
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 

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

 
Village Board Council Chambers 

 
          

Tuesday, January 24, 2017 
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 January 10, 2017. 

 
  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
 3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting  
  held December 5, 2016. 
 
 3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held  
  December 7, 2016. 
 
 3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held  
  December 21, 2016. 
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 3.5 Appointment of Land Use Committee as a Special Zoning Committee to 
  review text amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 3.6 Introduction of Ordinance #2017-O-9 amending Chapter 20, “Zoning  
  Ordinance,” Appendix A, “Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance,” of the  
  Wilmette Village Code. 
 
 3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-48, 1132 Michigan   
  Avenue regarding a request for a variation to permit parking spaces in a  
  required front yard in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of  
  Ordinance #2017-O-7. 
 
 3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-01, 930 Sheridan Road  
  regarding a request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area   
  variation to permit the construction of a first floor addition and a second  
  floor addition in accordance with the plans as revised; adoption of   
  Ordinance #2017-O-8. 
 

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.9 Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-2 amending the Fiscal Year 2016 
 Annual Budget – REQUEST TO TABLE TO FEBRUARY 14, 2017 
 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING.  

 

              ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.10 Notice of vacancy on the Building Code Board of Appeal due to the term  
   expiration of Phillip Liederbach. 
 
  3.11 Notice of vacancy on the Building Code Board of Appeal due to the term  
   expiration of Michael Venechuk. 
 
  3.12 Notice of vacancy on the Plan Commission due to the term expiration of  
   Richard DeLeo. 
 
  3.13 Notice of vacancy on the Plan Commission due to the term expiration of  
   Gary Kohn. 
    

  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.14 Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-1 to secure $700,000 of Motor Fuel Tax  
   (MFT) funds from the State of Illinois for the 2017 MFT Road Program. 
 
  3.15 Approval of contract extension in the amount of $40,216 with ILT   
   Vignocchi, Wauconda, IL for landscaping services. 
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  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.16 Application of Mather Place, 2801 Old Glenview Road for a Class A liquor  
   license – Referral to Judiciary Committee. 
  

4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 
  
 

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

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

6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
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 
 

6.41 Approval of contract in the amount of $114,933 with    
    MWH-Stantec (MWH), Chicago, IL for the Value Engineering  
    Review of the Separate Storm Sewer System Study. 

 
  TIME LIMIT:  10 MINUTES 

 
6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

No Report 
 

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 
 

    

    
 



1/10/17  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, JANUARY 10, 2017. 

The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:33 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
President Bob Bielinski 
Trustees Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr. 

Carol Ducommun 
Julie Wolf 
Ted McKenna 
Senta Plunkett 

Absent: Cameron Krueger 

Staff Present:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk 
Michael Zimmermann, Corporation Counsel 
John Prejzner, Assistant Village Manager 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 
Nabil Quafisheh, Director of Water Management 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Eric Paset said he is the owner of North Shore Apartments & Condos Inc. and they 
manage apartments and condos in Evanston and Wilmette.  He said one of the 
buildings they manage is at 5th and Linden in Wilmette and the tenants have issues 
with parking in the area due to time restrictions.  He asked if it was possible to open 
more parking spaces on the street to the tenants in the building. 

Timothy Frenzer, Village Manager, said there are overnight parking passes 
available for sale in the CTA parking lot on Linden Avenue. 

Mr. Paset said the fee for a monthly overnight parking pass is $85 and there seems 
to be a lot of parking spaces available on the streets. He noted that the building has 
recently been renovated and all the units are occupied so more parking spaces are 
needed. 

Agenda Item: 3.1
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President Bielinski said there is a process for residents to change the overnight 
parking bans on the street where they live.  He asked Mr. Paset to follow up with 
Mr. Frenzer regarding the overnight parking issue. 

 
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
    

Trustee Wolf moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows: 
 

3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held December 13, 2016. 
 

  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 

held November 7, 2016. 
 

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

 

3.4 Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-1 approving a request for a 6.3’ side yard 
 adjoining a street parking setback variation to permit a parking pad on the 
 property at 701 Laurel Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted.  
 Approval granted on the condition that (a) only the western half of the 
 apron shall be improved with a village-approved permeable surface, and 
 (b) the eastern half of the apron shall be grass, and (c) parking shall only 
 be allowed on the western half of the apron as improved with the 
 patio/parking pad, and (d) that the Applicants shall comply with all other 
 requirements of the Zoning and Building Ordinances. 

 
3.5 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-44, 3533 Illinois Road  

  regarding a revised request for a 3.87’ side yard setback variation, a 2.87’  
  side yard eave setback variation, and a 3.0’ combined side yard setback  
  variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal  
  non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans submitted;   
  adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-3. 

 
3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-51, 219 Linden Avenue  

  regarding a request for a 185.35 square foot (11.62%) rear yard pavement 
  impervious surface coverage variation to permit the installation of a patio  
  in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-4. 

 
3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-54, 2222 Greenwood  

  Avenue regarding a request for a 343.25 square foot (5.62%) total floor  
  area variation to permit the construction of a first floor and a second floor  
  addition on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the  
  plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-5. 
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3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-59, 3027 Greenleaf  

  Avenue regarding a revised request for a 280.91 square foot (5.31%) lot  
  coverage variation and a 29.56 square foot (2.79%) rear yard structure  
  impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a  
  detached two-car garage in accordance with the plans as revised;   
  adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-6. 

 
FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

3.9 Approval of December 2016 Disbursement Report. 
 
3.10 Presentation of the November 2016 Monthly Financial Report. 
 
3.11 Introduction of Ordinance #2017-O-2 amending the Fiscal Year 2016 
 Annual Budget.  

 

              ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.12 Presentation of minutes of the Transportation Commission meeting held  
   March 9, 2016. 
 
  3.13 Appointment of William Bradford as Chair of the Appearance Review  
   Commission. 
 

  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.14 Approval of two-year contract at an estimated annual cost of $86,350  
   distributed between Mike Greco Landscaping, Inc., Gurnee, IL, Arthur  
   Weiler Nursery, Inc., Zion, IL and Acres Group, Wauconda, IL for tree  
   planting services. 
 
  3.15 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $574,282.20 with CDM  
   Smith Inc., Chicago, IL for engineering design and bidding services   
   associated with the Water Plant Electrical Improvements Project. 

 

 Trustee Sullivan 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: 
 
There were no reports from the Village Manager or Corporation Counsel. 
  

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
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6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
6.11 REMOVE FROM TABLE- Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case 
 #2016-Z-42, 2411 Wilmette Avenue regarding a request for a 4.69’ 
 front yard setback variation, a 343.92 square foot (16.97%) front yard 
 impervious surface  coverage variation, and a variation to permit 
 parking spaces in a  required front yard to permit the construction of 
 a two-car attached garage in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
6.12 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-56, 211 Kilpatrick 
 Avenue regarding a request for a 23.7’ front yard setback variation 
 and a 405.3 square foot (28.59%) front yard impervious surface 
 coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage 
 on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans 
 submitted. 
    
6.13 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-57, 227 Kilpatrick 
 Avenue regarding a request for a 23.92’ front yard setback variation 
 and a 405.97 square foot (28.78%) front yard impervious surface 
 coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage 
 on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans 
 submitted.  
   
6.14 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2016-Z-58, 235 Kilpatrick 
 Avenue regarding a request for a 23.55’ front yard setback variation 
 and a 402.81 square foot (28.42%) front yard impervious surface 
 coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage 
 on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans 
 submitted. 
 
 Trustee Sullivan made an omnibus motion to continue all four cases 
 to the February 28, 2017 Regular Village Board meeting, seconded 
 by Trustee Ducommun.  
 
 President Bielinski noted that all four applicants requested that their 
 cases be continued.  The next meeting that all the Trustees will be in 
 attendance is the February 28th meeting. 
 
 Trustee McKenna said he was concerned about the three variations 
 requests on Kilpatrick Avenue and wondered if the Village Board 
 should discuss the requests or refer them to the Plan Commission.  
 The applicants are requesting variations that would make a huge 
 difference on the street. 
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 President Bielinski said Trustee McKenna’s point is well taken as the 
 requests might be a bigger issue than a simple zoning variation. The 
 Village Board may appoint a special zoning committee to 
 discuss the issue if needed. 
 
 All voted aye on the motion to continue the cases to the February 28, 
 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting, the motion carried. 
 

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 
No Report 

 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
No Reports 

 

7.0       NEW BUSINESS 
 

No Report 
 

8.0       MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
 8.1 Review Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance regulations. 
 

9.0       ADJOURNMENT 
 

   Trustee Ducommun moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:50 p.m., seconded by Trustee 
       

   Wolf. All voted aye, the motion carried. 
 
       
 

Barbara L. Hirsch 
      Deputy Village Clerk 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

MONDAY, DECEMBER 5, 2016  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

William Bradford 

Dan Collyer 

Daniel Elkins 

Mason Miller 

Craig Phillips 

Carrie Woleben-Meade   

Members Absent: None 

Guests: Melissa Toops, 600 W Jackson Blvd, Chicago, IL 

Mike Fitzgerald, 600 W Jackson Blvd, Chicago, IL 

George Argionis, 231 Vista Drive 

Karen Donnan, 809 Westerfield Drive 

Wei Lam, 1210 Central Ave 

Laura Moss, 1515 Sheridan Rd 

Robert Klein, 1515 Sheridan Rd 

Linda Pedian, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

Timothy Schoolmaster, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

Chuck Southwick, 1500 Sheridan Rd, 1E 

Steve Denemark, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

Gail Shorr, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

Staff Present: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 

             Agenda Item: 3.2
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I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.  He swore in the audience 

members who wished to speak during the special zoning hearing. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF NOVEMBER 7, 2016. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve the November 7, 2016 meeting minutes as amended.  The 

motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and 

Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 

none.  The motion carried. 

 

III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Bradford asked Mr. Sivertsen to communicate to the Women’s Club that the 

Commission would not likely continue their case past January.  The Commission has been 

continuing the case for a long time.  Mr. Phillips moved to continue Case 2015-AR-45, 930 

Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club, to the January 9 meeting.  The motion was seconded by 

Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, 

Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-45, 

825 Green Bay Road, Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate.  The motion was seconded by 

Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 

Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

V. CASES 

 

2016-AR-42 2601 Old Glenview Road 

Westmoreland Country Club Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-42, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country 

Club, requesting an Appearance Review Certificate request to construct a paddle hut, 

modify two existing paddle courts and construct an additional two courts. 

 

Mr. Mike Fitzgerald went over some of the items requested at the previous meeting.  He 

said there was a question about the placement of the cupola on the paddle hut building.  

They studied several options including moving the cupola as well as adding another cupola.  

Ultimately they decided the leave the cupola at the front of the building.  He showed the 

material samples for the paddle hut.  The windows will be a residential aluminum clad 

Marvin window in white.  The siding will be white in a smooth texture.  The brick for the 

chimney will be standard size red brick.  The roofing will be an asphalt architectural 

shingle in a cedar shake look.  The roof of the cupola will be copper.  The foundation wall 
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will have a stucco plaster finish in a gray-green color.  The paddle court skirt will be 

wooden in the same gray-green color as the foundation wall.  The terrace will be finished 

with a concreate paver in a bluestone color with a slate textured finish.  He stated the two 

northernmost paddle court lights will be angled not to be the optimal lighting for the court, 

but to further reduce any spillage of light to the north. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the applicant sufficiently responded to all of the comments from the 

previous meeting. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the plans looked fantastic. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked what type of weather vane they would install. 

 

Mr. Fitzgerald said it would be bronze, but the exact design was not yet known. 

 

Mr. George Argionis, stated he lived across the street from the paddle courts and wanted to 

know where the new courts would be located. 

 

Mr. Fitzgerald showed Mr. Argionis where the courts would be located on the site plan.  

They would be farther south than the existing courts. 

 

Mr. Argionis asked if there was a specific time when the paddle courts would be in use. 

 

Mr. Fitzgerald said the questions came up at the Zoning Board hearing.  He thought the 

club said league play during the week goes until about 10 pm.  The intent is that since the 

number of courts are expanding that they would be able to shut down the courts closest to 

Old Glenview Road and use the ones further back as the night went on. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-42, 

2601 Old Glenview Road, for a request to relocate paddle courts, construct new paddle 

courts, and construct a new paddle hut, with the conditions that the windows be in white, 

the clapboard siding be Hardie Board in white, all the wood trim on the building be white, 

the roof shingles be weathered wood asphalt shingles, the cupola roof be copper, the skim 

coat on the foundation wall be gray/green, the pavers on the south terrace be concrete 

pavers in a bluestone color and slate finish, the railings will be black, and the light fixture 

finish be bronze.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  

Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, 

Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

2016-AR-44 1210 Central Avenue 

International Bank of Chicago Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-44, 1210 Central Avenue, International Bank of 

Chicago, for an Appearance Review Certificate to screen a new roof top mechanical unit.  

The Community Development Department permitted the installation of a new roof top 
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mechanical unit in late summer upon the condition that the applicant provide screening as 

approved by the Appearance Review Commission.  The applicant is now seeking approval 

for a new screen. 

 

Mr. Wei Lam said he worked for International Bank of Chicago.  The screening unit they 

were proposing to install would have a dark brown finish to match the parapet wall of the 

building. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked for clarification on the type of screening unit.  Some of the specification 

sheets showed corrugated metal, but one of the detail drawings showed a louvered style 

screen. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the applicant was proposing the corrugated style screen. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve Case 2016-AR-44, 1210 Central Avenue, 

International Bank of Chicago for an Appearance Review Certificate to install a screen for 

a new roof top unit.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

2017-AR-01 1415-1425 Sheridan Road 

Westerfield Square Preliminary Review 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-01, 1415-1425 Sheridan Road, Westerfield Square, for 

a preliminary review of a request to install landscaping and replacement fencing. 

 

Ms. Donnan said the association is in year five of a project to update the property.  Next 

spring they would like to focus on how they present their property to the community along 

Sheridan Road.  The stretch of fencing along Sheridan Road is original and it looks shabby 

when compared to other parts.  They are working with the same landscape architect who 

designed the previously installed landscaping so the plant materials will be a continuation 

with what has already been completed. 

 

Ms. Donnan asked the commission if they needed any more information or had any 

questions.  They plan to come back in January for a formal review and would like to start 

the work in March. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the only thing he would like to have when the applicant comes back is an 

overall site plan or key plan showing where this project is in relation to the overall 

development. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they have the elevation drawing of the fence, but it would be helpful to 

know if all of the fencing will have 8 foot spacing between the posts.  It would be helpful 

to see where the posts are going.  As an architect it would be helpful to have an elevation 

drawing, but that wasn’t necessary.  It would helpful to at least have a drawing showing 
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where the posts will be placed.  He wants to make sure there is some rhythm to the fence.  

He assumed they won’t be reusing the existing posts from the stockade fence. 

 

Ms. Donnan said they will not be reusing the posts from the existing fence.  The plan is to 

take down the fencing in sections and replace it with the new fence so that no one yard is 

exposed for a long period of time. 

 

Ms. Donnan asked if that was something their landscape architect would prepare. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said whoever did the landscape plan could add the fence post locations to the 

plan. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked if the gates would look different than the fence.  A detail of the gate 

would be helpful.  He assumed they wouldn’t be using lattice at the top of the gate. 

 

Ms. Donnan asked if there was anything else they would need. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said the development was looking really wonderful.  They have done 

a great job with the landscaping.  If they are continuing with the same plant materials then 

she doesn’t have any issues with the proposal. 

 

 

2016-SZC-02 1515 Sheridan Road 

Plaza del Lago Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment 

 

Mr. Sheridan opened the Special Zoning Committee meeting for Case 2016-SZC-02, 1515 

Sheridan Road, Plaza del Lago and swore in Ms. Shorr who arrived at the meeting after 

than initial swearing in at the beginning of the meeting. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said since the previous meeting the applicant had provided additional sign 

renderings as requested by the commission. 

 

Ms. Moss reiterated her point from the previous meeting that the original drawing 

submitted was not the design they wished to install.  It was only something to represent the 

size of sign they were considering. 

 

Ms. Moss said at the previous meeting there was some confusion as to what size and type 

of signs were being requested.  After the November meeting she said she met with Linda 

Pedian who lives at 1500 Sheridan.  They spent a lot of time walking the property and 

discussing sign ideas.  Ms. Moss was also able to obtain clarification on what type of 

signage was proposed for the storefront recently occupied by Runner’s Edge. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said for simplicity he would like to take each case separately.  He thought it 

made sense to discuss the request for Runner’s Edge first. 
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Mr. Robert Klein said he recently moved his business to Plaza del Lago, but have been in 

Wilmette for 24 years.  He thought the currently permitted sized sign was a bit small when 

compared to what Starbucks and Fannie May have displayed.  The sign plans submitted 

show the logo for the Runner’s Edge placed on a backing.  The letters would be 

individually mounted to the backer.  It would be very difficult for the sign fabricator to do 

an individually mounted letter sign without a backer panel.  This allows the sign to be 

easily installed while not creating a non-conforming box sign.  The sign proposed is 26.1 

square feet in area.  Based on Mr. Sivertsen’s calculations a sign covering 30% of the 

signable area would be 22.3 square feet. 

 

Ms. Moss said in relation to the sign for Starbucks and Fannie May which are on either side 

of Runner’s Edge, their signs are much larger at 32 square feet and 48 square feet.  Her 

understanding of the sign is that 30% coverage is the general standard for the Village but 

that Plaza del Lago used specific sizes rather than a percent coverage to determine 

maximum sign. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said that is correct. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said depending on how the size of the sign is calculated, the proposed sign 

for Runner’s Edge could be 20.85 square feet.  The sign is set at an angle and therefore 

some dead space is used in measuring the height and width.  If the sign were set parallel 

with the ground it would be calculated at 20.85 square feet rather than 26.1 square feet. 

 

Mr. Bradford said at the previous meeting the general consensus was that a sign with 30% 

coverage would be reasonable.  He said the medallions above the storefront windows 

limited the signable area of the storefront. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the proposal seems reasonable given the size of the signs for Starbucks 

and Fannie May. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the ordinance needed to be amended to either redefine the signable area in 

this case or revise the allowed coverage, otherwise the proposed sign still wouldn’t be 

permitted. 

 

Mr. Sheridan thought the location of the medallions on the storefront didn’t make sense and 

shouldn’t limit the size of the signable area.  Other parts of the shopping center had 

medallions and other architectural features that related better to the architecture that 

probably should limit the signable area. 

 

Mr. Elkins prepared draft language that read, “Activities in Space 36 may display one wall 

sign on the east elevation.  Such sign shall not exceed thirty percent of the signable area, 

which shall be measured for Building F, Space 36 without limitation by the existing 

medallions.” 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if there were any members of the audience who wished to speak. 
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Ms. Pedian asked if the ordinance needed to be amended in order to allow the proposed 

signage.  She would prefer to approve it as an exception to the ordinance rather than amend 

the ordinance. 

 

Mr. Bradford said yes the Commission could consider a sign variation request which would 

give the applicant the ability to display only the proposed sign.  One of the purposes for 

having a local sign ordinance is to provide uniform signage standards to give the landlord 

the flexibility to get sign approval without going to the Appearance Review Commission 

for each new sign.  The Appearance Review Commission has encouraged Plaza del Lago to 

seek a text amendment of the local sign ordinance to give them flexibility and also to save 

tenants the time to appear before the Commission.  

 

Mr. Elkins added the request to amend the ordinance would move the code more in line 

with the rest of the Village by calculating the maximum size as a percentage of the signable 

area.  In most areas it makes more sense to use the percent coverage rather than a specific 

height and width.  It allows more flexibility to businesses who might have a specific logo 

or brand image. 

 

Ms. Pedian said her other question was related to the specific size of what would be 

allowed.  The case report states that a sign with 30% coverage of the signable area would 

be 22.3 square feet, but the size being recommended for approval is 26.1 square feet. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the 22.3 square feet referred to a signable area that was restricted by the 

medallions.  The commission is recommending the signable area be expanded and not be 

limited by the medallions. 

 

Mr. Klein asked what the signable area would be if the medallions were not used to 

determine signable area. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said be eyeballing the drawing they would gain at least eight feet in width by 

not including the medallions.  That would give them a signable area of around 100 square 

feet with 30% coverage being 30 square feet.  The proposed sign would be within the 30 

square feet maximum. 

 

Ms. Gail Shorr asked to see the sign proposal for The Runner’s Edge. 

 

Mr. Sheridan showed her the proposal and described what was being recommended. 

 

Mr. Chuck Southwick asked about the illumination of the sign and if the sign would be 

turned off when the business closes. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they would be required to follow the code as it relates to illumination. 

 

Mr. Southwick said his understanding is that when the business closes the sign illumination 

is supposed to be turned off.  He thought the signs for Starbucks and Fannie May turn off 

between 9-10 pm. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said the code required illuminated signs to be turned off between midnight 

and 6 am. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked Mr. Klein when he would intend to shut off his sign. 

 

Mr. Klein said he was going to follow what his landlord requires. 

 

Ms. Moss said the signs go off between 10 and 11 pm. 

 

Mr. Southwick said that would be acceptable. 

 

Ms. Shorr said she would like the ordinance changed to reduce the hours of illumination. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he thinks they are going to let the Village ordinance stand. 

 

Ms. Shorr said the ordinance prohibits illumination for signs facing 10th Street and 

Westerfield, but not Sheridan Road.  There are residents across Sheridan Road, just as there 

are residents across from Westerfield and 10th Street.  She feels the residences across from 

Sheridan Road are treated differently than the other residence across from Plaza del Lago 

and feels signs illuminated until midnight does not serve the residences or the businesses 

well. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said that’s not part of the discussion for tonight, but her thoughts will be on 

the record and maybe, if asked to do so by the Village Board, they can look at that in the 

future. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said there was a question previously about the signable area for Runner’s 

Edge if the medallions were not used in defining the signable area.  Based off the plans, he 

measured the dimensions.  The signable area would be 29 feet across by 3.54 feet tall.  The 

coverage of a 26.1 square foot sign would be 25.4 percent. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked how they would be able to vote on the request.  There seems to be two 

separate requests. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said they could vote on the requests individually or combined. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the request before them was written as one request so maybe they should 

vote on the both of them together. 

 

Mr. Klein said he could stay for the rest of the discussion.  He said to address Ms. Shorr’s 

comments he does not intent to leave his sign illuminated all night long.  He said there are 

customers who do drive by during the night looking for his business.  There are longtime 

customers who thought they had moved because the light was off at night. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they are going to vote on both requests at the end of the discussion.  At 

this time they are going to end the discussion on Runner’s Edge. 
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Mr. Bradford said there were three options presented to the Commission for space #1 

where No Man’s Land is located.  He wanted to know which option the applicant wished to 

have approved. 

 

Ms. Moss said at the previous meeting there was a lot of objection to the original sign 

proposed.  There was also some question as to what a sign covering 30% of the signable 

area looked like.  The three proposals represent a sign which covers 30% of the signable 

area 25% of the signable area and a projecting sign.  As she mentioned at the beginning of 

the meeting she met with Linda Pedian.  She had a lot of good ideas, some of which were 

good, but that she thought would not be supported by the Village and some which were 

cost prohibitive.  Linda had an idea of doing a projecting sign which she really liked.  She 

realizes an internally illuminated projecting sign of this size is not currently allowed, but 

she feels it solves a lot of problems.  The sign would be seen by motorists driving from 

both directions on Sheridan Road.  It is also visible from a greater distance since you don’t 

need to be directly upon the sign before you see it.  From the residence angle it would have 

less illumination because it will be perpendicular to the building.  You don’t have the 

problem of turning your head at 35 or 40 miles an hour as you drive down the road.  Her 

preferred choice is the projecting blade sign.  Ms. Moss showed the Commission some 

historic photos of Plaza del Lago with similar projecting style signs. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he appreciated the thought put into Ms. Moss’s proposal.  He feels that 

local sign ordinances give the opportunity to do something that maybe doesn’t meet the 

general standard, but that makes sense for a particular shopping center or district that have 

unique conditions.  The first question for the Commission to consider is if a projecting sign 

is the right solution and then what size is appropriate. 

 

Mr. Elkins thinks a blade sign is the right solution, but isn’t sure about the type of 

illumination.  The general village regulations don’t allow internally illuminated projecting 

signs.  He thinks externally illumination would be a softer appearance for the neighbors.  

He said while the surface area is not that much, the overall area is 32 square feet. 

 

Ms. Moss said the main difference between a projecting sign at Napolita in downtown 

Wilmette and Sheridan Road is the speed of traffic. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked how this compared to the projecting sign approved for the 

Wilmette Bowling alley. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the bowling alley sign is big and internally illuminated, but the 

difference of that sign is that the bowling alley itself doesn’t have frontage on Ridge Road. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he’s not opposed to a sign being larger than the 6 square foot blade sign 

permitted in other parts of the Village. 

 

Ms. Moss asked how the sign area was calculated for a projecting sign. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said it would be calculated by measuring the surface area of the sign.  It 

would not be calculated by the size of the smallest rectangle surrounding the elements of 

the sign.  The sign proposed would be calculated as 10.2 square feet. 

 

Ms. Moss was wondering how the code could be written so that the illumination is 

acceptable. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said there is a type of internal illumination that would be less obtrusive than 

an internally illuminated box with a Plexiglas panel.  The sign cabinet would be similar to 

the proposed sign, but instead of a single Plexiglas panel being installed the individual 

letters and graphics would be cut out of a metal panel.  The illumination would then shine 

thru the lettering only and not the entire cabinet. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he was involved in a project recently where they did something similar.  It 

looks more elegant and holds up better over time. 

 

Ms. Moss said she would be in favor of a projecting sign as described by Mr. Sivertsen in 

place of having a wall sign that covers 30% of the signable area.  She would still want her 

tenants the ability to have an awning sign as an alternative to the projecting sign. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if they wanted to limit the thickness of the sign since it would be using 

LED technology. 

 

Mr. Moss said without having a sign contractor present she wasn’t sure what the thickness 

would need to be. 

 

Ms. Shorr said the purpose of the sign is to catch the attention of a driver as they pass by.  

She is very interested in the safety of people crossing Sheridan Road.  Her research has 

showed many accidents along Sheridan Road due to distractions.  She thinks signage along 

Sheridan Road is a distraction. 

 

Mr. Woleben-Meade said she thinks clearer wayfinding such as the projecting sign 

proposed creates less of a distraction. 

 

Mr. Steve Denemark commended the Commission for working with everyone to come to a 

consensus.  He likes the idea of a projecting sign in place of the wall sign.  He likes the 

idea of having awnings and would like to see the awnings stay.  He wondered if the 

awnings could remain and still have the projecting sign. 

 

Ms. Moss said the awning would block the projecting sign. 

 

Ms. Pedian said this discussion went in a much different direction than she originally 

expected.  She thanked the Commission and Laura Moss for working with everyone.  She 

understood the awnings would be impediments to viewing the projecting sign.  She agreed 

with Ms. Shorr that the crosswalk is unsafe, but feels that it is not tied to the sign proposal. 
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Ms. Donnan said the shopping center is an architectural jewel and anything they can do to 

have the sign reflect the character of Plaza del Lago would be appreciated. 

 

Mr. Sheridan went through the points of discussion.  The group had discussed having a 

projecting sign between 10-12 square feet.  It would project approximately 4 feet off the 

building.  Must be 8 feet above grade.  The awnings should be removed since they will 

conflict with the projecting sign.  If they wanted to keep one of the awnings not on 

Sheridan Road he would be okay with that. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked if there was consensus on the size of the sign. 

 

The general consensus among the Commission was that 12 square feet was acceptable. 

 

Findings of Fact 

 

The Commission found the requested amendments were consistent with the general 

regulations of the zoning ordinance and other areas of the Village.  The amendment will 

provide a benefit by directing illumination onto Sheridan Road, and not directly toward the 

residences across Sheridan Road. 

 

Decision 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to recommend amending the sign ordinance in Case 2016-SZC-02 with 

the following modification for Appendix A, Section 5.A.2. to read, “an activity in space 1 

with frontage parallel to Sheridan Road may display a projecting blade sign meeting the 

following criteria: 12 square feet maximum area, 4 foot max projection from wall, 8 foot 

minimum above grade to bottom of sign, preclude the use of awnings along the Sheridan 

Road elevation, the sign shall be externally illuminated or internally illuminated by an LED 

source with push-thru letters.” and Appendix A, Section 5.E.2 to read, “an activity in space 

36 may display one wall sign on the east storefront.  Such sign shall not exceed 30% 

coverage of the signable area which shall be measured for Building F, Space 36 without 

limitation by the existing medallions.”  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting 

yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, 

Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the recommendation to the 

Village Board.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There were no additional public comments. 
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VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 10:02 p.m., Mr. Bradford moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 

Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 

Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2016 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
 Mike Boyer  
 John Kolleng  
 Michael Robke 
 Reinhard Schneider 
 Christopher Tritsis 
 
Members Absent: Bob Surman 
 
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-54 2222 Greenwood Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2016-Z-44 3533 Illinois Road 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

3.3 
1-24-17 
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IV. 2015-Z-56 211 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. 2016-Z-57 227 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VI. 2016-Z-58 235 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
VII. Approval of the November 9, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the November 9, 2016 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  Motion 
carried. 

 
VIII. Public Comment 
 
 There was no public comment. 
 
IX. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:36 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Jeff Shaw, applicant 
 
  3.12 Ms. Michaela Shaw, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 343.25 square foot (5.62%) total floor 

area variation to permit the construction of a first floor and a second floor addition 
on the legal non-conforming structure.  The Village Board will hear this case on 
January 10, 2017.   

 
 3.22 The applicant said they have lived in the home since 2003.  They want to build a 

modest addition that exceeds the allowable floor area and expands the existing 
square footage by about 95 square feet.  They plan to build a small addition on the 
first floor as part of the renovation.  The purpose is to relocate an existing full 
bathroom that is not functional as a full bathroom.  The bathroom has to be moved 
to accommodate his son’s needs.  He has autism and this allows him to have his 
own bathroom.  He will be living with them for a long time.  The bathroom is 
modest and provides just enough room for a full bath. 

 
  The project is part of their plan to improve the existing kitchen structure.  When 

built in the late 1930s the structure was an afterthought.  There was an addition in 
the 1950s that did not improve the structure.  The house is well constructed and 
uniquely designed except for the kitchen.  They want to make the kitchen consistent 
with the quality and character of the rest of the house.   

 
  They want to properly align the first floor footprint to allow for installation of an 

odd shaped wedge that is not utilizable within the interior or exterior of their house 
making the first floor and the patio more functional.  This wedge is where rain 
runoff is funneled and causes seepage into the basement and damage to the patio.  
They plan to divert the rainwater into a larger downspout into the backyard away 
from the house.  Temporary fixes are ugly and don’t work.   

 
  The current full bath is located off of the kitchen.  It cannot be used as a full bath 

at this time.  They will move the bathroom above the existing kitchen to provide a 
more suitable suite for his son.   

 
  The current kitchen has limited or no insulation which causes problems.  The 

interior renovations will create a more usable space in the kitchen and dining room.  
Renovations are modest and consistent with neighborhood renovations.  The 
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exterior design will make the east part of the back of the house more consistent with 
the design and character of the rest of the house.   

 
  The prior additions done in the 1940s and 1950s exceeded the floor area.  Their lot 

is smaller than other lots in R1C.  If they were on a larger lot thy may not have the 
hardship related to needing a variation for additional square footage.  They meet 
other zoning requirements.  No light or air would be impaired with the additions.  
Property values won’t be impaired.  The next door neighbor wrote a letter and 
supports the plan.    

 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer clarified that they are moving a full bath and the current powder room 

remains.   
 
  The applicant confirmed that on the first floor there are 1.5 bathrooms.   
 
 3.24 Mr. Boyer clarified they are moving the full bath upstairs and expanding the 

kitchen.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Robke clarified they bought the house in 2003 and asked how old their son 

was.   
 
  The applicant said his son is 14 years old.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer asked if there was a record of permits for the previous additions.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that she found a permit dated nineteen-fifty-something, which said 

that the addition extended 22’ out beyond the edge of the house.  It is probably the 
sunroom.   

 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider asked about the net increase of square footage.   
 
  The applicant said that it is 95 square feet and almost all of it is on the second floor.   
 
 3.28 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said there is one total request.  The request shows larger due to the 

existing non-conformity.  The total request is 95 square feet net.  The request is not 
large.  All standards of review are met.  He can support the request.  No neighbors 
are impacted.  The request is reasonable.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said it is a targeted request.  They were non-conforming to begin with.  

What they want to do is minor and hardships exist.  He can support the request.   
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 5.3 Mr.  Tritsis suggested showing the current layout with the proposed plan.   
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy added that this is a modest request especially for the standard of 

living they are trying to achieve.   
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 343.25 square foot 

(5.62%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a first floor and a 
second floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 2222 Greenwood 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
 

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-54.   
 
  6.12 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the 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 
previous additions that had been added, imposes upon the owner a practical difficulty.  The 
plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to previous additions.  The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with kitchen and 
other improvements on the first floor and a new full bath on the second floor.  The proposed 
variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air.  The variation, 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 343.25 square foot 
(5.62%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a first floor and a second 
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floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure at 2222 Greenwood Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.   
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Luke Liu, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a 3.87’ side yard setback variation, 

a 2.87’ side yard eave setback variation, and a 3.0’ combined side yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure.   The Village Board will hear this case on January 24, 2017.   

 
 3.22 The applicant said he bought the house and closed on June 27, 2016.  They have 

been working on the plans.  They had a hearing on this case already and he 
incorporated Board member feedback and made substantial changes to the original 
plan.  They went to the Village Board and the Village Board sent the case back to 
the ZBA.   

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said that the ZBA is seeing more cases that the Village Board has 

remanded back even if alterations are made.  They want the ZBA to make the 
approval. 

 
  The applicant said they appreciate feedback from the ZBA.   
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said he was not at the first hearing for the case.  It looks like they 

reduced the amount of impervious surface for the driveway. 
 
  The applicant said it was their plan to reduce the amount of impervious surface.  On 

the east side, they reduced the request to 1’ or less.  They are more than 4’ away 
from the neighbor’s fence.   

 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider asked if the applicant was referencing 1.4 when he was explaining 

the above.   
 
  The applicant talked about the distance being 3’4” and not over 4’.    
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the applicant was referencing 1.11.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Schneider clarified that the distance is 3’4” from the property line but the 

request shows 3.87’.   
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that the original proposal was 4.89’ and now it is 3.87’ so 

they are asking for a lesser amount.   
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  The applicant said they reconfigured the driveway while making it safer.  The 
original request had 516 square feet overage in the front.  They removed 414 square 
feet in the front.  They narrowed the driveway and reduced the apron.  On the east 
side there was a plan to create another 160 square feet of green area.   

 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said that at the last meeting, it was brought up since they are 

reconstructing the current garage, why not put a detached garage in the back.  Why 
is it important to have an attached garage?  Does it have something to do with his 
mother-in-law? 

 
  The applicant said that his mother-in-law lives with him and has medical problems 

and her health is deteriorating.  It is easier to get her in and out with an attached 
garage.   

 
 3.29 Mr. Schneider asked how much wider they were making the garage.   
 
  The applicant said they making it over 3’ wider.   
 
 3.30 Mr. Schneider said that the last hearing, the applicant was removing the existing 

garage.  They were only saving the floor or part of the floor.   
 
  The applicant said he spoke with his architect.  They will redo the garage roof.  

They will remove the east wall and then pour the slab.  Most of the weight is on the 
western part.   

 
 3.31 Mr. Boyer clarified that they are pouring footings all the way around.   
 
  The applicant said that his architect noted that only a slab would be fine.   
 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy clarified that they are keeping the south wall.   
 
  The applicant said that the architect is delayed coming to tonight’s meeting but he 

could explain by phone.   
 
 3.33 Mr. Boyer said that the architect explained the proposal at the last meeting.  It will 

all be removed and new concrete will be poured and it is being rebuilt.  It is smaller 
but the construction process is the same as was explained before.   

 
 3.34 Mr. Schneider said that at the last meeting, the applicant said he had not spoken 

with the neighbor to the east.  Has he spoken to the neighbor since that meeting? 
 
  The applicant said he spoke with the neighbor.  The neighbor sent a letter and an 

email.  He supports the proposal.  He is a very good neighbor.   
 
 3.35 Mr. Kolleng asked the width of the garage.   
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  The applicant said that it originally was 10’ wide. 
 
 3.36 Mr. Kolleng said they need 16’.   
 
  The applicant said that is the typical recommendation but they will not be at 16’  
 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider said that the distance from the exterior wall to the property line will 

be 3’ and the width of the garage exterior is 13’11”.   The garage door is 12’ wide.   
 
  The applicant referenced the plan on Exhibit 1.13.  The applicant talked about 

having the garage exterior at 13’6”.   
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy asked if there were water issues in the yard.  Does water pool in 

the yards? 
 
  The applicant said that his east side neighbor spent $16,000 to improve the situation 

in his backyard.  The applicant had water in his front yard from melting snow.   
 
 3.39 Chairman Duffy said that a neighbor who lives on Thornwood was saying that 

water pools in the backyards.   
 
  The applicant said that his west side neighbor had water issues in the basement.   
 
 3.40 Mr. Boyer said that the garage is 38’ long.  Will they splash downspouts into the 

backyard or have a 40’ gutter system along the east side of the garage wall and 
putting water in the front yard? 

 
  The applicant said they are not putting water in the front yard.  There are issues 

with water in the front yard.   
 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy said that maybe a garage in the rear yard is not a great idea.   
 
 3.42 Mr. Robke said that at the last hearing, it was discussed that they would be 

increasing the impervious area with a detached garage back there and this would 
cause more water problems.   

 
  The applicant said they will gutter to the backyard.  He referenced Exhibit 1.18.  He 

talked about an area on the site where they would build a rain garden.   It is the 
lowest point in the neighborhood. 

 
 3.43 Mr. Boyer said he looked at county topography maps and that is one of the lowest 

areas in the neighborhood.  There are three new construction houses in the 
immediate area and they are higher than the applicant’s backyard.  There is also a 
basketball court on the property behind the applicant’s house.    
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 3.44 Mr. Schneider said it looks like the garage will match the roofline of the rest of the 
house.  Half of the water will drain to the back and the other half to the front.   

 
  The applicant said that all water will go to the back.  He explained how this could 

be done.   
 
 3.45 Chairman Duffy said that more water would go to the back because the front 

already floods.   
 
  The applicant said that only the northwest corner will discharge to the front and the 

rest will discharge to the rear.  The neighbor had a water problem on the east side.   
 
 3.46 Chairman Duffy said that the neighbor who wrote in lives on Thornwood which is 

to the south.  He noted that there are already water issues.   
 
 3.47 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.   There was no additional 

communication on this case.    
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said he was not in favor of the case when it first came before the Board.  

He is now on the fence.  There is not that much that is different.  The applicant did 
change the front yard request a little, but he was not concerned with the front yard 
request in the first proposal.  He changed the garage size from 570 square feet to 
533 square feet.  It is a large, long, one-car garage.  He does not know if it will 
solve all needs to store his cars.  Having a tandem one-car garage does not get used 
the way a two-car detached garage gets used.   

 
  He knows that the proposal was created due to family issues.  He wants to hear his 

colleagues’ opinions on this case.   
 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider said that the existing garage is being taken down and 

replaced/expanded in the same location.  Why not do it in a conforming location? 
But he is somewhat persuaded with the fact that if the garage was put in the back 
plus a driveway, it would significantly expand impervious surface.  The 
neighborhood has issues regarding water runoff.  The neighbor to the east does not 
object to the proposal.  The proposal is better than any alternatives.  He thinks he 
can support the request.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Robke said that there is a decrease in impervious area in the front.  There is 

reduction on the driveway.  The side yard setback is small.  This is a unique 
situation.  If he built in a conforming location he would exacerbate the problem that 
he has.  He hesitantly supports the request.   

 
 5.4 Mr. Boyer said that if he put a garage in a conforming location could he pitch a 

driveway to control rainwater and throw it to the front of the yard.   
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 5.5 Mr. Robke said that the front yard has flooding issues.   
 
 5.6 Mr. Boyer said there is ponding in the front of the yard and flooding in the back of 

the yard.   
 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy asked Mr. Boyer what is the difference in the depth from his back 

yard to his front yard?  
 
 5.8 Mr. Boyer said it was about 2’.  The garage would have to be more than 2’ out of 

the ground in order to have enough to run the water from back to front.   
 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy agreed with Mr. Schneider that this is probably the best option 

because in theory the detached garage makes the most sense.  In practicality the 
proposal is probably the way to go.   

 
 5.10 Mr. Robke said that the applicant talked about the rain garden in the back to deal 

with flooding and it reduces that opportunity with the garage in the back.   
 
 5.11 Mr. Tritsis said that he was also on the fence.  He said that the proposed solution is 

not great, but it is slightly better than other options.   
 
 5.12 Mr. Kolleng said that there are a lot of elements that are topographically negative 

and surrounding lots that are higher.  He will always have a water problem.  He 
does not know if putting a garage in the back yard will exacerbate the problem.  He 
thinks they should put the garage in the back yard.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 3.87’ side yard 

setback variation, a 2.87’ side yard eave setback variation, and a 3.0’ combined side 
yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal 
non-conforming structure at 3533 Illinois Road in accordance with the plans 
submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
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 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-44. 

  
  6.21 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   
 
   Motion carried.   
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION IS BASED 

 
A majority 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 existing one-car garage, the location of the house on the lot, and the 
topography of the immediately area impose upon the owner a practical difficulty.  The 
plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of 
the development of the lot.  The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question.  The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a garage of 
adequate width and access to the house for family members.  The proposed variations will 
not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties.  The proposed addition 
will have the least impact on other property, compared to a detached garage located in the 
rear yard, which already floods.  The applicant revised his request to provide the greatest 
setback possible and has obtained the approval of the immediate neighbors who would be 
most impacted.  The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood as the appearance of the house is to remain substantially the same. 
 
A minority 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 is a 
conforming location in the rear yard where the applicant could build a one- or even two-
car garage.  The work being done to the existing garage largely results in it being entirely 
removed; in which case, there would be easy access to a new garage in the rear.   

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for a 3.87’ side yard 
setback variation, a 2.87’ side yard eave setback variation, and a 3.0’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure at 3533 Illinois Road in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Robert Davis, applicant 
   227 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Samuel Lin, applicant 
   235 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
  3.13 Mr. Greg Kharas, applicant 
   211 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
  3.14 Mr. Tim Sheridan, architect 
   1351 Ashland Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that there are three cases for discussion together: 
 
  211 Kilpatrick Avenue, case 2016-Z-56, is a request for a 23.7’ front yard setback 

variation and a 405.3 square foot (28.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-
conforming structure.   

 
  227 Kilpatrick Avenue, case 2016-Z-57, is a request for a 23.92’ front yard setback 

variation and a 405.97 square foot (28.78%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-
conforming structure.   

 
  235 Kilpatrick Avenue, case 2016-Z-58, is a request for a 23.55’ front yard setback 

variation and a 402.81 square foot (28.42%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-
conforming structure.   

 
  The Village Board will hear these cases on January 10, 2017. 
 
 3.24 Mr. Davis will speak on all three properties this evening.  All applicants are at the 

meeting if questions arise.   
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that there are three houses on the same block that all have 

below grade garages.  They are at the meeting to discuss a solution to garage 
flooding.   

 
 3.26 Mr. Davis said that the first slide shows storms of record.  In the last seven years, 
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there were a lot of storms.   
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked about abbreviations.   
 
  Mr. Davis said WTP is water treatment plant.  There is a separate location where 

they measure water and he thinks that this is the pumping station.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Davis showed a topographical view of the Village and where the homes were 

located.   
 
  Christopher Burke Engineering is the consulting engineer for the water treatment 

plant.  He did a review of their street, which is one of the lowest streets.  What is 
above a 10-year flood, the street is filled up with water after rain.   

 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked about the relation of water levels and the three properties.  

Is this accurate to the properties being discussed? 
 
  Mr. Davis said that it was accurate to 235 and 227.  211 is about 8” higher.  

Proposed changes to the storm water system will not make a lot of difference for 
them.   

 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said that the second chart is after proposed improvements to the 

sewer system.  Who did this? 
 
  Mr. Davis said that the Village consultant prepared the charts.  The improvements 

would reduce the duration of the conditions on the block.   
 
 3.31 Mr. Schneider referenced rain events that were listed.  Did the level of the water 

rise to where it flowed into the garages? 
 
  Mr. Davis said that the level of the water rose to where it went into the garages in 

the instances on the chart.  He also said there are more instances from this year.  
There were three instances this year and one instance got into the basements.   

 
 3.32 Mr. Robke asked if there was water that came in from sources other than the garage.   
 
  Mr. Davis said they had water that came potentially came through other sources.  

The water is over the top of the sanitary.  Once water comes in through the street, 
it also comes in through the sanitary.  He has a check valve.   

 
 3.33 Mr. Schneider said if the street is under water, the water rises and flows into the 

driveway and into the garage and basement.   
 
  Mr. Davis said that is correct.  It is surface water.  He has storm and sanitary sewers.   
 
 3.34 Mr. Schneider asked if there was a drain where the garage doors are. 
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  Mr. Davis said that there are two drains into the street.   
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy asked if any of the three applicants had tried pumps where it 

pumps it into a separate holding area of French drain to move the water before it 
gets to the garage. 

  
  Mr. Davis said he has five pumps that pump water into the backyard or out into the 

street.  These pumps are all in place.  In addition to those pumps, he has sump 
pumps.   

 
 3.36 Mr. Schneider referenced 241 Kilpatrick and said that they have some pipes coming 

out.  What do they do? 
 
  Mr. Davis said they do the same thing as his does.  241 is not part of the discussion 

because Mr. Adler told them that there is sufficient room on the side to access a 
detached garage and the ZBA would not approve adding an attached garage.   

 
 3.37 Mr. Kolleng asked how the process works.  Do they fill in the current driveway to 

grade and put in a garage? What happens to the old garage space? 
 
  Mr. Davis said he does not know what to do with the old garage space.   
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy said they could put in a foundation wall to keep ground water from 

penetrating into the space.   
 
 3.39 Mr. Boyer suggested filling in the space.   
 
  Mr. Davis said they tried putting up a berm, but it didn’t work.  They put up sand 

bags in mid-April and take them down in mid-October.  He uses his garage during 
that time but he takes down the sand bags and then has to put them up again.   

 
 3.40 Mr. Tritsis asked how high the water gets to the sand bags.   
 
  Mr. Davis said water goes over the top of the bags, but not every time there is a 

storm.   
 
 3.41 Mr. Kolleng asked about the height of the new garage compared to the bags.   

 
  Mr. Davis said it is about the level of the cement.  They cannot go much higher.  

They would block the windows.   
 
 3.42  Mr. Lin said he has lived in his house for over 30 years.   He said that water has 

always been a big issue.  The sand bags have been there for about five years.  He 
talked about damage to his cars in a storm.  There was over 40 inches of rain in the 
garage.  Water also goes into the lower level of his home.  Water in his house was 
at 3’.  They get flooded with every heavy rain.  Sandbags won’t hold back the rain.   
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 3.43 Chairman Duffy said that there is no opportunity to have a side drive with a rear 

garage.  How do the neighbors feel about having a garage in three of the front yards? 
 
  Mr. Davis said all but one neighbor support the proposal.   
 
 3.44 Chairman Duffy said they are talking about changing the face of the neighborhood.   
 
  Mr. Davis said they now have sandbags, berms and pumps and there is still water.  

People fall in the winter.   
 
 3.45 Mr. Schneider talked about a block on Hibbard with at least six houses that have 

the driveways going down.  There is also a house with a drive going down on 
Hartzell.   

 
  Mr. Davis said that the house on Hartzell has a problem.  He said that on his street, 

the water flows past and collects in a low point which is Kilpatrick.  His street fills 
with water.  Hibbard floods but not like Kilpatrick does.   

 
 3.46 Mr. Robke asked if other houses that don’t have garages like this also have 

flooding.   
 
  Mr. Davis said the flooding is not as severe as his flooding.  Some houses have 

water that comes in the back way versus the front way.  They have had 4 to 5 
garages put up in the area and they did not need to come before the ZBA.   There 
is now more impervious surface in the area causing more water problems for them.  

 
 3.47 Mr. Lin said they fight the water battle every year.  As one gets older, it gets harder 

physically and mentally.  He worries about his electrical system.   
 
 3.48 Mr. Schneider asked if they were to build a garage, based on the Christopher Burke 

information, they would still get water.  Would the proposal then prevent water 
from getting in the house and in the basement? 

 
  Mr. Davis said the proposal would keep water out of the basement.   
 
 3.49 Mr. Boyer asked if they thought about re-pitching the front sidewalks or raise the 

sidewalks. 
 
  Mr. Davis said they have done this.  He has a GMC truck and he is almost scraping 

the bottom as he goes over the sidewalk.  The Village helped him put in a higher 
sidewalk to act as a dam in front of the house many years ago, but it does not help.  
The water is getting worse.   

 
 3.50 Mr. Schneider asked if the water would pass along the side of the house.   
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 3.51 Mr. Tritsis said that if the water peaks at a specific height it will still peak at that 
height even with the proposal.   

 
 3.52 Mr. Boyer said that if the garage starts 3’ from the sidewalk, now the water will 

push against the new garage door.   
 
  Mr. Davis said that is correct and they will have to raise the garage door when there 

is a problem.   
 
 3.53 Chairman Duffy said that inches of water in the garage is better than a lot of water 

in the house.   
 
  Mr. Davis said that all three homeowners are retired or about to retire.  In the winter, 

they want a place to put their cars.   
 
 3.54 Mr. Schneider said they have lived through the storms, lost some cars as a result of 

water and had a lot of aggravation, why has no one lifted up the driveway to make 
it level with the garage.   

 
  Mr. Davis said they heard a lot of reasons why they were having problems and get 

fed up and decided to come to the Board for help with the problem.  As they get 
older, the problem gets worse for them.  They are frustrated.  At first they were 
going to wait to see what the Village was going to do with the storm water.   

 
 3.55  Chairman Duffy said that it sounds like what the Village does with storm water is 

not going to help them.   
 
 3.56 Mr. Kolleng asked if the garage was a two-car garage and will impervious surface 

increase.   
 
  Mr. Davis said that it is a two-car garage and impervious surface will not increase.   
 
 3.57 Chairman Duffy said they are looking at front yard coverage and setbacks.  One of 

the standards of review has to do with changing the character of the neighborhood.   
 
 3.58 Mr. Kolleng asked each owner how long they have lived in their home.   
 
  Mr. Davis has lived in his home since 1981.  Mr. Lin since 1988 and Mr. Kharas 

since 1992.  Mr. Kharas has lost two cars.  It is emotionally draining for him to go 
through this.  It only takes a few minutes for the basement to flood.  No system will 
cure the problem.   

 
 3.59 Mr. Kolleng asked if it has gotten worse during each flood.   
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  Mr. Kharas said it depends on the level of the street.  At times there is 3’ of water.  
If there is no electricity, it takes days until the pumps start to work.  He has two 
pumps and if there is electricity, it takes a few hours to get rid of the water.   

 
 3.60 Mr. Schneider asked if the neighbors who do not have the same driveway situation 

have water problems.   
 
  Mr. Davis said that some neighbors have water problems.  If someone does not 

have a check valve, the sanitary in his area will fill up and there is not enough 
conveyance to get it out and it ends up in someone’s basement.  Even with 
overheads, some people have problems from time to time.   

 
  Mr. Kharas said there might be sewer backups.   
 
 3.61 Mr.  Schneider asked how the storm water got into the sanitary system.   
 
  Mr. Davis said that the water goes through the cover that has a hole.  It is not as fast 

as street water.   
 
 3.62 Mr. Schneider said if they keep the water from getting into the basement, it will go 

into someone else’s basement.   
 
(After section 4.0) 
 3.63 Mr. Davis referenced Mr. Cohen’s remarks.  As far as looking at the garage, itself, 

they propose to install truck mirrors, convex mirror on each side.  They will move 
the side windows as close to the front as possible.  He hopes that would take care 
of that issue.  He talked about putting up Mars lights so when the garage door opens, 
there is a visual warning.  These can come with shields so that the light is more 
directed.  With regard to aesthetics, they spoke with Chalet and they are looking at 
a modified evergreen that is columnar to hide the wall except for the last 5’ to 6’ of 
the garage.  Regarding doing a carport, they would still use the trees and wall off 
the areas.  One way or another, it will get walled off.   

 
 3.63 Mr. Kharas said that as far as safety and sidewalks, one of his neighbors keeps a 

car on the driveway.  The problem won’t exist if they have a garage.   
 
 3.64 Mr. Lin said that there is an impact on the street and the citizens.  He said he has 

lived in his house for 30 years and the problem with the water has become 
unbearable.  He gets 3’ of water when it floods.  He said that in life, someone isn’t 
always happy when someone else does something.  He said that people have to 
consider the situation that he and his neighbors are in and this has been going on 
for years.  He asked the Board to help them out.   

 
 3.65 Chairman Duffy asked if it was a possibility to move the garage up a level.  Could 

that happen?  Does the area above the garage come close to lining up with where 
they could have a drive way.   
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  The neighbor said that anything is possible.   
 
 3.66 Chairman Duffy said he understands that there is design and engineering involved 

to make that work.  Is this or is this not a possibility?  Is this an alternative solution? 
 
  Mr. Sheridan referenced Exhibit 1.4.  The upper level above the current garage has 

two bedrooms.  If they were to put a driveway on grade and renovate the house to 
have an interior attached garage, they would lose two bedrooms.  They would go 
from having a four-bedroom to a two-bedroom house.   

 
 3.67 Mr. Schneider asked the elevation of the floor of the bedroom versus the sidewalk.    
 
  Mr. Sheridan said that it is up about five steps.  The basement is a typical basement 

where the top of the foundation wall is just half way.   
 
 3.68 Mr. Schneider referenced Exhibit 1.5.  He said that the front door is three steps 

above.   
 
  Mr. Sheridan said that there are five interior steps.   
 
 3.69 Chairman Duffy said they would have to get consideration to replace the two 

bedrooms with an addition, which is an additional expense.   
 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Randall Cohen 
   210 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
  4.12 Mr. Kevin Coppola 
   231 Kilpatrick Avenue 

 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Cohen said he has a lot of sympathy for the applicants.  He has lived on the 

block for over 20 years.  He has seen the flooding and the debris coming out of the 
basement after storms.  His house has rarely flooded.  He has a one-story attached 
garage at level with the property.  He has had one situation where the surface water 
came up the front of his yard about half-way.  He has a basement with a standard 
sump pump system.   

 
  He is strongly opposed to the variances for three reasons.  Aesthetics, which were 

discussed earlier.  He could not find any single-family home where the garage is 3’ 
from the public sidewalk.  It would make a major aesthetic difference on their block 
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and have a negative impact on property values.  There is a real public safety issue.  
If there is a garage that is 3’ from the sidewalk and someone is backing out, before 
one can look left or right from the windows, the car is already in the sidewalk.  His 
car is entirely out of the garage when he backs out.  He stops and looks left and 
right to make sure he will not hit someone and then he will continue backing out.  
With the proposed garages, all someone can do is look out the back window and 
someone probably would not see a little child.  There are good reasons why the 
Village has setbacks of 27’ from the public sidewalk.  His third concern has to do 
with pubic liability.  If a child is injured or killed when someone backs out of the 
garage, the Village could be sued for approving a garage within 3’ of a public 
sidewalk.   

 
  They have other options to solve the problem.  One option is to fill in the driveway 

and convert the first floor area that is now living space into the attached garage.  
That is what his house has.  His attached garage is at level and he gave up living 
space.  They could do the same thing.  The other option is to demolish the house. 

 
  Mr. Schneider asked if they could add living space in the rear.   
 
  Mr. Cohen said that would be up to the Village.  If they demolished the house, they 

could build a house without a below grade garage.  The contractor who built these 
homes was ‘insane.’ He is nervous about having private garages within 3’ of the 
sidewalk.   

 
  Mr. Tritsis said that Mr. Cohen’s first floor living space is less because of the 

garage.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said that in split level houses, the area above the garage lines up 

with grade, but a lot of them don’t because the grade level is the front door which 
is offset the side from the garage.  Across from his house someone has this same 
issue and water goes down the driveway and floods his house.  But he has room on 
the side to add a garage and fill in the driveway.  The applicants don’t have that 
option.   

 
  Mr. Cohen said that someone asked the applicants how the neighbors felt about the 

proposal and they said most neighbors seem to think it is a good idea.  He doesn’t 
and his neighbor to the north does not support the proposal but didn’t want to come 
to tonight’s meeting.  If you asked most of the neighbors and explained the 
proposal, there would not be a lot of support.   

 
 4.22 Mr. Coppola has lived in his home for seven years.  He has concerns about the 

character of the neighborhood changing.  He is between two of the applicants and 
this is awkward because he is friends with the applicants.  The street floods and he 
gets seepage but nothing like the applicants get.  Whoever designed the homes 
should have their license removed.  He objects to a patchwork solution to a much 
larger problem.   
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  He believes that everyone has a right to a dry basement.  He has no problem if they 

want to fill in the hole and block off the wall so they can stop the deluge of water.  
He does not want to now become the lowest point on the block.  He does not know 
if a two-car garage is mandated when safety issues arise and changes the character 
of the neighborhood.  They are talking about changing a setback from 25’ to 3’.   

   
  He presented some mocked-up photos to the Board.  He said that they would now 

be 3’ from the sidewalk with a 25’ wall that does not currently exist.  It does create 
a cavern for his home.  He showed what he currently sees from his window and 
talked about how what is being proposed would seal off his view and light and air 
would be impaired.  What is being done to the neighborhood with this proposal?  

 
  He has spoken with a real estate agent.  She said that the change would significantly 

decrease the value of his home and make it a hard home to sell.  He knows that it 
is not the Board’s objective to fix one hardship and create another.  He has lived in 
the Village for 25 years and loves living here.   

 
  If he wanted to see walls, he could live in the city.  He said that the wall seals off 

the neighborhood.  There is not a single home in the immediate area that has the 
garage or portion of the home built to within 3’ of a sidewalk.  He also talked about 
safety issues if the proposal is approved.  He said if the neighbors were to be 
surveyed, he does not think that there would be many people who would be in favor 
of the proposal once they understood what was going on.  He has no problem with 
building a driveway.  He feels for his neighbors and hopes that there is a solution 
for them.   

 
  He hopes that the Village can help to fix the problem.  He does not know if raising 

the sidewalks to the level of the sandbags would help.  It is a patchwork solution 
and he is not sure that he also wants to raise his sidewalk which he would have to 
do.   

 
  Mr. Kolleng painted the following scenario – driveways were filled in and cars will 

always be parked there.  What does that scene mean for the neighbor?  
 
  Mr. Coppola said he would rather see a car than a wall.   
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked what if they had an open carport that was open on the sides.   
 
  Mr. Coppola said he would be open to exploring that idea.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Robke said he is sympathetic to the plight of the applicants and there is a 

hardship, all standards of review are not met because the request would alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood.  There are also safety issues involved.  
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Mars lights and mirrors are more like being in an alley in Chicago than a street in 
Wilmette.  He cannot support any of the three requests.  The neighborhood has 
flooding issues and the solution is patchwork.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said he thinks that 211 is different from the other two properties.  The 

presentation creates a situation where there is significant detriment to another 
resident.  There is a significant hardship, but light and air will be blocked with the 
proposal.  It is mind boggling that they have been dealing with the flooding issues 
for 30 years.  There should be a way to deal with this.  Doing a drive would be least 
imposing and easiest and the next less imposing would be a carport.  He would see 
having a garage for 211 unless the neighbor has significant issues.  He wants a 
solution, but 227 and 235 present problems for the neighbor, Mr.  Coppola.  He 
would not support those cases.  He empathizes with the applicants and he would 
like to find a way to do this.  He can support 211.  He talked about safety issues.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer empathizes with the applicants.  He has had some flooding issues but 

not to the extent that the applicants have.  This ask too aggressive.  It does not fit 
the standards of review or the Village’s comprehensive plan.  The character of the 
neighborhood would change.  He has a feeling that there would be arguments if the 
Board makes a positive recommendation and the Village passes it.  It would set a 
precedent for other types of requests.   

 
 5.4 Mr. Schneider agrees with the above comments.  He can understand the challenge 

in this situation and dealing with flooding.  The proposal is not the right solution.  
Would the solution of a previous case where they changed the driveway direction 
apply in this case?  

 
 5.5 Mr. Boyer said it is different for the other case, 3128 Greenleaf.  He had a longer 

driveway.   
 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said it did not seem like that applicant collected as much water on 

the street compared to tonight’s applicants.   
 
 5.7 Mr. Boyer said one possible solution might be for the Village buy these 3 or 4 

houses, tear them down and create a retention pond in West Wilmette.   
 
 5.8 Mr. Tritsis said that the situation is horrible.  It feels like a large request that will 

help some but create hardships in other ways.   
 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy sympathizes with the applicants.  But he cannot see the proposal 

as the solution.  Putting three garages to the sidewalk is not appropriate for the 
neighborhood.  In the long run, the neighbors are impacted more than the flooding.  
There is a system of water movement that is not sufficient for the amount of rain.  
If the Board said that they should fill in their driveway and just have a driveway or 
a carport, is that fair to the applicants although it is the most practical solution.  
They now lose a two-car garage.  How does that impact their day-to-day routine? 



2016-Z-56, 2016-Z-57, 2016-Z-58  December 7, 2016 
211 Kilpatrick Avenue, 227 Kilpatrick Avenue, 235 Kilpatrick Avenue 

11 
 

He wishes there was a more obvious solution, but the garages as proposed are not 
the solution.  That two of the houses would sandwich in the neighbor is an 
additional hardship on the neighbors and neighborhood.   

 
 5.10 Mr. Robke said even one proposal changes the character of the neighborhood. Mr. 

Robke said that each one individually does alter the character and design of the 
neighborhood so all standards of review are not met.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a 23.7’ front yard setback variation and 

a 405.3 square foot (28.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
at 211 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
    
   Motion failed.   
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 23.92’ front yard setback 

variation and a 405.97 square foot (28.78%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-
conforming structure at 227 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
  6.21 Mr.  Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
 
   Motion failed.   
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 6.3 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 23.55’ front yard setback 
variation and a 402.81 square foot (28.42%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-
conforming structure at 235 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
  6.31 Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
 
   Motion failed.   
 
 6.4 Mr. Boyer to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for 

the Zoning Board of Appeals for case numbers 2016-Z-56, 2016-Z-57, and 2016-
Z-58.   

 
 6.41 Mr. Kolleng 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 requests do not meet the variation standards of 
Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  Specifically, the proposed variations, if granted, 
will substantially alter the essential character of the neighborhood.  Having an attached 
garage so close to a front lot line in a single-family neighborhood is unheard of.  One such 
addition would negatively impact the neighborhood; three as proposed would have an even 
more significant impact.  Particularly in the case of 227 Kilpatrick Avenue and 235 
Kilpatrick Avenue, the proposed variations will impair an adequate supply of light and air 
to the property in between, 231 Kilpatrick Avenue.  The Zoning Board of Appeals has 
much sympathy for the applicants and finds that the plight of the owners was not created 
by the owners and is due to the unique circumstances of the houses’ design and location 
on their respective lot.  The applicants have a hardship that prevents them from making 
reasonable use of their property and protecting their property.  However, the Zoning Board 
of Appeals finds that the negative impact on the neighborhood outweighs the potential 
positive impact on the three applicants. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 23.7’ front yard setback variation 
and a 405.3 square foot (28.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
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permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-conforming structure at 211 
Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 23.92’ front yard 
setback variation and a 405.97 square foot (28.78%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-
conforming structure at 227 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 23.55’ front yard 
setback variation and a 402.81 square foot (28.42%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal non-
conforming structure at 235 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 21, 2016 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
 Mike Boyer  
 John Kolleng  
 Michael Robke 
 Christopher Tritsis 
 
Members Absent: Reinhard Schneider 
 Bob Surman 
 
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-48 1132 Michigan Avenue  
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2016-Z-51 219 Linden Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

3.4 
1-24-17 
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IV. 2016-Z-59 3027 Greenleaf Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
V. Approval of the November 16, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the November 16, 2016 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  Motion 
carried. 

 
VI. Public Comment 
 
 There was no public comment. 
 
VII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:14 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
 



2016-Z-48 1132 Michigan Avenue December 21, 2016 

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

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant requested that the case be continued to January 

4, 2017.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the January 4, 2016 meeting.   
 
 6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays 

(Messrs. Schneider and Surman were not present). 
 
   Motion carried.   
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
  
  3.11 Mr. Mark Anderson, applicant 
   219 Linden Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 185.35 square foot (11.62%) rear yard 

pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the installation of a 
patio.  The Village Board will hear this case on January 10, 2017.   

 
 3.22 The applicant gave some background on the application.  They want to build a patio 

with a seat wall and a fire pit.  They submitted an application for a building permit 
in the summer but were denied because they could have no more than 30% of the 
rear yard of the property paved.   

 
  He referenced 1.1 and said that the property is unique.  He showed his property on 

the plan.  They are 400’ east of Third Avenue and they are set back from the front 
lot line by 45’.  The rest of the properties on their street are at the setback of 27’.  
They do not have a detached garage like others on the block.  They have an attached 
garage, which has a driveway that comes from the alley to the attached garage.  
Because of the driveway and because they are set back further on the lot, they have 
a small rear yard.   When they made their application, they found that they were at 
the limit of how much impervious coverage they could have.   

 
  He believes that because of the fact that they cannot remove the driveway and 

remain able to get to the garage, they were hopeful that the Board would 
recommend approval for the variance.   

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked when the house was built.  Were they the first house on the 

block? 
 
  The applicant said he thought it was built in 1927.   He does not know if they were 

the first house on the block.  He thought they were the first or the last.  First because 
of its location or last – did someone try to sneak the house in because further to the 
east and south of them is the golf course.   

 
  He said that the hardships they face due to the unique siting of the property include 

the house that is set back further, there is an attached garage and other properties 
on the block do not and they have driveway access to the alley.  Only one other 
house on the block has access from the rear alley.  The driveway eats up a 
significant amount of allowed square footage for impermeable yard coverage.  Not 
having a driveway is not a viable option.   
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 3.24 Mr. Kolleng clarified that they have access from the front and from the back.  Is 
that a one or a two car garage?  Can one drive through from the front to the back?  
Which part of the garage do they use for their car – front or back? 

 
  The applicant said that it is a 1.5 car garage.  Maybe one could drive through from 

the front to the back.  He uses the back for his car.  They have a small car.  There 
is a driveway that runs along the west side of the house from Linden Avenue.  There 
was a small slider garage door.  He was told that it was there because the previous 
residents had a boat and they would gain access to the boat and pull it out and hook 
it up to a car.  It is a small space.  From the front of the house coming along the 
drive, the small car parks facing the alley.  The other car comes in with a larger 
garage door from the alley side.  The larger car would not fit in the door from 
Linden Avenue.   

 
  He said that the board report indicated that this was a three-car garage and it’s not.   
 
  The house was built roughly 45’ back from the front line.  Most of the houses on 

the block are built at the 27’ setback.   
 
  He referenced the standard, the plight of the property owner was not created by the 

owner and was due to unique circumstances.  This property was built up in the 
1920s.  They have only tried to improve what was already there on the property.   

 
  Regarding the difficulty or hardship being particular to this property in question 

and is not generally shared by other properties classified in the same zoning district, 
it is because the house was built further to the south on the lot with a 45’ setback 
and not the 27’ setback like the other homes.   

 
  Regarding the difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of the zoning 

ordinance would prevent the owner from making a reasonable use of the property, 
they thought about possibly putting the patio in the front of the house but this would 
detract from the visual aspect and the property’s character as well as detract from 
nearby properties.  No one has a patio in the front and everyone else has a patio in 
the rear.  The proposal was the only viable option.   

 
  Regarding the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and 

air to adjacent property or injure the other property, properties or its use, he talked 
about the golf course that is to the east and south of his property, which is adjacent 
to where the patio would be built.  They have no residential neighbors to the south 
or east side of the property.  The home of the nearest neighbor is on the west side 
of the property at 221 Linden, which is 65’ from the nearest part of the patio as 
proposed.  The neighbor’s home is well out of the patio view and will not be 
impacted by any water runoff.  The driveway runs from the back of the garage is 
built higher than the proposed patio and all the runoff would be consistent with the 
slope line of the property which is further east to the golf course or to the south to 
the golf course. 
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  Other mitigating factors regarding patio size and permeability issue include the 
following that will not cause harm to adjacent properties.  The patio would be built 
of brick pavers which allows for some water permeability.  The patio incorporates 
the use of ground for planting around the perimeter.  He referenced 1.4 and said 
that it shows land that would not be built on with pavers and that is to allow 
plantings.  The purpose is to allow for more landscaping and to allow for additional 
runoff as needed.   

 
  The last standard is not altering the essential character of the neighborhood and 

consistency with the comprehensive plan.  The property is different from other 
properties on the south side of Linden.  All other houses on the block have a patio.  
Their proposal is consistent with the neighborhood.   

 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer asked if the patio size is about 100 square feet.   
 
  The applicant said he did not do that calculation.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Robke said that the patio is about 160 square feet.   
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that the entire patio does not count towards impervious 

surface.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Boyer said that 100.92 square feet of the patio impacts impervious surface.   
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy said that they were already over on impervious surface. 
 
 3.30 Mr. Boyer asked if the house was moved to the front yard setback would there be a 

conforming location.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said that if the house was pushed 10’ closer to the front lot line the 

patio could stay the same size and be totally out of the rear yard, which is typical 
of most properties.   

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said that this is a unique lot.  The applicant pointed out and 

documented well that the setback is more than the rest of the block, which creates 
the issue for the applicant.  They have the golf course on the east and south sides 
and it slopes down that way.  The excess water should not go to the neighbor to the 
west.  There is a hardship.  Standards of review are met and he can support the 
application.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke agreed with the above and had nothing to add.   
 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said he would support the request due to the location of the lot in relation 

to the golf course.  There are no neighbors and if there were neighbors he probably 
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would have voted against the request.   
 
 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that standards of review are met and no neighbors are 

impacted.  It is a dramatic drop off from the applicant’s yard to the golf course.  
Anything that runs off the patio will fall to the east.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 185.35 square foot 

(11.62%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
installation of a patio at 219 Linden Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Not Present 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
    
   Motion carried.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-51. 
 
  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 physical conditions of the property, the location and 
configuration of the house on the lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty.  The 
plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of 
the lot.  The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question and not generally shared by 
others.  The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 
adjacent properties or otherwise injure adjacent property.  The property is next to the Canal 
Shores Golf Course and any water runoff will drain in that direction, away from residential 
neighbors.  The variation, if granted will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood.  The patio is consistent with outdoor living space on most other residential 
properties. 

 
  



2016-Z-51 219 Linden Avenue December 21, 2016 

5 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 185.35 square foot 
(11.62%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
installation of a patio at 219 Linden Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Jennifer Choi, applicant 
   3027 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 360.91 square foot (6.82%) lot coverage 

variation, a 109.56 square foot (10.35%) rear yard structure impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 3.0 square foot (0.28%) rear yard total impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction detached two-car garage.  The Village 
Board will hear this case on January 10, 2017.   

 
 3.22 The applicant said that this is a single-family home.  She has lived there since 2008.  

She thanked the Board for hearing her case.  She is asking to build a detached two-
car garage, 20’ x 24’, in the rear yard.  Currently she has an outdoor storage shed 
on that side.  That is where she is thinking about building a garage.  She reiterated 
the variations she is seeking in order to build a modest two-car garage.   

 
  The home was built in the early 1960s and does not have a garage.  Without a garage 

to store a car, it has been hard and it has created a hardship to her family in the 
winter.  She has two small school children who ride to school.  On cold days, she 
had a hard time starting the car’s engine and it takes a long time to warm up the car.  
The lack of adequate storage is difficult.  The house does not have a basement.  She 
is relying on the outdoor shed for storage.  She will need to use part of the garage 
for storage since she is losing her shed.   

 
  The proposed garage size can accommodate two cars and allow for storage, but she 

only has one car.   Her lot size is smaller than the standard size.  That limits the 
allowable coverage on the property.  There are no standing water issues in her 
backyard.  The remainder of the proposal is conforming.  Standards of review are 
met.   

 
  Her neighbors signed a letter of support for her request to build the garage.  She 

brought it to the meeting.  Her next door neighbor has an identical house and almost 
share a driveway.  The neighbor is at the meeting to support her request.   

 
  The request will help with living and storage issues and will not negatively impact 

the neighbor.  She asked the Board to consider her request.   
 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer asked what kind of car she drove and how many cars she planned to park 

in the garage.   
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  The applicant said she currently drives an SUV.   
 
 3.24 Mr. Boyer referenced the driveway width, which is 8’ and it goes down to 7.8’ and 

this could be a concern.  Even with the mirrors in, most SUVs are 7’ wide.   
 
  The applicant said she will have clearance.  It is mainly to park the car in the winter.  

During the summer she will not use the garage for car storage.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer said they are 16.5’ from the garage to the frame addition.  It shows that 

it would be hard to maneuver two cars around that corner.   
 
  The applicant said she has not yet sold her other car but eventually she will only 

have one car.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer clarified that the remainder of the garage is storage.   
 
  The applicant said she would store one car in the garage and the rest will be storage 

for bikes, garden tools, etc.   
 
 3.27 Mr. Robke asked the applicant if she had considered a smaller garage.   
 
  The applicant said that Ms. Roberts recommended downsizing to a smaller garage.  

She is willing to compromise if necessary.  But she emphasized that she needs 
storage space and space for one SUV.   

 
 3.28 Mr. Boyer asked if she would consider a 20’ x 20’ garage.   
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy said she would eliminate 80 square feet with a 20’ x 20’ garage.  

That eliminates the last variation request and modifies the second request.  A lot of 
people have 20’ x 20’ garages.  She would have room for her car and storage space.  
One of the reasons why there is this issue is due to a small lot.  If you try to put a 
full-size garage on a small lot, that would create issues and variance requests.   

 
 3.30 Mr. Robke said if the garage was 20’ x 18’ they would eliminate most requests and 

the remaining requests would be minimal.   
 
  The applicant said she would agree to a 20’ x 20’ garage.   
 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy asked when the alley was vacated.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said she did not research that.   
 
 3.32 Mr. Boyer said the point is that if the alley was installed at the time of construction 

and if the garage was built at that time there would not be the issues.  There are 
other houses on the block without garages.   
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  Ms. Choi said she got a no objection letter from the gas company.  She is waiting 
to hear from Com Ed.   

 
 3.33 Mr. Tritsis asked if a gas line was running where the garage would be located.   
 
  Chairman Duffy said it is a utility easement.   
 
(After 4.0) 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy said that the Board is asking the applicant to scale down the 

garage.  What is acceptable for her? 
 
  The applicant said that a 20’ x 20’ garage is acceptable.   
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy clarified that the 3.0 square foot rear yard total impervious surface 

coverage variation is eliminated, the rear yard structure impervious surface 
coverage is changed to 29.56 square feet, and the lot coverage variation reduced to 
a 280.91 square foot variation. 

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Al Kupferman 
   3023 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
  4.12 Ms. Chris Kupferman 
   3023 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Kupferman said he lives to the east of the applicant.  They do not object to the 

proposal.  They encourage her to do what she needs to do.   
 
  Chairman Duffy noted that the garage would change things in the rear.   
 
  Mr. Kupferman said he has already talked about this.  They will plant a tree.  They 

have a nice garden.   
 
  Ms. Kupferman said that her husband was referencing a large tree that would need 

to come down and she would plant something to balance it out.  Regarding the 
alley, there was not an actual alley.  They deeded 10’ back to the Kupfermans.  
There was no real access to the alley.   

 
  Mr. Kupferman said that drainage is not a problem.  They had a problem with the 

house to the east of them.  A contractor put in stones and they planted weeping 
willow bushes and that takes care of the water.   



2016-Z-59 3027 Greenleaf Avenue December 21, 2016 

4 
 

  Mr. Kupferman said he and his wife are in favor of the applicant building a garage.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that all standards of review are met.  There are difficulties with this 

lot due to that it was built without a garage.  The alley is vacated and does not allow 
for alley access to a garage.  This is the only location for a garage.  They wouldn’t 
put it in the front yard.  The neighbors, especially those who came to the meeting, 
do not seem to object.  The neighbors who spoke said they would not be negatively 
impacted.  He can support the request and it is a good solution.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said he agreed.  The Village is in favor of garages and getting cars off 

the street.  The neighbors who spoke support the request.  The applicant reduced 
her request.  Standards of review are met.  He can support it.   

 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said he was on the fence about this case because he thought that it 

was too much for the lot size.  He appreciates the applicant’s willingness to scale 
down the garage size.  This eliminated one request and reduced two requests.  He 
can support the request.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 280.9191 square 

foot (5.31%) lot coverage variation and a 29.56 square foot (2.79%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction detached 
two-car garage at 3027 Greenleaf Avenue in accordance with the plans as revised.   

 
  6.11 Mr.  Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Not Present 
   Bob Surman   Not Present 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-59.   
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   
 
   Motion carried.   
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7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The physical conditions of the property, the narrow lot 
width and the size of the house, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty.  The plight 
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique development of the lot 
and house.  The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared 
by others.  The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property 
with enclosed parking spaces and room for some storage.  The proposed variation will not 
impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 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 revised request for a 280.9191 
square foot (5.31%) lot coverage variation and a 29.56 square foot (2.79%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction detached two-
car garage at 3027 Greenleaf Avenue in accordance with the plans as revised.   



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.5 
 

Page 1 of 1 
 

   
 

       

SUBJECT: Appointment of the Land Use Committee as a Special Zoning Committee 
to Review Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance 

   
MEETING DATE:  January 24, 2017      
 
FROM: Chairman Dan Sullivan and the Land Use Committee (Trustees 

Ducommun and McKenna) 
 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 

Appoint the Land Use Committee sitting as a Special Zoning Committee to review text 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and map amendments to the Zoning Map. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Land Use Committee recently discussed changes to the Village Code regarding swimming 
pool regulations and the definition of demolition that also necessitate consideration of changes 
to the Zoning Ordinance.  The staff have also identified a number of technical corrections as 
well as some items of greater significance where direction from the Land Use Committee is 
recommended. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 
None. 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:sullivand@wilmette.com
mailto:ducommunc@wilmette.com
mailto:mckennat@wilmette.com
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SUBJECT:  INTRODUCTION AND SUBSEQUENT ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE 2017-O-09  
 
MEETING DATE:  JANUARY 24, 2017 
      
FROM:   LUCAS SIVERTSEN, BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR 

 
Contract Cost $ 0 
Over/(Under) Budget $ (0) 

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 

Introduction and Subsequent Adoption of Ordinance 2017-O-09 Amending Chapter 20, “Zoning 
Ordinance,” Appendix A, “Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance,” of the Wilmette Village Code. 
 
Background 
 
A Local Sign Ordinance is an agreement between a specific commercial area and the Village 
of Wilmette that establishes specific sign standards for all businesses within that area.  
Because the sign standards are so specific, individual sign applications that follow the Local 
Sign Ordinance criteria can be reviewed and issued by Village staff without needing ARC 
review. 
 
Laura Moss of Plaza del Lago, LLC requested a Zoning Ordinance text amendment to permit 
the display of projecting signs and to increase the size of wall signs.  At their September 27, 
2016 meeting, the Village Board appointed the Appearance Review Commission as a Special 
Zoning Committee to review the request. 
 
Discussion 
 
The petitioner’s original request included the ability to display projecting signs and an increase 
in the permitted size of signage in Plaza del Lago.  The current local sign ordinance does not 
permit projecting signs which are allowed in other commercial districts of the Village.  While 
wall signs are permitted the petitioner requested an increase the permitted size of wall signs 
for spaces 1 and 36.  These spaces are occupied by No Man’s Land Pizza and The Runner’s 
Edge, respectively. 
 
 
 
 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com
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Projecting Signs 

The Zoning Ordinance allows projecting signs in the Village Center, Linden Square, Ridge 
Road, and Green Bay Road commercial districts.  Projecting signs in these areas are allowed 
a maximum area of 6 square feet and may project 4 feet from the face of the building.  They 
can be externally illuminated by spotlights, but are not allowed to be internally illuminated like 
a channel letter. 
 
The petitioner would like the ability for the tenants in the shopping center to display, at their 
choosing, a projecting sign in place of a permitted wall sign.  The projecting signs would follow 
the same rules for design and size as other signs in the Village.  The commission 
recommended approval of this request without revisions. 
 
Space 36 (The Runner’s Edge) 

The petitioner wishes to display a wall sign at space 36 (Runner’s Edge) which is 26.1 square 
feet in area.  The tenant space is currently permitted a wall sign which is 20 square feet in area.  
No change is requested to the type of illumination allowed.  After hearing public comment and 
deliberating the commission drafted language and recommended an amendment to permit the 
requested signage. 
 
Space 1 (No Man’s Land) 

The petitioner had originally wanted to display a larger wall sign along Sheridan Road at space 
1 (No Man’s Land).  During discussion with the commission and neighbors, the petitioner 
requested approval to display a projecting sign in place of the originally requested wall sign.   
 
After hearing public comment on the amended request and deliberating as a commission, the 
Appearance Review Commission drafted new language and recommended allowing a 
projecting blade sign with the conditions that the sign was a maximum 12 square feet in area, 
a maximum 4 feet projection from wall, a minimum 8 feet clearance above sidewalk, either 
externally illuminated, or internally illuminated with push-thru letter, and that a projecting sign 
would preclude the display of awnings. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no budget impact for the request to grant a sign variation. 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Letter from Chuck Southwick, dated November 29, 2016 
2. Email from Gail Shorr, dated November 6, 2016 
3. Letter from Don C. Clark, dated November 1, 2016. 
4. Email from Gail Shorr, 1500 Sheridan Road, dated December 2, 2016 
5. Letter from Harry Dolan, 1420 Sheridan Condo Association, dated December 2, 2016 
6. Letter from Sandra Pernick, 1616 Condo Association, dated December 5, 2016 
7. Sign Rendering, No Man’s Land 
8. Sign Rendering, The Runner’s Edge 
9. Ordinance 2017-O-09 
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Case Minutes 
 
November 7, 2016 1515 Sheridan Road 
Plaza del Lago Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment 
 
Mr. Bradford swore in those in attendance who wished to speak on Case 2016-SZC-02. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-SZC-02, 1515 Sheridan Road, Plaza del Lago, requesting a 
text amendment to the Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance. 
 
Ms. Moss stated she had submitted drawings that were included in the case report that were 
intended to show only the size of the sign they were wishing to install and were not intended to 
depict a specific design or copy.  When she began looking into displaying a wall sign on the 
Sheridan Road side of No Man’s Land Pizza she realized the sign was very small.  When she 
had seen the proposals for both No Man’s Land and Runner’s Edge she felt they were both 
smaller than what would typically be displayed by a business.  She said she had learned that 
the Village was allowing blade signs in other commercial districts and so she wanted blade 
signs to be allowed in Plaza del Lago to keep up with the rest of the Village. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for clarification on the text amendment request. 
 
Ms. Moss said she was not looking for an approval of a particular sign for No Man’s Land.  She 
just wanted the ordinance to be amended so that a sign larger than what is currently permitted 
could be displayed in the future by either No Man’s Land or a future tenant.  She might not 
even decide to display another wall sign for No Man’s Land. 
 
Mr. Elkins asked for clarification that if the ordinance was amended to allow a larger wall sign 
the Commission wouldn’t necessarily be able to review that sign before it was issued a permit.  
They wouldn’t be able to review it to determine whether or not it was in keeping with the design 
originally envisioned. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said Mr. Elkins was correct.  Signs permitted under the local sign ordinance do 
not require further review by the Appearance Review Commission. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he was not clear what was being requested by reading through the case report.  
It seemed like they were asking for a larger sign to be permitted in space #1 where No Man’s 
Land is currently located.  That sign could cover up to 30% of the signable area.  In addition, 
they could choose to display a projecting sign in lieu of a wall sign that would follow the same 
regulations as other projecting signs in the Village.  He didn’t necessarily have a problem with 
the projecting signs.  They’re visible when driving down the street and are more elegant then 
internally illuminated signs.  He asked if the sign for the Runner’s Edge storefront was asking 
to cover 30% or 37% of the signable area. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they were asking to be allowed a sign that covers 37% of the signable area. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they should review each of these requests separately and not 
amend the local sign ordinance. 
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Mr. Bradford said the Commission has historically asked the management of Plaza del Lago 
to come in to amend the ordinance rather than request individual variations. 
 
Mr. Bradford invited members of the audience to ask questions if they would like. 
 
Ms. Linda Pedian said she lived at 1500 Sheridan Road across from Plaza del Lago.  She said 
the space where No Man’s Land is located is different than some other parts of the shopping 
center because of its close proximity to residential condos across the street.  Other areas 
across from the shopping center like Westerfield Drive and 10th Street which are more single-
family residences don’t allow illuminated signs across from them.  The building at 1500 
Sheridan wants to be good neighbors and support the vibrancy of Plaza del Lago, but light 
pollution can be very distressing.  She prefers a softer light.  The businesses where Starbucks 
is located have a different setting across from the residents.  While the signs are vivid they are 
setback further from the residents on Sheridan.  She recommends the request for No Man’s 
Land is modified so that the lighting is made softer. 
 
Mr. Schoolmaster said he lives at 1500 Sheridan Road.  He said they are not objecting to the 
blade signs.  The notice that was sent seemed to suggest the wall sign would be much larger.  
The current ordinance that limits illuminated signs on Westerfield and 10th Street seem to do 
so because of the residences across the street.  He feels the residents at 1500 Sheridan are 
being denied the equal protection that those areas are given. 
 
Ms. Moss said No Man’s Land is allowed an illuminated sign under the current ordinance.  The 
only change that is being requested is the size of the sign.  While No Man’s Land is close to 
Sheridan Road there are no residences directly across from the restaurant.  Directly across is 
a parking lot and further down the street are the residences.  She said that she doesn’t know if 
No Man’s Land will ever come in with a request to display a wall sign.  She’s coming from the 
perspective of the landlord. 
 
Ms. Pedian said she can’t find in the ordinance where is says signs along Sheridan are allowed 
to be illuminated. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said all signs are assumed to be allowed to be illuminated unless they are 
specifically prohibited, such as in the case of Westerfield and 10th Street. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the ordinance specifically prohibits types of illuminated signs in the case of 
box signs.  He thought the sign in the rendering for No Man’s Land looked like a box sign which 
might be further confusing the discussion. 
 
Mr. Steve Denemark said while the residences might not be directly across from No Man’s 
Land they can see No Man’s Land from their windows.  He said Plaza del Lago is currently 
esthetically pleasant.  He prefers smaller signs. 
 
Mr. Mark Egmon asked if there were any limits of lumens in the Village. 
 
Mr. Bradford said there are limits. 
 



 

Page 5 of 13   AGENDA ITEM: 3.6 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she supported the projecting signs.  The illuminated sign at Runner’s 
Edge seems reasonable since Fannie May and Starbucks are already allowed large illuminated 
signs. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the existing regulations for Runner’s Edge limits wall signs to 20 square feet, 
while the request limits the sign by its coverage. 
 
There was discussion of the proposal and how it related to the draft text amendment.  Mr. 
Sivertsen clarified how the draft text amendment could be modified so as to allow the proposed 
size of signs. 
 
Mr. Bradford said if everyone is comfortable with the sign for Runner’s Edge and the sign is 
larger than what’s permitted then the language needs to be amended. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he wasn’t sure if he was comfortable with the proposed size for Runner’s Edge.  
There were no dimensions on the rendering, but it looked to be about 80 square feet. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the outline depicting the proposed size of Runner’s Edge was 27 square 
feet. 
 
Mr. Elkins said there seem to be too many moving parts to the proposal and since the 
commission doesn’t have an actual dimensioned proposal it is hard for him to vote at this time. 
 
Ms. Moss said from a landlord perspective it is easier to establish a percentage coverage 
allowed rather than an exact dimension.  She doesn’t want to see a sign for Runner’s Edge be 
dwarfed by the signage for Fannie May and Starbucks which are quite large. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen explained that the signable area for Runner’s Edge is quite small compared to 
most storefronts. It is limited by the medallions on either side of the spandrel. 
 
Ms. Moss said the owner of Runner’s Edge hasn’t told her yet exactly the size and type of sign 
he would like.  The sign in the proposal is something he was considering. 
 
Mr. Bradford said his preference would be to define a percent coverage allowed rather than 
establish a prescriptive x and y dimension. 
 
Mr. Elkins said after hearing Mr. Sivertsen’s explanation of the signable area for Runner’s Edge 
he agreed that 20 square feet may be small, but he still wasn’t sure how much larger it should 
be. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he would like to see a graphic depiction of the sign currently permitted and 
of the sign proposed.  Without having dimensions of the signage, it is hard to determine which 
size is appropriate. 
 
Mr. Miller said if the ordinance was changed from an exact dimension to a percent coverage 
what about the other storefronts where an exact dimension is proposed. 
 
Mr. Bradford said each building is so unique that you have to tailor the regulations to each 
storefront. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there was enough information to make a recommendation at this 
time. 
 
Ms. Moss said she’s not sure at this point what she wants, but she is sure that 30% is big 
enough for No Man’s Land. 
 
Ms. Moss asked if she would need to re-notice if the meeting were continued. 
 
Mr. Bradford said re-noticing would not be required if the case were continued. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he wanted to make sure the projecting signs were following the same 
regulations as other projecting signs in the Village. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the reference will be included in the text amendment. 
 
Ms. Moss said No Man’s Land signage was proposed to cover 30% because that is what is 
consistently permitted in most other parts of the Village. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if a blade sign might be more effective for people driving on 
Sheridan Road. 
 
Ms. Moss said it’s hard for traffic on Sheridan Road to see a 6 square foot projecting sign, but 
she liked projecting signs.  She has been told by many people that they never noticed their 
sign at the corner. 
 
Mr.  Elkins said he doesn’t have an issue with the 30% coverage proposed, but does 
understand the concern of the residents regarding the illumination.  There’s also regulations as 
to the amount of illumination and the time at which the signs may be illuminated.  He thought 
a properly illuminated blade sign could be effective. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said they should be able to illuminate the sign, otherwise it is useless 
during the winter months.  The Plunkett sign is externally illuminated and is attractive. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he thinks he is comfortable with the 30%, but thinks there could be some 
qualifiers placed upon the wall sign.  They could specify the way it is illuminated and the type 
of copy on the sign. 
 
Ms. Moss said she is familiar with back-lit signs because they installed them for the shopping 
center signage.  That type of sign would be cost prohibitive for No Man’s Land. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they could also propose an externally illuminated sign as previously 
suggested by Ms. Woleben-Meade. 
 
Mr. Miller suggested they might want to go with a back-lit sign to match what they already have 
to provide a cohesive look. 
 
Ms. Moss said she didn’t think the back-lit sign they had was very readable. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade asked the commission if given their goal of consistency in signage among 
the same storefront if the existing back-lit sign would affect what gets approved for the Sheridan 
Road frontage. 
 
Ms. Moss asked what would happen if the French bakery at Central and 11th wanted to come 
in and propose two different style signs on each of their storefronts. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the commission would pull the case off the consent agenda and 
discuss. 
 
Mr. Elkins said they don’t have that ability with someone covered by local sign regulations.  
That is why they are being so careful in their consideration.  It’s their last chance to provide 
their input. 
 
Mr. Bradford said this typically comes up when the adjacent elevations and signs are essentially 
the same, but because of the signable area being slighting different the signs are not the same 
size.  In those cases the commission has required the signs to be the same size.  In the case 
of No Man’s Land the angled front is radically different than the other elevation. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he thinks there’s some consensus.  Most people are comfortable with 30% 
coverage for space 36 rather than a strict dimension.  On building A, space 1, people are 
starting to feel comfortable with 30% coverage, but maybe would like to see the copy limited to 
the business name.  However, he doesn’t feel there’s consensus on the lighting. 
 
Mr. Elkins feels the sign needs to be illuminated, it’s just how it’s illuminated. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade thought a sign like the one Starbucks had would be too bright for the No 
Man’s Land storefront. 
 
Mr. Bradford said his preference is to continue the case and get all of the information requested 
so that there is a clear understanding of the request. 
 
Mr. Elkins moved to continue Case 2016-SZC-02 to the December meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Bradford, and 
Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion 
carried. 
 
December 5, 2016 1515 Sheridan Road 
Plaza del Lago Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment 
 
Mr. Sheridan opened the Special Zoning Committee meeting for Case 2016-SZC-02, 1515 
Sheridan Road, Plaza del Lago and swore in Ms. Shorr who arrived at the meeting after than 
initial swearing in at the beginning of the meeting. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said since the previous meeting the applicant had provided additional sign 
renderings as requested by the commission. 
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Ms. Moss reiterated her point from the previous meeting that the original drawing submitted 
was not the design they wished to install.  It was only something to represent the size of sign 
they were considering. 
 
Ms. Moss said at the previous meeting there was some confusion as to what size and type of 
signs were being requested.  After the November meeting she said she met with Linda Pedian 
who lives at 1500 Sheridan.  They spent a lot of time walking the property and discussing sign 
ideas.  Ms. Moss was also able to obtain clarification on what type of signage was proposed 
for the storefront recently occupied by Runner’s Edge. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said for simplicity he would like to take each case separately.  He thought it made 
sense to discuss the request for Runner’s Edge first. 
 
Mr. Robert Klein said he recently moved his business to Plaza del Lago, but have been in 
Wilmette for 24 years.  He thought the currently permitted sized sign was a bit small when 
compared to what Starbucks and Fannie May have displayed.  The sign plans submitted show 
the logo for the Runner’s Edge placed on a backing.  The letters would be individually mounted 
to the backer.  It would be very difficult for the sign fabricator to do an individually mounted 
letter sign without a backer panel.  This allows the sign to be easily installed while not creating 
a non-conforming box sign.  The sign proposed is 26.1 square feet in area.  Based on Mr. 
Sivertsen’s calculations a sign covering 30% of the signable area would be 22.3 square feet. 
 
Ms. Moss said in relation to the sign for Starbucks and Fannie May which are on either side of 
Runner’s Edge, their signs are much larger at 32 square feet and 48 square feet.  Her 
understanding of the sign is that 30% coverage is the general standard for the Village but that 
Plaza del Lago used specific sizes rather than a percent coverage to determine maximum sign. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said that is correct. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said depending on how the size of the sign is calculated, the proposed sign for 
Runner’s Edge could be 20.85 square feet.  The sign is set at an angle and therefore some 
dead space is used in measuring the height and width.  If the sign were set parallel with the 
ground it would be calculated at 20.85 square feet rather than 26.1 square feet. 
 
Mr. Bradford said at the previous meeting the general consensus was that a sign with 30% 
coverage would be reasonable.  He said the medallions above the storefront windows limited 
the signable area of the storefront. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the proposal seems reasonable given the size of the signs for Starbucks and 
Fannie May. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the ordinance needed to be amended to either redefine the signable area in this 
case or revise the allowed coverage, otherwise the proposed sign still wouldn’t be permitted. 
 
Mr. Sheridan thought the location of the medallions on the storefront didn’t make sense and 
shouldn’t limit the size of the signable area.  Other parts of the shopping center had medallions 
and other architectural features that related better to the architecture that probably should limit 
the signable area. 
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Mr. Elkins prepared draft language that read, “Activities in Space 36 may display one wall sign 
on the east elevation.  Such sign shall not exceed thirty percent of the signable area, which 
shall be measured for Building F, Space 36 without limitation by the existing medallions.” 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if there were any members of the audience who wished to speak. 
 
Ms. Pedian asked if the ordinance needed to be amended in order to allow the proposed 
signage.  She would prefer to approve it as an exception to the ordinance rather than amend 
the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Bradford said yes the Commission could consider a sign variation request which would give 
the applicant the ability to display only the proposed sign.  One of the purposes for having a 
local sign ordinance is to provide uniform signage standards to give the landlord the flexibility 
to get sign approval without going to the Appearance Review Commission for each new sign.  
The Appearance Review Commission has encouraged Plaza del Lago to seek a text 
amendment of the local sign ordinance to give them flexibility and also to save tenants the time 
to appear before the Commission.  
 
Mr. Elkins added the request to amend the ordinance would move the code more in line with 
the rest of the Village by calculating the maximum size as a percentage of the signable area.  
In most areas it makes more sense to use the percent coverage rather than a specific height 
and width.  It allows more flexibility to businesses who might have a specific logo or brand 
image. 
 
Ms. Pedian said her other question was related to the specific size of what would be allowed.  
The case report states that a sign with 30% coverage of the signable area would be 22.3 square 
feet, but the size being recommended for approval is 26.1 square feet. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the 22.3 square feet referred to a signable area that was restricted by the 
medallions.  The commission is recommending the signable area be expanded and not be 
limited by the medallions. 
 
Mr. Klein asked what the signable area would be if the medallions were not used to determine 
signable area. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said be eyeballing the drawing they would gain at least eight feet in width by not 
including the medallions.  That would give them a signable area of around 100 square feet with 
30% coverage being 30 square feet.  The proposed sign would be within the 30 square feet 
maximum. 
 
Ms. Gail Shorr asked to see the sign proposal for The Runner’s Edge. 
 
Mr. Sheridan showed her the proposal and described what was being recommended. 
 
Mr. Chuck Southwick asked about the illumination of the sign and if the sign would be turned 
off when the business closes. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said they would be required to follow the code as it relates to illumination. 
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Mr. Southwick said his understanding is that when the business closes the sign illumination is 
supposed to be turned off.  He thought the signs for Starbucks and Fannie May turn off between 
9-10 pm. 
Mr. Sivertsen said the code required illuminated signs to be turned off between midnight and 6 
am. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked Mr. Klein when he would intend to shut off his sign. 
 
Mr. Klein said he was going to follow what his landlord requires. 
 
Ms. Moss said the signs go off between 10 and 11 pm. 
 
Mr. Southwick said that would be acceptable. 
 
Ms. Shorr said she would like the ordinance changed to reduce the hours of illumination. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he thinks they are going to let the Village ordinance stand. 
 
Ms. Shorr said the ordinance prohibits illumination for signs facing 10th Street and Westerfield, 
but not Sheridan Road.  There are residents across Sheridan Road, just as there are residents 
across from Westerfield and 10th Street.  She feels the residences across from Sheridan Road 
are treated differently than the other residence across from Plaza del Lago and feels signs 
illuminated until midnight does not serve the residences or the businesses well. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said that’s not part of the discussion for tonight, but her thoughts will be on the 
record and maybe, if asked to do so by the Village Board, they can look at that in the future. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there was a question previously about the signable area for Runner’s Edge 
if the medallions were not used in defining the signable area.  Based off the plans, he measured 
the dimensions.  The signable area would be 29 feet across by 3.54 feet tall.  The coverage of 
a 26.1 square foot sign would be 25.4 percent. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked how they would be able to vote on the request.  There seems to be two 
separate requests. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they could vote on the requests individually or combined. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the request before them was written as one request so maybe they should vote 
on the both of them together. 
 
Mr. Klein said he could stay for the rest of the discussion.  He said to address Ms. Shorr’s 
comments he does not intent to leave his sign illuminated all night long.  He said there are 
customers who do drive by during the night looking for his business.  There are longtime 
customers who thought they had moved because the light was off at night. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said they are going to vote on both requests at the end of the discussion.  At this 
time they are going to end the discussion on Runner’s Edge. 
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Mr. Bradford said there were three options presented to the Commission for space #1 where 
No Man’s Land is located.  He wanted to know which option the applicant wished to have 
approved. 
 
Ms. Moss said at the previous meeting there was a lot of objection to the original sign proposed.  
There was also some question as to what a sign covering 30% of the signable area looked like.  
The three proposals represent a sign which covers 30% of the signable area 25% of the 
signable area and a projecting sign.  As she mentioned at the beginning of the meeting she 
met with Linda Pedian.  She had a lot of good ideas, some of which were good, but that she 
thought would not be supported by the Village and some which were cost prohibitive.  Linda 
had an idea of doing a projecting sign which she really liked.  She realizes an internally 
illuminated projecting sign of this size is not currently allowed, but she feels it solves a lot of 
problems.  The sign would be seen by motorists driving from both directions on Sheridan Road.  
It is also visible from a greater distance since you don’t need to be directly upon the sign before 
you see it.  From the residence angle it would have less illumination because it will be 
perpendicular to the building.  You don’t have the problem of turning your head at 35 or 40 
miles an hour as you drive down the road.  Her preferred choice is the projecting blade sign.  
Ms. Moss showed the Commission some historic photos of Plaza del Lago with similar 
projecting style signs. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he appreciated the thought put into Ms. Moss’s proposal.  He feels that local 
sign ordinances give the opportunity to do something that maybe doesn’t meet the general 
standard, but that makes sense for a particular shopping center or district that have unique 
conditions.  The first question for the Commission to consider is if a projecting sign is the right 
solution and then what size is appropriate. 
 
Mr. Elkins thinks a blade sign is the right solution, but isn’t sure about the type of illumination.  
The general village regulations don’t allow internally illuminated projecting signs.  He thinks 
externally illumination would be a softer appearance for the neighbors.  He said while the 
surface area is not that much, the overall area is 32 square feet. 
 
Ms. Moss said the main difference between a projecting sign at Napolita in downtown Wilmette 
and Sheridan Road is the speed of traffic. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked how this compared to the projecting sign approved for the Wilmette 
Bowling alley. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the bowling alley sign is big and internally illuminated, but the difference of 
that sign is that the bowling alley itself doesn’t have frontage on Ridge Road. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he’s not opposed to a sign being larger than the 6 square foot blade sign 
permitted in other parts of the Village. 
 
Ms. Moss asked how the sign area was calculated for a projecting sign. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said it would be calculated by measuring the surface area of the sign.  It would 
not be calculated by the size of the smallest rectangle surrounding the elements of the sign.  
The sign proposed would be calculated as 10.2 square feet. 
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Ms. Moss was wondering how the code could be written so that the illumination is acceptable. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there is a type of internal illumination that would be less obtrusive than an 
internally illuminated box with a Plexiglas panel.  The sign cabinet would be similar to the 
proposed sign, but instead of a single Plexiglas panel being installed the individual letters and 
graphics would be cut out of a metal panel.  The illumination would then shine thru the lettering 
only and not the entire cabinet. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he was involved in a project recently where they did something similar.  It looks 
more elegant and holds up better over time. 
 
Ms. Moss said she would be in favor of a projecting sign as described by Mr. Sivertsen in place 
of having a wall sign that covers 30% of the signable area.  She would still want her tenants 
the ability to have an awning sign as an alternative to the projecting sign. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if they wanted to limit the thickness of the sign since it would be using LED 
technology. 
 
Mr. Moss said without having a sign contractor present she wasn’t sure what the thickness 
would need to be. 
 
Ms. Shorr said the purpose of the sign is to catch the attention of a driver as they pass by.  She 
is very interested in the safety of people crossing Sheridan Road.  Her research has showed 
many accidents along Sheridan Road due to distractions.  She thinks signage along Sheridan 
Road is a distraction. 
 
Mr. Woleben-Meade said she thinks clearer wayfinding such as the projecting sign proposed 
creates less of a distraction. 
 
Mr. Steve Denemark commended the Commission for working with everyone to come to a 
consensus.  He likes the idea of a projecting sign in place of the wall sign.  He likes the idea of 
having awnings and would like to see the awnings stay.  He wondered if the awnings could 
remain and still have the projecting sign. 
 
Ms. Moss said the awning would block the projecting sign. 
 
Ms. Pedian said this discussion went in a much different direction than she originally expected.  
She thanked the Commission and Laura Moss for working with everyone.  She understood the 
awnings would be impediments to viewing the projecting sign.  She agreed with Ms. Shorr that 
the crosswalk is unsafe, but feels that it is not tied to the sign proposal. 
 
Ms. Donnan said the shopping center is an architectural jewel and anything they can do to have 
the sign reflect the character of Plaza del Lago would be appreciated. 
 
Mr. Sheridan went through the points of discussion.  The group had discussed having a 
projecting sign between 10-12 square feet.  It would project approximately 4 feet off the 
building.  Must be 8 feet above grade.  The awnings should be removed since they will conflict 
with the projecting sign.  If they wanted to keep one of the awnings not on Sheridan Road he 
would be okay with that. 
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Mr. Elkins asked if there was consensus on the size of the sign. 
 
The general consensus among the Commission was that 12 square feet was acceptable. 
 
Findings of Fact 
 
The Commission found the requested amendments were consistent with the general 
regulations of the zoning ordinance and other areas of the Village.  The amendment will provide 
a benefit by directing illumination onto Sheridan Road, and not directly toward the residences 
across Sheridan Road. 
 
Decision 
 
Mr. Elkins moved to recommend amending the sign ordinance in Case 2016-SZC-02 with the 
following modification for Appendix A, Section 5.A.2. to read, “an activity in space 1 with 
frontage parallel to Sheridan Road may display a projecting blade sign meeting the following 
criteria: 12 square feet maximum area, 4 foot max projection from wall, 8 foot minimum above 
grade to bottom of sign, preclude the use of awnings along the Sheridan Road elevation, the 
sign shall be externally illuminated or internally illuminated by an LED source with push-thru 
letters.” and Appendix A, Section 5.E.2 to read, “an activity in space 36 may display one wall 
sign on the east storefront.  Such sign shall not exceed 30% coverage of the signable area 
which shall be measured for Building F, Space 36 without limitation by the existing medallions.”  
The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners 
Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion 
carried. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the recommendation to the 
Village Board.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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Sivertsen, Lucas

From: Gail Shorr <gjshorr@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 02, 2016 4:15 PM
To: Sivertsen, Lucas
Subject: Letter to Appearance Review Commission

This letter is for the meeting 12/5/2016 pertaining to requests to change ordinance pertaining to signs and 
illuminated signs at Plaza del Lago. 
 
Please submit my prior emails with you to the board with this letter. Emails are dated Nov.2, Nov. 4 and Nov. 6, 
2016 
 
 
Dear Members of the Appearance Review Board, 
 
I am a resident at 1500 Sheridan Road after living 40 years at Highcrest Drive, Wilmette. I appreciate and shop 
at the stores in Plaza del Lago and it is our shared interest that these stores prosper and remain open for 
customers. I am not in agreement with adding larger signs than is already allowed, more brightly illuminated 
signs, flashing signs or projecting signs. While each store should have a sign for identification, there is no 
benefit to additional signs on every facade. 
 
If the reason for more signs and larger and brighter signs is to attract customers driving by on Sheridan road at 
30 mph, this is not a logical or acceptable reason. With today's technology if you want to find a pizza or 
hamburger place in Wilmette a person will put this into google - and voila-  6 or more choices appear and these 
include No Man's Land. 
 
If the additional, larger and brighter signs face Sheridan Road they shine in many of our windows which is 
intrusions into our peace and privacy. I have read the ordinance and Section 5 lists in at least 4 sections that wall 
signs are prohibited from facing 10th Street and Westerfield Drive. Additionally, the ordinance states that No 
wall signs facing 10th Street or Westerfield Drive can be illuminated.  
 
The message is that the residents who live on 10th Street and Westerfield Drive are entitled to not be disturbed 
by signs of any size and not illuminated (if there was a sign in place?) The message is also that the residents 
who live on the east side of Sheridan Road are not entitled to be protected against large and illuminated sign. 
 
I asked this question of Mr. Sivertsen in an email and he replied " I cannot speak to the exact reasoning for 
prohibiting illuminated signs from facing Westerfield Drive or 10th Street. Historically, illuminated signs were 
not display along Westerfield and 10th St. I imagine it was due to the close proximity of single family and 
townhome residences." 
 
I asked why there aren't the same limitations facing east -towards the  residences on Sheridan Road. 
 
He replied "There is precedence for businesses to display signs fronting Sheridan Road. ... While there are 
residences along Sheridan Road just as there are residences on Westerfield and 10th Street, Sheridan Road is 
classified as an arterial road and is intended to carry a larger volume of traffic than you would find on a 
collector or local road. 



2

The zoning designation of properties across from Plaza del Lago is a more intense density than the single family 
and townhome residential properties along 10th Street and Westerfield. The distance from Plaza del Lago to the 
residential buildings along Sheridan Road is also greater than it is along 10th and Westerfield......" 
 
I am not faulting Mr. Sivertsen and he said he didn't know the reasons for signs being allowed to face Sheridan 
Road. The fact that the buildings are taller and wider does not diminish the fact that our residences look out at 
Sheridan Road and the Plaza. And the width of Sheridan Road is not even a logical reason in this discussion. 
 
Is our privacy and peace in our residences not as important to the village and to the stores of the Plaza as the 
considerations given to the residents of 10th Street and Westerfield Drive? Are we of lesser importance so that 
it is allowed to have bright lights shining into our windows every night?  There are probably more than 700 
residents in our buildings affected by these signs. And that is potentially 700 patrons of the shops of the Plaza. 
We are not passing through and might stop, we are here making our choices where to shop. 
 
I request that the ordinance not be changed to allow larger signs than currently allowed. Signs should only state 
the name of the store. 
 
I request that no additional illuminated signs be allowed to face east onto Sheridan Road. Lighting near these 
signs can be achieved with downlights.  These would be less obtrusive than neon type signs. Also, light 
pollution is a great problem and if the Village of Wilmette is committed to being "Green" then all efforts should 
be taken to avoid uplights and lights shining across the streets. This is a good place to begin considering light 
pollution in appearance review. 
 
I request that projecting signs not be allowed into the ordinance.  There is a wonderful appearance to the Plaza 
and it should not be allowed to become garish with over saturation of signs. 
 
I send these requests not in a spirit of opposition to the needs of the stores of the Plaza but to remind them that 
their customers live here and want to be good neighbors - on both sides of Sheridan Road. 
 
Thank you, 
Gail Shorr, M.D. 
1500 Sheridan Road, 1B, Wilmette 
gjshorr@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













SURFACE AREA = 10.2 S.F.



2
.7

7
ft

7.54 ft





 

 

ORDINANCE NO. 2017-O-9 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING CODE 

(Plaza Del Lago Local Sign Ordinance)  

 

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

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

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

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that amending the Village’s 

Zoning Code as it pertains to the Plaza Del Lago local sign ordinance 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 in the exercise of its home rule 

authority as follows: 

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 20, Zoning, Appendix A, PLAZA DEL LAGO LOCAL SIGN ORDINANCE, paragraph 

4(C) GENERAL ALLOWANCES, by inserting the new text shown in underlined, bold type 

below, so that said further Appendix A, 4(C) shall hereafter read as follows: 

4. GENERAL ALLOWANCES 

 

A. All signs may be illuminated according to Article 16 of the Zoning Ordinance, unless 

otherwise noted in this appendix. 

 

B. When a tenant space demising or consolidation effects the Local Sign Ordinance the 

owner shall be responsible for initiating an update to the Local Sign Ordinance within 

three (3) months of the action. 

 

C. A tenant may display a projecting sign instead of a wall sign anywhere a wall sign 

is allowed per section 16.10.G (Projecting Signs) of this article. 



 

 

SECTION 3: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in 

Chapter 20, Zoning, Appendix A, PLAZA DEL LAGO LOCAL SIGN ORDINANCE, paragraph 

5. LIMITATION ON DISPLAY OF SIGNS, by deleting the text shown in strikethrough 

and inserting the new text shown in underlined, bold type below, so that said further Appendix A, 

4(C) shall hereafter read as follows: 

5. LIMITATION ON DISPLAY OF SIGNS 

 

Signs displayed by activities within Plaza del Lago are limited to the following: 

 

A. Activities in Building A, may display one of the following signs per building 

frontage, where that frontage has storefront windows: 

 

1. For all frontages except the frontage parallel to Sheridan Road, a wall sign 

may be display within the signable area, not to exceed one-and-one-half (1½) 

feet by ten (10) feet in dimension or 60% coverage of the signable area, 

whichever is smaller.  

 

2. An activity in space 1 with frontage parallel to Sheridan Road may display a 

projecting blade sign as follows: 

 

a. 12 square foot maximum surface area. 

b. 4 foot maximum projection from wall. 

c. 8 foot minimum clearance above grade. 

d. Either externally illuminated or internally illuminated by an LED 

source with push-thru letters. 

e. Preclude the use of awnings along the Sheridan Road frontage. 

 

3. Activities in spaces 1 through 5 may display canopy or awning signs in 

accordance with Section 16.10.B. (Awnings). Valance lettering on canopies and 

awnings may include a logo. 

 

BA. Activities in Building A and Building B, may display one of the following signs 

per building frontage, where that frontage has storefront windows: 

 

1. A wall sign erected within the signable area, not to exceed one-and-one-half (1½) 

feet by ten (10) feet in dimension or sixty percent (60%) coverage of the signable 

area, whichever is smaller. Wall signs facing 10th Street shall not be illuminated. 

 

2. Canopy or awning signs in accordance with Section 16.10.B. (Awnings). Valance 

lettering on canopies and awnings may include a logo. 

 



 

 

CB. Activities located in Building C (Arcade) may not display any exterior signage. 

This limitation does not apply to Development Signs, which are regulated by Section 

7 of these regulations. 

 

DC.  Activities located in Building D may display the following signs: 

 

1. Activities located in spaces 23 through 30 of Building D may display one of the 

following: 

 

a. A non-illuminated or illuminated arch sign not to exceed seventy-two (72) 

inches in length by twenty (20) inches in height as depicted in Figure Appendix 

A-9: Arch Sign or 

 

b. A permanent window sign in accordance with the regulations of 16.10.K 

(Window Signs – Permanent). Such signs shall not be illuminated. 

 

c. An activity located in space 31 of Building D may display an illuminated wall 

sign in accordance with Section 16.10.J (Wall Signs). 

 

d. An activity located in space 31A of Building D may display an illuminated sign 

over the westerly most window of the north facade. The dimensions of the sign 

shall not exceed one-hundred eighty (180) inches in length by forty (40) inches 

in height. In addition, the activity may display a non-illuminated arch sign in 

front of their entrance. 

 

e. Wall signs facing Westerfield Drive and 10th Street are prohibited. 

 

ED. Activities in Building E may display wall signs in accordance with the following 

regulations: 

 

1. An activity in space 32 may erect an illuminated wall sign five (5) feet tall by 

fourteen-and-one-half (14½) feet wide with letters three-and-one-half (3½) feet 

high within the white stucco area which is an architectural detail of the north façade 

as depicted in Figure Appendix A-10: Unit 32 Sign. 

 

2. An activity in space 33 may erect a wall sign not to exceed three-and-one-half (3½) 

feet in height and twelve (12) feet in length, or sixty percent (60%) of the signable 

area, whichever is less. 

 

3. An activity in space 34 may erect a wall sign on the north and east facades of the 

building. Such signs shall not exceed one-and-one-half (1½) feet in height and eight 

(8) feet in length, or sixty percent (60%) coverage of the signable area, whichever 

is less. 

 

4. Wall signs facing Westerfield Drive and 10th Street are prohibited. 

 



 

 

FE. Activities in Building F may display wall signs in accordance with the following 

regulations: 

 

1. An activity in space 35 may display one wall sign on each of the east and north 

storefronts. Such signs shall not exceed three (3) feet in height by twelve (12) feet 

in length. 

 

2. An activity in space 36 may display one wall sign on the east storefront. Such sign 

shall not exceed thirty percent (30%) coverage of the signable area which shall 

be measured for Building F, space 36 without limitation by the existing 

medallions. twenty (20) square feet in area, and lettering and logos shall not exceed 

twenty-four (24) inches in height. 

 

3. An activity in space 37 may display one wall sign on each of the east and south 

storefronts. The east facing sign shall not exceed three (3) feet in height by sixteen 

(16) feet in length. The south facing sign shall not exceed twenty (20) square feet 

in area and lettering and logos shall not exceed twenty-four (24) inches in height. 

No sign facing Westerfield Drive shall be illuminated. 

 

GF. Activities in Building G may display wall and valance signs with the following 

regulations: 

 

1. One wall sign per building frontage not to exceed twenty (20) square feet in area 

and lettering and logos shall not exceed twenty-four (24) inches in height. No sign 

facing north or west shall be illuminated. 

 

2. Lettering on valance signs shall not exceed five (5) inches in height. 

 

SECTION 4: 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 _________, 2017, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:   

            

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 



 

 

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

_______________, 2017. 

            

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 
 

        

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

for a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front 
yard at 1132 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.   

 
Case Number: 2016-Z-48 
 
Property: 1132 Michigan Avenue 
 
Zoning District: R, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    Charles Cook, Cook Architectural Design Studio 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a variation to permit parking spaces in a 

required front yard 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4  

Section 8.3 
Section 14.4.A.4 

 
Hearing Date:    January 4, 2017 
 
Date of Application:   September 20, 2016 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Not Present 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke   Not Present 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  No 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, October 10, 2016.  

Notice of Public Hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
October 13, 2016.  Posted on the property, October 10, 2016.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
October 14, 2016. 

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 

Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
 
  

3.7 
1-24-16 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located along the east side of Michigan Avenue, approximately 400’ 
northwest of Elmwood Avenue.  The property has 100’ of frontage along Michigan Avenue and an 
average depth of 566’.  The property has an area of approximately 56,550 square feet.  The property 
is improved with a two-story house and attached three-car garage that is currently under construction. 
 
To the north and south are properties zoned R, Single-Family Detached Residence, and improved 
with single-family homes.  To the west are properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached 
Residence, and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal  
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a circular driveway to serve the new home that is currently 
under construction.  The circular drive will allow parking within the required front yard.  Because 
the Zoning Ordinance does not permit parking spaces in a required front yard, a variation from this 
requirement is necessary.    
 
The proposed circular drive conforms to the impervious surface coverage requirements of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Other Front Yard Parking Space Requests 
 
2411 Wilmette Avenue  Case 2016-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Remanded 
Request for a 4.69’ front yard setback variation, a 343.92 square foot (16.97%) front yard impervious 
surface coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to permit 
the construction of a two-car attached garage 
 
3219 Illinois Road  Case 2016-Z-20 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised, Granted 
Revised request for a 6.08’ front yard setback variation, a 2.12’ side yard setback variation, a 1.62’ 
combined side yard setback variation, a 39.62 square foot (1.51%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to permit the 
construction of one-story additions, a front porch, and a front yard parking space 
 
1505 Wilmette Avenue Case 2015-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.02’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 4.52’ front yard step setback variation, a 
225.88 square foot (16.73%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to 
permit a parking space in a required front yard to allow the replacement and expansion of an existing 
front stoop, stair, and driveway 
 
519 Forest Avenue Case 2015-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: 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 
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1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required 
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation, a 
7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a 17.28 
decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed stand-by generator 
 
910 Shabona Lane Case 2014-Z-01 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a front yard setback variation to permit the retention of a parking space in the required 
front yard and a 2.81’ side yard setback variation and a 7.69’ combined side yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a two-car garage addition 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum front yard setback of 82.0’ on the 
subject property. 
 
Section 14.4.A.4 states that for residential uses, open parking spaces are not permitted in a required 
front yard. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front 
yard at 1132 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-48. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Site Plan 

 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
  2.0 Completed application form 
  2.1 Letter of application 
  2.2 Proof of ownership 
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  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, October 
10, 2016 

  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
October 13, 2016 

  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated October 10, 2016 

2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 
applicant, October 14, 2016 

 
The November 2, 2016 meeting was cancelled and this case was continued to November 9, 2016.   
 
Minutes from the November 9, 2016 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant was not able to attend the November 9, 2016 

meeting and had requested that the case be continued to November 16, 2016.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the November 16, 2016 meeting.   
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays. 
 
   Motion carried.   
 
Minutes from the November 16, 2016 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant requested that the case be continued to December 

21, 2016.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the December 21, 2016 meeting.   
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Kolleng, Surman and Tritsis were not present). 
 
   Motion carried.   
 
 
Minutes from the December 21, 2016 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that the applicant requested that the case be continued to January 4, 

2017.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the January 4, 2016 meeting.   
 
 6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays 

(Messrs. Schneider and Surman were not present). 
 
   Motion carried.   
 
 
Minutes from the January 4, 2017 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Chuck Cook, architect 
   Cook Architectural Design Studio 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a variation to permit parking spaces in a 



 Case 2016-Z-48 
  1132 Michigan Avenue 
 

7 
 

required front yard.  The Village Board will hear this case on January 24, 2017.   
 
 3.22 Mr. Cook said they are requesting a circular drive.  From a zoning perspective, that 

would allow them the ability to park in the required front yard setback, which is not 
allowed.   

 
  He referenced the existing site plan.  The existing driveway is still there.  It is a 

topography plan.  The existing house has a circular front drive.  Their intention is to 
use the same curb cuts.  The streetscape is not impacted.  It will have the same 
appearance.  They plan to reduce the amount of total driveway and pavement.   

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that there are two houses being built next door to each 

other.  The applicant’s house is the one to the south.  Do they already have all their 
foundation in?  Is the existing driveway in place? 

 
  The architect said that the foundations are in progress right now, but they are not 

done.  The existing driveway is still there.  The house and original foundation are 
completely gone.  He continued and said that the new driveway is proposed as a 
circular driveway with less paved area.   

 
  The property is unique due to its location and size.  The condition they are talking 

about is unique although it is prevalent for most of the houses on that side of the 
street.  The properties are very deep.  They are on the lakefront so there is not an alley 
system.  The topography has a considerable amount of change as it moves through 
the length of their property, which has an impact as to where it is practical to place 
the house.  They took photos of houses on that side of the block.  They have aerial 
photos.  Ten out of 12 houses have a circular drive or the ability to park cars within 
the required front yard setback.  There are only two houses to the north, which are on 
narrower lots, that don’t have that feature.  That block is unique compared to the rest 
of the Village.  That is the hardship of this area.   

 
  By having deep lots, they have a deep front yard setback requirement at 82’, which 

forces the house to be pushed farther away from the street than most houses are in 
the Village.  There is no alley system so the garage is at the front.  It creates a garage 
prominence and pushes the front door back.  In this case, the door is 150’ from the 
front property line.  It is beneficial to have a circular drive.  It gets cars off a street 
that is congested especially in the summer.  It is hard to park in front of one’s house.   

 
  They are reducing the amount of paved surface area.  The current driveway is 2,766 

square feet of pavement in the front yard.  They are reducing this by 622 square feet.  
With the current driveway, the secondary leg is over 1,200 square feet and the 
proposed leg is over 700 square feet.  They are reducing it by 42% of the current 
paved area.  They could park five cars in the current driveway and they would be in 
the front yard setback and not inhibit one from getting in and out of the garage.  With 
the reduced secondary leg of the proposed driveway would only allow two cars at 
one time.   
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  He talked about standards of review.  Regarding a practical difficulty, it is the lot 
depth, the excessive front yard setback created by the depth and the sloped site 
limiting house placement.  That was not created by the applicants.  The hardship for 
this property is this section of the block, which is unique compared to the rest of the 
Village.  If the proposal is not approved, the owner would be denied the benefit that 
others with this same hardship have had, which is a circular drive or the ability to 
have a car pull in off the street.  The variation will not impair an adequate supply of 
light or air.  The proposal will not alter the character of the neighborhood.  Almost 
all other houses have a similar condition.  The intention is that building materials will 
consist of brick pavers and either asphalt or concrete, which are like many driveways 
on the block.   

 
 3.24 Mr. Surman asked if this was the original design for the driveway. 
 
  Mr. Cook said that this was the original design.  The driveway plan was designed by 

the landscapers.  They worked on that while the applicant submitted for the building 
permit.  He has a rendering of the driveway showing materials.   

 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider asked if they had the same issue with the house to the north.   
 
  The architect said they have similar issues but that house is designed a little 

differently.  It did not have a circular drive so there was no secondary curb cut.  He 
said that they try to design within given parameters.   

 
 3.26 Mr. Schneider said that the lot for the house to the north is also 100’ wide.  It looks 

like a mirror image to the building to the south based on basic configuration.  There 
is a two-car garage with a house in the back.   

 
 3.27 Mr. Kolleng referenced 1.4, which shows the three-car garage.  He asked about 

decreased square footage.   
 
  The architect said that there is less square footage in the front yard setback.   
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said that as they pass the front yard setback, the driveway opens out 

and there is a big plaza in front of the garage.  There is no issue about backing out 
onto the street because they can do a turnaround.   

 
 3.29 Mr. Tritsis asked about other options before they came up with the plan that was 

created by the landscapers.   
 
  The architect said it is more formal in its plan with a center front entry and they want 

to play up on the symmetry.  There is a house several houses down with a driveway 
on axis with the front door that has an auto court in front of the front door.  They did 
not want this configuration.   

 
 3.30 Mr. Tritsis asked if a delivery person would park on one leg of the driveway and then 

walk 100’ to the front door.   
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  Mr. Cook said he thought that is what would happen.   
 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy said that there is 1,500 square feet for the turnaround.   
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman clarified that they reduced the secondary leg by about 500 square feet.   
 
  Mr. Cook said they reduced the secondary leg by 550 square feet or 42% reduction.  

The total amount of driveway area in the front yard setback was reduced by 622 
square feet.   

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked if they are over on impervious surface with the current design.   
 
  Mr. Cook said they are not asking for an impervious surface coverage variation.   
 
 3.34 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said that this is an unusual lot.  The lot slopes down toward the rear.  

The previous house had the circular drive with more square footage than is being 
proposed.  The hardship is the lot situation.  Standards of review are met and he can 
support the request.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider said that he can also support the request.  There are two curb cuts.  

There are many circular drives on that block, particularly on the east side.  The lot is 
100’ wide.  It can handle the circular drive.  Michigan Avenue at that point is narrow 
and it is hard to have two-way traffic especially in the summer.  They are decreasing 
impervious surface, which he is in favor of.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman said he initially was hesitant with the design, but he understands the 

design concept better after the presentation.  He can appreciate having a drop off.  
There are existing curb cuts.  They are reducing coverage.  He can support the 
request.   

 
 5.4 Mr. Tritsis asked about the process of getting a curb cut.  Is it a permit? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the Engineering Department needs to approve the request.  

There is a policy to have only one curb cut per property, but the width of this lot is 
more than 75’ so two cuts are allowed.   

 
 5.5 Mr. Tritsis said he did not see that other houses on the block received variances.  Why 

is that? 
 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that there is one house that received a variance at 1000 Michigan.  

They had this request and many other requests.   
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  Ms. Roberts said that 1000 Michigan was not a circular driveway.   
 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy asked the difference between this case and 2411 Wilmette Avenue, 

which was just denied.  They didn’t have a garage and they wanted to put a garage 
on the property.  They have a circular drive.  They were going to move the circular 
driveway closer to the street and they were told no by the Zoning Board.   

 
 5.8 Mr. Surman asked if the 2411 Wilmette case covered more impervious area.   
 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy said that it had an impervious surface variation because it was a 

smaller lot.   
 
 5.10 Mr. Schneider said that the drive was almost on the street.   
 
 5.11 Mr. Surman said tonight’s case has a bigger lot and the request is more consistent 

with the area.  It is a different scale project.   
 
 5.12 Chairman Duffy said he wants to make a distinction as to why this case would be 

approved when the other case was denied.  They are similar although not the same 
but part of the requests is the same.  2411 Wilmette had more variation requests.   

 
 5.13 Mr. Schneider asked about lot width at 2411 Wilmette.   
 
 5.14 Mr. Kolleng said it was a narrower lot.   
 
 5.15 Mr. Surman said if they compared the front yard coverage it was significantly 

different than tonight’s design.   
 
 5.16 Chairman Duffy said that the garage was in the setback area by 4.5’.  He reiterated 

that he wanted to clarify the difference between the two cases.  He looked at tonight’s 
case as being very similar to the 2411 Wilmette case.  The 2411 Wilmette applicants 
wanted to keep their circular drive and the Zoning Board said that they could have a 
straight driveway into the garage they were building.   

 
 5.17 Mr. Kolleng said that there was an impervious surface issue.   
 
 5.18 Chairman Duffy said tonight’s case is new construction and they scraped the whole 

lot.  The Board does not usually grant variances for new construction.  If the Board 
adheres to that, then the second curb cut should not be allowed just because it was 
there.   

 
 5.19 Mr. Surman said that given the depth of the lot, their setback should be a lot further.   
 
 5.20 Mr. Kolleng said that when he went to the house the gate was open.  He does not 

know how one would go downhill to get to the back for a garage.   
 
 5.21 Chairman Duffy said that the garage is fine.  The driveway could be curved in and 
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they keep one of the curb cuts.  There is a 1,500 square foot turnaround in front of 
the garage.  There are no safety issues with coming in and out of the garage.  The old 
driveway is still there.  If one looks at the plat, the old driveway looks a lot farther 
away from the sidewalk than when one stands on the sidewalk looking through the 
fence.  Parking will be moved right up to the sidewalk.  What is the distance from the 
sidewalk to the front edge of the circular driveway as proposed? 

 
  Mr. Cook said that the distance from the property line to where it becomes a single-

width driveway is about 30’.  The sidewalk is a little further out from the property 
line so maybe it’s 40’ from the sidewalk.  This is proposed.  Existing is about 75’ to 
the arc.   

 
 5.22 Chairman Duffy said he is talking about the front edge of the driveway, the part of 

the driveway that is the closest to the lot line.   
 
 5.23 Mr. Surman said it looks to be about 25’.   
 
 5.24 Chairman Duffy said as one looks at the existing driveway and one looks through the 

fence, it looks like it is close to the sidewalk.  How is the proposal making the 
situation better?  

 
  The architect showed the Board diagrams related to parking.  In his mind, moving 

closer reduces the ability to park cars out there.   
 
 5.25 Chairman Duffy said that the cars are coming closer to the street.   
 
 5.26 Mr. Kolleng asked if they would have a fence and/or landscaping in the front.   
  
 5.27 Mr. Surman said it is only 12’ and they can park one car.  If they kept the loop and 

moved it closer to the house, the parked cars would not be as visible per Chairman 
Duffy.   

 
 5.28 Chairman Duffy said that one of the criteria for the decision made on Wilmette 

Avenue is that the cars would be closer to the sidewalk and to the street and that is 
one of the reasons why that case was denied.   

 
 5.29 Mr. Schneider said that Chairman Duffy mentioned three to four reasons why the 

Wilmette Avenue case was not approved.  One was impervious surface coverage.  
The driveway was adjacent to the sidewalk.  The garage encroached on the front yard.  
The lot was not 100’ wide.  In tonight’s case, there is an existing situation, a 100’ 
wide lot, two curb cuts, most of adjacent lots on the same side of the street have a 
similar arrangement, only two cars can be parked in this driveway to still have garage 
access.  If they move it further back than 25’, they would increase impervious surface 
coverage, which is not a good thing.  With sufficient landscaping, they can mitigate 
visual impact of two cars being 25’ away from the sidewalk.   

 
 5.30 Mr. Surman said they could park four cars.   
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 5.31 Mr. Schneider said four cars would not allow access to the garage or get out of the 
garage.    

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a variation to permit parking 

spaces in a required front yard at 1132 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke   Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-48.   
 
 6.21 Mr.  Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

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

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The physical conditions of the property, 
the topography, street condition, and lack of an alley, impose upon the owner a practical 
difficulty.  The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique 
character of the property and the block.  The difficulty is peculiar to the property and the 
block in question and not generally shared by other lots.  The difficulty prevents the owner 
from making reasonable use of the property with adequate access and parking.  The proposed 
variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to or otherwise injure adjacent 
property.  The variation if granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, 
which includes many properties on the block with circular driveways in the required front 
yard. 
 
A minority 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 is no particular 
difficulty or hardship preventing the owner from making reasonable use of the property 
without the variation being granted. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a variation to permit 
parking spaces in a required front yard at 1132 Michigan Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted.   

 



















REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

revised request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a first floor 
addition and a second floor addition at 930 Sheridan Road in 
accordance with the plans as revised.   

 
Case Number:   2017-Z-01 
 
Property:    930 Sheridan Road 
 
Zoning District:   R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    Victoria Kathrein 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area 

variation and a 3.9’ side yard air conditioner condenser 
setback variation to permit the construction of a first floor 
addition and a second floor addition 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3.C 

Section 13.4.K.1 
 
Hearing Date:    January 4, 2017 
 
Date of Application:   December 5, 2016 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Not Present 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke  Not Present 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, December 13, 2016.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
December 15, 2016.  Posted on the property, December 8, 
2016.  Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
December 16, 2016. 

 
Report Prepared By:   Lisa Roberts, AICP 
     Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The subject property is located on the east side of Sheridan Road approximately 350’ north of Lake 
Avenue.  The property has 50.0’ of frontage on Sheridan Road and is 200.0’ in depth.  The property 
is 10,000.0 square feet in area.  The property is improved with a bi-level single-family home and 
detached two-car garage. 
 
To the north, south, and west are properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes.  To the east are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached 
Residence, and improved with single-family homes and the Michigan Shores Country Club. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a second-story addition above the existing first floor at the 
front of the house.  The proposed addition measures approximately 34.68’ x 28.79’ and 5.7’ x 
11.61’, for an area of 1,064.62 square feet.  The addition provides for a loft studio with bathroom 
and closet.  The petitioner also proposes to enclose the first floor north side entry, creating a first 
floor mudroom addition.  The proposed addition measures 5.39’ x 15.67’ and is 84.46 square feet 
in area.  With the proposed first floor and second floor additions, the total floor area is 4,927.60 
square feet.  Because the Zoning Ordinance limits total floor area on the subject property to 4,190.0 
square feet, a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area variation is required. 
 
The petitioner is proposing to install two new air conditioner units on the roof of the first flood 
mudroom addition.  The proposed units have a north side yard setback of 6.1’.  Because the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a 10.0’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback, a 3.9’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation is required.  The existing air conditioner unit at grade is 
non-conforming and is proposed to remain unchanged. 
 
The proposed additions conform to the setback, height, lot coverage, and impervious surface 
coverage requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Maximum Existing Proposed 
Total Floor Area 4,190.0 s.f. 3,778.52 s.f. 4,927.60 s.f.* 

 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Air Conditioner Side Yard Setback 10.0’ appx. 5.15’* 6.10’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Floor Area Variation Requests 
 
2222 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Pending 
Request for a 343.25 square foot (5.62%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor and a second floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
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1728 Walnut Avenue Case 2016-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a 316.32 square foot (6.02%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story addition 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Pending 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 
52.46 square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square 
foot (3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
 
819 Michigan Avenue  Case 2016-Z-07 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction 
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1519 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-50 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side 
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square 
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition, 
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two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
342 Gregory Avenue Case 2015-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining 
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
2026 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car 
garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Pontiac Road Case 2015-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard 
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
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 
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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 
 
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 
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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 
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 
 
  



Case 2017-Z-01 
930 Sheridan Road 

 

 

8 

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 Air Conditioner Setback Variation Requests 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2016-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation and an 11.5’ side yard swimming 
pool equipment setback variation to permit the installation of a third ventilation unit and swimming 
pool equipment 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 276.05 square foot (5.35%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit 
the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
141 Maple Avenue Case 2015-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.92’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to locate two air conditioner 
condensers for a new home 
 
441 Locust Road Case 2015-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.37’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the retention of a 
replacement air conditioner condenser 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, an 8.21 decibel sound variation, 
and an 11.83’ side yard generator setback variation, to permit the installation a permanently 
installed stand-by generator and two air conditioner condensers for the new home on the property 
 
421 Hibbard Road Case 2014-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 5.8’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of 
two air conditioner condensers 
 
1935 Thornwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the replacement and 
relocation of two air conditioning condensers 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted* 
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required 
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation, 
a 7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a 
17.28 decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed stand-
by generator; *Village Board granted without air conditioner and generator variations 
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Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum total floor area 4,190.0 square feet on the subject property. 
 
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 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area variation 
and a 3.9’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the construction of a first 
floor addition and a second floor addition at 930 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 2017-Z-01. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Plan 
 1.5 First Level Plan and Second Level Plan 
 1.6 Third Level Plan and Fourth Level Plan 
 1.7 Roof Plan 
 1.8 Proposed East and West Elevations 
 1.9 Proposed North and South Elevations 
 1.10 Section Looking North 
 1.11 Sections Looking East and West 
 1.12 Photographs 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application with attachments 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 

December 13, 2016 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 



Case 2017-Z-01 
930 Sheridan Road 

 

 

10 

December 15, 2016 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated December 8, 2016 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, December 16, 2016 
 2.8 Total Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.9 Letter from Chris and Jamie Wallace, 934 Sheridan Road, 

dated December 28, 2016 
 2.10 Email from Chris and Jamie Wallace, 934 Sheridan Road, 

dated January 3, 2017 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Chris Canning, representing the applicant 
 
  3.12 Ms. Jennifer Blair, architect 
 
  3.13 Ms. Victoria Kathrein, applicant and owner 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor 

area variation and a 3.9’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to 
permit the construction of a first floor addition and a second floor addition.  The 
Village Board will hear this case on January 24, 2017.   

 
 3.22 Mr. Canning said that the Village’s floor area requirements are meant to allow 

reasonable sized homes and additions.  The Village tries to limit the bulk and 
density of homes whether they are new construction or renovations.  The floor area 
request seems quite large, but the architect will explain that the actual addition they 
are requesting is quite modest.  The size of the variance is due to unique 
circumstances arising from the siting of the house and the grade at the rear, which 
is different from the grade in the front.   

 
  The house was built in 1955 and has not been updated since that time.  The house 

is not a local landmark but Village staff identified the house as significant because 
of the work the architect did on this house and on other homes in the Village.  One 
option would be to tear down the house.  Under the ordinance, if the house is 
demolished, they could build a much larger home with greater FAR than currently 
exists or would exist if the variance is granted.  Staff did not think it would be ideal 
to do a tear down because of the house’s significance.  The proposed addition as 
originally planned conforms to setback, height, lot coverage, and impervious 
surface requirements.  But when the architect submitted lot coverage and floor area 
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worksheet, Exhibit 2.8, she did not believe that the basement contributed any floor 
area at all to the project.  2.8 shows a floor area for the basement as zero.  There are 
also handwritten notes by staff when they did their review of the addition.  Under 
that review, the basement is now at 1,000 square feet of floor area.  The architect 
will talk about how the design came to be and will show pictures from the rear of 
the lot.  It is the change and interpretation of the difference of what you see from 
east to west versus what you see from west to east that drives the variance.   

 
  The applicant and architect worked with Village staff and reviewed various options.  

They had considered digging out the lower level, but that is quite expensive – over 
$100,000 – and would require a lot of engineering because there is a lot of water 
coming in.   

 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider referenced Exhibit 1.10.  What is the issue about digging down?  He 

said that there is about a 2’ drop from grade to the floor level of the basement.   
 
  Mr. Canning said that the architect would explain this.  He continued and said they 

had considered carving out some niche on the front façade but that did not make 
sense.  They wanted to keep with the design of the house.  There are many center 
entry, two-story homes on Sheridan Road and all have a common setback.  If they 
went with that option, it would look different from other homes on the street.  The 
applicant did not think that these were viable options, which is why they are 
presenting the proposal at tonight’s meeting.   

 
  His letter addressed the standards of review.  The request is unique and arises from 

the unique situation of the original siting of the home on the lot as well as what the 
ordinance does when calculating area below or at grade.  In the last 20 years that 
calculation has changed several times.  That creates a unique situation in what is a 
level between the plat of survey, which identifies this as a two-level home, and the 
first document sent from the Village, which identified it as a three-level home.  It 
is unclear how many levels the house actually has.  That is unique.   

 
  The hardship would be the amount of work that would have to go in to make this a 

conforming house.  If there had to be work done in the rear of the house and they 
had to dig it out and incur significant costs, in terms of the nature of the variation, 
it would make no difference because the variation is going to the front or west side 
of the house.  There would be no impact on bulk, density or appearance.   

 
  One item that came up after they submitted the site plan was the location of two air 

conditioning condensers.  In the existing home they are in a non-conforming 
location.  The architect and the applicant proposed to move them further into the 
home, raise them on top of a mudroom but this would still be a non-conforming 
location although further set back from the lot line.  The mudroom is in a 
conforming location would have condensers on top of it.  The applicant worked 
with the neighbors to the north to try to find a location that is more acceptable to 
them.  He met with Ms. Roberts to talk about the possibility of trying to put it on 
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the west side, but there would be some challenges due to the setback and a variation 
would be needed.   

 
  The architect will explain if you put those units too far away from mechanicals, 

there is another set of issues.  She will talk about these issues.   
 
  He submitted some photos that depicted issues in the rear of the house.   
 
 3.24 Mr. Kolleng asked if the addition was about 1,200 square feet.   
 
  Mr. Canning said it is about 1,100 square feet.   
 
 3.25 Mr. Kolleng said if they took away the basement issue, they would be close to a 

wash.   
 
  Mr. Canning said they talked about whether they could do contextual zoning 

because so many of the homes have a uniform height.  But based on the basement 
issue, they would still be requesting what looks like a large variation, when it is 
driven by how the basement and lower level is defined.  He distributed photos that 
were not included in the case packet.   

 
 3.26 The architect said that the photographs are of the west side of the house, which is 

the front; one is the rear, which is the east side of the house; and the back patio how 
it is recessed.  She talked about a 3’ to 3.5’ drop based on the retaining wall.  This 
is a unique condition.  From the front, the lot looks level.  But when looking at the 
lot from the back you can see that it slopes.  When they developed the proposed 
design, their intent was to use the rear yard and the walk out to the rear yard.   

 
  In the ordinance, there is a statement about when there is a sloping lot or walk out 

basement where that portion exceeds 7’ or more above grade, that portion counts 
towards FAR.  Based on the patio door, they are over 7’ above grade at the back.  
On the sides this does not exist.  She contacted staff for clarification.  She was told 
that there would be no area to count because there is no volume.  After they 
submitted for permit they were told that it would count because floor area over that 
space is being considered as the first-floor level.   

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked if the Village looked at it as an average of the two.   
 
  The architect said they looked at the floor that is above the walk out space as a first 

floor above that space, but not necessarily above the grade.  The front half is the 
first level that is above grade.   

 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy asked if the assumption is that the slope is always running away 

from the house down as opposed to this one where it drops down to the house.  Why 
was it written into the code that way? 
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  Ms. Roberts said that it contemplated lake front lots and downward sloping lots.  
The determination was made upon reviewing this configuration, that this is not a 
downward sloping lot but more of a terraced back yard.   

 
 3.29 Mr. Schneider asked if the ground was at the same level as the sides in the back 

would they count that floor?  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it is her understanding that the 6’5” on the section shown on 

Exhibit 1.10 is from the grade elevation so it is not a function of how low the dirt 
is on the back of the house, it is how high that floor is, the third level above the 
grade.   

 
 3.30 Mr. Schneider asked if that would be counted as a basement or as FAR?  
 
  Ms. Roberts said if the height of the floor was less than 5’ it would be a basement 

space and it would not count as floor area.   
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said if they took the same house and put it on a flat lot and the first 

floor was the same as the front of the house and the back was down lower that 
would count as FAR – correct? 

 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy asked if the lot came straight across and there was no sliding door 

but there were windows, would that still be considered a level or would it be 
basement? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said that it is her understanding that the 6’5” is from the higher point 

and not from the patio level.   
 
  The architect said that it is her understanding that the Village is considering that a 

first-floor level.  The house is a bi-level/split-level house, even though they have 
the front level that is interpreted as the first-floor level, this is also being considered 
as the first finished floor level above grade.  That one is more than 5’ therefore the 
Village was considering that as floor area.   

 
 3.33 Mr. Kolleng said when the house was purchased, the assumption was that there was 

no issue.   
 
  Mr. Canning said that the applicant would testify to that.   
 
 3.34 Mr. Schneider said that this is a 10,000-square foot lot.  Is the maximum allowed 

4,190 square feet? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is correct and that does not include any porch or attic bonus, 

that is just the calculation of the house and the garage bonus.    
 
 3.35 Mr. Surman asked if the lot sloped back up towards the alley.   



Case 2017-Z-01 
930 Sheridan Road 

 

 

14 

  The architect said that the lot sloped back up towards the alley.   
 
 3.36 The architect continued and said therein lies the issue with the floor area.  As Mr.  

Canning pointed out, if that 1,050 or 1,060 square feet of the basement did not need 
to be counted, they were within or closer to what is allowed.   

 
 3.37 Mr. Surman said they would not have counted that space if it was lower.   
 
  The architect said that if they were 17” lower on that floor it would not have been 

counted.   
 
 3.38 Mr. Schneider said that Mr. Canning talked about lowering the floor.  How would 

that solve the problem? 
 
  The architect said that the floor to ceiling is over 7.5’.  They could not take the floor 

and move it down to 5’ because there would be no headroom at the level below.  
They would have to dig the slab down to get lower than 5’.   

 
 3.39 Mr. Schneider clarified that they are saying they would need to put both the floor 

and the ceiling down.   
 
  The architect said that this is very costly.  When they would bring the floor even 

further down there is more potential for flooding and they are deeper into the water 
table.   

 
 3.40 Mr. Surman asked if the architect knew what the water table was.   
 
  The architect said that she did not know.  There were water issues in the lower level.  

She added that they needed to find space for mechanicals because the applicant has 
no attic.  There is no basement.  The existing crawl space has a very low height.  
They were proposing to dig this down, but the cost estimates were prohibitive.  The 
crawl space is not part of the FAR.  Lowering the floor would have no impact from 
the home’s exterior.   

 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said if they were to build another house on the lot the whole house 

could be larger including the height.   
 
  The architect said that the roof has a low pitch and a new house might raise the 

pitch of the roof giving it more height and bulk.  The ridge could be 12’ higher.  
That might allow for an attic, but the applicant’s proposal has a low pitch and 
therefore cannot have an attic.   

 
 3.42 Mr. Surman had a question about the air conditioner.   
 
  The architect showed a picture and there are steps in the back of the house that 

come down.  Around that corner is a cutout in the side of the house.  In that cutout 
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is where the existing condenser is located.  This is a non-conforming location.  To 
have positioned the condensers within the 10’ setback and in the rear yard, they 
would need to pull it in further to clear the steps on the north side.  They would 
have to put it on the lower level on the south side, which would be within the 10’ 
setback requirement.  Bringing them down into the lower level to get them as close 
to the house as possible means they are bringing mechanicals into a potential 
flooding area or water zone.  The proposed location is the optimal location for the 
owner to have a mudroom.   

 
 3.43 Mr. Schneider asked why they couldn’t put the condensers at the end of the 

downspouts.   
 
  The architect said that would have been at the end of the stairs coming down into 

the patio.   
 
 3.44 Mr. Surman clarified that Mr. Schneider was referring to the brick part between the 

window and the downspout.   
 
  The architect reiterated that this would be at the base of the stairs.   
 
 3.45 Mr. Surman said he did not see how they could compromise the neighbors and the 

noise to that level of elevation.  He cannot see that working.  They would have to 
modify the walk in the back.   

 
 3.46 Chairman Duffy asked if there was some sort of shielding like a solid fence around 

the units to shield noise.   
 
  The architect said she could consider this.  It was brought up about sound levels on 

the ground or up above and she did some research to see if there is a perceived 
difference.  Going up higher does not make it perceivably noisier than being down 
low.  There are products that are acoustical blankets or baffles.  One other reason 
they chose the proposed location is that they can put the supporting beams into the 
walls versus having to put support through the roof.  They try not to penetrate 
through the roof membrane.   

 
 3.47 Mr. Surman asked if they looked at bringing the mudroom in and then leaving those 

at grade level.   
 
  The architect said that the space is very confined.  They now have an interior stair 

that gets her into the lower level.   
 
 3.48 Chairman Duffy said that the units are almost at the gutter level of the existing roof 

line.  If they were to shield them on three sides, leaving the west side open, isn’t 
that directing noise away from the neighbor?   

 
 3.49 Mr. Surman said there needs to be sufficient clearance if they shield them.   
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  The architect said they need a 20” minimum for clearance all the way around the 
unit.  It is tight up there.  Air flow could be impeded.  The units were brought up 
higher to clear flashing on the roof.   

 
 3.50 Mr. Surman has a problem with the unit location as proposed and its impact on 

neighbors.   
 
 3.51 Mr. Tritsis asked about the current air conditioner location.   
  The architect said that the condenser is currently at floor level.  The units are in line 

with each other, back to back.   
 
 3.52 Mr. Schneider said at the floor level there is a fence between the two properties.   
 
  The applicant said she has come to a compromise with her neighbors on both sides.  

She has no problem moving the condensers and installing a larger fence.  She talked 
to the neighbors about moving condensers to ground level on the northwest side of 
the house.  She will build an enclosure around them.   

 
 3.53 Chairman Duffy said that there still is a setback issue.  The request needs to be 

changed and a plan with measurements needs to be submitted.   
 
  Ms. Roberts asked what the setback might be.   
 
  The architect said that the setback at the front corner of the house is over 5’.  They 

would not want to move the condensers beyond the front window.  The front 
window is an additional 3’ in.  They would still need to seek side and front setback 
variations.   

 
 3.54 Chairman Duffy asked if they needed to deal with a front yard setback.   
 
  The architect said that they did need to deal with a front yard setback.   
 
 3.55 Mr. Surman said they would need to be south of the sidewalk.   
 
  The architect said they would need to put them in the front of the house.  She 

showed the location via a photo.  The corner of the house is 5’ from the side 
property line.   

 
 3.56 Mr. Surman asked the required side yard setback.   
 
  The architect said that it is 10’.   
 
 3.57 Chairman Duffy asked if there is that much of a difference to put them in front of 

the house as on the side of the house.  There is no window on the north side of the 
house.   
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  The architect said that they still would be close to the neighbor’s house.  The 
neighbors are objecting to the condenser location.   

 
  Mr. Canning said that the neighbors to the north expressed concerns about 

placement of the units.   
 
  The applicant said that the neighbors’ objections are that the units would be close 

to their bedroom window.  She has no problem moving the condenser to the corner.   
 3.58 Chairman Duffy said they will stack two units in the front yard and they will stick 

further out.  The Board has approved condenser units on the side of the house.  They 
won’t protrude into the front yard as far as they are going down the side of the 
house.   

 
  The applicant said she would consider that option.   
 
 3.59 Mr. Surman said that the front of the condenser could align with the front of the 

house and it would go further back.   
 
 3.60 Chairman Duffy said there are no windows down the side of the house.  It is all 

brick.   
 
  The applicant wants to get the units further from the neighbors’ property line.   
 
 3.61 Mr. Schneider asked how far the side of the house is from the property line.   
 
  The architect said it is 5’ from the property line.  They need a 20” clearance for air 

flow.  The unit is 3’ wide.   
 
 3.62 Mr. Surman asked if they needed 20” clear on all sides.   
 
  The architect said they need 20” clear on all sides.   
 
 3.63 Chairman Duffy said that they would be in the middle of the space between the 

house and fence.   
 
 3.64 Mr. Schneider said they are right against the fence.   
 
 3.65 Chairman Duffy said that the units have to be in the front yard.   
 
 3.66 Mr. Schneider said if they extend the stair 3’ to the east and put the units there, they 

can walk around the units.   
 
  The architect said that the units have to sit under the window.  They are trying to 

be considerate of the neighbors.   
 
 3.67 Chairman Duffy asked if there was a drain in the backyard.   
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  The architect said that there is a catch basis that barely functions.   
 
 3.68 Chairman Duffy said if they were to put the stairs where the hose is and they tucked 

them back in, they could put the units on some blocks and have a drain line to the 
catch basin.   

 
  There was continued discussion about the location.  The architect said another 

solution is that they could build up a bracket off of the side of the house as long as 
they are 10’ from the property line.   

 
 3.69 Chairman Duffy said that puts them in front of sliding doors.   
 
  The architect said they could ask for a partial variance on that side and get it past 

the chimney.   
 
  The applicant said that is an ideal option even if they have to ask for another 

variance.  They would be on the south side of the yard where the grade is up and 
there is more room.   

 
 3.70 Chairman Duffy asked where mechanicals were located.   
 
  The architect said it is where one goes into the house.  The north side where the 

mud room is located is where they come in every day.   
 
 3.71 Chairman Duffy said if they were on the other side they would be out of the way.   
 
 3.72 Mr. Schneider said that there is a solution that they can create that conforms with 

the requirements and they should present it now or at the Village Board meeting.   
 
 3.73 Chairman Duffy said he is not sure if the Board can approve an approximation.   
 
 3.74 Mr. Surman asked if this could be taken out of the request and have them present 

the entire revised request at the Village Board meeting.   
 
  The architect said they have 7.5’ of side setback at this time.   
 
 3.75 Mr. Surman asked if the Board could make the change and approve it without 

letting the neighbors know. 
 
 3.76 Mr. Kolleng said if it is more than 10’ they don’t need a variance.   
 
 3.77 Mr. Kolleng said that the request could be approved without a variance and if they 

cannot get it done without the variance they could return.   
 
 3.78 Chairman Duffy said they could start the other work and then return for the 

condensing unit if they need a variance.  Is that okay? 
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  The applicant said that would be okay with her.   
 
 3.79 Mr. Canning said they could withdraw the request for the air conditioner units and 

try to find a conforming location.  The vote could be taken on the floor area tonight.  
If there is no conforming location is that handled administratively if the floor area 
variation has already been granted.   

 
  Ms. Roberts said that they could probably do this administratively.  They would 

need at least a 5’ side yard setback to qualify.   
 
 3.80 Mr. Schneider said when he looks at the current house, front and back, with the 

addition, he is perplexed as to why the addition is so big.  The rooms are massive 
especially in the addition.  The addition is essentially a fourth bedroom.   

 
  The architect said they could reduce the addition by pulling it back or carving out 

sections was less in keeping with the architectural style that the original architect 
intended.  Being able to build upon the existing walls is more structurally sound 
and brings the front façade more consistent with adjacent neighbors.   

 
  The applicant is an artist and also makes clothes.  She wanted a house that allowed 

her to have a work space.  The area would be a bedroom and work space.   
 
 3.81 Mr. Surman said they requested a reasonable height on the second floor of the 

addition.   
 
 3.82 The applicant said she was looking for a house in Wilmette.  Her husband died 1.5 

years ago and she wants to move.  Her work space is currently separate from where 
she lives.  She looked at many houses.  She wanted a house like this house.  The 
listing sheet for this house said 2,400 square feet.  The assessor’s office did not 
count the basement as the basement.  She spoke with the Village before she closed 
on the house and it was confirmed that she could demolish or add.  She had no idea 
that the lower level would be part of the FAR.  The lower level is on the same level 
as the unusable crawl space.  Digging down 17” at a cost of over $100,000 is cost 
prohibitive and seems like a hardship.  If the proposal does not work, she will have 
to sell the house at a loss.   

 
 3.83 Mr. Canning said they would amend the application to remove the air conditioner 

variance request and address that through another variance in the future or go 
through administrative process or find another location.  The Board just has to 
consider a floor area request.  The idea of building up on existing walls so they 
don’t go any further into the setbacks or increase the height has been granted several 
times by the Board.  There are many difficulties if they were to bring the addition 
in.  This is a unique situation with the interpretation of levels and grade and this is 
not like other houses.  It is different from the way that the ordinance envisioned it.  
The hardship is that if they dug down, it would be very expensive and no one would 
ever see it.  It would have no impact on visual bulk or density.  He asked that the 
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Board return a positive recommendation.   
 
 3.84 Chairman Duffy referenced correspondence with the neighbor to the north.  Their 

email said if the mudroom entrance does get approved for the north side entryway, 
the petitioner has agreed to construct a 6’ privacy fence between the two properties 
on the southern border.  This should be included in the plans.   

 
  There is an existing fence.  Were they planning on replacing the fence? 
 
  The applicant said she would not need the variance on the mudroom.  The neighbors 

are objecting to the door.  She will replace the fence to make the neighbors happy.   
 
 3.85 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF 

APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he is glad that they are going to maintain this house.  The addition 

has minimal impact on the neighborhood.  It is unfortunate the way the lower level 
was calculated.  A newer house would be much taller and much larger.  He can 
support the request.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said he can support the request.  This is a unique lot situation.  A new 

house would have greater bulk and FAR.  This is an important house to maintain.  
There was a significant issue going into the purchase as to whether or not this was 
a basement, which may have impacted whether the applicant would have bought 
the house.  She did not know she would need variances when she bought the house.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said this is a significant variance request.  It is an unusual situation.  

There are circumstances surrounding assumptions made at the time of purchase and 
assurances given at the time.  The property is unique.  He can support the request.  
He does not think a new home would be less intrusive.   

 
 5.4 Mr. Tritsis agrees with the above comments.   
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy saw this as a unique situation.  It is unique that there is the 

circumstance with the back of the house having a higher first level and that area in 
the back counts against the applicant.  The impact in the front is an improvement.  
The design will make the house more appealing and is a great improvement for the 
neighborhood.  The neighbor needs to be aware that they could cause bigger 
problems for themselves.  If this did not pass, a developer could buy the house and 
tear it down and build a massive house.  He can support the request.  Standards of 
review are met.  It is a unique situation.   
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6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 737.6 square 

foot (7.38%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a first floor 
addition and a second floor addition at 930 Sheridan Road in accordance with the 
plans as revised.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeal for case number 2017-Z-01.   
 
 6.21 Mr. Tritsis seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   
 
   Motion carried.   
   
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance.  The physical conditions of the property, the design of the 
house as a split-level and the topography of the lot, impose upon the owner a practical 
difficulty.  The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question and not generally shared 
by others.  The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property 
with an addition for a mudroom and an addition for a master bedroom suite.  The proposed 
variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property.  The 
proposed additions conform to the setback and height requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  The air conditioner variation, which may have had an impact on adjacent 
property, has been removed from this request.  The variation if granted will not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
  

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for a 737.6 square 
foot (7.38%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a first floor addition 
and a second floor addition at 930 Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans as revised.   

 











































































REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.9

Page 1 of 1 

SUBJECT: Amendment to the 2016 Budget Ordinance (Table to February 14th) 

MEETING DATE: January 24, 2016 

FROM: Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 

See Attached Memorandum 

Recommended Motion 

Move to table to the February 14, 2017 Village Board meeting adoption of Ordinance #2017-
O-2 amending the Fiscal Year 2016 Budget.  

Background & Discussion 

Ordinance #2017-O-2 was introduced at the January 10, 2017 Village Board meeting and 
scheduled for adoption on January 24th. Amending the Village’s budget ordinance requires an 
affirmative vote of a supermajority of the corporate authorities (five of seven members). 
Because there will only be four of the seven Village Board members present on January 24th, 
adoption of this ordinance should be tabled to the next regularly scheduled meeting which is 
February 14, 2017.  

Documents Attached 

1. Memorandum from the January 10th Village Board meeting introducing Ordinance #2017-
O-2.

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Village Manager’s Office

mailto:molloym@wilmette.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com


REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

Page 1 of 2 

SUBJECT: Adoption of Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Amending Ordinance 

MEETING DATE: Introduction – January 10, 2017; Adoption – January 24, 2017 

FROM:  Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 

See Budget Impact Section 

Recommended Motions 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2017-O-2 amending the Fiscal Year 
2016 Annual Budget.  

Background 

During the Village’s 2016 mid-year financial review, staff briefed the Board on potential items 
that might result in the need for amendments to the budget appropriation for 2016.  The 
following four funds require an increase in budget appropriation; Employee Insurance Fund, 
Worker Compensation Fund, Motor Fuel Tax Fund and the Firefighters’ Pension Fund. 

The Village operates under the budget officer system as provided in the Illinois Municipal Code 
(the Code).  The Code allows the Board of Trustees to amend the annual budget by a two-
thirds vote.  Per the Code, any revision increasing the total budget can only occur if there are 
funds available to effectuate the revision.   

Discussion and Budget Impact 

The Village’s overall budget appropriation in 2016 will change from $64,064,679 to 
$64,396,179.  

A summary of the 2016 original budget for select funds and the recommended amended 
amounts, are shown on the next page. 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Village Manager’s Office

mailto:molloym@wilmette.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com
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Employee Insurance Fund 
The Employee Insurance Fund is an internal service fund that accounts for all employee 
insurance expense.  The additional cost is mainly driven by a retirement occurring much later 
than anticipated at the time the budget was drafted.  The increase in revenue for the Fund will 
come from a transfer from the General Fund.  There are more than sufficient savings in the 
General Fund to offset this additional expense.   

Workers’ Compensation Fund 
The Workers Compensation Fund is an internal service fund that accounts for all employee 
workers’ compensation expenses.  The recommended increase of $8,000 is due to higher 
deductible payments than budgeted.  The overage is offset by insurance reimbursements that 
are almost $12,000 over budget. 

Motor Fuel Tax Fund 
The Motor Fuel Tax Fund accounts for the receipt and expense of the State distributed Motor 
Fuel Tax revenue.  Early in 2016, the Board approved contracts for the 2016 Road program 
which indicated the use of $103,500 of MFT reserves to allow for the outsourcing of engineering 
design and construction management work.  The Village had received two additional 
distributions from the State in 2014 which increased reserves.  This action will utilize a portion 
of those reserves.  

Firefighters’ Pension Fund 
The Firefighters’ Pension Fund provides retirement and disability benefits for Wilmette Fire 
Department personnel in accordance with criteria outlined under the State statutes.  The Fund 
experienced more retirements than budgeted as well as unanticipated refunds that will put 
expenditures over the original budget by $190,000.   Pensions are paid from the accumulation 
of assets in this Fund which come from investment earnings, employee contributions and 
employer contributions.   

The attached Ordinance amending the 2016 Budget will be introduced at the January 10th 
meeting and will be up for adoption at the January 24, 2017 meeting.  

Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance #2017-O-2 Amending the Fiscal Year 2016 Budget

Employee Insurance Fund  $       2,724,735  $         30,000  $       2,754,735 

Workers' Comp Fund  $          320,700  $           8,000  $          328,700 

Motor Fuel Tax Fund  $          820,000  $       103,500  $          923,500 

Fighters' Pension Fund  $       3,616,194  $       190,000  $       3,806,194 

Total  $       7,481,629  $       331,500  $       7,813,129 

Fund
2016      

Original Budget

Increase / 

Decrease

2016      

Amended  

Budget



ORDINANCE NO.  2017-O-2 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE 

FISCAL YEAR 2016 ANNUAL BUDGET 

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette have adopted the 

budget officer system as provided in the Illinois Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, on November 24, 2015, the Village President and Board of Trustees adopted the 

annual budget for fiscal year 2016 in Ordinance 2015-O-66; and 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that certain amendments to the 

said budget are in the best interest of the Village of Wilmette; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE 

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, IN THE EXERCISE OF THE VILLAGE’S HOME RULE 

AUTHORITY AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1: That the budgeted expenditures in the 2016 Annual Budget for the Village of 

Wilmette, Illinois, shall be amended in the total program amounts as set forth by program number in 

the below table: 

Program 
Number 

Description Original Budget 
FY 2016 

Increase / 
(Decrease) 

Amended Budget 
FY 2016 

12-90 Employee Insurance 
Fund $2,724,735 $30,000 $2,754,735 

19-92 Workers’ Comp 
Fund $320,700 $8,000 $328,700 

22-63 Motor Fuel Tax 
Fund $820,000 $103,500 $923,500 

33-97 Firefighters’ 
Pension Fund  $3,616,194 $190,000 $3,806,194 

SECTION 2:  That the Village Clerk of the Village of Wilmette be and is directed hereby to 

publish this Ordinance in pamphlet form. 

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

approval and publication as required by law. 

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

day of January, 2017, 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 January, 2017. 

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



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.14 

SUBJECT: 2017 Road Program Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) Resolution 

MEETING DATE: January 24, 2017 

FROM: Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer 
Jorge Cruz, P.E., Assistant Village Engineer 

Net Cost 
Budget Amount 

$700,000 
$700,000 

Over/(Under) Budget $0 

Recommended Motion 

Move to approve Resolution 2017-R-1 to secure $700,000 of Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) funds from 
the State of Illinois for the 2017 MFT Road Program.     

Background 

The 2017 annual road program consists of intermittent curb and gutter and sidewalk 
replacement as needed, utility repairs, asphalt resurfacing and brick replacement (Forest 
Avenue only).  In addition, per the Intergovernmental Agreement for the West Park Sanitary 
Reservoir, the Village is partnering with the Park District to construct new parking spaces in the 
ComEd easement on the west side of West Park Drive. 

The streets included in the 2017 road program are as follows: 

Street From To Pavement Type/ Strategy  
5th Street Greenleaf Ave Forest Ave Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Gregory Ave  15th Street Park Ave Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Hollywood Court Old Glenview Road Cul-de-sac Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Avondale Lane Hollywood Court Cul-de-sac Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Knoll Lane Iroquois Road Elmwood Ave Asphalt/Resurfacing 
West Park Dr  Lake Street  Village Yard  Asphalt/Resurfacing 
Forest Ave  6th Street 5th Street Asphalt Removal/Brick Restore 

The process for choosing which streets are to be resurfaced is based on the pavement 
condition index (PCI) of the street which is determined by the pavement management software 

Engineering & Public Works 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:jensenr@wilmette.com
mailto:cruzj@wilmette.com
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after a visual inspection of the road is conducted and the pavement deficiencies are entered 
into the program. The pavement deficiencies are specific to the type of road pavement and are 
listed on the inspection sheets generated by the program. Priority is given to streets which are 
in the poorest condition. 
 
Discussion     
 
The State’s MFT funds are generated by a fuel consumption excise tax. A portion of the excise 
tax revenue is passed on to all communities throughout Illinois to help fund road maintenance 
and improvements. The annual MFT funding received by Wilmette depends on the current 
Village population and the revenue generated by fuel consumption from the previous year. The 
Village of Wilmette’s 2017 budget allocates $700,000 in MFT funds. 
 
Passing an annual resolution is a requirement by the Illinois Department of Transportation 
(IDOT) in order to secure Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) funds. The Village of Wilmette’s 2017 budget 
allocates $700,000 in MFT funds with the balance obtained from the street resurfacing account. 
Once IDOT receives and executes the resolution, funding is encumbered for the work. The 
State also requires that contract documents for projects utilizing MFT funds be reviewed and 
approved by the local area IDOT engineer before the project is eligible for bidding.    
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2017 road program budget is shown below: 
 
 

Account Name Account Number  Budget ($) 

Road Program* 11202035-425250 1,023,000 

Motor Fuel Tax  22632010-470100 700,000 

 
* A portion of the cost to install parking spaces along West Park will be reimbursed by the Park    
District.  
 
 
Documents Attached 

1. BLR 09111 – Resolution for Improvements by Municipality under the Illinois Highway 

Code. 



Printed 1/18/2017 BLR 09111 (Rev. 11/06) 

 

 

 Resolution for Improvement by 
 Municipality Under the Illinois  
 Highway Code 

 

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

Village of  Wilmette Illinois 
City, Town or Village  

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

Name of Thoroughfare Route From To 

5th Street NA Greenleaf Ave Forest Ave 

Gregory Ave NA 15th Street Park Ave 

Hollywood Court NA Old Glenview Road Cul-de-sac 

Avondale Lane NA Hollywood Court Cul-de-sac 

Knoll Lane NA Iroquois Road Elmwood Ave 

West Park Dr NA Lake Street Extents 

Forest Ave NA 6th Street 5th Street 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, 
1.  That the proposed improvement shall consist of  roadway rehabilitation of approximately 6,800 linear feet  

 
(1.10 miles) of roadways at various locations within the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois. The work 

 
shall consist of minor repairs to utility structures and concrete curb and sidewalk replacement as needed. The  

 
pavement will subsequesntly be milled, patched, and resurfaced with hot-mix asphalt of all but Forest Ave which 

 
will restore the brick pavement. and shall be constructed various wide 

 
and be designated as Section 17-00200-00-PV  

 
2.  That there is hereby appropriated the (additional   Yes    No) sum of Seven hundred thousand and 00/100 

 
      Dollars ( $700,000.00 ) for the 

 
improvement of said section from the municipality’s allotment of Motor Fuel Tax funds. 

 
3.  That work shall be done by contract ; and, 
 Specify Contract or Day Labor  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Clerk is hereby directed to transmit two certified copies of this resolution to the 
district office of the Department of Transportation. 
 

  

Approved  I,  Timothy J. Frenzer Clerk in and for the 

  
  Village of Wilmette 

  City, Town or Village  

   County of  Cook , hereby certify the 
Date   

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

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

Department of Transportation   at a meeting on January 24, 2017 
  Date 
  IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 

  
         day of        

Regional Engineer   

 (SEAL)  

  
   

Clerk   City, Town, or Village Clerk 
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SUBJECT: Landscaping Services 

MEETING DATE: January 24, 2017 

FROM: Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 

Contract Cost  $ 40,216 
Over/(Under) Budget $ (6,329)

Recommended Motion 

Move to approve a contract extension in the amount of $40,216 with ILT Vignocchi, Wauconda, 
IL for landscaping services. 

Background 

This contract provides landscaping services for a 32-week period and includes a portion of 
parkway mowing, planting of annuals and mums, and landscape maintenance at various sites 
throughout the Village including three business districts, the Metra and CTA stations/parking 
lots, and a number of public facilities. In particular, the contractor mows grass 21 times at 25 
different locations and performs landscape maintenance 32 times at 39 locations throughout 
the Village. In 2016, there was a revision to the locations list which resulted in a net savings of 
$470. Specifically, the property at 611 Green Bay Road was removed while the rain garden 
site at 3200 block of Hill Lane was added. Both locations require mowing and landscape 
maintenance services. 

Public Works staff continues to provide mowing services at six additional locations in the Village 
to minimize contractual expenses. These sites include public right-of-ways located along the 
Edens expressway, between Glenview Road and Lake Avenue. These areas are difficult to 
maintain, and due to their proximity to the expressway, they require a substantial amount of 
brush trimming and maintenance as well as trash pick-up. In contrast, locations maintained by 
the contractor are generally manicured and require standard grass cutting and weeding/pruning 
in landscape planting beds.  

The existing contract was originally awarded through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process 
on April 27, 2010, and extended in 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016 with no price 
increases.   

Engineering & Public 
Works Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:lamg@wilmette.com
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Discussion 
 
For 2017, the contractor has agreed to an additional one-year contract extension with fixed 
pricing. Staff recommends awarding a contract extension. This is premised on a continuation 
of fixed pricing since 2010 and seeking additional proposals would not likely produce more 
favorable prices. Additionally, over the past seven years, ILT Vignocchi has proven to be a 
competent, capable vendor.  
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2017 Budget provides $46,545 for landscaping services, dispersed in four contractual 
accounts. Based on the projected contract amount of $40,216, a potential savings of $6,329 
may be realized if no additional, unexpected landscaping tasks become necessary throughout 
the season. The following table provides a breakdown of funding for 2017. 
 

Fund 
2017 

Budget 
Projected 

Cost 
Remaining 

Funds 

11233030-423300 (Streets) 
Landscape Maintenance, Public Rights-of-Way 

$29,500.00 $26,383.25 $3,116.75 

23753090-421175 (Public Parking Village Center)  
Contractual Services 

$12,675.00 $12,297.50 $377.50 

23763090-421150 (Public Parking CTA Station) 
Contractual Grounds Maintenance 

$4,120.00 $1,311.25 $2,808.75 

23773090-421000 (Public Parking Burmeister) 
Contractual Services 

$250.00 $224.00 $26.00 

Total $46,545.00 $40,216.00 $6,329.00 

 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Letter from ILT Vignocchi, Wauconda, IL requesting contract extension 
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 6.41

SUBJECT: Value Engineering Review of Stormwater Study

MEETING DATE: January 24, 2017

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

BUDGET IMPACT: Contract Cost ................................................ $114,933
Budget ........................................................... $120,000
Over/(Under) Budget ........................................ ($5,067)

Recommended Motion

Move to approve a contract with MWH-Stantec (MWH), Chicago, IL, in the amount not-to-
exceed $114,933 for the Value Engineering Review of the Separate Storm Sewer System
Study.

Background

The Village completed a study of the separate storm sewer system, west of Ridge Road, in
2016.  The consulting firm of Christopher B. Burke Engineering Ltd. (CBBBEL) was engaged
to perform the study in 2014 after several large rain events resulted in widespread overland
flooding. The study began with public engagement to learn about residents’ flooding experience
and was followed by a comprehensive hydraulic and hydrologic modeling of the storm sewer
system. The analysis by CBBEL indicated the bottleneck in the system is the network of storm
sewer pipes, because they are not large enough to efficiently convey stormwater to the pump
station on Lake Avenue.  As a result, there is system surcharging and overland flooding during
even moderate rain events.

CBBEL presented a series of alternatives that would achieve the Village’s goal of flood
protection during a ten-year storm event. The results of the study and alternatives to address
the problem were discussed at a series of Municipal Services and Village Board meetings in
2015 and 2016. Through these meetings, it was determined that building relief sewers to add
capacity to the existing storm system would provide the greatest benefit. Known as Alterative
1, this project consists of building approximately 44,000 feet of new sewer pipe and would cost
an estimated $77 million.

Given the significant financial investment and impact of this proposal, the Village Board
budgeted $120,000 in the 2017 budget to hire an independent consultant to review and confirm
the results of the CBBEL study.

Engineering & Public
Works Department

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:jensenr@wilmette.com
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Discussion 
 
Scope of Work 
 
The scope of work for the Value Engineering Study is as follows: 

Phase I – Technical Review 
• Determine if the data collection was reliable and adequate. 
• Review the storm sewer flow and rain gauge data.  
• Confirm the results of the pump station analysis. 
• Verify the existing storm sewer network limitations.  
• Review the assumptions used to develop and calibrate the hydraulic model. 
• Verify the model results and system bottlenecks.  

Phase 2 – Alternatives Review  
• Evaluate Alternative 1 and identify potential changes to the project that would provide 

the desired level of service at lower capital outlay.  
• Identify potential changes to the project, including opportunities to incorporate green 

infrastructure, which might better accomplish the project goals while providing better 
overall value and improve confidence in the effectiveness of the design.  

• Determine if the alternatives analysis performed was sufficient to conclude that the 
proposed project concept is the best option for meeting the Village’s objectives. 

• Are there any key factors that could make one alternative “better” than another? 
• Are there any factors that could dramatically impact the feasibility, cost, or effectiveness 

of the proposed project that were not adequately considered? 

Phase 3 – Project Cost Review 
• Review the methods, assumptions, and calculations used to develop the initial cost 

estimate for Alternative 1. 
• Determine how reasonable the current estimate reflects key factors that may impact 

project costs. 

 
Phase 4 – Draft Report and Presentation to Municipal Services Committee 

• Prepare a draft technical report for Phases 1, 2 and 3 and present results to the 
Municipal Services Committee of the Village Board.  

• Make modifications to the report based on staff, Committee and public comments. 
 
Phase 5 – Value-Engineering Analysis 

• Note:  Phase 5 is required if it is determined that Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative.   
• Identify ways in which the construction cost and/or risks could potentially be reduced. 
• Determine if there are efficiencies that could be realized to reduce cost and improve 

construction productivity.   
 
Phase 6 – Final Report 

• Prepare a final report to be presented to the Municipal Services Committee of the Village 
Board. 

O 
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Consultant Selection 
 
The Village received seven proposals for this project.  The proposals were evaluated based 
on: 

• Proposed Services  

• Project Manager/Staffing 

• Relevant Experience 

• References  

• Fee Structure  
 
After reviewing the proposals, three consultants were selected to interview so Village staff could 
meet their teams and discuss their approach to the project.  Based on the quality of their 
proposal and interview, staff recommends awarding the Value Engineering Study to MWH. 
 
MWH has practical knowledge of Wilmette’s sewer system because they performed the 2009 
screening level assessment of options available to the Village for reducing sanitary basement 
backups and reducing flooding in the separate sewer system area.  The Village has since 
implemented many of the recommended options including system flow metering, sanitary 
sewer modeling, the West Park Sanitary Reservoir Project and sanitary relief sewer 
improvements.  General knowledge of Wilmette’s system will allow them to quickly focus on 
the details of the study.  While familiar with the system, they have not been involved with the 
recent stormwater study performed by CBBEL, so they will be able to provide a fresh, 
independent perspective on the project. 
 
MWH has extensive knowledge and experience in wet weather management for many similar 
communities, including Winnetka, Glenview and Evanston.  They are also currently performing 
the Lake Michigan Watershed Restoration and Flood Management Plan for the Metropolitan 
Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRD).  The MWH project manager assigned 
to the project, Joe Johnson, has more than 30 years of experience in the planning, analysis, 
design and construction of stormwater management projects.  Mr. Johnson was also 
instrumental in developing master stormwater plans in Glenview, Winnetka, Des Plaines, 
Arlington Heights, Chicago and Rockford, among others.   
 
In their proposal and throughout the interview, MWH exhibited clear understanding of the 
Village’s reason for commissioning this independent review of the CBBEL study. Their 
overarching goal is to provide the Village Board, staff and the entire community with confidence, 
should the Village Board choose to move forward on a stormwater project.  One of the most 
critical components of the Value Engineering Study is the cost review.  MWH has devoted 
construction experts from both in-house staff and Berger Excavating (an underground pipeline 
contractor) to evaluate all aspects of the project.  One of the key staff, Robert Magna, works 
for MWH Constructors and has 36 years of construction estimating experience.  Staff has 
confidence that the team of professionals devoted to this project will produce a thorough, 
accurate and comprehensive report at the conclusion of the study. 
 
Schedule 
 
The first three phases of the project (technical, alternatives and cost reviews) will be presented 
to the Municipal Services Committee in June.  The final report will be completed in August.   
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Budget Impact 
 
The Value Engineering Study will be paid for as follows: 
 

Account Name Account Number 2017 Budget  Available Funds 

Separate Storm Sewer 40957090-470500-20401 $120,000 $120,000 
 

The contract cost in the amount of $114,933 will result in budget savings of $5,067.  
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. MWH Project Scope and Fee Schedule  
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SECTION A 

Project Understanding 

The MWH (now part of Stantec) Team will draw upon its knowledge of the Wilmette 

storm sewer system and its extensive experience with the modeling, design, 

permitting, and construction of major stormwater management projects within 

northern Cook County to provide the Village with a thorough yet efficient evaluation 

of the relief storm sewer system proposed to address chronic flooding problems west 

of Ridge Road. 

 

 

Understanding of the Project 

The Village of Wilmette has been working 

aggressively for several years to define and 

implement an effective solution to chronic stormwater 

flooding problems affecting the western part of the 

community.  The improvement project currently being 

considered will require the construction of significant 

large diameter storm sewer throughout the 

community and is estimated to cost $77 million (2014 

dollars).   Prior to moving forward with a project of 

this magnitude, the Village has elected to conduct a 

phased, value-engineering analysis of the project to 

confirm that it represents the best solution for the 

area. 

Having worked with a number of suburban Chicago 

communities to address stormwater flooding 

problems, we understand the important questions 

and difficult choices that Wilmette is working to 

address through this effort.  Recurring flooding that 

damages structures and impacts residents’ access 

into and out of their homes is a serious public safety 

issue that warrants action.  However, in many cases, 

the infrastructure improvements required to 

significantly reduce the risk of this flooding are 

disruptive and costly.  As a result, communities have 

to balance the need for flood mitigation with demands 

for other public expenditures and residents’ 

willingness to pay the costs for design and 

construction of the improvements.  In addition, 

projects must be developed to be consistent with 

concerns regarding environmental impacts and the 

water quality effects of increased stormwater 

discharges. 

Our Project Manager and Team have previously 

completed comprehensive planning, design, 

evaluation, and implementation efforts for the type of 

project proposed in Wilmette.  Most recently, team 

members performed modeling, preliminary 

engineering design, and cost estimating tasks to help 

the Village of Winnetka evaluate a proposed large 

diameter sewer project developed to alleviate local 

flooding issues.  These efforts resolved serious 

questions related to the scope, feasibility, and cost of 

the project, leading the Village to reconsider 

alternative strategies for achieving its objectives.  

Previously, our use of innovative design strategies for 

the City of Evanston resulted in the implementation of 

an award-winning program of improvements that 

dramatically reduced the risk of flooding throughout 

the community at 60% of the cost of previous plans.  

Keys to the Project 

The successful completion of this value-engineering 

analysis will provide Village decision-makers with 

confidence in the benefits that the community will see 

as a result of the proposed improvement project, and 

Section Highlights: 

• Understanding of the Assignment 

• Proposed Scope of Services 
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the investment that will be required to construct the 

required infrastructure.  Keys to the project include 

the following:  

The efficient, but thorough assessment of the 

technical analysis performed to develop the 

proposed improvement alternative - Our team will 

build upon its existing knowledge of the Wilmette 

separate storm sewer system and its extensive 

experience with the modeling of stormwater flows to 

quickly evaluate the reliability of the basic data, 

assumptions, and analysis used to define the 

proposed improvement.  We recognize the critical 

importance of fundamental assumptions in producing 

model results that accurately reflect real world 

conditions, particularly when system performance is 

being considered over a range of design conditions 

(e.g., 10-year storm, 100-year storm). 

Comprehensive consideration of the full range of 

factors that can impact the scope and feasibility 

of the proposed improvement  - While the focus of 

the proposed project is clearly on achieving the 

desired reduction in the risk of damaging flooding to 

residents, other factors can impact the ultimate scope 

and feasibility of the project.  For example, current 

work to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads 

(TMDLs) for certain pollutants of concern in the North 

Branch Chicago River watershed, could lead to limits 

on loadings from storm sewer discharges such as the 

Lake Avenue Pumping Station outfalls.  It is critical 

that these factors be considered along with the 

hydraulic features of the proposed improvement. 

A fresh review of the alternatives and variations 

considered during the analysis leading up to the 

selection of the recommended project – The 

project report that outlines the basis for the 

recommended relief storm sewer improvement is 

thorough in its description of the range of stormwater 

management options available to the Village and the 

analysis of the selected project.  However, details 

related to the evaluation of potential alternative 

strategies and/or variations of the project are 

somewhat limited.  While the recommended project 

may in fact represent the best option for Wilmette, we 

believe that this value-engineering analysis must also 

include a high level assessment of the options not 

selected to confirm that potential cost-savings 

features have not been missed. 

An accurate and practical assessment of likely 

project costs and the critical factors that have the 

impact to affect the total investment needed to 

successfully implement the project – It is not 

possible to predict the exact cost of a major project 

like the proposed relief storm sewer improvement at 

the current level of planning and design.  However, it 

is possible to develop an informed estimate of 

probable construction costs based on a practical vie 

of the work required to build the infrastructure and 

present that estimate with supporting information that 

clearly defines the way in which allowances or 

contingencies are being used to account for areas of 

uncertainty.  Even at this early stage in project 

planning and design, our approach to the 

development of project costs includes consideration 

of construction-related factors, project 

implementation decisions, and potential risks that can 

impact overall project costs.  These items are 

assessed along with the type, size, and location of 

the improvements proposed and the character of the 

project site to provide both an opinion of probable 

cost and the context to understand how that cost 

could vary as design proceeds. 

The proposed scope of services and work plan 

presented in the balance of this section of our 

proposal describes in detail the tasks that our team 

will complete to logically yet efficiently assess the 

proposed improvement plan.  We are confident that 

the completed effort will provide Wilmette with the 

reliable information needed to make final decisions 

regarding its progress toward the reduction of flood 

risks for residents throughout the western part of the 

Village.  

 

 

 

 



 

PROPOSED SERVICES // SECTION A 

 

 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL No. 16-M-0020    VILLAGE OF WILMETTE // JAN 2017 // A-3 

Proposed Scope of Services 

The General Scope of Services presented in the Village’s RFP defines specific tasks that are to be completed 

during each phase of the proposed analysis.  Our team has refined this scope to create a work plan that will allow 

us to sequentially answer critical questions related to the proposed improvement and meet the Village’s target for 

completion of the initial evaluation and the subsequent value-engineering analysis.  Details of our proposed work 

plan follow.  A graphical representation of our proposed schedule for completion of the individual tasks is 

presented at the end of this section of our proposal. 

Our work plan does not include separate formal written deliverables for Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the review.  Rather, 

our team will document key findings from each phase of the analysis in presentation slides developed as the work 

proceeds and then prepare a formal report deliverable documenting the technical, alternative, and cost reviews 

performed during Phase 4 of the work.  The slides prepared will be shared with Village staff during bi-weekly 

progress calls or monthly progress meetings.  Findings will be assessed based on their importance to the results of 

the 2015 analysis and their potential impacts on the proposed project.  Critical issues that we believe have the 

potential for significant impacts will be brought to the Village’s attention promptly.  Other issues worthy of note, but 

not likely to significantly impact the overall project will be noted for documentation in the Phase 4 report. 

Phase 1 – Technical Review 

Phase 1 of the proposed value-engineering analysis is structured to confirm that key data, assumptions, and 

practices used in analysis of the Wilmette separate storm sewer system are reliable and appropriate.  The 

Technical Review will focus on elements that we believe have the greatest potential to impact the conclusions of 

the analysis and/or major elements of the recommended improvement plan.  Our team will build upon its 

knowledge of the Wilmette storm sewer system and the overall project area to expedite the initial collection and 

evaluation of key data.  At the same time, our modeling team will draw upon its experience with XP-SWMM and 

the Detailed Watershed Plan model of the North Branch of the Chicago River (NBCR) to quickly establish a strong 

working knowledge of these tools and their use in the Wilmette analysis. 

Task 1.1 – Review of 2015 Stormwater Management Report and Village Discussions 

Our team has already completed a preliminary review of the January 2015 Stormwater Management Report 

prepared for the Village by Christopher B. Burke Engineering (CBBEL).  Upon receipt of the Village’s Notice-to-

Proceed, we will complete our review and compile questions and observations related to the report and review 

notes and records of from public discussions of the analysis among Village officials and members of the 

community.  This review will form the basis for development of a list of key data that our team would expect to 

review during the course of the evaluation. 

Task 1.2 – Attend Project Kickoff Meeting/Visit Project Site 

At the outset of the project, our Project Manager will schedule a Kickoff Meeting with Village staff.  Key objectives 

of the meeting will be to identify primary points of contact for communications and exchange of data, initiate the 

collection of key project data, review and confirm the Village’s expectations for outputs from the analysis, discuss 

initial observations based on our team’s review of the January 2015 CBBEL report and subsequent discussions 

among Village officials and members of the community, and confirm the overall schedule for performance of the 

scope of services.  We would also like to review with Village staff key points from previous discussions among 

staff, the Village Board, and the public related to the proposed Alternative 1 improvement so as to establish a clear 

understanding of the path that has brought the Village to the current point in its efforts to successfully address 

flooding in the western part of the community. Discussions from the meeting will be documented in written meeting 

minutes distributed to all participants via e-mail. 
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In conjunction with the Kickoff Meeting, members of our team will tour the study area to establish a clear 

understanding of the current character of the community and site-specific conditions that may significantly impact 

the proposed improvement project. 

Task 1.3 – Conduct Data Review 

Our team will conduct a review of key data used by CBBEL to confirm that necessary data has been considered 

and that it has been appropriately used as the basis for the analysis that led to recommended relief storm sewer 

project.  Some of the key data that will be reviewed include: 

    

• Wilmette Separate Storm Sewer GIS Data/Mapping/Atlas 

• CBBEL XP-SWMM Model of the Wilmette Separate Storm Sewer System and Output Files 

• CBBEL database of critical flooding elevations for properties within the study area 

• DWP HEC-RAS Model used to assess project impacts on the NBCR 

• Lake Avenue Stormwater Pumping Station Drawings, Pump Curves, and Discharge Permit (if any) 

• RJN Flow Monitoring Data 

• Historic flooding data, including documentation of flooding extents and complaints 

• Bid tabs from referenced sewer construction projects 

 

Results of the data review will be documented in an annotated spreadsheet listing the information reviewed and 

observations from the review. 

 

Task 1.4 – Review Flow Monitoring Data 

Flow monitoring data collected at two points near the downstream end of the Wilmette storm sewer system were 

used for calibration of the CBBEL XP-SWMM model.  Results presented in the 2015 report indicate reasonable 

agreement between the model-predicted and observed flows at these locations during 9-month and 2-year 

recurrence interval storm events, and between model-predicted flooding and observed flooding for a 25-year 

event. Our team will examine the data to confirm that it has been properly interpreted for use in the calibration 

process.  We will generate scattergraphs from the available data to inform our understanding of system 

performance during these events, and assess potential sources of uncertainty that could impact the results of the 

2015 analysis. 

Task 1.5 – Review Pumping Station Analysis 

Findings presented in the 2015 report highlight the importance of the Lake Avenue Stormwater Pumping Station to 

the operation of Wilmette’s separate storm sewer system.  The report suggests that the full capacity of the 

pumping station is not used due to limitations in the capacity of the trunk sewer network.  The report also notes 

that the proposed program of relief sewer and pumping station improvements would not be expected to increase 

base flood elevations in the NBCR through downstream portions of the Village of Glenview.  The HEC-RAS model 

will be reviewed to determine if the pumping station and tributary watershed were included in the HEC-RAS model 

in sufficient detail to be able to determine accurately the effect on the NBCR water levels.  These findings are 

critical to the conclusions of the 2015 report and the development of the proposed improvement plan. 

Task 1.5 – Review Model Development and Calibration 

The XP-SWMM model of the Wilmette separate storm sewer system is used as the primary basis for the analysis 

of existing system performance and improvement alternatives presented in the 2015 CBBEL report.  Our team will 

use standardized checklists as well as our extensive modeling experience as the basis for reviewing the model and 

assessing its development and calibration.  Several features of our review will include: 
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• spot checks of storm sewer network data at critical locations, 

• spot checks of catchment delineations relative to both the storm sewer network and surface topography,  

• examination of the representation of the Lake Avenue Stormwater Pumping Station, 

• representation of the interconnections between the overland flow drainage elements and the storm sewer 

elements in model, 

• comparison of model-predicted and observed levels (in addition to flows) for the calibration events. 

 

Task 1.6 – Verify Model Results 

Our team will review in detail results from key model simulations performed by the CBBEL team as the basis for 

the identification of system bottlenecks and formulation of improvement alternatives.  Our experience has shown 

that spot checks of runoff results in terms of peak flow rates per tributary area (cfs/acre), hydraulic grade line plots 

along key sewer alignments, flow and stage hydrograph plots of key low-lying areas showing the movement of flow 

between surface and storm sewer elements, and pumping station operations can provide valuable insights into the 

way in which a model represents the overall performance of storm sewer systems.  Consideration of these results 

within the context of field observations and staff experience with the system helps to provide a greater level of 

confidence in model results.  Our team will perform these checks and reviews from a “cold eyes” perspective and 

coordinate with Village staff to determine whether the previous model results provide a reliable basis for the 

development and evaluation of improvement alternatives as presented in the 2015 report. 

Phase 2 – Alternatives Review 

Phase 2 of our value-engineering analysis will focus on the development and evaluation of alternatives that 

resulted in the selection of the proposed relief storm sewer project as the preferred option for addressing chronic 

flooding issues in the western part of the Village.  Specific questions to be answered will include: 

• Did the previous alternatives analysis consider the full range of options available to the Village for 

meeting its flood risk reduction goals for the separate storm sewer area? 

• Were the alternatives accurately represented in the evaluation so as to provide Village decision-makers 

with an objective and reliable basis for selection of a preferred option? 

• Are there factors that could dramatically impact the feasibility, cost, or effectiveness of the proposed 

project that were not adequately considered in the 2015 analysis? 

 

Task 2.1 – Review the Set of Alternatives Evaluated 

Like other north shore communities, Wilmette’s options for addressing stormwater management issues are 

constrained by factors including topography, soil characteristics, existing development patterns, existing 

infrastructure characteristics, and receiving stream capacity.  New considerations, including the impacts of 

stormwater discharges on the quality of water in area receiving streams and concerns about future changes in 

rainfall patterns, also have the potential to impact the way in which area communities approach flood risk 

reduction.  At the outset of the alternatives review process, our team will conduct a brainstorming session to 

examine the options appropriate for Wilmette and the factor that may impact the feasibility, cost, or acceptability of 

various options.  Narrative in the 2015 CBBEL report describes various stormwater management options available 

to Wilmette, but relatively quickly shifts to a focus on three specific improvement concepts.  New ideas, variations 

on the current recommended alternative, or unidentified constraints will be reviewed with Village staff during 

regular progress reviews so that they can be properly assessed as the review proceeds. The intent of this effort is 

not to duplicate prior efforts or “re-invent the wheel”, but to confirm that the options considered previously 
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represent the full range of appropriate strategies for the community in light of the significant cost of the current 

alternative. 

Task 2.2 – Review Alternative Development and Evaluation 

Conclusions related to the feasibility, effectiveness, and/or cost of the alternatives considered in the 2015 CBBEL 

report depend on the accuracy of the way in which the alternatives were defined and evaluated.  For example, 

• Was the selected alternative accurately represented in the model used to size the proposed storm 

sewers? 

• Do the alternatives evaluated consider the full range of potential constraints (e.g, significant utility 

interferences/relocation needs, permitting/regulatory requirements pertaining to changes in pump station 

discharge to the NBCR, public reaction to construction impacts on trees or traffic, etc.) that might impact 

their cost or performance?   

• Do the factors used as the basis for evaluation of the alternatives (structures protected against various 

storm events, average cost per structure protected for a 100-year event) provide the appropriate basis for 

selection of the preferred option for the Village. 

Our team will assess the representation of the alternatives considered and the criteria used as the basis for 

alternative evaluation to confirm that factors with the potential to significantly impact the characteristics of specific 

options were accurately reflected and evaluated.  Performance of a detailed cost assessment to generate a 

benefit-cost ratio for the proposed project is not included in our current scope of work. 

Phase 3 – Cost Review 

Tasks proposed during Phase 3 of the value-engineering analysis relate to the development of the estimate of 

project costs for the recommended relief sewer alternative.  While it is not possible to define all of the details that 

may affect the final cost of the proposed project at this early stage of concept development, it is critical that the 

Village be confident in the magnitude of the investment that will be required to implement the improvement.  

Estimated project costs that will be used in evaluating the affordability of the project and budgeting for 

implementation must reflect factors include: 

• the type of improvements proposed (large diameter storm sewer, large structures, etc.), 

• the general challenges and costs associated with construction within the project area (e.g., utility 

interferences/relocation needs, restoration requirements, constraints related to the protection of parkway 

trees and/or maintenance of traffic along alignments), 

• contingencies for unanticipated conditions (poor soil conditions, high groundwater, materials requiring 

special disposal), and 

• potential project staging scenarios (e.g, costs for multiple mobilizations, inflation associated with 

construction over multiple years).   

 

Our team will draw upon its extensive experience with the design, permitting, and construction of similar projects in 

northern Cook County to assess the consideration of these factors in the 2015 report and provide the Village with 

input related to ongoing consideration of probable project costs. 

Task 3.1 – Visit Site/Inspect Alignment 

An accurate evaluation of construction costs for a major program of large diameter storm sewer construction 

begins with a first-hand inspection of the proposed project area and sewer alignments.  Site-specific factors such 

as right-of-way width and development, pavement width and type, typical traffic volume, property access, above 
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ground utilities, and size and location of parkway trees or vegetation must be considered in the development of 

estimates of construction costs and allocation of appropriate contingencies.  Specific items noted during the visit 

will be documented through photos for inclusion in the project report. 

Task 3.2 – Review Estimating Procedure and References 

The 2015 CBBEL report notes that unit prices used in the preparation of the cost estimates for the alternatives 

presented were based to some degree on bid tabs from recent large diameter sewer construction projects in the 

region.  While such data can be valuable as a point of reference, consideration must also be given to factors that 

may influence the specific pricing used by contractors for individual projects and to the range of prices submitted 

by contractors other than the low bidder.  Our construction estimating team will examine the bid tabs referenced in 

the 2015 report and assess their suitability as reference points for the proposed relief sewer alternative in 

Wilmette.  They will also examine the manner in which allowances for design and construction engineering, 

permitting, contractor mobilization, construction contingencies, and uncertainty/risk were used in the estimating 

process.  Our approach to estimating project costs is based on the framework established by the Academy for the 

Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) as shown in Figure 1 below.  Even at this early stage of project 

development, we believe that project-specific cost estimates need to consider key factors that influence the way 

that construction contractors prepare their bids. 

 

Source:  AACE International Recommended Practice No. 17R-97, Cost Estimate Classification System.  TCM Framework:  7.3 – Cost 

Estimating and Budgeting 
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Task 3.3 – Assess Quantities, Unit Prices, and Contingencies 

Our engineers and estimators will use GIS mapping, aerial mapping, and available project data to assess the 

major quantities included in the estimates prepared for the proposed relief sewer project.  Conceptual profiles of 

the proposed sewer improvements will be reviewed to determine the likely depth at which pipe will need to be 

installed.  Major crossings of the Edens Expressway and Skokie Road will be examined along with the proposed 

construction adjacent to the existing 24-inch diameter water transmission main in Washington Avenue and Laramie 

Avenue to identify constraints that could significantly impact overall project costs. We propose to query local 

material suppliers and an area construction contractor (Berger Excavating) regarding typical material pricing, labor 

costs, and productivity factors. 

As noted above, the level of detail used in reviewing the current estimates of construction cost for the Wilmette 

relief sewer project is limited by the conceptual character of the project.  However, our experience has shown that 

even at this early stage in the development of a project key major cost factors and sources of cost uncertainty can 

be identified.  Our focus will be on elements that have the greatest potential to impact the overall magnitude of the 

project cost.  

Task 3.4 – Assess Sensitivity of Costs 

Construction cost estimates developed for projects such as the Wilmette Relief Storm Sewer System typically 

represent a “snapshot in time”.  For instance, the costs presented in the 2015 report are given in 2014 dollars, and 

reflect cost trends developed from bids for three projects with similar elements, but much smaller in overall 

magnitude.  Our team will work with Village staff to present costs within a context designed to help support 

decisions related to the cost-effectiveness and affordability of the overall improvement program.  Key factors to be 

considered include escalation of costs over time as well as the potential for construction of the improvements 

under multiple, independent construction contracts.  Where significant sources of uncertainty are identified, we will 

provide recommendations regarding appropriate levels of contingency that should be incorporated into project 

budgets until further detailed design activities are completed.  This assessment will help the Village to understand 

the sensitivity of project costs to factors both within and beyond its control. 

Phase 4 – Draft Report and Presentation 

In Phase 4 of our work plan, key findings from each of the previous phases of the analysis will be compiled, 

reviewed with Village staff and representatives of the CBBEL team (if desired by the Village) before being 

organized into a formal report deliverable documenting the technical, alternative, and cost reviews performed.  The 

report will provide the Village with our overall assessment of the efforts leading to the recommended relief storm 

sewer project and serve as the basis for an initial presentation to the Municipal Services Committee.   

 

Task 4.1 – Conduct Review Meeting 

Prior to the preparation of the formal project report, our team will meet with Village staff and representatives of the 

CBBEL Team (if desired by the Village) to discuss the findings of the Phase 1, 2, and 3 reviews.  As noted 

previously, key findings from each phase of our review will be presented to Village staff in the form of presentation 

slides during bi-weekly progress calls/meetings.  However, we believe that a comprehensive review of our findings 

will provide an effective means for clarification and discussion of key conclusions prior to the presentation of our 

formal report.  We will prepare an agenda for the meeting and distribute it in advance along with the slides 

documenting initial findings so that participants can have the opportunity to prepare for discussions.  Results from 

the meeting will be documented in meeting notes and incorporated into the draft project report. 
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Task 4.2 – Document Project Review 

Following the review meeting, we will prepare a written report documenting the results of our technical, alternative, 

and cost reviews related to the proposed relief storm sewer project.  The report will include a concise executive 

summary that highlights major findings and recommendations.  Five (5) printed copies and one electronic copy of 

the draft report and an accompanying presentation will be submitted to Village staff for review prior to the 

presentation of findings to the Municipal Services Committee.  Comments received from Village staff will be 

considered in the preparation of final presentation materials. 

Task 4.3 – Present Results to Municipal Services Committee 

Members of our team will attend a meeting of the Village’s Municipal Services Committee to present highlights 

from the technical, alternative, and cost reviews of the relief storm sewer project and answer questions from 

Committee members and/or the public.  Based on comments and questions raised during the meeting, our project 

team will make revisions and finalize the project report.  Five (5) printed copies and one electronic copy of the final 

report will be submitted to the Village to complete Phase 4 of the project. 

Phase 5 – Value-Engineering Analysis  

If the results of Phases 1-4 of the project review lead the Municipal Services Committee to decide that the 

proposed relief storm sewer project is still the preferred alternative for reducing the risk of surface flooding in the 

western part of Wilmette, it is expected that our team will be asked to proceed with a value-engineering type review 

of the project.  The goal of this effort will be to identify refinements to the project that could be made to reduce 

overall costs and/or improve the manner in which the project is delivered. 

While we do not propose to conduct a formal value-engineering analysis of the project as part of this assignment, 

our team will use traditional value-engineering processes as the basis for identifying opportunities to improve the 

project or reduce overall project costs. 

• Formation of a review team that includes individuals familiar with the project as well as subject matter 

experts new to the assignment - This structure is used to balance knowledge of the project with a “fresh 

look” perspective. 

• Review of project objectives – Prior to considering options for improving the proposed project, it is 

important for the team to confirm its understanding of the project objectives – clearly defining “must have” 

and “like to have” objectives. 

• Brainstorming of potential project refinements – Collective brainstorming promotes the identification of a 

wide range of potential refinement options and minimizes the potential that creative ideas for reducing 

costs or improving delivery are missed. 

• Phased screening and analysis of potential refinements – A screening process is used by subject matter 

experts on the review team to quickly assess ideas for reducing project costs and identify those worthy of 

further analysis and evaluation.  Promising options are then efficiently evaluated by the team using the 

established sewer system model and/or design/cost models. 

• Selection of high value refinements – Individual refinements capable of significantly reducing project costs, 

improving project delivery, or otherwise enhancing the overall value of the project to the community are 

selected through the evaluation of results from the analysis performed and presented for consideration by 

the Village. 
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This process will result in the identification of specific high value enhancement to the proposed alternative and a 

quantitative indication of the probable impact of the enhancements on overall project costs and benefits.  We 

believe that this approach can provide the Village with increased confidence that the project being considered for 

implementation represents the most cost-effective option for meeting the defined performance criteria. 

Phase 6 – Final Report 

Results from the value-engineering analysis of the recommended alternative will be incorporated into the Project 

Report previously developed to document Phases 1-4 of the review and presented to the Municipal Services 

Committee. 

Task 6.1 – Incorporate VE Results into Draft Project Report 

Our team will prepare revisions and/or an addendum to the draft project report to reflect critical outputs from the 

value-engineering analysis and highlight the recommended project refinements.  Five (5) printed copies and one 

electronic copy of the updated report will be submitted to Village staff for review.  Once received, comments 

received from Village staff will be addressed and five (5) printed copies and one electronic copy of the final project 

report will be submitted to the Village. 

Task 6.2 – Present Results to Municipal Services Committee 

Concurrently with the submittal of the final project report, our team will prepare and deliver a presentation to the 

Municipal Services Committee that describes the specific recommendations identified as a result of the Phase 5 

value-engineering effort. 

Submittal of the final project report and presentation of the value-engineering results will complete the services to 

be provided under this assignment. 

Project Management and Coordination 

MWH/Stantec recognizes the importance of strong project management as an essential element of our 

commitment to serving our clients.  Strong management will be of particular importance to this project given the 

relatively short duration and need for focus on meeting the Village’s objectives.  Throughout the course of this 

assignment, our Project Manager will provide regular updates through bi-weekly interactions alternating between 

conference calls and in-person meetings.  Key topics to be covered through these communications will include 

project progress, issues or concerns, and early reporting of findings that could potentially impact the proposed 

alternative in terms of feasibility, cost, or effectiveness. 

MWH project managers use established company standards and tools to make sure that our project teams submit 

high quality deliverables within the schedule and budgets assigned for projects.  A Project Execution Plan defining 

the way in which services are to be completed is prepared by the Project Manager and distributed to the project 

team at the start of the assignment.  Project expenditures are reviewed on a weekly basis, and overall project 

progress measured in terms of earned value is reviewed monthly using a resource loaded schedule.  In this way, 

potential variations from the planned schedule or budget are identified early on so that they can be resolved before 

they impact overall project delivery. 

Proposed Project Schedule 

The Gantt chart presented on the following pages presents our detailed plan for completing the proposed scope of 

services within the time frame defined by the Village.  The schedule is based on the sequential performance of 

tasks related to each phase of the assignment, but includes provisions for ongoing coordination and significant 

interaction with Village staff prior to the submittal of formal deliverables or presentations to the Municipal Services 
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Committee.  The proposed schedule also assumes timely reviews of draft materials by Village staff and no lag 

between the presentation of results from Phases 1-4 to the Municipal Services Committee and authorization to 

proceed with Phases 5 and 6. 

Project Milestones Milestone Date 

Notice to Proceed (Phases 1-4) 
 

January 24, 2017 

Phase 1 Completion 
 

February 27, 2017 

Phase 2 Completion 
 

March 29, 2017 

Phase 3 Completion 
 

April 27, 2017 

Phase 1-3 Review Meeting 
 

May 2, 2017 

Submittal of Draft Report to Village for Review 
 

May 18, 2017 

Presentation to Municipal Services Committee May 25, 2017 
 

Submittal of Final Project Review Report 
 

June 1, 2017 

Notice to Proceed (Phases 5-6) 
 

June 1, 2017 

Submittal of Project Review Report Updated based on VE Analysis to Village 
for Review 
 

July 20, 2017 

Submittal of Final Project Review Report with VE Analysis Report 
 

August 1, 2017 

Presentation of VE Analysis Results to Municipal Services Committee 
 
 
 

August 1, 2017 
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ID Task 

Mode

Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors

1 Notice to Proceed 0 days Tue 1/24/17 Tue 1/24/17

2 Phase 1 - Technical Review 25 days Tue 1/24/17 Mon 2/27/17

3 Review CBBEL Report 2 days Tue 1/24/17 Wed 1/25/17 1

4 Attend Project Kickoff Meeting/Visit 

Site

1 day Fri 1/27/17 Fri 1/27/17 3FS+1 day

5 Conduct Data Review 10 days Mon 1/30/17 Fri 2/10/17 4

6 Review Flow Monitoring Data 5 days Wed 2/1/17 Tue 2/7/17 5SS+2 days

7 Review Pumping Station Analysis 5 days Wed 2/1/17 Tue 2/7/17 5SS+2 days

8 Review Model 

Development/Calibration

13 days Wed 2/1/17 Fri 2/17/17 5SS+2 days

9 Verify Model Results 3 days Mon 2/20/17 Wed 2/22/17 8,5

10 Prepare Technical Review Slides 3 days Thu 2/23/17 Mon 2/27/17 6,7,9

11 Phase 1 Project Mgmt 25 days Tue 1/24/17 Mon 2/27/17 1

12 Phase 2 - Alternative Review 40 days Thu 2/2/17 Wed 3/29/17

13 Review Alternatives Set Evaluated 20 days Thu 2/2/17 Wed 3/1/17 4,9FF+5 days

14 Review Alternative Development and 

Evaluation

15 days Thu 3/2/17 Wed 3/22/17 13

15 Prepare Alternatives Review Slides 5 days Thu 3/23/17 Wed 3/29/17 14

16 Phase 2 Project Mgmt 22 days Tue 2/28/17 Wed 3/29/17 11

17 Phase 3 - Cost Review 26 days Thu 3/23/17 Thu 4/27/17

18 Visit Site/Drive Alignment 1 day Thu 3/23/17 Thu 3/23/17 14

19 Review Estimating Procedure and 

References

8 days Thu 3/23/17 Mon 4/3/17 14

20 Assess Quantities, Unit Prices, 

Contingencies, etc.

15 days Thu 3/30/17 Wed 4/19/17 15,18,19FS-3 

days

21 Assess Sensitivity of Costs 3 days Thu 4/20/17 Mon 4/24/17 20

22 Prepare Cost Review Slides 3 days Tue 4/25/17 Thu 4/27/17 21

23 Phase 3 Project Management 21 days Thu 3/30/17 Thu 4/27/17 16

24 Phase 4 - Draft Report and 

Presentation

25 days Fri 4/28/17 Thu 6/1/17

25 Attend Review Meeting with 

CBBEL/Village Staff

1 day Tue 5/2/17 Tue 5/2/17 10FS+2 

days,15FS+2 

days,22FS+2 26 Document Project Review 14 days Wed 5/3/17 Mon 5/22/17

27 Prepare Internal Draft w/ Slides 5 days Wed 5/3/17 Tue 5/9/17 25

1/24
1/15 1/22 1/29 2/5 2/12 2/19 2/26 3/5 3/12 3/19 3/26 4/2 4/9 4/16 4/23 4/30 5/7 5/14 5/21 5/28 6/4 6/11 6/18 6/25 7/2 7/9 7/16 7/23 7/30 8/6 8/13

February March April May June July August

Task

Split

Milestone

Summary

Project Summary

Inactive Task

Inactive Milestone

Inactive Summary

Manual Task

Duration-only

Manual Summary Rollup

Manual Summary

Start-only

Finish-only

External Tasks

External Milestone

Deadline

Progress

Manual Progress
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ID Task 

Mode

Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors

28 Conduct QA/QC Review 3 days Wed 5/10/17 Fri 5/12/17 27

29 Prepare/Submit Draft Project 

review to Village

3 days Mon 5/15/17 Wed 5/17/17 28

30 Review Draft (Village Staff) 3 days Thu 5/18/17 Mon 5/22/17 29

31 Present Results to MSC 8 days Tue 5/23/17 Thu 6/1/17

32 Finalize Project Review and Slides 

for MSC

2 days Tue 5/23/17 Wed 5/24/17 30

33 Present Results to MSC 1 day Thu 5/25/17 Thu 5/25/17 32

34 Respond to Comments from MSC, 

public

5 days Fri 5/26/17 Thu 6/1/17 33

35 Submit Final Project Review 0 days Thu 6/1/17 Thu 6/1/17 34

36 Phase 4 Project Management 25 days Fri 4/28/17 Thu 6/1/17 23

37 Phase 5 - Value Engineering Analysis 20 days Fri 6/2/17 Thu 6/29/17

38 Value Engineering Review 10 days Fri 6/2/17 Thu 6/15/17 35

39 Analysis of VE Ideas 10 days Fri 6/16/17 Thu 6/29/17 38

40 Phase 5 Project Management 20 days Fri 6/2/17 Thu 6/29/17 36

41 Phase 6 - Final Report 28 days Fri 6/23/17 Tue 8/1/17

42 Append VE Analysis Results to 

Project Review

28 days Fri 6/23/17 Tue 8/1/17

43 Prepare Internal draft w/ Slides 10 days Fri 6/23/17 Thu 7/6/17 39FS-5 days

44 Conduct QA/QC Review 5 days Fri 7/7/17 Thu 7/13/17 43

45 Prepare/Submit Updated Project 

Review to Village

5 days Fri 7/14/17 Thu 7/20/17 44

46 Review Draft (Village Staff) 3 days Fri 7/21/17 Tue 7/25/17 45

47 Submit Final Report 5 days Wed 7/26/17 Tue 8/1/17 46

48 Present Results to MSC 8 days Fri 7/21/17 Tue 8/1/17

49 Review slides (Village Staff) 3 days Fri 7/21/17 Tue 7/25/17 45

50 Finalize Slides for MSC 4 days Wed 7/26/17 Mon 7/31/17 49

51 Present Results to MSC 1 day Tue 8/1/17 Tue 8/1/17 50

52 Phase 6 Project Management 23 days Fri 6/30/17 Tue 8/1/17 40

53 Project Complete 0 days Tue 8/1/17 Tue 8/1/17 47,51,52

6/1

8/1
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Task

Split

Milestone

Summary
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SECTION E 

Proposed Level of Effort and Fee 

As required by the Village’s Request for Proposal, we have developed an estimated 

level of effort and fee proposal based on the Proposed Scope of Service presented in 

Section A of our submittal.  Table E-1 below summarizes our estimated level of effort 

by project phase and staff category.  Our proposed basis for compensation is 

presented in Tables E-2 and E-3 on the following pages. 
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Phase 1 – Technical Review 12.5 20 0 48 6 82 4 172.5 

Phase 2 – Alternative Review 10 34 0 6 5 32 1 88 

Phase 3 – Cost Review 4 26 56 6 1 32 1 126 

Phase 4 – Draft 
Report/Presentation 

18 18 8 6 1 28 3 82 

Subtotal – Phases 1-4 44.5 98 64 66 13 174 9 468.5 

Phase 5 – Value Engineering 
Analysis 

10 36 4 14 1 24 3 92 

Phase 6 – Final Report 12.5 22 0 6 2 24 4 70.5 

Subtotal – Phases 5-6 22.5 58 4 20 3 48 7 162.5 

Project Total – Phases 1-6 67 156 68 86 16 222 16 631 

 

 
Table E-1  Estimated Level of Effort:  Value-Engineering Services – Separate Storm Sewer System Study 
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Basis for Compensation  

We propose to perform the value-engineering analysis of the Wilmette Relief Storm Sewer Improvement Project on 

an hourly rate basis, with our compensation calculated as follows: 

• Labor Billings = Actual Hours Worked x Hourly Labor Rate by Classification 

• Subconsultant Billings = Subconsultant Charges plus 15% 

• Reimbursable Direct Cost Billings = Actual Costs plus 15% 

Proposed hourly labor billing rates for this project are summarized in Table E-2 below. 

 
Table E-2  Proposed Hourly Labor Rates: Value-Engineering Services – Separate Storm Sewer System Study 

 

Employee Classification Hourly Labor Billing Rate 

Company Officer $250.00 

Principal Engineer or Scientist $220.00 

Principal Estimator $180.00 

Lead/Supervising Engineer or Scientist $165.00 

Senior Engineer or Scientist $135.00 

Professional Engineer or Scientist $125.00 

Administrative Support $100.00 

 

Table E-3 presents our overall proposed pricing for the value-engineering services assignment including labor 

billings, direct cost billings, and subconsultant billings.  Our proposed not-to-exceed price for services associated 

with Phases 1-4 is $84,474.  Our proposed not-to-exceed price for services associated with Phases 5-6 is $30,459. 

 

. 
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Table E-3  Overall Basis for Compensation: Value-Engineering Services – Separate Storm Sewer System Study 
 

Project Phase Labor Hours 
Labor 

Billings 

Direct Cost/ 
Subconsultant 

Billings 
Total Billings 

Phase 1 – Technical Review 172.5 $26,905 $287 $27,192 

Phase 2 – Alternative Review 88 $15,745 $144 $15,889 

Phase 3 – Cost Review 126 $22,025 $3,594 $25,619 

Phase 4 – Draft Report and Presentation 82 $14,825 $949 $15,774 

Subtotal – Phases 1-4 468.5 $79,500 $4,974 $84,474 

Phase 5 – Value-Engineering Analysis 92 $16,885 $0 $16,885 

Phase 6 – Final Report 70.5 $12,625 $949 $13,574 

Subtotal – Phases 5-6 162.5 $29,510 $949 $30,459 

Project Total – Phases 1-6 631 $109,010 $5,923 $114,933 
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