
(1) and the sale or lease of real estate pursuant to Section 2 (c) (6) of the Illinois
Open Meetings Act, seconded by Trustee Sullivan.
Voting yes: Trustees Sullivan, Ducommun, Wolf, McKenna, Plunkett and President
Bielinski. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
The Village Board returned from the Executive Session at 10:23 p.m.
Trustee Ducommun made a motion to adjourn the Village Board meeting at 10:24
p.m., seconded by Trustee Sullivan. All voted aye, the motion carried.
Barbara L. Hirsch
Deputy Village Clerk
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1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 6, 2016
7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
Members Present:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Members Absent:

None

Staff Present:

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development

I.

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

II.

2016-Z-15

1135 Laramie and
1165 Laramie, 3515 Illinois Road, and 3521 Illinois Road –

See the complete case minutes attached to this document.

April 6, 2016 Zoning Board of Appeals

1

DRAFT

III.

2015-Z-13

161 Prairie Avenue

See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
IV.

2016-Z-12

1530 Greenwood Avenue

See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
V.

Public Comment
There was no public comment.

VI.

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 8:24 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Lisa Roberts
Assistant Director of Community Development

April 6, 2016 Zoning Board of Appeals
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2016-Z-15
3.0

1135 Laramie, 1165 Laramie, 3515 Illinois, 3521 Illinois

April 6, 2016

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Chris Canning, representing the applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

The applicant is present at the meeting to request that the case be continued until
May 18, 2016, which is the next hearing date with no other cases on the agenda.

(After section 6.0)
4.0
INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11

Mr. Cal Bernstein, representing North Shore Citizens to Preserve Green
Space

4.2

Summary of presentations

4.21

Mr. Bernstein said that they received notice about the request to continue very late
this afternoon and a lot of the people did not get the notice. They requested that if
the applicant decides to continue again, they give more notice than 2 hours.
Chairman Duffy said that the Board only received the same length of time about
the continuation and asked the applicant to do their best to give more notice in the
future, if necessary.

6.0

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the May 18, 2016 meeting.
6.11

Ms. Norman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no
nays.
Motion carried.
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2015-Z-54
3.0

161 Prairie Avenue

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

6.0

April 6, 2016

None

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that the applicant has worked out the issues so they are requesting
to continue to the May 4th meeting.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the May 4th meeting.
6.11

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

2016-Z-12
3.0

1530 Greenwood Avenue

April 6, 2016

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Ben Cirrincione, applicant

3.12

Mr. Antonio Fanizza, architect

3.12

Ms. Alicia Cirrincione, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that there is a minor change to the request. The setback variation
for the garage has been removed so the request is for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%)
lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a 2.5
square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a
2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a twostory addition and a new detached two-car garage. The Village Board will hear this
case on April 26, 2016.

3.22

Mr. Boyer asked if the garage height was included.
Ms. Roberts said that the garage height was not included in the request.

3.23

The applicant has lived in the Village for 1.5 years. The house is a three bedroom,
one-and-one-half bath house. They have four children and want to enlarge the
house. They want to put the addition on the back along with a basement. They are
adding a master bedroom, a mudroom/den and are looking to eventually move the
garage over.
Ms. Roberts said with the design of the garage with cross gables, the maximum
height is 15’. If they can live with 15’, no variation would be needed.
The applicant said they would probably tear down the garage at the same time and
will shift it over so there is a courtyard between the garage and the house.

3.24

Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicant was okay with the 15’ height.
The applicant said that was fine.

3.25

Mr. Boyer said there are a number of variances although they are not substantial.
What is the practical difficulty or hardship for some of the requests?
The applicant said that he talked about the plans with his architect.
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The architect said that the headroom of the roof is decreased and he cannot use what
he actually has. That is what is causing the need for more square footage for the
bedrooms on the second floor.
3.26

Mr. Surman said it would seem as if he had more square footage than less.
The architect said they cannot get any furniture in those rooms.
Mr. Surman said that does not count against them.
The applicant said that to conform they would have to tear down that part of the
house.

3.27

Mr. Surman said it is his understanding that only the volume that is 6’8” or higher
is counted. If the roof has a higher pitch with areas off of each side, those areas do
not count against them.
The architect said that there is a front porch that counts for square footage and that
is a few hundred square feet.

3.28

Chairman Duffy said on the drawing it shows to be 5’ x 13’. It goes 10’ out on
each side and wraps around. He asked when the porch was put on.
The applicant said they added the porch a few months after they moved in.

3.29

Chairman Duffy said it did not impact FAR at that time because they were well
under what was allowed. They now want to put an addition and the porch is
impacting their request.

3.30

Mr. Merci asked for clarification of the side yard setback for the ac unit.
The architect said they are not asking for a side yard variance.

3.31

Mr. Merci asked if it encroached on the 10’ setback.
The architect said that it does and they can move the unit to the back. He is not
asking for side yard setbacks.

3.32

Mr. Kolleng noted that side yard setbacks are part of the request. It is an easier
request than other things they are requesting.

3.33

Chairman Duffy said there are existing ac units and they are replacing those units
that are in that setback.

3.34

Mr. Merci said they are not within the setback and extends beyond the setback and
is about 5.5’ from the property line. The dimension shown is inaccurate. This
2
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dimension was from the site visitation. He explained how he got the dimension
from the property line. There is a fence with shrubbery. If the neighbor is not
complaining, the request is minimal.
3.35

Mr. Schneider referenced 1.4. It indicates that the new ac unit is to be 5’ from the
property line that confirms Mr. Merci’s estimate from the property line.

3.36

Mr. Merci said that the write up indicates a 2.8’ side yard air conditioning setback.
He is not sure if the 5’ or the 2.8 is correct.
The architect said they have 10’ in the side yard so they can push it back.

3.37

Mr. Boyer asked where they would push it back because it is already against the
house.

3.38

Mr. Merci is saying that there is a difference in dimension. Is it 5’ or 2.8’?
The architect said that 5’ is correct.

3.39

Mr. Merci said that the motion then has to change to 5’.

3.40

Mr. Surman still had a question about hardship issues and who created the hardship.
The architect said they need more bedrooms based on the number of people in the
family and the other hardship is square footage.

3.41

Mr. Surman said that the code indicates what is allowed by the house’s square
footage.

3.42

Mr. Boyer asked if there was interior space that is unusable but is part of the square
footage calculations.
The architect talked about the second floor layout of existing residence. There are
only three bedrooms. They have four children. They want a total of four bedrooms.
There is dead space and he referenced the second floor plan.

3.43

Mr. Kolleng clarified they are adding master bedroom/bath, closet and office. What
is the purpose of the office?
The applicant said he owns some businesses and he needs a place to work out of
his house. They moved to the Village because of the schools. He went from a
3,600 square foot house with an office and plenty of bedrooms to a house with
1,800 square feet and is more cramped. He does need an office.

3.44

Mr. Kolleng asked if they could do a first floor office. The Board wants applicants
to minimize variation requests. Wilmette does not have zero lot line building.
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The applicant said that the addition would not make his house any closer to adjacent
neighbors.
3.45

Mr. Boyer talked about a previous case where someone had an unusable attic. All
of that square footage was counted against the applicant. That was the hardship in
that case. The Board saw that as a hardship. Why does the applicant need what he
is requesting and what is the hardship or practical difficulty?
The architect said if the areas on the second floor plan were usable it would not
require them to add a master bedroom.
Ms. Cirrincione said their home was built in 1926. It is small. They knew that they
would over on square footage when they created the plans. They knew that the
front porch would count against them on square footage. But they wanted to move
forward with this. They have little closet space and a lot of dormers. The attic is
very small. They have one bathroom with a low ceiling. There are six in their
family.

3.46

Chairman Duffy said that from the applicant’s comments, the hardship is the lack
of functionality in the second floor.
Ms. Cirrincione said her husband works in Elk Grove Village and the more work
he can do at home the better.

3.47

Mr. Surman said that when he looks at the second floor, 1.9, there is an angled roof.
At what point would they estimate 6’8” hitting that point? Did they calculate square
footage based on the floor plan?
The architect explained how they calculated square footage.

3.48

Mr. Surman said that they accurately measured the second floor.

3.49

Mr. Schneider asked if they were to reduce the depth of the addition, which is 20’
x 25’, and reduced the 20’ by 5’, there would be almost no variation required.
The architect talked about room dimensions and if they take out 5’, the rooms would
be quite small. The rooms are not generous.

3.50

Mr. Kolleng said that the master suite is generous.
The architect said the master suite is 12’ x 7’.

3.51

Mr. Kolleng said that the lot is small. The house is old. The Board wants applicants
to keep older homes. They moved in 1.5 years ago and they knew what they were
buying. They wanted a front porch and now they want more than the lot should
have.
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Ms. Cirrincione said they want to tear down the current garage and moving it to the
other side is to make the back yard usable. The lot is not that small. The front yard
is really big. They cleared out shrubbery when they moved in.
The architect said that the addition will complement the house and not fight the
house.

5.0

3.52

Chairman Duffy said FAR is there to keep the size of the house relative to lot size.
The hardship is the functionality of the second floor. They then get some extra
space on the first floor.

3.53

There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Boyer said this is an interesting case. All requests are fairly small. On the
surface, it looks reasonable. But there is almost too much of an ask based on the
Board struggling to find the hardship. He would like to find a way to approve this,
he can’t see the practical difficulty or hardship.

5.2

Mr. Kolleng talked about past cases regarding floor area with similar floor area
variation requests. The other requests are very small and easier to say yes to. He
talked about maintaining older homes. He can support the request. Standards of
review are met.

5.3

Mr. Merci said the effort to maintain the home’s character with a minimal amount
of variation is good. He can support the minimal amount of variances being
requested.

5.4

Ms. Norman said a lot of residents have older home. They just moved to the home
so they knew what they were getting. She does not like increasing density on
smaller lots. Everyone wants more room. Lots are not as dense as in the city and
there is more open space. The request could have conformed. She sees no hardship.
The plight was created by the owners – they bought the house.

5.5

Mr. Schneider agrees with Ms. Norman. Instead of a 1,000 square foot addition,
they could do what they want with an 800 square foot addition. The plight is created
by the owner and there is no hardship supporting the request. He cannot support
the application.

5.6

Mr. Surman agrees in that he does not see the hardship. He looks at the plans. He
looked at the first floor also and they have a family room/living room, den and
sunroom. There is almost a 200 square foot mudroom. There are washers and
dryers on both floors. They could put the office on the first floor. They could
reconfigure the second floor. He cannot support this.
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Chairman Duffy said he struggled with this case. He looked are the site and thought
that there would not be a lot area between the house and the garage. The other
variance requests are small and easier to approve. He struggled with the FAR
request. It is an older house. When it was built people lived differently. They are
trying to improve the house while not going too far beyond what they are allowed
to build, but they are confined because they have to build within the envelope. He
said that Mr. Surman suggested that they tweak the request so it is not as large. The
request is 4% and he would like to support it, but he would like to see the request
be smaller. He struggled with this case. He understands where the applicants are
coming from in terms of wanting more space.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%)
lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a 2.5
square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a
5.0’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a twostory addition and a new detached two-car garage at 1530 Greenwood Avenue in
accordance with the plans as amended.
6.11

Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Motion failed.
6.2

Ms. Norman move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-12.
6.21

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

7.0

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
Four members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the applicants
created their own hardship by previously constructing a front porch approximately 104
square feet in excess of the floor area porch bonus. The applicants are also creating their
own hardship with the size of the addition, which could be reduced by improving the
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efficiency of the plan. There are no physical conditions of the property that are imposing
a practical difficulty or particular hardship, other than the lot is smaller than average and
the home is small. This is not a unique circumstance. The applicants knew what the
property and house were like when they bought it.
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of
the property, the size of the lot and house and the configuration of the house, impose upon
the owner a practical difficulty. Dormers on the second floor reduce the usability of the
space. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the circumstances
of the house and lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with an addition to improve
the functionality of the home. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply
of light and air. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a revised request for a 40.16 square
foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a
2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 5.0’
side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition
and a new detached two-car garage at 1530 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the
plans as amended.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.3

SUBJECT:

2015-SZC-02 - Residential Short Term Rentals

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Chairman Dan Sullivan and Members of the Special Zoning Committee
(Trustees Ducommun and McKenna)

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
The Special Zoning Committee recommends taking no action letting the status quo remain,
monitor the situation and address problems if they arise by adopting/taking appropriate
enforcement steps.
Background
Municipalities all over the country are reacting to the increase in private owners and renters
using online services to rent out rooms, apartment and condominium units, entire houses, and
in one case in Schaumburg, an elaborate tree house. Airbnb is the most commonly known but
there are other websites offering the same service.
Property owners and renters list their property on the website where individuals can pay to
stay, using the site similar to large-scale hotel and travel websites. Rentals can vary from a
single night to an extended stay. Such rentals may be more desirable because they are
typically less expensive than hotels, motels, and bed and breakfasts and the locations are not
limited to commercial or tourist areas. Those offering their property can make a lot of money
on such rentals, depending on the frequency they rent out, the quality and size of the property,
and the local/regional demand for short-term rentals.
Such rentals have become a concern not least because they are gaining in popularity. The
service allows private owners and renters to essentially operate a business in what are usually
residential areas. The location and scope of rental properties are generally not known to the
municipality, so that hotel or other applicable taxes are not being collected and properties are
not being inspected for public occupancy.
This issue was initially brought to staff by neighbors of a property on Walden Lane who have
complained about the constant stream of strangers in the neighborhood. In that case the
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property owner lived in the home and occupied the basement while renting out the rest of the
house. Staff has found between eight and thirteen residential properties in Wilmette that are
listed on Airbnb depending on the time of year.
The discussion of residential short-term rentals was referred to the Land Use Committee sitting
as a Special Zoning Committee by the Village Board on July 14, 2015. The Special Zoning
Committee met to discuss residential short-term rentals on September 21, 2015, February 11,
2016 and April 14, 2016.
Discussion
Staff considers short-term rentals as a commercial use in a residential zoning district. When
occupants stay for a couple of days or even a couple of weeks, the home is not serving as their
primary residence and they are not a single housekeeping unit. The staff discussed the shortterm rental issue with corporation counsel Mike Zimmermann. Mr. Zimmermann agreed with
staff that the short term rental of a room or part of the premises is more akin to a commercial
use and/or a multi-family use and is probably adequately addressed in the code. However,
short term rental of the entire home arguably may be viewed as being no different than longterm rentals which happen frequently in Wilmette when a house is rented for a year or more at
a time. The concern being that we cannot regulate the use based on the relationship between
the occupants (whether they are a family unit or not). Duration of stay as a basis for regulation
would need to be more precisely articulated in the code.
Lincolnwood, Illinois recently did a survey of nearby communities and what if any action they
have taken in regards to residential short-term rentals. The results of the survey are attached
as Attachment 1. Communities have dealt with short-term rentals in various ways from
completely banning the short-term rental (less than 28-31 days) of residential property to not
regulating them at all. Two nearby cities that have recently drafted short term rental regulations
are Evanston and Chicago.
Evanston
Defines Vacation Rentals as a dwelling unit or portion thereof offered for rent for a period
shorter than thirty (30) consecutive days to any person other than a member of the Owner’s
family. The term “Vacation Rental” does not include hotels or motels. All Vacation Rentals must
be licensed with the City except one-time exemptions are allowed per twelve (12) month period
for:
1)
Any dwelling unit;
2)
A rental agreement executed pursuant to or in conjunction with a contract
to sell the dwelling unit containing the vacation rental;
3)
Vacation rental guest(s) displaced from their own dwelling unit so that it
may be renovated and/or repaired;
4)
An operator who will suffer demonstrable hardship.
As part of regulating short-term rentals, Evanston developed a licensing process for those
seeking a vacation rental license. During Evanston’s short-term rental regulations review
process the North Shore – Barrington Association of Realtors (NSBAR) provided input. An
email from Howard Handler, Government Affairs Director of the NSBAR, is attached as
Attachment 2.0. The Evanston vacation rental ordinance is attached as Attachment 3.0.
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Chicago
The City of Chicago differentiates between owner-absent short-term rental properties and
owner-present properties. Owner-present properties are required to obtain a bed-and breakfast
license and owner-absent properties are required to obtain a vacation rental license. Like
Evanston, Chicago developed a licensing process for those seeking a vacation rental or bedand-breakfast license. The Chicago bed-and-breakfast and vacation rental regulations are
attached as Exhibit 4.0.
Besides Evanston and Chicago a number of other communities nationwide have been
attempting to regulate residential short-term rentals. Two of those communities are San
Francisco and Santa Monica. Both San Francisco and Santa Monica were very concerned
about the impact short-term rentals were having on their communities’ affordable housing stock
and drafted regulations to address that concern.
San Francisco
San Francisco’s short-term rental regulations apply to buildings containing two or more
residential units that are owned or rented by individuals who are permanent residents of San
Francisco. Such individuals must reside in their units for at least 275 days per year. Singlefamily homes are not subject to the law and may be rented freely by their owners any number
of days per year.
The San Francisco regulations limit rentals where the host is not present in the unit to a
maximum of 90 days per year. “Hosted rentals”--rentals where the host is present in the unit-are not subject to this limit.
Santa Monica
While Santa Monica permits short-term rentals when the host lives on the property during the
renter’s stay, they recently adopted regulations banning absentee owners from renting their
properties for short-term stays.
The Special Zoning Committee asked for input from Mr. Zimmermann regarding regulating
residential short-term rentals. A memorandum from Mr. Zimmermann that summarizes the
State of Illinois and Chicago short-term rental laws is attached as Attachment 5.0. The
examples contained in Mr. Zimmermann’s memo are of fairly extensive regulations. Staff also
presented information regarding short-term rental regulations that was presented at the
International Municipal Lawyer’s Association’s 2015 annual conference – Attachments 6.0 and
7.0.
As mentioned above there have been between eight and thirteen residential properties in
Wilmette that have been listed on Airbnb. A September 2015 review of online short-term rental
websites showed nine (9) Wilmette properties being offered for short-term rental. All the rentals
are listed on Airbnb, with one having a duplicate listing on VRBO. Seven (7) of the rentals are
within walking distance to the Village Center and/or Linden Square. Two of the rentals are for
an entire house. One (1) rental is for a unit in a legal two-unit building. Six (6) are for
bedroom(s) in a house, townhouse or condominium. Because Airbnb doesn’t provide
addresses, just street name and general location, we don’t yet have a list of short-term rental
addresses.
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Public Input
At the September 2015 and February 2016 meetings the Committee heard from Walden Lane
residents who had a very poor experience with an Airbnb being run on their cul-de-sac block.
The owner of the Walden Lane property running the Airbnb stopped doing short-term rentals
after hearing about their neighbors’ concerns and receiving a cease and desist order from the
Village. The only other recent short-term rental complaint received was from a resident that
lived next to a single-family home being rented out through Airbnb. The person who contacted
the Village did not want to make a formal complaint, choosing instead to see what happens
with the Village’s review of short-term rentals. In the meantime the house was rented long term
and removed from Airbnb. The Committee also heard from Mr. Handler regarding the input the
NSBAR provided Evanston during their review of short-term rental regulations. Minutes of the
September 2015 and February 2016 SZC meetings are attached as Attachments 13.0 and
14.0.
At the April meeting the Committee heard from approximately 22 residents. Two of the
attendees run Airbnbs out of their homes and explained how they operate their short-term
rental. Nobody spoke against any specific property currently being rented short-term. A number
of speakers talked about their positive experience with Airbnb as renters and others talked
about their concerns and the need to protect the single-family character of the Village.
Findings of Fact
After hearing testimony at three public meetings the Committee voted unanimously to let the
status quo remain by recommending no residential short-term rental amendments to the zoning
ordinance, instead relying on existing regulations to deal with residential short-term rental
complaints should they arise. This will allow the Village to gain more experience on how to best
address short-term rentals while not negatively effecting the community. The experience
gained should allow a more thoughtful response in the future if needed. While complaints have
been received regarding the short-term renting of residential property, the complaints have
been limited and addressed with current regulations.
Budget Impact
None
Attachments
1.0
Residential short-term rental survey
2.0
Email from Howard Handler, Government Affairs Director of the NSBAR, dated
September 4, 2015
3.0
Evanston vacation rental ordinance
4.0
Chicago vacation rental ordinance
5.0
Memorandum from Michael Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel, dated February 5, 2016
6.0
The Sharing Economy: Uber and Airbnb-Can They Exist in a Regulated World? Will
They Save or Destroy Your Community?
7.0
Austin, Texas’ Code Department’s short term rental recommendations for changes to
existing regulations
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8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0

Wilmette Life article by Kathy Routliffe, dated February 25, 2016
Wilmette Beacon article by Kirsten Keller, dated April 7, 2016
Email from Beth Beucher, 1420 Sheridan Road, dated April 7, 2016
Email from George Pearce, 1114 Forest Avenue, dated April 8, 2016
Email from Gail Teschendorf, 1920 Schiller Avenue, dated April 8, 2016
LUC/SZC minutes of September 21, 2015
LUC/SZC minutes of February 11, 2016
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Community

Lincolnwood

Language/Definintion

Zones Where Permitted

AirBnB Listings?

Proposed: Short-Term Rentals; Currently
defined as hotel/motel/B&B

B&B AND Hotel: P in B3, S in B1 and B2, R
everywhere else

Yes

Notes

Nothing yet. Will soon define B&B as owneroccupied homes with rooms rented to
transient guests. Rooming houses are for
non-transient guests.

B&Bs will be permitted in R districts,
Rooming houses will not.

Yes

Entire homes rented for vacation purposes will not be
permitted. Enforced by neighbors "tattling." The owner
MUST be on the premises in order for the rental to be
permitted. Registration required, hotel tax required, and
an additional parking spot required for B&B uses in R
districts

None

N/a

Yes - but only 1 or
2

There haven't been any issues with it yet, nor has there
been any consideration to address it. She said to refer to
Kathy/ABCI to see if a survey has been done regarding this

Glenview

"Hotels/Motels" must include lobby and no
full kitchen in the rooms. No regulations as
of yet for other kinds of rentals

Hotel: P in Sports/Leisure/Entertainment
district, planned developments

Yes but only 1

Discussions have begun regarding potential regulations,
but there is no draft ordinance at this time. There has been
one complaint in which the owner agreed to un-list her
property.

Evanston

Licenses "Vacation Rentals" - under Title 5:
Housing Regulations, Chapter 9

Applies to any non-hotel dwelling unit.

Yes - lots

Policy came about after receiving complaints about these
properties hosting large outdoor parties. Only one
property is licensed and has been for 2 years. Applications
reviewed by Planning and Dev. Committee and requires
approval by City Council.

Wilmette

No language.

For now, they point to "hotels" which are
restricted in residential zones

Yes

The issue will be brought up to Special Zoning Committee
in the fall - would like to see results of this survey.

Park Ridge

No separate requirements for vacation
renters vs. residential renters.

Vacation renters are permitted in R
districts, provided their presence is not a
nuisance to the surrounding community.

Yes - mostly near
Eisenhower Expy

"No separate requirements, and I would be hesitant to
raise them." Primary focus of regulations is on nuisances,
regardless of who is in the building (e.g., vacationers,
residents, etc.)

None

N/a

Yes but very few

"Not a problem in Niles, received no complaints." No
consideration to adopt any policies/regulations

Has definition for B&B and Hotel/Motel,
but no language on these in residential
districts

B&Bs permitted in R3 and R4, and special
use in R2. Home occupations permitted in
all R districts

Yes

Language changed a year ago to incorporate rental
licensing into the Code. If a unit in an R district is rented
for any reason for any length of time (up to a year), a
license is needed. More simple than creating a whole new
category for short-term rentals

None

Not addressed.

Yes

No complaints yet, so it has not been addressed. She
would like to see how it plays out in Lincolnwood.

Skokie

Morton Grove

Niles

Des Plaines

Winnetka

The City of Chicago offers Vacation Rental Licenses which are biannually renewable and cost $500.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Howard Handler
Adler, John; Frenzer, Tim
Short Term Rentals
Friday, September 4, 2015 11:38:36 AM
Final Adopted Ord.pdf

Hi John and Tim...
Hope all's well.
I read, in the Pioneer Press, that the Village is studying the possibility of regulating short term
rentals.
Our Association would like the opportunity to contribute to the discussion and provide
feedback on any proposed ordinances.
We worked very closely on Evanston's short term rentals ordinance, and the ultimate product
was something we found palatable and did not really oppose.
http://www.iarbuzz.com/2013/06/evanston-realtors-difference-newlyenacted-rental-policy/
The primary reason we were pretty benign on Evanston's final ordinance was that, per our
suggestion, it included four key exemptions (see section 5-9-3(c)).
Look forward to connecting with y'all on this. In the meantime, have a great holiday
weekend!
-Howard Handler, MPPA
Government Affairs
Illinois Association of REALTORS
Serving as Government Affairs Director for the:
- Mainstreet Organization of REALTORS (Lake County); and
- North Shore - Barrington Association of REALTORS.
(not for profit corporations)
Join our community:
Like: http://www.facebook.com/IllinoisAssociationofREALTORS
Follow: www.twitter.com/ILREALTOR
Join: IAR LinkedIn Group
Subscribe to the blog: www.IARbuzz.com
YouTube: www.youtube.com/user/IllinoisRealtor
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ARTICLE XXIX. BED-AND-BREAKFAST ESTABLISHMENT (4-6-290 et
seq.)
4-6-290 Bed-and-breakfast establishment.
(a) Definitions. As used in this section:
“Bed and Breakfast Act” means the Illinois Bed and Breakfast Act, codified at 50 ILCS 820, et
seq.
“Bed-and-breakfast establishment” or “establishment” means an owner-occupied single-family
residential building, an owner-occupied, multiple-family dwelling building, or an owneroccupied condominium, townhouse or cooperative, in which 11 or fewer sleeping rooms are
available for rent or for hire for transient occupancy by registered guests. The term “bed-andbreakfast establishment” does not include single-room occupancy buildings as that term is
defined in Section13-4-010. If the bed-and-breakfast establishment is a single-family residential
building located on a lot that includes a principal house and an accessory building that was being
used for residential purposes as of January 16, 2003, the accessory building shall be considered
to be part of the establishment. The term “guests” does not include members of the owner's
family within the meaning of the Chicago Zoning Ordinance; nor does it include persons who
have signed a lease to use and occupy residential property unless the leased residential property
is held out by its owner, or by any person acting on the owner's behalf, to be a bed-and-breakfast
establishment.
“Breakfast” means any morning meal provided between the hours of 5:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m.
“Immediately adjacent” means the front yard, rear yard, side yard, inner court and contiguous
public way.
“Minimal preparation” means any food that is not cooked in the establishment's kitchen, such
as coffee, milk, juice, fruit, sandwiches and prepackaged, hermetically-sealed foods.
“Permanent occupancy” means occupancy on a daily or nightly basis, or any part thereof, for a
period of 32 or more consecutive days.
“Transient occupancy” means occupancy on a daily or nightly basis, or any part thereof, for a
period of 31 or fewer consecutive days.
(b) License – Scope. A bed-and-breakfast license issued under this section allows the licensee
to provide sleeping accommodations and foods that require minimal preparation and breakfast to
registered guests. A licensee under this section shall not be required to obtain any City of
Chicago license, other than the regulated business license to engage in the business of bed-andbreakfast establishment required under this section, to conduct the activities described in this
section. Provided, however, that a city license for the retail sale of alcoholic liquor shall be
required if alcoholic liquor is sold or otherwise provided by the licensee for use or consumption
by registered guests on the licensed premises.
(c) Application – Additional information required. In addition to the requirements set forth in
Section 4-4-050, an application for, and, if requested, renewal of, a regulated business license to
engage in the business of bed-and-breakfast establishment shall be accompanied by the following
information:
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(1) a certificate of insurance, as required under subsection (f)(1) of this section;
(2) a statement as to whether the applicant or any controlling person has ever been
convicted in any jurisdiction of any felony;
(3) proof that the applicant has legal title to or leasehold interest in the property on which
the establishment is located;
(4) a written statement that the establishment shall be the owner's legal primary residence
throughout the duration of the license period;
(5) proof of adequate off-street parking, as required by the Chicago Zoning Code;
(6) a copy of an evacuation diagram, as required under subsection (f)(5)(vi) of this section;
(7) a valid certificate of registration in food handling and sanitation issued by the
department of health, as required under subsection (f)(6) of this section.
(d) Departmental duties.
(1) The department of buildings and the fire department shall inspect each bed-andbreakfast establishment before any initial license is issued for such establishment. Provided,
however, that no pre-license issuance inspection shall be required by the department of buildings
if, within the 12-month period prior to the date of submission of the license application, the
applicant obtained a permit inspection or certificate of occupancy from the department of
buildings for the premises identified in the license application. Thereafter, the department of
buildings and the fire department shall inspect the establishment once every two years to
determine whether the establishment complies with all applicable requirements of this Code.
(e) License issuance and renewal – Prohibited when. No regulated business license to engage
in the business of bed-and-breakfast establishment shall be issued to the following persons:
(1) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, unless the establishment identified in the license
application is: (A) an owner-occupied, single-family residential building; or (B) an owneroccupied multiple- family dwelling that does not exceed four stories in height and contains no
more than 11 sleeping rooms; or (C) an owner-occupied condominium, townhouse or
cooperative. Throughout the duration of any rental period, occupancy of the establishment by
any person owning 25 percent or more of the interest in the establishment shall be a continuing
requirement for maintaining a license under this chapter; provided, however, that it shall not be a
violation of this requirement if the owner (i) is absent from the establishment overnight or for
any longer period of time not to exceed 120 days within a 12-month period; or (ii) is on active
military duty for any length of time; and (iii) appoints a designated agent or employee to
manage, control arid reside in the establishment during the owner's absence;
(2) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, unless the department of buildings and the fire
department inspect the establishment before the initial license is issued; provided, however, that
no pre-license issuance inspection shall be required by the department of buildings if, within the
12-month period prior to the date of submission of the license application, the applicant obtained
a permit inspection or certificate of occupancy from the department of buildings for the premises
identified in the license application. Thereafter, the department of buildings and the fire

department shall inspect the establishment once every two years to determine whether the
establishment complies with all applicable requirements of this Code;
(3) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, if such applicant or licensee has been convicted
under any federal or state law of any felony that is rationally related to the applicant's fitness or
capacity to operate a bed-and-breakfast establishment;
(4) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, whose license under Title 4 at any location has
been revoked for cause within the last two years.
(f) Legal duties. Each licensee engaged in the business of bed-and-breakfast establishment
shall have a duty to:
(1) obtain commercial general liability insurance, with limits of not less than $300,000.00
per occurrence, for bodily injury and property damage arising in any way from the issuance of
the license. Each policy of insurance required under this subsection (f)(1) shall (i) be issued by
an insurer authorized to insure in the State of Illinois; and (ii) include a provision requiring 30
days' advance notice to the commissioner prior to cancellation or lapse of the policy. The
licensee shall maintain the insurance required under this section in full force and effect for the
duration of the license period. A single violation of this subsection shall result in suspension or
revocation of the license in accordance with Section 4-4-280 of this Code;
(2) maintain current guest registration records which contain the following information
about each guest: the guest's name, address, signature, room assignment and dates of
accommodation. The registration records shall be kept on file for three years and, upon request
by any authorized city official, shall be made available for inspection by such city official during
regular business hours or in case of an emergency;
(3) comply with the minimum standards set forth in Section 4 of the Bed and Breakfast Act,
if food for registered guests is prepared, handled or served on the licensed premises;
(4) comply with the minimum standards set forth in Section 5 of the Bed and Breakfast Act,
if soap, towels or linens are provided to registered guests on the licensed premises;
(5) comply with all applicable building and fire prevention provisions of this Code, and
with any regulations promulgated thereunder. In addition, the following requirements shall be
met:
(i) approved smoke detectors equipped with an escape light, or approved smoke detectors
and approved unit battery equipment for emergency illumination or any approved System II or
System III emergency lighting system, shall be installed in each sleeping room and stairway and
in all other locations required by Chapter 13-64 of this Code. In addition to these smoke
detectors, each establishment shall provide at least one smoke detector, which may be either
portable or permanently wired, that emits a flashing or stroboscopic light signal or vibration to
indicate the presence of smoke designed to serve hearing impaired persons as required by
Section 13-64-180. For purposes of this subsection, an approved smoke detector shall be the
ionization chamber or photoelectric type, either battery powered or 110 volt AC, and shall bear
the label of a nationally recognized standards testing laboratory indicating that the smoke
detector has been tested and listed as a single or single and multiple station smoke

detector. Approved unit battery equipment shall meet the requirements of Section 18-27700.66 of this Code;
(ii) manual extinguishing equipment shall be provided in each sleeping room or within 15
feet of any sleeping room in accordance with NFPA-10 (Standards for the Installation of Portable
Fire Extinguishers);
(iii) all combustibles or flammable liquids shall be stored in approved metal
containers. No combustible storage shall be allowed in or under stairways;
(iv) all trash containers used inside the building shall be metal;
(v) no portable heating devices shall be allowed in sleeping rooms.
(vi) an evacuation diagram identifying all means of egress from the establishment shall be
posted in a conspicuous place on the inside panel of each guest room door; and
(6) obtain a valid certificate in food handling and sanitation issued by the department of
health.
(g) Prohibited acts. It shall be unlawful for any person engaged in the business of bed-andbreakfast establishment to:
(1) exceed the scope of the license, as set forth in subsection (b) of this section;
(2) allow occupancy of the establishment or any part thereof to exceed one person per 125
feet of floor area, excluding elevators, stairways or other shaft enclosures;
(3) rent any sleeping room in the establishment for 32 or more consecutive days to any
person other than members of the owner's family as defined in the Chicago Zoning Ordinance;
provided, however, that this subsection shall not apply if the building in which the bed-andbreakfast establishment is located cannot qualify as a single-room occupancy building as defined
in Section 13-4-010 of this Code;
(4) use or to permit the use of a hot plate, coffee maker or other cooking device in any
sleeping room or bathroom;
(5) permit any criminal activity or public nuisance to take place on the licensed premises. If
a licensee knows or suspects that any criminal activity or public nuisance is taking place on or
immediately adjacent to the licensed premises, the licensee shall immediately notify the Chicago
Police Department of such fact and cooperate with the Chicago Police Department in any
investigation that may ensue;
(6) knowingly make any false or incomplete or misleading statement about such person's
criminal background in connection with any license application submitted pursuant to subsection
(c) of this section. A single violation of this subsection shall result in license revocation in
accordance with Section 4-4-280 of this Code.
(h) License revocation – One-year wait for new license. If a license issued under Title 4 to
engage in the business of bed-and-breakfast establishment is revoked for any cause, no license
shall be granted to any person for the operation of a bed-and-breakfast establishment at the
premises described in the revoked license for a period of one year from the date of revocation.

(i) Penalty. Except as otherwise provided in this section, and in addition to any other penalty
provided by law, three or more violations of any provision of this section or any rule or
regulation promulgated thereunder on three different days within any 12-month period may
result in license suspension or revocation in accordance with Section 4-4-280. Each day that a
violation continues shall constitute a separate and distinct offense.
(j) Regulations. The commissioner shall have the authority to promulgate rules and
regulations necessary to implement the requirements of this section. The board of health and the
department of health shall have the authority to issue rules and regulations necessary to
implement subsection (f)(6) of this section and the minimal standards found in subsections (f)(3)
and (f)(4) of this section.
(Added Coun. J. 5-9-12, p. 27485, § 16; Amend Coun. J. 11-8-12, p. 38872, § 75)

ARTICLE XXX. VACATION RENTALS (4-6-300 et seq.)
4-6-300 Vacation rentals.
(a) Definitions. As used in this section:
“Applicant” means a person; or any partner, if a general partnership; any general partner, if a
limited partnership; any principal officer, if a corporation; any managing member, if a limited
liability company; any owner of 25% or more of the applicant; or in the case of a cooperative
building, a lessee with a proprietary lease of a cooperative in a cooperative building.
“Board of directors” means the board of directors of a cooperative building.
“Cooperative building” means a multiple-dwelling complex owned by a cooperative
corporation, stock in which affords the owner thereof the right to possess or occupy a particular
cooperative allocated to that stock within the complex. This right of possession or occupancy is
granted through a proprietary lease or similar arrangement, and, unlike the owner of a
condominium, the owner of the cooperative stock does not hold legal title to his or her individual
cooperative.
“Cooperative” is an individual dwelling unit within a cooperative building.
“Dwelling unit” has the meaning ascribed to that term in section 17-17-0248.
“Homeowners association” means the association of all the unit owners, acting pursuant to
bylaws through its duly elected board of managers. For purposes of this definition “unit owner”
means the person or persons whose estates or interest, individually or collectively, aggregate fee
simple absolute ownership of a unit, or in the case of a leasehold condominium, the lessee or
lessees of a unit whose leasehold of the unit expires simultaneously with the lease.
“Local contact person” means a person authorized as an agent of the owner who: (1) is
designated for service of process; (2) is authorized by the owner to take remedial action and
respond to any violation of this Code; and (3) maintains a residence or office located in the City.
“Owner” shall include, for purposes of this chapter only, a person who is a lessee of a
cooperative pursuant to a proprietary lease.

“Owner-occupied dwelling unit” means a dwelling unit that a person who owns 25% or more
of the interest in the dwelling unit; or in the case of a cooperative building is a lessee of a
cooperative pursuant to a proprietary lease, resides in the dwelling unit as his or her domicile or
permanent place of residence; provided that a dwelling unit for which an owner or lessee (i) is
absent from the dwelling unit overnight for any longer period of time not to exceed 120 days
within a 12-month period; or (ii) is on active military duty for any length of time; and (iii)
appoints a designated agent or employee to manage, control and reside in the dwelling unit
during the owner's or lessee's absence is considered owner-occupied.
“Transient occupancy” means any occupancy on a daily or nightly basis, or any part thereof,
for a period of 30 or fewer consecutive days.
“Vacation rental” means a dwelling unit that is not an owner-occupied dwelling unit and
contains 6 or fewer sleeping rooms that are available for rent or for hire for transient occupancy
by guests. The term “guests” does not include members of the owner's household, as that term is
defined in section 17-17-0270. The term “vacation rental” shall not include: (i) single- room
occupancy buildings or bed-and-breakfast establishments, as those terms are defined in
Section13-4-010; (ii) hotels, as that term is defined in Section 4-6-180; (iii) a dwelling unit for
which a tenant has a month-to-month rental agreement and the rental payments are paid on a
monthly basis; or (iv) corporate housing. For purposes of this definition:
(1) “tenant” and “rental agreement” have the same meaning ascribed to those terms in
section 5-12-030;
(2) “corporate housing” means a dwelling unit owned or leased by a business entity that is
available for rent or for hire for transient occupancy solely by the business entity's officers,
employees, family members of the officers or employees, consultants, vendors or
contractors. “Family members” means an officer's or employee's (i) mother, father, spouse,
brother or sister (including blood, step or half), son or daughter (including blood, step or half),
father-in- law, mother-in-law, daughter-in-law, son-in-law, brother-in-law, sister-in-law,
grandparents or grandchildren; (ii) court-appointed legal guardian or a person for whom the
employee or officer is a court- appointed legal guardian; or (iii) domestic partner or the domestic
partner's mother, father, brother or sister (including blood, step, or half), or son or daughter
(including blood, step or half).
(b) Application – Additional information required. In addition to the requirements set forth in
Section 4-4-050, an application for, and, if requested, a renewal of, a regulated business license
authorizing the owner of a dwelling unit to rent or lease such dwelling unit as a vacation rental
shall be accompanied by the following information:
(1) a statement as to whether the applicant owns the vacation rental identified in the license
application;
(2) a statement setting forth (i) the address of the building in which the vacation rental is
located; (ii) the location of the vacation rental within the building; (iii) the total number of
sleeping rooms within the vacation rental; and (iv) the ownership of the vacation rental;
(3) the name, address and contact information of a local contact person;

(4) an affidavit from the local contact person identified in the license application attesting
that such local contact person (1) is designated for service of process; (2) is authorized by the
owner to take remedial action and respond to any violation of this Code; and (3) maintains a
residence or office located in the City;
(5) an affidavit executed by a duly authorized representative of the homeowners association
or the board of directors (1) attesting that the homeowners association or board of directors has
approved the dwelling unit for use as a vacation rental; and (2) specifically identifying all other
dwelling units in the building approved for use as vacation rentals; and (3) attesting that the
association's or board's bylaws are in compliance with the requirements set forth in items (i)
through (iv), inclusive, of subsection (c)(5) of this section;
(6) a statement as to whether, within two years of the date of application or renewal, the
applicant has ever had a license to engage in the business of vacation rental revoked for cause;
(7) a statement as to whether, within two years of the date of application or renewal, a
license for a vacation rental for the dwelling unit identified in the license application has ever
been revoked for cause;
(8) a certificate of insurance, as required under subsection (f)(1) of this section.
(c) License issuance and renewal – Prohibited when. No regulated business license to engage
in the business of vacation rental shall be issued to the following persons:
(1) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, who does not own the vacation rental identified
in the license application;
(2) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, whose license to engage in the business of
vacation rental has been revoked for cause within two years of the date of application or renewal;
(3) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, if, within two years of the date of application or
renewal, a license for a vacation rental for the dwelling unit identified in the license application
has been revoked for cause;
(4) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, who makes any false, misleading or fraudulent
statement in the license application, or misrepresents any fact in the license application, or uses
any scheme or subterfuge for the purpose of evading any requirement of this section;
(5) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, if the homeowners association or board of
directors of the building in which the vacation rental is located has failed to adopt bylaws which:
(i) approve the use of the premises for vacation rentals; and (ii) restrict the number of dwelling
units in the building that may be licensed as vacation rentals to six or less units and specifically
identify those dwelling units; (iii) authorize the homeowners association or board of directors to
act as the local contact person for the owner of the vacation rental; and (iv) authorize access by
city officials to the common areas of the building in which the vacation rental is located;
(6) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, who has violated any applicable federal, state or
local law or regulation promulgated thereunder;
(7) any applicant or licensee, as applicable, if issuance of a license under this section will
violate the prohibition set forth in subsection (d)(1) of this section.

(d) Other license requirements.
(1) No more than six dwelling units within any building shall be licensed as a vacation
rental at the same time.
(2) A separate license shall be required for each dwelling unit used as a vacation rental.
(e) Department duties – Inspections.
(1) The building commissioner is authorized to mandate an inspection of any vacation
rental, at any time and in any manner, including third-party reviews, as provided for in rules and
regulations promulgated by the building commissioner.
(2) If the licensee provides food to his guests in the vacation rental, the board of health may
inspect the vacation rental in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the board of
health.
(f) Legal duties. Any licensee engaged in the business of vacation rental shall have a duty to:
(1) obtain (i) homeowner's fire, hazard and liability insurance; and (ii) general commercial
liability insurance, with limits of not less than $1,000,000.00 per occurrence, combined single
limit, for bodily injury, personal injury and property damage arising in any way from the
issuance of the license or activities conducted pursuant to the license. The licensee shall
maintain the insurance required under this subsection (f)(1) in full force and effect for the
duration of the license period;
(2) maintain current guest registration records which contain the following information
about each guest: (i) name, (ii) address, (iii) signature, and (iv) dates of accommodation;
(3) keep the guest registration records required under subsection (f)(2) of this section on file
for three years and, upon request by any authorized city official, to make such records available
for inspection by such city official during regular business hours or in the case of an emergency;
(4) print or to cause the licensee's license number to be printed, in legible type, (i) in every
advertisement of any type for any vacation rental that the licensee or the licensee's agent places
or causes to be placed in connection with a vacation rental; (ii) on every application for a
building permit made by or on behalf of the licensee; and (iii) if the licensee advertises the
vacation rental on a primary website established, operated or maintained by such licensee, on
such website. Failure to comply with the requirements of this subsection (f)(4) shall create a
rebuttable presumption that the business of vacation rental is being operated without a license;
(5) provide guests with soap, clean individual bath cloths and towels and clean linen. All
linens, bath cloths and towels shall be kept in good repair and changed between guests;
(6) clean and sanitize the vacation rental and all dishes, utensils, pots, pans and other
cooking utensils between guests and to dispose of all food, beverages and alcohol left by the
previous guests;
(7) post in a conspicuous place near the entrance of the vacation rental the vacation rental
license and the name and telephone number of the local contact person;

(8) post in a conspicuous place on the inside entrance door of each vacation rental an
evacuation diagram identifying all means of egress from the vacation rental and the building in
which the vacation rental is located;
(9) if the licensee provides food to guests, comply with all applicable food handling and
licensing requirements of this Code and board of health regulations;
(10) if a licensee knows or suspects that any criminal activity or public nuisance is taking
place in the vacation rental, immediately notify and cooperate with the Chicago police
department.
(g) Prohibited acts. It shall be unlawful for any licensee engaged in the business of vacation
rental to;
(1) rent or to lease any vacation rental by the hour or for any period of fewer than 24
consecutive hours;
(2) rent or to lease any vacation rental more than once within any consecutive 24 hour
period, as measured from the commencement of one rental to the commencement of the next;
(3) advertise an hourly rate or any other rate for a vacation rental based on a rental period of
fewer than 24 consecutive hours;
(4) permit any criminal activity or public nuisance to take place in the vacation rental;
(5) exceed the maximum occupancy limit of no more than one person per 125 feet of floor
area of the dwelling unit for which the license is issued. The occupancy limitations set forth in
this subsection (g)(5) are absolute maximums. The actual allowed capacity shall be based on the
applicable provisions of the building code;
(6) serve or otherwise provide alcohol to any guest.
(h) Operating without a license. Any person who operates the business of vacation rental
without first having obtained the required license for such business shall be subject to a fine of
not less than $1,500.00 nor more than $3,000.00 for each offense. Each day that a violation
continues shall constitute a separate and distinct offense. Failure to comply with any
requirement set forth in subsection (f)(4) of this section shall create a rebuttable presumption that
the business of vacation rental is being operated without a license.
(i) Penalty.
(1) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person who violates any provision
of this section or any rule or regulation promulgated thereunder shall be subject to a fine of not
less than $1,500.00 nor more than $3,000.00 for each offense, or incarceration for a period not to
exceed six months, or both. Each day that such violation exists shall constitute a separate and
distinct offense.
(2) If any building contains more than 6 licensed vacation rentals, all vacation rental
licenses for dwelling units located within such building are subject to revocation.

(3) In addition to any fine or penalty imposed by this section, the corporation counsel may
seek an injunction or other equitable relief in a court of competent jurisdiction to stop any
violation of this section.
(Added Coun. J. 5-9-12, p. 27485, § 16; Amend Coun. J. 11-8-12, p. 38872, § 76)
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MEMORANDUM
To:

John Adler
Director of Community Development

From:

Michael F. Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel
Kevin Kearney

Date:

February 5, 2016

Re:

Summary of State of Illinois and Chicago Short-Term
Rental Laws

________________________________________________________________________
Short term rentals pose a broad array of regulatory questions. Principally, should they be
regulated, and, if yes, to what extent? The purpose of this memo is to demonstrate the
different manner in which the State of Illinois and the City of Chicago have chosen to regulate
them. This will allow the committee to compare a minimal regulatory scheme and an extensive
one.
The state imposes a brief code on what it terms “Bed and Breakfasts”. There is no license
required, but the state is clear that hotel tax applies. In contrast, the City of Chicago imposes
an extensive set of regulations on the structure and operation of a rental arrangement and
requires a license. The city distinguishes between bed and breakfasts (owner occupied) and
vacation rentals (non-owner occupied). The city also imposes its hotel tax on them. Finally, for
zoning purposes the city characterizes Bed and Breakfasts and Vacation Rentals as “commercial
uses”. We have left a lot of Chicago’s specific requirements out of this memo in the interest of
keeping it brief. We have highlighted the most prominent regulations.
I.

The Bed and Breakfast Act

The controlling Illinois statute regarding short-term rentals is the Bed and Breakfast Act, 50 ILCS
820/1 et seq. (the “Act”). The Act does not contain a home-rule preemption. The village is free
to regulate these uses as it sees fit. If the village regulates them, bed and breakfast operators
as defined in the Act would be subject to the Act as well as the Village’s own rules and
regulations. Further, as is discussed below, the state hotel tax applies to these uses, in addition
to the Village’s hotel tax.
The Act imposes a number of requirements upon operators of “bed and breakfast
establishments”, which are defined as “an operator-occupied residence providing
accommodations for a charge to the public with no more than 5 guest rooms for rent, in
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operation for more than 10 nights in a 12 month period.” 50 ILCS 820/2. The Act allows
breakfast to be provided to the guests only, and excludes motels, hotels, boarding houses, or
food service establishments. Id. Other key provisions are as follows:


The operator (i.e., the owner of the bed and breakfast or his agent) must reside in the
bed and breakfast establishment, or on the contiguous property. 50 ILCS 820/2.



Guest rooms are intended to serve no more than 2 transient guests per night. 50 ILCS
820/2.



Establishments that serve breakfast must comply with the food service requirements
listed in 50 ILCS 820/4.



Each person who is provided accommodations shall be provided individual soap and
clean individual bath cloths and towels. Clean bed linen in good repair shall be provided
for each guest who is provided accommodations and shall be changed between guests
and as often as necessary. Clean linen shall be stored and handled in a sanitary manner.
50 ILCS 820/5.



Establishments must meet the State Fire Marshal's requirements for one and two-family
dwellings. 50 ILCS 820/6. In addition, the following standards are required:
o Manual extinguishing equipment shall be provided on each floor in accordance
with NFPA 10--Standards for the Installation of Portable Fire Extinguishers;
o All combustibles or flammable liquids shall be stored in approved metal
containers. No combustible storage in or under stairways;
o All trash containers shall be metal;
o No cooking facilities shall be permitted in guest rooms;
o All hallways and stairways shall be adequately lighted;
o No portable heating devices shall be permitted in guest rooms;
o The operator shall submit a floor plan of the bed and breakfast establishment to
the local Fire Department; and
o Smoke detectors shall be provided in each guest room.



The establishment shall provide proof of adequate liability insurance as required by the
licensing agency. 50 ILCS 820/7.



The establishment shall fulfill the requirements of the Illinois Department of Revenue,
including the payment of any applicable hotel taxes. 50 ILCS 820/8.

Finally, Section 3 of the Act empowers the corporate authorities of any county or municipality
to:
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Provide for the regulation, safe operation, licensing and inspection of bed and breakfast
establishments;



Provide for examination and regulation of bed and breakfast establishment operators;
and



Designate and use full-time municipal, district, county or multicounty health
departments and local fire departments as its agents.

It is important to the note that counties may only exercise their powers over unincorporated
areas.
II.

The Municipal Code of Chicago

The Municipal Code of Chicago (“MCC”) differentiates between bed and breakfasts
establishment and vacation rentals. It seems the MCC imposes more stringent requirements
upon vacation rental operators for two reasons: (1) because the owner-operator is not present
on the property; and (2) because a vacation rental may be located in a building with multiple
other vacation rentals. It is also important to note that the Chicago Zoning Code classifies bed &
breakfasts, vacation rentals, and hotels/motels as “lodging”, which is a commercial use.
A. Bed and Breakfast Establishments
Section 4-6-290 of the MCC imposes requirements on bed and breakfast establishments, which
it defines as “an owner-occupied single-family residential building, an owner-occupied,
multiple-family dwelling building, or an owner-occupied condominium, townhouse or
cooperative, in which 11 or fewer sleeping rooms are available for rent or for hire for transient
occupancy by registered guests.”


The operator of the establishment must have a regulated business license to engage in
the business of bed-and-breakfast establishment. Section 4-6-290(c) imposes the
following license documentation requirements:
o A certificate of insurance for commercial general liability insurance, with limits of
not less than $300,000.00 per occurrence, for bodily injury and property damage
arising in any way from the issuance of the license;
o A statement as to whether the applicant or any controlling person has ever been
convicted in any jurisdiction of any felony;
o Proof that the applicant has legal title to or leasehold interest in the property on
which the establishment is located;
o A written statement that the establishment shall be the owner's legal primary
residence throughout the duration of the license period;
o Proof of adequate off-street parking, as required by the Chicago Zoning Code;
o A copy of an evacuation diagram; and
o A valid certificate of registration in food handling and sanitation issued by the
department of health.
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The license allows the licensee to provide sleeping accommodations and foods that
require minimal preparation and breakfast to registered guests.



The department of buildings and the fire department shall inspect each bed-andbreakfast establishment before any initial license is issued for such establishment, and
every 2 years thereafter.



Additional requirements for issuing a license are as follows:
o The establishment must be (i) an owner-occupied, single-family residential
building; or (ii) an owner-occupied multiple- family dwelling that does not
exceed four stories in height and contains no more than 11 sleeping rooms; or
(iii) an owner-occupied condominium, townhouse or cooperative;
o A person owning at least a 25% interest in the establishment, or their agent,
must occupy the establishment, with exceptions for military service;
o Any applicant or licensee, must not have been convicted under any federal or
state law of any felony that is rationally related to the applicant's fitness or
capacity to operate a bed-and-breakfast establishment; and
o Any applicant or licensee, as applicable, whose license under Title 4 at any
location has been revoked for cause within the last two years will not receive a
license.



Section 4-6-290(f) describes the various legal duties imposed upon licensees, while
Section 4-6-290(g) lists prohibited acts.
Finally, Chicago imposes a 4.5% “Hotel Accommodations Tax” for the listing price
(including cleaning fees) paid for bed and breakfasts.



B. Vacation Rentals
Section 4-6-300 of the MCC regulates vacation rentals, which are defined as “a dwelling unit
that is not an owner-occupied dwelling unit and contains 6 or fewer sleeping rooms that are
available for rent or for hire for transient occupancy by guests.”


Like bed and breakfasts, vacation rental operators must obtain a regulated business
license. Section 4-6-300(b) lists the documentary requirements:
o A statement as to whether the applicant owns the vacation rental identified in
the license application;
o A statement setting forth (i) the address of the building in which the vacation
rental is located; (ii) the location of the vacation rental within the building; (iii)
the total number of sleeping rooms within the vacation rental; and (iv) the
ownership of the vacation rental;
o The name, address and contact information of a local contact person;
o An affidavit from the local contact person identified in the license application
attesting that such local contact person (i) is designated for service of process;
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o

o

o

o

(ii) is authorized by the owner to take remedial action and respond to any
violation of the MCC; and (iii) maintains a residence or office located in Chicago;
an affidavit executed by a duly authorized representative of the homeowners
association or the board of directors (i) attesting that the homeowners
association or board of directors has approved the dwelling unit for use as a
vacation rental; and (ii) specifically identifying all other dwelling units in the
building approved for use as vacation rentals; and (ii) attesting that the
association's or board's bylaws are in compliance with the requirements for
issuing/renewing a vacation rental license;
A statement as to whether, within two years of the date of application or
renewal, the applicant has ever had a license to engage in the business of
vacation rental revoked for cause;
A statement as to whether, within two years of the date of application or
renewal, a license for a vacation rental for the dwelling unit identified in the
license application has ever been revoked for cause; and
A certificate of insurance proving the operator obtained (i) homeowner's fire,
hazard and liability insurance; and (ii) general commercial liability insurance,
with limits of not less than $1,000,000.00 per occurrence, combined single limit,
for bodily injury, personal injury and property damage arising in any way from
the issuance of the license or activities conducted pursuant to the license.



Section 4-6-300(d) does not permit more than six dwelling units within any building to
be licensed as a vacation rental at the same time. The subsection also requires a
separate license shall be required for each dwelling unit used as a vacation rental.



The building commissioner is authorized to mandate an inspection of any vacation
rental, at any time and in any manner, including third-party reviews. Likewise, if the
licensee provides food to his guests in the vacation rental, the board of health may
inspect the vacation rental in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the
board of health. Section 4-6-300(f).



Section 4-6-300(f) lists the legal duties imposed upon licensees, while Section 4-6-300(g)
lists prohibited acts.



Like bed and breakfasts, Chicago imposes a 4.5% “Hotel Accommodations Tax” for the
listing price (including cleaning fees) paid for vacation rentals.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The expanding use of technology and social media as part of our daily lives has
created an opportunity for the emergence of new types of businesses. One of these
new business models has been deemed the “sharing economy.” Sharing
economy businesses are characterized by practices such as carsharing,
ridesharing, cooperatives, shared housing, and shared workspaces. These
businesses directly connect people offering excess supply of goods or services
with users who seek to utilize those goods or services.
“Homesharing,” highlighted by the multibillion-dollar Airbnb, as well as VRBO
(Vacation Rentals by Owner), among many smaller sites, has rapidly expanded in
popularity. Along with that popularity, there has been increased scrutiny with the
impact of these businesses on the quality of life within municipalities.
Typically, there are two types of homesharing: those where the owner remains in
the home while renting out a room or rooms to visitors; and those where the
owner is absent and the entire home or apartment is rented. The second category
is also sometimes referred to as a short-term rental or a vacation rental and is the
type most frequently regulated by city ordinance.
II.

MUNICIPAL CHALLENGES

As the popularity of the homesharing economy surges, it becomes apparent that
many cities do not have regulations that specifically address this relatively new
use, and as a result, municipalities struggle to fit these new business models into
existing regulations. For example, critics of homesharing have stated that the
proliferation of this type of use results in homes becoming de facto hotel spaces,
and cities are thus confronted with overlapping, and potentially conflicting,
commercial and residential uses.
The emergence of homesharing has resulted in issues primarily arising in three
main areas: (1) taxation and revenue, (2) housing and zoning, and (3) public
safety and welfare.
A.

Taxation and Revenue

Many cities derive significant revenue from taxes on businesses and the
occupancy at hotels and other forms of lodging, the latter sometimes being levied
as a sales tax. Those revenues go into cities’ general funds to pay for services,
including public safety and enforcement of zoning codes, and in some cases to
fund enforcement of regulations of the guest lodging industry. Because the hotel,
traditional bed and breakfast, and other lodging industries have been stable for
some time, the application of occupancy taxes has been relatively straightforward
and the law well settled. The tax applies to the act of renting lodging, is paid by
the applicant, is collected by the operator of the lodging, and is remitted to the
taxing agency. The application of business taxes has similarly been

straightforward, since hotels and bed and breakfasts inarguably fell within the
definition of a business subject to the tax.1
The introduction of online reservations was the first instance of the internet
unsettling the application of occupancy taxes. As is now fairly well understood,
the tax collected on hotel reservations made online might not be based on the
amount that the occupant ultimately pays for the lodging. The discrepancy arises
from the difference that an online travel company pays to reserve blocks of rooms
and the amount that the occupant pays to the online travel company. That is a
matter of ongoing dispute between cities and online travel companies.
Airbnb and similar services have further unsettled the application of existing
occupancy taxes to lodging. The websites and mobile apps offered by those
companies also act as an intermediary between the owners and renters of houses
and apartments and people seeking short-term lodging. In addition, unlike with
online travel companies, Airbnb has no claim on the properties offered through its
services. It therefore has a stronger argument that it is not an operator of a hotel or
other form of lodging and has no obligation to collect occupancy tax at the time
that payment is made for the lodging. Enforcement of the existing occupancy tax
system is made even more difficult by the Airbnb service hiding the exact
location of the property until the time that the host accepts the request from a
guest to stay at the property. Cities and other taxing agencies have experienced
difficulty identifying the people who would be required to pay occupancy and
business taxes as a result.
In its earliest days, Airbnb and similar services frequently took the position that a
short-term rental, particularly in a house or apartment occupied by the owner or
tenant, was not the type of occupancy subject to local taxation or a business at all.
Airbnb in particular presented its service as connecting travelers with local
residents to provide an experience different from the one normally associated with
staying in a hotel. That idea—still presented in their current ads at the time that
this paper was written2—is part of its romantic concept of “disrupting” the
existing lodging market by making it possible for travelers to experience their
destinations as locals. The reality, as discussed in other parts of this paper, is often
different. Many houses and apartments have become dedicated short-term rental
properties with the owner or tenant making the entire property available to
travelers rather than acting as a traditionally understood host.

1

Which isn’t to say that the owners of houses or condos offered as traditional
vacation rentals never escaped either business or occupancy tax. Hotels and
B&B’s were, however, well known within their communities, making
enforcement easier. Moreover, arranging to rent a home or condo for a vacation
was more difficult before the rise of the internet.
2
Airbnb, Is Mankind? <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2xegsh1CmPU> (as
of August 27, 2015).

Consistent with its view of the service that it was providing, Airbnb initially took
the position either that occupancy taxes did not apply to lodging arranged through
its website and mobile app, or that it was the responsibility of each host to
determine whether tax applied and to collect and remit it to the local taxing
authority. The latter remains its position with regard to most locations where it
has not reached agreement with the local taxing authority about how occupancy
tax should apply.3 Under that framework, in the absence of an agreement to the
contrary, Airbnb’s position remains that it has no obligation to collect occupancy
tax and or to identify for local taxing authorities the people offering properties
through its services.
With the rise in use of Airbnb, the increased dedication of properties solely to
short-term lodging, and the change in the business in the direction of
straightforward rental and away from shared accommodation, cities have become
more interested in the issue of whether their existing occupancy taxes apply. Early
resistance by Airbnb has given way to a willingness to negotiate agreements for
collection of occupancy tax through its website and mobile app, usually in return
for the taxing entity recognizing the use of property for short-term rentals as a
legitimate use—although subject to other requirements.
The agreements that Airbnb has entered into with cities and states for the
collection of occupancy tax vary in their details. Generally, Airbnb agrees
“voluntarily” to act as a hotel operator for the purpose of lodging arranged using
its website or mobile app, to collect the applicable occupancy tax, and to remit it
to the taxing authority. Issues that typically vary as a result of negotiations
include:
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•

Whether Airbnb identifies the people offering accommodations or the
person paying for lodging, or provides only a numerical identifier.

•

What information Airbnb provides about people offering accommodations
and people paying for lodging during an audit.

•

Whether individuals offering accommodations are still required to register
as hotel operators, and if so, under what circumstances.

•

The scope of the taxing authority’s auditing power under the agreement
and auditing procedures, including a reservation of rights to audit for
payment of other taxes, like business taxes.

•

Recordkeeping by Airbnb and individuals offering accommodations
through Airbnb.

•

Notification to individuals offering accommodations and people paying
for lodging regarding the occupancy tax.

Airbnb, What is occupancy tax? Do I need to collect or pay it?
<https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/654?topic=264> (as of August 27, 2015).

•

Reservation of the power to audit or otherwise investigate individuals
offering accommodations in response to a complaint.

•

Liability of individuals offering accommodations and paying for lodging
other than for payment of occupancy tax, such as compliance with noise
regulations, zoning violations, and other potential nuisances.

•

The effect of the agreement on the liability of individuals offering
accommodations to have collected and remitted tax prior to the
agreement’s effective date.

A typical agreement with Airbnb might resolve the issue of collection of
occupancy tax prospectively for short-term accommodations arranged through
Airbnb, but it might not result in a taxing authority gaining information about the
identity of the individuals offering the accommodations or the location of the
accommodations. Thus, it might not assist with ensuring that business taxes are
being collected or with the land use and public safety issues addressed in other
parts of this paper.
Furthermore, the agreement itself implies that the use of residences for temporary
accommodations is a legitimate use of the property. Airbnb might expect a local
taxing authority to adopt legislation legitimizing the use. Cities should therefore
consider whether it is prepared to treat the use as permissible as a tradeoff for
ensuring that a significant portion of occupancy tax is collected. Operators of
traditional hotels might object to legitimizing Airbnb-type short-term rentals.4 On
the other hand, entering into an agreement with Airbnb, as part of a more
comprehensive overhaul of a city’s regulations applicable to such rentals, makes
the collection of occupancy tax easier, allowing cities to focus on other aspects of
the ways in which these rentals are affecting their communities.
B.

Housing and Zoning

Historically, municipalities throughout the United States have spent considerable
effort in the precise planning of the growth of their cities, resulting in the adoption
of zoning plans and ordinances that seek to protect the amount, type, and
placement of housing in relation to businesses and other commercial spaces.
When faced with a changing neighborhood, it is common for cities to slowly
update their zoning regulations in response. However, with the homesharing
boom, the demand to react to current conditions has tested even the most flexible
urban planner.

4

Griswold, Why Airbnb Desperately Wants to Pay Hotel Taxes (February 13,
2015) Slate
<http://www.slate.com/articles/business/moneybox/2015/02/airbnb_hotel_taxes_
why_does_the_sharing_economy_startup_want_to_pay_them.single.html> (as of
August 27, 2015).

As a house or apartment fluctuates from single family occupancy one day to a
hostel-style vacation rental for transient visitors the next, and then back to a single
family occupancy, all within the space of a week, traditional zoning regulations
struggle to accurately define and regulate these new types of uses.
1.

Housing

Cities like San Francisco and New York, as well as many others throughout the
country, are constantly trying to balance the influx of new or visiting residents
with the particular municipality’s demand for additional office space and
commercial ventures. In many of these cities, long-term housing is being removed
from the housing stock in favor of short-term rentals, which, although profitable,
remain unoccupied many days each year. This can lead to a significant drop in the
number of available units on the long-term residential housing market.5
This past June, the City of Santa Monica, California passed a “Home-Sharing
Ordinance” citing the fact that “[i]n some cities, entire apartment buildings have
begun to only offer vacation rentals, essentially turning an apartment building into
a hotel in a residential neighborhood.”6 Santa Monica declared registered homesharing, where a resident hosts visitors in their home, to be a valid use but upheld
the city’s long-standing prohibition against vacation rentals, or use of a dwelling
without a resident physically present. The City promises to begin proactive
enforcement of this ordinance this September.
Santa Monica is not alone. Cities ranging from Miami Beach, Florida to
Manhattan Beach, California have outright banned short-term vacation rentals.
Other cities, like Laguna Beach, California, have put a moratorium on short-term
rentals as they scramble to determine the best course of regulatory action for their
city. Atlantic City attempted a de facto ban on short-term rentals by regulating the
minimum length of a permissible rental to ninety days, only to be challenged in
court and forced to agree to repeal the ordinance and promise not to pass another
based on rental length in the future.7 And finally, New York City simply declared
war on “private short-term rentals” (where the owner is not present during the

5

Speri, Airbnb Will Probably Get You Evicted and Priced Out of the City (April
24, 2014) Vice News <https://news.vice.com/article/airbnb-will-probably-getyou-evicted-and-priced-out-of-the-city> (as of August 27, 2015).
6
City of Santa Monica Planning & Community Development, Overview of the
Home-Sharing Ordinance
<http://www.smgov.net/Departments/PCD/Permits/Short-Term-Rental-HomeShare-Ordinance/#1._Why> (as of August 27, 2015).
7
STRAC Editor, New Jersey Illustrates Why Short-Term Rentals Aren’t a
Commercial Use (November 12, 2013) <http://www.stradvocacy.org/new-jerseyillustrates-why-short-term-rentals-arent-a-commercial-use> (as of August 27,
2015).

stay) by stating that most of them violate state and local laws, owe millions in
back taxes, and many operate as illegal hostels.8
In a recent San Francisco Chronicle article, an advisor to Mayor Ed Lee summed
up the dilemma confronting many cities by saying: “We want to crack down on
people taking housing off the market and hurting San Francisco. But we also want
law-abiding people to be able to do occasional (short-term rentals) because it
helps many people afford to live in our city.”9
2.

Zoning

Related to the loss of permanent housing are zoning and planning issues.
Historically, municipalities have developed zoning schemes and passed
ordinances restricting property use in order to balance the commercial and
residential spheres within growing cities. This tradition goes back to the turn of
the 20th century and allowed for an alternative preventive measure to the common
law remedies for nuisance and trespass.
The traditional devices of segregating housing from business uses are still the
default planning methods throughout the country but are being challenged by a
surge in the short-term home rental market.
Many cities have been forced to revisit their short term rental zoning restrictions
in the wake of the tremendous growth of Airbnb, VRBO.com, and other sites
which allow a residential dwelling to be used as a rental space for short periods, in
essence turning it into a de facto hotel space or hybrid of home and commercial
rental vehicle.
C.

Public Safety and Welfare

Finally, homesharing generates concerns about safety and the welfare of
homesharing guests and neighbors alike. With a conversion from home to
something more resembling a hotel comes fears of property destruction, noiserelated nuisances, and basic trespass by “strangers” visiting a city for a short
period. Houses used as exclusively for homesharing can remain vacant for long
periods, becoming the targets of homeless looking for a place to live or criminals
looking for a place to do business.

8

New York State Office of the Attorney General, Airbnb in the City (October
2014) <http://www.ag.ny.gov/pdfs/Airbnb%20report.pdf> (as of August 27,
2015) p. 2-3.
9
Said, Airbnb’s Impact in San Francisco: Hosts or Hoteliers? (July 12, 2015)
<http://www.sfchronicle.com/airbnb-impact-san-francisco-2015/#3> (as of
August 27, 2015).

These fears were starkly reflected in the findings of a 200710 ordinance from Isle
of Palms, South Carolina:
“That, in general, it has been the experience of the City that short-term
renters generate more waste, litter, traffic, and over-crowding, keep later
hours and create a greater disruption with light and noise than long-term
tenants or owners. Such use must be balanced against the desirability of
peace, tranquility and quality of lifestyle for long-term tenants and owners
in the City.”11
To protect health and safety, most cities attempt to regulate industries that have an
impact on the welfare of its residents and visitors. Through inspections, insurance
requirements, and safety device installation mandates, municipalities have
regulated the hotel and bed & breakfast industry for decades, passing the costs
associated with regulations through to the lodgers with transient occupancy taxes,
as discussed above.
But, in the case of homesharing, because many of the homes that are being used
as quasi-hotels or quasi-B&Bs are zoned and designated as single-family homes
and residences, they are not subject to the piercing scrutiny of those buildings
zoned for transient occupancy. As the Chief of Fire Prevention for New York
explained, the buildings for transient occupancy are “required to be designed,
constructed and operated in accordance with more stringent fire protection
requirements than those applicable to apartment buildings” and other homes.12
The hotels and other transient occupancy buildings require portable fire
extinguishers, sprinklers, exit lights and markers, and evacuation plans, among
other safety features. There are no such requirements for personal residences. This
distinction is likely present in most cities’ codes but the safety issues engendered
by visitors in an unfamiliar location exist whether they are in a formal hotel or a
non-owner occupied homeshare.
III. HOW CITIES ARE ADDRESSING THESE ISSUES
In response to homesharing, many cities have either amended their existing shortterm rental ordinances or passed completely novel ones. As far back as 2010, the
City of Chicago recognized that “cities in Arizona, California, Florida, Hawaii,
Maine, New York, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oregon, and Pennsylvania . . .

10

Airbnb was founded in San Francisco the same year.
Isle of Palms Ordinance 2007-2, section 1.A.
<http://www.iop.net/client_resources/short-term%20rental%20ordinances.pdf>
(as of August 27, 2015).
12
New York State Office of the Attorney General, Airbnb in the City (October
2014) <http://www.ag.ny.gov/pdfs/Airbnb%20report.pdf> (as of August 27,
2015) p. 23.
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are working to impose restrictions on the booming business of daily and weekly
rentals by individual owners.”13
Recently, the primary focus seems to be on registration of these homeshares and
tax collection, but some cities have taken unique approaches to further address the
issues outlined above. Below are just a few specific examples.
In every community that undertakes to address any or all of the areas of concern
addressed in this paper, an additional issue will be the availability of resources to
enforce new regulations adopted.
A.

Taxes and Revenue14 – Savannah, Georgia

At the end of last year, Savannah, Georgia passed an ordinance updating the city’s
zoning districts to allow for short-term vacation rentals.15 Beyond legitimizing the
use of residential homes as vacation rentals, a clear aim was to generate revenue
and collect taxes that were not due before the adoption of the ordinance.
The new law requires all short-term vacation renters to apply for and obtain a
business certificate. The initial application fee is $150 per property, and a $50
renewal fee each year thereafter. The certificate is non-transferable so the $150
fee has to be paid by each subsequent owner that wishes to share his or her home
as a vacation rental. If an owner is discovered renting their property for less than
30 days without a certificate, they are subject to a $500 fine for the first violation,
$750 for the second, and $1000 for the third within any twelve-month period.16
Finally, all short-term vacation rental owners are required to pay six percent of his
or her lodging charges to the City of Savannah each month under the title of

13

City of Chicago Ordinance No. 011311, adding Chapter 4-207 to Chicago Mun.
Code.
<http://www.cityofchicago.org/content/dam/city/depts/bacp/general/vacationrenta
lordinance011311.pdf> (as of August 27, 2015).
14
Other cities that have mandated that short-term rentals pay specific transient
taxes include Washington, D.C.; Malibu, CA; Oakland, CA; Philadelphia, PA;
Phoenix, AZ; Amsterdam, The Netherlands; and throughout the country of India.
Details and links can be found here: Airbnb, In what areas is Occupancy Tax
Collection and Remittance by Airbnb available?
<https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/653?topic=264> (as of August 27, 2015).
15
City of Savannah, Short-Term Vacation Rentals and B&B Guest Units
<http://www.savannahga.gov/stvr> (as of August 27, 2015).
16
City of Savannah City Code section 8-10009 et seq.
<http://www.savannahga.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4303> (as of August 27,
2015).

hotel/motel taxes. Additionally, to be in compliance, short-term renters must pay
an additional seven percent monthly in state use and sales taxes.17
The Savannah ordinance has little reference to the actual operation of these shortterm rentals and clearly is focused on regulation and increasing revenue for the
city and state.
B.

Housing18 – San Francisco, California

After several years and many heated debates, San Francisco decided to legalize
short-term rentals within the city with several very specific regulations meant to
protect long-term housing in the city. In the ordinance’s general findings, the
Board of Supervisors made it clear that they were only making an exception to the
prohibition on short-term rentals for “permanent residents [who] are present for a
significant majority of the calendar year.”19 A significant majority of the year
equates to no less than 275 days that a resident must remain in their home, thus
capping the number of possible nights that a resident might rent their home at
ninety in a given year. This approach is meant to prevent homes from being
rented out for the bulk of the year and thus keep them in the ever-tightening longterm residential market.
San Francisco also requires those who would like to participate in short-term
rentals to register with the city and pay taxes but the residency timeframe
requirement was the final concession that allowed the city to come to an
agreement with the proponents of homesharing and short-term rentals in the city
that is the birthplace of Airbnb.

17

City of Savannah, Short-Term Vacation Rentals and B&B Guest Units
<http://www.savannahga.gov/stvr> (as of August 27, 2015).
18
Estes Park, Colorado is following San Francisco’s footsteps in conducting a
detailed analysis into the impact of short-term rentals on the housing market:
Town of Estes Park Community Development, Review of Draft Recommendation
for Vacation Rentals Report (August 25, 2015)
<https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Binder.pdf> (as
of August 27, 2015).
19
San Francisco Ordinance No. 218-14, section (c)(2)
<http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances14/o0218-14.pdf>
(as of August 27, 2015).

C.

Zoning20 – Portland, Oregon

In 2014, Portland passed an ordinance changing its zoning code and legalizing
“accessory short-term rentals.” The stated purpose of the change to the code was
to “allow for a more efficient use of residential structures, without detracting from
neighborhood character, and ensuring that the primary use remains residential.”21
Separating these rentals into types A and B, the primary distinguishing criteria
were the number of bedrooms rented to overnight guests, two or less for type A,
and three or more for type B. The ordinance goes on to state which type is valid in
which city zone and the inspections that they may be subject to. Type A requires a
permit while type B is subject to a conditional use review.
Although safety features are mentioned, the primary focus of the Portland
ordinance is registration of these short-term rentals and analysis of their use
within the greater scope of their surrounding neighborhood.
Portland did make these short-term rentals subject to transient occupancy taxes
but the city was only willing to legalize it if they could analyze the registered
rentals as part of the existing zoning scheme.
D.

Safety and Welfare22 – Chicago, Illinois

In January 2011, through enactment of its vacation rental ordinance, Chicago
became the self-proclaimed “first large municipality to set the standard by
regulating rentals on a daily and weekly basis by private entities.”23 Chicago’s

20

Maui County, Hawaii also focused on zoning issues with their 2012 short-term
rental ordinance: Maui County Ordinance No. 3941
<http://co.maui.hi.us/DocumentCenter/View/19568> (as of August 27, 2015), as
did Sonoma County, California: Sonoma County Ordinance No. 5908
<http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/docs/vacrent/vacation-rentals-finalordinance.pdf> (as of August 27, 2015).
21
Portland City Code section 33.207
<http://www.portlandonline.com/auditor/index.cfm?c=28197&a=501886> (as of
August 27, 2015).
22
Additionally, Bal Harbour Village, Florida was especially concerned with the
impact on health and welfare caused by short-term rentals, as reflected in its
findings: Bal Harbour Village Ordinance No. 2011-549
<http://www.balharbourgov.com/static/sitefiles/events/BHV20120919075459.pdf
> (as of August 27, 2015), and Pacific County, Washington is worried about the
“large groups of strangers next door”: Pacific County Department of Community
Development, Short Term Vacation Rentals (revised February 11, 2013)
<http://www.co.pacific.wa.us/dcd/images/appsforms/vacation%20rental%20brochure.pdf> (as of August 27, 2015).
23
City of Chicago Ordinance No. 011311, adding Chapter 4-207 to Chicago Mun.
Code

ordinance is most focused on safety and welfare concerns, separating owneroccupied dwelling units from vacation rentals and requiring that each obtain a
license to operate.
Along with the license, Chicago requires vacation rental licensees to provide
contact details for a local contact person, proof of $1 million commercial liability
insurance on top of standard homeowner’s insurance, a posted evacuation
diagram, and even such seemingly minor details as providing guests with soap,
bath cloths/towels, and linens along with basic cleaning and sanitizing between
each guest’s stay.
Zoning issues are also addressed in the ordinance but the clear focus is on health
and safety and making short-term rentals in Chicago as hospitable to guests as
that of a hotel.
IV. CONCLUSION
As these wide-ranging laws attest, cities have been forced to quickly remake
existing regulatory frameworks to address the desire to collect taxes, maintain the
delicate balance of residential and commercial uses throughout the municipalities,
and protect both the city’s residents and visitors alike.
Airbnb, the largest of the homesharing platforms, has realized each city’s new and
unique ordinance regime can be difficult to navigate and comply with, and thus
the company has put together a “Responsible Hosting” page that provides links to
nearly fifty different city pages containing information about that city’s
regulations.24 This information can be invaluable but whether the bulk of
homeshare owners are actually making the effort to register and comply is an
open question.

2511682.3

<http://www.cityofchicago.org/content/dam/city/depts/bacp/general/vacationrenta
lordinance011311.pdf> (as of August 27, 2015).
24
Airbnb, Responsible Hosting: Your City’s Regulations
<https://www.airbnb.com/help/responsible-hosting> (as of August 27, 2015).
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Agenda
• The Sharing Economy
 Online Vacation Rental Marketplaces
 Transportation Network Companies

• What Are the Municipality’s Objectives?
• What Regulations Can Be Passed To
Accomplish Those Objectives?
• How Can These Regulations Be Enforced?
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The Sharing Economy
• Refers to businesses that provide consumers
the ability to share resources, like housing,
vehicles, home-cooked meals, skills and more,
generally through apps or websites that
connect users with potential customers.
• Examples: Uber, Lyft, Sidecar, Airbnb, VRBO,
Mealsharing, Taskrabbit

3

The Sharing Economy
• The basic principle of the
sharing economy is simple:
One person has resources,
another person wants to
rent/borrow/use them
temporarily.
• Businesses in the sharing
economy tend to be
facilitators: they connect
those with resources with
those who want to utilize
them, for a fee.
4

The Sharing Economy
• The most prominent
examples so far include
ride-sharing (Uber, Lyft),
home-sharing (Airbnb,
VRBO), and meal-sharing
(MealSharing, Feastly).
• Yet the same basic
principles can be applied
more widely, and likely
will be.
5

Online Vacation Rental Marketplaces
• Websites that enable property owners,
tenants, and occupants to rent their living
space to travelers.
• Can allow rentals ranging from an entire home
to a couch or spare bedroom.
• Typical short-term rental lasts days or weeks.
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Online Vacation Rental Marketplaces
• Unlike Travelocity and
Zillow, these Marketplaces
set themselves apart by
operating outside the
“business/residence”
model.
• The Argument is they are
not renting rooms, merely
facilitating a connection
within the “sharing
economy.”
7

Online Vacation Rental Marketplaces
• Each property is associated with a “host” (the
person offering the space) who may be viewed
by the site’s registered users/“guests.”
• The websites operate on a “broker’s” model,
taking a percentage cut from both the host and
guest, or charging membership fees to hosts.
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Major Players: Airbnb
• Founded in San Francisco in
2007 by roommates Brian
Chesky and Joe Gebbia.
• $6 Million Revenues in 2008,
2015 Revenues Projected to
Exceed $675 Million.
• More than 1 Million listings
in 190 countries worldwide.
• More than 25 Million guests.
• As of March 2015, Airbnb
valued at over $20 Billion,
worth more than Hyatt ($8.4
Billion) and Wyndam ($9.4
Billion).
9

Airbnb: Exponential Growth

Source: Airbnb.com
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Airbnb: Exponential Growth

Source: Airbnb.com
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Major Players: HomeAway
• Founded in Austin in
2005 by Brian Sharples
and Carl Shepherd.
• Claims more than 1
Million vacation rental
listings in 190 countries.
• Owns more than 20
other vacation rental
sites, including VRBO.
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HomeAway: A Different Business
Model
• Different business model than Airbnb.
• HomeAway charges rental owners an annual
subscription fee (average revenue per listing in
2013 was $368).
• Also more focused on established rental
markets. HomeAway serves people renting out
vacation homes when not in use more than
people renting extra space.
• With this different focus comes different
challenges (more later).
13

HomeAway Markets
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Online Vacation Rentals: Mega-firms

Ownership

HomeAway Trip Advisor
(VRBO etc)
(Flipkey)

Airbnb

Nasdaq-"AWAY" Nasdaq-"TRIP"

private

2014 Revenues

$447 Million

$1.25 Billion

$430 Million (est.)

5-Year Growth

30%

28%

250% (est.)

$2 Billion

$11 Billion

$20 Billion (est.)

388

52

unknown

Enterprise Value
P/E
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Issues—Online Vacation Rentals
• Housing Market Issues
• Taxing Issues
• Code Enforcement Issues
• Policy Enforcement Issues
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Issues: Housing Markets
• Short Term Rentals can create major problems
for housing markets in pricing and availability.
• Owners may use Airbnb and HomeAway fulltime to generate greater revenue than simply
renting or selling the property.
• As this practice becomes more prevalent,
housing availability for residents will likely
decrease, causing full-time rental prices to
increase.
17

Issues: Housing Markets
• In NYC, STR’s skyrocketed from
2,652 in 2010 to 16,483 in the
first half of 2014, including
people permanently renting out
second bedrooms or their
whole property, or owners
renting out multiple units in the
same building.
• One commercial host
generated $6.84 million from
renting properties on Airbnb
between 2010 and 2014.
• Many of these rentals violate
New York’s Multiple Dwelling
Law.

Source: Statista.com,
http://www.statista.com/statistics/339766/priv
ate-short-term-rentals-booked-through-airbnbin-new-york-city/
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Airbnb: Sharing Helps Communities

“Airbnb hosts are regular New Yorkers who are passionate
about sharing their homes and their neighborhood with
visitors from around the globe. Airbnb is making New York
more affordable for more families.”
19

Who Lists Properties on Airbnb?

20

Shared Housing, Sometimes

21

Absentee Landlords, More Often

22

Airbnb: Compliance Is Hosts’ Job
Airbnb Terms of Service:
PLEASE READ THESE TERMS OF SERVICE CAREFULLY . . .
SOME CITIES HAVE LAWS THAT RESTRICT THEIR ABILITY TO HOST
PAYING GUESTS FOR SHORT PERIODS. THESE LAWS ARE OFTEN
PART OF A CITY’S ZONING OR ADMINISTRATIVE CODES. IN MANY
CITIES, HOSTS MUST REGISTER, GET A PERMIT, OR OBTAIN A
LICENSE BEFORE LISTING A PROPERTY OR ACCEPTING GUESTS.
CERTAIN TYPES OF SHORT-TERM BOOKINGS MAY BE PROHIBITED
ALTOGETHER. LOCAL GOVERNMENTS VARY GREATLY IN HOW THEY
ENFORCE THESE LAWS. PENALTIES MAY INCLUDE FINES OR OTHER
ENFORCEMENT.
HOSTS SHOULD REVIEW LOCAL LAWS BEFORE LISTING A SPACE
ON AIRBNB.
23

Issues: Taxes
• Most local governments
tax hotel stays (usually
called “Transient
Occupancy Taxes”).
• TOT is collected from
guest through hotel bill.
• Hotels are responsible
for remitting TOT’s to
local governments on a
monthly or quarterly
basis.
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Airbnb: Passing the Buck on Taxes
“There are a few instances where an Airbnb guest may need
to pay tax.
Some hosts are required by their local regulations to charge
a tax…. We ask that hosts explain any taxes they may be
required to collect in their listing description and their
communication with guests prior to booking.
In some locations, Airbnb has made agreements with
government officials to collect and remit local taxes on behalf
of hosts. When you book a listing in one of these locations,
the local taxes will be displayed automatically…”
25

Issues: Taxes
• Airbnb and HomeAway leave the obligation to
comply with local laws (including paying TOT) to the
host and guest.
• Hotels must typically register with local
governments; Airbnb properties often have no such
requirement. How to track and audit?
• Communities are often forced to search websites
themselves then send letters to collect taxes.
• This has inefficiencies, with lost tax revenue as a
result.
26

Issues: Code Enforcement
• Large numbers of
temporary occupants
linked to several code
enforcement problems,
including:
 Excessive noise
complaints
 Parking problems
 Trash problems
 Degradation of
neighborhood’s
residential character
27

Issues: Policy Enforcement
• Whatever policies a city adopts, they must be
practically enforceable.
• Harsh regulations are only effective if you can identify
and penalize violators.
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Municipal Objectives:
Online Vacation Rentals
• Preserve the community’s residential character.
• Prevent housing from converting to full-time Short
Term Rental.
• Generate taxes and fees to cover the cost of STR
occupancies and offset lost hotel and B&B taxes.
• Ensure that STR users are adequately protected
against fire, hazards, health risks.
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Online Vacation Rentals:
What Regulations Can Be Passed to
Accomplish Municipal Objectives?

30

Short Term Regulation Rundown
• Require STR hosts to register, pay fees and taxes.
• Establish Minimum Stay Requirements (NYC).
• Establish Maximum Total Number of Days Property
Can Be Used as Short Term Rental (SF).
• Establish Maximum Number of Short Term Rentals
(Austin).
• Establish Maximum Density of Short Term Rentals
(San Luis Obispo).
• Safety Inspections (San Bernardino, Garrett Co., MD).
• Require Platform to Collect and Pay TOT (DC,
Portland, Chicago…).
31

Case Study: New York City
• Multiple Dwelling Law-- may
not rent dwelling less than 30
days unless owner is at home.
• Attorney General’s report
finds that 25,000 of 35,000
Airbnb rentals violate MDL.
• NYC obtains preliminary
injunctions against residential
buildings as “illegal hotels.”
• State wins fight over Airbnb’s
release of “host” information
to State Attorney General.
32

Case Study: New York City

Injunction by City:
 Multiple-unit
residential buildings
rented out on Airbnb
 Violates MDL

33

Case Study: Portland, OR

• New Accessory Short Term Rental (ASTR) Ordinance
Passed in March 2015

34

Case Study– Portland, OR

Type A Accessory Short-Term Rental
Regulations
1.
2.
3.
4.

Accessory Use
Building Types
Cap
Bedroom
Requirements
5. Process
6. Required Notice

7. Posting Permit
Number
8. Number of Guests
9. Home Occupations
10.Employees
35

Case Study–Portland, OR

1. Accessory Use
• Allow as accessory to residential use.
• The individual or family who operates the
Accessory Short-Term Rental must occupy the
unit for at least 9 months out of the year.

36

Case Study-Portland, OR

2. Building Type
• Houses
• Attached houses
• Duplexes
• Manufactures Homes
• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

37

Case Study-Portland, OR

2. Building Type
Single-Dwelling Code

Building Code Occupancy – R3
Allows “Lodging
House” – renting up
to 5 guest rooms
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Case Study-Portland, OR

2. Building Type
Multi-Dwelling Code

Building Code Occupancy – R2
When long-term
changes to shortterm tenancies, the
occupancy must
change to R1.
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Case Study-Portland, OR

2. Building Type
Commercial Code

Building Code Occupancy - R1
Change of occupancy from
R2 to R1 requires:
- Architect’s structural
research and analysis
- Fire sprinklers
- New doors / windows
- “Rated” corridors
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Case Study-Portland, OR

3. Caps
No cap in single-dwelling neighborhoods.

41

Case Study-Portland, OR

4. Bedroom Requirements
The City verifies that bedrooms:
• Met the building code requirements for sleeping
rooms at the time they were created or converted
• Interconnected smoke detectors
• Carbon monoxide detectors
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Case Study-Portland, OR

5. Type A Permit Process
• Administrative permit
• 1-2 week process
• Inspection required for initial permit and every 6
years; self-certification intervening years
• Renewal required every 2 years
• Fee: $180
• May be revoked for failure to comply with the
regulations
43

Case Study-Portland, OR

6. Required Notice
Operator sends a
notice to all recognized
organizations and
owners of property
abutting or across the
street from the
residence.
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Case Study-Portland, OR

Permit Number, Number of Guests,
Home Occupations, and Employees
7. Permit number must be posted.
8. Number of guests is the same as household
(related persons + 5 non-related persons)
9. Home Occupations are not allowed.
10.Nonresident employees are not allowed.
45

Case Study: Austin, TX
2012-New STR ordinance:
• Registration and taxes for
rentals 30 days or less.
• Notify neighbors and
homeowner associations.
• STR’s may not exceed 3% of
non-primary residences in any
census tract.
• $350,000 budget for
compliance program including
3 staffers (assume 1,500
potential registered STR’s X
$235 each).
• Up to $2,000 fine per day for
unregistered STR.
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Case Study: Austin, TX
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Case Study: Austin, TX
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Case Study: Austin, TX
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Case Study: Austin, TX
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Case Study: Austin, TX
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Case Study: San Francisco, CA
• New San Francisco ordinance
legalizes short-term rentals, but
“hosts” must be permanent
residents of the City (must live in
their unit for at least 275 days
per year).
• Rentals where host not present
are limited to 90-days-per-year.
• Aim is to keep housing market
open to residents.
• Serious enforcement issues—
Airbnb won’t give booking data,
no way to tell when people are
present in their homes.
52

Case Study: San Francisco, CA
• SF ordinance also imposes other requirements that are
becoming more
• commonplace, including:
 Registry and Permits.
 Insurance requirement ($500,000 in coverage).
 TOT payments (SF has contract with Airbnb to remit).
 Airbnb must notify hosts of the City’s laws.
 Tenants must notify landlords of STR; new law does
not affect lease restrictions against subletting.
 Airbnb recently agreed to pay the City roughly $25
million in past-due TOT.
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Case Study: San Francisco, CA
• HomeAway sued to block new SF ordinance.
• Argued that the rule favors primary residences—many
HomeAway hosts do not live in their properties
(vacation and secondary homes).
• 1,200 properties in San Francisco were listed on
HomeAway as of November 2014, many of which will
be forced off the site entirely.
• Lawsuit was dismissed for lack of standing
(HomeAway does not own property in San Francisco).
• New law took effect February 1, 2015.
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Case Study: Santa Monica, CA
• New Ordinance prohibits
owners from renting out their
homes unless they are present
in the unit throughout the
rental period.
• Mandates platforms to collect
and remit TOT, disclose names
and addresses of all hosts.
• City will create enforcement
department exclusively
dedicated to home-sharing.
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Case Study: Rancho Mirage, CA
• Rancho Mirage, CA passed
an ordinance requiring
every short-term rental
agreement to be signed by
someone older than 30.
• Lawsuit challenging that
ordinance has since been
dismissed on grounds that
the Unruh Civil Rights Act
does not apply to a City
acting in its legislative
capacity.
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Legislative Response: California SB-593
• California Bill that would:
 Require electronic “hosting platforms” to regularly
report the addresses of, nights of use at, and
revenues obtained by residences leased through the
platform.
 Prohibit hosting platforms from offering properties
if prohibited by law.
 Require collection and remittance of TOT.
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Some Municipal Successes:
Some jurisdictions have succeeded in requiring
Airbnb to collect and remit taxes:
• Chicago, IL
• Portland, OR
• San Francisco, CA
• Washington, DC
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Transportation Network
Companies
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Transportation Network Companies
• Web-based applications that connect users and
drivers through smartphone apps.
• Allow prospective passengers to view and
select from nearby available drivers, who are
guided to them using the smartphone’s GPS.
• The apps also allow passengers to track the
location of their rides and manage payments,
as well as permitting reviews of both drivers
and customers.
60

Major Players: Uber
• Founded in San Francisco in
2009 by Travis Kalanick and
Garret Camp.
• Now in 60 countries and 300
cities worldwide.
• As of May 2015, Uber was
raising funding to be valued
at $50 Billion, making it the
world’s most valuable private
start-up, worth more than
FedEx ($48 Billion) and
Nissan Motors ($47 Billion). 61

Uber:
Instant
Service
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Major Players: Lyft
• Founded in San
Francisco by Logan
Green and John Zimmer.
• Currently available in 65
U.S. cities.
• As of May 2015, Lyft is
valued at $2.5 Billion,
and is aiming to launch
internationally.
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Municipal Objectives:
Transportation Network Companies
• Ensure Safety of Drivers and Customers.
• Encourage Competition in the Market.
• Ensure Fairness of Employment Practices.
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Transportation Network Companies:
Issues
• Competition with Taxi Industry - no medallions,
no limit on number of drivers, no requirement
to provide wheelchair accessibility, etc.
• Lack of Regulations-fewer background checks,
lower insurance requirements, fewer vehicle
inspection standards, etc.
• Employee Classification-independent
contractors or employees?
65

Issues: Competition with Taxi Industry
• Controversy surrounding
Uber’s effect on the taxi
industry.
• Taxi medallions devalued by unregulated
competitors like Uber
and Lyft.
• Taxis pay higher fees,
must abide by more
stringent regulations.
66

Issues: Lack of Regulation
• TNCs often enter markets
without permission,
presume legality until told
otherwise.
• Uber in particular has
displayed willingness to
flaunt local laws and operate
despite bans.
• Lack of regulation has led to
deaths, injuries, and crimes
by drivers who passed less
onerous background checks
performed by the TNC itself.
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Playing Hardball
• If Airbnb has shown a
willingness to negotiate,
Uber is close to the
opposite, refusing to
engage and flouting
regulations it disagrees
with to force court
challenges.
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Issues: Employee Classification
• California lawsuits by drivers of Uber and Lyft,
who allege that the companies have misclassified
them as independent contractors instead of
employees.
• Independent contractor:
 Drivers set hours
 Drivers choose to accept or reject fares

• Employee:

 Right to terminate drivers if customer ratings fall
below threshold
 Uber’s “Driver Handbook” governing conduct
69

Transportation Network Companies:
What Regulations Can Be Passed to
Accomplish Municipal Objectives?
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Regulation Rundown
• California requires baseline levels of insurance for
every stage of TNC operation.
• Houston requires background checks, permits, and a
minimum level of ADA compliant vehicles.
• Portland allowing cabs to set their own fares during
Uber/Lyft pilot program.
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Regulatory Complications
• Efforts to regulate are
complicated by
questions of who has
authority.
• In California, the CPUC
has preempted local
regs.
• Elsewhere, cities are
fending for themselves,
illegalizing or regulating
Uber.
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California Regulations
• Insurance:
 Law requires drivers of
the services to maintain
insurance coverage.
 Three tiers:
• App is on, no customer
• Customer hails through
app, en route to pick up
• Customer in car
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Case Study: Houston, TX
• City Council ordinance
allowing TNCs to
operate.
• Establishes a minimum
requirement for ADA
compliant vehicles.
• Requires permit to
operate.
• Eliminates minimum
limousine fare.
• Requires full background
checks.
74

But…
• Houston has experienced
issues with enforcement.
• Drivers not registering
with City.
• Alleged rape by driver
revealed in April 2015.
Driver continued to work
for Uber for months after.
• City has threatened to
revoke Uber’s permits.
• Uber sued City to block
release of public records
on drivers.
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Case Study: Nevada
• Banned TNCs entirely in
2014.
• Uber lobbied hard for
legislation to legalize
ridesharing in the state.
• Uber contends it is a
technology company, not a
transportation provider.
• May 2015, Legislature
passes bill authorizing
ride-sharing.
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Case Study: Portland, OR
• Banned Uber and Lyft.
• City approved a fourmonth pilot program in
April 2015.
• Business Licenses and
Vehicle inspections
required.
• Cabs able to set their
own prices during pilot
program.
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How Can Regulations Be
Enforced?
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Enforcement Tips
• Airbnb

 Increase Enforcement Staff
 Rely on neighbors and
landlords to alert
authorities
 Subpoena Short Term
Rental company records
 Track individual online
Short Term Rental activities
 Require Short Term Rental
companies to collect TOT as
a condition of operation
 Establish strict penalties for
noncompliance

• Uber

 Increase Enforcement Staff
 Rely on cab companies to
alert authorities
 Subpoena TNC company
records to determine
drivers
 Require (where authorized)
minimum level of
insurance/background
checks
 Establish strict penalties for
noncompliance

79

Summary
• The Sharing Economy is a growing sector, expanding
incredibly quickly in untold directions.
• How cities will deal with these issues varies depending
on the marketplace and the issues it causes
• These sharing economy services can and will be
regulated in the long term
• The effect of these marketplaces on localities depends,
in part, on how proactive cities are in identifying and
addressing issues
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Questions?
Jordan E. A. Ferguson
Jordan.Ferguson@bbklaw.
com
Best Best & Krieger
300 South Grand Avenue
25th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
Tel: (213) 787-2564
www.bbklaw.com

Sky Woodruff
sky@meyersnave.com
Meyers Nave
555 12th Street
Suite 1500
Oakland, CA 94607
Tel: (510) 808-2000
www.meyersnave.com

Ken McGair
Ken.McGair@portlandoregon.gov
Sr. Deputy City Attorney
City of Portland
1221 SW Fourth Ave
Room 430
Portland, OR 97204
Tel: (503) 823-4047
www.portlandoregon.gov
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Short Term Rental (STR)
Staff Recommendations for
changes to existing regulation

August 2015

7.0

Short Term Rental Agenda

•

Definition and Types

•

Active STR Licenses
•

How Many

•

Where Located

•

Census Tract

•

Complaints

•

STR-PACE July Pilot Program

•

Council Resolution
•

•

Elements 1-4

Next Steps

What are Short Term Rentals?
Short Term Rentals: the rental of a residential dwelling unit or accessory
building on a temporary basis for periods of less than 30 consecutive days.
Type 1 - Owner Occupied
• Include rental of entire dwelling unit

Type 1A - Owner Occupied
• Only part of the unit
• Owner is generally present during the rental

Type 2 - Not Owner Occupied
• Single-family or two-family properties
• Include rental of entire dwelling unit
• No more than 3% of the single-family or two-family detached residential units
within the census tract

Type 3 – Multi-family | Commercial
• Multifamily use (apartments, condos, etc.)
• Include rental of entire dwelling unit
• Subject to 3% or 25% cap

Active STR Licenses by Type
Snapshot: August 1, 2015
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Type 1-A

Type 2

Type 3

Active Type 1 Short-term rentals (STRs)
August 1, 2015

Active Type 2 Short-term rentals (STRs)
August 1, 2015

All Active Short-term rentals (STRs)
August 1, 2015

Active STR Licenses by Council District
Snapshot: August 1, 2015
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STR Type 2 Licenses by Census Tract
Snapshot: August 1, 2015
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STR Complaint Service Request from 3-1-1
October 2012 through August 2015
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  STR	
  
Unlicensed	
  STR	
  

#	
  of	
  Complaints	
  
(353	
  Total)	
  

Unlicensed STRs
•
•

166 properties/200 complaints
Avg: 1.2 complaints/property

Licensed STRs

57%	
  
(200)	
  
10	
  

43%	
  
(153)	
  

•
•

118 properties/153 complaints
Avg: 1.3 complaints/property

Licensed STRs with Code Complaints
October 2012 through August 2015
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Type 2

Type 1

252 Total Complaints

332 Total Complaints

5%

5%
17%

17%

44%

45%

4%
9%

24%

30%
Alleged Illegal Activity,
trash and debris, etc..
No License

Complaint Type
Parking
Over Occupancy
Noise

STR Pilot Program
STR—PACE Enhanced Enforcement
July 3-Aug. 1, 2015
•

120 total service requests received from 3-1-1
– 19 service requests received during the weekend hours

•

249 proactive visits were made to known repeat offenders

•

146 violations were found in the following categories
– Operating without a license
54
– Over-occupancy
25
– Excessive noise
41
– Parking Violations
15
– Trash and debris
4
– Alleged illegal activity
7
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STR Pilot Program
STR—PACE Enhanced Enforcement
July 3-Aug. 1, 2015
•

Enforcement Actions taken
– 18 Notices of Violations were issued for properties operating
without a short term rental license
– 2 suspensions of short term rental license

•

$5,831 ACD expenditure for pilot program

•

$69,970 annual estimated cost
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Council Resolution
Resolution No. 20150618-078
Directs the City Manager to
develop a plan for better
enforcement regarding short-term
rental properties, particularly those
that have repeated complaints.
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Resolution Element 1
1. Examine issues & complaints related to the City's ability to effectively
enforce Code requirements for STRs, including both complaints regarding
unregistered properties & other issues such as noise, occupancy, etc.
Conducted stakeholder meetings with:
• Council Member Gallo and neighborhood residents
• Industry leaders
–
–
–
–

Home Away
Austin Apartment Association
Austin Rental Alliance
Others

•

Other City Departments

•

Reviewed case history from the AMANDA database

•

Analyzed complaints received from Austin 3-1-1
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Category	
  	
  

Community Input

•

Received nearly 180
recommendations and
feedback from residents
and external stakeholders
during June and July.

•

After eliminating duplicates,
City Staff evaluated 101
unique recommendations
that were divided into the
following 16 categories.

17	
  

Number	
  of	
  
Recommenda@ons	
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  1	
  

3	
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  2	
  

9	
  

Over	
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7	
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3	
  

Adver5sing	
  	
  

6	
  

Enforcement	
  	
  

11	
  

Penalty	
  	
  

6	
  

Applica5on	
  requirement	
  

4	
  

Licensing	
  	
  

16	
  

License	
  Appeal	
  Process	
  	
  

5	
  

Nuisance	
  Concerns	
  	
  

3	
  

Aus5n	
  Code	
  Department	
  	
  

7	
  

Aus5n	
  Code	
  and	
  other	
  City	
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  Inspec5ons	
  

4	
  

Process	
  for	
  responding	
  to	
  
residents	
  complaints	
  

4	
  

Community	
  Comments	
  &	
  
Ques5ons	
  

5	
  

STR	
  Industry	
  Representa5ves	
  	
  
Comments	
  &	
  Ques5ons	
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Resolution Element 2
2. Determine if these issues are related to ACD resources/policies and/or
deficiencies within City Code or the existing STR regulations that require
Council action. Identify barriers to enforcement including those in the legal
framework or in ACD operating procedures.
Identified several changes to be made to existing policies and procedures
•
•
•

Registry requirement
Local contact requirement
Revise application

What are the barriers?
•
•

Degree of evidence needed for court
Difficulty proving over-occupancy
• Related v. Unrelated

Any changes to legal framework?
•
•
18	
  

Ordinance changes
Move to administrative hearing process

Resolution Element 3
3. Identify additional performance measures to capture data on complaints
about STRs, hotel occupancy taxes received from STRs, and other useful
information to inform an ongoing assessment of short-term rental activity.
•

Monitor 3-1-1 Complaints
–

•

Enforcement Efforts
–
–
–
–
–

•

Number of weekend STR-PACE Team enforcement efforts/year
Number of STR cases assigned to the Building Standards Commission, Administrative
Hearings and Courts
Number of STR advertisement violations enforced/year
Number of unlicensed STRs cases enforced/year
Number of STR licenses not issued, revoked or suspended/year for non-HOT payment

Fiscal
–
–
–
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Number of 3-1-1 STR complaints received/year

Program revenues collected/year
Program expenditures/year
Program revenue to expenditure ratio per year

Resolution Element 4
4. Make recommendations on how the City can provide better enforcement
for non-compliant short-term rentals.
1. Add a penalty for operating without a license for non-compliance equal to
the cost of an Operating License
2. Add an Occupancy Limit Statement: It is a violation of city code to allow
more than six (6) unrelated adults to occupy the dwelling at one time
3. Add a penalty for operating with an expired license for non-compliance
equal to the cost of an Operating License
4. Add an inspection requirement
5. Strike “Testing the Waters” provision (added by PNC)
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Resolution Element 4
4. Make recommendations on how the City can provide better enforcement
for non-compliant short-term rentals.
6.

Require Registry of STR Guests

7.

Establish Occupancy Limits

8.

Increase Non-compliance Penalty

9.

Require STR license holders to demonstrate that the septic system complies with all City
(or other applicable regulatory) requirements

10. Require a local contact to reside within the Austin Metro Area
11. Make STRs subject to noise requirements as a condition of the license
12. Consider amending the penalty range for administrative citations
13. Add parking requirements
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Next Steps
•

City Manager present Resolution to Council August 20

•

Austin Code submit ordinance amendments for Council
approval

•

Austin Code implements changes to administrative processes
and procedures

•

Implement evening and weekend enforcement of STR
regulations
•
	
  

22	
  

Pending resource availability

Contact Us
To	
  report	
  a	
  possible	
  code	
  viola5on	
  in	
  your	
  neighborhood,	
  
call	
  3-‐1-‐1,	
  download	
  the	
  mobile	
  app	
  by	
  searching	
  Aus5n	
  311,	
  or	
  
visit	
  our	
  website:	
  www.aus,ntexas.gov/department/code/services	
  
Remember,	
  you	
  can	
  always	
  report	
  a	
  viola5on	
  anonymously.	
  
View	
  the	
  8.17.15	
  Planning	
  and	
  Neighborhood	
  Commi]ee	
  mee5ng.	
  

Connect With Us
Visit	
  us	
  on	
  Facebook:	
  www.facebook.com/Aus5nCodeATX	
  
Tweet	
  with	
  us:	
  @Aus5n_Code	
  

Summary of Adopted Regulations for
Accessory Short-Term Rentals in Multi-Dwelling Units
Type A Accessory Short-Term Rental Permit Regulations
Underline language reflects changes to existing regulations for accessory short-term rentals in single-dwelling units;
all language for multi-dwelling units is new.

Single-Dwelling Units

Multi-Dwelling Units

Allow as accessory to residential (Household Living) use. This means that the individual or family
who operate the accessory short-term rental must occupy the unit for a least 270 days each year.

1

Accessory
Use

2

Building Type

3

Cap

4

Allow the operator to rent bedrooms that the
Bedroom
Requirements Bureau of Development Services has verified:

Allow in all single-dwelling units, including:
houses, attached houses, duplexes, accessory
dwelling units (ADUs), manufactured dwellings,
houseboats, and single-dwelling units in multidwelling development.

Allow in residential units in multi-dwelling
buildings (3+ units).

No cap.

Limit number to 1 or 25% of the units.

a. Met the building code requirements for
sleeping rooms at the time they were created
or converted; and
b. Have smoke detectors that are interconnected
with smoke detectors in adjacent hallways and
carbon monoxide detectors where carbon
monoxide sources are present.

Allow the operator to rent bedrooms. Portland
Fire & Rescue conducts an inspection of the
multi-dwelling buildings every two years.
Resident self-certifies that the bedrooms have
smoke detectors that are interconnected with
smoke detectors in adjacent hallways within the
dwelling unit and carbon monoxide detectors
where carbon monoxide sources are present.

5

Process

Allow 1 and 2 bedroom Accessory Short-Term
Rentals through a Type A permit process:
1-2 week process
Initial BDS Inspection required, then one
every six years. Intervening years the
resident certifies there has been no changes
to room to be rented since BDS inspection
and it has smoke and carbon monoxide
detectors.
Renewal required every 2 years
Fee: $180 for initial permit
Property owner notarized signature required
May be revoked for failure to comply with
the regulations
Resident sends a notice, including their contact
information, to residents and owners of property
abutting or across the street from the residence
and to all ONI recognized organizations.

6

Required
Notice

7

Posting
Permit No.

Allow 1 and 2 bedroom Accessory Short-Term
Rentals through a Type A permit process:
1-2 week process
No inspection required through this
permit, as Fire & Rescue conducts an
inspection every 2 years
Resident certifies for smoke and carbon
monoxide detectors.
Renewal required every 2 years
Fee: $100
Property owners notarized signature
required
May be revoked for failure to comply with
the regulations
Resident sends a notice, including their contact
information, to the property manager (if there
is one), residents and owners of units adjacent,
across the hallway, above, and below the unit,
and all ONI recognized organizations.
Accessory short-term rental permit number must be included in all advertising and posted in the
dwelling unit.

8

Number of
Guests

Maximum number of occupants is the same as what is currently allowed in a household. Household
is defined as “One or more persons related by blood, marriage, domestic partnership, legal adoption
or guardianship, plus not more than 5 additional persons, who live together in one dwelling unit…”

9

Home
Occupations

10 Employees

Do not allow in conjunction with a Type B home occupation which allows residents to use their
homes as a place of work, and either one employee or up to 8 customers a day can come to the site.
Do not allow nonresident employees. Allow hired service for normal maintenance of the residence
or site, such as yard maintenance and housecleaning.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ted
Beth Beucher
Adler, John
Re: Consideration of short term rental of a "portion" of residential property in Wilmette/AirBNB
Thursday, April 7, 2016 5:41:30 AM

Beth
Thank you for your well articulated thoughts on short term rentals.   We will certainly have considerable discussion
of the issues you note.
Very truly yours,
Ted McKenna
847.733.9701
> On Apr 7, 2016, at 1:45 AM, Beth Beucher <bbeucher1@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> Dear Ted
>
> I understand that the Land Use Committee is seeking input from Wilmette residents as to whether the Village of
Wilmette should allow and/or regulate short term rentals of a proportion of private residential property through
services such as Airbnb. I read a recent article in the Wilmette Beacon which described how Wilmette residents
Helen and Rick Sweitzer utilize their private home to rent their basement to “travelers” on a short term basis. The
article did not specify the actual length of these rental agreements.The Sweitzer’s financial scheme to rent a portion
of their home, while at the same time living there themselves, flies in the face of the long standing public policy of
favoring the single family as the primary use of residential property in the Village of Wilmette.
>
> Several decades ago, it was common practice for homeowners in Wilmette, if they had a “coach house” on their
residential lot, to rent out that portion of their private property as a source of “additional” income. Recognizing that
allowing multiple families to live on properties zoned as single family caused detrimental effects upon neighboring
properties and created undue burdens upon services provided by the Village of Wilmette, our Trustees not only
discouraged such practices but outlawed them.
>
> Whether the rental term is as short as a matter of a few days, or weeks, or months, the “trendy” Airbnb concept of
allowing a home owner to “rent” a portion of his or her home such as a bedroom, basement, or an attic, is no
different than allowing a homeowner to rent his or her garage or coach house. It creates the same issues of multifamilies residing on a property that has previously been zoned to be occupied by a single family. Allowing this sort
of “off the books” rental creates a situation that is ripe with unregulated health code violations as well as density
and security concerns (i.e., who is living with in the neighborhood and for how long?)
>
> The Village of Wilmette recently addressed the need for short term non-ownership residential stays in Wilmette
by allowing for the development of a commercial hotel, the Marriott. Allowing short term rentals in a portion of
private home would unfairly compete with such a commercial operation. It would also deprive the Village of
Wilmette with the tax revenues generated through stays at a hotel.
>
> Allowing “Airbnb short term rentals” only benefits people like the Sweitzers who see their home as a revenue
source for their personal gain, despite the detrimental impact upon their neighbors, and in direct opposition to the
primary single family residential character of Wilmette.
>
> I respectfully request that the Village of Wilmette not allow this rental scheme to continue either informally or
formally through creation of an ordinance that allows such a rental practice.
>
> Sincerely,
>
> Beth Beucher
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> 1420 Sheridan Rd.
> Wilmette, IL
>
>
>
>
>
>

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

george.pearce@hklaw.com
McKenna, Ted (Hotmail Email)
Adler, John
Short Term Rentals
Friday, April 8, 2016 12:23:35 PM

Ted
I may try and attend your meeting on Thursday but not sure if I can make it. I
feel the short term rentals should be permitted. I also do not think it should be
restricted to the business district or a commercial area- I really don’t feel
permitting these will change the character of a neighborhood or have an impact
upon our business district I obviously like helping the business district, but I
do not like restricting this so that, for example, someone in West Wilmette
could not have a short term rental. If the Residence Inn is popular you would
think the demand for short term rentals would extend to West Wilmette or all
parts as well
And it seems there are not all that many short term rentals in town.
Those are my thoughts- good luck with your deliberations. Thanks for your
efforts George
George Pearce | Holland & Knight
Partner
Holland & Knight LLP
131 South Dearborn Street, 30th Floor | Chicago, IL 60603
Phone 312.715.5836 | Fax 312.578.6666
george.pearce@hklaw.com | www.hklaw.com
________________________________________________
Add to address book | View professional biography

NOTE: This e-mail is from a law firm, Holland & Knight LLP (“H&K”), and is intended solely for the use of the
individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If you believe you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender
immediately, delete the e-mail from your computer and do not copy or disclose it to anyone else. If you are not an
existing client of H&K, do not construe anything in this e-mail to make you a client unless it contains a specific
statement to that effect and do not disclose anything to H&K in reply that you expect it to hold in confidence. If you
properly received this e-mail as a client, co-counsel or retained expert of H&K, you should maintain its contents in
confidence in order to preserve the attorney-client or work product privilege that may be available to protect
confidentiality.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Hirsch, Barb
Adler, John
FW: Village of Wilmette Contact Us - Village Manager"s Office - Short-Term Rentals Special Zoning Committee
Friday, April 8, 2016 12:59:37 PM

Barbara Hirsch
Deputy Village Clerk/Executive Assistant
Village of Wilmette
P:847-853-7511
F:847.853.7700
hirschb@wilmette.com

From: Gale Teschendorf [mailto:GoOrienteering@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2016 12:54 PM
To: Hirsch, Barb <hirschb@wilmette.com>
Subject: Village of Wilmette Contact Us - Village Manager's Office - Short-Term Rentals Special
Zoning Committee

Village of Wilmette Contact Us - Village Manager's Office - Short-Term Rentals Special
Zoning Committee
Address: 1920 Schiller Ave
City: Wilmette
State: IL
Zip: 60091-6009
Phone: 847-701-4253
Comment: Please forward this to the Short-Term Rentals Special Zoning Committee. I
strongly support Short-Term Rentals. I have used them in 3 cities and enjoyed them alot.
Minor regulations subject to enforcement only if neighbors complain may be warranted.

12.0

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2015
6:00 P.M.
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROM OF VILLAGE HALL
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091
Members Present:

Trustee Dan Sullivan, Chairman
Trustee Carol Ducommun
Trustee Ted McKenna

Members Absent:

None

Staff Present:

John Adler, AICP, Director, Community Development
Lisa Roberts, AICP, Assistant Director of Community Development

I.

Call to Order.

Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m.
Chairman Sullivan said that since there will be public hearings on two matters tonight, anyone
wishing to speak on either matter must be sworn in. He swore in those wishing to speak.
II.

Approval of Minutes.

Trustee Ducommun moved to approve the minutes of the June 22, 2015 Land Use Committee
meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee McKenna. Voting yes: Chairman Sullivan, Trustee
Ducommun and Trustee McKenna. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
III.
2015-SZC-01 – Review of the R2, Attached Residence Zoning District, and
Townhouse/Stacked Flat Use Requirements
Mr. Adler indicated data that the staff had collected to help the committee with their discussion.
At the June Land Use Committee meeting, it was discussed whether or not to convene a special
zoning committee to review townhouse and stacked flat development standards. This came about
after the seven-townhouse unit development at 1314-1318 Wilmette was denied in January of this
year. After that case, some residents in the area requested that the townhouse and stacked flat
regulations be reviewed, specifically for townhouses that don’t front on a public street, that face
side lot lines. In the re-write of the Zoning Ordinance effective 2014, side-facing townhouses
became a permitted use. Prior to that, such developments were a special use.
1
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The staff memo contains data about existing townhouse developments around the Village Center
and at Linden Square. With this information, the committee can look at examples of developments
they like or don’t like. For those developments that they like, we can look at the regulations to
replicate that.
Chairman Sullivan opened the discussion up to the other committee members.
Trustee Ducommun said there was discussion in the R2 minutes, with Camiros, but she didn’t see
a specific discussion where side-ways townhouses were agreed to be made a permitted use.
Mr. Adler said the seven-unit development that was recently denied was previously approved in
2007. Other projects were also approved with more than four units, which requires a special use.
The idea was there were other requirements in place that would trigger special uses or variations.
A four-unit building would require a 100’ wide lot, a minimum lot area of 12,000 square feet, with
3,000 per unit, and 50% combined side yard setback. Why make this a special use if the difference
is that it is turned sideways. Anything else, more units or more buildings, would require a special
use, or a variation for the lot.
Trustee Ducommun confirmed that lot requirements of a minimum lot area of 3,000 square feet
per unit, 12,000 square feet for four units, and the minimum lot width is 100’. At a minimum, a
lot could be 100’ wide by 120’ deep. Each unit may be up to 30’ wide. A permitted use could be
one building extending the depth of the lot.
Mr. Adler said that front and rear yard setbacks would also need to be met. One could build to the
rear of the buildable area, but that is true of a single-family home as well. A single-family home
could arguably be as close as five feet to a side lot line. If one wanted to build a narrow, long
house, one could.
Trustee Ducommun said that this would be very unlikely. With townhouses, there are many side
facing townhouses that go close to the whole length of the property.
Trustee McKenna said most of those townhouses are corner locations, not mid-block.
Trustee Ducommun said there seven in the study that are mid-block. If you look at the site plans,
most of them go all the way back. That is normal configuration for side-facing development.
Trustee Ducommun asked how the zoning committee finally got comfortable with side-facing
townhouses as a special use. A consensus was reached somehow.
Mr. Adler said from 1990 to 2007, a number of developments that were side facing but larger than
4 units, were ultimately approved. If a development was otherwise conforming with the greater
side setbacks, limited to four units in one building, on a lot at least 100’ wide, and deep enough
for the floor area, if such a request required a special use but not variations and it was likely to be
permitted, why not just make it a permitted use. Calling that a special use suggests that there is a
chance it can be denied when historically larger requests were approved.
Trustee Ducommun asked if the village heard from residents about the side-facing issue during the
zoning ordinance meetings.
2
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Mr. Adler said that for the zoning ordinance process, the kind of notice given is not the same as
what is required for a specific development request. We did have some people attend meetings
and there were concerns about different aspects of R2. When the zoning ordinance process started,
the staff would not have expected that the development at 1314-1318 Wilmette would have been
denied, given the history of development in general and the history at that site. That said, things
have changed. The development that was favored in 2007 is not favored today. Are we less
comfortable today than we were five years ago with this type of development? That’s why the
committee is discussing this now.
Trustee Ducommun said looking at the developments that are side facing and not on a corner, they
do tend to abut non-residential uses, such as the Masonic Temple. There are very few mid-block
with residential on either side. The one on Wilmette Avenue has the gas station on one side and a
house on the other.
Chairman Sullivan asked if there were any other requests for mid-block developments since 2000,
besides the one that was approved in 2007 and denied in 2015.
Mr. Adler said no.
Chairman Sullivan asked if the change in the code was to incent this type of development.
Trustee McKenna said he didn’t think so. He said the committee wanted to define the zoning
districts clearly and it was clear to the committee that this was a transition zone, not just singlefamily. The committee wanted to peel off things that were typically going to be approved and
make them conforming rather than hold people up unnecessarily with the process. Tonight’s
discussion will touch on the zoning in general as well as this particular block. How does the
committee want to approach this? He suggested the committee look at it on a practical basis about
just this block.
Chairman Sullivan said we’re either going to go back to the earlier wording or we’re going to leave
the ordinance as is. The development at 1314-1318 Wilmette will have been reviewed by the ZBA
and Village Board under both codes.
Trustee Ducommun asked for a summary of any discussion by the zoning ordinance committee
about coach houses.
Mr. Adler said the desire was to not open up coach homes as an allowable accessory dwelling unit.
There was a change prior to April 2014 that does allow an accessory living unit within the principal
dwelling, this can have a secondary entrance, and there are specific requirements on size and so
forth. In 2010 to 2012, there wasn’t a lot of discussion on coach homes. The existing ones that
are legal non-conforming could remain as such but no new coach homes would be permitted.
Trustee McKenna said would the Village give any special relief for a coach home, for example, if
someone wanted to take floor area out of the house for the coach house. That’s not relief that
would typically be granted.
Mr. Adler said if people who live in the R2 district think it would be a positive, we could create a
different type of use that is a single-family home with a coach home. This was not considered in
3
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the single family district where it’s typically one unit on the property. The zoning ordinance
committee didn’t get into breaking it down into R2 versus R1.
Trustee Ducommun asked if someone in the R2 district wanted to do a coach home, would that be
permitted.
Mr. Adler said no, it is not permitted. A two-unit building would be permitted in the R2 provided
the lot is at least 50’ wide and 8,400 square feet in area.
Chairman Sullivan said he would now take public comment. He thanked those who had submitted
materials to the committee. He said he wanted to start with those who are proposing to make
changes to the current code.
Ms. Margaret (Peggy) Smith, 1322 Wilmette Avenue, provided the committee with a handout.
She said she too was looking for the moment when the zoning ordinance committee agreed to
make side-facing townhouses a permitted use. She reviewed the minutes and she could see where
several members had concerns, for example, Mr. Darbyshire had some distinct things to say about
barracks-style townhouses. Trustee McKenna had concerns, but then, the next thing you see in
the minutes, it’s passed. It’s not clear how or where those concerns were addressed.
There’s a map in the meeting packet in the Camiros packet, Village Center, shows in yellow all
the R2 that are single-family. In her own area, the map is incorrect. Several houses that she has
noted are and were in 2010 either a two-flat or a three-flat. She doesn’t know where Camiros got
this information except for the fact that these buildings look like single-family homes. Considering
that the purpose of the R2 is to accommodate townhouse development, “existing mix of detached
single family, townhouse, and institutional uses.” The ordinance doesn’t even mention two-flats,
but these work very well. They make R2 a transition from the higher-density Village Center to
the lower-density R1 neighborhoods. It was decided that townhouse development needed to be
promoted, to make the area more multi-family, not realizing that it already was multi-family.
She thinks this was a very flawed assumption to make. To make this big of a change in the
ordinance based on information that is flawed, she thought was a problem. This is another reason
why townhouses down the side are objectionable, in addition to the other reasons she has raised in
her letter, such as it is an intrusion in the backyard and others.
She indicated on the same map a red line down Wilmette and Greenleaf and a dotted line down
Poplar. This is the established bicycle route in Wilmette. Allowing such developments to put
multiple curb cuts along the established bike route is a big mistake. This is something that should
also be considered when allowing multiple units.
Trustee Ducommun asked if this is because most of the homes use the alley and not a curb cut.
Ms. Smith agreed, most of the properties have the house in the front and the alley in the back.
There are a few curb cuts. With this type of side-facing development, there could be a curb cut
every 100 feet.
Mr. Chad Boomgaarden, 1315 Central Avenue, said he too reviewed the minutes to understand
what prompted the change. He said he looks at the issue from an architectural and an urban
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planning background. We have something of an archetype, with a certain scale, and the units
facing the street, were designed to be viewed at a certain speed.
By turning them into the lot, you lose that intentional repetition. While the front unit is required
to face the street, you are then penalizing the two lots on either side by having the building all the
way to the back of the lot. It goes from the concept of a single-family home based on what a
family can use and afford, to something that is driven by maximizing profit. From an urban
planning standpoint, you’re benefiting one over the other.
He presented an example of what the floor plan of an 18’ wide unit look like. Four units side by
side, as long as floor area would allow. It fits the scale of the neighborhood. To the argument that
it can’t be built, it exists elsewhere, in the Chicago and in Evanston. It just may not be what one
wants to market.
Trustee Ducommun asked how much square feet and how far back does this example go.
Mr. Boomgaarden said he had not done those calculations. He was showing the 18’ unit width to
show how one could fit four units facing front on a 100-foot wide lot. The depth depends on the
number of bedrooms.
Trustee Ducommun said there are some small lots in Wilmette that have a typical Chicago
bungalow. With a lot width between 25’ and 45’ wide, how does that compare to Mr.
Boomgaarden’s 18’-wide unit example.
Mr. Boomgaarden said those would be similar to the 18-foot wide example he prepared. He said
it comes back to contextual architecture. People love Wilmette for the tree lined streets and the
building scale. They would like to go back to the scale of four units facing the front. With a
special use, at least the public can come and comment. As it is now we are getting projects that
the public has told you they do not want to see.
Ms. Smith emphasized her opposition to any development that is allowed to run down the depth
of a lot. It interferes with the neighbors and it takes away her ability to enjoy her legal two-flat
because of a loss of privacy. No one neighbor has the right to do that to another neighbor,
especially when there are design alternatives for a profitable use of the property that is still front
facing.
She’s heard from people that the early 2015 request asked for too many units. If there were only
five units, for example, it would have been approved. So she is hearing some appetite for the R2
to be a little more dense. She doesn’t personally object to this. But rather than paving over the
whole lot, she’d rather see buildings get a little bit taller, with another unit on the third floor or
something. That allows owners to maximize and get more density but wouldn’t hamper the
neighbors. She referenced a chart that shows height of buildings in each district. In the R1
districts, the height limit is 30’ or 35’. The R2 has the same height limit. The height limit in the
Village Center is much taller. We have increased density in the downtown. To her, it makes sense
to increase the height in the R2 a little bit, as a transition to R1. As long as it’s done in the context
of some of the examples that she submitted in her packet, that have the feel of single family and
don’t hurt the neighbors.
Trustee Ducommun asked if a change in zoning would be required to allow a third-floor unit.
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Mr. Adler said that was correct. The allowable height and allowable stories would need to be
changed. That could be done through the current review process that is underway for
townhouses/stacked flats.
Trustee McKenna said Ms. Smith’s objection is primarily related to how far the building goes back
on the lot. He asked Ms. Smith if she could imagine any structure going back further on the lot
than her house being acceptable. He thought her illustrations were helpful.
Ms. Smith said it’s a privacy issue. It takes a property that had a backyard and turns it into a row
of people, like apartments looking into her lot. She thought it would be intrusive to any neighbor
in the district, not just her.
Ms. Cindy Gaskill, said for 45 years until recently, she lived at 1325 Wilmette Avenue. She said
one way to get another unit is to do a garage apartment. You could have two units at the front and
a garage apartment in the back, with open space in between. Every unit would have a garage space
off the alley. At her house, the second entrance is at the back of the building, to preserve the
single-family appearance. Despite all the details and plans, etc., the committee needs to think
about how they want Wilmette to present to people passing through. Her street has a nice historic
feel; do we want to destroy that? It’s a big-picture issue.
Chairman Sullivan said that there was vocal opposition to the case earlier this year regarding that
site’s traffic being directed into the alley. Those opposing, not necessarily those attending the
Land Use Committee meeting, said don’t put the traffic on the alley; the alley is too busy for eight
cars. He said the rendering they were being shown tonight is putting eight cars into the alley.
Ms. Gaskill said that is a good point and that may be a limiting factor.
Mr. Boomgaarden said the key issue is the contextual aspect. How does that impact the alleys? It
goes back to the public to say, what is the greater interest. The corner townhouse at Central and
Prairie has one entrance from the alley. He said it works well. The curb cut on Wilmette Avenue
is a very bad idea, specifically as it applies to the 1314-1318 Wilmette lot, not the R2 as a whole.
Generally, we should go back to four facing the street.
Chairman Sullivan said in his opinion, the zoning code worked this last time in that the first
townhouse request was denied by the Zoning Board and the Village Board. Granted, they asked
for more than four units in two buildings. He clarified that Mr. Boomgaarden and others are
concerned if someone puts four units in without any variations.
Mr. Boomgaarden said the buffer zone is a highly contentious area. It’s a mixture of both. The
public should always have an opportunity to come and voice their opinion. Lacking the ability for
public comment is an issue.
Chairman Sullivan said we don’t want the code to result in something that people don’t want. He’s
not sure that we have something that is totally flawed in the current code. What you can’t factor
in is the economics. Most people aren’t going to develop something where they lose money.
Mr. Boomgaarden said it is profitable to build the smallest, simplest thing.
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Ms. Gaskill said smaller units can result in housing that is more affordable.
Ms. Natasha Miller, 1418 Wilmette Avenue, supports what Ms. Smith and Mr. Boomgaarden have
been saying. Her house faces the townhouses at the northwest corner of Prairie and Wilmette
Avenues. She bought her house knowing that was an issue and that it affected the value of her
property. It does change the feel of the lot to have the townhouses looking over her backyard. She
estimated she has put in about $35,000 in landscaping to buffer the lot. Having the townhouses
run down the lot changes the community feel. People take ownership and feel like they have a
bigger stake. You don’t tend to know them as neighbors because they are part of larger
community. This changes the tone of the neighborhood. She supports units facing the street,
which feels more like a single-family home.
Mr. Tim Gambacorta, 2626 Kenilworth Avenue, said he respects everyone’s beliefs. The real
issue is, in 2014 when the code was amended, did the board act correctly? Are side-facing
townhouses a properly permitted use? That’s why we’re here. Each section of Wilmette has a
different feel. One of the inconveniences of this R2 area, which is multi-family, is seeing people
in your back yard. He believes the board acted credibly in 2014 to make this a permitted use.
Another issue is this. The applicants in the earlier request relied on the earlier approval when
spending money on the project. The code says they are grandfathered in; even if you change the
law to make side-facing units a special use, those who did this under the old law, that project will
be a lawful special use. This hasn’t been discussed yet.
Mr. Adler said that the Gambacorta family submitted last Friday a building permit for a four-unit
townhouse development that faces sideways that they think is conforming. Wilmette’s corporation
counsel may not necessarily agree with what Mr. Gambacorta is saying. That’s why Mr.
Gambacorta is raising this issue.
Chairman Sullivan said the purpose of the special committee is to review and if necessary amend
the townhouse code in general, not specific to that project. The committee wants to get the code
right, whatever that may be.
Mr. Adler said that the Village Board would decide when any new regulations go into effect, when
they approve the enabling ordinance.
Ms. Meg Maris, 1200 Cleveland Street, said her family is involved with rental properties. The
proposed townhouses will remain as rentals. They pride themselves on providing rental units. To
put four units on the 1314-1318 Wilmette property makes sense. To the suggestion of building
tall, narrow units; people do not want to live in such units. There are too many stairs; older people
find this a challenge. Like a spec house, rentals need to appeal to the broadest interests. They
would never expect Ms. Smith to have to spend $40,000 of her own on landscaping. They take a
lot of care with their tenants and their own landscaping to provide privacy. They have many units
that are on a corner. Screening benefits both the neighbors and the tenants.
Regarding the curb cuts, 1314, 1318, and 1310 Wilmette do not have curb cuts, 1306 and 1322 do
have curb cuts. She’s not sure why 1314-1318 could not have a curb cut for that one frontage.
She has built homes on school walking routes and she can understand why curb cuts can be a
concern. She described how near Harper school, a portion of Greenwood is one-way during certain
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times of the day. She suggested that the alley could be treated the same way. The alley does get
used as a short-cut though because of the school; it really should be one-way because of the school.
She reiterated that rental is the heart of their business. They don’t flip properties, they buy
properties and keep them. She said she didn’t understand why the townhouse regulations were
being reviewed. Their proposal conforms to the code. They purchased the property May 14, 2015
and in June, Ms. Smith went to the Village and started this whole thing up again. She questioned
why this is being brought up now rather than the last time.
Chairman Sullivan reiterated that the Land Use Committee was meeting about how the code is
written, not the specifics of the Gambacorta project. The committee has reviewed several items
from the 2014 ordinance that weren’t quite right. The issue of the townhouse regulations has risen
up because of community feedback. The question the committee is discussing would apply across
Wilmette: does the community want side-facing townhouses to be a permitted or special use. Does
the code support what we want in Wilmette? That’s the discussion.
Rich Jones, 1058 Linden Avenue, has lived there for 28 years. He wanted to offer a historical
perspective relative to special uses. During their time, they have fought when the North Shore
Community Bank wanted to buy a lot at the corner of Linden and Poplar, they fought when Jewel
wanted to close Linden Avenue, and they fought ManorCare when they proposed a new threestory facility in the residential neighborhood. The special use provision is what has given them
the opportunity to express their concerns over projects that would substantially change their
neighborhood. The issue is not limited to Wilmette Avenue but also in R2 districts throughout the
community. It’s about making sure the district is truly a transitional zone and not assumed to be
R2 means townhouses. The special use is a protection for all of us.
Sam Gambacorta, 1221 Cleveland Street, said he wanted to speak to Trustee Ducommun’s
question of how side-facing townhouses became a permitted use and why. In reviewing the
Camiros report, Mr. Gambacorta read, “Considering that the purpose of the R2 District is to
accommodate townhouse development, classifying such development as both special and
permitted does not align with the district’s purpose. Our recommendation is to make townhouses
a permitted use within the R2 District; this should be coupled with refined bulk and design
standards…” This for him answers the question about why this change was made.
He referenced the petition submitted by Ms. Smith and said there were many double and triple
entries per address as well as people not living in the R2 district. Removing the double and triple
entries and those who don’t live in the R2, the number of people on the petition is more like 30
than 75.
He noted that he had submitted a letter to the committee. There was a lot of detailed discussion in
the past. The changes were well-thought out and made for a reason. Having now purchased a
property in the R2 district, he has started to go through the design process and is finding that there
are some problems with the way the ordinance is written. That’s what he wants to talk about.
If you have 100’ wide lot, fronting on the street, as Mr. Boomgaarden indicated, 25’ goes to
setbacks so the building envelope is 75’ wide. Looking at land costs and construction costs and
what each unit could sell four, four units is not enough to get a profit for sale. If you front the
building on the street and have a 75’ wide building envelope, that’s less than 18’ wide for each
unit, which is pretty narrow. While such units may exist historically, it’s been his experience that
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people don’t want long, narrow, tall units; they want something wider to get more of an open floor
plan. To dictate to a developer a design that is ultimately undesirable to people buying or renting
isn’t right. To get the better floor plans that people want, you need a wider plan, and the only way
to do that is to run the units length-wise on the lot. The ordinance allows up to 30’ wide, which
allows you to do a much different type of floor plan, one that’s more marketable.
When the townhouses are oriented sideways, there are some safeguards in place. For example, the
combined side yard is then required to be 50% of the lot width or 50’. That’s a generous setback,
25’ on each side if the building is centered. That provides room for landscaping. There’s
flexibility. He recommends that side-facing townhouses remain a permitted use and not become
a special use or outright not allowed.
The ordinance requires a minimum 100’ wide lot and a lot area of 3,000 square feet per townhouse.
For four townhouses, the smallest lot would be 100’ by 120’ deep. A lot that is 250’ or 275’ deep
should be allowed to have more than four townhouses by right. Lot depths in the R2 vary; there
probably aren’t many at 120’ but in the 150’ to 200’ feet. If the lot is another 3,000 square feet/30’
deep, another unit should be allowed. The number of townhouses shouldn’t be fixed on a 100’
wide lot, it should perhaps be on a sliding scale. The bigger the lot, maybe you can have more.
Maybe there is a maximum limit.
Regarding the number of buildings per 100’ wide lot. One building maximum with four units,
again it’s dictating to the builder what they can do. If it could be more beneficial to the
neighborhood to split them up into two buildings back to back or whatever, the development should
have that flexibility.
Regarding the garage orientation for side-facing townhouses. The ordinance reads “When the
units are oriented..” “only either detached…” The one little sentence causes a lot of design
problems. When you have four units that are side-facing, the front unit has to face the street. It’s
impossible for the front unit to have an attached garage because the rear of that unit is the partition
wall between the front unit and the unit behind it. For the other units, the language dictates that
the garage is at the back of the building opposite the front door. That doesn’t make sense. As a
practical matter, you always have the garage door and the front door together. I believe they were
trying to avoid front-facing units having garages facing the street, which makes sense. That
language needs to be reviewed and amended or removed.
Marie Jones, 1058 Linden Avenue, said she lives in the R2 district on the east side of the Village
Center. Though it’s R2, it’s primarily new homes that have been built. There are still some twoflats that look like single-family from the outside. The R2 is very site specific. Retaining the
special use allows Village Boards to look at the specifics of a particular site. One of things about
side-facing townhouses mid-block is the design of having a driveway. It’s not just a matter of a
neighbor having lots of backyards facing them, but the neighbors on the other side have a driveway
with traffic and potential problems with drainage. Where does the snow go and where does it
drain. Because of the special issues with what amounts to a mini-alley, she believes side-facing
townhouses should be returned to a special use.
Rich Jones said the change to remove the special use was not sent out to residents of the R2. It
was a complete surprise when they heard about it from Ms. Smith. Those who feel strongly about
the protection provided by the special use were not given the opportunity to participate in the
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discussion of removing that protection. He thanked the committee for discussing it. He felt that
it was deserving of the attention it is now receiving.
Ben Bezark, 1325 Wilmette Avenue, said he believes that the issues being raised are precisely
what a special use is for and that it should be reinstated for side-facing townhouses. If it’s just a
permitted use then all of a sudden, investors or whomever become aware that you can put four
units on any one of these lots, they will do just that. That is the problematic piece. It sets the
precedent to fill out as many of the big lots as possible to make extra profit.
There was no one else to speak on the matter.
Trustee McKenna asked what the committee hoped to accomplish at the end of the review.
Mr. Adler said at the end of this meeting or another meeting, to come up with a recommendation
for what if any changes should be made to the R2 district. If there are some simple changes that
should or shouldn’t happen, such as returning side-facing townhouses to a special use, you could
make that recommendation now and keep the discussion open for some of the other concerns that
have come up.
Trustee Ducommun asked if Mr. Adler thought some of the details that were raised should be
discussed at the board level.
Mr. Adler said staff agrees with Mr. Gambacorta on the garage issue that it is not written very
clearly. It would be nice to get a better grip on what we’re trying to accomplish with that. As the
ordinance is written, it’s not clear what the separation requirement should be between the side of
one townhouse building and front or rear of another. The ordinance only addresses side to side or
front to rear. This came up with the recent seven-unit development. Staff would want to call this
out and specify a separation amount regardless of any other changes to the ordinance.
Trustee Ducommun said the committee would explore these details, reach consensus, and then
make a recommendation to the Village Board. The detailed discussion is to take place at the
committee level.
Chairman Sullivan said a seven-unit development would still require board review. Is the
committee comfortable with the ordinance as written that a 4-unit development could be built by
right on a 100’-wide lot with the units side-facing.
Mr. Adler asked the committee to consider a 4-unit townhouse building with detached garages in
the back and 25’ to 30’ on either side of the building. Is that something this committee thinks
should be a special use?
Trustee Ducommun said she questioned whether all the relevant stakeholders were aware of the
discussion. If people didn’t know about it the first time, they should be made aware now.
Mr. Adler said there are problems with notification.
Trustee Ducommun said it wouldn’t have to be notice but perhaps press coverage.
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Mr. Adler said there was a lot of press coverage of the 1314-1318 Wilmette zoning case. Both
Ms. Smith and Mr. Gambacorta have also gotten the word out.
Trustee Ducommun said if there are more opinions to be heard, she’d rather hear them now.
Chairman Sullivan said the ordinance was reviewed and discussed previously. At the time the
ordinance was voted on, it was important to make this change, to promote more development in
R2. We want to get the ordinance right. It may be negatively impacting one block now. Do we
want to promote this as written?
Trustee Ducommun said it’s likely to be more than one block that would be similarly impacted.
Chairman Sullivan said there hasn’t been a rush of requests for this type of development.
Mr. Adler said the 3,000 square foot lot area per unit and the 0.7 floor area ratio have been in the
ordinance for a long time but historically, townhouse developments have not built up to these
limits. He referenced the data collected by staff regarding existing developments. These might
ultimately be more impactful standards than whether the units face front or sideways. The smaller
the building, the less it extends into the property. Townhouses have gotten larger over the years.
We might want to look at whether 0.7 is still a good number regardless of which way the units
face.
Trustee McKenna said the central question for the committee is whether to recommend that sidefacing townhouses be a special use. He’s not sure he would support that but he’s more inclined to
do so specifically for mid-block developments. The corner lots are basically no-brainers. There
was considerable discussion and the zoning committee reaffirmed that the R2 was for multi-family.
The unique issue for mid-block developments is the practical difficulty for the neighbors by having
a driveway down the length of the property. He though the challenges raised about the driveway
and garages was intended, however sloppy that sounds, it makes it such a challenging design that
it’s a disincentive, and then the zoning committee came up with the stacked flats. You can’t build
down the length of the lot so let’s go up. That would seem to solve the issue, you have the garages
in the back and it just looks like a big house.
Trustee Ducommun said the distinction between mid-block and corner lots seems natural to her.
Her concern is for mid-block development.
Mr. Adler said for the property next door to the corner lot, the impacts are arguably the same as
what Ms. Smith has identified. On a corner lot, the side yard adjoining a street setback will be
larger and the interior side yard setback will be smaller, pushing the building towards the
neighboring lot.
Ms. Gaskill asked when the requirement changed from having a single-family looking building to
townhouses.
Mr. Adler said the two-unit use was not related to townhouses. It was placed in the 1990 ordinance.
Prior to that, two-flats were not a permitted use in the R2. Townhouses were allowed but not twoflats. In the 1990s, two-units were made a permitted use provided they had the exterior appearance
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of a single-family home. It didn’t make sense to allow townhouses but not two-units, particularly
when there were so many two-units already in the district.
Chairman Sullivan asked the committee their feelings about requiring a special use for side-facing
townhouses.
Trustee McKenna said the only reason people are interested is because it is a mid-block location.
He said the Gambacortas should acquire the entire block and then be able to control the whole
development. The challenge is with townhouses on in-fill lots. At Fourth and Linden, why do
these developments work? Because of their development size. All the garages are in the back and
you see the houses in the front.
Andre Sanders, 1326 Wilmette Avenue, said he lives just west of Ms. Smith. He and his family
moved in two years ago. It becomes more and more upsetting to him that he bought into a small
single-family neighborhood with newer single family homes on Prairie and now there’s going to
be a lot of rental development. The value of his single-family home is going to decrease. He is
putting in time and effort into his single-family home. He has three kids at McKenzie. By the
time his family is ready to move, they won’t be able to sell. It’s upsetting to him that the time and
money spent to convert this house will be lost.
Ms. Gaskill said when she and Ms. Smith were surveying their neighbors, many people did not
know they were in an R2 district.
Ms. Smith says they don’t know that a development can go right next to them. She said she liked
Trustee Ducommun’s suggestion of notifying everyone on the R2 districts. She did mention it to
staff and it was decided not to do it for this meeting. She doesn’t know how you can provide
enough screening, even with a large side yard setback, to screen a 35’ tall building.
Mr. Boomgaarden said it would be beneficial to allow for public comment of townhouse requests
and that restoring the special use is a good idea.
Ms. Smith said that perhaps mid-block developments should be required to be front facing. Two
lots together, four stacked flats, are basically condos. She said she and Mr. Boomgaarden
submitted a photograph of what that would look like. She said you could have two duplex units
with the basement and first floor and then two above at the second floor with part of the attic level.
Four units as condos are very marketable. It’s a workable solution that doesn’t hurt the neighbors.
Ms. Gaskill said it should still be a special use.
Chairman Sullivan said four stacked-flat units facing front is a permitted use now.
Trustee McKenna said the only issue is the building going back into the yard. He said it is what
people always complain about. If the property was half the block, the neighbors wouldn’t be
impacted.
Trustee Ducommun said if that is a common complaint, she is curious as to how Camiros and the
zoning ordinance committee got to their recommendation.
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Trustee McKenna said that’s why the permitted use remained limited to four units. The stackedflats came about as an alternative to the townhouse; if you can’t go sideways, go up.
Trustee Ducommun said the ordinance does allow the building to go sideways.
Chairman Sullivan said they can’t go as far back.
Trustee Ducommun said they can have a building 120’ long into the yard. Most single-family
homes go back maybe 50’.
Mr. Adler said it depends but probably more like 70’ to 90’. He said Camiros was asked to do this
work, they saw a permit that was ready to issue for a seven-unit development. The development
had been approved unanimously by the Village Board and maybe also unanimous by the Zoning
Board. Not to say that that was right, but when Camiros looked at it, they thought this was
something the Village found acceptable. Camiros initially wanted all types of townhouses to be
permitted, but we pulled that back to the four units and one building, that was an approval that was
in place at the time.
Trustee Ducommun said the question is, what is different now. And the difference is, in response
to the request earlier this year, there was sentiment against even four units going down the lot.
Mr. Adler said from the staff point of view, how Camiros got to the recommendation made sense.
We thought it should be limited to four units and one building. There was also past history, such
as the approval of the development next to the gas station. There were the two developments on
11th Street where two units face the front and three units face the rear. In that case, there is a lot
of building facing the single-family home next door. Back then, it made sense. We understand
that opinions and feelings change.
Chairman Sullivan said based on his read of the minutes from the 2015 zoning case, it wasn’t the
side yard so much as the number of units. There were comments from trustees and ZBA members
that if it were five or fewer units, they may have felt differently.
Mr. Adler said there was an argument made by those who didn’t support the seven-unit
development regarding the Comprehensive Plan saying to maintain the density at the current
permitted level. The permitted density on two lots is four units. You could build by right two
two-unit buildings and that is a permitted density. When building townhouses facing the side lot
line, this will likely be a bigger building than two two-unit buildings on 50’ wide lots. The unit
density, not square footage density, is the same; the difference is the building orientation. The
square footage of the building ultimately is a factor as well.
Ms. Gaskill said if many of these types of developments come in, there will be an impact on the
schools and the traffic. It will increase the population density.
Mr. Adler said four units is currently permitted. Opening up the question of reducing the number
of permitted units may complicate the committee’s discussion.
Mr. Sam Gambacorta Jr. said the standard has been set with four units either front-facing or down
the lot. More than four units is already a special use. He thinks it’s reasonable for the allowable
four units to be side-facing. It should be allowed on a corner or with the greater setback provided
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to the neighbor. This is an R2 district where townhouses are allowed. Four units should be
permitted regardless of the building orientation or lot location.
Ruth Schmidt, 1319 Wilmette Avenue, said her home is single-family and they knew the district
was R2 when they bought. She said they were led to believe this meant two-flats. There is a
single-family house on either side of her. If those both became townhouses with a driveway on
either side of her house, that would be very upsetting. It would impact their quality of life. She
asked that the special use for side-facing townhouses be reinstated.
Mr. Tim Gambacorta said when you buy a home, the broker or agent tells the buyer what zoning
district they are buying in. The excuse of not knowing what zoning district you are in doesn’t
really cut it here. With the Internet, there’s a lot of research one can do. It is incumbent on the
purchaser to do their own due diligence. The expectation of privacy in a multi-family district is
less than in a single-family district.
Chairman Sullivan said he doesn’t want to discount what the zoning review committee did a few
years ago. He sees three options: hold another hearing before the committee or recommend to add
a special use or to recommend to leave the regulations as written. He wants to hear from Trustee
McKenna and Trustee Ducommun.
Trustee McKenna said he doesn’t object to recommend reinstating the special use. Does that mean
the Village Board sends it back to the committee?
Mr. Adler said the committee could ask staff to forward a recommendation to add side-facing
townhouses as a special use. The language in the old ordinance was “non front-facing
townhouses.” And let the Board know you are continuing to deliberate on other aspects of the
townhouse regulations.
Trustee Ducommun said a recommendation would go to the Village Board to talk about with public
comment.
Mr. Adler said there would be a recommendation with a finding of fact regarding the committee’s
decision. Those who wanted to address the Village Board on the matter could do so, and the Board
would vote on that particular aspect of the regulations. You could leave open the matter for further
discussion of some of the other aspects that have been brought up, like the garage location or
separation between buildings.
Trustee McKenna said those issues do have to be dealt with. He suggested proposing all changes
or corrections at one time.
Chairman Sullivan asked staff how best to proceed with amendments.
Mr. Adler said if the committee wants to vote on going back to the pre-2014 wording for a special
use, a motion could be made on that right now. Public testimony has been taken. The other items
need more work before they are in a format for the committee and the public to evaluate.
Trustee McKenna said do all the amendments at once.
Trustee Ducommun said Mr. Adler said this will take some more discussion of the other items.
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Trustee McKenna agreed. Whether they vote on the special use requirement tonight or not, there
will need to be at least one more committee meeting.
Trustee Ducommun clarified that Trustee McKenna would rather have staff prepare one package
of all the recommendations for the committee to review and possibly for recommendation to the
Village Board.
Trustee McKenna said the only difficult situations seem to be the mid-block location on a 50’ or
100’ wide lot. The issues are real to the neighbors. He does not want to get into the discussion of
whether there should be four units on the Wilmette Avenue site; there should be. The question is
the orientation and how it impacts the rest of the neighborhood. Does making that a special use
address that? He’s not sure.
Mr. Adler said Chairman Sullivan asked a question about the seven-townhouse development. If
they had removed three units, is that something the trustees think they could have supported. That
doesn’t necessarily mean that is should be a special use or it shouldn’t, if it was okay with four
units, but then you get to understand how we got this got to be a permitted use. If you still had
trouble with it at four units because it was sideways facing, then side-facing should be a special
use.
Chairman Sullivan asked if the committee members were in agreement that the ordinance needs
to be amended in some way.
Trustee McKenna said he would support moving forward if there were one package of
amendments.
Chairman Sullivan said he thinks the ordinance is close to being right. It has accomplished what
it was supposed to.
Trustee Ducommun said it will be on the Village Board agenda and people know to come and talk
about it.
Trustee McKenna said in one respect, the committee doesn’t have the answer. The committee
needs more time to review and consider.
Mr. Boomgaarden said the board asked for examples of what can be built besides the four units to
the back. They did that with their submission of alternatives. He clarified that the committee
would not be making a final decision that evening. Many neighbors he spoke to thought some
action would be taken by the committee meeting this evening.
Trustee Ducommun said it is more effective to take all the amendments to the Board at once rather
than sending one piece at a time. She said Mr. Boomgaarden could tell others that the committee
discussed the issue at length but there are other details that still need to be worked out.
Chairman Sullivan agreed.
Mr. Tim Gambacorta asked what would happen to the permit that has already been applied for.
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Mr. Adler said that absent any other action by the Village, the conforming project could be
scheduled before the Appearance Review Committee and would be reviewed by the Site Plan
Review Committee. If the plans get through those processes, then a permit would be issued.
Chairman Sullivan said he could go one of two ways. The ordinance is as well written as possible
and we should see what happens case by case.
Trustee Ducommun said they wouldn’t be reviewing them case by case because they are permitted.
Chairman Sullivan said in the sense of seeing what kind of developments are proposed and then
determining if this is really what was intended. If he had to decide tonight, he thinks the ordinance
is well written as is. He said he doesn’t see the need to put the special use back in. He respects
the work of the zoning committee and the consultant.
Trustee Ducommun said she sees it differently. She sees the consultant recommendation and the
zoning committee as having been made in the context that the community supported seven units
back into the lot because that was what had been approved. This conversation should not be
deferred. It can be packaged with other items if necessary but the neighbors deserve some
resolution to this process not just wait to see what happens in the next five or ten years.
Trustee McKenna said if a recommendation is made to the Board, the Board will react to it.
Mr. Adler said if a package is put together that at least two of the committee members support, it
would go with a positive recommendation and the Board would discuss it.
Chairman Sullivan said the neighbors want to know what the timing may be.
Trustee Ducommun said the staff will put something together based on the issues that have been
raised. The committee will schedule another meeting to discuss what consensus there is to take
those items to the Village Board.
Chairman Sullivan said the special zoning committee would be continued to another date to await
more information from staff.
Trustee McKenna moved to continue the Special Zoning Committee to another date pending
additional information from staff, the next meeting to be held as soon as possible. The motion was
seconded by Trustee Ducommun. Voting yes: Chairman Sullivan, Trustee Ducommun, Trustee
McKenna. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
The committee took a break.
IV.

2015-SZC-02 – Review of Residential Short-term Rental Regulations

Chairman Sullivan called the meeting back to order and opened the hearing on case was 2015-Z02, review of residential short-term rental regulations.
Trustees McKenna said while they still need to hear the testimony given at the meeting, he was
confident that he won’t be able to make a recommendation tonight.
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Mr. Adler said staff has known about short-term rental websites such as Airbnb and VRBO for
some time but it wasn’t until approximately a year ago October when the first complaint about a
short-term rental was received. That complaint is referenced in the memo. Once the complaint was
received, staff needed to figure out if the Village’s existing codes prohibited residential short-term
rentals. After talking with corporation counsel it was determined the renting of a portion of one’s
home for a short-term is prohibited based on our current Village Code. A cease and desist letter
was sent to the owner/operator of the short-term rental which was the source of numerous neighbor
complaints. From a staff point of view, if this is something we want to limit we should make that
intention clearer in the zoning ordinance. Mr. Adler mentioned that Howard Handler, Government
Affairs Director for the North Shore/Barrington Board of Realtors, sent correspondence about
short-term rental regulations and in particular the work they did with the City of Evanston in
creating a series of short-term rental exemptions. He said that if we are going to allow short-term
rentals in certain cases, we should be clear in how we are going to do this. If we are going to
prohibit, we should make it clearer so we don’t need to use different sections of the Village Code
to do so.
Trustee Ducommun asked if as it stands right now short-term rentals are prohibited. Mr. Adler
answered yes, but that it hasn’t gone to court so we don’t know exactly how a judge would view
the Village’s stance.
Mr. Adler said there are approximately eight other short-term rentals listed in the Village and while
no complaints have been received regarding those properties, there is no guarantee that no
complaints will be received in the future.
Chairman Sullivan asked for comments from the audience.
Howard Handler said that the NS/B Board of Realtors are not advocates for Airbnb or people
wanting to run hotels out of their homes. They did work closely with Evanston to make sure there
were good exemptions built in so people will have the inherent right to rent out their property on
an occasional basis. He asked for clarification on if renting out the entire property would be a
violation. Mr. Adler said that corporation counsel felt it would be difficult to prohibit entire
dwelling units from being rented on a short-term basis given the Village’s existing regulations.
Mr. Handler said there were four exemptions that Evanston adopted. He said that not everybody
coming in short-term is doing so to party. It might be grandparents visiting for two weeks with
their family and it is more economical and/or easier to rent a portion of a house. It might be people
in town for medical treatment. Please keep that in mind. He said renting short-term can provide
financial help to those having trouble making their mortgage payments, or whatever the case may
be, even if it is on a one time basis.
Andy Rix, 3139 Walden Lane, lives diagonally opposite of the Walden Airbnb. He moved from
Chicago to Wilmette to get the suburban lifestyle, away from business. He deliberately choose a
cul-de-sac as a safe place to bring up children. From a zoning perspective there are residential
areas and business areas. He bought his home with the expectations that his neighbor wouldn’t be
able to start a business in the home next to his. Walden isn’t on the edge of a commercial district
or near any other businesses. The 2nd issue is the volume of traffic that comes through. It seems
like people are staying one night on their way to somewhere else because the property is close to
the Edens Expressway. People arrive all different times of night. There have been instances where
people arrive late at night and ring door bells because there is no hotel sign on the Airbnb property.
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There are lots of people and cars all times of the day and night so it is a significant disruption and
a clear violation of the zoning law. While the neighbors appreciate the benchmarking work that
was done showing what has happened in Chicago and Evanston, they would say Wilmette is not
Evanston or Chicago. Wilmette is mainly a residential suburb. When the Chicago Tribune article
was published a couple of months ago, Winnetka came out and said they are a residential suburb
and will not allow Airbnb properties in Winnetka. The neighbors compare themselves as a town
more to Winnetka than Evanston, which is much more commercial and transient with the students.
Chris Bona 3126 Walden Lane, lives across the street from the Walden Airbnb. He has been a
resident for 37 years and has two girls, 8 and 11. He works in corporate communications for a
large company in Chicago and teaches the same subject at 3 academic institutions in Chicago. He
lives and breathes social media all day long. He said people in academia and the corporate sector
are challenged liked the Plan Commission to make good decisions on these kind of subjects for
the health, safety and welfare of customers, institutions and communities, so he understands that
doing such is hard. He has thought about this long and hard and doesn’t feel short-term rentals are
good for the community and is not safe. His 8 year old who play outdoors came in one day and
said that the house across the street has lots of cars coming in and out and lots of strangers carrying
bags in and out. Some of them are not fully clothed (not wearing shirts), some standout front and
smoke and throw their cigarette butts down. His son said he knows the cars in the neighborhood
because it is a cul-de-sac and he didn’t feel safe. The Plan Commission is going to hear a lot of
information from people but here’s an 8 year old that was savvy enough to pick up on that. Because
of this he had to have a talk with the owner of the Airbnb property about what was going on. In
closing he wanted to say he knows this is a tough issue to deal with but he doesn’t feel Wilmette
is safer by letting this continue.
Bodee Kittikamron, 3133 Walden lane, lives next door to this in-laws who are at 3135. His wife
was raised at 3135 Walden Lane. He lives next door to the Airbnb property. He wanted share a
brief story. He saw a car driving down Walden Lane very slowly late one Saturday night. It turned
to go around the cul-de-sac and he thought wow, it is late for a car to be driving this slowly on
Walden. He went to grab his cellphone to call the police about suspicious activity and looked out
the front door and saw two men walking up his driveway with a car trailing behind them. While
we now know this is about Airbnb activity, two summers ago nobody knew that. He thought they
were looking for a house to rob. He called the Police and ran to make sure his kids were asleep
and the shades were closed. When he got back he saw them next door on the street putting stuff in
the trunk. At that time he thought they were robbing his neighbor. This is how he found out about
his next door neighbor operating an Airbnb. These were three or four men staying at the Airbnb
and this is a common occurrence. He has an 8 year old son and a 5 year old daughter and he no
longer feels it is safe for them to be outside. He asked if the Commissioners would feel safe having
their kids play outside if they didn’t know who was coming in and out of the neighborhood or
groups of men coming in and out of the neighborhood. He saw one family one time but multiple
groups of men. He doesn’t know what is going on inside the Airbnb operator’s house. When you
look at the reviews of her home, there are lots of men giving the reviews. She is a single woman
living in the house. After they found out about what was happening they spoke to their neighbor
and told her they were concerned for her safety as well as the safety of their children, their
neighbor’s children and their own safety. There have been multiple times that he has been
downtown late and when he comes home there is somebody turning on the street. Recently a car
was driving down the street very slowly at midnight and pulled into his neighbor’s driveway. This
happens on a regular basis. You can’t get at Residence Inn a three bedroom house for $150 a night.
This is why she gets a lot of traffic. The neighbors shouldn’t have to suffer for it. There have been
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times he has been out walking with his children and one wants to go back home. He is needs to
make sure his child gets back in the house to make sure nothing bad happens. It takes just one bad
incident for us to regret not taking action. It has changed his lifestyle and the liberty he had prior
to the Airbnb being operated next door.
Trustee McKenna asked if any of the neighbors have talked to any of the guests. Karl Bilimoria,
1033 Hibbard, who live in the first house on Walden, answered you wouldn’t want to talk to some
of them. He said there are seedy looking people that come in and out of there and it increases the
amount of traffic tremendously. You wouldn’t want those people around your kids when they are
playing outside. He hates to make a judgement like that but it isn’t what they signed up for when
they moved into their neighborhood. It is like somebody put a hotel sign on their house. He
understands that it is different when somebody rents out their whole house. Different economics
but this is a business running on their street. We should take a lesson from Winnetka and just put
a stop to it. If you look at the Airbnb website there are none in Winnetka and 14 in Wilmette.
Mr. Adler clarified that nobody ever contacted the Village of Wilmette to ask if operating as an
Airbnb was allowed. He suspects the same thing to be true for Winnetka. Mr. Bilimoria said
Winnetka is shutting them down. Mr. Adler didn’t know if that was necessarily true. Mr. Handler
said the Pioneer Press article was incorrect. He talked with Winnetka and they prohibit bed and
breakfasts but there is no prohibition on short-term rentals.
Trustee Ducommun asked if Winnetka was allowing whole house rentals. Mr. Handler said yes,
he talked with their Director of Community and he said there is no prohibition. They are not doing
anything at this time because it hasn’t been an issue.
Trustee Ducommun asked why a whole house rental works. Is it because people might be looking
to rent a house because they have sold their house. Mr. Adler said that the section of the Village
Code that corporation counsel felt helps prohibit the short-term rental of a portion of a dwelling
might also apply to whole house short-term rental. He felt the issues created by renting a portion
of a house are possible with short-term whole house rentals.
Trustee McKenna asked if most of the Airbnb rentals are for a single night so the property is used
like a hotel. Mr. Rix said it appear to be a transient situation with people arriving late and night
and leaving early in the morning. Typically out of state plates.
Trustee McKenna asked about Mr. Handler’s scenario when you have relatives visiting for a
couple of week and you don’t have room for them at your house, is that different? Mr. Rix said
everybody wants the freedom to do what they want to do depending on the circumstances, so he
doesn’t think anybody is against reasonable accommodations. The problem arises when you have
a small unlicensed hotel with no oversight.
Chairman Sullivan asked if Evanston tried to tailor the exemptions towards events, is it a one-time
exception. Mr. Handler there is a one-time exemption per property per year. There are other
exemptions such as needing to rent a property short-term because of a fire. He said a lot of the
same concerns raised in Wilmette were raised in Evanston. He didn’t raise Evanston as a model
example, he just felt Evanston just built in some reasonable exceptions.
Trustee Ducommun asked if the reason to allow the one time a year exemption was so people could
rent out their homes for Northwestern graduation. Mr. Handler said he thought the intent was those
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people wouldn’t be running quasi-hotels in their neighborhood. It was a compromise to allow
people to financially benefit from their house while respecting the rights of neighbors. He
explained that Evanston does allow short-term rentals for more than one time a year but you need
to go through a more rigorous process to do so. He said he wasn’t recommending that for Wilmette.
He just wanted the Committee to know that option does exist in Evanston.
Chairman Sullivan reiterated that no decision would be made at the meeting but they needed to
know where they go at the next meeting. Mr. Adler said staff will need direction. If the decision is
to prohibit, the Village currently has the ability to do so but making the prohibition clearer would
make sense. If we want to consider exceptions we would come back with a draft ordinance
containing the exceptions.
Mr. Rix said the reason he brought up Evanston when talking about benchmarking is he thought
there were sensible exceptions. One big different is they license B and Bs. He doesn’t think B and
Bs licensing is appropriate to Wilmette.
Mr. Bona wanted to respond to what Trustee McKenna was asking, is there a distinction between
the grandparents visiting a week for a graduation and the unsavory person that isn’t in for
graduation. He didn’t see the difference. Regardless of being wrapped in a nice package or not,
unintended consequences and bad things can happen. He asked his neighbors if they would have
moved to Walden Lane if they knew a neighbor was renting out 3 bedrooms in her house to
multiple groups while she stays in the basement. There can be 8-10 people in that house from
different groups. If you read the reviews on Airbnb they all love the area and that is the reason
they choose to live there and the reason to not allow this.
Mr. Kittikamron said he used to be able to let his kids walk to their grandparent and he can’t do
that now. If you have an Airbnb next door you wouldn’t want any exceptions and that is his
opinion. How are people vetted? You don’t do a credit check, you look at their profile. We know
that you can fake reviews and profiles online.
Trustee Ducommun asked if the Walden Airbnb operator rented out all the bedrooms and can each
bedroom accommodate 2 people. Mr. Bona said yes and that results in multiple cars parked on the
street and in the driveway. He is challenged as a parent on how to address this. There is good
parenting but there is also uncontrollable variables and if this is allowed to continue the number
of uncontrollable variables on Walden Lane is a lot higher.
Amal Melhem-Bertrandt, 3140 Walden Lane, moved in a year and a half ago and if the Realtor
had told her that there was an Airbnb on the block she wouldn’t have purchased her home. This is
a business and a backdoor way to have a hotel. This isn’t about need but about greed. She wouldn’t
allow exceptions because they would become a nightmare for the Village to administer.
Mr. Kittikamron said his neighbor Dean at 3137 Walden Lane was at the meeting with his wife
but had to leave. He doesn’t believe Dean would have moved into the neighborhood if there was
an Airbnb at the time he bought. He knows the market would shrink because of the reduction in
viable buyers so it is impacting his property value. While he is not looking to sell anytime soon,
Dean who is probably closer to retirement is thinking this isn’t good for my property values.
Mr. Rix said they are all on the same page as it relates to no Airbnb or hotel use. When he is talking
about exemptions he is talking about renting your house for a year because you need to move for
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a job. He doesn’t think there should be any exemptions for any kind of B and B or hoteling type
situation but allow people to do with their property what they have been doing for time
immemorial.
Mr. Bilimoria said none of the Wilmette rentals on the Airbnb website are for whole houses. They
are all rooms or two rooms. Mr. Adler clarified that there is one whole house but that is offered
only over the Christmas holiday and another is a unit in a two-unit building. Mr. Bilimoria said
the main issue to solve is the renting of rooms at a high rate. He thought that there should be a
minimum number of days that one can rent their property like 30. Mr. Adler said a lot of
communities limit residential rentals to at least one month and that basically eliminates the ability
to Airbnb one’s property.
Sam Gambacorta, 1310 Wilmette Avenue, asked if what is happening on Walden isn’t permitted.
Mr. Adler answered yes. Mr. Gamborcorta asked if somebody renting a whole house for a day or
week would be allowed. Mr. Adler said originally corporation counsel felt it would be difficult to
prevent hat situation but by using other sections of the Village Code, we probably could interpret
the whole house renting on a short-term basis a violation.
Mr. Handler said it sounded like the problem is with somebody renting rooms in a house day after
day. Maybe that is the place to start instead of having a blanket prohibition.
Trustee Ducommun asked Mr. Handler if he was against requiring residential rentals to be for at
least 28 day. Mr. Handler said the Association didn’t have a hard and fast position on this matter.
They caution that there may be reasonable reasons one would want to rent their property for less
than 28 days. If you create an ordinance correctly you wouldn’t have the problems a day to day
short-term rental may have. Trustee Ducommun asked what would the ordinance say that would
take care of the problems. Mr. Handler said it could be crafted a number of ways. Maybe have a
minimum 7 or 14 day requirement.
Mr. Adler felt that if a person rented their house out once a year for 7-14 day, it would never come
to the Village’s attention. That is not to say we shouldn’t craft some narrow exceptions to cover
this, it is just unlikely the once a year rental of a property would be reported to the Village. Mr.
Adler said that Mr. Gambacorta is looking to build rental townhomes and he could make more
money by renting the townhouse units as an Airbnb. This type of whole house rental would most
likely become a problem for the neighbors.
Trustee Ducommun said one of the problems with allowing the one time exception is tracking the
number of times a property has been rented. She asked if it would be better if there was a minimum
number of days a property needed to be rented for, 14 or 28 days. Mr. Adler said the enforcement
issue was a good point.
Mr. Handler said something to keep in mind is that short-term rentals bring people into town and
they go to restaurants and shop. Trustee Ducommun questioned the economic benefit of Airbnb
properties near the Edens Expressway. Mr. Handler said the pattern we are seeing now isn’t
necessarily what we will see in the future.
Mr. Adler said in the past there have been discussions about allowing bed and breakfasts in certain
zoning districts with proper licensing. That isn’t what is being discussed now but it has come up
in the past.
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Trustee Ducommun did like the idea of districting as we have commercial and residential districts.
Why would we want to allow things that are commercial in nature in residential neighborhoods?
Trustee McKenna said we allow home businesses in residential districts. He said there are
businesses run out of homes that neighbors don’t like. Mr. Adler said that the Village has standards
that relate to home occupations to try and keep the nuisances to a minimum.
Mr. Rix said the conversation just took a turn that was worrying. The old chestnut of generating
money through tax or licensing revenue. This isn’t Evanston or Chicago. There is a big difference
between a local therapist whose clients are local people versus a hotel. There is a massive
difference between people coming from all over the United States compared to people visiting a
local therapist’s office.
Chairman Sullivan said after hearing the experiences of the Walden neighbors it was hard to think
why this might be good for Wilmette.
Trustee McKenna asked why the other 13 Wilmette Airbnbs could co-exist without problems.
Trustee Ducommun pointed out that 5 of the Airbnbs were fairly new.
Trustee McKenna said if we could get some publicity around this it would help the discussion.
Mr. Adler said knowing that the activity on Walden Lane is an issue, maybe we should start
tailoring some regulations that more clearly deal with that.
Trustee McKenna agreed that one should not be running a hotel out of their home but where is the
soft point, is it 30 day or 2 weeks. He felt there isn’t enough experience with longer rental periods
to judge whether it would also be a problem.
Mr. Adler didn’t think many people would list their home on Airbnb if the minimum rental period
needed to be a 2 weeks. Because of this, he questioned why not just make the minimum rental
period a month, which is much more common.
Trustee Ducommun said she would prefer a month over 2 weeks. Trustee McKenna wanted to hear
more testimony about that.
Mr. Kittikamron said Airbnb is just going to expand in Wilmette. The Walden Airbnb is successful
because the residents of Walden have built a beautiful neighborhood which she is monetizing. She
is benefiting from her neighbors suffering. He wouldn’t wish what they are going through on
anybody. To suffer that way if you have small children or grandchildren. Now they can’t play
outside. You have to put fences up. Not to block a view but to block pedophiles, molesters and sex
offenders. You don’t know any of these people. We don’t know any of these people. While he
doesn’t want to be inflexible, there have been many times he has gone on Airbnb and rented
vacation homes for two weeks and he never met any of the neighbors.
Trustee Ducommun said that the 30 days would be to accommodate somebody who wants to rent
their home because they are gone on a sabbatical or other shorter term absence. That is why 30
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days is being considered. Mr. Kittikamron suggested allowing a minimum of 6 months with 30
day extensions.
Chairman Sullivan said we should continue the hearing with additional public notice. He would
like to know from corporation counsel what legally could be done.
Mr. Adler said there was no need to vote on continuing the discussion because it wasn’t being
continued to a date certain.
V.

Other Business.

There was no other business.
VI.

Public Comment.

There was no public comment.
VII.

Adjournment

At 9:39 p.m., Trustee Ducommun moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee McKenna seconded the motion
and the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was thereafter adjourned.
Respectfully Submitted,
John Adler, Director
Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director
Community Development
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 2016
6:00 P.M.
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091
Members Present:

Trustee Dan Sullivan, Chairman
Trustee Carol Ducommun
Trustee Ted McKenna

Members Absent:

None

Staff Present:

John Adler, AICP, Director, Community Development
Lisa Roberts, AICP, Assistant Director of Community Development

I.

Call to Order.

Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.
II.

Approval of Minutes.

Trustee Ducommun moved to approve the minutes of the September 21, 2015 Land Use
Committee meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee McKenna. Voting yes: Chairman
Sullivan, Trustee Ducommun and Trustee McKenna. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
III.
2015-SZC-01 – Review of the R2, Attached Residence Zoning District, and
Townhouse/Stacked Flat Use Requirements
Chairman Sullivan said this was a continuation of the review of possible changes to the Zoning
Ordinance regarding townhouses and stacked flats.
Ms. Roberts said that staff prepared a memo with proposed draft text based on the direction from
the committee and comments from the residents for the townhouse requirements. The special use
for townhouses facing a side lot line is proposed to be reinstated. As written, this would not impact
developments on a corner, which in most cases are not problematic.
Under the development standards, the staff is proposing the increase of the minimum side yard
setback for side-facing units from 12’ to 20’. The combined side yard requirement of 50% of the
lot width would still apply. The committee could discuss whether a percentage of the lot width
would be preferred over a flat minimum setback.
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Trustee Ducommun asked about the requirement for separation between buildings.
Ms. Roberts said that under the townhouse/stacked flat use requirements, the ordinance specifies
separation between buildings side to side and front to rear, but not front or rear to side. The draft
includes a reference to side in relation to front or rear, using the 30’ requirement currently in the
ordinance.
Regarding the garage location issue, the draft removes the reference to attached or detached
garages under point 5. A new point 6 is proposed simply stating that front-loaded attached garages
shall not face the front lot line. This is the same language that is in the ordinance for garages for
new single-family homes. The garages shouldn’t face the front regardless of whether the
townhouse units face the street or face sideways. This provides some flexibility to put detached
garages wherever on the lot they might otherwise be permitted. It removes the conflict of the front
unit of a side-facing development not being able to have an attached garage.
The proposed text does not include any changes regarding floor area ratio or minimum lot size,
which arguably relate to the character and density aspects that have been discussed. Staff has no
specific recommendation for these items but could research if the committee would like some
information. Also, it was requested that the committee consider how and when the proposed
changes should be made effective.
Chairman Sullivan asked if he understood Trustee McKenna from the last meeting that Trustee
McKenna was advocating for the whole section to be amended at once. Trustee McKenna said that
given the level of concern that was raised during the Wilmette Avenue zoning process, he would
like to get this done now.
Trustee McKenna said he agreed with the recommendations presented. The special use makes
sense because mid-block townhomes should have a higher standard of review. The side yard
increase is interesting for two reasons. In the past, developing very large townhouses with no back
yards resulted in relatively large families without any recreation space. To review the FAR, you’d
have to model the standards with the changed setback. There’s only so much room to build. Mr.
Adler agreed depending on the size of the lot and the number of townhouse units allowed per
square foot of lot area. Trustee McKenna said we have already identified by right the number of
units available.
Mr. Adler said the lots at 1318 Wilmette could have built 8 units at the 3,000 sf of lot area required
per townhouse. Obviously this was not something the neighborhood was comfortable with so it
would appear that the 3,000 square foot of lot area number is too low. The approved development
is more like 5,000 square feet per unit. That’s a number that could be looked at to prevent someone
looking to do a townhouse development from having a false sense of what will be allowed. Mr.
McKenna pointed out that we currently have a limit on the number of units. Mr. Adler agreed but
said on the lots at 1318 Wilmette, 5 units were approved but 8 units would have met the 3,000
square feet of lot area per townhouse unit requirement.
Trustee Ducommun said, respectfully to all present, she doesn’t understand on what basis the
Village Board approved the five-unit development at 1318 Wilmette. We can spend all night
talking about these intricacies but if the Village Board is going to grant without any hardship, no
extenuating circumstances, is able to throw out any one of these ordinance provisions, the
regulations don’t seem to mean much
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Mr. Adler said he can try and answer Trustee Ducommun’s question. There were a number of
variations requested with arguably 2 of the variations being fairly insignificant. Trustee
Ducommun said there was the issue of requesting 5 units instead of 4; that was significant. Mr.
Adler said the request for 5 units was a request for a special use. Proving hardship is not one of
the special use standards. One needs to show that the proposal won’t be detrimental, that it’s in
keeping with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan. That’s the biggest difference
between a special use and a variation; a variation requires a practical difficulty or particular
hardship. There were 5 members of the Village Board who felt the special use standards were met.
When you look at the way the ordinance is currently written, 3,000 sf of lot area required per
townhome, the 1318 Wilmette property using that criterion, would be allowed 8 townhomes. The
proposal was for 5. Mr. Adler believes from the testimony given, the board members who voted
for the development felt it met the special use standards and the variations requested were making
the development better by providing greater space between buildings and additional off-street
parking. With the possible exception of the variation for the garage location on the front unit, a
development not requiring variations could have come in with 8 units in the same configuration.
Trustee Ducommun said it seemed to her that any board could do what it wanted with a special
use. Mr. Adler said if the lot area per unit were changed that further limited the number of
townhouses on a property, any variation from that requirement could be viewed as significant. Mr.
Adler pointed out that to have permitted less than 5 units on the 1318 Wilmette lots we would have
to have required over 5,000 sf of lot area per unit. The single-family lots in Kenilworth Gardens
aren’t much bigger than that and single-family lots close by are smaller than that. He said that
while greater than 5,000 sf might not make sense, at least on the 1318 Wilmette property, 3,000 sf
seems to be the wrong number. 8 units on the 1318 Wilmette property would meet the 3,000 sf lot
area per unit requirement. Does that hold true through all the R2 districts, he wasn’t sure but for
the 1318 Wilmette property the Village Board voted down 7 units and had a split vote on 5 units.
Trustee Ducommun asked how one might replicate the Westerfield townhouses. Is it the need to
accumulate enough property? Mr. Adler said you would have to accumulate the property and
make sure the other requirements are being met. Trustee Ducommun said by definition the scenario
she was talking about would be a special use and the limits placed on the special use are de
minimis, 3,000 sq feet of land area per unit.
Trustee Ducommun asked if six properties were combined, what would the limits be. Mr. Adler
said it will always be a special use because the proposed amendment would require four units
facing sideways, unless on a corner lot, to request a special use.
Trustee McKenna said arguably a development of that size would be better sought as a PUD rather
than a conventional development. Mr. Adler said you could pursue a PUD but a townhouse PUD
might have a difficult time providing a public benefit. Trustee McKenna said if you accumulated
that much property, a benefit could be not piecemealing the development.
Mr. Adler said the problem if you put together 400’ width of property, for a side-facing
development, you’d need 200’ of combined side yard. Right now there is no minimum percentage
for a side yard; the proposal is to increase to 20’ from 12’. Unless you lower the combined side
yard of 50%, you probably aren’t going to see someone doing that type of development, except
perhaps through the PUD.
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Trustee Ducommun said we’re most likely to see independent 100’ wide parcels in the R2 zoning
district being redeveloped. Trustee McKenna said you’d have to see how many opportunities there
are. Probably not many. Mr. Adler said you would need to consider the value of adjacent
properties.
Mr. Adler thought it was interesting that, in 2007 the Village Board approved 7 units on the 1318
Wilmette properties and even with the recession no one since then has tried to do a similar
development, when they might have reasonably thought that 7 units would be approved, given the
history. Now there’s a fairly clear message that the permitted density is not the same as what has
been approved in the past.
Trustee Ducommun said if a development is limited to one building with four units, why is there
a requirement regarding separation. Mr. Adler said the separation use standard would apply if
someone was going through the special use process for more than one building. This came up
most recently when the seven-unit development was applied for in 2015. The front of one building
was facing the side of the other and the ordinance didn’t call out a separation for that. The proposed
wording addresses this.
Trustee Ducommun said there was a comment in the minutes from the last committee meeting
regarding the setback requirements. It was discussed that a single-family home could go as far into
the lot as one long townhouse building, basically from the front yard setback to rear yard setback.
Mr. Adler said the Village has seen homes built that go fairly far back on a property but that isn’t
the norm. Trustee Ducommun said this came up when Ms. Smith was talking about how the
townhouses would be impacting her view because they would be extending further back on the
property and Mr. Gambacorta said he could do the same thing with just one building. Mr. Adler
said yes, a single building with four units could have been placed to the rear of the lot. He said that
was one reason why making 4 units that don’t front on a street a special use made sense. If
somebody comes in with a conforming 4 unit development that doesn’t front on a street and is far
back on a property, the special use could be denied because of the impact on the neighborhood.
Trustee Ducommun clarified that the amendment would make any proposed townhouse building
that isn’t fronting on a street a special use, with fronting on a side yard adjoining a street being
permitted. Mr. Adler answered yes.
Trustee Ducommun asked if there should be a maximum front yard setback so that development
doesn’t go too far back on a property. Mr. Adler said if we are worried about somebody coming
in with a 4 unit townhouse building fronting the street or conforming stacked flat building going
too far back, then we should consider that. Trustee McKenna said we currently do that on
Commercial property.
Chairman Sullivan asked for public comment.
Peggy Smith, 1322 Wilmette Avenue, agreed that with the changes.
Cynthia Gaskill 1325 Wilmette Avenue, asked if the Village encourages duplex or garage
apartments. Mr. Adler said you currently can’t do a separate dwelling unit outside of the principal
structure such as above a detached garage. She asked about historic consideration of worker’s
homes and the Luxemburg farmhouses along Wilmette Avenue. She asked what the Village
wanted this area to look like and is the impact on the infrastructure and the environmental being
considered in the long range plan.
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Trustee McKenna said we just codified the existing zoning districts. Unlike the Village Center
there were no design standards developed for the R2 districts and he would just look at what the
market will bear if there is a redevelopment. The Committee also assumes that any proposed
development will need to meet all engineering requirements. Ms. Gaskill would like to see a more
comprehensive look at the R2 district. Trustee McKenna said the Village has shied away from
residential design standards. He understands the desire to have the cute farmhouse or two-family
home and he doesn’t think the Village encourages the redevelopment of those structures. He said
the Village has been upfront on encouraging those types of homes to be maintained through
granting variations and amending the zoning ordinance to make maintenance easier. Mr. Adler
said in 1990 the Village changed the code to make two-unit buildings in the R2 district a permitted
use. Trustee McKenna said another thing that was done was allowing stacked flats, which are in
some respects more classic looking. Ms. Gaskill said that the stacked flat they saw during the 1318
Wilmette hearing didn’t look like a single-family home. Mr. Adler said the floor area ratio allowed
for a stacked flat is .7 and the minimum lot area is 100’, so a stacked flat would most likely be
larger than a single-family home and may not look like one. Ms. Gaskill felt that two duplex
buildings together would look more like a single-family home than a townhouse.
Ms. Smith asked when the ordinance would become effective. Mr. Adler said it will be introduced
at the first Village Board meeting in March or April and effective with passage of the ordinance.
Ruth Schmit, 1319 Wilmette, said she was disappointed with the 1318 Wilmette townhouses being
approved and they will be selling their house. She supports the changes.
Marie Jones, 1058 Linden, said she supports the changes. She talked about how her neighborhood
changed from 1988 to present with the aging housing stock being revitalized. She still feels there
is something more that needs to be done in some R2 neighborhoods to preserve the character of
the neighborhoods as they have evolved. She believes the proposed changes go in that direction.
Rich Jones, 1058 Linden, thanked the committee for addressing the change that was done in the
2014 zoning ordinance rewrite. He pointed out that what they have in the R2 district on Linden,
predominately single-family residential, isn’t the same that you see on Skokie. He felt that for
future thinking and planning the different character of various R2 districts should be recognized.
He believes the single-family character surrounding the Village Center helps strengthen the
Village Center.
Evita Gailuma, 1326 Wilmette, said she was disappointed with the 1318 Wilmette townhouses
being approved and supports the changes.
Sam Gambacorta, 464 Highcrest, thought the 20’ minimum side yard was too great and should be
15’ instead. He agreed with the rest of the changes.
Trustee Ducommun asked if Trustee McKenna was interested in seeing the minimum lot area per
townhouse unit being increased. Trustee McKenna didn’t know what the change would be.
Chairman Sullivan asked if as written now do we have the same concern. Mr. Adler said by
requiring a special use for most townhouse developments, the Village has the ability to deny a
development that isn’t found to meet the special use standards. Mr. McKenna said that is what the
Village board will look at when reviewing a special use. What does the development look like and
does it fit in contextually. Mr. McKenna didn’t know what the number would be. Mr. Alder said
there was research that was presented at the last meeting that had historical square foot of lot area
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per townhouse unit. We can revisit this item if so desired and not hold up the changes that have
been proposed tonight. The Committee agreed.
Chairman Sullivan asked why 4 units not fronting on a street where made permitted during the
zoning ordinance rewrite review. Mr. Adler said the R2 issue paper completed by Camiros argued
that enough development standards could be put into place so that some types of townhouse
development could be permitted and not negatively impact the surrounding properties. With the 4
units they looked at what had been approved in the past, the fact that the unit facing the street
would need to look like a single-family home and the increased combined side yard setback that
was required. Mr. Adler said given the recent history he isn’t sure the decision to eliminate the
special use was correct. Trustee McKenna didn’t necessarily agree that an error occurred in that 5
units were ultimately approved and 4 units would have been more favorably received.
Chairman Sullivan said 4 units not fronting a street will now have to come in for a special use.
Trustee McKenna said what it really does is just slow the process down and that is what we were
trying to prevent with the zoning ordinance rewrite.
Ms, Gaskill talked about how Evanston discourages teardowns. Chairman Sullivan said rarely do
you see a variation for new construction. Trustee McKenna said the way the Village is encouraging
existing homes to be retained is through zoning relief to allow homes to be maintained. Mr. Adler
said one of the things the zoning ordinance rewrite did is increase the number of administrative
variations that can be granted, thus allowing the existing housing stock to be maintained and
improved.
Trustee McKenna moved to recommend adopting the proposed R2 district changes as presented
by staff. The motion was seconded by Trustee Ducommun. Voting yes: Chairman Sullivan,
Trustee Ducommun, Trustee McKenna. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
IV.

2015-SZC-02 – Review of Residential Short-term Rental Regulations

Chairman Sullivan said that the Village’s Corporation Counsel recommended the Committee
decide on whether to continue to prohibit, allow, or allow as a one-time exemption the short-term
renting of residential property. After the Committee decides the direction it wants to go in, staff
can work with Corporation Counsel to draft the proper amendment. He opened the hearing for
public comment.
Heidi Laruss, 401 Maple Avenue, said she was a real estate agent and asked how the Village would
know if somebody did it once and how is short term renting different than a house swap. Mr. Adler
said that nobody would probably notice if the rental was on a one-time basis. He said that home
swapping doesn’t require money changing hands and would probably be less prolific than shortterm renting one’s property. Trustee McKenna said a house swap wouldn’t be commercial. Ms.
Laruss said a homeowner can invite anybody to stay in their home. Mr. Adler said that is correct
but we haven’t heard about homeowners inviting strangers to stay in their house for free. He said
somebody who is running a prolific Airbnb is running something similar to a bed and breakfast,
which is not currently allowed in the Village.
Trustee McKenna agreed and said that the information they have in their packets about how other
municipalities have regulated short-term rentals is where such rentals are in competition with
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businesses. He did not see that as Wilmette’s concern. This isn’t as much a lodging competition
issue in Wilmette as a nuisance issue to the neighborhood.
Rick Sweitzer, 219 Sixth Street, asked if 30 day or one year rentals were licensed in Wilmette. Mr.
Adler answered no. Trustee McKenna said some people want to define what a short-term rental is.
Mr. Sweitzer said that might be a good idea and that is what Evanston does. Trustee McKenna
asked Mr. Sweitzer if he had a recommendation on the definition of short-term rental. Mr. Sweitzer
answered no, one person’s short may be another person’s long. He said one great thing about living
in Wilmette is that we are not necessarily small minded and services such as Airbnb and Uber are
the wave of the future. Companies like Airbnb and Uber are sophisticated and the vetting they do
is good. This promotes excellence as bad reviews have an impact. He suggested perhaps having
some regulations or wait and see what happens. He didn’t believe short-term renting should be
regulated before other types of renting.
Rita Berg, 2915 Lake Avenue, said she was a real estate agent and learned about short-term rentals
nine years ago from friends that live in Oak Park. Her friends were able to stay in their home
because of short-term renting. She is all for allowing it. She believed it raised property values
because there are a lot of investors who may want to buy a home and live in a neighborhood and
make extra income. She didn’t think there was anything negative about short-term rentals. Trustee
McKenna noted that the increasing of property values has been cited as both a negative and
positive, as property values might be artificially increased because some of the homes might not
be able to be supported without the income derived from short-term renting. Ms. Berg said that
short-term renting is similar to bed and breakfasts. All her experiences at bed and breakfasts have
been warm, welcoming quiet and civilized.
Howard Hander of the Illinois Association of Realtors said that he would love to be a resource if
the Village is looking to develop a short-term rental policy. He worked with Lincolnwood and they
are looking to allow a once a year exception, similar to Evanston. Trustee Ducommun asked if
such rentals were taxed. Mr. Handler said while Lincolnwood didn’t discuss taxes he felt that all
Airbnb transactions will eventually be taxed by the State and that Airbnb isn’t opposed to being
taxed. Trustee McKenna asked if Lincolnwood defined short-term and Mr. Handler answered yes,
30 days or less. Mr. Handler said 30 days or less is probably the most prevalent short-term
definition nationwide. Mr. Sweitzer said it was his understanding that Airbnb was, as of midJanuary, withholding Illinois tax. Mr. Sweitzer thought it would be good to have Airbnb withhold
for Wilmette’s lodging tax as well.
Mr. Handler said the genesis of the Lincolnwood ordinance was similar to what has happened n
Wilmette. You have one or two bad apples running party houses. If you take away the ability to
do it day after day, week after week, month after month, it takes away the economic model for the
quote unquote party house but still provides the option for the person who wants to do it once a
year for varying reasons. Trustee Ducommun asked what the concerns were with the one time
exception. Mr. Handler said monitoring was discussed briefly and it was felt it would be up to the
neighbors to report if there was an issue.
Sam Gambacorta, 464 Highcrest, asked if Wilmette was proposing a 30 day minimum rental
period. Chairman Sullivan said he didn’t know if the Village had a number in mind and that we
are still fact finding. Mr. Gambacorta said as a Wilmette homeowner, homeowners do have rights
and they should be able to do what they want with their property. While he feels that way on one
side, as homeowners they also have the right to quiet enjoyment of their property. He is on the
7
February 11, 2016 Land Use Committee Minutes

Approved April 14, 2016

fence at this point. Trustee McKenna asked what the shortest term rental Mr. Gambacorta did on
his properties. He said they don’t really like doing short-term rentals because you need to clean
and paint more often. He said they look at short-term being less than three months. Trustee
McKenna asked if they receive a lot of short-term rental inquiries. Mr. Gambacorta said they get
calls from people remodeling and need a place for a couple of months to reside and they shy away
from those types of rentals. He said he understands why somebody having financial difficulty may
look to rent for less than 30 days.
Andy Rix, 3139 Walden Lane, said there a couple of principles here. Are we a suburb or are we a
business district. He reminded the Committee that at the last meeting there were a number of
Walden Lane residents who attended because of the poor experience they had with an Airbnb
operator on their block. Trustee McKenna said he recalled that on Walden there were multiple
people every week showing up. Mr. Rix said that is what Airbnb is. While they might be slightly
different on Walden Lane because they are close to the freeway, and had more through traffic than
holiday traffic, but at the end of the day with Airbnb there is no minimum stay. Their experience
was endless traffic. Trustee Ducommun clarified that the Airbnb on Walden Lane was renting out
multiple bedrooms. Mr. Rix answered yes. He said that speaking for all of Walden Lane, they are
against having Airbnb in residential neighborhoods. Mr. Rix said they are not against people
wanting to do long term renting of rooms in their house. Anybody can want financial stability or
more income. It starts with precedent. If we say it is your property and you can do what you want
with it, why wouldn’t running a car repair business on your property be permitted or any other
business be permitted. Airbnb is a business and causes traffic to come to a neighborhood and
customers, who are effectively stranger, to come in and out of a neighborhood. He said Winnetka
has said they are a suburb and are just going to ban it, while Evanston has said they are a university
town and a commercial district so they are doing the 30 day rule. He felt that Wilmette was more
like Winnetka in that Wilmette is more of a residential suburb. He felt Airbnb shouldn’t be allowed
and should be banned but there are compromises and that is what the meeting is for. He said the
one thing that can’t be said is that this won’t be a problem. We need to answer whether we want
businesses in the residential parts of our Village or do we want to limit them to the commercial
areas of the Village. Trustee McKenna asked if there were a minimum number of days that made
sense to Mr. Rix. Mr. Rix said while he would prefer longer, 30 days would effectively kill Airbnb,
but leaves open the ability for people to rent portions of their house out.
Mr. Sweitzer asked Mr. Adler to explain how home occupations are allowed. Chairman Sullivan
said Mr. Adler will answer that question after everybody has had a chance to speak.
Bodee Kittikamron lives at 3133 Walden Lane, next to an Airbnb operator. He also owns a home
at 626 Lavergne and has been a Wilmette resident since he moved to the US at age 12. He has
many family members that live in Wilmette, including his in-laws that live next-door to him and
he is speaking on behalf of his family. He also has a statement from his neighbor that he was asked
to read. He was at the last meeting and he shared his experience with Airbnb and for the benefit of
those not at that meeting he wanted to let them know that he has had a pretty bad experience with
the Airbnb being next door. He has two young kids and Airbnb has impacted his way of life in
terms of allowing them to run off to neighboring homes to play with other children. He has to
watch them and be outside because he has people he doesn’t know coming to his neighborhood.
They come in on a regular basis. He said his first experience with Airbnb next to him was when
late on a Saturday night a car was driving slowly down the cul-de-sac with persons walking in
front of the car. He call the Police because he was concerned. After calling the Police he saw them
putting things in the trunk of the car. He later found out that they were staying at his neighbor’s
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house through Airbnb. There have been a number of occasion where late at night he has seen
people driving around looking for his neighbor’s house. He is afraid for the safety of his children
and the children of his neighbors. They want some resolution or determination on how the Village
will deal with this in the future. He owns rental property and he wants the neighbors of his rental
property to feel like they have good neighbors. They do not want transients. The Airbnb next to
him ran for two years and he isn’t sure if it is still operational. He still sees cars parked in the
driveway and has seen license plates from many states. Trustee Ducommun asked why people
from so many states frequent his neighbor’s Airbnb. Mr. Kittikamron said they are off the Lake
Avenue expressway exit and his neighbor has done a great job at getting really good reviews. He
often has seen groups of men staying at the house and while he doesn’t know what is going on in
the house, he certainly has not liked what he has seen. Chairman Sullivan asked if Mr. Kittikamron
was on the don’t permit short-term rentals at all side. Mr. Kittikamron answered yes. Trustee
McKenna asked Mr. Kittkamron how he would define short-term. He said from a business
perspective he would like a longer term tenant and he doesn’t entertain anything less than six
months. Trustee McKenna asked about renting for three months if the house sat vacant for six
months. Mr. Kittkamron said he could understand three months.
Ms. Laruss said that there are occasions when somebody is looking for a place short-term while
their house is being renovated or is renting back after they sell their home. She wanted to make
sure instances like that wouldn’t be illegal.
Mr. Kittkamaron read a statement from his neighbor Christopher Bona at 3126 Walden Lane. My
name is Christopher Bona and I have been a Wilmette resident for nearly forty years. I live on
Walden Lane and am a single parent of two girls. I attended the last Village meeting on this topic
and I am unable to attend tonight due to work commitments so I have asked my neighbor to present
my point of view below. My single family home is across from another single family home using
Airbnb. I strongly believe that allowing the shared use of a single family home through a home
sharing service, even if regulated by the Village, is harmful to health, safety and welfare of the
community. As I shared at the Village meeting last September, my children and I feel less safe
knowing that there are transient tenants living on the block. This is exemplified through the steady
stream of cars with out of state license plates parking and driving on the street. People carrying
luggage in and out of the house at all hours and in some cases loitering or smoking in front of the
house. While I understand and support the role of self-manage on the community like Airbnb,
Uber and Yelp, allowing this to continue marginalizes what makes Wilmette a premier place to
live because it does not give residents the ability of choice. We cannot choose whether a resident
rents their home on Airbnb or select of reject the tenants. Such an environment creates a
disincentive for the current residents to create a cohesive community because they are resentful of
paying taxes and supporting public service because we see other people benefitting from our hard
work to make this community this wonderful place we live in. Please consider disallowing shortterm rentals.
Paul Sander, 229 Sixth Street, is a neighbor of the Sweitzers. He doesn’t have an issue with shortterm rentals. It probably needs some form of regulation and monitoring and he is sympathetic to
the problems that have come up on Walden Lane. His neighborhood has not had that experience.
He like the concept. Airbnb by its very nature takes place in residential neighborhoods. Bed and
breakfast don’t break down a community, they are interesting aspects of a community and
something that attracts people. Chairman Sullivan asked what Mr. Sander meant by monitoring
and regulating. Mr. Sander said he wasn’t sure but said there are a lot of people that work out of
their homes but you can’t put a car up on blocks. There are certainly limits that need to be set and
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where those limits are exceeded they need to be regulated. Trustee McKenna asked if there should
be a limit on the length of stay. Mr. Sander said he didn’t know the issue well enough to answer.
Merry Juell, Wilmette resident and Realtor, supports Airbnb and thinks the Village should take
baby steps, create some legislation, maybe doing something similar to Evanston or Lincolnwood
and see how it goes. She didn’t think Airbnb is going away. Our economy is a sharing economy
so we should be progressive and not take a back seat. There are always concerns over something
that is new and some of it will work and some won’t. Airbnb does some self-regulation through
user reviews so she is in favor of some type of short-term rental allowance. Trustee McKenna ask
how she would define shot-term. She didn’t know but said maybe you start with 30 days like
Evanston and Lincolnwood. The 30 days means to her that you could do short-term renting up to
30 days a year. Trustee McKenna said the definition is typically for length of stay. He said
somebody staying for a month versus people coming daily. Mr. Sander said 30 days would
essentially ban Airbnb. Ms. Laruss thought multiple people coming daily in a residential
neighborhood would probably be too much. Maybe there is a limit on the number of different
parties staying at one house. Ms. Laruss said she would feel the same way as the Walden neighbors
if people were constantly driving up and down her street. Mr. Kittkamron said on some days he
would have two or three cars parked on the street. Ms. Juell said that the Airbnb on Walden Lane
is no longer operating and was shut down before the holidays.
Ms. Berg said somebody can have a bad experience with a long-term neighbor as well as a shortterm neighbor. Should we put a fence around our neighborhoods? People take the train and walk
to work through the residential neighborhoods. Do we stop them from doing so because we are
afraid of them? Mr. Kittkamron said we put an economic fence around our neighborhood just by
the sheer fact you live in Wilmette. He is an immigrant and the fact is Wilmette is what it is and if
we are going to let something impact the essence of the Village of Wilmette, then we should really
look at what is the Wilmette brand. He works in marketing and digital and understands the Uber
and Airbnb business models and there are a lot of false reviews that are out there and lot of paid
reviews that are out there. He wanted to conclude by saying there are already fences that exist and
that we don’t have to put up physical fences.
Mr. Adler was asked to answer the home occupation question raised earlier. Mr. Adler said the
Village allows home occupations with a number of standards that must be met. One of the
standards is only an occupant of the home can use the home for home occupation purposes. No
outside employees are permitted to come to the home for home occupation purposes. The home
occupation must be contained within the principal structure. Working on vehicles for pay is
prohibited. On street parking and traffic are not supposed to be increased because of the home
occupation. There are other home occupation standards contained in the Zoning Ordinance. Mr.
Sweitzer asked if the Village knew how many home occupations there are in Wilmette. Mr. Adler
answered no.
Mr. Sweitzer provided a letter to the Committee with a list of neighbors that supported his Airbnb.
Trustee Ducommun asked how often he has guests. He said they started in August and have had
18 guests. They had people come for a week while their kitchen was being remodeled. They have
a two night minimum and had somebody stay for a month. They generally have two people stay
but have had one person stay. Their space is over 2,000 square feet. Trustee Ducommun asked
how many bedrooms they rent out. Mr. Sweitzer answered one bedroom but there is a lot of space
including a kitchenette, laundry room, rec room, living room. In answer to Trustee Ducommun’s
question Mr. Sweitzer said they only rent to one group at a time. He said they have a separate
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entrance, closed off from the house that could be a longer term rental. Trustee McKenna asked if
Mr. Sweitzer ever sought to do a longer term rental. Mr. Sweitzer answered no and they do own
other property which they are considering transitioning into a short-term rental. Trustee McKenna
asked if you could make more money doing short-term rentals. Mr. Sweitzer answered yes and in
some case it might be argued that it is a more appropriate use. Trustee Ducommun ask why and
Mr. Sweitzer answered because his property is close to downtown Wilmette.
Mr. Rix said you can go back and forth between good experiences and bad experience but the real
question is what we want our community to look like. Those speaking in favor are generally those
in real estate and those against are residents. If we had the whole of Wilmette attending more
people would probably be more interested in Airbnb being prohibited in Wilmette. Ms. Berg said
that Realtors do not benefit from the Airbnb transactions. Mr. Rix agreed but felt that real estate
agents benefit by more being able to be done with a property, thus making it easier to sell.
Chairman Sullivan closed public comment and said the Committee received good input from both
sides. He asked Trustees Ducommun and McKenna for their thoughts.
Trustee McKenna thought the conversation should be continued to allow more residents to provide
input before making a decision. He said that everybody’s opinion is correct and that is part of the
problem. There needs to be a decision that respects the community and property rights. He has
an opinion and that is to limit short-term rentals but he isn’t sure what that limit should be. He
would love to hear from as many people possible throughout the Village.
Trustee Ducommun concurred with Trustee McKenna and would like to hear from more people.
The arguments are compelling and she has empathy for homeowners who do not have the liberty
and privacy they are accustomed to. She also has empathy for the well run business that isn’t
impacting the neighbors. Somehow we need to come up with a model that works that will kick out
the exceptions and do what is right for most people in the Village. She is truly emphatic to the
neighborhood that had such an unfortunate experience with an Airbnb.
Chairman Sullivan agreed with both Trustee Ducommun and Trustee McKenna. He has a hard
time impacting what one can do on the inside of their own property as long as it doesn’t negatively
impact neighbors and the community. This is not going to stop and Uber and Airbnb will continue
to be a way of life we live in. We need to figure how to embrace that and still maintain what we
have in Wilmette. If we allow it how do we limit it? Do we limit the number or do we limit the
times and if we do, how do we monitor it and who does that. That is a big challenge.
Trustee McKenna agreed that the monitoring is a big challenge and he wanted to make one more
point. This is a zoning and quality of life issue to him and not an income issue. He doesn’t see
Airbnb competing with the only hotel in town. If it is regulated, fees will need to be charged so
the rest of the Village doesn’t pay for the regulation, but this isn’t being driven because of possible
lodging tax revenue.
Chairman Sullivan said he didn’t know how to get the call out to the community. Trustee
Ducommun pointed out that a newspaper reported was in attendance and hopefully she can help
get the word out. Mr. Adler said info regarding the meeting went out in the Village’s weekly email
blast that reaches approximately 3,000 people.
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Trustee McKenna moved to continue the residential short-term rental discussion until April 14th
at 6:00 pm. Trustee Ducommun seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
V.

International Code Council’s International Property Maintenance Code – Adoption
Discussion

This item was deferred to the next Land Use Committee meeting.
VI.

Other Business.

There was no other business.
VII.

Public Comment.

There was no public comment.
VIII. Adjournment
At 8:02 p.m., Trustee Ducommun moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee McKenna seconded the
motion and the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was thereafter adjourned.
Respectfully Submitted,
John Adler, Director
Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director
Community Development
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Agenda Item: 3.4

Report to the Village Board
from the
Appearance Review Commission
Recommendation:

The Commission recommends granting sign a variation to display
a window sign not fronting a street based on option B submitted.

Case Number:

2016-AR-08

Property:

1100 Central Avenue, Unit D

Zoning District:

VC, Village Center

Petitioner:

Fonseca Martial Arts

Request:

The petitioner requests a sign variation to display a window sign
not fronting a street.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

20-5.5 Sign Variations
20-16 Sign Regulations

Meeting Date:

March 7, 2016

Date of Application:

February 10, 2016

Appearance Review
Commission Vote:

Chairman Sheridan
Commissioner Bradford
Commissioner Collyer
Commissioner Elkins
Commissioner Miller
Commissioner Phillips
Commissioner Woleben-Meade

Village Board Date:

May 10, 2016

Notices:

Certificate of Posting dated, February 19, 2016
Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, February 18, 2016
Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on February 18, 2016

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Yes
Not present
Not present
Yes
Not present
Yes
Yes

Case 2016-AR-08
1100 Central Ave, Unit D

Description of the Property
The subject property is located on the northwest corner of Central Avenue and 11th Street in the VC, Village
Center, Zoning District. The property is improved with a four-story mixed use building currently occupied
by retail, personal service and office tenants on the first floor and residential units on floor two through four.
Surrounding uses include a municipal parking lot the north, townhomes to the east, a mix of commercial
retail to the south and west.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests a sign variation to display a window sign not fronting a street. A preliminary
review of the sign request was reviewed by the Commission on February 1, 2016. The applicant has
since revised their proposal and reduced the size and location of the window signs. The sign ordinance
requires window signs to be displayed and oriented to the street which is parallel to face of the sign.
Because the sign is oriented to the pedestrian passageway and not the street a sign variation is required.

Action Required
The Village Board may grant a sign variation provided they determine the proposal meets the
following standards of review.
Sign Variation Standards of Review
Unusual Circumstances:
A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location,
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the
neighboring property which directly affects the petitioner’s property.
Character and Appearance:
A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property.
Not Self-Created:
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject
property.
Health, Safety and Welfare:
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of neighboring
properties’ signage.
Purpose of Ordinance:
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance.
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Case 2016-AR-08
1100 Central Ave, Unit D

Case File Documents
Location Maps and Plans
1.1 Application Letter
1.2 Sign Proposal

Case Minutes
February 1, 2016
Fonseca Martial Arts

1100 Central Avenue, Unit D
Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-05, 1100 Central Avenue, Fonseca Martial Arts, for an
Appearance Review Certificate to install a wall sign and a preliminary review of a sign variation
request.
Mr. John Fonseca, business owner, introduced himself and his business development manager,
Vi Tope. He passed around some photos showing their design intent. He said they wished to
install clean and simple signs without much verbiage. Part of their program is character
development. A large part of their study body is between the ages of 4-12. Their logo is a play
on a kanji symbol. The symbols they wish to display for their signage represent the seven virtues
of bushido. He understands the amount of signs they wish to display exceed the percent coverage
allowed by code. They wish to apply for a sign variation.
Mr. Sivertsen explained the applicant would need a coverage variation for the sign on the front of
the building and a variation to display signage not fronting a public street.
Mr. Sheridan said the real estate office located next to Fonseca requested a coverage variation
several years ago and was denied. The ultimately modified their request to something that was
conforming. He thinks they would be rather upset if the Village granted this request, but denied
the earlier request which were very similar.
Mr. Phillips said if they were able to move the signs back at least one foot from the window they
would not be regulated by the Village’s sign code.
Mr. Tope said the mats go up to the windows and they feel anything hanging a foot inside the
window could be a hazard.
Mr. Tope asked the commission to look at this request in a different light.
Mr. Bradford said he looks at this request a little differently and wouldn’t consider the graphics
to be signs. While the code calls them signs, he doesn’t see them any differently than a fritted
pattern on a window. The passageway through the building is also a unique circumstance in the
Village.
Mr. Miller said the standards of review need to be applied to this case; otherwise, everyone will
requesting approval to install more signs and larger signs.
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Mr. Collyer said he tends to agree with Mr. Bradford in that this is a very unique circumstance.
He also agrees with Mr. Miller in that they need to be careful in what they approve. There needs
to be reasons given that are consistent with the standards of review.
Mr. Elkins said he likes the way the signs look, but they’re also not conforming to code.
Mr. Sheridan said he wanted to clarify in addition to what the Commission had been discussing
the applicant also had a conforming wall sign. The wall sign which hangs beneath the overhang
can be voted on at this meeting.
Mr. Sheridan recommended when they come back with a formal proposal to discuss the sign
variations that they provide accurate dimensions on an elevation drawing.
Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-05, 1100
Central Avenue, Unit D, to install a conforming wall sign. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Bradford. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins,
Miller, Phillips. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
March 7, 2016
Fonseca Martial Arts

1100 Central Avenue, Unit D
Sign Variation

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-08, 1100 Central Avenue, Fonseca Martial Arts, for a sign
variation to display a window sign not fronting a street.
Mr. John Fonseca, said he took the Commission’s advice and scaled back the proposal. They are
now proposing to display all seven Kanji in one window along the pedestrian passageway. They
have two options, but would like to go with Option B which shows just the Kanji without their
description.
Mr. Sheridan asked if the film would have a background or if it would be clear.
Mr. Fonseca said it would be clear.
Mr. Elkins said at the last meeting Commissioner Phillips brought up the point that if the sign
was more than a foot behind the window that it would not be regulated by the sign code. He
wondered if the applicant had considered that option for only one window sign. It would
eliminate the need for a variation.
Mr. Fonseca said they explored the option, but felt it would cut into the mat space too much.
There was discussion on what had been approved for the surrounding businesses.
Mr. Phillips said he had no problem with the proposal. He thought the way the building was
designed with a pedestrian walkway on the side created a unique circumstance.
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said she has a concern over what surrounding businesses were limited to in
the past.
Mr. Elkins said Coldwell Banker was allowed to keep their blue strip along their window because
it was considered a graphic and not necessarily a sign. He thinks the Kanji is similar in that
regard.
Mr. Ray Koenig said the sign was facing a common element and not the street. That being the
case, he wondered why the request did not need approval from the home owners association
before being brought to the Village for review. There’s another request in the building for a
business to display signage in the courtyard. He is not objecting to the sign proposed tonight, but
is objecting to the protocol that was followed in bringing the request to the Village prior to the
association.
Mr. Sheridan said he thought the two approvals were parallel tracks. If the building has more
stringent regulations than the Village’s, then those regulations would still apply regardless of
what the Village approved.
Mr. Sivertsen explained the notice requirements for sign variation requests.
Mr. Sheridan said because the sign is located at the corner and because of the graphic nature of
the sign he is in favor of the sign.
Findings of Fact
The Commission found the location of the tenant space within the building created an unusual
circumstance. While the window was visible from the street, the location did not permit the
display of signage. The sign itself was graphic in nature rather than communicating a message or
product. The design and appearance of the sign is consistent with other signs in the
neighborhood.
Decision
Mr. Elkins moved to recommend granting sign variation for Case 2016-AR-08, 1100 Central, D,
Fonseca Martial Arts, to display a window sign not fronting a street based on option B submitted.
The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners
Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
Mr. Phillips moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the report and recommendation
from the Appearance Review Commission. The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins. Voting
yes: Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no:
none. The motion carried.
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM THE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Recommendation:

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a
request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage
variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on
the legal non-conforming structure at 218 17th Street in
accordance with the plans submitted.

Case Number:

2016-Z-18

Property:

218 17th Street

Zoning District:

R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

Airoom Architects and Builders

Nature of Application:

Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage
variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on
the legal non-conforming structure

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.4
Section 8.3.C
Section 17.4.C
Section 17.4.D

Hearing Date:

April 20, 2016

Date of Application:

March 4, 2016

Zoning Board Vote:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 29, 2016.
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon,
March 31, 2016. Posted on the property, April 5, 2016.
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated April
5, 2016.

Report Prepared By:

John Adler, AICP
Director of Community Development
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz

Yes
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Not Present

3.5

5-10-16

Case 2016-Z-18
218 17th Street
STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on the east side of 17th Street approximately 496.4’ south of Wilmette
Avenue. The Subject Property has 50.0’ of frontage on 17th Street and is 127.8’ deep. The Subject
Property has an area of 6,390 square feet and is improved with a two-story home and detached twocar garage.
To the north, south, east, and west are properties zoned R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence,
and improved with single-family homes.
Proposal
The petitioner is proposing to cover an existing front stoop with a roof supported by posts, creating
a new front porch. The existing concrete steps are to remain as well. The proposed front porch
measures 5.08’ x 8.75’, with an area of 44.45 square feet. With the proposed front porch, the lot
coverage is 2,174.77 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits lot coverage to 2,145.36
square feet, a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation is required. With the proposed
front porch, the total floor area is 3,614.99 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits total
floor area to 3,169.05 square feet, a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) total floor area variation is
required.
The proposed detached garage consists of 448.84 square feet, for which a 440.0 square foot garage
floor area bonus is provided. The proposed front porch consists of 44.45 square feet, for which a
44.45 square foot porch floor area bonus is provided. There is no attic floor area or attic floor area
bonus.
Lot Coverage Calculations
Base
Existing
1,945.36 s.f.
Proposed
1,945.36 s.f.

Gar Bonus
200.0 s.f.
200.0 s.f.

Total Floor Area Calculations
Base
Existing
2,684.60 s.f.
Proposed
2,684.60 s.f.

Gar Bonus Porch Bonus
440.0
NA
440.0
44.45 s.f.

Maximum
2,145.36 s.f.
2,145.36 s.f.

Total Ex/Prop
2,130.32 s.f.
2,174.77 s.f.*

Maximum Total Ex/Prop#
3,124.60 s.f.
3,570.54 s.f.*
3,169.05 s.f.
3,614.99 s.f.*

* Non-conforming
# Because the porch bonus is equal to the size of the porch being added, there is no increase in the
non-conformity of the floor area.
Other Floor Area Variation Requests
1530 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2016-Z-12
ZBA: Deny
VB: Pending
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total
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floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage
VB: Pending
819 Michigan Avenue
Case 2016-Z-07
ZBA: Deny
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
114 Girard Avenue
Case 2015-Z-55
ZBA: Deny
VB: Revised/Granted
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser
233 Linden Avenue
Case 2015-Z-52
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
VB: Granted
1519 Washington Avenue
Case 2015-Z-50
ZBA: Grant
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition,
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming
structure
342 Gregory Avenue
Case 2015-Z-37
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
2026 Washington Avenue
Case 2015-Z-36
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car
garage on the legal non-conforming structure
930 Pontiac Road
Case 2015-Z-35
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
1536 Central Avenue
Case 2015-Z-24
ZBA: Deny
VB: Revised/Granted
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front
porch
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743 8th Street
Case 2014-Z-54
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
500 Lake Avenue
Case 2014-Z-48
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition
on the legal non-conforming structure
VB: Granted
1025 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-41
ZBA: Grant
Request for a 268.63 square foot (3.03%) total floor area variation and a 2.56’ combined side yard
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming
structure
VB: Withdrawn
706 Forest Avenue
Case 2014-Z-28
ZBA: Deny
Request for a 133.44 square foot (0.96%) lot coverage variation and a 995.59 square foot (7.18%)
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story addition on
the legal non-conforming structure
1233 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-25
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure
1100 Forest Avenue
Case 2014-Z-24
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for 201.61 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation, a 13.75’ side yard adjoining a
street parking pad setback variation, and a 4.5’ rear yard parking pad setback variation to permit
the construction of a 2.5 car detached garage and parking pad on a legal non-conforming structure
1323 Ashland Avenue
Case 2014-Z-14
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition
1238 Glendenning Road
Case 2014-Z-09
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure
1106 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-04
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure
1240 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-03
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal
nonconforming property
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1723 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-49
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 3.16’ combined side yard setback variation, a 1.46’ combined side yard setback
variation, a 284.84 square foot (5.42%) lot coverage variation, a 196.31 square foot (3.74%) total
floor area variation, and a 72.5 square foot (6.9%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a first floor addition, a second floor addition, and a new detached two-car garage
on a legal non-conforming structure
2347 Thornwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-43
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request a 2.14’ front yard setback variation and a 410.6 square foot (6.19%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
2150 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-41
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 275.25 square foot (4.51%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story rear
addition on a legal nonconforming structure
247 Maple Avenue
Case 2013-Z-39
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 3.0’ minimum side yard setback variation and a 190.02 square foot (3.11%) total
floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached one-car garage on the legal
nonconforming structure
1610 Spencer Avenue
Case 2013-Z-38
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 157.24 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a first floor bay
window on the legal nonconforming structure
214 5th Street
Case 2013-Z-36
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 53.08 square foot (0.5%) total floor area variation and a 511.5 square foot (25.58%)
rear yard flat surface impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a raised deck
(tree house) and artificial turf surface
239 Apple Tree Lane
Case 2013-Z-30
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%)
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the
legal nonconforming structure
VB: Withdrawn
1706 Walnut Avenue
Case 2013-Z-25
ZBA: Deny
Request for a 217.65 square foot (4.09%) total floor area variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard
setback variation, and a 27.6 square foot (2.59%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a two-story addition and detached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming
structure
VB: Revised/Granted
901 Greenleaf Avenue
Case 2013-Z-23
ZBA: Deny
Request for a 208.58 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story addition
*Village Board approved a modified variation request for a 120 square foot (1.24%) total floor
area variation to permit a one-story addition
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1234 Glendenning Road
Case 2013-Z-14
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 158.07 square foot (2.53%) total floor area variation and a 0.32’ combined side yard
setback variation to permit the construction of a carport on a legal nonconforming structure
200 9th Street
Case 2013-Z-13
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 310.07 square foot (3.93%) total floor area variation to permit the reconstruction of
an existing enclosed porch on a legal nonconforming structure and a 1.68’ side yard porch setback
variation to permit the replacement of a porch roof
VB: Granted
123 Sheridan Road
Case 2013-Z-11
ZBA: Deny
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an
emergency standby generator
Case 2013-Z-10
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
801 15th Street
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming
structure
1133 Lake Avenue
Case 2013-Z-03
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 4.6’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.18’ front yard step setback variation, a
4.02 square foot (0.3%) front porch coverage variation, and a 200.07 square foot (2.22%) total
floor area variation to permit the replacement and expansion of a front porch on the legal
nonconforming structure
Other Lot Coverage Requests
1530 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2016-Z-12
ZBA: Deny
VB: Pending
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage
233 Linden Avenue
Case 2015-Z-52
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of
a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
1536 Central Avenue
Case 2015-Z-24
ZBA: Deny
VB: Revised/Granted
Request for a 215.5 square foot (2.76%) lot coverage variation and a 351.69 square foot (4.51%)
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front porch
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3039 Indianwood Road
Case 2014-Z-37
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Revised request for a 137.4 square foot (1.07%) lot coverage variation, a 2.3’ front yard porch
setback variation, and an 86.68 square foot (3.4%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation
to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure
706 Forest Avenue
Case 2014-Z-28
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
Revised request for a 45.46 square foot (0.19%) lot coverage variation and a 907.61 square foot
(6.54%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story
addition on the legal non-conforming structure
2952 Iroquois Road
Case 2014-Z-12
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for an 81.16 square foot (0.6%) lot coverage variation to convert an open roofed patio to
interior living space on the legal nonconforming structure
2028 Highland Avenue
Case 2013-Z-33
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 339.36 square foot (5.13%) lot coverage variation to permit a pergola on the legal
nonconforming structure
239 Apple Tree Lane
Case 2013-Z-30
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%)
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the
legal nonconforming structure
3039 Indianwood Road
Case 2013-Z-08
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for an 87.4 square foot (0.7%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a onestory addition
1017 Miami Road
Case 2013-Z-02
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 7.68’ rear yard setback variation and a 118.48 s.f. (1.62%) lot coverage variation to
permit the construction of a one-story addition on a legal nonconforming structure
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures.
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum lot coverage of 2,145.36 square feet and a maximum total floor
area 3,169.05 square feet on the Subject Property.
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner
unless to make it a conforming structure.
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Action Required
Move to recommend granting a request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and
a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front
porch on the legal non-conforming structure 218 17th Street, in accordance with the plans
submitted.
(After the vote on the request)
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board
of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-18.
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.

Documents

Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Site Plan
First Floor Existing/Demo Plan and Proposed Floor Plan
Porch Elevation
Proposed and Existing West Elevations
Proposed and Existing North Elevations
Proposed and Existing South Elevations
Proposed and Existing East Elevations
Rendering of Proposed Front Elevation
Photograph of Existing Front Elevation

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8

Completed application form
Letter of application
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
March 29, 2016
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
March 31, 2016
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated April 5, 2016
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, April 5, 2016
Lot Coverage and Floor Area Worksheets
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3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Lance Shelby, applicant
Airoom Architects

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage
variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure. The
Village Board will hear this case on May 10, 2016.

3.22

Mr. Shelby said they are adding a front entry. There are no structural alterations.
They are adding new Hardie board siding and new trim and modernizing the
appearance. He showed photos of existing and proposed. The variation is due to
the front portico. They are over impervious surface coverage. The existing
concrete stoop is already there. They are not creating a worse condition. There is
a safety issue during the winter with ice accumulating on the front stoop. They are
creating a covered entry to keep the owners out of the elements. There is no impact
on light and air of neighboring properties and the structure is open on three sides.

3.23

Chairman Duffy clarified that the area of non-conforming floor area is not
changing. The porch cover is 44.5 square feet but the lot coverage variation is only
29.41 square feet. The request is nominal.

3.24

Mr. Schneider said he visited the site and compared the elevations on exhibits 1.8
and 1.9 to what exists. He said it appears that the additions shown on those
elevations have not been done. He asked if this was correct.

3.25

Chairman Duffy had the same question and Ms. Roberts told him that these parts
are existing. They are shown on the elevations as having work planned because
they are adding siding and roofing tile.
The architect said that they are not adding any structure to the existing building
except the new porch roof.

3.26

Mr. Schneider referenced the south elevation on 1.9 and said that the eastern part
of the elevation is a two-story addition. It was determined that the architect had a
different set of drawings and the drawing being discussed was sheet A2.2. Mr.
Schneider said he walked to the edge of the building and did not see the addition.
Is it in the rear?
The architect said this is in the back and is not part of their scope of work. It is
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existing. Regarding the plat of survey, the 6.53’ dimension represents the door.
The 5.96’ dimension is the offset that goes back. The addition is the 14.52’
dimension.

5.0

6.0

3.27

There were no more questions for the architect.

3.28

There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Boyer said that the requests are small and existing conditions will remain the
same. They are moving some numbers around. There is minimal impact and it is
an improvement over existing. All standards of review are met and he can support
the request.

5.2

Mr. Merci said that the minimal variation achieves a practical solution to the
problem of not having a porch and protection. He can support the request.

5.3

Mr. Schneider said they are putting a roof over the existing front entrance.

5.4

Chairman Duffy said improvements are both aesthetic and functional. He can
support the request.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%)
lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) total floor area variation to
permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure
at 218 17th Street in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11

Mr. Merci seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Yes
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Not Present

Motion carried.
6.2

Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-18.
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6.21

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

7.0

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property, the
siting of the house on the lot and the lack of an existing covered entry, impose upon the
owner a practical difficulty. The applicants are adding a covered porch to an existing stoop
and steps. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the
circumstances of the house and lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question.
The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a
covered front entrance. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light
and air to adjacent property nor otherwise injure other property. The variations, if granted,
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.

8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 29.41 square foot
(0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) total floor area variation
to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure at
218 17th Street in accordance with the plans submitted.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.6

Community Development
Department
SUBJECT:

2016-Z-17 744 Sheridan Road – Request to Table to June 14, 2016

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
Table case 2016-Z-17, a request for a 3.1’ side yard setback variation and a 671.77 square
foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the
legal non-conforming structure at 744 Sheridan Road, to June 14, 2016.
Discussion
The Zoning Board of Appeals voted to make a negative recommendation on this request at
their April 20, 2016 meeting. The applicant is requesting that the case be tabled to June 14,
2016 for time to work on the request.
Budget Impact
There is no impact to the budget.
Documents Attached
1. Email from Rich Hossfeld dated May 4, 2016

Page 1 of 1

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM THE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Recommendation:

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a
request for a 3.1’ side yard setback variation and a 671.77
square foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a two-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure at 744 Sheridan Road in accordance
with the plans submitted.

Case Number:

2016-Z-17

Property:

744 Sheridan Road

Zoning District:

R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

Thomas Hickman, TLH Architects & Developers

Nature of Application:

Request for a 3.1’ side yard setback variation and a 671.77
square foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a two-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.4
Section 8.3
Section 8.3.C
Section 17.4.C
Section 17.4.D

Hearing Date:

April 20, 2016

Date of Application:

March 4, 2016

Zoning Board Vote:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 29, 2016.
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon,
March 31, 2016. Posted on the property, April 5, 2016.
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated April
4, 2016.

No
No
Not Present
No
Not Present
Yes
Not Present

3.6

5-10-16

Case 2016-Z-17
744 Sheridan Road
STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on the southeast corner of Sheridan Road and Washington Avenue.
The Subject Property has 81.0’ of frontage on Sheridan Road and 172.0’ of frontage on Washington
Avenue. The Subject Property has an area of 13,932.0 square feet and is improved with a two-andone-half-story home and attached two-car garage.
The existing house is non-conforming in total floor area and minimum side yard setback. The
maximum permitted floor area is 5,376.37 square feet and the house currently has 5,668.15 square
feet of floor area. The minimum side yard setback is 8.1’ and the bay window is approximately
7’ from the south side lot line. The rest of the south side of the building is between approximately
9.25’ and 12.8’ from the south lot line.
The subject property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence,
and improved with single-family homes.
Proposal
The petitioner is proposing to construct a two-story addition on the south side of the home. The
proposed addition has overall dimensions of 8.0’ x 28.25’, adding a total of 379.99 square feet in
floor area. With the proposed addition, the total floor area is 6,048.14 square feet. Because the
Zoning Ordinance limits total floor area to 5,376.37 square feet, a 671.77 square foot (4.82%) total
floor area variation is required.
The proposed addition has a south side yard setback of 5.0’. Because the Zoning Ordinance
requires a minimum 8.1’ side yard setback, a 3.1’ side yard setback variation is required.
The attached garage consists of 436.63 square feet, for which a 436.63 square foot garage floor
area bonus is provided. The existing attic consists of 910.24 square feet, for which a 400 square
foot attic floor area bonus is provided.
The proposed additions conform to the lot coverage, height, and impervious surface coverage
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.
Requirement
Side Yard Setback
Requirement
Total Floor Area

Required
8.1’
Maximum
5,376.37 s.f.

* Non-conforming

3

Existing
to bay, appx. 7’*
Existing
5,668.15 s.f.*

Proposed
5.0’*
Proposed
6,048.14 s.f.*

Case 2016-Z-17
744 Sheridan Road
Other Floor Area Variation Requests
1530 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2016-Z-12
ZBA: Deny
VB: Pending
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage
819 Michigan Avenue
Case 2016-Z-07
ZBA: Deny
VB: Pending
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
114 Girard Avenue
Case 2015-Z-55
ZBA: Deny
VB: Revised/Granted
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser
VB: Granted
233 Linden Avenue
Case 2015-Z-52
ZBA: Grant
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
1519 Washington Avenue
Case 2015-Z-50
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition,
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming
structure
342 Gregory Avenue
Case 2015-Z-37
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
2026 Washington Avenue
Case 2015-Z-36
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car
garage on the legal non-conforming structure
930 Pontiac Road
Case 2015-Z-35
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
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1536 Central Avenue
Case 2015-Z-24
ZBA: Deny
VB: Revised/Granted
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front
porch
743 8th Street
Case 2014-Z-54
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
500 Lake Avenue
Case 2014-Z-48
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition
on the legal non-conforming structure
1025 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-41
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 268.63 square foot (3.03%) total floor area variation and a 2.56’ combined side yard
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming
structure
706 Forest Avenue
Case 2014-Z-28
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
Request for a 133.44 square foot (0.96%) lot coverage variation and a 995.59 square foot (7.18%)
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story addition on
the legal non-conforming structure
1233 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-25
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure
1100 Forest Avenue
Case 2014-Z-24
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for 201.61 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation, a 13.75’ side yard adjoining a
street parking pad setback variation, and a 4.5’ rear yard parking pad setback variation to permit
the construction of a 2.5 car detached garage and parking pad on a legal non-conforming structure
1323 Ashland Avenue
Case 2014-Z-14
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition
1238 Glendenning Road
Case 2014-Z-09
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure
1106 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-04
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure
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1240 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-03
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal
nonconforming property
1723 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-49
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 3.16’ combined side yard setback variation, a 1.46’ combined side yard setback
variation, a 284.84 square foot (5.42%) lot coverage variation, a 196.31 square foot (3.74%) total
floor area variation, and a 72.5 square foot (6.9%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a first floor addition, a second floor addition, and a new detached two-car garage
on a legal non-conforming structure
2347 Thornwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-43
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request a 2.14’ front yard setback variation and a 410.6 square foot (6.19%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
2150 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-41
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 275.25 square foot (4.51%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story rear
addition on a legal nonconforming structure
247 Maple Avenue
Case 2013-Z-39
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 3.0’ minimum side yard setback variation and a 190.02 square foot (3.11%) total
floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached one-car garage on the legal
nonconforming structure
1610 Spencer Avenue
Case 2013-Z-38
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 157.24 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a first floor bay
window on the legal nonconforming structure
214 5th Street
Case 2013-Z-36
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 53.08 square foot (0.5%) total floor area variation and a 511.5 square foot (25.58%)
rear yard flat surface impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a raised deck
(tree house) and artificial turf surface
239 Apple Tree Lane
Case 2013-Z-30
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%)
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the
legal nonconforming structure
1706 Walnut Avenue
Case 2013-Z-25
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
Request for a 217.65 square foot (4.09%) total floor area variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard
setback variation, and a 27.6 square foot (2.59%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a two-story addition and detached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming
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structure
901 Greenleaf Avenue
Case 2013-Z-23
ZBA: Deny
VB: Revised/Granted
Request for a 208.58 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story addition
*Village Board approved a modified variation request for a 120 square foot (1.24%) total floor
area variation to permit a one-story addition
1234 Glendenning Road
Case 2013-Z-14
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 158.07 square foot (2.53%) total floor area variation and a 0.32’ combined side yard
setback variation to permit the construction of a carport on a legal nonconforming structure
200 9th Street
Case 2013-Z-13
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 310.07 square foot (3.93%) total floor area variation to permit the reconstruction of
an existing enclosed porch on a legal nonconforming structure and a 1.68’ side yard porch setback
variation to permit the replacement of a porch roof
123 Sheridan Road
Case 2013-Z-11
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an
emergency standby generator
801 15th Street
Case 2013-Z-10
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming
structure
1133 Lake Avenue
Case 2013-Z-03
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 4.6’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.18’ front yard step setback variation, a
4.02 square foot (0.3%) front porch coverage variation, and a 200.07 square foot (2.22%) total
floor area variation to permit the replacement and expansion of a front porch on the legal
nonconforming structure
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures.
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3, which establishes a side yard setback of 8.1’ on the subject
property.
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum total floor area 5,376.37 square feet on the subject property.
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.
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Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner
unless to make it a conforming structure.
Action Required
Move to recommend granting a request for a 3.1’ side yard setback variation and a 671.77 square
foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the
legal non-conforming structure at 744 Sheridan Road, in accordance with the plans submitted.
(After the vote on the request)
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board
of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-17.
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.

Documents

Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Site Plan
Basement Floor Plan
First Floor Plan
Second Floor Plan
South Elevation
East Elevation
Photographs

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9

Completed application form
Letter of application
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
March 29, 2016
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
March 31, 2016
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated April 5, 2016
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, April 4, 2016
Floor Area Worksheets
Letter with attachments from Shirley Pfenning, 738 Sheridan
Road, dated April 15, 2016
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2.10
2.11
3.0

Email from Joan Wang, 724 Sheridan Road, dated April 18,
2016
Photograph submitted by Justin Starren, 730 Sheridan Road,
April 20, 2016

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Tom Hickman, applicant and architect

3.12

Mr. Rich Hossfeld, owner

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 3.1’ side yard setback variation and a
671.77 square foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will
hear this case on May 10, 2016.

3.22

The architect explained that he is the applicant because they have not moved here
from Arizona, but that the husband is at the hearing. He brought additional pictures
to show the Board. He said Mrs. Hossfeld could not be at the meeting but her
family is from the Wilmette area.
The home is magnificent. It is iconic. It is not a historic landmark but it is on a list
of significant structures for the Village. The new owners are interested in
preserving the historic character of the home. They do not want to impact the view
of the home from Sheridan Road or Washington Avenue. The photos being shown
include interior photos. The owners do not want to change the home’s interior. The
home has an elegance that should not be altered.
One of the photos showed the interior stairway on the first floor. That stair goes
from the first floor to the third floor but not to the basement. There is a powder
room there instead. That is the only bathroom on the first floor.
One of the photos showed the exterior and what appears to be a two-car garage.
Inside, there is a stair to the basement carved out of the garage area. The space
inside the garage is 14’ wide and is only big enough for one car. This can also be
seen on the floor plan. The owners did not want the stair to remain in the garage as
they wanted a two-car garage, although it is narrow at 18’ wide with the stair gone.
Only certain cars can fit into a garage of this size.
Removing this stair from the garage leads to the issue of where to put the stair to
the basement. The best place for it is in the rear of the home where there already is
9
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an exterior stair to the basement. That is the only other way to access the basement.
3.23

Mr. Boyer clarified that the only interior access to the basement is through the
garage at this time.
The applicant said that was correct. There is a floor plan in the packet showing the
exterior stair to the basement. The thought process was to enclose that space where
the deck and exterior stair are now and make that an interior stair to the basement.
It’s already occupied by the deck in essentially the same location as the proposed
addition. They also considered where could they solve these problems and not be
visible from the street. The proposed area is behind the home. He showed pictures
of the kitchen interior and indicated where the exterior doors are. The pictures also
show that the house is very narrow. There is not a lot of flexibility with the plan or
the layout. The large island is needed because there is no upper cabinet space.
There is no closet from any entry here. There is no mudroom or transitional space
in the current configuration. One comes right into the kitchen.

3.24

Mr. Boyer asked the width of the kitchen.
The applicant said it was approximately 15’ to 16’. The widest that the house gets
from front to back is slightly more than 20’. The home is L-shaped and wraps
around the corner. It is narrow everywhere.

3.25

Mr. Schneider referenced 1.6. Is the room west of the kitchen the dining room?
The applicant said that was correct.

3.26

Mr. Schneider asked about the other rooms to the right. The plan did not detail this.
The applicant said there is a turret, a living room turns to the north towards
Washington Street. There is a sun porch room beyond that.

3.27

Chairman Duffy referenced 1.6. It shows the first floor enclosed area, an exterior
porch, between the garage and turret. What is the width of that area? Could they
use that space to go up?
The applicant said they did not consider this because the owners did not want to
alter the exterior facing the street.

3.28

Chairman Duffy said they could leave the arches as an architectural detail and put
windows in there and create a staircase there.
The applicant said everyone who has look at this has initially thought they should
build to the east and build the garage there or expand the garage. There could be
master space above. They could leave the stair where it is and create a mudroom
space. They did not do this because they did not want to change the exterior
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appearance of the house.
3.29

Chairman Duffy said they are changing the exterior right now. They are adding
something to the outside of the house.
They are adding it in a way that it is visible to the neighbor to the south but not to
anyone else.

3.30

Chairman Duffy said if they put a garage off the east side of the house no one would
see it.
The applicant said it becomes part of that façade. It is a corner lot that is visible
from Washington. They want to do what the homeowners see as the right thing for
the home. They tried to be respectful to the immediate neighbor. The trees that
form a buffer would not need removal. The excavation for the stair is already there
though they would rebuild the stair.

3.31

Chairman Duffy said they would need to dig a foundation south of where the stairs
exist to support a structure going up.
The applicant said they would need to dig a little for working space. They would
take the existing foundation out and replace it in its current location. If they can
reuse existing they will.

3.32

Chairman Duffy said they cannot reuse what is there even if it is in good condition.
The applicant said if they go down the stair and to the left, the whole well under the
deck is bounded by foundation. It is weight bearing. To the west the footprint is a
few feet larger than that.

3.33

Mr. Merci asked to see the configuration on an illustration.
The applicant showed the exterior picture of the rear deck. It does not include the
crawl space, which would be new foundation. They would do it as a slab instead
of a crawl space. They are putting the addition where the deck is now. The window
on the south elevation has the same view area as the deck on the first floor. The
first two windows are for light only and one cannot look out of the windows. There
is no impact on privacy. The intent is to keep the Arbor Vitae, which functions as
a screen. There are two fences on the fence line. The view is blocked at the
pedestrian level.

3.34

Mr. Merci said that there is a new mudroom on the first floor and a new walk-in
closet on the second floor.
The applicant showed a photo with the view to the south and to the neighbor’s home
from another bedroom on the second floor. The tandem garage is at the neighbor’s
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house and is the first structure that is beyond the home being discussed tonight.
Even with the reduction of the setback by 5’, there is 14’ between the proposed
addition and the north edge of the garage. The garage is another 12’ before the
point where the living space is.
3.35

Mr. Schneider indicated the picture of the neighbor’s house. He asked if the two
windows shown would look out onto the proposed addition.
The applicant said that is correct. If the neighbor looks straight out those windows,
the neighbor faces the existing house, not the proposed addition.

3.36

Chairman Duffy said they would see the second-story over the hedge from their
backyard.
The applicant said that is correct. They are not blocking anything other than their
own structure. They are not seeking extravagance but are looking for functional
items that are not there including a master closet to store clothing. There is no
master closet or mud room now. There is a large one-car garage and the proposed
two car garage is narrow. He considered alternatives but his clients do not want to
hear options. He pointed out that the best element of the existing home is the steep
roof. But it is the worst point in that the roof pitch creates the space that causes
them to have to count 900 square feet on the upper level. That dimension if it was
not there they would be 330 square feet under. Hypothetically if they put an 8/12
roof on this house, because of the narrowness of the house, there would not be any
countable space on that upper level.
He showed a picture of the master bedroom. That vaulted ceiling is under the limit
for being counted as two-story space. Effectively if they continued that vault
through the entire second floor they could produce a result that would lower the
square foot total by about 720 square feet, which would put them 400 square feet
under the allowable square footage without changing the home’s exterior.

3.37

Chairman Duffy said that in a large portion of the house there is another floor above
the level where the master bedroom is.
The applicant said that there is a media room and a family room up there. These
are features that would be found in a finished basement of a new home. There is a
room up there that is not a legal bedroom because there is no window. They could
create a bulk calculation total with a manipulation that drops them 400 square feet
below the allowed maximum. The outside would not change, but they could add
400 square feet to the outside. They are not near the maximum lot coverage. They
could build the two-car garage addition to the east. What they proposed is better
because of its location. They did not think that they were doing anything that would
greatly impact the neighbor. They are not extending further to the east so they are
not cutting off any view. They tried to do the best for the house and for the
community. They tried to minimize what they were putting to the south side of the
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house.
3.38

Mr. Boyer said when he looks at 1.7, the second floor level remodeled, the room to
the west is what the previous owners used as a walk in closet. What are the rest of
the rooms in the outline?
The applicant said there are two bedrooms, hallway, and family room. There are
Jack and Jill bedrooms with a bathroom between the two.
The owner said that the room next to the master bedroom is proposed to be the
nursery. There is an open hallway that is not usable space. There is a guest suite
with a sun room. There are four bedrooms in the home. The guest suite is small
but original to the house.

3.29

Mr. Boyer referenced the open hallway. Are there dimensions on that?
The applicant said there are not dimensions on the drawing.

3.30

Mr. Boyer said that the questions coming up will deal with hardship. Do existing
condition of the house create hardship for creating new space? There’s attic space
but it’s livable.
The applicant said that where there is space is not applicable to solving the
problems that the home has. They cannot break through the kitchen to add a stair.
There is no basement on the portion of the house that faces Sheridan Road. From
the turret on it is crawl space.
The owner said that the previous owners had tried to dig out the area under current
living room and created some significant foundation issues. They filled it in with
concrete to shore up the foundation. They have to be careful with the foundation.
They looked at various options to access the basement and met with many
architects, builders and the historical society. Their main objectives were to
preserve the historical aspects of the house, interior and exterior. The size of the
rooms has been preserved for 100 years. No one has taken out the terra cotta tile
in the sun room or taken out original windows. They can repair damage to
windows. They wanted to have minimal impact on surrounding neighbors. If they
added on to the current garage it would impact neighbors to the east.

3.31

Mr. Merci said that there are two objectives including interior access to the
basement and an enhancement of the master bedroom.
The applicant said that having a closet is reasonable, not really an enhancement.

3.32

Mr. Merci said that there are other ways to get closet storage in an 18’ x 18’ master
bedroom.
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The applicant said that it does not seem to him that the right solution to the problems
is to scale down existing interior spaces to fit more in. They could do this, but it’s
not a good solution. They want to preserve a great old home.
3.33
3.34

Mr. Merci said that the Board is not trying to be an architect but they are trying to
weigh the concerns expressed by the applicant with what the Board’s charge is.
Mr. Schneider talked about adding a 10’ x 20’ addition to the garage, they still
would need a variation for floor area.

3.35

Chairman Duffy said that solution would eliminate the side yard setback request
but they still would need an FAR variation. There is still the argument about the
attic.

3.36

Mr. Merci said other design considerations could offset the additional increase.

3.37

Chairman Duffy said Mr. Merci is talking about the attic that counts against them,
which they are using but there may be an argument that that should not be counted
against them.

3.38

Mr. Boyer asked if the garage stairs were original.
The applicant said no, they were cut into the garage.

3.39

Mr. Boyer asked if there was an original interior basement access at some point.
The applicant said it might have been in the turret at one time. There was a stair
somewhere leading to the basement but he does not know where it was. There is a
cut in the foundation wall in the basement that the stair from the garage was cut in.
It was not original.

3.40

The owner said that this was the first home they walked into when looking for
homes. They have a responsibility to maintain the historical aspects of the home.
There are three functional issues with the house: that half of the garage is used as a
stairway to the basement, the lack of any other interior basement stair, and no closet
in the master bedroom. They have to make changes to the house to solve those
issues. The proposed plan seems like the minimal solution. New materials will
match what is there. The home’s architecture being L-shaped with two long,
narrow sections, prevents them from solving these problems in any other way.
There is no other place on the first floor to access the basement given that half of
the floor is crawl space. There previously were foundation issues. There is no other
place to build a garage unless they were to build a massive extension to the east,
which would impact the home. That would have a greater impact on the neighbors.

3.41

Chairman Duffy said that on the north end of the house is a sun room and there is
a suite with a small closet.
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The owner said they looked to see if they could convert that into the master
bedroom. But the challenge was to move that wall. That closet is original and has
small cupboards and a shallow closet depth. It is 15” deep. Preserving original
features is important.
The applicant said they discussed plans and options with the Village and that strong
consideration would be given in matching existing architecture if they were to build
to the east. He wants to end up with a finished product so there is no realization
that it is an addition though that is not always the approach per historic
preservationists.
3.42

Mr. Merci said he was a member of the Historic Preservation Commission and one
of the requirements is a sympathetic addition so that the addition is clearly not
attempting to look original.

3.43

The Board had no more questions at this time.

(After section 4.0)
3.44 Ms. Roberts said that she and the Chairman spoke about the attic floor area and
how space that is 6’9” or higher from the floor to the bottom of the roof rafters
counts as floor area and a bonus for floor area is provided. She said that whether
the space is functional or not the floor area ordinance is a bulk ordinance getting to
the exterior appearance of the house. The house has a high roof line and the
ordinance gets at this and not the functionality of that space.
3.45

Chairman Duffy said that the Board addresses hardship and discounting attic or
basement space that counts against the applicant. The Board says that if a bedroom
is up there it is functional space. Ms. Roberts said that FAR is a bulk regulation.
The space is big and well-built out and one could read the definition to say the space
counts against them.
Ms. Roberts said it may be functional in that one could use the space but it does not
mean that it is functioning efficiently in the house.

3.46

Chairman Duffy asked if every house deserved a mudroom or extra closet space?
The FAR is bulk versus how the space is used.

3.47

The owner apologized for not reaching out to his neighbors. He underestimated the
impact of the proposal on neighbors’ homes. His wife sent a letter to introduce
them to neighbors and provide contact information and that they were happy to
discuss plans with them. Prior to the notice, the builder told him that he has come
by a number of times trying to walk through the plans with neighbors. This is what
he was told and he and his wife want to be respectful of neighbors. They intend to
be good neighbors.
They are asking to have basement access from the main floor, a two-car garage and
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a master closet. The mudroom is shown on the plans but that is the enclosure that
houses the elevation changes between the kitchen, which is four steps above garage
level and houses the staircase down. They need to fit two sets of stairs side by side
into that space and access into the garage. They have put three lockers in the
mudroom. He said if they just wanted to build a mudroom the application should
be rejected because there would be no hardship.
The builder is helping them and created the kitchen for the prior owners. They are
focusing more on present work not the past work. They don’t want to take out a
new kitchen and build a staircase. The house is narrow and there is not a lot of
space in the kitchen to work with. They did not create this. It seemed like the
windows in the kitchen to the north have been there for a while and match well. A
few other windows were restored. He plans to restore remaining windows.
The attic is huge and is functional space. They are not asking for more bedrooms,
a new family room or a media room but if they were they could go in the attic space.
It cannot provide access to the basement. It cannot provide a garage or a closet. If
that was taken away, even with the addition they would be well under the allowable
square footage for the lot size. They are 900 square feet under permitted lot
coverage even with the addition.
Yes the house is a looming presence. It is very tall and he thinks this should be
preserved instead of being a future teardown. They lowered the roof line of the
addition as much as possible and tucked it in as much as possible so neighbors
would see sky above the roofline and not more house above that. The plan was to
preserve the current view. They matched building materials.
The applicant said that there was mention that they should not add 600 square feet.
They are adding 380 square feet. The overall total above is in the 600s. They tried
to minimize their request.
This subject comes up regularly as to how to reconcile historic or older homes that
were sympathetically altered to today’s standards. What changes have taken place
have been done to not diminish the character of the house.
They showed the roof of the addition to be copper or it could be done in slate so it
blends like the second floor wall does. From the neighbor’s kitchen window they
will see the same wall that is there now and the same wall style. It will be 7’10”
closer than the existing wall.
He talked about other homes with similar issues. They are not willing to settle for
something that is less than right. Part of the rationale when opposing this type of
request takes the attitude that they should settle for something that is less than right.
Neighbors say applicants should not have a mudroom if the neighbor doesn’t have
one. The way the Board and the Village approach these houses needs to be thought
over carefully. Don’t tell new homeowners to put up with the things that don’t
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work for them. The owner said they are not asking for extravagance but some
functional things. The footprint equals that of a parking space. They tried to
minimize the request. They wanted to respect the neighbors. They reduced the size
of the addition from 9’ to 7’10” to provide at least 5’ as a setback. That 5’ plus 10’
to the neighbor’s garage plus 12’ for the width of that garage is 27’. There is 27’
between the addition and the closest exterior surface of the habitable portion of the
neighbor’s home. There are many locations in the Village where the distance
between homes is less.
3.48

Chairman Duffy said he made the comment about exploring under archways are
and they had not explored that. It was recommended to go east and create more
parking and garage space and they did not want to do that. The option they chose
by going up the south face and creating two stories – what was the driving force
behind that. Was it the most economical? Was this the way to get a second story?
The applicant said he initially recommended to go east instead of going in the rear.
Chairman Duffy asked if they could have a walk in closet if they went east.
The applicant said they might be able to develop this in the rooflines of the eastern
projection.
Chairman Duffy asked the motivator to be on the south wall?
The applicant said he was brought into the process in a limited way. He made his
arguments for other options. Prior to that, his client spent more time working
through the process in talking to other architects, realtors and Village staff and
thought that the proposed plan was the best.
The owner said that from an economic standpoint it will be expensive to build the
addition no matter where it goes. They were told that if they did the addition
towards the east they would get a better return on investment. They thought that
an addition in that location would negatively impact more neighbors. They want
as small a footprint as possible to solve functional issues. They wanted to preserve
façade on Washington side. They wanted to do an addition that would be well
received by neighbors. The addition is small relative to a larger garage.
The garage is 18’ wide and two large cars would not fit into this garage. They made
sure that both cars would fit into the garage. There is no storage space in the garage.

3.49

One of the Board’s roles is to try to work with applicants to minimize variances.
That is why comments and suggestions are being given. He asked the neighbor to
the south about a one-story addition. Is that an option for the owner?
The owner said he would need to speak with his wife about this. They took 30
square feet out of the original design to minimize this. They put in no windows to
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avoid peering down into yards. The closet is narrow.
4.0

INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11

Ms. Shirley Pfenning
738 Sheridan Road

4.12

Ms. Lisa Russell
800 Sheridan Road

4.13

Ms. Joan Wang
724 Sheridan Road

4.14

Mr. Justin Starren
730 Sheridan Road

4.2

Summary of presentations

4.21

Ms. Pfenning is the neighbor to the south. Regarding the basement steps, when one
went into the back door it leads into the kitchen and there were steps coming up
and then one would turn to the left and there is an alcove with steps going down to
the basement. But then they extended the kitchen towards the garage. The previous
owner wanted a bigger kitchen and not a two-car garage.
Mr. Schneider asked when that happened.
Ms. Pfenning said it was done recently and the previous owners did not plan to
move. She talked about a builder who did the work on the house and the builder is
now working with the current owners.
If the owners wanted a two-car garage and steps to the basement they could undo
what the previous owners did.
Regarding the attic, there is a media room, rec room and exercise room up there as
well as a bedroom and bathroom. It can be usable space.
Her garage is 10’ from the lot line. She has an old wooden fence and a wire fence
that is hers. She was told by the survey company that there should be 4” to 5” inside
the lot line.
Regarding the master bedroom, it used to be on the Sheridan and Washington side
of the house. The prior owners moved the location. There is no closet because they
wanted a larger room. It measures 19’ x 18’. There is a loft in that room. There
are steps to a loft. The loft is about 14’ x 12’.
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The applicant said that the loft is no longer there.
She wrote a letter and sent photos. No one has come to her about the changes. She
objects to the side yard setback and the FAR requests. Adding a two-story addition
will have a looming presence over her house, her patio and her rear yard. Her den
window faces north and she will look at the addition. It will impact her light and
air and well-being. She is a gardener who is in the yard a lot. The photos show the
current impact the house already has on her house. A two-story addition will have
more impact.
Regarding the statement about the addition being unobservable from public
viewing ignores the impact on her and imposes all of the negative impacts on her.
The applicant said that it would only impact the person so the south and it does.
The setback is supposed to be 8’1” and if they make it 5’, they will be much closer.
She asked if they are building a basement and a bathroom down there? If that takes
place and they need footings, they will be 3’ from the lot line and that is a concern.
For these reasons, she objects to the setback and FAR variations.
Chairman Duffy asked if the addition was one-story would she object.
She said she would have to consider this but a one-story addition would be better.
She added that the porch is not original and if they built out to the porch and not
any farther she would not object.
Chairman Duffy said that her concern is the impact of the addition on her. But the
impact seems to come from the second floor.
4.22

Ms. Russell has lived in her home for 26 years. The house being discussed had four
previous owners that she knows of and there were a lot of changes to the house.
She talked about some of the changes including adding windows in the kitchen and
turret, basement excavation, and more. The loft mentioned was added by a previous
owner and has now been removed. The house was not what it was 20 years ago.
In the past people used wardrobes and not closets. Regarding a mudroom, she does
not have one. She is against the request. Houses in Wilmette are not tight, which
is great.

4.23

Ms. Wang said she first heard about this from the appeal notification. It would have
been nice if the applicant/owner had talked to her about the proposed plans. The
neighbor who is impacted the most did not have much contact about the proposed
plans. There was a lot of talk from the applicant/owner about preserving the home.
She does not understand the preservation. The owner wants a lot of changes which
is contradictory to preservation. The proposed changes are modern amenities.
They bought the house without modern amenities. She is very familiar with the
house. The third floor attic and the proposal to raise the ceiling and not use that
space to reduce square footage does not make sense. The space is nice for a new
mudroom and a closet.
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Chairman Duffy said it was a theoretical discussion.
Ms. Wang said that the attic is usable. The house has features that the owner is
complaining about like no mudroom and access to basement as well as
configuration. She would not buy the house because it is disjointed. Her house
was built in the 1940s and has no mudroom and it’s okay. The square footage is
over for the existing structure. To add another 600 square feet for a mudroom and
closet seems like they could find the space in the house. They are not keeping all
walls intact. There are a lot of changes proposed. Regarding the side yard variance,
it is tight between the neighbor and this house. There are two decks, but this is
different from an addition with a roof. The neighbor gardens a lot and the structure
is already massive.
She does not agree with the FAR and side yard requests. Her house is 3,400 square
feet and she has four children and it’s okay. Maybe they can find space within the
existing home and not have an addition.
4.24

5.0

Mr. Starren lives two houses to the south. He has appeared before the Board. He
showed the view from his kitchen window. He would look directly at the proposed
addition. The nickname of the house is the castle. It lords over the neighborhood
– it is bigger, taller and more massive; it has more street frontage than anything
nearby. The house already looms over the neighbor’s yard. She spends a lot of
time in her yard. The applicant is correct – the difficult thing as well as great thing
about the house is the roof line. He referenced 1.8 and talked about breaking up
the roofline. The yard is huge. His house used to have a covered porch but it is
now the enclosed mudroom. It feels like the hardships are constraints that were
imposed by the owner or created by previous owners. He said that the fireplace is
gas and is not historical. He agrees with the need to be sensitive to the house. Being
in an old house is like living with charming old relatives. Part of the challenge is
deciding whether they want idiosyncrasies or a new house. They can make changes
without impacting the home’s historical character. He cannot support the increase
in size or setback request because they are not consistent with the house. It impacts
neighbors and the neighborhood more than a change to the north side. He does not
support the requests.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Schneider said the Board has seen similar cases that revolve around an
important old structure where owners want to adapt it to fit the lifestyle and
functionality of today’s family. Usually it requires at least one variation. When
there is a case where the hardship is created by the owner and is larger than needed,
the Board tends to not be supportive. But in this case, the condition of the two-car
garage was not created by the current owner. If they were to create an addition to
the east to fit in two cars, it would still require a floor are variation. His sense is
that if they are dealing with the massive roof to the east it would be as much if not
more in cost. Regarding the 3’ encroachment to what should be an 8’ setback is
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minimal. The functionality created by enclosing basement stairs and providing
covered access to the kitchen and a reduced second floor for a master closet, which
will replace an unsightly balcony and deck. He went to the site and to the
neighbor’s property and tried to visualize how it would impact the neighbor’s north
view. It would not make much of a difference. The addition melds with the current
structure. It has no significant impact on daylight. It resolves in a very small way
the function problem that was not created by the owner. He will support the request.
5.2

Mr. Merci said the ZBA usually does not offer architectural advice but often gets
led into it. The lack of architectural information does not support an indication of
a hardship. This information could have provided alternative solutions that might
not have required a side yard setback variation and minimized the amount of FAR.
The request is not justified and he will not support it.

5.3

Mr. Boyer said he was initially on the fence. Because Mr. Merci is not supporting
the request, the recommendation will be negative.

5.4

Chairman Duffy said that the Village Board reads the minutes about the discussion.

5.5

Mr. Boyer is still on the fence. There are functional issues with the house but most
of them were rehabbed into it. If they were looking at an original home from 1925
and the functional issues were there, there would be a different argument. This may
be a situation where they deconstruct themselves into the solution. They bought
the home the way it is and they like certain parts of the home. But some items were
changed from the original home. They like the modern feel of the old structure.
He is trying to understand the hardship. A lot of options were not explored to solve
the problems.
A 380 square foot addition is not that much. He is trying to weigh the property
rights of the current owner with the property rights of the neighbors, mostly the
neighbor to the south. A 5’ setback is typical for an interior Village lot. 90% of
the Village has to deal with this. He is struggling with where the hardship is.

5.6

Chairman Duffy said Mr. Schneider brought up a great point about the two-car
garage issue and this has to be addressed. The Village wants cars in garages. There
needs to be some solution to the stairwell being in the garage. To him, where are
reasonable solutions that are least impactful or require the least variances. That is
why he turned to the porch area on the north with the arches. Could they change
the entrance and have a stairwell into the basement and a first floor mudroom. But
that only addresses stairs from the basement to the first floor on the interior. It does
not address the desire for a larger closet in the master bedroom.

5.7

Mr. Boyer said the closet isn’t necessarily a hardship.

5.8

Chairman Duffy agreed. He lives in a small house without a master bedroom. His
wife’s clothes are downstairs in another bedroom and she uses the guest bathroom
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and he shares a bathroom with his kids. A good portion of Wilmette lives like this.
That is not tainting his opinion on this case. The owner has a large home and they
are trying to economically accommodate some desirous modern features. What is
the best way to get that? Could they take the bedroom to the west and make some
of it a walk in closet. Is there another way? This is where the above comment
about not enough detail in the plans comes in. The Board cannot see if there are
other options. This makes the decision harder to make. Why does the proposal
have to be done this way?
5.9

Mr. Boyer said this was not done on purpose.

5.10

Chairman Duffy said it is an efficient way to see the main project focus. He would
probably have done it that way.

5.11

Mr. Boyer said he cannot tell if there is functionally obsolete dead space in the
home because there were no additional drawings.

5.12

Chairman Duffy said this is why he and Ms. Roberts had the conversation before
the meeting about FAR and bulk versus functionality. He is also struggling with
this case. Is this the best solution?

5.13

Mr. Schneider asked if this was the best solution to preserve the character of the
house. He thinks that it is. He is sure that if the addition was built, Ms. Pfenning
would not be impacted. Maybe there is a way to do this better.

5.14

Mr. Merci said he hopes that options were studied and that the proposed solution is
the best.

5.15

Mr. Schneider said that the Board is not asked to pick from options.

5.16

Mr. Merci said that the Board should have been presented with information that
would have led to a solution. No information has been given about hardship.

5.17

Mr. Boyer asked that if the Board saw three plans and two were not workable, what
would Mr. Merci do.

5.18

Mr. Merci said he would have wanted to know about the three plans. He did not
need to see them. He might have been comfortable with tonight’s proposal if this
was identified as a preferred option.

5.19

Chairman Duffy asked if this seemed like the best option. He does not know.

5.20

Mr. Merci said that there is no information to tell them anything to the contrary.

5.21

Chairman Duffy said that the request is small compared to lot and house sizes. He
struggles with the question of whether something else could have been done that
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was not presented. He is on the fence. He explained that the Board gets the packet
on Friday and the meeting is Wednesday. He reads through them and then he goes
to the site. When one drives up to the house, one’s opinion can change from what
they have read. He initially was okay with the request until he read the neighbor’s
letter. When he went to the house he saw how big it was compared to the neighbor’s
home. It could have more impact. But during the discussion tonight he could be
swung back and he is on the fence. But he does not know if this is the best option.

6.0

5.22

Mr. Boyer said that the Board supports historic structures.

5.23

Chairman Duffy said that the Board would prefer to give a variance for an older
home and save it versus having a teardown. He does not see this house being torn
down. Someone might come back in the future with more requests.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 3.1’ side yard setback
variation and a 671.77 square foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 744
Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11

Mr. Merci seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

No
No
Not Present
No
Not Present
Yes
Not Present

Motion failed.
6.2

Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-17.
6.21

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

7.0

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request does not meet the
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the applicant
is creating his own hardship with the size and function of the addition. There are no
particular physical conditions imposing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. There
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Case 2016-Z-17
744 Sheridan Road
was insufficient evidence regarding why the request was the best option for the applicant.
There owner is able to make reasonable use of the property without the variations. The
immediate neighbor testified that the proposed addition would be injurious to her and her
property.
One member of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the
property, the siting of the house on the lot, the size of the attic area, and the location of the
basement stairs in the garage, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of
the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot.
The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question; the house style is unique. The
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property by having full
use of the garage while maintaining indoor access to the basement. The proposed
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The
proposed side yard setback is consistent with the minimum side yard setback on typical
lots. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.
The addition is to the rear of the home and will not be visible from either street frontage.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 3.1’ side yard setback
variation and a 671.77 square foot (4.82%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 744
Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.7

Finance Department
SUBJECT:

APRIL 2016 Monthly Disbursements

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Melinda Molloy, Finance Director

BUDGET IMPACT:

Not Applicable

Recommended Motion
Move to approve the disbursements for the month of April 2016.
Background
Section 6-5.2 of the Village Code reads as follows:
All bills which do not require prior approval by the Board of Trustees before payment is made
shall be paid as promptly as practicable after submission of the bills to the Village, unless the
Village Manager directs otherwise.
An itemized report of all bills paid pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Section 6-5.2 shall be
submitted to the Board of Trustees during the month immediately following the month of
payment. The report shall include a certification by the Finance Director that all bills shown in
the report were due and payable and that the funds were appropriated for expenditure in
accordance with the provisions of ILCS, Ch. 65, Act 5. The Board of Trustees shall approve
the bills listed in the report, with such exceptions as considered necessary by the Board. If the
Board of Trustees withholds approval from any bill listed in the report, the Board shall provide
for such corrective measures as the Board considers appropriate.
Section 6-6 of the Village Code outlines specific procurement guidelines for Village purchases:
•
•
•

Purchases below $1,000 may be made without any formal or informal price quotes.
Purchases between $1,000 and $20,000 require two informal or written quotes prior to
such purchase (unless the item is a single source item, professional service or an
emergency purchase) and can be approved by the Village Manager.
Purchases in excess of $20,000 require specific approval by the Village Board.

Page 1 of 2

Discussion
The accompanying report lists disbursements that were all due and payable and the payments
were processed in accordance with State and Local guidelines.
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AGENDA ITEM: 3.7

April 2016 Disbursements Summary
to be approved by the Village Board of Trustees
at the May 10, 2016 Village Board meeting

April 15, 2016
April 29, 2016
April 29, 2016

April 2016

Payroll Disbursements
Payroll Disbursements
Payroll Disbursements - Fire and Police Pension
TOTAL

823,945.58
801,812.72
511,957.68

Accounts Payable Disbursements (See attached Disbursement Report sorted by amount paid to Vendor):

MUNIS Warrant # 040516-1
MUNIS Warrant # 040616-2
MUNIS Warrant # 041316-1

35,648.96
76,658.75
37,596.21

MUNIS Warrant # 041316-2
MUNIS Warrant # 041316-3
MUNIS Warrant # 042016-1
MUNIS Warrant # 042016-2
MUNIS Warrant # 042716-1
MUNIS Warrant # 042716-2
MUNIS Warrant # 042716-3

248,389.73
5,400.00
34,267.33
256,069.82
37,421.60
106,762.58
7,000.00

TOTAL
April 2016

$ 2,137,715.98

$ 845,214.98

Other Disbursements:
Transfers - Wire & ACH:
North Suburban Employee Benefit Co-Op (3/16 premium)
North Suburban Employee Dental Co-Op (4/16 premium)
HMO-Illinois (4/16 premium)
IMRF - April 2016 Employee & Employer Contribution
IEPA Loan L17-2952
IEPA Loan L17-2807
IEPA Loan L17-2808

144,918.00
17,220.00
127,248.39
140,131.06
4,410.97
11,249.14
9,498.48

TOTAL
Banking Debits:
Chase Merchant Service Charges (3/16)
Transfers to the Section 125 Reimbursement Account
NSCB Service Charges (3/16)
NMI - vehicle sticker processing
Matrix/Gateway - vehicle website fees

Total April 2016 Disbursements

TOTAL

$ 454,676.04

4,195.97
22,337.17
3,280.80
6,508.82
1,047.45

3,474,977.21

$

37,370.21

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2885

2/24/16

Check #

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

AECOM TECHNICAL SERVICES

57404 61312
YTD Vendor Total

908

Account

11202035

425250

Skokie/Hibbard Rd Improvements

150,598.61

1 150,598.61
Total

150,598.61

ADVANCED DISPOSAL-NORTHBROOK-T4

3/31/16

57481 61482

11243030

427000

REFUSE COLLECTION

2 81,525.04

3/31/16

57481 61482

11243030

427100

RECYCLING COLLECTION

1 63,492.01

3/31/16

57481 61482

11243030

427000

REFUSE COLLECTION

4

445.90

3/31/16

57481 61482

11243030

427000

REFUSE COLLECTION

3

200.20

YTD Vendor Total
2372

722,785.24

Total

145,663.15

TYCO INTEGRATED SECURITY

3/21/16

57413 61185

11191060

449500

CONTINGENCY - REGULAR

1 39,856.00

3/21/16

57413 61186

11191060

449500

CONTINGENCY - REGULAR

1

YTD Vendor Total
1178

48,433.69

Total

802.00
40,658.00

CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY

3/8/16

57564 61076

41818090

430530

WATER PLANT POWER

1 25,105.06

3/5/16

57564 61075

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

5,654.41

2/20/16

57406 60690

40847090

430540

STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER

1

3,555.18

2/20/16

57406 60566

41818090

430530

WATER PLANT POWER

1

2,735.30

4/6/16

57350 61453

41818090

430560

HEATING - GAS

2

1,389.00

4/6/16

57350 61453

11342035

430560

HEATING - GAS

1

682.50

3/4/16

57434 61073

11333030

430500

LEASED LIGHTING POWER

1

475.56

3/8/16

57564 61077

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

252.89

3/2/16

57434 60938

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

225.59

2/16/16

57280 60565

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

186.28

3/9/16

57564 61072

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

165.39

3/5/16

57564 61074

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

106.85

3/3/16

57434 60939

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

53.63

YTD Vendor Total
456

162,678.08

Total

40,587.64

TYLER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

3/29/16

57490 61413

11051210

421510

CONTRACTUAL SOFTWARE SUPPORT

1 33,680.00

3/16/16

57399 61279

11434020

421510

C.A.D. SOFTWARE SUPPORT

1

YTD Vendor Total
22225

4/1/16

57,245.81

Total

1,550.00
35,230.00

SWANCC TRUST, #35883008

57489 61282
YTD Vendor Total

11243030

427200

LANDFILL TIPPING FEES

139,849.37

1 33,178.55
Total
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33,178.55

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2706

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

REZEK, HENRY, MEISENHEIMER AND GENDE, INC.

3/31/16

57568 61531

40957090

470500

Harms Road Pump Station

1 22,490.81

3/31/16

57568 61532

40957090

470500

Harms Road Pump Station

1

YTD Vendor Total
2827

119,052.22

Total

6,087.13
28,577.94

FOSTER & FOSTER

3/15/16

57408 61085

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

2

6,414.00

3/15/16

57408 61085

34000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

3

6,414.00

3/15/16

57408 61085

11061410

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

6,180.00

YTD Vendor Total
1337

3/15/16

Total

19,008.00

REGIONAL EMERGENCY DISPATCH CENTER

57336 61285
YTD Vendor Total

17050

19,008.00

11434020

420020

CONTR. FIRE DISPATCH SERVICES

66,683.16

1 16,670.79
Total

16,670.79

NORTHERN WEATHERMAKERS HVAC

3/31/16

57487 61333

11000000

290600

FUND BAL. - RSVD-ENCUMB.

1 10,686.00

3/8/16

57309 61145

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

1,075.42

4/5/16

57544 61515

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

1,075.42

3/15/16

57309 61143

11342035

423000

HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS

1

955.75

4/5/16

57544 61514

11342035

423000

HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS

1

629.15

3/1/16

57309 61144

11342035

423000

HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS

1

456.54

YTD Vendor Total
1824

29,512.53

Total

14,878.28

OTTOSEN, BRITZ, KELLY, COOPER & GILBER, LTD.

2/29/16

57335 61240

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

5,460.00

2/29/16

57335 61239

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

4,144.00

1/31/16

57335 61331

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

2,058.00

3/31/16

57459 61536

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

1,353.44

1/31/16

57335 61332

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

588.00

3/31/16

57459 61537

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

399.00

2/29/16

57335 61238

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

105.00

YTD Vendor Total
2739

4/4/16

Total

14,107.44

CITY ELECTRIC SUPPLY CO.

57562 61498
YTD Vendor Total

760

14,821.44

11333030

430124

SUPPLIES - LIGHT POLES & PARTS

13,851.36

1 13,851.36
Total

13,851.36

DEPT COMMERCE & ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

4/5/16

57332 61355

11952070

470375

SKOKIE VALLEY BIKE TRAIL

2 13,406.50

4/5/16

57332 61355

11952070

470375

SKOKIE VALLEY BIKE TRAIL

1

YTD Vendor Total

13,584.11

Total
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177.61
13,584.11

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
1154

3/16/16

Check #

Account

4/3/16

57483 61448

41838090

470550

WHOLESALE WATER ANALYSIS

48,912.63

Amount

1 11,070.01
Total

11,070.01

MCAFEE, INC

57566 61496

11051210

YTD Vendor Total
2815

id_line_number

CDM SMITH

YTD Vendor Total
1829

Account Description

421510

CONTRACTUAL SOFTWARE SUPPORT

10,483.20

1 10,483.20
Total

10,483.20

GAS DEPOT INC

3/23/16

57409 61308

11273030

430700

GAS & OIL

1

5,098.73

3/23/16

57409 61305

11273030

430700

GAS & OIL

1

4,934.88

3/23/16

57409 61310

11273030

430700

GAS & OIL

1

4,918.67

3/23/16

57409 61307

11273030

430700

GAS & OIL

1

4,754.82

3/23/16

57409 61306

11273030

430700

GAS & OIL

1

-4,934.88

3/23/16

57409 61309

11273030

430700

GAS & OIL

1

-5,098.73

YTD Vendor Total
16770

3/18/16

Total

9,673.49

COMPASS MINERALS AMERICA, INC.

57331 61159
YTD Vendor Total

5640

27,804.18

11233030

430420

MATERIALS - SALT

102,107.00

1
Total

7,335.19
7,335.19

COMPLETE CLEANING CO

4/1/16

57563 61378

11342035

421125

CONTRACTUAL CUSTODIAL SERVICES

3

5,916.17

4/1/16

57563 61378

41818090

421125

CONTRACTUAL CUSTODIAL SERVICES

2

915.00

4/1/16

57563 61378

23753090

421175

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.

1

228.99

YTD Vendor Total
1174

28,240.64

Total

7,060.16

MUNICIPAL GIS PARTNERS, INC

3/31/16

57567 61367

11051210

420020

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM

1

2,168.73

3/31/16

57567 61367

40807090

420020

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM

2

2,168.72

3/31/16

57567 61367

41838090

420020

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM

3

2,168.72

YTD Vendor Total
1082

19,518.51

Total

6,506.17

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP

3/22/16

57410 61280

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

6,222.00

3/22/16

57410 61280

11071610

444000

EXPENSE OF LITIGATION

2

272.61

YTD Vendor Total
2269

3/14/16

11,386.32

Total

6,494.61

USALCO, LLC

57337 61035
YTD Vendor Total

41000000

162000

INVENTORY - CHEMICALS

12,962.13

1
Total
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6,368.53
6,368.53

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
17023

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

NORTHERN ILLINOIS POLICE ALARM SYSTEM

4/1/16

57486 61267

11414020

447030

N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIBUTION

1

4,800.00

4/1/16

57486 61266

11414020

447030

N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIBUTION

1

1,005.00

4/1/16

57486 61265

11414020

447030

N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIBUTION

1

400.00

YTD Vendor Total
2585

6,205.00

Total

6,205.00

BENISTAR

4/1/16

57329 61351

39000095

413040

HEALTH INSUR. - RETIREES

1

4,770.00

4/1/16

57329 61351

39000095

417500

SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.

2

1,431.00

YTD Vendor Total
2455

25,732.28

Total

6,201.00

BADGER METER, INC.

3/29/16

57482 61287

41828090

430920

WATER METERS - REPL. PROG.

1

4,334.38

3/21/16

57482 61286

41828090

430920

WATER METERS - REPL. PROG.

1

1,861.48

YTD Vendor Total
2912

45,008.83

Total

6,195.86

ELECTRONIC COMMERCE LINK, INC.

3/27/16

57484 61230

11051210

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

3,750.00

4/4/16

57523 61366

11051210

421520

CONTRACTUAL INTERNET EXPENSE

1

1,980.00

YTD Vendor Total
1801

12,830.00

Total

5,730.00

AT&T

3/13/16

57328 61168

11051210

428100

COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.

1

2,607.13

2/22/16

57423 61541

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

3

1,295.60

3/22/16

57423 61542

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

1,295.60

4/7/16

57499 61632

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

1

808.65

4/7/16

57499 61632

11515020

428100

COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.

2

806.27

3/19/16

57270 61325

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

1

538.65

4/7/16

57499 61626

11515020

428100

COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.

1

495.24

2/22/16

57423 61541

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

266.66

3/22/16

57423 61542

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

1

266.66

3/19/16

57270 61325

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

179.00

3/19/16

57270 61325

11434020

422300

MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM

3

70.00

1/31/16

57423 61540

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

57.80

4/4/16

57500 61623

11061410

428030

TELEPHONE-LONG DISTANCE

1

12.46

1/31/16

57423 61540

11434020

422300

MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM

1

-4.48

1/31/16

57423 61540

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

3

-99.49

2/22/16

57423 61541

11434020

422300

MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM

1

-3,011.83

YTD Vendor Total

27,606.53

Total
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5,583.92

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2899

3/31/16

Check #

Account

3/4/16

57333 61349

11000000

3/31/16

Amount

DEPOSITS - HAP COLLECTIONS

1
Total

5,000.00
5,000.00

COLLEGE OF LAKE COUNTY

57405 61245

11414020

442000

TRAINING

4,350.00

1
Total

4,350.00
4,350.00

CTA

57407 61409

23763090

YTD Vendor Total
28337

231070

5,000.00

YTD Vendor Total
4090

id_line_number

HOUSING OUR OWN-WILMETTE

YTD Vendor Total
5445

Account Description

448550

RENT - CTA LOTS

13,696.29

1
Total

4,256.27
4,256.27

DANLEY LUMBER CO INC

4/8/16

57415 61429

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1

1,000.00

4/8/16

57415 61430

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1

1,000.00

4/8/16

57415 61431

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1

1,000.00

4/8/16

57415 61432

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1

1,000.00

YTD Vendor Total
5530

9,000.00

Total

4,000.00

COMMONWEALTH EDISON CO.

3/3/16

57430 60947

11333030

430500

LEASED LIGHTING POWER

1

1,380.77

3/3/16

57431 60946

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

750.88

3/3/16

57429 60948

23753090

430515

METRA STATION POWER

1

420.24

3/6/16

57515 60943

23753090

430520

PARKING LOT LIGHTING POWER

1

388.96

3/29/16

57278 61313

40847090

430540

STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER

1

349.52

3/6/16

57514 60942

23773090

430520

PARKING LOT LIGHTING POWER

1

274.38

3/6/16

57513 60944

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

62.37

3/6/16

57512 60945

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

55.53

3/7/16

57277 60941

40847090

430540

STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER

1

45.58

3/31/16

57276 61314

11333030

430510

STREET LIGHTING POWER

1

44.86

YTD Vendor Total
1778

19,357.21

Total

3,773.09

K.L.F. TRUCKING CO.

3/16/16

57411 61343

40807090

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

1,575.00

3/16/16

57411 61343

40807090

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

2

1,575.00

3/22/16

57411 61419

11233030

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

450.00

YTD Vendor Total
3880

12,825.00

Total

3,600.00

CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERS

3/17/16

57330 61151

11202035

420400

PLAN REVIEW SERVICES

1

2,839.97

3/17/16

57330 61152

11202035

420400

PLAN REVIEW SERVICES

1

576.80

YTD Vendor Total

27,548.24

Total
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3,416.77

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
5470

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

COMCAST

3/15/16

57275 61070

11151060

428120

HIGH SPEED ETHERNET SERVICE

1

1,506.57

4/11/16

57511 61538

11051210

421520

CONTRACTUAL INTERNET EXPENSE

1

289.90

3/15/16

57275 61068

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

214.29

4/1/16

57428 61326

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

212.41

3/15/16

57275 61069

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

211.98

3/15/16

57275 61068

11000000

235000

EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C

1

206.59

4/1/16

57428 61326

11000000

235000

EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C

1

205.23

3/15/16

57275 61069

11000000

235000

EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C

1

204.20

3/15/16

57275 61068

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

3

71.00

4/1/16

57428 61326

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

3

71.00

3/15/16

57275 61069

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

3

70.00

3/25/16

57274 61327

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

1

63.31

3/23/16

57274 61328

11414020

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

10.53

YTD Vendor Total
23315

12,837.86

Total

3,337.01

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO

3/31/16

57414 61410

23753090

448510

RENT - COMMUTER LOT

1

2,832.02

3/31/16

57414 61410

23753090

448520

RENT - POPLAR LOTS

2

494.64

YTD Vendor Total
20895

13,994.00

Total

3,326.66

SKOKIE VALLEY MATERIAL COMPANY

3/31/16

57570 61522

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

1,633.72

3/31/16

57570 61522

41838090

430400

MATERIALS

2

1,633.72

YTD Vendor Total
5882

4/5/16

9,206.40

4/1/16

57565 61501

11202035

422100

MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS

6,400.50

1
Total

3,200.25
3,200.25

MADISON NATIONAL LIFE

57334 61350
YTD Vendor Total

15073

3,267.44

COOK COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPT.

YTD Vendor Total
14670

Total

12900050

414000

GROUP LIFE INSURANCE PREMIUMS

12,589.88

1
Total

3,120.23
3,120.23

MEADE ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.

3/31/16

57451 61500

11202035

422100

MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS

1

2,115.00

3/22/16

57302 61164

11202035

422100

MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS

1

980.00

YTD Vendor Total

26,594.93

Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2037

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

GALLAGHER MATERIALS, INC.

3/28/16

57485 61330

11233030

430430

MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING

1

1,684.41

3/28/16

57485 61330

41838090

430400

MATERIALS

2

1,296.84

YTD Vendor Total
23203

8,467.17

Total

2,981.25

USA BLUE BOOK

3/17/16

57401 61346

41838090

430130

SUPPLIES - MISC. TOOLS & EQUIP

1

984.93

3/14/16

57401 61345

41838090

430130

SUPPLIES - MISC. TOOLS & EQUIP

1

554.95

3/21/16

57401 61422

11233030

430430

MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING

1

514.78

3/22/16

57401 61347

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

414.06

3/14/16

57401 61345

41838090

430400

MATERIALS

2

138.02

3/16/16

57325 61067

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

72.26

YTD Vendor Total
1089

3/30/16

9,237.08

4/4/16

57488 61288

41818090

422400

MAINT.-EQUIPMENT

3,640.00

1
Total

2,660.00
2,660.00

ROWELL CHEMICAL CORP

57569 61447
YTD Vendor Total

2744

2,679.00

REPAIR SERVICE CORP

YTD Vendor Total
2589

Total

41000000

162000

INVENTORY - CHEMICALS

7,598.17

1

2,531.46
2,531.46

Total

ANDERSON ELEVATOR COMPANY

3/18/16

57268 61137

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

1,800.00

4/1/16

57498 61377

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

290.00

4/6/16

57498 61509

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

220.00

4/7/16

57498 61511

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

220.00

YTD Vendor Total
31209

4/4/16

3,400.00

Total

2,530.00

JACK LECH

57448 61502
YTD Vendor Total

11000001

302023

PAVEMENT DEGRADATION FEE

2,476.80

1
Total
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2,476.80
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2480

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

PATTEN POWER SYSTEMS

3/30/16

57547 61403

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

584.00

3/31/16

57547 61407

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

584.00

3/31/16

57547 61405

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

477.00

3/31/16

57547 61401

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

372.00

3/31/16

57547 61400

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

95.00

3/30/16

57547 61402

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

95.00

3/31/16

57547 61404

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

95.00

3/31/16

57547 61406

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

95.00

YTD Vendor Total
1885

4/4/16

2,397.00

4/7/16

57340 61408

11000001

3/1/16

3/14/16

57521 61588

1
Total

2,346.85
2,346.85

11515020

442000

TRAINING

2,840.00

1

2,290.00
2,290.00

Total

AFC INTERNATIONAL INC.

57265 61222

11515020

422420

MAINT.-BREATHING EQUIPMENT

2,141.74

1
Total

2,141.74
2,141.74

CALEA

57426 61392
YTD Vendor Total

16970

AMBULANCE TRANSPORT CHARGES

DJS SCUBA LOCKER, INC

YTD Vendor Total
5520

303020

7,721.72

YTD Vendor Total
2964

2,397.00

ANDRES MEDICAL BILLING LTD

YTD Vendor Total
1638

Total

11424020

426000

RE-ACCREDITATION EXPENSE

2,140.00

1

2,140.00
2,140.00

Total

NIPSTA

3/24/16

57455 61211

11515020

442000

TRAINING

1

700.00

3/24/16

57455 61212

11515020

442000

TRAINING

1

700.00

2/29/16

57455 61213

11515020

442000

TRAINING

1

350.00

1/31/16

57455 61214

11515020

442000

TRAINING

1

350.00

YTD Vendor Total

23,953.00

Total

Page 8 of 32

2,100.00

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
22810

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

THOMPSON ELEVATOR INSPECTION

4/4/16

57559 61479

11091845

421010

Contr. Elevator Inspections

1

705.00

3/31/16

57470 61376

11091845

421010

Contr. Elevator Inspections

1

570.00

3/17/16

57395 61123

11091845

421010

Contr. Elevator Inspections

1

300.00

3/11/16

57323 61047

11091845

421010

Contr. Elevator Inspections

1

240.00

3/18/16

57395 61124

11091845

421010

Contr. Elevator Inspections

1

75.00

3/22/16

57470 61374

11091845

421010

Contr. Elevator Inspections

1

75.00

3/29/16

57470 61375

11091845

421010

Contr. Elevator Inspections

1

75.00

YTD Vendor Total
23690

6,315.00

Total

2,040.00

VOLLMAR CLAY PRODUCTS COMPANY

3/18/16

57561 61525

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

780.00

3/7/16

57561 61523

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

609.40

3/30/16

57561 61526

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

461.00

3/15/16

57561 61524

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

180.20

YTD Vendor Total

3,497.60

Total
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2,030.60

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
11484

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

J G UNIFORM

3/18/16

57368 61207

11515020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

255.90

4/1/16

57531 61490

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

230.50

3/10/16

57531 61484

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

167.50

3/30/16

57531 61489

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

167.00

3/30/16

57531 61487

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

130.25

3/29/16

57531 61486

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

106.75

3/8/16

57368 61248

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

96.50

3/30/16

57531 61488

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

91.50

3/8/16

57368 61250

11434020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

84.25

4/4/16

57531 61493

11434020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

84.25

4/1/16

57531 61491

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

77.50

3/11/16

57368 61251

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

72.50

3/14/16

57368 61252

11434020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

69.25

3/25/16

57531 61485

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

65.63

3/14/16

57368 61253

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

52.50

3/7/16

57368 61247

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

46.00

4/4/16

57531 61494

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

44.75

4/4/16

57531 61468

11515020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

39.95

3/17/16

57368 61256

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

35.00

3/23/16

57368 61257

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

30.25

3/16/16

57368 61255

11434020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

27.00

3/8/16

57368 61249

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

26.25

3/16/16

57368 61254

11414020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

18.00

4/1/16

57531 61492

11434020

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

9.00

YTD Vendor Total
2184

4/8/16

9,419.38

2,027.98

RJN GROUP

57550 61533

40957090

YTD Vendor Total
23503

Total

470500

Harms Road Pump Station

8,017.63

1
Total

2,027.90
2,027.90

VERIZON WIRELESS

4/7/16

57560 61631

11515020

428100

COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.

5

801.62

4/7/16

57560 61631

11061410

428020

TELEPHONE SERVICE - CELLULAR

2

692.15

4/7/16

57560 61631

41848090

428020

TELEPHONE SERVICE - CELLULAR

3

230.72

4/7/16

57473 61539

11061410

428020

TELEPHONE SERVICE - CELLULAR

1

151.10

4/7/16

57473 61539

11515020

428100

COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.

2

73.08

4/7/16

57560 61631

41818090

428100

COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.

4

38.01

4/7/16

57560 61631

11434020

426110

IWIN PROGRAM

1

38.01

YTD Vendor Total

6,470.90

Total
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2,024.69

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2965

3/10/16

Check #

Account

4/1/16

57317 61237

11191060

3/10/16

Amount

CONTINGENCY - REGULAR

1
Total

2,000.00
2,000.00

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE

57400 61437

11061410

420160

POSTAGE

6,000.00

1
Total

2,000.00
2,000.00

CIORBA GROUP, INC.

57346 61311

11952070

YTD Vendor Total
10583

449500

2,000.00

YTD Vendor Total
2778

id_line_number

RTM RESTORATION

YTD Vendor Total
18470

Account Description

420410

Non-Oper. Plan Review & Inspec

1,992.82

1
Total

1,992.82
1,992.82

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY

3/31/16

57444 61411

19920050

450140

WORKERS' COMP. DEDUCTIBLES

2

1,191.86

3/31/16

57444 61411

11910050

450130

PROPERTY/LIABILITY DEDUCTIBLES

1

632.12

3/22/16

57367 61337

41838090

442000

TRAINING

1

50.00

3/22/16

57367 61338

41838090

442000

TRAINING

1

50.00

YTD Vendor Total
15898

3/15/16

587,430.76

1,923.98

MABAS DIVISION III

57301 61209

11515020

YTD Vendor Total
19160

Total

442000

TRAINING

6,800.00

1

1,800.00
1,800.00

Total

RAYNOR DOOR CO

3/21/16

57387 61157

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

1,648.00

3/23/16

57387 61236

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

147.20

YTD Vendor Total
6540

4/12/16

3/23/16

57518 61619

1,795.20

11051210

421510

CONTRACTUAL SOFTWARE SUPPORT

1,750.00

1
Total

1,750.00
1,750.00

LA-Z-BOY

57370 61208
YTD Vendor Total

2674

Total

DAVEY TREE EXPERT CO

YTD Vendor Total
2910

4,458.86

11515020

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

1,719.96

1
Total

1,719.96
1,719.96

ILLINOIS PUMP REPAIR, INC.

3/21/16

57366 61098

41848090

430350

BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS

1

1,395.00

3/21/16

57366 61099

41818090

422400

MAINT.-EQUIPMENT

1

195.00

YTD Vendor Total

3,089.00

Total
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1,590.00

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
17121

4/1/16

Check #

Account

12/1/15

57382 61268

11414020

442000

TRAINING

3,235.50

Amount

1
Total

1,575.00
1,575.00

ILLINOIS PUBLIC SAFETY AGENCY NETWORK

57442 61395

11424020

YTD Vendor Total
26957

id_line_number

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY

YTD Vendor Total
1162

Account Description

426100

L.E.A.D.S./P.I.M.S. PROGRAM

1,500.00

1
Total

1,500.00
1,500.00

LENNY HOFFMAN EXCAVATING

4/19/16

57440 61546

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1

1,500.00

4/19/16

57440 61546

41000001

350240

SALES OF WATER - OTHER

2

-2.45

YTD Vendor Total
17731

4/1/16

1,497.55

1,497.55

CASIMIR PATERKIEWICZ

57546 61436

19920050

YTD Vendor Total
943

Total

450140

WORKERS' COMP. DEDUCTIBLES

6,422.60

1
Total

1,471.20
1,471.20

SULLIVAN ROOFING, INC

3/31/16

57558 61518

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

926.00

3/31/16

57558 61517

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

464.00

YTD Vendor Total
2943

2,482.00

Total

1,390.00

DIAMOND MARKETING SOLUTIONS

3/15/16

57282 61117

11041010

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

2

2,038.16

3/15/16

57282 61117

11061410

420160

POSTAGE

1

-664.78

YTD Vendor Total
4670

3/21/16

Total

1,373.38

CHEMCRAFT INDUSTRIES INC

57345 61139
YTD Vendor Total

3962

3,801.12

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

7,220.51

1
Total

1,295.69
1,295.69

BUSHNELL INC.

3/22/16

57344 61292

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

713.41

3/11/16

57272 61056

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

327.40

3/7/16

57272 61055

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

106.54

3/28/16

57425 61442

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

69.12

3/25/16

57344 61291

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

27.88

YTD Vendor Total

1,863.47

Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
15679

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

MOORE MEDICAL CORP.

3/22/16

57375 61210

11515020

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

1

634.63

4/4/16

57540 61590

11515020

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

1

591.67

3/21/16

57375 61284

11515020

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

1

6.28

YTD Vendor Total
1005

2,322.46

Total

1,232.58

HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS LTD

3/17/16

57364 61340

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

924.00

1/12/16

57364 61339

41838090

430400

MATERIALS

1

142.53

3/21/16

57364 61341

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

1

138.60

YTD Vendor Total
23380

4/1/16

8,801.35

1,205.13

UNITED STATES POSTMASTER

57471 61439

11061410

YTD Vendor Total
1212

Total

420160

POSTAGE

7,896.44

1
Total

1,200.00
1,200.00

A J SEWER SERVICE

3/28/16

57419 61232

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

600.00

3/28/16

57419 61233

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

535.00

YTD Vendor Total
8512

1,135.00

Total

1,135.00

FOX VALLEY FIRE & SAFETY CO

3/10/16

57289 61125

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

175.00

3/8/16

57289 61127

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

175.00

3/8/16

57289 61131

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

175.00

3/10/16

57289 61126

23773090

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

125.00

3/8/16

57289 61128

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

125.00

3/8/16

57289 61129

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

125.00

3/8/16

57289 61130

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

125.00

4/1/16

57525 61466

11515020

422400

MAINT.-EQUIPMENT

1

98.55

YTD Vendor Total
8310

3/16/16

2,511.80

3/29/16

57288 61095

41818090

3/4/16

430210

SUPPLIES - LABORATORY

1,098.52

1
Total

1,098.52
1,098.52

R J OLMEN COMPANY

57549 61446
YTD Vendor Total

1949

1,123.55

FISHER SCIENTIFIC

YTD Vendor Total
2967

Total

41848090

430350

BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS

1,092.00

1
Total

1,092.00
1,092.00

NORTHWESTERN MEMORIAL CORPORATE HEALTH

57311 61241
YTD Vendor Total

33000095

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

2,887.50

1
Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2519

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

GHA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

3/8/16

57291 61107

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

396.00

4/7/16

57526 61495

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

311.00

1/27/16

57360 61369

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

208.80

3/8/16

57291 61108

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

125.00

YTD Vendor Total
2883

2,880.80

Total

1,040.80

CALL ONE

4/15/16

57507 61630

11061410

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

1

474.14

4/15/16

57507 61630

11434020

422300

MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM

5

259.52

4/15/16

57507 61630

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

2

158.00

4/15/16

57507 61630

41848090

428000

TELEPHONE SERVICE

3

110.97

4/15/16

57507 61630

23773090

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

4

34.24

YTD Vendor Total
2616

4,147.47

Total

1,036.87

CONNEXION

3/23/16

57349 61293

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

864.00

3/25/16

57432 61379

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

73.51

4/1/16

57516 61461

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

72.64

3/25/16

57349 61294

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

16.00

YTD Vendor Total
2959

4/25/16

4/8/16

57573 61635

12/9/13

57416 61433

4/25/16

57420 44646

4/25/16

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1
Total

1,000.00
1,000.00

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1
Total

1,000.00
1,000.00

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1
Total

1,000.00
1,000.00

ADVANCED SPRINKLER SYSTEMS INC

57571 61633
YTD Vendor Total

28711

11000000

AAA RODRIGUEZ PLUMBING

YTD Vendor Total
28010

1,026.15

GREAT HOMES PARTNERS LLC

YTD Vendor Total
27676

Total

E MCWHORTER & JAYLENE BUTLER

YTD Vendor Total
4188

4,673.30

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1
Total

1,000.00
1,000.00

STEELE & LOEBER

57576 61638
YTD Vendor Total

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1
Total

Page 14 of 32

1,000.00
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
29817

4/25/16

Check #

Account

4/25/16

57574 61636

11000000

4/25/16

4/25/16

57575 61637

11000000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1
Total

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1,000.00
1,000.00

1
Total

1,000.00
1,000.00

THE SCOTTISH PLUMBER

57577 61639

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1
Total

1,000.00
1,000.00

AMBER MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS, INC

57572 61634

11000000

YTD Vendor Total
1292

Amount

BLAKE MACKENZIE

YTD Vendor Total
31871

231000

1,000.00

YTD Vendor Total
31795

id_line_number

COLLYER HOME IMPROVEMENTS

YTD Vendor Total
31790

Account Description

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

1,000.00

1
Total

1,000.00
1,000.00

ADAMS ELECTRIC

2/24/16

57493 61508

11191060

449500

CONTINGENCY - REGULAR

1

451.07

3/11/16

57264 61136

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

284.37

3/11/16

57264 61135

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

259.37

YTD Vendor Total
3575

1,817.57

Total

994.81

BREDEMANN FORD IN GLENVIEW

4/4/16

57504 61561

11273030

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

882.06

3/21/16

57343 61176

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

56.30

4/15/16

57504 61560

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

47.06

YTD Vendor Total
9171

3,362.20

Total

985.42

W.W. GRAINGER, INC.

3/31/16

57528 61418

11333030

430075

SUPPLIES

1

553.00

3/15/16

57292 61058

41818090

430475

MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

1

253.09

3/22/16

57362 61199

11333030

430075

SUPPLIES

1

146.60

YTD Vendor Total
1136

3/24/16

3,029.47

952.69

PRESSTEK INC

57315 61112

11051210

YTD Vendor Total
8235

Total

421500

CONTRACTUAL HARDWARE SUPPORT

1,190.00

1
Total

900.00
900.00

1ST AYD CORPORATION

3/3/16

57261 61132

11342035

430180

SUPPLIES - GROUNDS

1

627.06

4/6/16

57491 61555

11273030

430110

SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP

1

232.38

YTD Vendor Total

2,209.29

Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
15490

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

MILLEN HARDWARE

3/31/16

57453 61435

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

5

244.50

3/31/16

57453 61435

11233030

430410

MATERIALS - TRAFFIC SIGNS

2

209.51

3/31/16

57453 61435

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

3

89.82

3/31/16

57453 61435

11515020

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

4

83.28

3/31/16

57453 61435

41848090

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

8

74.66

3/31/16

57453 61435

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

7

56.45

3/31/16

57453 61435

11233030

430430

MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING

1

35.94

3/31/16

57453 61435

41828090

430075

SUPPLIES

6

19.56

3/31/16

57453 61435

41858090

420160

POSTAGE

9

10.77

YTD Vendor Total
20175

SAUBER MFG CO

4/1/16

57551 61427
YTD Vendor Total

535

2,488.86

11273030

421000

Total

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1,740.18

824.49

1
Total

823.00
823.00

AMAZON.COM

3/8/16

57497 61530

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

224.97

2/24/16

57266 61014

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

133.86

2/10/16

57266 61009

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

104.86

2/24/16

57266 61013

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

100.84

3/8/16

57266 61015

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

72.52

2/24/16

57266 61012

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

69.96

2/25/16

57266 61011

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

51.24

2/11/16

57266 61010

11051210

430150

SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS

1

49.12

YTD Vendor Total
17022

3/1/16

Total

807.37

NICOR GAS

57308 60814
YTD Vendor Total

950

1,611.89

41818090

430560

HEATING - GAS

10,291.23

1
Total

805.24
805.24

ACTIVE ELECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY

3/18/16

57263 61196

11333030

430075

SUPPLIES

1

390.32

4/6/16

57492 61460

41818090

430475

MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

1

209.86

3/9/16

57263 61197

11333030

430075

SUPPLIES

1

118.08

3/9/16

57263 61198

11333030

430075

SUPPLIES

1

82.00

YTD Vendor Total

3,956.47

Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
1954

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

ENVIROSAFE PEST MANAGEMENT

3/10/16

57286 61118

11414020

421300

Cont. Animal Control & Removal

1

200.00

3/4/16

57286 61119

11414020

421300

Cont. Animal Control & Removal

1

200.00

3/18/16

57437 61371

11414020

421300

Cont. Animal Control & Removal

1

200.00

3/25/16

57437 61372

11414020

421300

Cont. Animal Control & Removal

1

200.00

YTD Vendor Total
2632

3/28/16

3,466.00

3/14/16

57355 61368

41858090

3/23/16

57305 61063

SUPPLIES - OFFICE

2,036.73

1
Total

771.92
771.92

41828090

430280

SUPPLIES - RESERVOIR

4,059.68

1
Total

763.30
763.30

PETERSON AND MATZ, INC

57385 61300
YTD Vendor Total

16775

430230

MOTION INDUSTRIES, INC.

YTD Vendor Total
1052

800.00

ELITE DOCUMENT SOLUTIONS, LLC

YTD Vendor Total
15768

Total

41818090

430475

MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

6,917.36

1

745.36
745.36

Total

N.E.M.R.T.

3/21/16

57376 61263

11414020

442000

TRAINING

1

525.00

3/3/16

57376 61264

11414020

442000

TRAINING

1

200.00

YTD Vendor Total
15350

2,861.96

Total

725.00

MID-CENTRAL PRINTING & MAILING

3/17/16

57374 61297

41828090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

485.00

3/2/16

57539 61261

11424020

430230

SUPPLIES - OFFICE

1

180.00

4/4/16

57539 61519

11091845

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

1

50.00

YTD Vendor Total
21682

4/1/16

1,745.00

3/14/16

57469 61275

11414020

3/14/16

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

691.56

1
Total

691.56
691.56

COMMUNICATION REVOLVING FUND

57348 61258
YTD Vendor Total

21425

715.00

STERICYCLE

YTD Vendor Total
5568

Total

11434020

426110

IWIN PROGRAM

2,665.12

1
Total

666.28
666.28

STANDARD EQUIPMENT CO

57321 61190
YTD Vendor Total

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

8,972.84

1
Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
10565

3/1/16

Check #

Account

id_line_number

Amount

IMLA

57296 60901

11071610

YTD Vendor Total
1211

Account Description

420010

MEMBERSHIPS

625.00

1
Total

625.00
625.00

AIRGAS NORTH CENTRAL

4/1/16

57495 61556

11273030

430700

GAS & OIL

1

323.16

3/31/16

57495 61557

11273030

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

301.39

YTD Vendor Total
1066

1,511.93

Total

624.55

PROFESSIONAL BENEFIT ADMINISTRATORS, INC

4/11/16

57460 61459

39000095

417500

SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.

1

565.08

4/11/16

57460 61458

39000095

417500

SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.

1

57.12

YTD Vendor Total
17035

9,038.80

Total

622.20

NORTHERN SAFETY CO., INC.

3/24/16

57456 61344

41838090

430400

MATERIALS

1

598.31

3/28/16

57456 61299

40847090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

123.76

1/7/16

57456 59997

41838090

430400

MATERIALS

1

-52.48

1/7/16

57456 59997

40807090

430400

MATERIALS

2

-52.48

YTD Vendor Total
44350

3/29/16

Total

617.11

HACKLEY ARCHITECTS

57294 61218
YTD Vendor Total

7503

1,793.75

11000000

231002

DEPOSITS - PERMIT ESCROW

591.00

1

591.00
591.00

Total

E J EQUIPMENT

3/14/16

57284 61179

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

441.95

3/22/16

57284 61178

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

137.73

YTD Vendor Total
13956

20,184.79

Total

579.68

LECHNER & SONS

3/31/16

57449 61444

41818090

422400

MAINT.-EQUIPMENT

1

174.64

3/31/16

57449 61336

11273030

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

132.00

3/31/16

57449 61334

11233030

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

86.40

3/31/16

57449 61348

40807090

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

68.60

3/31/16

57449 61348

41838090

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

2

68.60

3/31/16

57449 61335

11303030

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

21.60

3/31/16

57534 61380

11342035

430050

UNIFORM EXPENSE

1

17.32

YTD Vendor Total
13040

3/21/16

2,418.93

Total

569.16

F.J. KERRIGAN PLUMBING COMPANY

57369 61342
YTD Vendor Total

41838090

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

8,328.05

1
Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
1741

2/25/16

Check #

Account

3/17/16

57269 61106

11051210

421510

CONTRACTUAL SOFTWARE SUPPORT

1,775.00

Amount

1
Total

550.00
550.00

ALPHA PRIME COMMUNICATIONS

57422 61391

11414020

YTD Vendor Total
5686

id_line_number

APWA

YTD Vendor Total
1508

Account Description

422410

MAINT.-RADIOS

5,036.00

1
Total

540.00
540.00

CONNEY SAFETY PRODUCTS

3/25/16

57433 61295

41848090

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

309.78

3/16/16

57279 61094

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

211.79

YTD Vendor Total
1072

521.57

Total

521.57

KIMBALL MIDWEST

3/22/16

57299 61183

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

232.40

3/9/16

57299 61182

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

149.19

4/5/16

57533 61565

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

133.48

YTD Vendor Total
9370

3/11/16

1,975.26

3/20/16

57293 61097

41818090

3/14/16

4/7/16

57398 61104

41818090

1

506.97
506.97

Total

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

500.00

1
Total

500.00
500.00

MUTUAL ACE HARDWARE

57306 61234

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

485.99

1
Total

485.99
485.99

BIO-TRON INC

57502 61587

11515020

YTD Vendor Total
1365

SUPPLIES

TRANSPARA

YTD Vendor Total
421

430075

4,519.32

YTD Vendor Total
2547

515.07

HACH COMPANY

YTD Vendor Total
2463

Total

422430

MAINT.-TELEMETRY EQUIPMENT

485.00

1
Total

485.00
485.00

ALEXANDER EQUIPMENT CO INC

3/30/16

57496 61558

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

494.10

4/12/16

57496 61559

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

-9.95

YTD Vendor Total
18287

3/13/16

484.15

Total

484.15

PITNEY BOWES INC.

57314 61111
YTD Vendor Total

11061410

422000

MAINT.-OFFICE EQUIPMENT

934.20

1
Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
8137

3/10/16

Check #

Account

3/21/16

57438 61426

11273030

3/15/16

Amount

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1
Total

471.71
471.71

ADS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

57338 61289

41838090

422540

MAINT.-DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

470.00

1
Total

470.00
470.00

IMPRIMUS FORENSIC SERVICES, LLC

57443 61396

11414020

YTD Vendor Total
31468

430100

494.32

YTD Vendor Total
876

id_line_number

FIELDS JEEP INC

YTD Vendor Total
2064

Account Description

442000

TRAINING

469.00

1
Total

469.00
469.00

SCOTT LYON & CO

3/29/16

57318 61219

11000000

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

2

400.00

3/29/16

57318 61219

11000001

302023

PAVEMENT DEGRADATION FEE

1

43.00

YTD Vendor Total
2748

4/11/16

443.00

443.00

ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL FIREFIGHTERS ASSOCIATION

57365 61475

33000095

YTD Vendor Total
17243

Total

447550

OTHER PENSION ADMIN. EXPENSE

430.00

1
Total

430.00
430.00

NORTHSHORE OMEGA

3/8/16

57380 61269

11414020

420210

MEDICAL EXAMS

1

264.00

3/23/16

57380 61271

11414020

420210

MEDICAL EXAMS

1

101.00

3/11/16

57380 61270

11414020

420210

MEDICAL EXAMS

1

57.00

YTD Vendor Total
1060

3/28/16

6,543.00

422.00

SCIENTIFIC METHODS

57464 61301

41818090

YTD Vendor Total
14812

Total

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1,640.00

1
Total

410.00
410.00

ALEXA MARKOFF

3/26/16

57372 61221

11091845

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

200.00

4/3/16

57450 61373

11091845

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1

200.00

YTD Vendor Total
31833

4/8/16

1,600.00

2/23/16

400.00

NEW LOOK CONSTRUCTION

57417 61434

11000000

YTD Vendor Total
1554

Total

231000

DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING

400.00

1
Total

400.00
400.00

COLLEGE OF DUPAGE

57347 61244
YTD Vendor Total

11414020

442000

TRAINING

990.00

1
Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
5180

3/1/16

Check #

Account

3/14/16

57427 61505

11041010

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

390.00

Amount

1
Total

390.00
390.00

OPTICS PLANET, INC

57383 61274

11414020

YTD Vendor Total
133

id_line_number

CITYTECH USA INC

YTD Vendor Total
1847

Account Description

430170

SUPPLIES - FIRING RANGE

1,716.98

1
Total

387.12
387.12

CUMMINS-ALLISON CORP.

3/22/16

57435 61393

11424020

422000

MAINT.-OFFICE EQUIPMENT

1

246.86

3/21/16

57353 61246

11424020

422000

MAINT.-OFFICE EQUIPMENT

1

129.02

YTD Vendor Total
24220

3/1/16

375.88

375.88

THOMSON REUTERS - WEST

57396 61278

11424020

YTD Vendor Total
17073

Total

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

747.70

1
Total

368.40
368.40

NORTHFIELD PLUMBING

3/22/16

57379 61235

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

213.08

3/17/16

57310 61146

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

149.00

YTD Vendor Total
1666

1,420.68

Total

362.08

SITE ONE LANDSCAPE SUPPLY

4/4/16

57552 61421

11233030

430430

MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING

2

312.13

4/4/16

57552 61421

11303030

430400

MATERIALS

1

45.32

YTD Vendor Total
23575

357.45

Total

357.45

VILLAGE COLLECTOR - PETTY CASH

3/14/16

57403 60983

11414020

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

135.84

4/1/16

57403 61440

11414020

442000

TRAINING

2

79.01

4/1/16

57403 61440

11414020

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

71.42

3/11/16

57403 60984

11273030

446000

LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES

1

37.00

2/22/16

57403 60804

11566040

430230

SUPPLIES - OFFICE

1

13.99

3/7/16

57403 60985

11273030

446000

LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES

1

8.00

4/1/16

57403 61440

11424020

445000

CARE OF PRISONERS

3

5.68

2/26/16

57403 60805

41838090

442000

TRAINING

1

1.70

2/26/16

57403 60805

40807090

442000

TRAINING

2

1.70

YTD Vendor Total
16655

3/27/16

974.75

Total

354.34

NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS

57307 61329
YTD Vendor Total

11515020

428100

COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.

1,410.00

1
Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
2600

3/4/16

Check #

Account

4/26/16

57527 61259

11414020

442000

TRAINING

350.00

Amount

1
Total

350.00
350.00

KENNETH KENNEDY

57532 61677

39000095

YTD Vendor Total
21040

id_line_number

GLOCK PROFESSIONAL, INC.

YTD Vendor Total
2793

Account Description

417500

SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.

1,437.62

1
Total

341.52
341.52

SOLVENT SYSTEMS

2/24/16

57320 61189

11273030

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

168.00

3/28/16

57467 61387

11273030

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

168.00

YTD Vendor Total
1987

3/15/16

940.48

3/21/16

57363 61223

11151060

421512

CONTRACTUAL WEBSITE SERVICES

1,650.00

1
Total

330.00
330.00

SUPPLYWORKS

57394 61303

41848090

YTD Vendor Total
15025

336.00

GRANICUS, INC.

YTD Vendor Total
7520

Total

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1,062.69

1
Total

328.55
328.55

MCMASTER-CARR SUPPLY CO

3/21/16

57373 61101

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

1

124.92

4/6/16

57537 61463

41848090

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

98.22

3/23/16

57373 61100

41818090

430475

MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

1

66.10

4/5/16

57537 61462

41818090

430475

MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

1

37.18

YTD Vendor Total
20070

4/6/16

1,857.62

326.42

ST. FRANCIS HOSPITAL

57555 61591

11515020

YTD Vendor Total
15149

Total

442000

TRAINING

325.00

1
Total

325.00
325.00

MENARDS

3/31/16

57538 61420

11233030

430430

MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING

1

232.65

3/10/16

57303 61141

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

59.94

2/16/16

57303 61142

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

18.73

YTD Vendor Total
2971

4/19/16

862.08

Total

311.32

SEYMOUR, ROBERT & JULIE

57465 61544
YTD Vendor Total

41000000

141000

UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C

309.93

1
Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
418

3/25/16

Check #

Account

4/19/16

57424 61242

11424020

3/12/16

Amount

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

1
Total

306.75
306.75

WILLIAM LIN

57478 61543

11000000

141000

UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C

305.06

1
Total

305.06
305.06

LIBERTY TIRE RECYCLING

57300 61184

11273030

YTD Vendor Total
1742

430250

958.50

YTD Vendor Total
982

id_line_number

BORDEN DECAL

YTD Vendor Total
2970

Account Description

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

301.93

1
Total

301.93
301.93

APWA CHICAGO METRO CHAPTER

3/10/16

57341 60913

11233030

442000

TRAINING

1

180.00

3/10/16

57341 60914

11233030

442000

TRAINING

1

120.00

YTD Vendor Total
31498

3/29/16

610.00

300.00

RO PLUMBING

57316 61220

41000001

YTD Vendor Total
1988

Total

350300

WATER METER SALES

300.00

1
Total

300.00
300.00

STAPLES ADVANTAGE

3/5/16

57322 61103

41858090

430240

SUPPLIES - OFFICE - WATER

1

121.98

4/2/16

57556 61520

11091845

430230

SUPPLIES - OFFICE

1

67.98

3/12/16

57393 61302

41858090

430240

SUPPLIES - OFFICE - WATER

1

66.75

3/12/16

57468 61399

11424020

430230

SUPPLIES - OFFICE

1

40.55

YTD Vendor Total
5130

2,820.13

Total

297.26

CINTAS FIRST AID & SAFETY

3/29/16

57510 61383

11273030

430120

SUPPLIES-VEH. STRIPING &SAFETY

1

186.70

3/30/16

57510 61512

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

109.28

YTD Vendor Total
7100

984.60

Total

295.98

DOUGLAS TRUCK PARTS

3/30/16

57522 61424

11273030

430110

SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP

2

126.60

3/30/16

57522 61424

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

57.73

3/31/16

57522 61425

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

48.98

3/14/16

57283 61177

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

28.56

YTD Vendor Total
19340

3/22/16

749.67

261.87

Total

JOHN E. REID & ASSOCIATES, INC

57388 61277
YTD Vendor Total

11414020

442000

TRAINING

260.00

1
Total
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Invoice
Date
2802

3/18/16

Check #

Account

3/9/16

57359 61204

11515020

422440

MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.

7,372.46

Amount

1
Total

256.80
256.80

VIKING TIRE & RECAPPING INC

57474 61428

11273030

YTD Vendor Total
407

id_line_number

FROGGMAN INDUSTRIES

YTD Vendor Total
23554

Account Description

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

282.00

1
Total

251.00
251.00

WELLS FARGO BANK

4/1/16

57477 61535

16930080

450010

BOND REGISTRAR FEES

1

125.00

4/1/16

57477 61535

41938090

450010

BOND REGISTRAR FEES

2

125.00

YTD Vendor Total
2961

250.00

Total

250.00

FIRE TRAINING RESOURCES

1/13/16

57287 61202

11515020

442000

TRAINING

1

125.00

1/14/16

57287 61203

11515020

442000

TRAINING

1

125.00

YTD Vendor Total
15352

250.00

Total

250.00

MID CENTRAL PEST CONTROL

1/8/16

57304 61153

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

100.00

1/8/16

57304 61154

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

50.00

1/8/16

57304 61155

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

50.00

1/8/16

57304 61156

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

50.00

YTD Vendor Total
2074

3/22/16

700.00

2/3/16

57397 61191

11273030

3/31/16

3/29/16

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1
Total

249.03
249.03

ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS OF ILLINOIS

57494 61529

11061410

428010

TELEPHONE MAINTENANCE

43,556.17

1

246.17
246.17

Total

STEVEN SMART

57392 61228

11000001

YTD Vendor Total
21912

430100

285.78

YTD Vendor Total
44358

250.00

TRANSCHICAGO TRUCK GROUP

YTD Vendor Total
1722

Total

301000

VEHICLE LICENSES

240.00

1
Total

240.00
240.00

STRYKER MEDICAL

57557 61592
YTD Vendor Total

11515020

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

239.52

1
Total
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Invoice
Date
497

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

ABC HUMANE WILDLIFE

3/29/16

57421 61389

11414020

421300

Cont. Animal Control & Removal

1

150.00

3/29/16

57421 61390

11414020

421300

Cont. Animal Control & Removal

1

85.00

YTD Vendor Total
9155

3/31/16

235.00

3/18/16

57361 61412

11061410

420010

MEMBERSHIPS

650.00

1
Total

225.00
225.00

JC LICHT AND COMPANY

57446 61296

41848090

YTD Vendor Total
2152

235.00

GOVERNMENT FINANCE OFFICERS ASSN.

YTD Vendor Total
7711

Total

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

217.95

1
Total

217.95
217.95

22ND CENTURY MEDIA, LLC

3/31/16

57418 61477

11091845

443020

LEGAL NOTICES

2

166.00

3/31/16

57418 61477

11041010

443020

LEGAL NOTICES

1

51.46

YTD Vendor Total
206

3/4/16

589.30

3/8/16

57356 61243

11414020

3/11/16

Cont. Animal Control & Removal

1

210.00
210.00

Total

ILLINOIS OFFICE OF THE STATE FIRE MARSHAL

57297 61140

11342035

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

350.00

1

210.00
210.00

Total

CLASS C SOLUTIONS GROUP

57273 61093

41818090

YTD Vendor Total
1411

421300

1,015.00

YTD Vendor Total
2766

217.46

CITY OF EVANSTON

YTD Vendor Total
1266

Total

430075

SUPPLIES

205.12

1
Total

205.12
205.12

COSTCO

4/1/16

57352 61353

11041010

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

165.00

3/26/16

57351 61352

11011010

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

28.15

YTD Vendor Total
21107

4/1/16

566.10

SHRM

57391 61224

11041010

YTD Vendor Total
2193

3/10/16

193.15

Total

420010

MEMBERSHIPS

380.00

1
Total

190.00
190.00

WIRFS INDUSTRIES, INC.

57327 61192
YTD Vendor Total

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

183.00

1
Total
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Invoice
Date
2373

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

SHERWIN WILLIAMS CO., THE

3/14/16

57390 61138

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

79.16

3/28/16

57466 61382

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

79.15

3/9/16

57390 61147

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

15.69

3/28/16

57466 61381

11342035

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

2.71

YTD Vendor Total
7010

3/8/16

201.70

3/31/16

57436 61394

11414020

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

167.51

1
Total

167.51
167.51

PERSPECTIVES

57548 61417

11041010

YTD Vendor Total
661

176.71

DOJE'S FORENSIC SUPPLIES

YTD Vendor Total
2837

Total

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

1,439.40

1
Total

162.35
162.35

962-PRAXAIR DISTRIBUTION INC

3/29/16

57461 61469

11515020

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

1

67.80

3/21/16

57386 61215

11515020

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

1

48.76

3/21/16

57386 61216

11515020

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

1

35.53

YTD Vendor Total
24665

3/1/16

548.91

3/15/16

57479 61388

11273030

3/25/16

57319 61102

4/5/16

LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES

1,095.50

1

149.00
149.00

Total

41818090

430075

SUPPLIES

144.74

1
Total

144.74
144.74

MUNICIPAL ELECTRONICS DIVISION, LLC.

57454 61262
YTD Vendor Total

4755

446000

SNAP-ON INCORPORATED

YTD Vendor Total
15868

152.09

WILMETTE TRUCK/BUS SERVICE

YTD Vendor Total
2735

Total

11414020

422400

MAINT.-EQUIPMENT

175.00

1

140.00
140.00

Total

CHICAGO COMMUNICATION LLC

57508 61443
YTD Vendor Total

41818090

430475

MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

139.00

1
Total

Page 26 of 32

139.00
139.00

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
19588

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

ROBBINS, SCHWARTZ, NICHOLAS, LIFTON & TAYLOR LTD.

2/19/16

57412 61361

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

38.33

2/19/16

57412 61364

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

17.63

3/22/16

57412 61357

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

16.45

2/19/16

57412 61358

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

16.45

2/19/16

57412 61365

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

8.81

2/19/16

57412 61356

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

8.23

3/22/16

57412 61359

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

8.23

2/19/16

57412 61362

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

8.23

2/19/16

57412 61363

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

8.23

3/22/16

57412 61360

11071610

420320

SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES

1

3.02

YTD Vendor Total
19895

592.94

Total

133.61

RUSSO POWER EQUIPMENT

3/18/16

57389 61188

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

91.42

3/29/16

57463 61386

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

37.96

YTD Vendor Total
10575

1,505.16

Total

129.38

I.P.E.L.R.A.

3/16/16

57298 61200

40807090

442000

TRAINING

1

62.50

3/16/16

57298 61200

41838090

442000

TRAINING

2

62.50

YTD Vendor Total
2790

1,015.00

Total

125.00

PROCLIP USA, INC.

3/28/16

57462 61473

11515020

430177

SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.

1

269.97

4/8/16

57462 61472

11515020

430177

SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.

1

-149.97

YTD Vendor Total
8730

3/14/16

280.47

4/19/16

57290 61096

41848090

2/25/16

3/14/16

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

1

119.84
119.84

Total

KAPLAN, GREGG & FELICIA

57447 61545

41000000

141000

UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C

117.81

1
Total

117.81
117.81

MED-TECH RESOURCE LLC

57452 61470

11515020

YTD Vendor Total
13815

430140

475.44

YTD Vendor Total
2658

120.00

GARNET MIDWEST INC

YTD Vendor Total
2972

Total

430176

SUPPLIES - MEDICAL

110.29

1
Total

110.29
110.29

VICTORIA LASSER, PH.D.

57371 61260
YTD Vendor Total

11424020

420020

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

440.00

1
Total
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Invoice
Date
17100

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

NORTHWEST POLICE ACADEMY

12/23/15

57381 61273

11414020

442000

TRAINING

1

60.00

3/14/16

57457 61398

11414020

442000

TRAINING

1

50.00

YTD Vendor Total
2176

2/5/16

260.00

110.00

NATIONAL BAND AND TAG CO.

57543 61620

11061410

YTD Vendor Total
44351

Total

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

107.71

1
Total

107.71
107.71

EARTH, WIND, & SOLAR ENERGY

3/29/16

57285 61217

11000001

302050

PLAN REVIEW FEES

2

70.00

3/29/16

57285 61217

11000001

302000

BUILDING PERMITS

1

35.00

YTD Vendor Total
400

3/10/16

105.00

4/7/16

57262 61133

11342035

3/7/16

3/24/16

57439 61467

11515020

2/6/16

3/31/16

57281 60849

11041010

2/1/16

426000

RE-ACCREDITATION EXPENSE

104.26

1

100.00
100.00

Total

441000

INCIDENTALS

99.00

1

99.00
99.00

Total

VISION MARKETING

57476 61474

11515020

430055

PROTECTIVE CLOTHING

86.25

1
Total

86.25
86.25

NORTH SHORE TOWING, INC.

57378 61272

11424020

426300

VEHICLE TOWING SERVICE

175.00

1
Total

85.00
85.00

RICHARD W ASHLEY

57342 61225

23753001

YTD Vendor Total
1796

104.26

CRAINS CHICAGO BUSINESS

YTD Vendor Total
44349

1
Total

100.00

YTD Vendor Total
1571

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

GREAT LAKES FIRE ACCREDITATION MANAGERS

YTD Vendor Total
2467

430140

995.45

YTD Vendor Total
5991

105.00

ABT TV AND APPLIANCE

YTD Vendor Total
2578

Total

340025

METER DEBIT CARD REV.-RR

84.50

1
Total

84.50
84.50

AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSN

57339 61290
YTD Vendor Total

41848090

420010

MEMBERSHIPS

1,781.00

1
Total
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Invoice
Date
30068

4/19/16

Check #

Account

3/31/16

57545 61553

11000001

4/19/16

3/31/16

57358 61226

11000001

3/31/16

4/19/16

57503 61552

11000001

4/19/16

4/19/16

57384 61227

11000001

3/30/16

3/26/16

57402 61229

11000001

3/15/16

VEHICLE LICENSES

1
Total

301000

VEHICLE LICENSES

80.00
80.00

1
Total

301000

VEHICLE LICENSES

80.00
80.00

1
Total

301000

VEHICLE LICENSES

80.00

80.00
80.00

1

80.00
80.00

Total

JOHN FLANAGAN

57524 61548

11000001

301000

VEHICLE LICENSES

80.00

1
Total

80.00
80.00

CARRIE BRENNER

57505 61549

11000001

301000

VEHICLE LICENSES

80.00

1

80.00
80.00

Total

ERNESTO MUTUC

57542 61550

11000001

301000

VEHICLE LICENSES

80.00

1
Total

80.00
80.00

MAREK & ASSOCIATES

57535 61385

11273030

430110

SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP

77.47

1
Total

77.47
77.47

AMERICANEAGLE.COM, INC.

57267 61105

11051210

YTD Vendor Total
7282

80.00

MARINA VERLINSKY

YTD Vendor Total
1245

301000

80.00

YTD Vendor Total
15180

80.00

BRIDGET PALS

YTD Vendor Total
44364

Total

80.00

YTD Vendor Total
44363

1

JAMES BOLOTIN

YTD Vendor Total
44362

VEHICLE LICENSES

80.00

YTD Vendor Total
44357

Amount

WESTBY & DIANE FISHER

YTD Vendor Total
44356

301000
80.00

YTD Vendor Total
31116

id_line_number

JOAB OBERLANDER

YTD Vendor Total
30933

Account Description

421520

CONTRACTUAL INTERNET EXPENSE

300.00

1
Total

75.00
75.00

PERSONALIZED AUTO CARE

57312 61187
YTD Vendor Total

11273030

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

306.00

1
Total
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Date
98

Check #

Account

Account Description

id_line_number

Amount

THE UPS STORE

4/1/16

57472 61438

41858090

420160

POSTAGE

1

32.75

4/1/16

57472 61438

11061410

441000

INCIDENTALS

4

15.50

4/1/16

57472 61438

11515020

441000

INCIDENTALS

2

15.04

4/1/16

57472 61438

11041010

441000

INCIDENTALS

3

9.10

YTD Vendor Total
44365

4/19/16

850.95

3/14/16

57554 61551

11000001

3/24/16

4/26/16

57324 61066

41848090

1
Total

430140

SUPPLIES - BUILDING

728.03

70.00
70.00

1
Total

68.69
68.69

OFFICE DEPOT INC

57458 61471

11515020

430230

SUPPLIES - OFFICE

1,950.60

1

68.60
68.60

Total

BARBARA CANNING

57501 61689

41000000

YTD Vendor Total
6620

VEHICLE LICENSES

ULINE

YTD Vendor Total
2974

301000
70.00

YTD Vendor Total
17260

72.39

SIN SU SONG

YTD Vendor Total
23233

Total

141000

UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C

68.05

1

68.05
68.05

Total

DEHNE

4/11/16

57519 61562

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

59.20

3/14/16

57354 61384

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1

5.00

YTD Vendor Total
11398

3/17/16

133.20

64.20

INTERSTATE BATTERY

57445 61397

11414020

YTD Vendor Total
526

Total

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

197.90

1
Total

64.20
64.20

BURROWS SOUND INC

3/14/16

57271 61113

11011010

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

32.95

4/6/16

57506 61441

41818090

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

30.95

YTD Vendor Total
8017

3/23/16

63.90

Total

63.90

FEDEX

57357 61283
YTD Vendor Total

11202035

441000

INCIDENTALS

211.87

1
Total
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Invoice
Date
686

3/11/16

Check #

Account

3/29/16

57295 61205

11515020

3/28/16

Amount

MEDICAL EXAMS

1
Total

60.00
60.00

WORLD DATA PRODUCTS INC

57480 61370

11051210

421500

CONTRACTUAL HARDWARE SUPPORT

50.00

1
Total

50.00
50.00

CHICAGO TRIBUNE

57509 61503

11233030

YTD Vendor Total
1935

420210

2,095.00

YTD Vendor Total
4996

id_line_number

HEALTH ENDEAVORS SC

YTD Vendor Total
1020

Account Description

430250

SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE

84.50

1
Total

42.25
42.25

USA MOBILITY WIRELESS INC

3/24/16

57326 61169

41838090

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

2

29.44

3/24/16

57326 61169

11233030

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

1

7.11

YTD Vendor Total
16627

3/21/16

146.15

4/8/16

57377 61304

41818090

4/1/16

4/4/16

57530 61504

3/16/16

11041010

4/19/16

Total

443025

CLASSIFIED ADVERTISEMENTS

30.00

57541 61568

11233030

30.35
30.35

1

30.00
30.00

Total

420010

MEMBERSHIPS

30.00

1

30.00
30.00

Total

CUMMINS NPOWER LLC

57517 61423

11273030

430100

SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS

1,081.84

1
Total

25.26
25.26

ILLINOIS FIRE SERVICE ADMINISTRATIVE

57441 61206

11515020

YTD Vendor Total
2969

1

MUNICIPAL FLEET MANAGERS ASSN

YTD Vendor Total
10780

SUPPLIES

ISASCE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

YTD Vendor Total
6142

430075

933.35

YTD Vendor Total
15894

36.55

NEWARK ELEMENT 14

YTD Vendor Total
2850

Total

420010

MEMBERSHIPS

25.00

1
Total

25.00
25.00

VILLAGE OF WESTERN SPRINGS

57475 61534
YTD Vendor Total

11000000

235000

EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C

23.00

1
Total
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23.00
23.00

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2016
Invoice
Date
20996

4/5/16

Check #

3/24/16

57553 61464

41818090

4/19/16

4/1/16

57313 61110

3/31/16

430075

SUPPLIES

1
Total

21.18
21.18

23753001

340025

METER DEBIT CARD REV.-RR

20.00

1
Total

20.00
20.00

JEREMY DIAMOND

57520 61547

23753001

340025

METER DEBIT CARD REV.-RR

20.00

1
Total

20.00
20.00

MCHENRY ANALYTICAL WATER LABORATORY, INC

57536 61445
YTD Vendor Total

11019

Amount

SHERALI PIRANI

YTD Vendor Total
1024

id_line_number

233.13

YTD Vendor Total
44361

Account Description

SNAP-ON INDUSTRIAL

YTD Vendor Total
44346

Account

41818090

421000

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

705.00

1
Total

15.00
15.00

ILLINOIS STATE TOLL HWY. AUTHORITY

57529 61564
YTD Vendor Total

11273030

441000

INCIDENTALS

1

91.89

Total

Total Printed Checks
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12.45
12.45

845,214.98

Agenda Item: 3.8

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.9

Village Manager’s Office
SUBJECT:

Music on the Green- Summer Concert Series

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager

BUDGET IMPACT:

See Budget Impact Section

Recommended Motion
Move to approve Resolution #2016-R-12 authorizing the Wilmette Summer Concert Series.
Background & Discussion
In an effort to sustain the success of the Village Center, and ensure continued vibrancy
throughout the summer months, a Summer Concert Series has been planned for the third
Tuesday of the month in June, July and August of this year. Tuesday was selected as it is
generally a slower night for the downtown restaurants, and to avoid any conflicts with the Plaza
del Lago Thursday night concert series.
The concerts will be held on the front lawn of Village Hall, known as the ‘Village Green’, with
the bands performing in front of the Village Hall entrance doors. To facilitate a picnic style
event, in which residents can dine at local restaurants prior to the concert, or carry-out and eat
during the concert, Staff is recommending that attendees be permitted to consume their own
alcoholic beverages onsite. Village Staff will be present to monitor the event, and a police officer
will be assigned as well. Resolution 2016-R-12 will serve as the Temporary Use Permit for the
event, and permits the consumption of alcohol on public property for the concert series.
Budget Impact
The Summer Concert Series is projected to cost $5,000 in Fiscal Year 2016. The expense will
be funded from the $21,425 allocated to business development activities.
Documents Attached
1. Summer Concert Series Promotional Flyer
2. Resolution 2016-R-12
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A Summer Concert Series
Presented by the Village of Wilmette

3rd
Tuesday of
the Month

Have dinner at your favorite
Village Center restaurant, grab a
bottle of wine and a picnic blanket,
and join us for a night of music on
the front lawn of Village Hall!

BYOB!

Tuesday, June 21st at 7:00pm

Final Say
A high-energy band playing music of
the 60’s through today’s rock, pop and
Top 40

Tuesday, July 19th at 7:00pm

Mason Rivers
A high-energy country band that
covers the best of today’s country and
your favorite classics

Tuesday, August 16th at 7:00pm

Johnny Russler
& The Beach Bum Band
Playing the sweet sound of Caribbean rock,
reggae and calypso

www.wilmette.com

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-R-12
A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE WILMETTE SUMMER CONCERT SERIES
WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (collectively “Village Board”) of the
Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (“Village”), find that the Village is a home rule municipal
corporation as provided by Article VII, Section 6 of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois and,
pursuant to said constitutional authority, may exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to
its government and affairs for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare; and,
WHEREAS, from time to time the Village conducts civic events, celebrations and festivals; and
WHEREAS, in order to promote civic pride and encourage patrons to frequent the restaurants
and shops in the village center, the Village Board finds it desirable for the Village to conduct a series of
outdoor concerts at the Village Hall during the summer months;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Wilmette as follows:
SECTION ONE: The Village Manager or his designee is authorized to plan, organize and
operate a series of outdoor concerts on the Village Hall grounds on the 3rd Tuesday of June, July and
August (“Summer Concert Series”). The above authorization includes, but is not limited to, the authority
to:
A. Contract with musical performers to perform on the Village Hall Grounds, within the limits
of his purchasing authority contained in section 6-6.3 of the Village Code;
B. Contract with food and beverage purveyors to sell food and beverages, within the limits of his
purchasing authority contained in section 6-6.3 of the Village Code;
C. Enter into such license agreements as maybe necessary for the performance of copyrighted
music and lyrics.
SECTION TWO: The Village Manager is authorized to allow patrons of the Summer Concert
Series to bring their own alcoholic beverages to the Summer Concert Series and to consume said
alcoholic beverages in open containers on Village Hall grounds. This resolution is express authorization

for the use of a public parking lot, sidewalk, street, thoroughfare or other public way for a special event,
and is also a temporary use permit under the Zoning Ordinance in accord with 12-(b)(2) of the Village
Code.
SECTION THREE: For purposes of Chapter 11 of the Village Code, the Village is deemed a
civic organization and the Village Manager is authorized to arrange for the sale of alcoholic liquors at the
Summer Concert Series in the event he deems it appropriate and desirable for the enhancement of the
Summer Concert Series. To that end, the Village President is authorized to waive the fee for a Class E
liquor license to be issued to the Village for the Summer Concert Series.
SECTION FOUR: The Village Manager is authorized to execute all documents and take all
actions necessary to carry out the purpose of this Resolution.
SECTION FIVE: This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage.
ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the
day of May, 2016 according to the following roll call vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois

Approved on ________________.

Village President
Attest:

Village Clerk

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.10

Community Development
Department
SUBJECT:

Ordinance 2015-O-51 Lake Michigan Water Allocation Rules and
Regulations - Request to Table to May 24, 2016

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

John Adler, Assistant Director of Community Development

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
Table the adoption of Ordinance 2015-O-51, an ordinance that amends the Village Code to
comply with changes to the Lake Michigan Water Allocation Rules and Regulations, until May
24, 2016.
Discussion
Ordinance 2015-O-51 adopts changes required by the Illinois Department of Natural
Resources. The amendment addresses changes recently made to the Lake Michigan Water
Allocation Rules and Regulations. Because the required changes include a local amendment
to the state plumbing code, approval of the amendment by the Illinois Department of Public
Health (IDPH) is necessary. While staff received tentative approval for the plumbing changes
contained in Ordinance 2015-O-51, staff has not yet received specific approval of the
Ordinance as drafted. Because of this it is recommended that this item be tabled until the
Village receives such approval from the state.
Budget Impact
There is no impact to the budget.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.10

Water Management
Department
SUBJECT:

Ordinance 2015-O-51 Lake Michigan Water Allocation Rules and
Regulations

MEETING DATES:

Introduction - September 8, 2015; Adoption – April 26, 2016

FROM:

Nabil Quafisheh, Director of Water Management
John Adler, Director of Community Development

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
Move to adopt Ordinance No. 2015-O-51 amending the Village Code to comply with the
amendments to the Lake Michigan Water Allocation Rules and Regulations.
Background
The Village of Wilmette is a permittee of the Lake Michigan water allocation as administered
by the Illinois Department of Natural Resource (IDNR). Changes have been made to the Lake
Michigan Water Allocation Rules and Regulations by the IDNR. These changes are required
to be adopted by all permittees as evidence of compliance.
On September 8, 2015 Ordinance 2015-O-51 was introduced that added new WaterSense
fixture requirements and lawn sprinkling regulations to the Village Code. Because the
WaterSense change was considered an amendment to the State Pluming Code the
amendment adding the WaterSense requirements was sent to the Illinois Department of Public
Health (IDPH) for approval. IDPH is the agency responsible for approving any local
amendments to the State of Illinois Plumbing Code. While the IDPH did not have a problem
with the WaterSense amendment, it did take issue with other local Wilmette amendments which
were never officially approved by IDPH.
Discussion
The updated rules modified two provisions that will require domestic permittees to update their
ordinances/building codes to be consistent with the new language. Below is a summary of the
changes as stated by the IDNR:
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•
•

The adoption of ordinances requiring that new and replacement plumbing fixtures be a
labeled WaterSense product, certified water efficient device as specified by USEPA.
Currently, the Village has no such requirement.
The adoption of ordinances that restrict non-essential outside water uses to prevent
excessive, wasteful use. These shall provide that unrestricted lawn sprinkling will not be
allowed from May 15 through September 15 of each year by requiring, as a minimum,
that lawn sprinkling shall not occur on consecutive days nor shall any lawn sprinkling
occur during at least a 6 hour period in the middle of the day (i.e., 10 am through 4 pm,
noon to 6 pm) when evapotranspiration is as its highest. New lawns (less than 3 months
old) may be exempted from its provision. In addition, new/replacement sprinkler systems
shall be equipped with WaterSense labeled irrigation controller and shall be in
compliance with section 2.5(g) of the Illinois Plumbing License Law [225 ILCS 320].
Currently, the Village’s code for lawn sprinkling restriction is no lawn sprinkling is allowed
between the hours of 10:00 am and 4:00 pm Monday through Friday during the period
of May 15 to September 15.

As mentioned above, the IDPH took issue with Wilmette’s existing local plumbing amendments
and would not approve the WaterSense change until the other local amendments were
approved by the state. To that end, staff asked SAFEbuilt, the Village’s plumbing consultants,
to draft local amendments they believed were appropriate and would be favorably received by
the state. SAFEbuilt’s recommendation was to repeal the existing local plumbing amendment
code sections and adopt new local amendments. By doing so it became necessary to relocate
a number of engineering standards into other section of the Village Code. The attached
ordinance accomplishes that.
The local amendments proposed by SAFEbuilt include requiring overhead sewers for new
homes and the burial of water and sewer lines below the recorded frost line. These local
amendments were tentatively approved by the IDPH. SAFEbuilt did not recommend any
amendments to the plumbing materials section of State Code because the Village already
deleted a local amendment that precluded the use of CPVC in pluming service lines and did
not see a problem with the other materials approved by the IDPH. Most of the other current
local amendments have been addressed by updates to the state plumbing code over the years
and are no longer necessary.
As a Lake Michigan water allocation permittee, the Village of Wilmette was required to submit
the revised ordinances to the IDNR to demonstrate compliance by September 30, 2015. The
Village has been granted time extensions from IDNR to resolve the State Plumbing code issue
with IDPH.
Budget Impact
No impact.
Documents Attached
1. Ordinance 2015-O-51
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AGENDA ITEM: 3.10

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-O-51
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE
TO COMPLY WITH RECENT AMENDMENTS TO THE
LAKE MICHIGAN WATER ALLOCATION RULES
(Water Conservation)
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, Section 9-6.1 of the Village Code of the Village of Wilmette (“Village Code”)
adopts by reference certain model codes, including the Illinois Plumbing Code, 77 Ill. Admin.
Code 890 et seq., and Section 9-6.1.1 of the Village Code adopts certain modifications and
additions to the Illinois Plumbing Code; and,
WHEREAS, Section 18-9.1 of the Village Code imposes certain restrictions on lawn
sprinkling; and,
WHEREAS, the Illinois Department of Natural Resources has promulgated certain
amendments to Lake Michigan Water Allocation Rules which became effective on November
18, 2014. The amended rules change the required conservation practices of municipalities which
receive a supply of water from Lake Michigan and require the Village to impose certain
regulations relating to plumbing fixtures and lawn sprinkling as a condition of receiving such
water supply; and,
WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that amending the Village
Code as it pertains to the administration of the Village is in the best interests of the health, safety
and welfare of the public.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois:

# 645766

1.0

Ord. No. 2015-O-51

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 9, Housing and Building Regulations, Section 9-6, Plumbing Code, Subsection 9-6.1,
Plumbing Code Adopted, by deleting the text shown in strikethrough type and inserting the new
text shown in underlined, bold type below, so that said Subsection 9-6.1 shall hereafter read as
follows:
9-6.1 PLUMBING CODE ADOPTED.
The Illinois Plumbing Code, 77 Ill. Admin Code 890 et.seq., Illinois Department of
Health 2004 Edition, shall be and the same hereby is adopted by reference as The
Plumbing Code of the Village of Wilmette, as fully as if set out at length herein, save and
except the following deletions, modifications or amendments thereto. Three copies are
filed in the office of the Village Clerk, and the same are hereby adopted and incorporated
as fully as if set out at length herein.
The Plumbing Code of the Village of Wilmette is supplemented with the following
additional requirements:
Fees for permits for connection with sewer and water mains and inspection fees of
water heater and fixtures shall be as set forth in Section 18-3.5 of the Village Code.
(a) Public systems available. A public water supply system and sewer system shall be
deemed available to premises used for human occupancy anywhere within the
corporate limits of the village, and connections to the public water supply and
sewer system conforming with the standards set forth in this code may be made
thereto.
(b) Fee schedule. The permit fees for construction, reconstruction, alteration and
installation shall be those established from time to time by the village.
(c) Unlawful continuance. Any person who violates a provision of this code, or fails to
comply with any of the requirements thereof shall be subject to penalty as
provided in Section 9-6.5 of the Village Code. Any person who shall continue
any plumbing work in or about the structure after having been served with a stop
work order, except such work as that person is directed to perform to remove a
violation or unsafe conditions, shall be subject to penalty as provided in Section
9-6.5 of the Village Code.
(d)

All appeals are to be made to the Building Code Board of Appeals.
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(e)

All copper piping shall be protected against galvanic (electrolytic) action by
insulating it from any other metallic contact and the use of brass nipples, brass
fittings, or brass unions.

(f)(d) Freezing. Water service piping and sewers shall be installed below recorded
frost penetration, but not less than five feet below grade for water piping and four
feet below grade for sewers. Plumbing piping in exterior building walls shall be
adequately protected against freezing by insulation or heat or both.
(g) Openings in fire resistance rated floors. The required fire resistance rating of floor
or floor/ceiling or wall assemblies shall be maintained where a penetration is
made for plumbing, pipes and stacks.
(h)(e) Overhead plumbing. All new buildings and newly constructed additions with
basements, floors, rooms or occupancy areas below ground level at the building
site shall have overhead plumbing. No building permit application will be
accepted nor any permits issued for construction of any structure in a new
building unless plans and specifications therefor provided for overhead plumbing
in accordance with this section.
(i) Water service pipe. Water service pipe shall be made of ductile iron pipe, cast iron
pipe, copper pipe, or copper tube. Copper tube when used underground shall be
"type K" and shall be put together with cast bronze flared fittings. Water service
pipe shall conform to the applicable standards of the Illinois Plumbing Code as
adopted and shall have a minimum working pressure of 160 pounds per square
inch (160 psi/1103.04kPa) at 78.4 degrees F (23 degrees C).
(j) Building water distribution pipe. The building water distribution system shall be
brass or copper pipe, copper tube, galvanized open hearth iron pipe or galvanized
steel pipe. Copper tube shall have a weight of not less than copper water tube
"type L." The water distribution pipe shall conform to the applicable standards of
the Illinois Plumbing Code as adopted and shall have a minimum pressure rating
of 80 psi (551.20kPa) at 180 degrees F (82 degrees C).
(k) Building sewer - in trench with water services. If the building sewer is installed in
the same trench as the water service, the Metropolitan Water Reclamation
District standards shall be followed.
(l)

Only the following nonmetallic pipe and fittings are allowed: clay drain tile,
perforated plastic drain tile, concrete culvert, concrete sewer, concrete pipe, and
poly-vinyl chloride (PVC) for Schedule 40 non-foam core drain, waste and vent
pipes, or SDR 26 for exterior underground pipes.

(m) Sanitary building sewers shall be at least six inches in diameter except where cast
iron pipe is used, it may be four inches in diameter.
(n) Drainage in Separate System Areas. In those parts of the village which are served
by a separate sanitary sewer system, no building shall discharge roof top storm
3
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water directly into either the separate sanitary sewer system or the separate storm
sewer system by means of downspouts from the building gutters, except as
provided in 9-6.1(n)(2). All downspouts shall be:
(1) Terminated at grade or at the nearest hub to grade and sealed with cement to
provide a positive disconnection of the downspout from the separate sewer; or,
(2) The disconnected downspout must be directed to splash toward the street or
alley, but no closer than 10’ from the public right-of-way, and should splash in
such a manner as to prevent basement seepage into the building foundation or the
expulsion of runoff onto adjacent property. Building downspouts adjacent to
public sidewalks in business districts shall drain into the separate storm sewer
system so as not to drain across the sidewalk.
(o) Damage and Nuisances Prohibited. The owner of each building which is subject to
9-6.1(n), or the occupant of each building if the building is not occupied by its
owner, shall take all action reasonably necessary to cause storm water from
building gutters to discharge to the surface of the ground in a manner which will
not damage the same or adjoining properties or become a nuisance to occupants
of adjoining properties.
(p) Responsibility. It shall be the responsibility of the property owner and occupant of
each structure subject to 9-6.1(n) to provide, at their own expense, evidence to the
Village Department of Engineering that their downspouts are connected to the
proper (storm) sewer system or to undertake remedial action as provided in 96.1(n) and 9-6.1(n)(1).
(q) Footing drains. Footing drains shall be connected to sump pumps and discharge
shall be made through storm sewers, combination sewers or drainage ditches. No
footing drain or drainage tile shall be connected to the sanitary sewer.
(r)

Window wells. All window wells shall be provided with drains. Window well
drains may be connected to the drain tile and drain into the sump pump.

(s)

Drainage in Combined System Areas. In those parts of the village which are
served by a combined storm sewer system, no building shall discharge roof top
storm water directly into the combined sewer system by means of downspouts
from the building gutters unless granted an exception as stipulated in Section 96.1(u). All connected downspouts to the combined system shall be terminated at
grade or at the nearest hub to grade and sealed with cement to provide a positive
disconnection of the downspout from the sewer. The disconnected downspout
must be directed to splash toward the street or alley, and should splash in such a
manner as to prevent basement seepage into the building foundation or the
expulsion of runoff onto adjacent property. Building downspouts adjacent to
public sidewalks in business districts shall drain into the sewer system so as not to
drain across the sidewalk. Storm water runoff from other areas, such as paved
areas, yards, courts and courtyards, may discharge into the combined sewer
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system provided they have approved restrictors installed at inlets, to provide
surface detention, according to the direction of the Village Engineer, in addition
to any other restrictions said Village Engineer may require.
(t) Damage and Nuisances Prohibited. The owner of each building which is subject to
9-6.1(s), or the occupant of each building if the building is not occupied by its
owner, shall take all action reasonably necessary to cause storm water from
building gutters to discharge to the surface of the ground in a manner which will
not damage the same or adjoining properties or become a nuisance to occupants
of adjoining properties.
(u)

Exceptions. Exceptions to the requirements of 9-6.1(s) may be made by the
Village Engineer or the Village Engineers designee, if, in the Village Engineers
judgment, compliance with such section will create an associated storm water
hazard to the building or any part thereof or to a neighboring building.

(v) Sill cocks. All buildings except accessory buildings shall be provided with two sill
cocks.
(w) Floor drains. The floor of every public water closet or urinal compartment shall
be graded to drain into any floor type urinal, waste opening, or a floor drain.
(x)

Washing machines and hot water heaters. A pan or receptor with a drain, or a
floor drain in an impervious floor, shall be required for all automatic machines,
hot water heaters and furnaces with air conditioning compatibility.

(y)

Abandoned fixtures. Plumbing fixtures which are not maintained or are
abandoned shall be disconnected, removed and sealed.

(f)

WaterSense Fixtures. Subject to other provisions of the Illinois Plumbing
Code, 77 Ill. Admin. Code 890 et seq., and the Law Irrigation Contractor and
Law Sprinkler System Registration Code, 77 Ill. Admin. Code 892 et seq.,
from and after September 30, 2015, all replacement plumbing fixtures and
new plumbing fixtures and irrigation controllers installed on properties
connected to the Village water supply system shall bear the WaterSense label
(as designated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
WaterSense Program), when such labeled fixtures and controllers are
available.

SECTION 2:

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

Chapter 9, Housing and Building Regulations, Section 9-6, Plumbing Code, Subsection 9-6.1.1,
Additional State of Illinois Requirements, by deleting the text shown in strikethrough type and
inserting the new text shown in underlined, bold type below, so that said Subsection 9-6.1.1 shall
hereafter read as follows:
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9-6.1.1 ADDITIONAL STATE OF ILLINOIS REQUIREMENTS.
(a)

All new water services shall be metered.

(b)

Potable water shall not be used to flush sanitary sewers.

(c)

For new residential construction and in all repair and/or replacement of fixtures or
trim, only fixtures and trim not exceeding the following flow rates and/or water
usage shall be installed. These ratings are based on a pressure at the fixture of 40
to 50 psi.
Water closets, tank type

1.6 gallons per flush

Waterclosets, flushometer type

1.6 gallons per flush

Urinals, tank type

1.6 gallons per flush

Urinals, flushometer type

1.6 gallons per flush

Shower heads

2.5 gallons per minute

Lavatory, sink faucets

2.5 gallons per minute

(d)

Lavatories for Public Use. In addition to the requirements above, in all new
construction and replacement of fixtures, faucets of lavatories located in
restrooms intended for public use shall be of metering or self-closing type.

(e)

Car Wash Installation. In all new construction and replacement of fixtures, car
wash installations shall be equipped with a water recycling system.

(f)

Air Conditioning. In all new construction and remodeling, only closed system air
conditioning may be installed.

SECTION 3:

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

Chapter 18, Sewer and Water Facilities, Section 18-7, Sewer Use, Subsection 18-7.1,
Definitions, to add the following definition, shown in bold, underlined text, so that the same shall
be added in alphabetical order and read as follows:
18-7.1 DEFINITIONS.
***
Green Infrastructure: the management of stormwater runoff through the use of
natural systems, or engineered systems that mimic natural systems, to treat polluted
runoff.
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***
SECTION 4:

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

Chapter 18, Sewer and Water Facilities, Section 18-7, Sewer Use, Subsection 18-7.32,
Engineering Standards, by deleting the text shown in strikethrough type and inserting the new
text shown in underlined, bold type below, so that said Subsection 18-7.32 shall hereafter read as
follows:
18-7.32 ENGINEERING STANDARDS.
(a)

Sanitary building sewers shall be at least six inches in diameter except where
cast iron pipe is used, it may be four inches in diameter.

(b)

Drainage in Separate System Areas. In those parts of the Village which are
served by a separate sanitary sewer system, no building shall discharge roof
top storm water directly into either the separate sanitary sewer system or the
separate storm sewer system by means of downspouts from the building
gutters. All downspouts shall be:
(1) Terminated at grade or at the nearest hub to grade and sealed with
cement to provide a positive disconnection of the downspout from the
separate sewer; or
(2) The disconnected downspout must be directed to splash toward the
street or alley or green infrastructure, but no closer than 10’ from the public
right-of-way, and should splash in such a manner as to prevent basement
seepage into the building foundation or the expulsion of runoff onto adjacent
property. Building downspouts adjacent to public sidewalks in business
districts may drain into the separate storm sewer system so as not to drain
across the sidewalk.

(c)

Responsibility. It shall be the responsibility of the property owner and
occupant of each structure subject to 9-6.1(n) to provide, at their own
expense, evidence to the Village Department of Engineering and Public
Works that their downspouts are disconnected from the sewer system.

(d)

Drainage in Combined System Areas. In those parts of the Village which are
served by a combined storm sewer system, no building shall discharge roof
top storm water directly into the combined sewer system by means of
downspouts from the building gutters. All connected downspouts to the
combined system shall be terminated at grade or at the nearest hub to grade
and sealed with cement to provide a positive disconnection of the downspout
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from the sewer. The disconnected downspout must be directed to splash
toward green infrastructure, the street or alley, and should splash in such a
manner as to prevent basement seepage into the building foundation or the
expulsion of runoff onto adjacent property. Building downspouts adjacent to
public sidewalks in business districts may drain into the sewer system so as
not to drain across the sidewalk. Storm water runoff from other areas, such
as paved areas, yards, courts and courtyards, shall be managed through the
use of green infrastructure best management practices and may only
discharge into the combined sewer system if it is demonstrated that best
management practices cannot feasibly be implemented. In such limited
cases, a permit may be issued by the Director of Engineering and Public
Works if a restrictor and adequate detention are provided by the applicant.
(e)

All flood control systems must be a minimum of 15' outside of the existing
foundation wall. Flood control systems must be installed in a concrete vault
with a minimum inside diameter of 4'. All material inside the vault must be
cast iron.

(f)

Floor Drains.
(1)
In combined sewer areas, floor drains in basements shall be connected
to sump pumps and discharged into the combined sewers only upon issuance
of a permit approved by the Village Engineer.
(2) In separate sewer areas, floor drains in basements shall be connected to
sump pumps and discharged into the sanitary sewers only upon issuance of a
permit approved by the Village Engineer.

(h)

All footing drains shall be connected to sump pumps. No footing drains or
drain tile shall be connected directly to the combined sewers or to the
separate sanitary sewers or storm sewers.

SECTION 5:

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

Chapter 18, Sewer and Water Facilities, Section 18-9, Lawn Sprinklers, Subsection 18-9.1, Lawn
Sprinkling Restricted and 18-9.2, Special Circumstances, by deleting the text shown in
strikethrough type and inserting the new text shown in underlined, bold type below, so that said
Subsections 18-9.1 and 18-9.2 shall hereafter read as follows:
18-9.1 LAWN SPRINKLING RESTRICTED.
(a)

Lawn sprinkling shall not be permitted between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 4:00
p.m. Monday through Friday during the period of May 15 to September 15.
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During the period from May 15 to September 15, it is unlawful for any
person to conduct lawn sprinkling:
(1)

On an even-numbered day of the month, unless the person’s property
bears an even-numbered street address;

(2)

On an odd-numbered day of the month, unless the person’s property
bears and odd-numbered address; and

(3)

Between the hours of 12:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m on any day.

(b)

Hand-watering of gardens, trees, shrubs, and flowers will be permitted only with
buckets/sprinkling cans.

(c)

Subject to other provisions of the Illinois Plumbing Code, 77 Ill. Admin.
Code 890 et seq., and the Law Irrigation Contractor and Law Sprinkler
System Registration Code, 77 Ill. Admin. Code 892 et seq., new and
replacement sprinkler systems installed on properties connected to the
Village water supply system shall bear the WaterSense label (as designated
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency WaterSense
Program), when such labeled sprinkler systems are available.

18-9.2 SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES / EXEMPTIONS.
(a)

In the event that special or unusual circumstances would warrant watering/lawn
sprinkling on a daily basis other than the hours permitted, the Village Engineer
may authorize waiving of the sprinkling regulations set forth above for a period of
not to exceed two weeks' duration at any one address.

(b)

New lawns which are less than three months old are exempt from the
provisions of subsection 18-9.1 and may be watered at anytime for three
months from the date of installation or planting.

SECTION 6:

Codifier’s Authority. The Village’s codifier is authorized to adjust section

and paragraph numbering as may be necessary to render this ordinance consistent with the
numbering of the Village Code.
SECTION 7:

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 _________, 2016, according to the following roll call vote:
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AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this _____ day of
_______________, 2015.

ATTEST:

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.11

Engineering & Public
Works Department
SUBJECT:

Contract Extension – Catch Basin Cleaning

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Brigitte Berger, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works
Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works

BUDGET IMPACT:

Contract Cost
Over/(Under) Budget

$ 25,000
$0

Recommended Motion
Move to approve a contract in the amount not to exceed $25,000 with United Septic, Inc.,
Bristol, IL for catch basin cleaning.
Background
The Village’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requires that a
minimum of 20% or approximately 680 of the Village’s 3,400 catch basins (CB) be cleaned
annually. Based on historical pricing, the sewer maintenance account (2016 Budget) affords
the contractual cleaning of 333 CBs. The Engineering and Public Works Department (Water
and Sewer Division) cleans the remaining balance (or 347 CBs) to achieve the 20% quota. This
contract was originally awarded through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process on July 23,
2013 and extended in 2014 and 2015 with fixed pricing.
Discussion
Based on the budgeted amount of $25,000 and a continuation of fixed pricing (or $75 per CB),
the contractor will be able to clean 333 CBs which completes approximately 50% of the annual
NPDES requirement. As above referenced, in-house crews will clean the remaining balance
(or 347 CBs) to comply with the NPDES requirement. Since 2008, United Septic has performed
this service and denoted in the table below is a summary of historical unit pricing.
Historical Pricing - United Septic, Inc.
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Year

Unit Pricing
(per CB)

2016 (proposed)
2015

$75.00
$75.00

2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008

$75.00
$75.00
$69.00
$69.00
$75.00
$78.11
$75.25

Staff recommends awarding a contract extension as seeking additional proposals would not
likely produce more favorable pricing as the unit pricing of $75 per CB will remain fixed, dating
back to 2013. Likewise, United Septic, Inc. has demonstrated to be a competent, capable
vendor over the past eight years.
Budget Impact
The 2016 Budget provides $224,000 for contractual sewer maintenance in account
#40807090-425300 of which $25,000 is designated for catch basin cleaning. To date, $0 has
been expended leaving the full balance of $25,000.
Documents Attached
1. 2016 Contract Extension request letter from United Septic, Inc.
2. Contractor Final Performance Evaluation Form for work completed in 2015
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.12

Engineering and Public
Works Department
SUBJECT:

Bulk Rock Salt Purchase for the 2016-2017 Winter Season

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Brigitte Berger, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works
Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works

BUDGET IMPACT:

2016 Contract Cost
Over/(Under) Budget

$105,280
$0

Recommended Motion
Move to approve a contract at a rate of $65.80 per ton with Compass Minerals America, Inc.,
Overland Park, KS for the purchase of an estimated 1,600 tons bulk rock salt (2016-2017 winter
season).
Background
For the 2016-2017 winter season, the Village had the option of pursuing a contract extension
with fixed pricing from 2015-2016 season, however, staff felt it would be more prudent and
advantageous to go out for a new bid due to the mild winter and surplus supply of bulk rock
salt in the marketplace.
The Village has purchased bulk rock salt through joint purchasing agreements since 1972 and
participation in these types of programs has resulted in considerable cost savings each year.
Consequently, for the 2016-2017 winter season, the Village decided to participate in a joint bid
opportunity through the Municipal Partnering Initiative (MPI), which included participation of
seven other communities (Glencoe, Glenview, Kenilworth, Lincolnwood, Northbrook, Palatine,
and Winnetka). The deadline to participate and submit an estimated purchase quantity was
March 21, 2016. The bid document included a minimum 80% and maximum 120% purchase
requirement which is consistent with provisions under prior joint purchase agreements.
Staff recommends requesting a total allocation of 1,600 tons of bulk rock salt for the 2016-2017
winter season and agreeing to the 80% minimum, 120% maximum purchase requirement. This
provision provides sufficient flexibility in finalizing the salt order, allowing adjustments
depending on upcoming winter weather conditions. Therefore, the minimum purchase
requirement will be 1,280 tons and the maximum purchase will be 1,920 tons.
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The estimated purchase quantity was lowered as compared to last year attributed to a mild
2015-2016 winter season and subsequent inventory surplus. More specifically, the final salt
usage totaled 1,175 tons whereas final delivery was 2,008 tons (or 80% minimum purchase of
2,500 tons) resulting in a net gain of 833 tons. Staff estimates the total on-hand inventory,
heading into the 2016-2017 winter season, at 1,050 tons which is 400-500 tons greater
carryover than typical years. The salt dome is currently at maximum capacity or approximately
650 tons while the covered material storage bins (i.e. crushed stone, sand and topsoil) hold the
remaining 350-400 tons. The following table illustrates the Village’s historical salt usage since
the 2000-2001 winter season.
Year
15-162
14-15
13-14
12-13
11-12
10-11
09-10
08-09
07-08
06-07
05-06
04-05
03-04
02-03
01-02
00-01

Tons Used(1)
1,175
2,129
2,951
2,389
1,133
3,068
1,975
2,044
2,853
2,059
1,230
1,534
1,517
1,963
1,216
2,418

Cost per Ton
$68.19
$110.79
$51.49
$51.49
$59.36
$57.35
$57.35
$63.84
$42.67
$42.68
$33.04
$30.08
$29.33
$30.46
$30.46
$24.41

Total Cost
$80,124
$235,872
$151,947
$123,010
$67,255
$175,950
$113,266
$130,489
$121,738
$87,878
$40,639
$46,143
$44,494
$59,793
$37,039
$59,023

1Does

not include approximately 100 tons per year of salt used by sidewalk snowplows, which are not
equipped with electronic controls to track usage, and salt usage by the Wilmette Park District.
2Salt

usage through May 1, 2016.

Discussion
Beginning in early March, staff reviewed bid documents for the MPI bid and on March 28, 2016,
bid notices were sent to the four largest suppliers servicing the Great Lakes Midwest region.
The bid opening occurred on April 20, 2016 and a total of four proposals were received. Results
of the MPI bid opening for the Village of Wilmette are denoted in the table below.
Bid Results for MPI Bid, Village of Wilmette (2016-17 Bulk Rock Salt)
Unit
Pricing

Quantity
(tons)

Extended
Cost

Detroit Salt Company

$65.79

1,600

$105,264

Compass Minerals America, Inc.

$65.80

1,600

$105,280

Cargill Deicing Technology

$67.38

1,600

$107,808

Morton Salt

$70.40

1,600

$112,640

Vendor
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The Detroit Salt Company was the lowest responsive bidder for five of the eight participating
communities, including the Village of Wilmette. Their bid was $0.01 per ton lower than the
second lowest bidder, Compass Minerals America, Inc. Based on the estimated purchase
quantity of 1,600 tons, this equates to a total savings of $16.00. However, instead of awarding
a contract to the Detroit Salt Company, staff recommends awarding a contract to the second
lowest bidder or Compass Minerals America, Inc. based on the Village’s past history and
experience working with them. They held the Village’s bulk rock salt contract for 2015-2016
and several years prior (2006-2007 and 2007-2008) and demonstrated to be a competent and
capable vendor. Language provided in the bid document, under contract award, allows each
community the right to accept the bidder’s proposal that is, in their judgement, the best and
most favorable to the interests of owners and the public and to reject the lowest price proposal.
Ultimately, staff does not consider the nominal savings amount ($16.00 total), associated with
the lowest proposal, sufficient incentive to offset the concerns and unknowns of working with a
new supplier. The unit pricing of $65.80 per ton represents a savings of 3.5% as compared to
last year’s pricing (or $68.19 per ton). Furthermore, seeking additional proposals for bulk rock
salt purchase would not likely produce lower pricing as the MPI vendor list included the principal
suppliers (bulk rock salt) servicing the Great Lakes Midwest region.
Budget Impact
The 2016 budget provides $179,205 in funds for the purchase of bulk rock salt and liquid deicer.
To date, $104,429 has been expended resulting in a remaining balance of $74,776. However,
staff projects the estimated actual to have a final remaining balance of $52,316 or $126,889
based on the anticipated purchase of an additional 200 tons of rock salt and 16,500 gallons of
liquid deicer to replenish on-hand inventory for expected usage over the months of November
and December.
Since this contract will be in effect through April 1, 2017 and a sizable portion of the tonnage
will be purchased in 2017, the Engineering and Public Works Department will be requesting
approximately $132,880 for rock salt and liquid deicer as part of the 2017 Budget, a reduction
of $46,325 as compared to the 2016 budget. The budget estimate uses the unit price of $65.80
per ton from the recent MPI bid results for projection purposes. See table below denoting
proposed budget for 2017.
2017 Projected Budget – 11233030-430420 Materials-Salt
Rock Salt

1,600 tons @ $65.80 per ton(1)

$105,280

Salt Brine

45,000 gallons @ $0.40 per gal(2)

Liquid Deicer

9,600 gals @ $1.00/gal(2)

$18,000
$9,600

Total

$132,880

1

Unit pricing of $65.80 per ton from 2016-2017 MPI Bid – Bulk Rock Salt
Unit rates from 2015-2016 Winter Season, plus 3.0% increase

2

Documents Attached
1. Bid proposal from Compass Minerals Americas, Inc.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.13

Engineering & Public
Works Department
SUBJECT:

Central Avenue Phase I Engineering Services

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Brigitte Berger, P.E. Director of Engineering and Public Works
Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer

BUDGET IMPACT:

Contract Cost
Over/(Under) Budget

$178,556
($161,444)

Recommended Motion
Move to approve a contract in the amount of $178,556 with TranSystems, Schaumburg, IL for
Central Avenue Phase I engineering services.
Background
The STP program is a federal program that provides funding for locally initiated transportation
projects. The North Shore Council of Mayors, the agency that administers the STP funds,
issued a call for new projects for consideration to be added to the multi-year program beginning
in 2017. In 2012, the Village Board approved a resolution supporting the request for federal
transportation funds to be used to rebuild Central Avenue from Green Bay Road to Sheridan
Road. The Village was successful receiving the federal grant.
The general scope of work for the Central Avenue project includes the following:
• Road reconstruction
• Curb and gutter and sidewalk (if necessary) removal and replacement
• Drainage improvements
• Pedestrian and bikeway improvements
• Green infrastructure
• Streetscape enhancements in the Village Center
• Traffic signal replacement at Central and Wilmette Avenues
In addition, given the age and condition of the watermain beneath Central Avenue, staff
recommends replacing the water main as part of the reconstruction project. The water main
replacement will be locally funded and is incorporated into the current capital improvement
program.

Discussion
Federal STP projects require that the Village follow the standard Phase I (Preliminary
Engineering) Phase II (Design Engineering) and Phase III (Construction) sequence. The scope
of work for the Phase I study includes:
Phase I Preliminary Engineering
1. Collect data required for the Phase I report and perform necessary classification and
cataloging for use in subsequent tasks.
2. Prepare base map to be used in all phases of the project including right-of-way and
property lines, street names, and individual house addresses.
3. Analyze traffic data to determine A.M. and P.M. peak hours and peak hour usage and
perform traffic accident review.
4. Develop design criteria for the roadway horizontal and vertical geometrics including typical
roadway sections based on traffic, bicycle and pedestrian needs.
5. Perform a pedestrian safety analysis at Central School.
6. Prepare an Environmental Survey Request and Preliminary Environmental Site
Assessment to determine the existence of and potential for significant impacts due to the
proposed improvement.
7. Conduct a drainage analysis to identify and evaluate the existing drainage conditions and
assess physical deficiencies.
8. Plan for and assist with Public Information Meetings for the residents and businesses and
other stakeholders along the study area to clarify the project’s goals and convey the
project process and phase I study results.
9. Prepare a final project report that incorporates comments from the public meetings for
review and approval by the Illinois Department of Transportation.
Engineering staff solicited proposals from ten firms and received nine proposals. The results
are as follows:
Firm
TranSystems
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Ltd
Baxter and Woodman
AECOM
Civiltech
V3
Robinson
Benesch
EEI
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Proposal Fee ($)
178,556*
195,972*
217,140*
199,924
235,744
285,467
298,456
299,567
335,420
AGENDA ITEM: 3.13

* Negotiated scope of work
Village staff reviewed the proposals and then conducted interviews with the top three firms,
TranSystems, Christopher B. Burke Engineering and Baxter and Woodman, to discuss their
qualifications and refine their respective scopes of work. After careful consideration, staff
recommends the Village Board award the contract to TranSystems.
TranSystems has successfully performed several projects for the Village in the past, including
the Skokie / Hibbard Intersection improvements (phase I) and Sheridan Road Reconstruction
Project (phases II and III). Their personal approach to stakeholder involvement during the
phase I study was what set them apart from the other firms. From a technical perspective,
TranSystems has vast experience with Phase I studies and they have strong relationships
with the staff at IDOT which is important for federal projects. They also submitted the most
competitive proposal. For these reasons, staff recommends the Village Board award the
Central Avenue Phase I engineering study to TranSystems.
Budget Impact
Project Description
Central Ave Phase I

2016 Budget
$340,000

This Contract
$178,556

Balance
$161,444

As shown in the attached CIP page, Phase I is paid for locally and 70-percent of Phase II and III
costs are paid for with the federal grant.
Schedule
The project schedule is as follows:
Phase I (preliminary engineering):
Phase II (design engineering):
Construction:

2016 and 2017
2018
2019

Documents Attached
1. CIP Detail Sheet
2. Scope of Consultant Services dated April 27, 2016
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Engineering

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Central Avenue
Reconstruction

Streets, Sidewalks and Alleys

X

Critical
Recommended
Contingent on Funding

2016
2018
2019

$ 340,000
$ 460,000
$ 5,015,000

(Phase I) Grant/Operating
(Phase II)
(Construction)

Original Purchase Date & Cost
Unknown
Funding History
N/A
Project Description & Justification
The limits of the Central Avenue reconstruction are from
Green Bay Road to Sheridan Road. The scope of work includes new curb and gutter, minor drainage
improvements, new water main, combined sewer repairs and roadway reconstruction. In addition,
pedestrian and bikeway improvements will be considered.
The project will be funded through a federal grant which includes 70-percent federal participation for
phase II engineering and construction and a 30-percent local share. Following is a summary of costs:

Project Update

Year
2016
2018
2019

Description
Phase I
Phase II
Construction

Total Cost
$ 340,000
$ 460,000
$ 5,015,000

Federal Share
$
0
$ 322,000
$ 3,510,500

Village Share
$ 340,000
$ 138,000
$ 1,504,500

The project is funded in the North Shore Council of Mayors Surface Transportation Program (STP).
Project Alternative

The alternative to using federal funds is to improve the roadway using local funding only.
Operating Budget Impact
Is this purchase _______ routine or ___X__ non-routine?

NON-ROUTINE
Department Budget - Maintenance Costs
None
Personnel Costs
None
Training Costs
None

Phase I Engineering Services for
Central Avenue Improvements
Village of Wilmette

2 | Project Understanding and Approach
Scope of Services
Phase I Engineering (Revised 4/27/16)
1. Project Coordination and Data Collection
a. Obtain the following information from the appropriate agencies: existing roadway plans, bikeway
plans, right-of-way data, pavement flooding history, drainage atlases, FIRM and FIS maps, National
Wetland Inventory Maps, crash reports (for the 5 most recent years), bus routes, emergency
response routes, public and private utility atlases, bench mark and other survey datum information.
b. Obtain aerial photography at 1”=50’ scale from Village/County for use in the preliminary design
studies, environmental survey request, and public meetings.
c. Summarize data collection elements in tables, exhibits, maps, and/or aerial photos for use
throughout the duration of the project including, Project Location Map and Existing Roadway
Typical Sections.
d. Conduct site visit, sign inventory, and take pictures of project features. Prepare photographs for
use by project team during engineering phases.
e. Provide project administration, prepare monthly invoicing and project status reports. Assume 12
month duration.
2. Field Surveys
The limits of the survey will typically be along the project corridor and up to 50 feet along each leg of the
cross street intersections along the corridor. The total survey distance for Central Avenue is approximately
5,800 feet.
a. Conduct topographic design survey based on the English system including the establishment of
horizontal and vertical controls based on the Village’s published benchmarks (datum: NAV83
horizontal and NAVD88 vertical). The survey will include topography, cross sections (at 50-foot
increments), culvert, utility, drainage, and trees. Additional cross sections will be conducted (as
needed) at critical locations, i.e. driveway, cross streets. (Jorgensen)
b. Verify existing ROW. Boundary lines will be shown per existing records and ROW markers found
in the field. (Jorgensen)
c. Conduct a utility survey to obtain drainage and sanitary invert elevations, direction of flow, outfalls,
pipe sizes, top of water main elevations, and condition of the structures. (Jorgensen)
d. Download topographic survey and cross sections for use in the preliminary design studies.
(Jorgensen)
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e. Create project base files, digital terrain model, project design files, and project centerline and
stationing for use in cross section, alignment, and profile studies. Preliminary plan and profile sheets
will be prepared at a scale of 1”=50’.
f.

Prepare base map to be used in all phases of the study indicating right-of-way and property lines,
street names, and individual house addresses.

g. Based on utility information collected from the survey and from outside sources, develop line work
for existing utilities. The Village will be contacted to locate their facilities.
3. Traffic and Crash Analysis
Since Central Avenue is an urban collector roadway in an established neighborhood, and no major
redevelopment of adjacent property is planned or likely, it assumed that Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on
Central Avenue will likely remain the same between existing conditions and future (2040) conditions.
a. Fully classified intersection turning movement traffic counts will be conducted at the intersections of
Central Avenue/Green Bay Road and Central Avenue/Wilmette Avenue during weekday peak
periods using Quality Counts to perform the counts. It is recommended that two-hour morning and
evening weekday peak periods be counted. The traffic count data, as well as video of the
intersection during the traffic count collection periods, will be provided to the Village. Analyze
traffic data to determine A.M. and P.M. peak hours and peak hour usage.
b. Estimate existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on Central Avenue from the turning movement traffic
count data using standard traffic engineering procedures.
c. Coordinate with CMAP to obtain concurrence and approval of the existing and projected 2040
ADT volumes.
d. Complete intersection capacity analysis (existing traffic) for the Central Avenue/Green Bay Road
and Central Avenue/Wilmette Avenue intersections using HCS 2010 and calculate storage bay
requirements using 95th percentile data and IDOT’s Red-Time Formula, to verify that no geometric
improvements are required. Evaluate existing levels of service.
e. Evaluate confirmation of traffic signal warrants. Prepare an Intersection Design Study at the
intersections of Central Avenue/Green Bay Road and Central Avenue/Wilmette Avenue to address
the signal phasing, timing and any proposed geometric improvements.
f.

Prepare crash summary tables, collision diagrams, and identify crash patterns for the most recent
available five-year study period. Perform accident and wet pavement accident analyses. All crash
reports needed for analysis under this item will be provided by the Village and IDOT.

g. Perform 4-way stop warrant for Central Avenue and 11th Street
4. Preliminary Design Studies
a. Establish design criteria for the roadway horizontal and vertical geometrics and develop a typical
roadway section based on vehicular traffic, bicycle and pedestrian needs.
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b. Review existing roadway geometrics to identify possible geometric and safety improvements.
c. Conduct a cross section analysis along the roadway to verify the right-of-way needs, and impacts to
the adjacent area including driveways, trees, and utilities.
d. Investigate sidewalk and bicycle route improvements. Perform any required additional work that
would support Central Avenue as a “Complete Street” including, potential for pedestrian and
bicycling corridors.
e. Perform a pedestrian safety analysis to determine the levels of safety for the exiting school crossings
and recommend additional measures to increase safety.
f.

Prepare preliminary plans, profile, and working cross sections (50-foot intervals plus driveways and
cross streets) to identify roadway geometrics, preferred centerline alignment, and verify right-of-way
needs. Estimated at six (6) plan sheets.

g. Develop options to incorporate the use of “green infrastructure” in the overall design.
h. Identify Streetscaping Concepts Alternatives compatible with available funding. Anticipated to be
stamped concrete, hanging baskets, decorative traffic signals, plantings, signage, etc.
i.

Perform parking analysis and provide alternate parking schemes to fit the preferred improvement

j.

Collect data at Central Elementary School for vehicle pick-up and drop-off

5. Drainage and Utilities Studies
A formal Location Drainage Study (LDS) will not be prepared as the proposed improvements are not
anticipated to increase impervious areas. The proposed roadway footprint will remain relatively the same,
and as a result, no requirement for storm water detention is anticipated.
a. Prepare existing and proposed drainage and utilities plan concepts including trunk main storm
sewer, combination sewer, and water main. The preliminary drainage and utilities concepts will be
shown on the Preferred Improvement Plan. No hydraulic capacity calculations will be performed in
Phase I for sizing of the new trunk main storm. Include concept plan for a new water main location.
b. Conduct a drainage analysis to identify and evaluate the exiting drainage conditions and assess
physical deficiencies.
c. Investigate identified drainage problems and identify possible solutions. These solutions will be
further analyzed and detailed in Phase II to determine whether they will be incorporated.
d. Identify permit needs. Pre-application meetings and permit applications will be prepared in Phase II.
It is anticipated that a Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago watershed
management permit will be required. Although a water management permit is anticipated, the site
runoff/volume/detention requirements as stated in the newly enacted ordinance will not need to be
met as it is anticipated that the total new impervious area will be less than the ordinance threshold
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of 1 acre for developments within the right-of-way based on the proposed improvements identified
in the scope.
e. Identify potential green infrastructure improvements, such as use of permeable pavers, bioswales,
and rain gardens. Further development and design of such features will be done in Phase 2.
6. Environmental Studies
a. Prepare an Environmental Survey Request Form to obtain biological resource and cultural resource
reviews and signoffs of the project study limits.
b. The project is not expected to involve noise concerns because the edge of travel way is not being
significantly altered. Therefore, a noise analysis is not anticipated for the project.
c. Prepare a Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA) report to identify any potential
Hazardous/Special Waste locations near the site. (Prepared by subconsultant: Huff & Huff, Inc.)
d. Summarize the environmental studies and incorporate into the Project Report.
7. Preferred Improvement Plan
a. Based on design studies, environmental studies, and public input, prepare Preferred Improvement
Plan for the project which meets Village and IDOT requirements. Develop the Preferred
Improvement Plan on topographic survey mapping. Estimated as six (6) plan sheets.
b. Prepare typical sections for the proposed improvements.
c. Analyze construction staging schemes. Detailed plans will be prepared in Phase 2.
8. Village, IDOT, and Public Meetings
a. Conduct a Kick-Off Meeting with both the Village and IDOT to discuss goals and objectives of the
project. (1 meeting)
b. Attend FHWA/IDOT Coordination meeting to present the Preferred Improvement Plan and obtain
approval of proposed design and any variances. It is anticipated the Village would be in attendance
at the meeting. (2 meetings)
c. Conduct stakeholders meetings with Village throughout project duration to present design studies,
obtain environmental and design approvals, and review project schedule. (5 meetings)






Wilmette Public School District 39 Central Elementary School
Wilmette Park District
Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce
Wilmette Citizens for Active Transportation (WCAT)
Residential Stakeholders

4 | TranSystems

Phase I Engineering Services for
Central Avenue Improvements
Village of Wilmette

2 | Project Understanding and Approach
d. Prepare for and host three Public Information Meetings. The meetings will be conducted in an open
house format. Coordinate with the Village to prepare all notifications, handouts, presentation text,
exhibits, and minutes. The Village will be responsible for publication notices and postings. The first
meeting will be conducted to introduce the project to the stakeholders and obtain feedback on
project goals from the community. The second meeting will present the finalized improvements,
allowing for final input as Preliminary Engineering Studies are concluded and the project moves into
Design.
9. Project Development Report
a. Prepare a Draft Project Report using IDOT Project Development Report (PDR) for a Categorical
Exclusion Group 1 (BLR Form 22211) summarizing the preliminary engineering efforts including data
collection, coordination documentation, and Preferred Improvement Plan.
b. Prepare a preliminary estimate of cost based on the Preferred Improvement Plan.
c. Submit the Draft Project Report for Village, IDOT, and FHWA for concurrent reviews. (4 copies:
Village 2, IDOT BLR 2)
d. Revise and submit the Final PDR based on review comments and public comments at informational
meeting.
e. Submit the Final Project Report to the Village and IDOT for Design Approval. (4 copies as noted
above)
10. QA/QC Plan & Reviews
a. Develop Project Quality Assurance Plan.
b. Develop Project Work Plan.
c. Set up project control files and document data control.
d. Provide project QA/QC for all major submittals.
Assumptions


No COSIM (Air Quality) analysis is required for this project since the scope of proposed
improvements does not include adding through lanes or auxiliary turn lanes.



A Location Drainage Study will not be prepared for this project since the existing drainage system
will not be significantly affected, no floodplain impacts are anticipated, no storm water detention will
be required based on the proposed improvements identified in the scope, and the project is not on
or adjacent to any IDOT routes.

5 | TranSystems

COST PLUS FIXED FEE
COST ESTIMATE OF CONSULTANT SERVICES
FIRM
PSB
PRIME/SUPPLEMENT

ITEM

TranSystems
Central Avenue
Prime

DATE
OVERHEAD RATE
COMPLEXITY FACTOR

MANHOURS

PAYROLL

(A)

(B)

OVERHEAD

IN-HOUSE

Outside

SERVICES

&

DIRECT

FIXED

Direct

BY

FRINGE BENF

COSTS

FEE

Costs

OTHERS

(C)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(G)

Project Coordination
Field Surveys
Traffic and Crash Analysis
Preliminary Design Studies
Drainage and Utilities Studies
Environmental Studies
Preferred Improvement Plans
Village, IDOT, Public Meetings
Project Development Report
QA/QC Plan & Reviews

38
32
88
272
84
36
112
256
112
32

1,618.95
1,293.21
3,647.42
11,216.22
3,553.34
1,523.80
4,642.54
10,799.76
4,766.00
1,710.36

2,491.57
1,990.25
5,613.38
17,261.76
5,468.59
2,345.13
7,144.88
16,620.83
7,334.88
2,632.25

TOTALS

1062

44,771.61

68,903.50

28.00

168.00

196.00

600.09
476.10
1,342.82
4,129.31
1,308.18
561.00
1,709.18
4,000.34
1,754.63
629.68

16,511.31

04/22/16

1.539
0

1,000.00
81.00
215.00
660.00
719.00

2,675.00

40,498.36

5,000.63

45,498.99

% OF
TOTAL

GRAND
TOTAL

(B-G)

4,738.61
44,257.92
11,603.61
32,607.28
10,411.11
9,430.56
13,711.60
32,248.93
14,574.51
4,972.29

2.65%
24.79%
6.50%
18.26%
5.83%
5.28%
7.68%
18.06%
8.16%
2.78%

178,556.41

100.00%

AVERAGE HOURLY PROJECT RATES
FIRM
PSB

TranSystems
Central Avenue
PRIME/SUPPLEMENT Prime

DATE

04/22/16

SHEET
PAYROLL

AVG
HOURLY
CLASSIFICATION RATES
Engineer 5 (E5)
70.00
Engineer 4 (E4)
70.00
Engineer 3 (E3)
54.41
Engineer 2 (E2)
41.97
Engineer 1 (E1)
31.93
Planner 5 (P5)
70.00
Planner 4 (P4)
70.00
Planner 3 (P3)
47.66
Architect 4 (AR4)
70.00
Architect 3 (AR3)
60.00
Architect 2 (AR2)
37.39
Architect 1 (AR1)
28.33
Environmental Scient 60.00
Industry Specialist 3 ( 51.14
Surveyor 3 (S3)
35.33
Surveyor 1 (S1)
20.91
Technician 3 (T3)
35.35
Technician 1 (T1)
18.72
Administrative 3 (A3) 41.11
Administrative 2 (A2) 33.18
Administrative 1 (A1) 22.48

TOTALS

TOTAL PROJECT RATES
Hours

0
50
232
312
290
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
178
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1062

Project Coordination
%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

Field Surveys
Hours

4.71%

3.30

21.85%

11.89

10

26.32%

14.32

0

2

29.38%

12.33

18

47.37%

19.88

14

27.31%

8.72

10

26.32%

8.40

16.76%

5.92

100%

$42.16

38

100.00% $42.60

Traffic and Crash Analysis

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

6.25%

4.38

43.75%

18.36

Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

1

OF

2

Preliminary Design StudiesDrainage and Utilities Studies
Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

2

2.27%

1.59

8

2.94%

2.06

4

4.76%

3.33

24

27.27%

14.84

56

20.59%

11.20

20

23.81%

12.96

18

20.45%

8.59

80

29.41%

12.34

20

23.81%

9.99

32

36.36%

11.61

80

29.41%

9.39

20

23.81%

7.60

16

50.00%

17.67

12

13.64%

4.82

48

17.65%

6.24

20

23.81%

8.42

32

100%

$40.41

88

100%

$41.45

272

100%

$41.24

84

100%

$42.30

'

AVERAGE HOURLY PROJECT RATES
FIRM
PSB

TranSystems
Central Avenue
PRIME/SUPPLEMENT Prime

DATE

04/22/16

SHEET
PAYROLL

AVG Environmental Studies
Preferred Improvement Plans Village, IDOT, Public Meetings
HOURLY Hours
%
Wgtd Hours
%
Wgtd Hours
%
Wgtd
Part.
Avg
Part.
Avg
Part.
Avg
CLASSIFICATION RATES
Engineer 5 (E5)
70.00
Engineer 4 (E4)
70.00
4
3.57%
2.50
18
7.03%
4.92
Engineer 3 (E3)
54.41
8
22.22%
12.09
26
23.21%
12.63
48
18.75%
10.20
Engineer 2 (E2)
41.97
18
50.00%
20.99
26
23.21%
9.74
66
25.78%
10.82
Engineer 1 (E1)
31.93
6
16.67%
5.32
36
32.14%
10.26
66
25.78%
8.23
Planner 5 (P5)
70.00
Planner 4 (P4)
70.00
Planner 3 (P3)
47.66
Architect 4 (AR4)
70.00
Architect 3 (AR3)
60.00
Architect 2 (AR2)
37.39
Architect 1 (AR1)
28.33
Environmental Scien 60.00
Industry Specialist 3 51.14
Surveyor 3 (S3)
35.33
Surveyor 1 (S1)
20.91
Technician 3 (T3)
35.35
4
11.11%
3.93
20
17.86%
6.31
58
22.66%
8.01
Technician 1 (T1)
18.72
Administrative 3 (A3) 41.11
Administrative 2 (A2) 33.18
Administrative 1 (A1) 22.48

TOTALS

36

100%

$42.33

112

100%

$41.45

256

100%

$42.19

2

OF

2

Hours

%
Part.

Wgtd
Avg

0

0%

$0.00

Project Development Report

QA/QC Plan & Reviews

Hours

Hours

%
Part.

Wgtd
Avg
13.13

%
Part.

Wgtd
Avg

6

5.36%

3.75

6

18.75%

24

21.43%

11.66

16

50.00%

27.21

42

37.50%

15.74

10

31.25%

13.12

40

35.71%

11.40

112

100%

$42.55

32

100%

$53.45

Central Avenue
Village of Wilmette
Direct Cost Summary
Outside
1

Project Coordination & Data Collection
Vehicle Days
0 vehicle @
Mileage
1 trips @
Letter Size Copies
0 sheets @
Color Copies
0 sheets @
Full Size Copies
0 sheets @
Mylar
0 sheets @
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 days @
50 miles @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
2

Field Surveys
Vehicle Days
Mileage
Letter Size Copies
Color Copies
Full Size Copies
Mylar
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 vehicle @
0 trips @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @

0 days @
0 miles @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
3

Traffic and Crash Analysis
Vehicle Days
Mileage
Letter Size Copies
Color Copies
Full Size Copies
Mylar
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising
Quality Counts

0 vehicle @
0 trips @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @

0 days @
0 miles @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
4

Preliminary Design Studies
Vehicle Days
Mileage
Letter Size Copies
Color Copies
Full Size Copies
Mylar
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 vehicle @
0 trips @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @

0 days @
0 miles @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
5

Drainage Studies
Vehicle Days
0 vehicle @
Mileage
0 trips @
Letter Size Copies
20 sheets @
Color Copies
0 sheets @
Full Size Copies
4 sheets @
Mylar
0 sheets @
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 days @
0 miles @
3 copies @
0 copies @
3 copies @
0 copies @
2 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery
Subtotals

Page 1

2 submittals
0 submittals
2 submittals
0 submittals

In-House
$

28

$
$
$
$
$

-

$

- $

28.00

$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$

-

$

- $

-

$
1,000.00
1,000.00 $

-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

-

$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$

-

$

- $

-

$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$

12.00
19.00
50.00

$

81.00 $

-

Central Avenue
Village of Wilmette
Direct Cost Summary
Outside
6

Environmental Studies
Vehicle Days
Mileage
Letter Size Copies
Color Copies
Full Size Copies
Mylar
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 vehicle @
0 trips @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @

0 days @
0 miles @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
7

Preferred Improvement Plan
Vehicle Days
Mileage
Letter Size Copies
Color Copies
Full Size Copies
Mylar
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 vehicle @
0 trips @
36 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @

0 days @
0 miles @
6 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
6 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

3 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
8

Village, IDOT, and Public Meetings
Vehicle Days
0 vehicle @
Mileage
6 trips @
Letter Size Copies
300 sheets @
Color Copies
20 sheets @
Full Size Copies
20 sheets @
Mylar
0 sheets @
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 days @
50 miles @
10 copies @
10 copies @
10 copies @
0 copies @
0 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

1 submittals
1 submittals
1 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
9

Project Development Report
Vehicle Days
0 vehicle @
Mileage
0 trips @
Letter Size Copies
200 sheets @
Color Copies
25 sheets @
Full Size Copies
4 sheets @
Mylar
0 sheets @
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 days @
0 miles @
4 copies @
4 copies @
3 copies @
0 copies @
6 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

3 submittals
3 submittals
3 submittals
0 submittals

Subtotals
10 QA/QC Plan & Reviews
Vehicle Days
Mileage
Letter Size Copies
Color Copies
Full Size Copies
Mylar
FedEx / Messenger
Legal Notices & Advertising

0 vehicle @
0 trips @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @
0 sheets @

0 days @
0 miles @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 copies @
0 deliveries @

$ 45.00 per day
$ 0.54 per mile
$ 0.10 per sheet
$ 1.00 per sheet
$ 0.80 per sheet
$ 9.00 per sheet
$ 25.00 per delivery

Page 2

In-House
$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$

-

$

- $

-

$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$

65.00
150.00

$

215.00 $

-

$

168

$
$
$
$
$

300.00
200.00
160.00
-

$

660.00 $

168.00

$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$

240.00
300.00
29.00
150.00

$

719.00 $

-

$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$

-

Subtotals

$

- $

-

Totals

$

2,675.00 $

196.00

0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals
0 submittals

Route:
Section:
County:
Job No.:

Central Avenue
Green Bay Road to Sheridan Road
Cook

Exhibit “A”
Payroll Burden & Fringe Costs
% of Direct
Productive
Payroll
Federal Insurance Contributions Act

11.44%

State Unemployment Compensation

3.31%

Federal Unemployment Compensation

0.12%

Workmen's Compensation Insurance

0.79%

Paid Holidays, Vacation, Sick Leave, Personal Leave

10.42%

Bonus

6.56%

Pension

0.86%

Group Insurance

36.40%

Total Payroll Burden & Fringe Costs

69.90%

E:\TRANSYSTEMS\Wilmette\Central Ave\EXA

Route:
Section:
County:
Job No.:

Central Avenue
Green Bay Road to Sheridan Road
Cook

Exhibit “B”
Overhead and Indirect Costs

% of Direct
Productive
Payroll

Business Insurance

5.22%

Depreciation

9.51%

Indirect wages and salaries

37.85%

Reproductive and printing costs

0.05%

Office Supplies

3.09%

Computer Costs

5.60%

Professional Fees

3.48%

Telephone

2.47%

Fees, license & dues

0.81%

Repairs and maintenance

0.87%

Business space rent

4.27%

Facilities - capital

0.48%

Travel - Meals

0.05%

Survey Supplies

1.32%

Automobile/travel expense

2.43%

Recruiting

0.37%

Miscellaneous Expense

0.54%

State Income Tax

0.66%

Postage

0.15%

Educational & Professional Registrations

0.29%

Total Overhead

E:\TRANSYSTEMS\Wilmette\Central Ave\EXB

79.51%

COST PLUS FIXED FEE
COST ESTIMATE OF CONSULTANT SERVICES
FIRM
PSB

Jorgensen & Associates, Inc.

PRIME/SUPPLEMENT

Prime

DBE
DROP
BOX

ITEM

DATE
OVERHEAD RATE
COMPLEXITY FACTOR

MANHOURS

PAYROLL

(A)

(B)

OVERHEAD

IN-HOUSE

Outside

SERVICES

&

DIRECT

FIXED

Direct

BY

DBE

FRINGE BENF

COSTS

FEE

Costs

OTHERS

TOTAL

(C)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(G)

(H)

(1) Field-Topography Survey
(2) Office-Compile Field Data
(3) Office-Create Topography Base Sheets
(4) Office-Create T.I.N. & Contours
(5) Coordination Meetings

346
55
99
10
2

7,958.00
2,106.00
3,210.00
324.00
88.00

11,890.05
3,146.57
4,796.06
484.09
131.48

769.50
770.00
32.40

2,765.57
814.00
1,070.54
108.05
34.05

Subconsultant DL
TOTALS

512

13,686.00

20,448.25

1,571.90

0.00
4,792.21

04/22/16

1.4941
0

0.00

0.00

% OF
TOTAL

GRAND
TOTAL

(B-G)

0.00

23,383.12
6,836.58
9,076.60
916.14
285.93

57.74%
16.88%
22.41%
2.26%
0.71%

0.00
40,498.36

0.00%
100.00%

DBE 0.00%
DBE

Printed 4/22/2016

PREPARED BY THE CONSULTANT

Bureau of Design and Environment (Rev. 05/08/15)

AVERAGE HOURLY PROJECT RATES
FIRM
PSB

Jorgensen & Associates, Inc.

PRIME/SUPPLEMENT

Prime

DATE

04/22/16

SHEET
PAYROLL

AVG
TOTAL PROJECT RATES
HOURLY
Hours
%
CLASSIFICATION
RATES
Part.
Principal/Officer
44.00
2
0.39%
Supervisor, P.L.S.
42.00
60
11.72%
Survey Party Chief, S.I.T.
25.75
173
33.79%
Instrument Operator
20.25
173
33.79%
Cadd Supervisor
30.00
104
20.31%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
TOTALS

Printed 4/22/2016

512

100%

(1) Field-Topography Survey
Wgtd

Hours

Avg

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

1

8.70

173

50.00%

12.88

6.84

173

50.00%

10.13

6.09

$26.73

346

100.00%

$23.00

1

(2) Office-Compile Field Data (3) Office-Create Topography Base Sheets (4) Office-Create T.I.N. & Contours (5) Coordination Meetings
Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

0.17
4.92

OF

38

69.09%

29.02

20

20.20%

8.48

2

20.00%

8.40

17

30.91%

9.27

79

79.80%

23.94

8

80.00%

24.00

55

100%

$38.29

99

100%

$32.42

10

100%

$32.40

PREPARED BY THE CONSULTANT

Hours

%

Wgtd

Part.

Avg

2

100.00%

44.00

2

100%

$44.00

Bureau of Design and
Environment (Rev. 05/08/15)

Route:
Section:
County:
Job No.:

Central Avenue
Green Bay Road to Sheridan Road
Cook
Manhour Breakdown
Topographic Survey Estimate
Side Streets
Central Avenue

+ 1,300' = + 0.246 mile
+ 5,810' = + 1.100 miles

Total Length

+ 7,110' = + 1.346 miles

1. Field – Topographic Survey
a. Measure traverse, level circuit & G.P.S. survey
17 hours x 2 men =

34 MH

b. Locate existing R.O.W. & property line occupation
42 hours x 2 men =

84 MH

c. Locate existing topography
114 hours x 2 men =

228 MH
Sub-total Item #1

346 MH

2. Office - Compile Field Data
a. Compute traverse, level circuit & G.P.S. survey
6 hours x 1 man =

6 MH

b. Compute existing R.O.W. lines
32 hours x 1 man =

32 MH

c. Edit & compile topographic survey
17 hours x 1 man =

17 MH
Sub-total Item #2

(1)

55 MH

3. Office - Create Existing Topography Base Sheets
a. Layout and drafting existing topography
79 hours x 1 man =

79 MH

b. Check topographic survey
20 hours x 1 man =

20 MH
Sub-total Item #3

99 MH

4. Office - Create T.I.N. & Contours
a. Compute contours
8 hours x 1 man =

8 MH

b. Check contours
2 hours x 1 man =

2 MH
Sub-total Item #4

5. Coordination Meetings
1 meeting @ 2 hours =

2 MH
Total All Items

(2)
E:\TRANSYSTEMS\Wilmette\Central Ave\LOP

10 MH

512 MH

Route:
Section:
County:
Job No.:

Central Avenue
Green Bay Road to Sheridan Road
Cook

Breakdown of
In House Direct Costs
Item
1. Field - Topographic Survey
a. Trips to project site - 19 ea.
+ 75 miles/trip x 19 trips = + 1,425 miles
+ 1,425 miles @ $0.54/mile =

$

769.50

$

770.00

$

32.40

2. Office – Compile Field Data
a. Plats of Subdivision from Recorder’s Office
5. Coordination Meetings
a. Meetings at TranSystems' office - 1 ea.
+ 60 miles/trip x 1 trip = + 60 miles
+ 60 miles @ $0.54/mile =
Total All Items

E:\TRANSYSTEMS\Wilmette\Central Ave\IHC

$ 1,571.90

March 15, 2016
Mr. David W. Block, P.E.
TranSystems Corporation
1475 Woodfield Road, Suite 600
Schaumburg, Illinois 60173‐5058
Re: Phase I Environmental Services ‐ PESA
Central Avenue Improvements
Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois
Proposal No. 81.PT00004.17
Dear Mr. Block:
Huff & Huff, Inc., a subsidiary of GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (Consultant) is pleased to submit
this proposal to conduct a Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA) for the proposed
Central Avenue project. The proposed project includes roadway pavement and curb & gutter
replacement; ADA compliant sidewalk improvements; pedestrian improvements including
crosswalks or bump‐outs; bicyclist improvements including signage, striping, and shared lane
markings; traffic calming measures near downtown and schools; possible addition of white
edge lines between through lanes and parking lanes to better channelize traffic; and possible
street lighting modifications along Central Avenue between Green Bay Road and Sheridan
Road in Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois.
This proposal presents our project approach, the scope of services, cost, and schedule for
completing the project.
1. SCOPE OF SERVICES
Task 1 – Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA)
The process will follow general protocols contained within:








A Manual for Conducting Preliminary Environmental Site Assessments for Illinois
Department of Transportation (IDOT) Highway Projects (Erdmann et al., 2012)
ASTM International (ASTM) standard 1527‐13
The IDOTs Bureau of Design and Environment (BDE) Procedure Memorandum Number
10‐07, Special Waste Procedures. This memo was incorporated into Chapter 27‐3 of the
IDOT BDE Manual in June 2012.
IDOT Bureau of Local Roads and Streets (BLRS) Manual, Chapter 20‐12, Special Waste, July
2013.
Public Act 96‐1416
Clean Construction or Demolition Debris Fill Operations (CCDD) and Uncontaminated Soil
Fill Operations: Amendments to 35 Illinois Administrative Code 1100. Effective on August
27, 2012.

An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/V/H
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A. Historical
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Research

The site's historical land use/ownership record will be developed from standard historical sources. Historic aerial
photographs will be reviewed to identify land use over time and potential areas of environmental concern, such as areas
of surface disturbance and outside storage.
B. Site Evaluation
Current environmental features and conditions of sites adjacent to the right‐of‐way/project area will be evaluated. A site
walkover of potential right‐of‐way/project areas designated for excavation and/or acquisition will be conducted for first‐
hand evaluation of current environmental conditions within the project limits. All of the features and conditions listed
above will be investigated and, as appropriate, documented in photographs. The land‐use and housekeeping practices of
adjacent properties also will be evaluated in accordance with ASTM protocols.
C. Records Review
A records review will be conducted to determine potential environmental concerns within the study area. It will include
a search of standard state and federal environmental record databases in accordance with the specifications of ASTM
standards. This search is based on the outline of the study area.
Specifically, Consultant will search each database to identify any potential sources requiring further investigation. As
appropriate, Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests will be filed with the IEPA to obtain additional data pertaining
to identified sites.
D.

Report Preparation

One report summarizing the results of the evaluation will be prepared. The following information will be included in this
report:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

The project location and description
Historical uses of corridor.
The area geology and hydrology.
The environmental status of sites adjacent to the corridor regarding chemical use and storage,
underground and aboveground storage tanks, solid waste, special waste, and hazardous waste, and PCBs.
An analysis of the site inspection.
A summary of the findings regarding any environmental concerns. This will include IDOT's per Memo 66‐
10 and identification of Potentially Impacted Properties (PIPs) per Subpart F, Section 1100, 35 IAC, related
to Clean Construction Demolition Debris management.

Task 2 – Project Management
Time under this task includes project administration and management activities that include cost and schedule tracking,
coordination with TranSystems Corporation on authorized activities, memo production and other in‐house management
activities, and project closeout.
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– QA/QC
Proactive
Time under this task includes QA/QC time for the reports as described above.
2. LEVEL OF EFFORT AND SCHEDULE
PESA work will commence within 10 business days of project approval, with a target completion date of six weeks from
the date of approval.
3. TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
© 2008 by GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc.
TranSystems Corporation:
Proposal No 81.PT00004.17:
Site: Central Avenue, Wilmette, IL
These Terms and Conditions, together with Consultant's Proposal, make up the Agreement between with TranSystems
Corporation named above.
1.
Services. H&H will perform the services set forth in its Proposal and any amendments or change orders authorized
by you. Any request or direction from you that would require extra work or additional time for performance or would
result in an increase in H&H's costs will be the subject of a negotiated amendment or change order.
2.
Standard of Care. H&H will perform the services with the degree of skill and care ordinarily exercised by qualified
professionals performing the same type of services at the same time under similar conditions in the same or similar
locality. NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING WARRANTY OF MARKETABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A
PARTICULAR PURPOSE, IS MADE OR INTENDED BY H&H’S PROPOSAL OR BY ANY OF H&H’S ORAL OR WRITTEN REPORTS.
3.

Payment.
a. Except as otherwise stated in the Proposal, you will compensate H&H for the services at the rates set forth
in the applicable Proposal, amendment or change order; reimburse its expenses, which will include a
communication fee calculated as a percentage of labor invoiced; and pay any sales or similar taxes
thereon.
b. Any retainer specified in H&H’s Proposal shall be due prior to the start of services and will be applied to
the final invoice for services.
c. H&H will submit invoices periodically, and payment will be due within 20 days from invoice date. Overdue
payments will bear interest at 1½ percent per month or, if lower, the maximum lawful rate. H&H may
terminate its services upon 10 days' written notice anytime your payment is overdue on this or any other
project and you will pay for all services through termination, plus termination costs. You will reimburse
H&H's costs of collecting overdue invoices, including reasonable attorneys' fees.

4.

Your Responsibilities.
a. Except as otherwise agreed, you will secure the approvals, permits, licenses and consents necessary for
performance of the services. If you are the owner or operator of the Site, you will provide H&H with all
documents, plans, information concerning underground structures (including but not limited to utilities,
conduits, pipes, and tanks), information related to hazardous materials or other environmental or
geotechnical conditions at the site and other information that may be pertinent to the services or, if you
are not the owner or operator of the Site, you agree to make reasonable efforts to obtain these same
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documents and provide them to H&H. Unless otherwise indicated in writing, H&H will be entitled to rely
on documents and information you provide.
b. If you use the services of a construction contractor at the Site, you agree to use best and reasonable
efforts to include in your agreement(s) with the construction contractor provisions obligating the latter:
(i)
to indemnify, defend and hold harmless, to the fullest extent permitted by law, you and H&H, its officers,
employees and principals, for or on account of any claims, liabilities, costs and expenses, including attorneys' fees, arising
out of or relating to the design or implementation of construction means, methods, procedures, techniques, and
sequences of construction, including safety precautions or programs, of the contractor, or any of its subcontractors or any
engineer engaged by it;
(ii) to name you and H&H as additional insureds under general liability and builder's risk insurance coverages maintained
by the contractor, or any of its subcontractors; and
(iii) to require that all of its subcontractors agree and be bound to the obligations set forth in (i) and (ii) above.
c.
In the event that you are unable to secure such provisions in the agreement(s) with the construction contractor,
you shall promptly notify H&H and H&H shall have the opportunity to negotiate with you reasonable substitute risk
allocation and insurance indemnities and protections.

Proactive by Design

5.
Right of Entry. You grant H&H and its subcontractor(s) permission to enter the site to perform the services. If
you do not own the site, you represent and warrant that the owner has granted permission for H&H to enter the site and
perform the services; you will provide reasonable verification on request; and you will indemnify H&H for any claims by
the site owner related to alleged trespass by H&H or its subcontractors.
6.
Reliance. The services, information, and other data furnished by you shall be at your expense, and H&H may rely
upon all information and data that you furnish, including the accuracy and completeness thereof. You acknowledge that
the quality of the services provided by H&H is directly related to the accuracy and completeness of the information and
data that you furnish to H&H. H&H’s REPORTS ARE PREPARED FOR AND MADE AVAILABLE FOR YOUR SOLE USE. YOU
ACKNOWLEDGE AND AGREE THAT USE OF OR RELIANCE UPON THE REPORT OR THE FINDINGS IN THE REPORT BY ANY
OTHER PARTY, OR FOR ANY OTHER PROJECT OR PURPOSE, SHALL BE AT YOUR OR SUCH OTHER PARTY’S SOLE RISK AND
WITHOUT ANY LIABILITY TO H&H.
7.
H&H Professionals. H&H employees or consultants may act as licensed, certified or registered professionals
(including but not limited to Professional Engineers, Licensed Site or Environmental Professionals, or Certified Industrial
Hygienists, collectively referred to in this section as “H&H Professionals”) whose duties may include the rendering of
independent professional opinions. You acknowledge that a federal, state or local agency or other third party may audit
the services of H&H or other contractor/consultant(s), which audit may require additional services, even though H&H and
such H&H Professionals have each performed such services in accordance with the standard of care set forth herein. You
agree to compensate H&H for all services performed in response to such an audit, or to meet additional requirements
resulting from such an audit, at the rates set forth in the applicable Proposal, amendment or change order.
8.
Hazardous Materials; H&H “Not a Generator”. Before any hazardous or contaminated materials are removed
from the site, you will sign manifests naming you as the generator of the waste (or, if you are not the generator, you will
arrange for the generator to sign). You will select the treatment or disposal facility to which any waste is taken. H&H will
not be the generator or owner of, nor will it possess, take title to, or assume legal liability for any hazardous or
contaminated materials at or removed from the site. H&H will not have responsibility for or control of the site or of
operations or activities at the site other than its own. H&H will not undertake, arrange for or control the handling,
treatment, storage, removal, shipment, transportation or disposal of any hazardous or contaminated materials at or
removed from the site, other than any laboratory samples it collects or tests. You agree to defend, indemnify and hold
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for any costs or liability incurred by H&H in defense of or in payment for any legal actions in which it is
alleged that H&H is the owner, generator, treater, storer or disposer of hazardous waste.

9.
Limits on H&H's Responsibility. H&H will not be responsible for the acts or omissions of contractors or others at
the site, except for its own subcontractors and employees. H&H will not supervise, direct or assume control over or the
authority to stop any contractor's work, nor shall H&H's professional activities or the presence of H&H or its employees
and subcontractors be construed to imply that H&H has authority over or responsibility for the means, methods,
techniques, sequences or procedures of construction, for work site health or safety precautions or programs, or for any
failure of contractors to comply with contracts, plans, specifications or laws. Any opinions by H&H of probable costs of
labor, materials, equipment or services to be furnished by others are strictly estimates and are not a guarantee that actual
costs will be consistent with the estimates.
10.

Changed Conditions.
a. You recognize the uncertainties relating to the furnishing of professional services, which often require a
phased or exploratory approach, with the need for additional services becoming apparent during the
initial services. You also recognize that actual conditions encountered may vary significantly from those
anticipated, that laws and regulations are subject to change, and that the requirements of regulatory
authorities are often unpredictable.
b. If changed or unanticipated conditions or delays make additional services necessary or result in additional
costs or time for performance, H&H will notify you and the parties will negotiate appropriate changes to
the scope of services, compensation and schedule.
c. If no agreement can be reached, H&H will be entitled to terminate its services and to be equitably
compensated for the services already performed. H&H will not be responsible for delays or failures to
perform due to weather, labor disputes, intervention by or inability to get approvals from public
authorities, acts or omissions on your part or any other causes beyond H&H's reasonable control, and you
will compensate H&H for any resulting increase in its costs.

11.
Documents and Information. All documents, data, calculations and work papers prepared or furnished by H&H
are instruments of service and will remain H&H's property. Designs, reports, data and other work product delivered to
you are for your use only, for the limited purposes disclosed to H&H. Any delayed use, use at another site, use on another
project, or use by a third party will be at the user's sole risk, and without any liability to H&H. Any technology, methodology
or technical information learned or developed by H&H will remain its property. Provided H&H is not in default under this
Agreement, H&H's designs will not be used to complete this project by others, except by written agreement relating to
use, liability and compensation.
12.
Electronic Media. In accepting and utilizing any drawings, reports and data on any form of electronic media
generated by H&H, you covenant and agree that all such electronic files are instruments of service of H&H, who shall be
deemed the author, and shall retain all common law, statutory law and other rights, including copyrights. In the event of
a conflict between the signed documents prepared by H&H and electronic files, the signed documents shall govern. You
agree not to reuse these electronic files, in whole or in part, for any purpose or project other than the project that is the
subject of this Agreement. Any transfer of these electronic files to others or reuse or modifications to such files by you
without the prior written consent of H&H will be at the user’s sole risk and without any liability to H&H.
13.
Confidentiality; Subpoenas. Information about this Agreement and H&H's services and information you provide
to H&H regarding your business and the site, other than information available to the public and information acquired from
third parties, will be maintained in confidence and will not be disclosed to others without your consent, except as H&H
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is necessary: (a) to perform its services; (b) to comply with professional standards to protect public
health, safety and the environment; and (c) to comply with laws and court orders. H&H will make reasonable efforts to
give you prior notice of any disclosure under (b) or (c) above. You will reimburse H&H for responding to any subpoena or
governmental inquiry or audit related to the services, at the rates set forth in the applicable Proposal, amendment or
change order.
14.
Insurance. During performance of the services, H&H will maintain workers compensation, commercial general
liability, automobile liability, and professional liability insurance. H&H will furnish you certificates of such insurance on
request.
15.
Indemnification. You agree to hold harmless, indemnify, and defend H&H and its affiliates and subcontractors
and their employees, officers, directors and agents (collectively referred to in this paragraph as "H&H") against all claims,
suits, fines and penalties, including mandated cleanup costs and attorneys' fees and other costs of settlement and defense,
which claims, suits, fines, penalties or costs arise out of or are related to this Agreement or the services, except to the
extent they are caused by H&H’s negligence or willful misconduct.
16.

Limitation of Remedies.
a. To the fullest extent permitted by law and notwithstanding anything else in this Agreement to the
contrary, the aggregate liability of H&H and its affiliates and subcontractors and their employees, officers,
directors and agents (collectively referred to in this paragraph as "H&H") for all claims arising out of this
Agreement or the services is limited to $50,000 or, if greater, 10% of the compensation received by H&H
under this Agreement.
b. You may elect to increase the limit of liability by paying an additional fee, such fee to be negotiated prior
to the execution of this Agreement.
c. Any claim will be deemed waived unless received by H&H within one year of substantial completion of
the services.
d. H&H will not be liable for lost profits, loss of use of property, delays, or other special, indirect, incidental,
consequential, punitive, exemplary or multiple damages.
e. H&H will not be liable to you or the site owner for injuries or deaths suffered by H&H's or its
subcontractors' employees.
f. You will look solely to H&H for your remedy for any claim arising out of or relating to this Agreement,
including any claim arising out of or relating to alleged negligence or errors or omissions of any H&H
principal, officer, employee or agent.

17.

Disputes.
a. All disputes between you and H&H shall be subject to non‐binding mediation.
b. Either party may demand mediation by serving a written notice stating the essential nature of the dispute,
the amount of time or money claimed, and requiring that the matter be mediated within forty‐five (45)
days of service of notice.
c. The mediation shall be administered by the American Arbitration Association in accordance with its most
recent Construction Mediation Rules, or by such other person or organization as the parties may agree
upon.
d. No action or suit may be commenced unless mediation has occurred but did not resolve the dispute, or
unless a statute of limitation period would expire if suit were not filed prior to such forty‐five (45) days
after service of notice.

Cost Estimate of
Consultant Services
(CPFF)
Firm
Route
Section
County
Job No.
PTB & Item

Huff & Huff, Inc.
Central Avenue (FAU 1296)
Green Bay Rd to Sheridan Rd
Cook

Item

Manhours

PESA
Project Management
QA/QC

TOTALS
Method of Compensation:
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 1
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 2
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 3
Specific Rate
Lump Sum
PRINTED 3/16/2016, 8:06 AM
Page 3

Payroll

Overhead
&
Fringe Benefits

Date

3/16/2016

Overhead Rate

171.26%

Complexity Factor

0

In-House
Direct
Costs

Fixed
Fee

Outside
Direct
Costs

Services
By
Others

Total

% of
Grand
Total

41
2
2

1,310.01
80.02
110.01

2,243.52
137.04
188.40

62.55
0.00
0.00

524.33
31.47
43.27

270.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

4,410.42
248.54
341.68

88.20%
4.97%
6.83%

45

1,500.04

2,568.97

62.55

599.08

270.00

0.00

5,000.63

100.00%

X

14.5%[DL + R(DL) + OH(DL) + IHDC]
14.5%[DL + R(DL) + 1.4(DL) + IHDC]
14.5%[(2.3 + R)DL + IHDC]
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Average Hourly Project Rates
Central Avenue (FAU 1296)
Green Bay Rd to Sheridan Rd
Cook

Route
Section
County
Job No.
PTB/Item

Consultant

Date 3/16/2016

Huff & Huff, Inc.

Sheet
Payroll

Classification
Principal
Senior Geotechnical Cons.
Senior Consultant
Senior Geologist PM
Geologist PM
Senior Engineering PM
Engineering PM
Assistant PM Engineer II
Assistant PM Engineer I
Engineer 1
Senior Scientist PM
Scientist PM I
Assistant PM Scientist
Senior Technical Scientist
Environmental Scientist E1
Senior Planning PM
Planning PM
Senior Technical Specialist
Senior CADD Specialist
Administrative Managers
Sr. Administrative Assistant
Administrative Assistant
Senior PM II (on call)
Senior PM I (on call)
Engineering Intern
Intern

TOTALS

Avg
Hourly
Rates
70.00
58.08
57.95
48.62
30.64
46.41
38.32
37.08
31.66
29.56
40.01
39.82
25.51
34.00
23.74
45.04
32.64
42.88
31.20
37.12
25.88
21.16
57.69
38.89
18.00
15.50

Total Project Rates

Hours
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
34
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
4
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
45

PESA

Project Management

%
Part.
2.22%

Wgtd
Avg
1.56

Hours

%
Part.

Wgtd Hours
Avg

75.56%

23.92

34

82.93%

26.25

8.89%

3.56

1

2.44%

0.98

2.22%
8.89%

0.95
2.77

1
4

2.44%
9.76%

1.05
3.04

2.22%

0.58

1

2.44%

0.63

100%

$33.33

41

100%

$31.95

%
Part.

1

OF

1

QA/QC

Wgtd Hours
%
Avg
Part.
1
50.00%

Wgtd Hours
Avg
35.00

2

100.00%

40.01

1

50.00%

20.01

2

100%

$40.01

2

100%

$55.01

0

%
Part.

0%

Wgtd Hours
Avg

$0.00

0

%
Part.

Wgtd
Avg

0%

$0.00
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HUFF & HUFF, INC.
SUMMARY OF INHOUSE DIRECT COSTS

Project: TranSystems - Central Ave Wilmette PESA

DIRECT
Task 1 - PESA
Trips - Company
Tolls
Reproduction
Color copies
Photo sheets

65 miles

x

3 sets
3 sets
3 sets

x
x
x

Task 2 - Project Management

Task 3 - QA/QC

1
6
150
10
5
0

x
x
x
x
x
x

$
0.54
$
1.50
$
0.03
$
0.11
$
0.11
$
Task Total

=
=
=
=
=
=

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

35.10
9.00
13.50
3.30
1.65
62.55

0 x $
Task Total

= $
$

-

0 x $
Task Total

= $
$

-

GRAND TOTAL

$

62.55

\\Gzachicago\finance\PROPOSALS\Proposal-FY2017\TranSystems\Wilmette\[81.PT0004.17 TS Central Ave Wilmette PESA

HUFF & HUFF, INC.
SUMMARY OF OUTSIDE DIRECT COSTS

Project: TranSystems - Central Ave Wilmette PESA
OUTSIDE
Task 1 - PESA
Federal Express
Records Search

Task 2 - Project Management

Task 3 - QA/QC

1 x $
20.00
1 x $
250.00
0 x $
Task Total

= $
= $
= $
$

20.00
250.00
270.00

0 x $
Task Total

= $
$

-

0 x $
Task Total

= $
$

-

GRAND TOTAL

$

270.00

\\Gzachicago\finance\PROPOSALS\Proposal-FY2017\TranSystems\Wilmette\[81.PT0004.17 TS Central Ave Wilmette PESA ID

HUFF & HUFF, INC.
SUMMARY OF SERVICES BY OTHERS

Project: TranSystems - Central Ave Wilmette PESA
OUTSIDE
Task 1 - PESA

Task 2 - Project Management

Task 3 - QA/QC

0 x $
Task Total

= $
$

-

0 x $
Task Total

= $
$

-

0 x $
Task Total

= $
$

-

GRAND TOTAL

$

-

\\Gzachicago\finance\PROPOSALS\Proposal-FY2017\TranSystems\Wilmette\[81.PT0004.17 TS Central Ave Wilmette P

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.14

Engineering and Public
Works Department
SUBJECT:

Purchase of Brick Pavers

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Russ Jensen P.E., Village Engineer
Jorge Cruz P.E., Assistant Village Engineer

BUDGET IMPACT:

Contract Cost
Over/(Under) Budget

$ 48,608
$
0

Recommended Motions
Move to approve a purchase in the amount of $48,608 with Gavin Historical Bricks, Iowa City, IA
for the 2016 road construction projects.
Background
In 2016, the following proposed road projects will require brick restoration:
Street
11th Street
15th Street
Various

Limits
Elmwood to Greenwood
Walnut to Green Bay Road
Various

Scope of Work
Brick Street Renovation
Asphalt to Brick Reconstruction
Brick Street Spot Maintenance

Discussion
Typically for brick renovation projects, it is estimated that 30-percent of the existing bricks
cannot be reused due to poor condition. The Village pre-purchases the brick pavers in order to
save on the contractor’s mark-up. This purchase will ensure there are adequate bricks for the
2016 brick projects. Any remaining bricks will be stored at the Public Works facility and used
for future projects.
Gavin Historical Bricks has been the Village’s sole supplier of antique Purington street pavers
since the Linden Avenue brick reconstruction project in 2003. In 2015, the Village sought
pricing from the brick street contractor (Alliance), who provided a unit price of $8.00/square foot
(sf) for delivery of the brick pavers. The Village opted to purchase the bricks directly from Gavin
at $6.50/sf.
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Gavin Historical Bricks contacted the Village recently to communicate that they have received
a number of inquiries for historical brick purchases this year. Discussions with Gavin indicate
that the supply of historical brick is diminishing and the cost of labor to clean and store the
historical bricks has increased. Staff negotiated a price of $7.00/sf with Gavin which is a 7.69percent increase from last year’s price of $6.50/sf.
Budget Impact
The 2016 budget is shown below:
Project
Name

Street

Project Limits

Brick Street
Renovation

11th Street

Elmwood Avenue to
Greenwood Avenue

Street
Resurfacing

15th Street

Walnut Ave to Green
Bay Rd

Brick Street
Maintenance

Various
Locations

Various Locations

Account
Brick Street
Renovation
(1120-425235)
Street Resurfacing
Program
(1120-425250)
Brick Street
Maintenance
(1120-425230)

Total

Available
Budget

Brick Cost

$240,000

$19,845

$360,000

$23,373

$136,000

$5,390

$736,000

$48,608

The brick cost for each project has been accounted for as part of the overall budget to ensure
projected expenditures remain within budget.
Document Attached
1. Price quote from Gavin Historical Bricks dated March 29, 2016
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AGENDA ITEM: 3.14

GAVIN HISTORICAL BRICKS
2050 Glendale Rd. Iowa City, IA 52245
(319) 354-5251 phone (319) 688-3086 fax
www.historicalbricks.com
QUOTE
Date:

AGENDA ITEM: 3.14

3/29/16

Sold To:
City of Wilmette, IL
Ship To:
Wilmette, IL
________________________________________________________________________
Project 1: 11,130 Sq Ft with Asphalt Overlay (Estimated 30% Replacement Needed)
Quantity Needed:
3,339 Sq Ft

Description:
Antique Purington Street Pavers

Price:
$7.00/Sq Ft Delivered

Subtotal:
$23,373.00
NOTE:
- We will not know true replacement need until asphalt is removed and utility patches are exposed. Using
industry standard of 30% for estimate.
Project 2: 9,450 Sq Ft Brick Street Reconstruction (Estimated 30% Replacement Needed)
Quantity Needed:
2,835 Sq Ft

Description:
Antique Purington Street Pavers

Price:
$7.00/Sq Ft Delivered

Subtotal:
$19,845.00
Project 3: 770 Sq Ft Brick Street Maintenance Program
Quantity Needed:
770 Sq Ft

Description:
Antique Purington Street Pavers

Subtotal:
$5,390.00
TOTAL:

$48,608.00

To approve, please sign and fax back to 319-688-3086.
Approved by:

___________________________

Contact name/#:

___________________________

Price:
$7.00/Sq Ft Delivered

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.15

Fire Department
SUBJECT:

Mutual Aid Box Alarm System (MABAS) Addendum Ordinance

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Michael A. McGreal, Fire Chief

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance 2016-O-21 authorizing an addendum to
the Mutual Aid Box Alarm System (MABAS) Agreement.
Background
Wilmette first entered into an agreement with MABAS-Illinois in 1990 for mutual aid involving
equipment and manpower from and to other cooperating municipalities and fire protection
districts. The Board approved and signed the first addendum agreement on March 25, 2015
(see attachment # 1b, MABAS First Addendum to MABAS Master Agreement). This request is
to approve and sign the attached MABAS-Illinois Ordinance addendum and Secretary/Clerk
Certificate (see 1A, Ordinance # 2016-O-21 and Secretary/Clerk’s Certificate form).
Discussion
Today, MABAS includes approximately 1,000 of the states 1,200 fire departments organized
within 69 divisions. MABAS divisions geographically span an area from Lake Michigan to
Iowa's border and south almost into Kentucky. Twelve Wisconsin divisions also share MABAS
with their Illinois counterparts. The cities of Chicago, St. Louis, and Milwaukee are also MABAS
member agencies. MABAS has also expanded into Indiana and Michigan.
MABAS includes approximately 35,000 of Illinois’ 40,000 firefighters who staff emergency
response units including more than 1,500 fire stations, 2,495 engine companies, 469 ladder
trucks, 1,100 ambulances (mostly paramedic capable), 297 heavy rescue squads, and 788
water tenders. Fire/EMS reserve (back-up) units account for more than 1,000 additional
emergency vehicles.
MABAS is a unique organization in that every MABAS participant agency has signed the same
contract with their 1,000 plus counterpart MABAS agencies. As a MABAS agency, you agree
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to: standards of operation, incident command, safety, and on-scene terminology. MABAS
agencies, regardless of their geopolitical origin, are able to work together seamlessly on any
emergency scene. All MABAS agencies operate on a common radio frequency (IFERN) and
are activated for response through pre-designed "run" cards each participating agency designs
and tailors to meet their local risk need. MABAS also provides mutual aid station coverage to
a stricken community when their fire/EMS resources are committed to an incident for an
extended period.
The purpose of this ordinance addendum is to gain compliance with the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Recovery Policy. By adopting the FEMA Recovery Policy, it
establishes a guideline for recouping costs and making whole communities who provide
support through MABAS for extended emergencies (8 hours or more).
Approving this ordinance will have no changes on Village operations as it has already been an
existing practice.
Budget Impact
This ordinance addendum has no impact on the budget.
Documents Attached
1A
1B.
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Wilmette ordinance # 2016-O-21 And Secretary/Clerk’s Certificate
Mutual Aid Box Alarm System, First Addendum to MABAS Master Agreement.

AGENDA ITEM: 3.15

ORDINANCE NO. 2016–O-21
An Ordinance Authorizing Execution of the Mutual Aid Box Alarm System First Addendum
to MABAS Master Agreeement
WHEREAS, the Constitution of the State of Illinois, 1970, Article VII, Section 10, authorizes
units of local government to contract or otherwise associate among themselves in any manner not
prohibited by law or ordinance; and,
WHEREAS, the "Intergovernmental Cooperation Act", 5 ILCS 220/1 et seq., provides that
any power or powers, privileges or authority exercised or which may be exercised by a unit of
local government may be exercised and enjoyed jointly with any other unit of local government;
and,
WHEREAS, Section 5 of the "Intergovernmental Cooperation Act", 5 ILCS 220/5, provides
that any one or more public agencies may contract with any one or more public agencies to perform
any governmental service, activity or undertaking which any of the public agencies entering into
the contract is authorized by law to perform, provided that such contract shall be authorized by the
governing body of each party to the contract; and,
WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (“Village Board”) of the Village of
Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (“Village”) have determined that it is in the best interests of the
Village and its residents to enter into an Addendum to the Mutual Aid Box Alarm System
Agreement to secure to each the benefits of mutual aid in fire protection, firefighting, rescue,
emergency medical services and other activities for the protection of life and property from an
emergency or disaster and to provide for communications procedures, training and other necessary
functions to further the provision of said protection of life and property from an emergency or
disaster.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Village President and Board of Trustees
of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois as follows:
SECTION 1:

That the Village of Wilmette is hereby authorized to execute an Addendum

to the Mutual Aid Box Alarm System Agreement, (“MABAS”), a copy of said Agreement being
attached hereto and being made a part hereof.

Ord. 2016-O-21

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

, 2016, 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
, 2016.

ATTEST:

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
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Agenda Item: 3.16
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Approved 4/12/16

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE OF THE
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, TUESDAY,
FEBRUARY 23, 2016 AT 6:45 P.M. IN THE TRAINING ROOM, SECOND FLOOR,
WILMETTE VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, IL 60091
Members Present: Trustee Senta Plunkett, Chair
Trustee Carol Ducommun,
Trustee Cameron Krueger
Members Absent:

None.

Staff Present:

Michael Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel

Guests Present:

Cristie Volpert, Walgreens Store Manager
Donovan Pepper, Walgreens Director of Governmental
Relations

I.

Call to Order.
Trustee Plunkett called the meeting to order at 6:45 p.m. Committee
members Ducommun and Krueger were present.

II.

Approval of Minutes: Judiciary Committee Meeting of January 12,
2016.
Trustee Plunkett directed the Committee’s attention to the draft minutes of
the Judiciary Committee meeting of January 12, 2016. Trustee Krueger
moved that the Committee approve the minutes, seconded by Trustee
Ducommun.
No further discussion occurred on the motion. Upon a call of the roll the
following voted:
Ayes Trustees Plunkett, Krueger and Ducommun.
Nays: None.
The motion carried.

III.

Application of Walgreens (811 Green Bay Road) for a Class I Liquor
License.
Trustee Plunkett noted that Walgreens had submitted an updated site plan
to their liquor application.
Donovan Pepper, National Director of Governmental Relations, said he has
been with Walgreens for 10 years and the past 9 years he has been
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engaged in the licensing process for selling alcohol in Walgreens stores
across the nation. He said many Walgreens stores have always sold
alcohol but about 20 years ago Walgreens decided to stop selling liquor at
some stores due to more challenges in selling alcohol products. He said
many customers asked that they start selling liquor again in the Walgreens
stores so they decided to phase back into selling moderate amounts of
alcohol. He said they are a pharmacy health care store first but recognize
that their customers want convenience shopping. A few years ago,
Walgreens made a significant remodel investment to the 811 Green Bay
Road store to make it more competitive with other retailers. He said they
take seriously the concerns of selling alcohol to minors, there are security
measures in place, there is training for employees to ensure that the product
is being merchandised and sold responsibly.
Trustee Plunkett asked Mr. Pepper to address the customers that do not
want Walgreens to sell alcohol in the 800 Green Bay store.
Mr. Pepper said they try to operate each Walgreens as a community store.
In order for a store to be part of the neighborhood, they must be competitive
and offer consumers one stop shopping. He said alcohol is just one of the
many regulated products that they sell in the store. They have many stores
that are near schools and they manage the stores so alcohol issues are not
a problem.
Trustee Ducommun asked if there were issues at the Walgreens store in
the Edens Plaza.
Mr. Zimmermann said prosecutors cannot recall a Walgreens violation
coming to court and there have not been any liquor violations before the
Liquor Control Commissioner.
Trustee Krueger thanked Walgreens for being a good neighbor, for the
investment in the store and the thoughtful approach to the liquor application.
He said the updated site plan shows three areas for alcohol to be sold and
one of the sites is behind the counter. He asked what would be sold behind
the counter.
Ms. Volpert said hard alcohol would be sold behind the counter.
Trustee Krueger asked how the size of the placement would be regulated
for other areas of liquor.
Mr. Zimmermann said the Village Code does not regulate the precise
placement, the applicant has to demonstrate that they are not exceeding
10% of the floor area. If the applicant changes the circumstances of the
amount of sale area in the store, that could be dealt with at the annual
renewal of the liquor license.
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Trustee Krueger asked if there would be additional trucks coming to
Walgreens with liquor, and if so, how many liquor delivery trucks would
there be.
Mr. Pepper said generally speaking there are two additional trucks, one for
liquor and one for beer each week.
Trustee Plunkett asked how long the trucks would be there for delivery.
Mr. Pepper said a usual delivery would be approximately 15-30 minutes.
Trustee Krueger said the neighbors are concerned that selling liquor will
create loitering in the parking lot. They also state that tradesman are
purchasing liquor at the Walgreens on Crawford Avenue and drinking it in
their trucks in the parking lot. He does not know if that is true but he asked
what type of surveillance Walgreens has in the parking lot.
Ms. Volpert said they have surveillance at the front door and at the back
door to check the parking lot. They also have the parking lot cleaned up
every other day for litter.
Trustee Krueger asked if there was any expectation of putting up signage
on the outside of the store that advertises selling liquor.
Mr. Pepper said they do not put up any neon signage or window signage to
advertise selling adult beverages.
Mr. Rothstein said Walgreens has been a great neighbor so far. He said
lots of families with children use this neighborhood store and liquor will
attract a different type of customer from time to time. He appreciates that
Walgreens wants to remain competitive but 49 neighbors in the area are
opposing the sale of alcohol. There are many other stores in the area that
sell alcohol and he does not believe that is needed at this particular
Walgreens. They do have problems in the alley from time to time with
Walgreens trucks blocking the alley and they do not want to add to that.
A resident from Park Avenue said there are issues with trucks already in the
alley and they do not want to see any more trucks add to that.
Greg Mayer, 832 Park Avenue, said he believes selling liquor will change
the character of the neighborhood.
A resident said she is new to the neighborhood and it is a challenge to park
in her garage due to trucks being in the alley.
Trustee Krueger noted that one resident stated that litter is an issue in the
parking lot.
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Ms. Volpert said they have a company that comes and picks up litter every
other day in the parking lot.
Trustee Krueger said if there are trucks in the alley early and idling,
neighbors should let the Village know as there are time limits that the trucks
must adhere to.
Ms. Volpert said the delivery trucks come at 6:30 a.m. and they do not
deliver on weekends.
Mr. Pepper said they are allowing their neighbor to utilize some of
Walgreens space in the back area, so they do not have as much room for
multiple truck delivery. He said the Walgreens drivers try to be respectful of
the parking space when delivering and the only time that a truck is idling is
when there is a cold delivery.
Trustee Ducommun said she believes there is a disconnect between the
general policies of Walgreens in running a store and what the neighbors are
perceiving. She encouraged Walgreens to reach out to the neighbors and
have conversations with them.
Trustee Krueger said he struggled with the issue as he believes Walgreens
is a good neighbor and adds to the community rather than detracts from the
community. In reviewing the Freedom of Information data regarding
incidents and arrest reports for businesses selling liquor in the area, he did
not see any data that says Walgreens will be a bad neighbor if they sell
liquor or that any business selling liquor is a bad neighbor. He said the
Police Department conducts compliance checks and Walgreens is
nationally known for their compliance check technology. He said we allow
other stores in the area and in equal proximity to schools to sell liquor. He
said cigarettes and e-cigarettes are currently being sold in Walgreens so he
would have a difficult time saying no to a liquor license. He likes that the
neighbors are organized and gives credence to what they have to say so
he is really on the fence about granting a liquor license.
Trustee Ducommun said she agrees with Trustee Krueger regarding the
data provided but she also gives credence to the fact that the neighbors are
at the meetings and are passionate about not selling alcohol at Walgreens.
Trustee Plunkett said she also struggles with the issue of selling alcohol at
Walgreens as she does not believe they need alcohol to remain competitive
with other stores. She said she shops at the Walgreens store at Edens
Plaza that sells alcohol and she does not even notice the alcohol in the
store. She believes that the issue is between the Walgreens at 811 Green
Bay and the neighbors. She also believes that Walgreens will be a good
liquor licensee and it is hard to say no when other stores close by also sell
alcohol.
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Trustee Krueger said if the Committee approves the request this evening,
would the Village Board have a chance to discuss the issue?
Mr. Zimmermann said the Committee could recommend that the Village
Board grant a Class I liquor license to Walgreens and the Village Board
could discuss the recommendation at a Regular Village Board Meeting.
Trustee Krueger said since it is such a close issue, he would like the item
to be off the Consent Agenda so the full Village Board will discuss the
request.
Trustee Krueger recommended the approval of an additional Class I liquor
license, seconded by Trustee Ducommun.
No further discussion occurred on the motion. Upon a call of the roll the
following voted:
Ayes Trustees Plunkett, Krueger and Ducommun.
Nays: None.
The motion carried.
The Committee recommended that the item be placed on the April 26,
2016 Regular Village Board meeting.
IV.

Public Comment
None.

V.

Adjournment
Trustee Krueger moved, seconded by Trustee Ducommun to adjourn.
Upon a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.
Trustee Plunkett declared the meeting adjourned at 7:35 P.M.
Respectfully Submitted,

Michael F. Zimmermann,
Corporation Counsel

5

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.17

SUBJECT:

Introduction and subsequent adoption of Ordinance #2016-O-24 to
increase the number of Class Q liquor licenses to allow the liquor
commissioner to issue a Class Q liquor license to the Backyard
Barbecue (535 Green Bay Road).

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

Village Board Judiciary Committee

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
The Judiciary Committee recommends introduction of Ordinance 2016-O-24 to increase the number
of Class Q liquor licenses to allow the liquor commissioner to issue a Class Q Liquor license to the
Backyard Barbecue (535 Green Bay Road).
Background
Mr. Dan Marguerite has submitted an application for a Class Q liquor license for The Backyard
Barbecue, a retail store to be established at 535 Green Bay Road (“Backyard BBQ”). Backyard BBQ
sells outdoor cooking equipment and other accessories. It holds a Class K license which already
allows it to sell beer and wine at cooking demonstrations and limited packaged liquor. The Class Q
license would allow Backyard BBQ to brew and sell its own beer while still being restricted under the
Class K license. On March 8th, the Village Board granted a special use permit for the operation of a
brew pub at the above location.
Discussion
A Class Q-Brew Pub allows manufacture of beer on premises for consumption on and off-premises.
For outdoor seating, the patron must purchase a meal if they are purchasing alcohol. The annual
license fee is $300.00. The hours of sale are Sunday through Thursday, 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m.;
Friday, Saturday, and December 31, 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m.
The Judiciary Committee recommends adopting an ordinance to increase the number of Class Q
licenses by 1 in order to allow the Village President to issue the license.
Documents Attached
1. Ordinance 2016-O-24
2. Backyard BBQ application materials (redacted)
3. Corporation Counsel memo to the Judiciary Committee.

ORDINANCE NO. 2016-O-24
AN ORDINANCE INCREASING THE NUMBER OF CLASS Q LIQUOR LICENSES
(The Backyard Barbeque – 535 Green Bay Road)
WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (collectively “Village Board”)
of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (“Village”), find that the Village is a home rule
municipal corporation as provided in Article VII, Section 6 of the 1970 Constitution of the State
of Illinois and, pursuant to said constitutional authority, may exercise any power and perform
any function pertaining to its government and affairs for the protection of the public health,
safety, morals and welfare;
WHEREAS, the Village Board further finds that The Backyard Barbecue has applied for a
Class Q Liquor License (brew pub) and has further requested that the Village adopt an ordinance
amending the Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, in Chapter 11, “Liquor Control,” so as
to permit such a license to be issued; and,
WHEREAS, the Village Board Judiciary Committee has reviewed the application and
recommends adoption of this ordinance increasing the number of Class Q licenses; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board sees fit to increase the number of authorized Class Q liquor
licenses as set forth herein; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD
OF TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois:
SECTION 1: The above recitals are incorporated in this ordinance as if fully set forth.
SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in
Chapter 11, Liquor Control, Section 11-11, “Number of Licenses,” by deleting the text of said
Section 11-11 in the manner shown in strikethrough type below and inserting such new text in the
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manner shown in underlined bold type below, so that said Section 11-11 shall hereafter provide as
follows:
11-11

NUMBER OF LICENSES.

The following shall be the number of licenses to be issued in each Class:
(a)

Class A

2

(b)

Class B

5

Class B-1

2

Class B-2

1

Class C

5

Class C-1

1

Class C-B

0

(d)

Class D

2

(e)

Class E

Unlimited

(f)

Class F

1

(g)

Class G

1

(c)

On and after March 14, 1995, no further Class G Licenses shall issue and
the Class G License shall be eliminated upon the expiration without renewal,
or the revocation of, or the surrender of the last Class G License held prior to
March 14, 1995.
(h)

Class H

1

(i)

Class I

8

(j)

Class J

0

(k)

Class K

1

(l)

Class L

2

(m)

Class M

2

Class M-1

1

(n)

Class N

1

(o)

Class O

1

(p)

Class P

1

(q)

Class Q

12

(r)

(Reserved)

(s)

(Reserved)
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(t)

Class T

1

SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and
approval as required by law.
PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the
26th day of April, 2016, 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 26th day of April, 2016.
President of the Village of Wilmette, IL
ATTEST:
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Date:

May 10, 2016

To:

Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager

From:

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development

Subject:

2016-Z-07 – 819 Michigan Avenue
Applicant Correspondence

Attached are additional submittals from the applicant.
1.0
2.0

Letter with attachments from the applicant
Corrected south elevation

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

6.11

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM THE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

5-10-16

Recommendation:

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a
request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of a two-story and
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
at 819 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans
submitted.

Case Number:

2016-Z-07

Property:

819 Michigan Avenue

Zoning District:

R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

Daniel O’Bara

Nature of Application:

Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of a two-story and
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.4
Section 8.3.C
Section 17.4.C
Section 17.4.D

Hearing Date:

March 16, 2016

Date of Application:

January 18, 2016

Zoning Board Vote:

Acting Chairman Reinhard Schneider
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Bob Surman

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, February 23, 2016.
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon,
February 25, 2016. Posted on the property, March 1, 2016.
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated
March 7, 2016.

Report Prepared By:

Lisa Roberts, AICP
Assistant Director of Community Development
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz

Yes
Not Present
Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Case 2016-Z-07
819 Michigan Avenue
STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on the west side of Michigan Avenue approximately 225’ north of
Washington Avenue. The Subject Property has 57.0’ of frontage on Michigan Avenue and is 171.0’
deep. The Subject Property has an area of 9,747.0 square feet and is improved with a two-story
home and detached two-car garage.
The existing house is non-conforming in total floor area. The house currently has 4,722.01 square
feet of floor area. The maximum permitted floor area is 4,450.85 square feet.
To the north, south, and west are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence, and
improved with single-family homes. To the east is property zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached
Residence, and improved with Gillson Park.
Proposal
The petitioner is proposing to enclose an existing first-floor roofed patio and to extend this with a
first-floor addition that measures 11.49’ x 19.37’, adding 222.56 square feet and providing a family
room for the remodeled interior. The petitioner proposes to construct a new second-floor above
the existing roofed patio and the first-floor addition, this addition having overall dimensions of
19.37’ x 25.32’. This second-floor addition adds 473.69 square feet and provides for a new
bedroom and bathroom. With the proposed additions, the total floor area is 5,418.26 square feet.
Because the Zoning Ordinance limits total floor area to 4,450.85 square feet, a 967.41 square foot
(9.93%) total floor area variation is required.
The detached garage consists of 466.56 square feet, for which a 440 square foot garage floor area
bonus is provided. The existing attic consists of 848.12 square feet, for which a 324.9 square foot
attic floor area bonus is provided.
The proposed additions conform to the setback, lot coverage, height, and impervious surface
coverage requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.
Requirement
Total Floor Area

Maximum
4,450.85 s.f.

Existing
4,722.01 s.f.*

Proposed
5,418.26 s.f.*

* Non-conforming
Other Floor Area Variation Requests
114 Girard Avenue
2015-Z-55
Granted
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser
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Case 2016-Z-07
819 Michigan Avenue
1519 Washington Avenue
Case 2015-Z-50
Granted
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition,
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming
structure
930 Pontiac Road
Case 2015-Z-35
Granted
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
1536 Central Avenue
Case 2015-Z-24
Granted
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front
porch
Granted
500 Lake Avenue
Case 2014-Z-48
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition
on the legal non-conforming structure
Case 2014-Z-54
Granted
743 8th Street
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
Granted
1233 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-25
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure
1323 Ashland Avenue
Case 2014-Z-14
Granted
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition
1238 Glendenning Road
Case 2014-Z-09
Granted
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure
1106 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-04
Granted
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure
1240 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-03
Granted
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to
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permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal
nonconforming property
1723 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-49
Granted
Request for a 3.16’ combined side yard setback variation, a 1.46’ combined side yard setback
variation, a 284.84 square foot (5.42%) lot coverage variation, a 196.31 square foot (3.74%) total
floor area variation, and a 72.5 square foot (6.9%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a first floor addition, a second floor addition, and a new detached two-car garage
on a legal non-conforming structure
2347 Thornwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-43
Granted
Request a 2.14’ front yard setback variation and a 410.6 square foot (6.19%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
2150 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-41
Granted
Request for a 275.25 square foot (4.51%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story rear
addition on a legal nonconforming structure
Granted
239 Apple Tree Lane
Case 2013-Z-30
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%)
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the
legal nonconforming structure
901 Greenleaf Avenue
Case 2013-Z-23
Granted*
Request for a 208.58 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story addition
*Village Board approved a modified variation request for a 120 square foot (1.24%) total floor
area variation to permit a one-story addition
1234 Glendenning Road
Case 2013-Z-14
Granted
Request for a 158.07 square foot (2.53%) total floor area variation and a 0.32’ combined side yard
setback variation to permit the construction of a carport on a legal nonconforming structure
123 Sheridan Road
Case 2013-Z-11
Granted
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an
emergency standby generator
801 15th Street
Case 2013-Z-10
Granted
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming
structure
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819 Michigan Avenue
1133 Lake Avenue
Case 2013-Z-03
Granted
Request for a 4.6’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.18’ front yard step setback variation, a
4.02 square foot (0.3%) front porch coverage variation, and a 200.07 square foot (2.22%) total
floor area variation to permit the replacement and expansion of a front porch on the legal
nonconforming structure
2323 Kenilworth Avenue
Case 2012-Z-23
Granted
Request for a 1.77’ front yard chimney setback variation, a 411.14 square foot (4.12%) lot
coverage variation, and a 535.35 square foot (5.37%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a second-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
624 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2012-Z-09
Granted
Request for a 370.38 square foot (4.41%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
dormer addition and modify the roof line on the legal non-conforming structure
834 Oakwood Avenue
Case 2012-Z-07
Granted
Request for a 183.74 square foot (1.93%) total floor area variation to permit the conversion of an
existing attached garage into living space on a legal nonconforming structure and to construct a
new detached two-car garage
1765 Washington Avenue
Case 2011-Z-53
Granted
Request for a 75.29 square foot (0.96%) total floor area variation and a 1.49’ front yard setback
variation to permit the construction of a second floor addition on the legal nonconforming structure
1018 Cherokee Road
Case 2011-Z-38
Granted
Request for a 318.62 square foot (3.88%) total floor area variation and a 0.29’ minimum side yard
setback variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on a legal nonconforming
structure
624 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2011-Z-31
Granted
Request for a 395.14 square foot (4.71%) total floor area variation, a 2.8’ side yard setback
variation, a 22.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 2.0’ rear yard deck setback variation, and a 2.0’
rear yard step setback variation all to permit the construction of a one and two-story addition with
an attached two-car garage on the legal non-conforming structure
Case 2011-Z-29
Granted
135 17th Street
Request for a 115.40 square foot (1.81%) total floor area variation, a 2.0’ rear yard setback
variation, and a 0.5’ rear yard eave setback variation to permit the construction of a detached twocar garage on a legal nonconforming structure
1022 Oakwood Avenue
Case 2011-Z-17
Granted
Request for a 2.5’ side yard setback variation, a 4.92’ combined side yard setback variation, a 2.5’
side yard eave setback variation and a 339.52 square foot total floor area variation (5.86%) to permit
the construction of a one-story addition and a two-story addition and a 5.54’ combined side yard
deck setback variation to permit the reconstruction of a deck
6
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1538 Washington Avenue
Case 2011-Z-16
Granted
Request for a 1.79’ front yard porch setback variation and a 297.82 square foot (3.97%) total floor
area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on a legal nonconforming structure
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures.
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum total floor area 4,450.85 square feet on the subject property.
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner
unless to make it a conforming structure.
Action Required
Move to recommend granting a request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation
to permit the construction of a two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming
structure at 819 Michigan Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted.
(After the vote on the request)
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board
of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-07.
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.

Documents

Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Site Plan
First Floor Plan
Second Floor Plan
South Elevation
West Elevation
North Elevation
East Elevation
Existing First Level Plan
Existing Second Level Plan
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Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3

3.0

Completed application form
Letter of application with attachments
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
February 23, 2016
2.4
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
February 25, 2016
2.5
Certificate of publication
2.6
Certificate of posting, dated March 1, 2016
2.7
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, March 7, 2016
2.8
Floor Area Worksheets
2.9
Letter from Scott and Natalie Waterbury, 825 Michigan
Avenue, dated March 6, 2016
2.10
Letter from Ray and Donna Balzano, 813 Michigan Avenue,
dated March 9, 2016
2.11
letter from Sara Cotter, 831 Michigan Avenue, dated March
10, 2016
TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Dan O’Bara, applicant

3.12

Ms. Sarah Lyke, applicant

3.13

Mr. Paul Ozga, architect

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor
area variation to permit the construction of a two-story and second-story addition
on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on
April 12, 2016.

3.22

Mr. O’Bara said that their architect is also present at the meeting. They have lived
in the Village for 16 years and are active in the community. They recently bought
the house and plan to remain there for a long time. It was built in 1936 by Hemphill.
The exterior is beautiful but the interior needs a lot of work. There is no family
room. It was marketed as a potential tear down but they want to save the home.
They met with many architects and builders and came up with the proposed design.
They are proposing to move the dining room and kitchen to the other side of the
8
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house. That will enable them to add a family room. They are also proposing a new
bedroom and bath above the addition to replace a bath and bedroom that will be
converted to a laundry room, master closets and bath. They will have the same
number of bedrooms and baths on the second floor as originally purchased.
They are seeking variances to overcome several hardships created by the original
design and features. The most significant is the large attic space with its high
rafters. It is unfinished and unheated. There is a pull down ladder. The floor is 2
x 6s that are not connected to the load bearing wall but are attached to the roof
rafters above. The attic was not designed as livable space. It is used and designed
for storage. 848 square feet is over 6’9” and counts as floor area.
The second hardship is the garage, which was built at 26.5 square feet over the
garage bonus. A third hardship is the sitting area. It was not easily repurposed in
the current design. This is 138 square feet. There are several other inefficiencies
throughout the house including an oversized foyer, an incinerator, and a covered
entry that is not eligible for the front porch bonus.
The lot size is 278 square feet less than what they thought they were buying. They
lost 131 square feet of buildable space because of that. When they received the
correct survey, they could have gotten out of the contract but they did not do that.
They believe it was an honest mistake.
The proposed design mitigates the hardships. The variance will allow them to have
a modern and functional interior space that maintains the original character of the
home. Many neighbors support the proposal. The neighbor to the south does not
support the plans. He suggested that they put the family room in the attic, but the
applicant disagrees with this. The addition meets setbacks and lot coverage. They
are under maximum allowed lot coverage.
The neighbor has his driveway on that side of the house. His house and the adjacent
house are separated by 21’. They are north of their neighbor and will not impact
his southern exposure.
His wife will address the issue of putting the family room in the attic.
Ms. Lyke said they thought about the neighbor’s request to put the family room in
the attic, but it is not practical or reasonable. Families like the family room close
to the kitchen. The neighbors’ two houses away tore down their house to get a
modern family design. Her mother has Parkinson’s and frequently visits and they
want a space that she could access if she was in a wheelchair.
The applicant said that this is a difficult situation. In the long run it might have
been easier and less expensive to tear down and build new. They would probably
get more functional space, but they feel like the house is worth saving.
9
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Mr. O’Bara talked about the comprehensive plan and it emphasizes that the Village
is enhanced by architecturally significant homes that impact Village character. By
approving the variance and enabling the modernization of the house, they will be
meeting goals in the comprehensive plan.
3.23

Mr. Boyer asked about the length of the south wall from the front to the back.
Mr. O’Bara said he thought that it was proposed at 59’. With the porch, it’s 32 plus
14. They are adding 11’.

3.24

Mr. Merci asked if the side yard variation was for air conditioning on the south
side.
The applicant said they have no side yard setback or lot coverage issues.

3.25

Mr. Boyer asked if the current house had air conditioning.
Mr. O’ Bara said that the unit is closer to the driveway. It is forced air throughout.
The compressor is closer to the north side of the property.

3.26

Mr. Boyer confirmed that they are gutting the interior, upstairs and downstairs.
How high are the basement ceilings?
Mr. O’Bara said it is 7’ to the bottom of the joists.

3.27

Ms. Norman asked if they thought about rearranging what is there already.
Mr. O’Bara said they have spent six months trying to figure out what to do. The
determining factor was to have an attached family room to the kitchen. Moving the
kitchen to the other side of the house was the only plan that works. That side of the
house is wider.

3.28

Mr. Surman asked the applicant if he worked from his home.
Mr. O’Bara said that he and his wife work from home at times.
Ms. Lyke said she works from home every night. A key feature of the house is a
first floor office and they want to maintain that.

3.29

Acting Chairman Schneider referenced 1.5 and talked about the addition enclosing
the rear porch.
Ms. Lyke said it would enclose the rear porch and go 11.5’ beyond that.

3.30

Mr. Surman said that the shaded portion is new construction.
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The architect said that the backyard contributes to FAR.
3.31

Ms. Norman asked if they made the house the proposed size because they want that
big of a space.
Ms. Lyke said the thought very carefully about the size of the house. They looked
at measurements for modern houses to see if they were asking for more or less than
if they tore the house down and built new. They are asking for less than if they tore
down and built new.

3.32

Ms. Norman said they asked for a lot of extra floor area. Was there any
consideration given to enclosing the porch, rearranging as you have done, and
leaving the space smaller.
Mr. O’Bara said that there is a corner that defines the start of a room. There is not
much they could do.
The architect said they did a lot of studies about shifting walls. They looked at
furniture size and room function. The rooms are not large. The kitchen is
reasonable size. The sitting areas are moderate.
Mr. O’Bara said they eliminated the pantry to create some space.

3.33

Mr. Surman asked if there was any reason that they decided to not put a bedroom
upstairs and have the office on the second floor.
The architect said they considered those options.
Mr. O’Bara said that there was an office on the first floor when they bought the
house. His wife needs a first floor office.
Ms. Lyke said that a first floor office was critical to her.

(After section 4.0)
3.34 Mr. O’Bara agreed that the house is well built and they want to save the house. He
emphasized that a lot of square footage is in the attic, where it is not structurally
sound, and in the foyer.
Acting Chairman Schneider asked why the attic was not structurally sound.
The architect said that the house is solid on the lower levels. The first floor has a
concrete floor with a frame and then a ceiling. The attic was not designed as a
living space. The current structure cannot support the necessary loads for
occupancy.
3.35

Mr. Boyer clarified that the floor joists are 2 x 6, not the roof rafters.
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The architect said roof rafters are also 2 x 6. They would have to tear down the
slate roof and rebuild it to allow for insulation. The sitting joists are not resting on
the wall but are resting on 2 x 6s, which create the roof structure.
3.36

Mr. Merci asked what the 2 x 6 floor joists bear on.
The architect said they are bearing on roof rafters. The floor is attached to the
rafter.

3.37

Mr. Merci asked if the transfer of the load of the 2 x 6 transferred to the perimeter
wall.
The architect said this is correct, through the roof rafters. The wall is a bearing
wall.

3.38

Mr. Merci said that the concern is the connection between the 2 x 6 floor joists and
the roof rafter as it is bearing on the perimeter wall. The integrity of that
construction lies in the connection between the 2 x 6 and the roof rafter as it bears
as the perimeter wall.

3.39

Acting Chairman Schneider asked of the second floor ceiling was coffered. What
is the second floor ceiling height?
The architect said that it was coffered. The height is 9’ and goes down to less than
8’. The house is not very tall.

3.40

Acting Chairman Schneider asked the architects on the Board, referencing the joists
on the ceiling of the second floor as they connect to rafters and are not designed to
hold a lot of load. Is that correct?

3.41

Mr. Surman said that is correct. Can they sister up other joists?
The architect said they would have to remove the entire roof. He said that every 2
x 6 is carrying another 2 x 6. It is not prepared for habitation at this time.

3.42

Mr. Merci said this depends on 2 x 6 floor joists and the roof rafter connection. Is
there enough “meat” on the wood to take that load from the rafter and then
transferred to the bearing wall on the perimeter. It is a structural computation. The
2 x 6 could be increased.
The architect said that the current roof is part of the home’s beauty.

3.43

Acting Chairman Schneider said that the architect is saying that the attic is not
habitable without major demolition of the second floor.
The architect said they would also have to tear down the roof. He drew a picture
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that showed the wall, the 2 x 6 that comprises the attic floor and the 2 x 6 roof rafter.
They could open the roof and make a metal construction, and a connection. It
would be complicated and not practical. There is a mansard roof with a flat area.
3.44

Mr. Surman said that the neighbor said that the elevations are not correct. Is that
true?
The architect said there are different scales. He said that he will check this out.

3.45

After discussion and review, Mr. Surman said it appears as if the drawing is not
correct.
It is not to scale. The back is longer than what is shown. There is bulk that is being
added that is not on the drawing.
Mr. O’Bara said he put stakes in the ground where the addition would go so the
neighbor could see it.
Ms. Lyke said they will correct the drawings. They are at a crossroads with the
property. They do not want to tear down the house. It needs a lot of interior work.
They want to modernize the house. Many advised them that it would be easier and
less expensive to tear the house down and get a lot of modern amenities. The two
neighbors to the north support the proposal. She read the letters from the neighbors.

3.46

Acting Chairman Schneider said that the neighbor to the north would be most
impacted by sunlight and they support the proposal. Mr. Balzano tore down his
own house so he could get modern conveniences.

3.47

Mr. Surman said that the Board looks at each project on its own merits. The Board
looks at guidelines and interprets code. Everyone cannot get everything they want
in their house. That’s why he asked about the office. There is give and take.
The architect said that the house should have a defined family room, living and
dining room.
Mr. O’Bara said they are taxed on attic space whether or not they use it because of
the way the code is written.

3.48

Mr. Boyer said that the driveway seems narrow as it exists. If they tore down the
house would they rebuild the driveway the same way?
Mr. O’Bara said they would get an attached garage in the front and the house would
be long and narrow.
The architect said they would have to move it 5’ from the front façade. He designs
a number of houses in Wilmette. New construction would have a high basement
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and attic space, going to the limit of the ordinance. The space could be used more
efficiently with a new house.
4.0

INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11

Mr. Ray Balzano
813 Michigan Avenue

4.2

Summary of presentations

4.21

Mr. Balzano showed the Board a copy of the proposed elevation. He talked about
the south setback, what is there already, the porch and what they are adding. The
original proposal was to build out 7’ past the porch and they changed the plans to
build it out to 11’ past the porch. The floor plans were updated in the packet, but
elevations were not updated.
Acting Chairman Schneider said they have the correct elevation.
Mr. Surman said that the south elevation does appear a little bit short.
Mr. Balzano said that it is 4’ short. They left the windows off of the elevations.
There are windows on the north and south sides of the third floor. On the south
setback is a wall that is 28’ high and 25’ long. That is 82% more than what is there
now. He said that the north side of his house faces this. Michigan is at an angle.
The north side of his house looks northwest. They get a lot of afternoon sun and
the addition will block a lot of sun.
Regarding the applicant’s discussion regarding standards of review, number four,
they talk about making reasonable use of the property. The applicant claims that
the current configuration of their house prevents them from making reasonable use
of the property. They cannot incorporate a family room because of the home’s
layout. The applicant’s plan shows a separate formal living and dining room and a
family room. It is the applicant’s contention that they need all those rooms to make
reasonable use of the property. If they only enclosed the porch they would have
45’ from front to back. His house has a kitchen and dining room table in 27’. That
would leave 17’ for a family room. With some adjustments, they could get all three
rooms in the house.
On the second floor is a fourth bedroom. The applicant made a choice to
incorporate the fourth bedroom into the master suite. With the changes they are
making, putting a stairway up to the third floor is not harder than what they are
doing. They have 850 square feet on the third floor. They could have 2 to 3
bedrooms on the third floor. It has 14’ high ceilings. Windows could go on the
front. He never mentioned putting a family room on the third floor. If they used
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the third floor, they would not have to increase the bulk of the house.
If the Board grants this variance, later on the applicants or future owners could build
a stairway up to the third floor. They would have 5,400 square feet of house and it
should be limited to 4,400 square feet. There has been a lot of talk about teardowns
in the neighborhood and the applicant said that 5 out of 6 houses have been torn
down. The two houses behind them on Sheridan were not teardowns; they were
new houses built on unimproved lots. The three houses torn down were smaller
with the new home built up to what was allowed on the lot. His own house was
about half the size of what was allowed before they built a new home. The one
house not torn down, the directly north of the applicants, was because it was larger
than what was allowed on the lot. The entire interior was rehabbed. The applicant’s
house already has more square footage than what should be allowed on the lot.
Mr. Boyer said that the neighbor’s main issue seems to be the length of the southern
wall.
Mr. Balzano said that is correct and especially the second floor.
Mr. Boyer said if they did tear down the house, they could build that wall and a
new building envelope. This might be a case of be careful what you wish for.
Mr. Balzano said that if they tore it down, they would have 300 square feet less
than they have now and 1,000 square feet less than what they are requesting. If this
variance is granted, there will be a large house on the lot. The attic will remain plus
4,400 square feet that exists.
Mr. Boyer said if they did new construction they could place the house where they
are proposing and have a smaller house. He is pointing out is that if the house was
torn down one of the neighbor’s objections would remain. He looked at the satellite
photo of the block. There might be homes with smaller square footage but they
extend farther back on the lot.
Mr. Balzano said they are going up with the addition and adding a mansard roof
which adds a lot of bulk. The house is very well built. It is a Hemphill house. This
was a deluxe version of the house and there is 1’ of concrete between the first floor
and the basement. The house has steel joists supported by steel beams on the first
floor. It is solid. A tear down would not be as solidly built as the current house.
Acting Chairman Schneider said it would be expensive to tear down.
4.22

There was no one else in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional
communication on this case.
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5.0

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Boyer commended the applicant for trying to keep the house versus tearing it
down. It meets all setbacks, lot coverage, and height and impervious surface. The
issue is how they can create more space, how they will renovate the house. This
turns on the original construction of the house and the hip roof and the 848 square
foot attic. He did some math. The proposed house is 5,418 square feet. If they
take away 848 square foot attic and give them a bonus he is at 4,895 square feet
and allowed is 4,450 so they are over 444 square feet. There is a large hip roof and
an attic space that is not really usable, a sitting room, the additional square footage
on the garage, the large foyer. All of this combined is a hardship. It is an unusual
case. It makes sense to him that this request deserves relief from the codes. He can
support the request.

5.2

Mr. Kolleng said that the request is large but there are mitigating factors. This is a
magnificent house. The Board has worked with owners to bring more modern
amenities into the home while maintaining the house. The Board sometimes has to
agree to variances that are out of the ordinary. He agrees with the above analysis.
From his perspective when one weighs the variances and weighs maintaining this
house, he wants to maintain the house and he can support the request.

5.3

Mr. Merci said that variations were requested to overcome the deficiencies of a
historic lifestyle to accommodate a more modern lifestyle. The variations are not
justified.

5.4

Ms. Norman is having difficulty with this case. They did not minimize variations.
The house is beautiful and the location is great. The applicants need changes to
make the house more modern when a lot of people live in older homes and are fine
with their homes as is and bought the homes because of that. She does not see a
hardship. They bought the house knowing what it was.

5.5

Mr. Surman said that Mr. Boyer indicated that the third floor is 800 square feet.
How much bigger is this than what was allowed?

5.6

Mr. Boyer said he came up with 4,895 square feet and that includes an attic bonus.

5.7

Mr. Surman said they cannot gain anything from the attic bonus.

5.8

There was continued discussion and Acting Chairman Schneider came up with
4,800 (approximately), which is about 100 square feet above existing.

5.9

Mr. Surman said they are looking at 4,450.

5.10

Mr. Boyer said that 4,450 is allowed. They got an attic bonus. He came up with a
net ask of 444 square feet above the maximum allowed.
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5.11

Mr. Surman said if they took the attic out they are still building 450 square feet
more than they could.

5.12

Mr. Kolleng said that it is a more reasonable percentage to what the Board has done
in the past.

5.13

Mr. Surman said that this is a 4.5% request.

5.14

Ms. Norman asked why they could not make the first floor smaller. They enclosed
the porch and brought it out more.

5.15

Mr. Boyer said that is a design request based on their needs.

5.16

Mr. Surman referenced a house on Schiller and they said that a family room had to
be a certain size. This is a tough case.

5.17

Mr. Boyer said that the Board has to weigh what the owners can do with their
property reasonably against the ordinance. There are a lot of pieces to this case,
but the requests are reasonable based on the facts. He does not want to minimize
the neighbor and his issue. There are houses that extend farther back than this house
and a new house would do that. There is not that great of an impact on surrounding
neighbors.

5.18

Ms. Norman said that the Board has to come from a place where the zoning
ordinance is reasonable.

5.19

Mr. Surman said that the request would have been more reasonable and palatable
if it was an even trade for what they lost upstairs and what they are getting. To ask
for more is not reasonable and is not the way he has voted in the past.

5.20

Mr. Kolleng said that when you compare what you can do with new construction
and what they are trying to do here, it would be his preference to maintain this type
of home in the Village.

5.21

Acting Chairman Schneider said this is a hard case. When he first looked at this,
he thought that the attic could be made habitable and he wondered why they are
asking for this variation. They could move bedrooms to the third floor and
rearrange the first floor to make it work. Now he knows that the attic is not
habitable and will not be habitable unless they go to great expense. What would be
the variation request and he said it would be net of 400 square feet.

5.22

Mr. Boyer said that the request as written is correct – 444 above the maximum.

5.23

Acting Chairman Schneider asked about hardship. Given that this is a significant
building and the Village wants to keep these buildings, would reducing the first and
second floor by 100 square feet make a big difference. On balance he can support
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the request.
6.0

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 967.41 square foot
(9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story and
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11

Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Acting Chairman Reinhard Schneider
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Bob Surman

Yes
Not Present
Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Motion failed.
6.2

Ms. Norman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-7.
6.21

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

7.0

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request meets the variation
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of
the property, the design of the house and the size of the attic, impose upon the owner a
practical difficulty. The height of the attic space results in floor area in excess of the bonus
but the space is not usable because of the way the attic floor was constructed. The plight
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique circumstances. The
difficulty is peculiar to the house in question. The difficulty prevents them from making
reasonable use of the property with improvements to modernize the home. The proposed
addition conforms to the side yard setback and other requirements of the ordinance and
therefore will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The
variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Granting
the variation to allow modernization of the home will help to preserve the structure and the
character of the neighborhood.
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request does not meet the
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no
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particular physical conditions of the property that impose a practical difficulty or particular
hardship on the owners. The applicants are creating their own hardship by seeking to
expand the house in excess of what is necessary.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 967.41 square foot
(9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story and second-story
addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 819 Michigan Avenue in accordance with
the plans submitted.

19

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM THE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Recommendation:

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a
revised request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage
variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area
variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 5.0’ side yard
air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction
of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage
at 1530 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the plans as
amended.

Case Number:

2016-Z-12

Property:

1530 Greenwood Avenue

Zoning District:

R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

Benjamin Cirrincione

Nature of Application:

Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage
variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area
variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5
square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface
coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner
setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story
addition and a new detached two-car garage

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.4
Section 8.3
Section 8.3.C
Section 8.3 D
Section 13.5.A
Section 13.4.K.1

Hearing Date:

April 6, 2016

Date of Application:

January 6, 2016

Zoning Board Vote:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No

6.12

5-10-16
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Greenwood Avenue approximately 75’ east of
16th Street. The Subject Property has 50.0’ of frontage on Greenwood Avenue and is 125.0’ deep.
The Subject Property has an area of 6,250.0 square feet and is improved with a two-story home and
detached two-car garage.
To the north, south, east, and west are properties zoned R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence,
and improved with single-family homes. To the north and east, beyond the immediate neighbors,
are properties zoned NR, Neighborhood Retail, and improved one- and two-story commercial
buildings.
Proposal
The petitioner is proposing to construct a two-story addition to the rear of the home and to construct
a new detached two-car garage. The proposed addition measures 20.0’ x 24.5’, adding 519.59
square feet on the first floor and 464.92 square feet on the second floor. The proposed garage
measures 20.0’ x 22.0’, for 440 square feet, a net increase of 39 square feet over the current
detached garage. With the proposed addition and garage, the lot coverage is 2,150.83 square feet.
Because the Zoning Ordinance limits lot coverage to 2,110.67 square feet, a 40.16 square foot
(0.64%) lot coverage variation is required. With the proposed addition and garage, the total floor
area is 3,488.03 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits total floor area to 3,225.53
square feet, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation is required.
The proposed garage has a rear yard (north) setback of 2.7’. Because the Zoning Ordinance
requires a 3.0’ rear yard setback, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation is required. The
proposed garage has a rear yard structure impervious surface coverage of 440.0 square feet.
Because The Zoning Ordinance limits rear yard structure impervious surface coverage to 437.0
square feet, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation is
required.
The garage as shown on the plans has an overall height of 18.0’ above grade and has a cross-gabled
roof. Section 13.4.I.2.iv of the Zoning Ordinance limits the height of detached garages with a
cross-gabled roof to a height of 15.0’. The notice for this case did not include a height variation
request, therefore the attached plans have been noted that the overall height may not exceed 15.0’.
The petitioner proposes to relocate two air conditioner condensers and install one new condenser
at approximately 7.2’ from the east side lot line. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a
minimum 10.0’ air conditioner setback in the side yard, a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback
variation is required.
The proposed detached garage consists of 440.0 square feet, for which a 440.0 square foot garage
floor area bonus is provided. The existing front porch consists of 252.7 square feet, for which a
148.81 square foot porch floor area bonus is provided. There is no attic floor area or attic floor
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area bonus.
Requirement
Lot Coverage
Total Floor Area

Maximum
2,110.67 s.f.
3,225.53 s.f.

Requirement
Required
Det Garage – Rear Yard Setback
3.0’
Air Conditioner – Side Yard Setback
10.0’

Existing
1,621.83 s.f.
2,464.52 s.f.

Proposed
2,150.83 s.f.*
3,488.03 s.f.*

Existing
To Be Removed
appx. 7.2’*

Proposed
2.7’*
7.2’*

Rear Yard Impervious Surface Calculations
Rear Yard = 25.0’ x 50.0’ = 1,250.0 square feet
1,250.0 s.f. x .35 = 437.5 s.f. permitted rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
Proposed impervious coverage = 440.0 s.f.*
437.5 – 440.0 = 2.5 s.f. variation
* Non-conforming
Other Floor Area Variation Requests
Recommended for Denial,
Pending Village Board
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure

819 Michigan Avenue

Case 2016-Z-07

114 Girard Avenue
Case 2015-Z-55
Granted
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser
1519 Washington Avenue
Case 2015-Z-50
Granted
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition,
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming
structure
930 Pontiac Road
Case 2015-Z-35
Granted
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
1536 Central Avenue
Case 2015-Z-24
Granted
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front
4

Case 2016-Z-12
1530 Greenwood Avenue
porch
Granted
500 Lake Avenue
Case 2014-Z-48
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition
on the legal non-conforming structure
Case 2014-Z-54
Granted
743 8th Street
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
1233 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-25
Granted
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure
1323 Ashland Avenue
Case 2014-Z-14
Granted
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition
Granted
1238 Glendenning Road
Case 2014-Z-09
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure
Granted
1106 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-04
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure
Granted
1240 Maple Avenue
Case 2014-Z-03
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal
nonconforming property
1723 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-49
Granted
Request for a 3.16’ combined side yard setback variation, a 1.46’ combined side yard setback
variation, a 284.84 square foot (5.42%) lot coverage variation, a 196.31 square foot (3.74%) total
floor area variation, and a 72.5 square foot (6.9%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
variation to permit a first floor addition, a second floor addition, and a new detached two-car garage
on a legal non-conforming structure
Granted
2347 Thornwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-43
Request a 2.14’ front yard setback variation and a 410.6 square foot (6.19%) total floor area
variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
2150 Greenwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-41
Granted
Request for a 275.25 square foot (4.51%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story rear
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addition on a legal nonconforming structure
Granted
239 Apple Tree Lane
Case 2013-Z-30
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%)
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the
legal nonconforming structure
Granted*
901 Greenleaf Avenue
Case 2013-Z-23
Request for a 208.58 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story addition
*Village Board approved a modified variation request for a 120 square foot (1.24%) total floor
area variation to permit a one-story addition
Granted
1234 Glendenning Road
Case 2013-Z-14
Request for a 158.07 square foot (2.53%) total floor area variation and a 0.32’ combined side yard
setback variation to permit the construction of a carport on a legal nonconforming structure
Granted
123 Sheridan Road
Case 2013-Z-11
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an
emergency standby generator
801 15th Street
Case 2013-Z-10
Granted
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming
structure
Granted
1133 Lake Avenue
Case 2013-Z-03
Request for a 4.6’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.18’ front yard step setback variation, a
4.02 square foot (0.3%) front porch coverage variation, and a 200.07 square foot (2.22%) total
floor area variation to permit the replacement and expansion of a front porch on the legal
nonconforming structure
Granted
2323 Kenilworth Avenue
Case 2012-Z-23
Request for a 1.77’ front yard chimney setback variation, a 411.14 square foot (4.12%) lot
coverage variation, and a 535.35 square foot (5.37%) total floor area variation to permit the
construction of a second-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
Granted
624 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2012-Z-09
Request for a 370.38 square foot (4.41%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
dormer addition and modify the roof line on the legal non-conforming structure
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834 Oakwood Avenue
Case 2012-Z-07
Granted
Request for a 183.74 square foot (1.93%) total floor area variation to permit the conversion of an
existing attached garage into living space on a legal nonconforming structure and to construct a
new detached two-car garage
Other Lot Coverage Requests
233 Linden Avenue
Case 2015-Z-52
Granted
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of
a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
Granted
1536 Central Avenue
Case 2015-Z-24
Request for a 215.5 square foot (2.76%) lot coverage variation and a 351.69 square foot (4.51%)
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front porch
Case 2014-Z-39
Denied by ZBA/Granted by VB
433 8th Street
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%)
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a
4.01’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard
stair setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback
variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation
variation, a 208.06 square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation,
and a variation from the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the
construction of a new home and one-car detached garage
Granted
3039 Indianwood Road
Case 2014-Z-37
Revised request for a 137.4 square foot (1.07%) lot coverage variation, a 2.3’ front yard porch
setback variation, and an 86.68 square foot (3.4%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation
to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure
100 16th Street
Case 2014-Z-32
Granted
Request for a 7.6’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
706 Forest Avenue
Case 2014-Z-28
Denied by ZBA/Withdrawn before VB
Revised request for a 45.46 square foot (0.19%) lot coverage variation and a 907.61 square foot
(6.54%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story
addition on the legal non-conforming structure
116 Central Park Avenue
Case 2014-Z-18
Denied by ZBA/Withdrawn before VB
Request for a 12.04 square foot (0.36%) lot coverage variation, a 220.93 square foot (6.61%) total
floor area variation, a 4.11’ front yard setback variation, a 0.35’ minimum side yard setback
variation, a 4.79’ combined side yard setback variation, a 2.11’ front yard porch setback variation,
a 29.36 square foot (4.35%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 90.44 square
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foot (13.4%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a second-story
addition and front porch on the legal nonconforming structure
2952 Iroquois Road
Case 2014-Z-12
Granted
Request for an 81.16 square foot (0.6%) lot coverage variation to convert an open roofed patio to
interior living space on the legal nonconforming structure
2028 Highland Avenue
Case 2013-Z-33
Granted
Request for a 339.36 square foot (5.13%) lot coverage variation to permit a pergola on the legal
nonconforming structure
3039 Indianwood Road
Case 2013-Z-08
Granted
Request for an 87.4 square foot (0.7%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a onestory addition
1017 Miami Road
Case 2013-Z-02
Granted
Request for a 7.68’ rear yard setback variation and a 118.48 s.f. (1.62%) lot coverage variation to
permit the construction of a one-story addition on a legal nonconforming structure
Granted
934 Manor Drive
Case 2012-Z-31
Request for a 2.75’ front yard setback variation, a 3.05’ side yard setback variation, a 3.56’
combined side yard setback variation, and a 35.21 square foot (0.38%) lot coverage variation to
permit the enclosure of an existing non-conforming car port on a legal nonconforming structure
2323 Kenilworth Avenue
Case 2012-Z-23
Granted
Request for a 1.77’ front yard chimney setback variation, a 411.14 square foot (4.12%) lot coverage
variation, and a 535.35 square foot (5.37%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of
a second-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
828 Leamington Avenue
Case 2011-Z-50
Granted
Request for a 226.54 s.f. (3.01%) lot coverage variation, an 8.52’ front yard setback variation, a
261.21 s.f. (12.01%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to eliminate a
required enclosed parking space, and a variation to retain two parking spaces in a required front
yard to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure and to
allow the loss of one enclosed parking space
Granted
1029 Miami Road
Case 2011-Z-04
Request for a 113.2 square foot (1.39%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a new
front porch
910 Locust Road
Case 2010-Z-48
Granted
Request for a 170.63 square foot (1.03%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a onestory addition on the legal nonconforming structure
2100 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2010-Z-20
Granted
Request for a 7.98’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 4.98’ side yard adjoining a street
8

Case 2016-Z-12
1530 Greenwood Avenue
eave setback variation, a 109.63 square foot (13.37%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage
variation, a 153.10 square foot (18.68%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation,
a 256.98 square foot (6.27%) lot coverage variation, and a 467.94 square foot (11.42%) total floor
area variation to permit the construction of a replacement two-car detached garage
Other Rear Yard Impervious Surface Coverage Requests
Granted
33 Crescent Place
Case 2016-Z-06
Request for a 110.24 square foot (11.14%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation
and a 23.79 square foot (2.4%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
construction of a new detached two-car garage
Case 2015-Z-45
Granted
114 16th Street
Request for a 90.0 square foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation and
a 47.04 square foot (4.7%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
construction of a two-car detached garage
Granted
123 Prairie Avenue
Case 2015-Z-44
Request for a 90.0 square foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to
permit the construction of a two-car detached garage
1514 Lake Avenue
Case 2015-Z-38
Granted
Request for a 4.6’ side yard parking pad setback variation and a 101.65 square foot (4.8%) rear yard
pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit a parking pad in the rear yard
209 4th Street
Case 2015-Z-16
Granted
Request for a 1.0’ side yard setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard setback variation, and a 90.0 square
foot (9.0%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of
a new detached two-car garage
101 15th Street
Case 2015-Z-13
Granted
Request for a 7.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 135.15 square foot (15.52%) rear
yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 66.4 square foot (7.62%) rear yard total
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new detached two-car garage
433 8th Street
Case 2014-Z-39
Granted
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%)
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a
4.01’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard
stair setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback
variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation
variation, a 208.06 square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation,
and a variation from the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the
construction of a new home and one-car detached garage
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1319 Wilmette Avenue
Case 2014-Z-31
Granted
Request for a 44.0 square foot (3.14%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a
273.94 square foot (19.57%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit
the expansion of an existing driveway
2444 Thornwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-37
Granted
Request for a 382.58 square foot (28.74%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage
variation to permit the construction of a detached two-car garage
826 17th Street
Case 2013-Z-19
Granted
Request for a special use for a detached garage in excess of 600 square feet, a 49.68 square foot
(2.82%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 158.95 square foot (9.03%)
rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit an addition to an existing
detached two-car garage
Granted
1621 Walnut Avenue
Case 2012-Z-45
Request for a 313.38 square foot (5.97%) total floor area variation, 16.0 square foot (1.52%) rear
yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 112.5 square foot (10.71%) rear yard
structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a detached two-car
garage
112 6th Street
Case 2012-Z-24
Granted
Request for a 36.1 square foot (2.18%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation
to permit the installation of a new driveway to serve a replacement detached garage
822 17th Street
Case 2011-Z-27
Granted*
Request for a special use for a detached garage in excess of 600 square feet and a 152.0 square foot
(8.64%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a
three-car garage. *Village Board approved a modified variation request for an 88.0 square foot (5%)
rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation
Granted
621 Hibbard Road
Case 2011-Z-15
Request for a 71.87 square foot (7.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation
to permit the construction of a new detached garage
Granted
1420 Washington Avenue
Case 2010-Z-10
Request for a 4.63’ side yard setback variation, a 12.9’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation,
a 3.3’ side yard eave setback variation, a 9.67’ side yard adjoining a street eave setback variation, a
55.36 square foot (9.97%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation and a 160.17 square
foot (149.46%) rear yard structural impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
reconstruction and expansion of a detached two-car garage
Case 2009-Z-38
Granted
511 10th Street
Request for a 444.5 square foot (17.78%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation
to permit the construction of a detached two-car garage
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1846 Forest Avenue
Case 2009-Z-25
Granted
Request for a grant a 113.77 square foot (16.17%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage
variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage
Other Garage Height Variation Requests
513 Forest Avenue
Case 2015-Z-03
Granted
Request for a 3.5’ detached garage height variation, a variation to retain a non-conforming detached
accessory structure upon the demolition of a principal building, and a variation to permit a parking
space in a required front yard
1463 Wilmette Avenue
Case 2014-Z-07
Granted
Request for a 2.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ height variation to permit the construction
of a new detached two-car garage
1247 Chestnut Avenue
Case 2013-Z-44
Granted
Request for a special use for a detached garage in excess of 600 square feet and a 3.0’ detached
garage height variation
Withdrawn
151 Laurel Avenue
Case 2012-Z-42
Request for a 2.83’ detached garage height variation to permit the retention of a new two-car
detached garage
Granted
824 Oakwood Avenue
Case 2009-Z-32
Request for a 3.0’ detached garage height variation to permit the retention of a new detached garage
Other Air Conditioner Setback Variation Requests
Granted
114 Girard Avenue
Case 2015-Z-55
Request for a 276.05 square foot (5.35%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a
second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit
the installation of one air conditioner condenser
Granted
141 Maple Avenue
Case 2015-Z-39
Request for a 4.92’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to locate two air conditioner
condensers for a new home
Granted
441 Locust Road
Case 2015-Z-31
Request for a 6.37’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the retention of a
replacement air conditioner condenser
1000 Michigan Avenue
Case 2014-Z-29
Granted
Request for a 6.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, an 8.21 decibel sound variation,
and an 11.83’ side yard generator setback variation, to permit the installation a permanently
installed stand-by generator and two air conditioner condensers for the new home on the property
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421 Hibbard Road
Case 2014-Z-26
Granted
Request for a 5.8’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of
two air conditioner condensers
1935 Thornwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-21
Granted
Request for a 7.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the replacement and
relocation of two air conditioning condensers
Recommended by ZBA,
Denied by the Village Board
1000 Michigan Avenue
Case 2014-Z-17
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation,
a 7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a
17.28 decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed standby generator
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures.
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a rear yard setback of 25.0’ for the Subject
Property.
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum lot coverage of 2,110.67 square feet and a maximum total floor
area 3,225.53 square feet on the Subject Property.
Section 8.3.D establishes a maximum rear yard structure impervious surface coverage of 437.5 (35%)
on the Subject Property.
Section 13.5.A references Table 13-2, which establishes a 3.0’ side yard setback and a 3.0’ rear yard
setback for detached garages located entirely within a rear yard.
Section 13.4.K.1 establishes a minimum 10’ side yard setback for air conditioner condensers.
Action Required
Move to recommend granting a request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a
262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5
square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard
air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new
detached two-car garage eat 1530 Greenwood Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted.
(After the vote on the request)
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board
of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-12.
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CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.

Documents

Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12
1.13
1.14
1.15

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Site Plan
Basement Floor Plan
First Floor Plan
Second Floor Plan
Roof Plan
Building Section
North Elevation
West Elevation
East Elevation
Garage Floor Plan
Garage North and West Elevations
Garage East and South Elevations

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8

Completed application form
Letter of application
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
March 15, 2016
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
March 17, 2016
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated March 22, 2016
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, March 15, 2016
Lot Coverage and Floor Area Worksheets
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3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Ben Cirrincione, applicant

3.12

Mr. Antonio Fanizza, architect

3.12

Ms. Alicia Cirrincione, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that there is a minor change to the request. The setback variation
for the garage has been removed so the request is for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%)
lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a 2.5
square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a
2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a twostory addition and a new detached two-car garage. The Village Board will hear this
case on April 26, 2016.

3.22

Mr. Boyer asked if the garage height was included.
Ms. Roberts said that the garage height was not included in the request.

3.23

The applicant has lived in the Village for 1.5 years. The house is a three bedroom,
one-and-one-half bath house. They have four children and want to enlarge the
house. They want to put the addition on the back along with a basement. They are
adding a master bedroom, a mudroom/den and are looking to eventually move the
garage over.
Ms. Roberts said with the design of the garage with cross gables, the maximum
height is 15’. If they can live with 15’, no variation would be needed.
The applicant said they would probably tear down the garage at the same time and
will shift it over so there is a courtyard between the garage and the house.

3.24

Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicant was okay with the 15’ height.
The applicant said that was fine.

3.25

Mr. Boyer said there are a number of variances although they are not substantial.
What is the practical difficulty or hardship for some of the requests?
The applicant said that he talked about the plans with his architect.
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The architect said that the headroom of the roof is decreased and he cannot use what
he actually has. That is what is causing the need for more square footage for the
bedrooms on the second floor.
3.26

Mr. Surman said it would seem as if he had more square footage than less.
The architect said they cannot get any furniture in those rooms.
Mr. Surman said that does not count against them.
The applicant said that to conform they would have to tear down that part of the
house.

3.27

Mr. Surman said it is his understanding that only the volume that is 6’8” or higher
is counted. If the roof has a higher pitch with areas off of each side, those areas do
not count against them.
The architect said that there is a front porch that counts for square footage and that
is a few hundred square feet.

3.28

Chairman Duffy said on the drawing it shows to be 5’ x 13’. It goes 10’ out on
each side and wraps around. He asked when the porch was put on.
The applicant said they added the porch a few months after they moved in.

3.29

Chairman Duffy said it did not impact FAR at that time because they were well
under what was allowed. They now want to put an addition and the porch is
impacting their request.

3.30

Mr. Merci asked for clarification of the side yard setback for the ac unit.
The architect said they are not asking for a side yard variance.

3.31

Mr. Merci asked if it encroached on the 10’ setback.
The architect said that it does and they can move the unit to the back. He is not
asking for side yard setbacks.

3.32

Mr. Kolleng noted that side yard setbacks are part of the request. It is an easier
request than other things they are requesting.

3.33

Chairman Duffy said there are existing ac units and they are replacing those units
that are in that setback.

3.34

Mr. Merci said they are not within the setback and extends beyond the setback and
is about 5.5’ from the property line. The dimension shown is inaccurate. This
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dimension was from the site visitation. He explained how he got the dimension
from the property line. There is a fence with shrubbery. If the neighbor is not
complaining, the request is minimal.
3.35

Mr. Schneider referenced 1.4. It indicates that the new ac unit is to be 5’ from the
property line that confirms Mr. Merci’s estimate from the property line.

3.36

Mr. Merci said that the write up indicates a 2.8’ side yard air conditioning setback.
He is not sure if the 5’ or the 2.8 is correct.
The architect said they have 10’ in the side yard so they can push it back.

3.37

Mr. Boyer asked where they would push it back because it is already against the
house.

3.38

Mr. Merci is saying that there is a difference in dimension. Is it 5’ or 2.8’?
The architect said that 5’ is correct.

3.39

Mr. Merci said that the motion then has to change to 5’.

3.40

Mr. Surman still had a question about hardship issues and who created the hardship.
The architect said they need more bedrooms based on the number of people in the
family and the other hardship is square footage.

3.41

Mr. Surman said that the code indicates what is allowed by the house’s square
footage.

3.42

Mr. Boyer asked if there was interior space that is unusable but is part of the square
footage calculations.
The architect talked about the second floor layout of existing residence. There are
only three bedrooms. They have four children. They want a total of four bedrooms.
There is dead space and he referenced the second floor plan.

3.43

Mr. Kolleng clarified they are adding master bedroom/bath, closet and office. What
is the purpose of the office?
The applicant said he owns some businesses and he needs a place to work out of
his house. They moved to the Village because of the schools. He went from a
3,600 square foot house with an office and plenty of bedrooms to a house with
1,800 square feet and is more cramped. He does need an office.

3.44

Mr. Kolleng asked if they could do a first floor office. The Board wants applicants
to minimize variation requests. Wilmette does not have zero lot line building.
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The applicant said that the addition would not make his house any closer to adjacent
neighbors.
3.45

Mr. Boyer talked about a previous case where someone had an unusable attic. All
of that square footage was counted against the applicant. That was the hardship in
that case. The Board saw that as a hardship. Why does the applicant need what he
is requesting and what is the hardship or practical difficulty?
The architect said if the areas on the second floor plan were usable it would not
require them to add a master bedroom.
Ms. Cirrincione said their home was built in 1926. It is small. They knew that they
would over on square footage when they created the plans. They knew that the
front porch would count against them on square footage. But they wanted to move
forward with this. They have little closet space and a lot of dormers. The attic is
very small. They have one bathroom with a low ceiling. There are six in their
family.

3.46

Chairman Duffy said that from the applicant’s comments, the hardship is the lack
of functionality in the second floor.
Ms. Cirrincione said her husband works in Elk Grove Village and the more work
he can do at home the better.

3.47

Mr. Surman said that when he looks at the second floor, 1.9, there is an angled roof.
At what point would they estimate 6’8” hitting that point? Did they calculate square
footage based on the floor plan?
The architect explained how they calculated square footage.

3.48

Mr. Surman said that they accurately measured the second floor.

3.49

Mr. Schneider asked if they were to reduce the depth of the addition, which is 20’
x 25’, and reduced the 20’ by 5’, there would be almost no variation required.
The architect talked about room dimensions and if they take out 5’, the rooms would
be quite small. The rooms are not generous.

3.50

Mr. Kolleng said that the master suite is generous.
The architect said the master suite is 12’ x 7’.

3.51

Mr. Kolleng said that the lot is small. The house is old. The Board wants applicants
to keep older homes. They moved in 1.5 years ago and they knew what they were
buying. They wanted a front porch and now they want more than the lot should
have.
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Ms. Cirrincione said they want to tear down the current garage and moving it to the
other side is to make the back yard usable. The lot is not that small. The front yard
is really big. They cleared out shrubbery when they moved in.
The architect said that the addition will complement the house and not fight the
house.

5.0

3.52

Chairman Duffy said FAR is there to keep the size of the house relative to lot size.
The hardship is the functionality of the second floor. They then get some extra
space on the first floor.

3.53

There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Boyer said this is an interesting case. All requests are fairly small. On the
surface, it looks reasonable. But there is almost too much of an ask based on the
Board struggling to find the hardship. He would like to find a way to approve this,
he can’t see the practical difficulty or hardship.

5.2

Mr. Kolleng talked about past cases regarding floor area with similar floor area
variation requests. The other requests are very small and easier to say yes to. He
talked about maintaining older homes. He can support the request. Standards of
review are met.

5.3

Mr. Merci said the effort to maintain the home’s character with a minimal amount
of variation is good. He can support the minimal amount of variances being
requested.

5.4

Ms. Norman said a lot of residents have older home. They just moved to the home
so they knew what they were getting. She does not like increasing density on
smaller lots. Everyone wants more room. Lots are not as dense as in the city and
there is more open space. The request could have conformed. She sees no hardship.
The plight was created by the owners – they bought the house.

5.5

Mr. Schneider agrees with Ms. Norman. Instead of a 1,000 square foot addition,
they could do what they want with an 800 square foot addition. The plight is created
by the owner and there is no hardship supporting the request. He cannot support
the application.

5.6

Mr. Surman agrees in that he does not see the hardship. He looks at the plans. He
looked at the first floor also and they have a family room/living room, den and
sunroom. There is almost a 200 square foot mudroom. There are washers and
dryers on both floors. They could put the office on the first floor. They could
reconfigure the second floor. He cannot support this.
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5.7

6.0

Chairman Duffy said he struggled with this case. He looked are the site and thought
that there would not be a lot area between the house and the garage. The other
variance requests are small and easier to approve. He struggled with the FAR
request. It is an older house. When it was built people lived differently. They are
trying to improve the house while not going too far beyond what they are allowed
to build, but they are confined because they have to build within the envelope. He
said that Mr. Surman suggested that they tweak the request so it is not as large. The
request is 4% and he would like to support it, but he would like to see the request
be smaller. He struggled with this case. He understands where the applicants are
coming from in terms of wanting more space.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%)
lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a 2.5
square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a
5.0’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a twostory addition and a new detached two-car garage at 1530 Greenwood Avenue in
accordance with the plans as amended.
6.11

Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Motion failed.
6.2

Ms. Norman move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-12.
6.21

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

7.0

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
Four members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the applicants
created their own hardship by previously constructing a front porch approximately 104
square feet in excess of the floor area porch bonus. The applicants are also creating their
own hardship with the size of the addition, which could be reduced by improving the
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efficiency of the plan. There are no physical conditions of the property that are imposing
a practical difficulty or particular hardship, other than the lot is smaller than average and
the home is small. This is not a unique circumstance. The applicants knew what the
property and house were like when they bought it.
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of
the property, the size of the lot and house and the configuration of the house, impose upon
the owner a practical difficulty. Dormers on the second floor reduce the usability of the
space. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the circumstances
of the house and lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with an addition to improve
the functionality of the home. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply
of light and air. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a revised request for a 40.16 square
foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total floor area variation, a
2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 5.0’
side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition
and a new detached two-car garage at 1530 Greenwood Avenue in accordance with the
plans as amended.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 6.13

Community Development
Department
SUBJECT:

2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road – Request to Table to June 14, 2016

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2016

FROM:

John Adler, Director of Community Development

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
Table case 2016-AR-12 to the June 14, 2016 Village Board meeting.
Discussion
The applicant has requested that the Village Board table Case 2016-AR-12 to June 2016.
Budget Impact
There is no impact to the budget.
Documents Attached
1. Email from Jordan Aron dated May 6, 2016

Page 1 of 1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jordan Aron
Adler, John
Imperial Motors
Friday, May 6, 2016 6:45:25 AM

John,
Please table our case for one month.
Thank you,
Jordan
Imperial Motors Jaguar
150 Skokie Hwy
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
P 847-615-0606
D 847-457-4599

F 847-615-1270
www.imperialmotors.com

1.0

Report to the Village Board
from the
Appearance Review Commission
Recommendation 1:

The Commission recommends denying a request for an Appearance
Review Certificate to remodel the façade and replace existing
signage.

Recommendation 2:

The Commission recommends granting a request for a 50 square foot
sign area variation, and a sign variation to display three additional
wall signs

Recommendation 3:

The Commission recommends denying a request for a roof line
design variation, and prohibited material variation.

Case Number:

2016-AR-12

Property:

721 Green Bay Road

Zoning District:

VC, Village Center

Petitioner:

Imperial Motors

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to
remodel the façade and replace existing signage, a one foot sign
height variation, a 50 square foot sign area variation, a sign variation
to display three additional wall signs, a roof line design variation,
and prohibited material variation.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

20-5.5, Sign Variations
20-16, Sign Regulations
20-5.4, Variation
20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate
20-10.7, Village Center Building Design Regulations

Meeting Date:

April 4, 2016

Date of Application:

March 15, 2016

Appearance Review
Commission Vote:

Chairman Sheridan
Commissioner Bradford
Commissioner Collyer
Commissioner Elkins
Commissioner Miller
Commissioner Phillips
Commissioner Woleben-Meade

M. 1
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No

M. 2
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

M. 3
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No

Case 2016-AR-12
721 Green Bay Road
Notices:

Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on March 17, 2016
Certificate of Posting dated, March 15, 2016
Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, March 15, 2016

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator
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Description of the Property
The subject property is located on the southwest corner of Green Bay Road and Washington Avenue in the
Village Center Zoning District. Surrounding uses include a commercial auto repair shop to the north, Union
Pacific Railroad to the east across Green Bay Road, a bank to the south and townhomes and single-family
homes to the west across an alley.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the façade and replace existing
signage, a one foot sign height variation, a 50 square foot sign area variation, a sign variation to display
three additional wall signs, a roof line design variation, and prohibited material variation.
Appearance Review Certificate
The applicant has been mandated by their corporate offices to remodel their automobile dealership to
conform to new corporate identity standards. The remodeling includes modifications to the exterior
finish materials, roof line, exterior signage, and replacement of a portion of the showroom storefront.
Sign Variation
The existing signage includes two ground signs and two wall signs. One of the existing ground signs
will be removed. The sign proposal includes four wall signs and one ground sign. Another ground sign
for Starbucks is conforming. Only one wall sign is permitted, therefore, a sign variation to display an
additional three wall signs is required.
The proposed ground sign is just south of the existing building near the location of the existing ground
sign. The sign is 16 feet in height and 80 square feet in area. Ground signs are limited to 15 feet in
height and 30 square feet in area, therefore, a one foot height variation and 50 square feet sign area
variation is required.
Zoning Variation
The Appearance Review Commission reviews variation requests from Section 10.7 of the Zoning
Ordinance (Village Center Building Design Regulations). Section 10.7.A.4(a) of the ordinance requires
roof lines to be either varied with a change in height or within the incorporation of a major focal point feature
such as a dormer, gable, or projected wall feature for every twenty-five (25) linear feet of building length.
The east elevation does not meet this requirement, therefore, a roof line design variation is required.
The Village Center Building Design regulations also prohibit certain materials including the proposed
corrugated metal siding, therefore, a prohibited material variation is required.

Action Required
The Village Board may grant an Appearance Review Certificate and variations provided they
determine the proposal meets the following standards of review.
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Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration.
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a
residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure.
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality.
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets
and properties.
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site
covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines.
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing
vegetation, and other natural features.
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining
structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials,
building mass, roof line, and architectural features.
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment.
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect
neighboring properties.
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent
possible.
11. Landscape provides an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable, provides for the
screening of parking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from the street and adjacent residential
properties.
12. Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette’s climate and to their location on the
site. The use of invasive species is prohibited. Invasive species shall be those included in the
“Chicago Botanic Garden” list of “Invasive Plants in the Chicago Region.”
13. Parking areas are designed to achieve efficient traffic flow and minimize dangerous traffic
movements.
14. Signs are of the appropriate design, color and placement to the structure, site and adjoining
properties, in terms of materials, height, setback from the street, and proportion.
15. Accessory structures, exterior lighting and fences, complement the overall structure and site
design, in terms of materials, size, and architectural character.
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16. For new two-unit dwellings, review is limited to whether or not the proposed structure
maintains the external appearance of a single-family dwelling.
Variation Standards of Review
1. The particular physical conditions, shape or surroundings of the property would impose upon
the owner a practical difficulty or particular hardship, as opposed to a mere inconvenience, if
the requirements of this Ordinance were strictly enforced.
2. The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique
circumstances.
3. The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared by
other properties classified in the same zoning district and/or used for the same purposes. This
includes the need to accommodate desirable existing site landscape or reflect unique conditions
created by the age and character of the property.
4. The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Ordinance would prevent the
owner from making a reasonable use of the property. However, the fact the property could be
utilized more profitably with the variation than without the variation is not considered as grounds
for granting the variation.
5. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property
or otherwise injure other property or its use, will not substantially increase the danger of fire or
otherwise endanger the public health, safety and welfare, and will not substantially diminish or
impair property values within the neighborhood.
6. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will be
consistent with the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan.
7. With respect to building materials, unforeseen advances in technology, appearance or quality
render a prohibited material to be suitable and in keeping with the appearance goals of this code
when used in the form presented by the applicant.
Sign Variation Standards of Review
Unusual Circumstances:
A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location,
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the
neighboring property which directly affects the petitioner’s property.
Character and Appearance:
A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property.
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Not Self-Created:
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject
property.
Health, Safety and Welfare:
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of
neighboring properties’ signage.
Purpose of Ordinance:
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance.

Case File Documents
Correspondence
1.1 Description of Request, Robert Flubacker Architects
Location Maps and Plans
1.2 Existing Conditions Photos
1.3 Applicant Submission, revised April 1, 2016

Case Minutes
November 2, 2015
Imperial Motors

721 Green Bay Road
Preliminary Review

Mr. Jordan Aron stated he was before the Appearance Review Commission last year seeking
approval for remodeling a Jaguar dealership. Jaguar Corporate required approval before the
plans could be presented to the Village for review. Jaguar Corporate also was not willing to let
the dealership make changes to the plan based on the Village’s design criteria. The
Commission denied the approval of the Appearance Review Certificate. After the denial,
Jaguar, Imperial Motors and the Village President met to discuss the proposal. Some
modifications to the plans were made and they thought the proposal was going in a positive
direction towards approval.
Before approval was granted, Jaguar Corporate directed Imperial Motors to stop their design
development and said they were modifying the dealership design template for the entire
country. Mr. Aron said the second time around he told Jaguar Corporate they weren’t going to
spend time and money on developing plans until they were confident the design was something
the Village was going to support.
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The purpose of their current review is to collect comments from the Commission on the
conceptual plans. He said Jaguar Corporate was going to be very stiff on what design
variations they were willing to grant. The plans presented were prepared by a design firm in
California hired by corporate to provide conceptual design plans.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what materials would be used on the façade.
Mr. Aron said the large part of the façade will be aluminum composite material (ACM). The
brand name is Alucobond. The other material used is corrugated metal paneling.
Mr. Sheridan asked if Imperial Motors would be selling Land Rovers as indicated in the
rendering.
Mr. Flubacker said that is an interesting point. They won’t be selling Land Rovers, but the
concept prepared by corporate was for a dual concept with two symmetrical storefronts. It isn’t
clear how a dual concept will work with only one line of vehicles, which is part of the reason
why they required the corporate architect to prepare the conceptual plans.
Mr. Phillips asked about the directive from Jaguar corporate. Last time Jaguar said no design
variations would be granted and if the Village didn’t approve the redesign they would be forced
to move.
Mr. Aron said while they don’t require you to move, they place heavy sanctions on your
business that would force you out.
Mr. Bradford said Jaguar is a premium brand. He would think their buildings would want to
reflect that image of a premium brand. In his mind the design for the dealership does not
reflect a premium brand image.
Mr. Phillips said while he can respect their position, there is no way he can support this design.
It’s a substantial change from the existing building, which he considers to be one of the premier
buildings in Village Center.
Mr. Bradford said the last time they met, limestone was discussed as being a potential material.
Mr. Aron said the concept plans shown are the general direction that car brands are going in.
Mr. Bradford said most of the dealerships you see with ACM are located along a highway in a
much different environment than the Village Center. The building is more of a billboard in
these cases.
Mr. Aron said the car companies are intentionally designing the buildings this way and don’t
anticipate the building will be around more than 10 years.
Mr. Sivertsen said the Zoning Ordinance contains a list of materials that are specifically
prohibited in the Village Center. ACM is not listed as a prohibited material.
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Mr. Bradford said it’s not a bad material if used in the correct application.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would like to see a lot more street trees and landscaping in the
proposal.
Mr. Aron said there are street tree pits in the parkway. Once construction is complete they
intend to ask the Village to replace the parkway trees.
Mr. Elkins said he didn’t feel as strongly as others against the proposal. He feels it’s
unfortunate that the building looks like every other dealership you see. The building is going to
be non-descript. Limestone would have a richer feel. He doesn’t have an issue with the use of
ACM. Depending on what finish you have on the panels they can look very rich. He does
have an issue with the corrugated metal paneling. It is bordering on being a prohibited
material. The large windows are a positive piece of the design. He’s interested on seeing more
about what is on the side elevations that are not shown. The transition between the car
dealership and Starbucks will be important.
Mr. Bradford proposed an idea of concentrating the design focus on the southern wing where
the main showroom is located. The rest of the building would then be quiet and supporting of
the main showroom.
Mr. Aron said he thought Jaguar Corporate would not go for that idea. Their concept calls for
dual storefronts that mirror each other. Everything is very symmetrical.
Mr. Flubacker said there are a handful of architecture firms that design automobile dealership
buildings. It’s not a surprise that they all looks the same.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said that activating the streetscape could also help a lot to add some depth
to the building. Some cube planters on the sidewalk would help.
Mr. Phillips asked if Jaguar was open to compromise.
Mr. Aron said he didn’t think they were, and maybe even less so than before.
Mr. Phillips said if the design doesn’t match the Village Center Design standards he doesn’t see
a reason to grant a variation.
Mr. Aron asked Mr. Sivertsen what variation would be needed.
Mr. Sivertsen said the zoning ordinance requires a break in the roof line every 25 feet.
Whether it was a change in the parapet height, shape, or the introduction of a bay or projection.
Mr. Flubacker said he knows Jaguar well enough to have a sense for what design variations
will be acceptable. They may be open to dropping the corrugated metal, but the main elements
that make up the storefront including the storefront glass height and consistent height across the
roofline is something they will not budge on.
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Mr. Phillips asked if there was any way to incorporate the existing building into the new
design.
Mr. Flubacker said they would need to demolish the first 50-60 feet of the building and rebuild.
The design concept does not allow for any curves.
Mr. Collyer said the Commission should be somewhat flexible, but the most important thing is
to make sure buildings are fitting in with the character of the Village. He realizes there is no
strong design theme in the Village Center, but the proposed building is in stark contrast to
current buildings in Village Center. He feels if there was an effort to work with the Village
codes and modify the materials to better fit the area he could support the proposal. He
understands they are limited in what modifications they can make due to Jaguar’s demands, but
as it is currently shown, it would be difficult to support.
Mr. Aron noted many of the buildings in the area of Village Center are deteriorated. In the area
around Imperial Motors there is a home that is contemporary.
Mr. Sheridan noted the Commission does not review single family homes and that they are not
held to any design criteria.
Mr. Aron thinks the building would be a new and fresh concept for Village Center that could
help revitalize the area. He wasn’t a fan of the first design concept, but he likes the current
concept. They are proud of what they have built in the past. Their buildings are always well
maintained.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said if they were willing to make some compromises she would feel
better about supporting something. However, with no effort to design within the Village’s
design criteria it is difficult to encourage them to move forward with their design drawings.
The Commission can provide suggestions, but if Jaguar is not going to consider any
modifications to their design their suggestions are pointless.
Mr. Aron said the main design focal point is something that he doesn’t think Jaguar will allow
modification to. However, he thinks some changes to the north side of the building would be a
possibility. Changes from their material list will be difficult. They have already tried to make
changes to materials which were denied.
Mr. Flubacker said Jaguar will not grant any modification to the design until it is rejected by
the Appearance Review Commission. He’s not sure what Jaguar’s position will be if the
Village were to deny the proposal.
Mr. Elkins asked what the petitioner was seeking at this meeting other than preliminary
comments.
Mr. Aron said they wanted to hear what the Commission had to say so they could take those
comments back to Jaguar.
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Mr. Sheridan said there were some Commissioners who staunchly don’t like the proposal and
there are others who said the design might work if it was developed further to take into account
the Village’s design criteria. That may not be possible given Jaguar’s position on design
modifications. The last time they reviewed the proposal his concern was what would happen if
Imperial Motors left after two years. How could be building be reused. For the good of the
Village it should be able to be repurposed.
Mr. Aron said the building won’t be designed to last. The existing building is old and has seen
many additions and patches over time. It would be difficult to repurpose the existing building.
Mr. Flubacker said he would be surprised if Imperial Motors were to put millions of dollars
into the building and then decide to walk away from it two years later.
Ms. Woleben-Meade summarized the comments of the Commission. The corrugated metal is
not supported, the streetscape needs more work, and the importance of roofline articulation
were the main points of discussion. It is up to the petitioner to decide what to do with those
comments.
Mr. Bradford suggested two modifications for the south half of the building which is the main
focus of the corporate image. The wall along the north side of the entrance is flush with the
main façade. If that were pushed back, and the glazing were raised up one more panel it would
help improve that piece of the elevation.
Mr. Elkins said he is not dead set against this proposal. He likes it better than the previous
design. It was a positive change, but it may have went too far and become sterile and bland.
Mr. Phillips said he could not support the design.
Mr. Collyer said it would be difficult to support the proposal as it is presented.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would have a difficult time voting for the proposal without some
of the comments incorporated into the design.
Mr. Aron said he and Mr. Flubacker will take these comments back to Jaguar.

April 4, 2016
Imperial Motors

721 Green Bay Road
Appearance Review Certificate and Variations

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road, Imperial Motors, for an
Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the façade and replace existing signage, a one foot
sign height variation, a 50 square foot sign area variation, a sign variation to display three
additional wall signs, a roof line design variation, and prohibited material variation.
Mr. Jordan Aron introduced himself and said Steve Ruby from Jaguar Corporate and Bob
Flubacker his architect were in attendance.
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721 Green Bay Road
Mr. Flubacker said there were changes made to the façade since the previous discussion before
the commission. The material at the service entrance was modified from a corrugated metal
panel to aluminum composite material (ACM). Jaguar Corporate would like a continuous
height along the entire roof line. The proposal before the commission showed a slightly
articulated roof line. Sheet A3 shows the main body of the showroom as the highest roof, the
link slightly shorter by two modules, and then the showroom to the north is back up one
module. In addition, the front façade was pushed back two feet from the front lot line to
accommodate a box hedge with dogwood shrubs as required by Jaguar.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for clarification that the box hedge would or would not be boxwood
shrubs.
Mr. Flubacker said he didn’t think boxwood would survive. The corporate standard called for
locally sourced regional plant materials.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said there are lots of boxwood planted in the area. They would be
suitable.
Mr. Sheridan asked why the hedge did not extend south to the parking lot.
Mr. Flubacker said it was because of corporate standards.
Mr. Flubacker said that concluded the changes. He asked if the commissioners had seen the
article printed in Automotive News about the new Jaguar corporate identity. It reinforces the
idea that this is a mandatory design for dealers across the world.
Mr. Phillips asked if the commission was being asked to vote on the proposal as presented or if
they were seeking feedback on the design.
Mr. Flubacker said they would ideally like a vote on the design as submitted.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said there wasn’t enough thought put into the landscape design for her to
be able to support granting an Appearance Review Certificate.
Mr. Flubacker said he understood and that they would need to come back with a more detailed
landscape plan.
Mr. Aron said there would also be street trees planted by the Village upon completion of the
remodeling.
Mr. Sheridan said to meet the screening standards for the parking lot the hedge should go all
the way south to the parking lot.
Mr. Aron said the parking lot on the south side is their display area and they wouldn’t want to
plant a large hedge that blocks views of the vehicles.
Mr. Sheridan said he considered the display area to be inside the building.
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Mr. Sheridan said it made sense to discuss the Appearance Review Certificate and variation
requests separately. The design standards laid out in the zoning ordinance would not permit the
proposed design. The materials don’t meet the standard. While he appreciates the articulation
proposed by the architect it doesn’t meet the design standards in the Village Center zoning
district. He said he doesn’t mind the building; however, he doesn’t know if he can support the
request because of the lack of conformance with the standards. The Village worked very hard
on the design regulations for the Village Center and doesn’t think they should be thrown away
for this project.
Mr. Bradford said the design is so-so. His issue with the proposal is that it is the wrong
building in the wrong location. In addition, the transition from the new sleek design to the
existing building where Starbucks is located is an odd collision of designs.
Mr. Miller said Jaguar’s prototype is suited for a highway which is where most dealerships are
located. He agrees with Mr. Bradford that it’s the wrong building for downtown Wilmette. It
doesn’t fit contextually into Village Center.
Mr. Flubacker said ironically, this design came out of the United Kingdom where most
dealerships are in city centers.
Mr. Phillips said he remains against the design. The design is too much different from the
existing building and from the Village Center. He disagrees with the applicant’s description of
the proposal as mandatory and absolute. He feels there’s been little attempt to try and work
with the Village’s design standards. He won’t support the design.
Mr. Ruby said the description of the design as mandatory was not meant to offend anyone in
any way. They are trying to provide consistency in their global design.
Mr. Sheridan acknowledged Mr. Ruby said Imperial Motors has been good neighbors of the
community and they don’t wish to cause them hardship by not supporting the design. They are
required to apply the Village’s design standards.
Mr. Elkins said he isn’t as strongly against the design as some of the other commissioners.
There are other buildings along Green Bay Road that have similar massing. The Jewel grocery
store is boxy as well. He thought the building had potential to be a good addition to the
downtown. Village Center is currently a mish-mosh of semi-accurate architectural styles.
He does however have a few problems with the design. The corrugated metal siding is going to
be very visible from Green Bay Road even though it is on the south elevation. He can live with
the ACM paneling, but disagrees with the use of corrugated metal siding. Additionally, there
are two very dissimilar architectural styles abutting one another on the same building. It’s an
issue that doesn’t seem to have a solution.
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Mrs. Woleben-Meade doesn’t mind the modern architectural style proposed. Her issue is that
there appears to have been no effort made to conform to the Village’s design standards.
There’s potential for a positive review if the building where clad in a conforming material and
if a landscape architect were consulted on a landscape plan for the property. She agrees with
Mr. Elkins that the transition from the modern design to the existing Starbucks needs work.
She can’t support the plans as submitted, but thinks there’s opportunity if some revision are
made.
Mr. Sheridan said it’s not even the issue of two separate architectural styles next to each other,
it’s the lack of detail of how the transition will work. There are many ways to design the
transition and the commission needs to know what the applicant is proposing. There’s a
transition of the wall and the transition of the roof line. Both need more thought.
Mr. Flubacker said he was informed by Jaguar that they would need to paint the parts of the
building that wouldn’t be covered by the new siding.
Mr. Ruby said he is hearing a lot of concerns of what he would consider secondary to the
building. At the heart of the design is the showroom. If the commission can’t support the
showroom the secondary issues are irrelevant.
Mr. Aron said the design is what is seen up and down the highway for other car companies. He
said they may be forced to vacate the property and the Village would have another vacant
building on Green Bay Road. He knows the Village doesn’t want this. The decision of not
being flexible in the design is not up to Imperial Motors it’s a decision made by Jaguar.
Mr. Bradford began reviewing the requested zoning variations. He said the applicant has
implied they may need to move if their request is denied by the Village. While the applicant is
faced with a difficulty as a result of the zoning ordinance and Jaguar’s demands, he feels the
Village Board needs to make the decision whether or not the ordinance prevents the owner
from making a reasonable use of the property.
Mr. Elkins said he wanted to add that while the code prohibits the corrugated metal siding it did
not specifically prohibit the ACM.
Mr. Sivertsen said the code lists aluminum siding as a prohibited material. It does not list
specific materials like ACM.
Mr. Sheridan said calling ACM aluminum siding is a very broad use of the term “aluminum
siding.”
Mr. Flubacker said the comprehensive plan does indicate the Jaguar dealership in its current
location. In that respect the request is consistent with the comprehensive plan.
Mr. Bradford said the request is consistent with the comprehensive plan only in terms of the
use, and not the design.
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Mr. Sivertsen said the Village Center Master Plan is a part of the comprehensive plan. The
design regulations for which a variation is sought had been created as a result of the Village
Center Master Plan.
Mr. Sheridan asked commissioners for comments on the sign variation requests. He read
through the sign variation requests. He wanted to know if there was a way to lower the height
of the ground sign so that the one foot sign height variation could be removed. If the applicant
could reduce the height by one foot he would be fine approving the sign area variation.
Mr. Flubacker said there’s a ground sign in Jaguar’s branding package that is 3,490 millimeters
in height. He didn’t know the exact conversion to feet, but said they would agree to a sign that
is no taller than 15 feet in height.
Mr. Sheridan said he thought the wall sign variation requests were appropriate.
Mr. Sheridan said the vote for the appearance review certificate will be a partial vote since
there’s not enough information on landscaping and lighting. They will need a landscape plan
prepared by a landscape architect and photometric data on their lighting. They would also need
a sample of the corrugated metal.
Mr. Flubacker said they can’t get a sample of the corrugated metal. A manufacturer has not yet
been selected. He understands this is partial submittal.
Mr. Elkins stated his vote could be changed if the plans were resubmitted with improvements
made to the intersection of the remodeling and existing Starbucks façade.
Mr. Bradford moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-12, 721
Green Bay Road, in accordance with the plans submitted. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Elkins. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan. Voting no: Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins,
Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. The motion failed.
Findings of Sign Variation
The commission found the proposed signs are consistent in design and scale to other signs in
the neighborhood and that if the variations are granted they will not alter the character of the
area.
Decision
Mr. Bradford moved to recommend a sign area variation and variation to display three
additional wall signs for Case 2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road, with the stipulation that
pylon sign be no taller than 15 feet. The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins. Voting yes:
Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and
Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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Findings of Design Variation
The commission found the zoning ordinance would create a hardship on the applicant,
however, the plight is created by Jaguar corporate. The variation request is not consistent with
the policies of the Comprehensive Plan. In light of the fact that the zoning regulations were
recently changed to prohibit one of the proposed materials the commission feels the standard of
review for building materials has not been met.
Decision
Mr. Bradford moved to recommend a roof line design variation, and prohibited material
variation for Case 2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Elkins. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan and Commissioner Elkins. Voting no: Commissioners
Bradford, Collyer, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. The motion failed.
Mr. Elkins moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the report and recommendation
from the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2016-AR-12. The motion was seconded by
Mr. Bradford. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners, Bradford, Collyer, Elkins,
Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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Appearance Review Application
Business name:

Imperial Motors – Jaguar

Business address:

721 Green Bay Rd.

Description of Request:
This letter is to summarize the proposed changes to the Imperial Motors-Jaguar facility, located at the
above referenced address. These changes are being set forth by Jaguar/Land Rover North America as a
mandatory refresh to all their dealerships nationwide. The scheme being proposed in this package has
received preliminary approvals of Jaguar/Land Rover at the regional and national levels. A summary of
the proposed changes are as follows:


Removal and reconstruction of the existing main car showroom (southeast corner of building,
approx. 60' east-west x 106' north-south), including a new, recessed entry portico on the
northwest corner of the showroom (fronting Green Bay Rd.)



Removal of all sloped roofs and increasing the height of exterior walls with a parapet and flat
roof behind



Replacement of all existing exterior building finish materials
◦



New building finish materials to be Aluminum Composite Material

Replacement of storefront frames and glazing in all existing openings
◦

Enlargement of the existing Showroom storefront window openings with new frameless
planar structural glazing



Replacement of existing overhead and entry doors to the building (as indicated)



Signage:
◦

New building signage at the Showroom (north and east facades), Used Car Showroom and
Service Drive

◦

New freestanding pylon sign at northeast corner of the property and removal of existing
non-conforming, freestanding sign near same corner)

◦

Updating of the Jaguar branding on the existing plinth sign on the northwest corner of the
property

◦

New directional signage, various locations
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Signage
Provided by Pattison Sign Group

INDIVIDUAL LETTERS LOGO FACADE SIGNAGE
JAGUAR:
3D CHROME LEAPER & 3D JAGUAR CHROMED
LETTERS
WHITE LED HALO ILLUMINATION

FONT IS ARIAL BOLD
ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION
REVERSE CHANNEL HALO LIT
LETTERS WHITE LED HALO
SHOWN AGAINST CHAMPAGNE SILVER
BACKDROP

Jaguar Stand Alone
Landscape
Monument

Jaguar Stand Alone
Small Pylon 3
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone
Small Pylon 4
Panel

INDIVIDUAL LETTERS LOGO FACADE SIGNAGE
LANDROVER OVAL DOME FORMED ACRYLIC FACE
BRIGHT POLISHED STAINLESS STEEL ACCENT RING
DARK GREEN VINYL BACKGROUND
OPAQUE SILVER CHROME LETTERS
WHITE LED KEYLINE ILLUMINATION AROUND LETTERS,
ACCENTS & BORDER
LANDROVER LETTERS:
3D LAND ROVER CHROMED LETTERS
WHITE LED HALO ILLUMINATION

NON ILLUMINATED
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FACE
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BACKGROUND
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ACM
CONSTRUCTION
REFLECTIVE
BLACK
VINYL COPY
MILL FINISH
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SUPPORT POLES
BLACK
ALUMINUM
GROUND COVER

POST & PANEL
SIGNAGE

FONT IS ARIAL BOLD
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REVERSE CHANNEL HALO LIT LETTERS
WHITE LED HALO

Jaguar Stand Alone
Small Pylon 5
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone
Large Pylon 4
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone
Large Pylon 5
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone
Large Pylon 25
Open

Jaguar Stand Alone
Large Pylon 25
Closed

Jaguar Stand Alone
Large Pylon 30
Open

Jaguar Stand Alone
Large Pylon
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM THE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Recommendation:

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a
request for a 6.3’ side yard adjoining a street parking
setback variation to permit a parking pad at 701 Laurel
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.

Case Number:

2015-Z-32

Property:

701 Laurel Avenue

Zoning District:

R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

Stacey and Chris Woehrle

Nature of Application:

Request for a 6.3’ side yard adjoining a street parking
setback variation to permit a parking pad

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.4
Section 8.3
Section 14.4.A.4

Hearing Date:

September 2, 2015
August 19, 2015

Date of Application:

July 1, 2015

Zoning Board Vote:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, July 28, 2015.
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon,
July 30, 2015. Posted on the property, August 4, 2015.
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated
August 13, 2015.

Report Prepared By:

Lisa Roberts, AICP
Assistant Director of Community Development
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz

Yes
Not Present
Not Present
No
No
Yes
No

6.14

5-10-16

Case 2015-Z-32
701 Laurel Avenue
STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on the southwest corner of Laurel Avenue and 7th Street. The
property has 60.0’ of frontage on Laurel Avenue and 224.0’ of frontage on 7th Street. The property
is 13,440.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with two-story home and detached twocar garage.
The property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence, and
improved with single-family homes.
Proposal
The petitioners propose to convert an existing 21.0’ x 24.42’ patio into a parking pad. The existing
patio was installed in 2009 and is conforming in side yard adjoining a street setback. The
petitioners propose to pave an area approximately 3.33’ x 21’ to connect the patio to the alley,
changing the use from a patio to a parking pad. The proposed parking pad has an 11.7’ side yard
adjoining a street setback. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires an 18.0’ side yard adjoining a
street setback, a 6.3’ side yard adjoining a street parking setback variation is required.
Requirement
Required
Side Yard Adjoining A Setback – Patio
3.0’
Side Yard Adjoining A Setback – Parking Pad
18.0’

Existing
11.7’
NA

Proposed
NA
11.7’*

* Non-conforming
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures.
Section 8.3 references Table 8-3, which establishes a side yard adjoining a street setback of 18.0’ on
the subject property.
Section 14.4.A.4 states that parking spaces are not permitted in a side yard adjoining a street.
Action Required
Move to recommend granting a request for a 6.3’ side yard adjoining a street parking setback
variation to permit a parking pad at 701 Laurel Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted.
(After the vote on the request)
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board
of Appeals for case number 2015-Z-32.
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701 Laurel Avenue
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.

Documents

Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Site Plan

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3

Completed application form
Letter of application
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
July 28, 2015
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
July 30, 2015
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated August 4, 2015
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, August 13, 2015

2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7

Minutes from the August 19, 2015 meeting
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

6.0

None

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that the applicant submitted an email requesting that the case be
continued to September 2, 2015.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the September 2, 2015 meeting.
6.11

Ms. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no
nays (Mr. Boyer and Ms. Norman were not present).
Motion carried.
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Minutes from the September 2, 2015 meeting
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Ms. Stacey Woeherle, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 6.3’ side yard adjoining a street parking
setback variation to permit a parking pad. The Village Board will hear this case on
September 22, 2015.

3.22

The applicant passed around a picture of a patio approved in 2009. They did not
get a variance and did not go through the proper process. Their alley is being redone
at this time. There is a 6’ x 21’ apron. There are stones that get scattered
everywhere. The pad gets the cars off of the street.

3.23

Mr. Merci visited the site and noted that there is a power pole in the alley. He asked
the location of the pole and if it would interfere with the parking pad.
The applicant said that the pole is on her property. The pole will not interfere with
parking. She showed the location on the plan. The pad will be away from the patio.

3.29

Chairman Duffy clarified that the pad was poured in 2009. They got a permit to
pour the pad. They requested to have the pad connected to the alley and were told
by Village staff that it would cause it to be a parking pad versus a patio.
The applicant said that her husband was in charge of the 2009 construction and he
now travels, which is why she is before the Board. It was the path of least
resistance. This is now a good time to do the parking pad. The alley will have
brick in the middle and cement on the sides for drainage. They still have a side
yard with a fence. They also have a two car garage.

3.30

Ms. Norman said that she was confused. In 2009 they did not get a permit or did
they not need a permit?
The applicant said that they had a permit for a patio, but they did not realize that it
would be a parking pad because of the apron. They are now asking for an apron so
it changes from a patio to a parking pad.

3.31

Chairman Duffy clarified that they got a permit to pour the patio in 2009.
The applicant talked about scheduling the cement truck in 2009 and they did not
knew the procedures and did not know they needed a variance and did not have
time to get one.
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3.32

Mr. Surman asked if they initially applied for a patio.
The applicant initially applied for a patio. The area was not only for parking
because her children also play back there.

3.33

Mr. Surman said he does not see the hardship right now. The reason why there is
a setback code is to protect the neighborhood and the environment and to keep cars
from being on the parkway. If the Board were to allow this, the car would be 6’3”
closer to the curb. There are setbacks for a certain reason.

3.34

Chairman Duffy said this is more restrictive because it is a side yard adjoining a
street.
The applicant said that the situation is awkward. They still have a side yard and a
fence and some yard and a sidewalk. They alley is cement with brick in the middle.
They could not come up with an answer for hardship other than that the stones are
sloppy, there is a new alley and there is a house behind her. The pad will clean
everything up.

3.35

Chairman Duffy asked if parking was restrictive or is it open.
The applicant said they are close to the el and at 7 AM no permit is needed but there
is a permit needed at times and on other blocks. There is restricted parking on her
side of the street as well. There are no cars along that whole side.

3.26

Mr. Surman said that the pad is wide enough to put two cars there.
The applicant said that does not happen very often unless there is snow when plows
come through.

3.27

Mr. Surman said if they were looking for one spot they could have an apron go all
the way across. It could be 11’ wide and the car would stay off of the setback.
There would be enough to pull in one car.
The applicant noted that this would look odd aesthetically. She said that her
husband probably did what he thought was best at the time.

3.28
5.0

There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Merci said that granting this variation would set a precedent for creating a
parking pad close to a side yard frontage. Mr. Surman suggested a way to eliminate
the need for a variance and would have resolved the problem of having a car parked
too close to the side yard. He cannot support the request.

5.2

Ms. Norman agreed with the above. It is becoming more common that people want
to have parking pads on their lawns. She likes that setbacks are required because
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backyards should not look like parking lots. She does not see a hardship. There is
parking available at least most of the time. She cannot support the request.

6.0

5.3

Mr. Schneider said this lot is on the corner which creates an issue. Getting cars off
the street is a good idea. The site is well screened and the neighborhood will not
be impacted in any way. He can support the request.

5.4

Mr. Surman said he does not think that the apron needs to be that big. The car
should be kept away from the curb and not set a precedent. He cannot support the
request.

5.5

Chairman Duffy said he walked down the alley. One of the reasons why
improvements are being done is because of flooding in that area. This is a way of
keeping water from running into the street from the long alley and from along
Crescent. He can see why the applicant is saying that it would look cleaner. No
one else has a parking pad along the alley or Crescent. It is not feel obtrusive so he
was on the fence. But he agrees with Mr. Surman in trying to reduce the request
for the variance and give the applicant what they want. That is a reasonable
solution. By moving the apron away from the street enough the setback issue is
avoided.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Merci moved to recommend granting a request for a 6.3’ side yard adjoining a
street parking setback variation to permit a parking pad at 701 Laurel Avenue in
accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11

Ms. Norman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Bill Merci
Lynn Norman
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Yes
Not Present
Not Present
No
No
Yes
No

Motion failed.
6.2

Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to create the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2015-Z-32.
6.21

Ms. Norman seconded the emotion and the voice vote was all ayes and no
nays.
Motion carried.

7

Case 2015-Z-32
701 Laurel Avenue
7.0

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no
particular conditions of the property or its surroundings that impose a practical difficulty
or particular hardship on the owner. The owner is not prevented from making reasonable
use of the property if the variation is not granted. There is a water problem in the area and
the parking pad will add impervious coverage to the problem.
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. As a corner lot, the required setback
is greater than for an interior lot, resulting in less room to construct a conforming parking
pad. It is to the benefit of the neighborhood to get cars off the street. The proposed
variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The
parking pad will be screened by landscaping and fencing and therefore will have minimal
impact on the neighborhood. The appearance of the current situation will be improved
with paving connecting the pad to the alley.

8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 6.3’ side yard adjoining
a street parking setback variation to permit a parking pad at 701 Laurel Avenue in
accordance with the plans submitted.
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