1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Village Board Council Chambers
Tuesday, October 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 October 10, 2017.

3.2

Approval of minutes of the Committee of the Whole meeting held
September 25, 2017.

3.3

Approval of minutes of the Committee of the Whole meeting held October
3, 2017.

LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.4

Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting
held September 11, 2017.

3.5

Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held July 10,
2017.

3.6

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held July
5, 2017.

3.7

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held
August 16, 2017.

3.8

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held
September 6, 2017.

3.9

Approval of minor Planned Unit Development change allowing the
installation of two temporary leasing signs on the north and south building
elevations on the property at 607-617 Green Bay Road in conformance with
the information submitted.

3.10

Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2017-AR-10, 808 Linden
Avenue regarding a request for a variation for buffer yard landscaping.

3.11

Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-61 amending Ordinance #2015-O-38 to
modify conditions of approval and inclusion of a new sidewalk easement
agreement at 607-617 Green Bay Road.

3.12

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-41, 321 Wilshire Drive
West regarding a request for a 6.5’ front yard setback variation, a 0.03’
minimum side yard setback variation, a 2.27’ combined side yard setback
variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%) front yard impervious surface
coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition in
accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-64.

3.13

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-44, 3201 Old Glenview
Road regarding a request for special use for a child day care center
(Wilmette Child Development Center) in accordance with the plans
submitted. The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O65.

3.14

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-31, 808 Linden Avenue
regarding a revised request for the expansion of a special use (educational
facility, primary), a 7,214.2 square foot (10.3%) floor area variation, a 12.08’
side yard setback variation, a 26.11% side yard impervious surface
coverage variation, a 32.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback
variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard step
setback variation, and 5.0’ side yard parking space setback to permit the
construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure
(St. Francis School) in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall
run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-66.
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FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.15

Presentation of September 2017 Monthly Financial Report.

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.16

Appointment of Mike Chookaszian to “Housing Our Own Wilmette” Board
of Directors.

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.17

Approval of contract extension in the amount not to exceed $23,500 with
Temple Display Ltd., Oswego, IL for holiday decorations.

3.18

Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $53,368 with Associated
Technical Services, Ltd., Villa Park, IL for water main valve assessment and
operation.

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.19

Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-50 extending the implementation
timeline for the High-Rise Life Safety Requirements.

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.20

Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-62 amending Chapter 13 of the Village
Code adopting the Illinois Vehicle Code.

4.0

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:

5.0

REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:

6.0

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:
6.1

LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
6.11

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case
#2017-Z-40, 1100 Laramie Avenue-Loyola Academy regarding a
request for an expansion of a special use (educational facility,
secondary), modification of the special use approved by ordinance
93-O-63 regarding enrollment, a 20.0’ side yard setback variation,
a 3.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 7.0’ light pole
height variation, a 6.0’ fence height variation, a 3.5’ fence height
variation, a fence openness variation, a variation to permit a chain
link fence in a side yard adjoining a street, a 1.0’ fence pier height
variation, and a 1.5’ fence pier diameter variation to permit the
3

construction of an addition (natatorium) and to relocate
existing
tennis courts, expand the parking lot, and install new fencing in
accordance with the plans submitted and with the following
conditions: 1) the Transportation Commission review traffic issues in
the neighborhood, particularly Manor Drive and 2) that the
Village periodically review the effectiveness of the on-site traffic plan
as proposed. The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance
#2017-O-63.
TIME LIMIT: 30 MINUTES

7.0

6.2

FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.3

ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.4

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

6.5

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

6.6

JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.7

REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES

NEW BUSINESS

8.0 MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES

9.0

8.1

Review adding group homes for private school students as a permitted or
special use in the residential zoning districts.

8.2

Review Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance regulations

ADJOURNMENT
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Agenda Item: 3.1
10/10/17

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, OCTOBER 10, 2017.
The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m.
1.0

2.0

ROLL CALL
Trustees

President

Julie Wolf
Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr.
Senta Plunkett
Kathy Dodd
Stephen M. Leonard
Bob Bielinski

Absent

Joel Kurzman

Staff Present:

Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager
Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services
John Adler, Director of Community Development

PUBLIC COMMENT
President Bielinski said at the last Village Board Meeting, while interacting with a
resident during Public Comment, he lost his cool and said he is disappointed with
himself. He apologized immediately afterwards in the meeting and also spoke with
the resident a few days later, to apologize directly for speaking over him and being
combative during the exchange. In addition to the private apology, he is making a
public apology this evening to Mr. Axelrod. He has been a member of the Village
Board for over six years and almost without exception, he has conducted himself in
a calm and professional matter. He is a huge proponent and champion of civil
discourse in our public debate. Unfortunately, for several minutes at our last
meeting, he did not live up to that expectation or that standard and for that he
apologizes to the entire community.

10/10/17

Not yet approved

Jeff Axelrod, 631 Central Avenue, said he believes the Village Board’s decision to
opt out of the Cook County Sick Leave and Minimum Wage ordinances is bad for
the people that work and live in Wilmette and bad for the businesses that operate in
Wilmette. He is quite troubled by the Village Communicator mailed out to every
resident to fight a public health initiative that 74% of voters supported. He was
disappointed that President Bielinski refused his request to respond to the article in
The Communicator. He urged the Village Board to undo the opt out of the Cook
County Ordinances.
Dan Fogel, Hawthorn Lane, said he read through Village President’s letter in The
Communicator and was upset to see that President Bielinski was advocating for the
Village Board’s position on opting out of the Cook County Sick Leave and Minimum
Wage Ordinances. He believes the majority of past Communicators have been
used to booster local businesses, which he believes is appropriate. He believes the
Village President’s letter should stick to boostering or allow letters to the Village
President be published that criticize or address the things the Village President
says to provide a balance.
Harriett Meyer, 8th Street, says she is part of the Wilmette Justice Team and would
like to implore that the Village Board opt back into the Cook County Sick Leave and
Minimum Wage Ordinances. As for the alleged boycott on the part of the Wilmette
Justice Team, it is not a boycott, it is an honor roll, which is something positive.
She personally has mixed feelings about it and as far as she know it is in abeyance.
She believes the issue is that there should be a higher minimum wage and earned
paid sick leave in Wilmette as the minimum wage has not kept up with the cost of
living. She is proud and not surprised, according to the Chamber of Commerce that
nearly all Wilmette businesses already pay at least $10 per hour. She is very
grateful that a Committee of the Village Board will be looking into the matter further.
John Marshall, Prairie Avenue, said he respects President Bielinski for issuing an
apology but he still has concerns with his statements from the last Village Board
meeting and what information remains on the Village website and what is published
in The Communicator. He believes President Bielinski made statements that were
misleading and in some cases inaccurate about his group’s effort in support of a
higher minimum wage and paid sick leave. He said he is unaware of any boycott
and would oppose any boycott if there were one. His group is doing quite the
opposite, they are developing an honor roll of businesses, they clearly state that
they will “encourage the public to support these businesses”. He requested that the
Village and President Bielinski issue a prompt correction to the President’s letter in
The Communicator.
President Bielinski said The Communicator letter in the current issue was a longer
one than usual because it was a complicated issue. He noted that other public
policy decisions that the Board makes have also been addressed in The
Communicator. He said it is completely within his purview to take the time to
explain to the community an issue that had come in front of the Village Boar and,
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describe the nature of the complicated issue. It is his prerogative to express his
opinion and he did express his opinion on the matter. He appreciates that some
people do not agree with him as expressed this evening, but he has had residents
that have told him they found the letter very helpful in terms of framing the issue.
Trustee Sullivan said there were comments made at the last meeting and he is
concerned with the accusations that Trustees were not doing their job and doing it
in conflict of interest for their own interest versus the Village. He believes that is
something that should be investigated based on the comments Mr. Axelrod made
about passing laws. He would like to know more about those comments as he had
residents tell him they believe those comments were directed towards him and he
takes personal offense to that.
President Bielinski asked Corporation Counsel if someone has a question of conflict
of interest, should they contact him.
Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein said Trustees should reach out to him with
questions and if there is any evidence or insinuation of wrong doing, it would be the
Law Department that would take the complaint and investigate it.
Trustee Sullivan said he wanted the comments in the minutes from the previous
meeting addressed further as it was a serious accusation directed at either him or
his fellow colleagues.
President Bielinski asked Mr. Axelrod to follow up with Corporation Counsel
regarding those comments.
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 September 26,
2017.

LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.2

Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2017-TU-29 for the Ronald Knox
Montessori School Pumpkin Run and Fall Fest to be held on October
22, 2017 from 3pm to 5:00 pm.

3.3

Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2017-TU-30 for a private event to be
held at 1925 Wilmette Avenue on November 17, 2017 from 6:30 p.m. to
10:30 p.m.

3.4

Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-59 regarding technical amendments to the
Zoning Ordinance.
3
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3.5

Introduction of Ordinance #2017-O-61 amending Ordinance #2015-O-38 to
modify conditions of approval and inclusion of a new sidewalk easement
agreement at 607-617 Green Bay Road.

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.6

Approval of September 2017 Disbursement Report.

3.7

Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-58 authorizing the issuance of not to
exceed $10,000,000 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2017A and not to
exceed $4,000,000 General Obligation Refunding Bonds, Series 2017B.

3.8

Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-22 authorizing the Section 125 Plan
Administrator to write-off unclaimed flex plan balances from fiscal year
2016.

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.9

Approval of a Binding Memorandum of Understanding establishing the
Northern Illinois Benchmarking Cooperative.

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.10

Approval of contract in the amount of $75,000 with Chicagoland Paving,
Inc., Lake Zurich, IL for the Sheridan Road Retaining Wall Repair Project.

3.11

Approval of contract amendment in the amount of $21,300 with Baxter &
Woodman Consulting Engineers, Chicago, IL for additional design and
construction inspection services associated with the Public Works Yard
Improvement Project.

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.12

Introduction of Ordinance #2017-O-50 extending the implementation
timeline for the High-Rise Life Safety Requirements.

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA
3.13

Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-55 making a technical correction to the
hours of operation for a Class G liquor license in the Village of Wilmette.

3.14

Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-60 amending Chapter One of the
Village Code in regards to the General Penalty.

3.15

Introduction of Ordinance #2017-O-62 amending Chapter 13 of the Village
Code adopting the Illinois Vehicle Code.
4
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Trustee Sullivan seconded the motion. Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Sullivan,
Plunkett, Dodd, Leonard and President Bielinski. Voting no: none. The motion
carried.
4.0

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:
4.1

Proclamation designating October 24, 2017 as World Polio Day in
Wilmette.
President Bielinski read aloud the Proclamation.

4.2

Announcement of cancellation of the December 26, 2017 Regular
Village Board Meeting.
President Bielinski announced the cancellation of the December 26, 2017
Regular Village Board Meeting.

Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said leaf collection in the Village will take place
October 16 through December 8, 2017. The leaf collection schedule is available
on the Village website and also in The Communicator.
Mr. Frenzer said the Ordinance authorizing the issuance of General Obligation
Bonds was approved this evening. Last Friday, Moody’s Investor Service
reaffirmed the Village’s Aaa rating and complimented the Village on its stable
financial condition and sound economic position financial reserves. He
complimented the Village Board on its financial stewardship as this is the highest
rating that can be received.
5.0

REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:
No Report

6.0

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:
6.1

LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
6.11

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-40, 1100 Laramie
Avenue regarding a request for an expansion of a special use
(educational facility, secondary), modification of the special use
approved by ordinance 93-O-63 regarding enrollment, a 20.0’ side
yard setback variation, a 3.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback
variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, a 6.0’ fence height
variation, a 3.5’ fence height variation, a fence openness variation, a
variation to permit a chain link fence in a side yard adjoining a street,
a 1.0’ fence pier height variation, and a 1.5’ fence pier diameter
variation to permit the construction of an addition (natatorium) and to
5
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relocate existing tennis courts, expand the parking lot, and install
new fencing in accordance with the plans submitted and with the
following conditions: 1) the Transportation Commission review traffic
issues in the neighborhood, particularly Manor Drive and 2) that the
Village periodically review the effectiveness of the on-site traffic plan
as proposed. The use shall run with the use – REQUEST TO TABLE
TO OCTOBER 24, 2017 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING.
Trustee Leonard moved to table the item to the October 24, 2017
Regular Village Board Meeting, seconded by Trustee Dodd. All
voted aye, the motion carried.
6.12

REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case
#2017-Z-28, 1300 Sheridan Road regarding a revised request for a
430.7 square foot (16.89%) front yard impervious surface coverage
variation and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front
yard to allow the expansion of the existing legal non-conforming
driveway in accordance with the plans as revised.
Trustee Leonard moved to remove the item from table, seconded by
Trustee Wolf. All voted aye, the motion carried.
Trustee Leonard moved to grant a revised request for a 430.7 square
foot (16.89%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and
a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to allow
the expansion of the existing legal non-conforming driveway in
accordance with the plans as revised, seconded by Trustee Sullivan.
President Bielinski noted that the request received a negative
recommendation from the Zoning Board of Appeals and will need five
positive votes to overturn the recommendation of the Zoning Board
of Appeals.
Jeff Harting, GTH Architects, reviewed the revised request presented
by the applicants. He noted they tried to find solutions to issues that
the Zoning Board of Appeals raised. The applicants are trying to
increase the surface of the driveway to make it safer as it is difficult
to back out of the driveway onto Sheridan Road.
Trustee Leonard said he believes there are two issues with the
request, the configuration of the driveway and the impervious surface
that is being created. The changes that were made since the Zoning
Board of Appeals meeting went a long way towards addressing the
concerns satisfactorily. He was at the home today and had difficulty
backing out and said it is not a safe situation. He is concerned with
the impervious surface issue as it is a concern throughout the
6
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community. He asked if the applicant would be willing to create a
part of the expansion of the driveway with impermeable pavers.
Mr. Harting said they did discuss using impermeable pavers but there
is the issue of maintenance, the children being able to play basketball
on pavers and snow removal. The home owners would like to have
a snow melt system placed under the driveway and that would not
work with the pavers.
Trustee Leonard said he did google permeable surface pavers with
heated snow removal and they do exist. He asked if that would be
worthy of additional consideration by the applicant.
Mr. Harting said if they did not do asphalt, it would have to be a solid
block paver due to the water that would pass through. He has not
talked to his client about that option. He is not sure what type of
climate that system would work in as there is a specific depth due to
the Freon in the snow melt system.
Trustee Leonard said he can support the project from a design
standpoint but he would really like the applicant to exhaust all options
regarding the impermeable surface issue. If it is physically impossible
to do this, it is something he would like to know.
Julie Kraemer said she is the applicant and when she looked at the
snow melt systems, you really cannot use impermeable pavers with
the system as there would be a lot of heat loss and the system would
not work. She said her home is on a hill so half her property does
drain towards the lake and there is not a retention problem on the
property. She said she does have a sidewalk that is behind the front
yard setback that had to be torn out for plumbing issues and she
would be happy to replace the sidewalk with permeable pavers if that
would help address Trustee Leonard’s concern.
Trustee Leonard said he would be open to any off set for the
additional permeable surface. If the driveway suggestion he made
does not work, that may be an option as well as a rain garden type
of landscaping alternative. He would hesitate to support the request
without some type of nod towards the impermeable issue.
President Bielinski asked how many square feet the applicant is
proposing with the driveway.
Mr. Harting said they are asking for 140 square feet.
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President Bielinski said in walking up the applicant’s street today, he
noted there are many driveways with turn around areas so it is very
clear there is a hardship. He believes the issue is whether the design
is acceptable.
Trustee Wolf asked how large the sidewalk area is that is currently
torn up.
Mrs. Kraemer said the sidewalk area is approximately 200 square
feet. She said the lot is large and the backyard is mainly grass going
down the hill to the lake.
Trustee Wolf said there are many aesthetically pleasing permeable
pavers if the applicant wanted to pursue permeable pavers when
replacing the sidewalk.
Trustee Wolf asked if there were any Trustees interested in pursuing
a condition in return for allowing a little more impervious surface in
the front of the home, it would be stipulated that only so much area
could be built in the back of the home.
President Bielinski asked if there was any impervious surface in the
back of the home.
Mrs. Kraemer said there is an existing patio in the back of the home
but nothing else can be added as they are on a hill.
Mr. Adler referred to the property site plan in the report noting that
there is a lot of area on the lot that is undeveloped and cannot be
developed as it is a lakefront property.
Trustee Dodd asked what the zoning regulations are for front yard
parking spaces as there are a number of homes on Michigan Avenue
that do have parking pads.
Mr. Adler said a separate parking pad is not allowed in the required
front yard but people do park in the front yard where there is a
driveway. The original request from the applicant concerned the
Zoning Board because the proposed driveway was wide enough to
park a car and then drive a vehicle around it. He believes that is why
the applicant reduced the width of the driveway for the revised
request and now a car cannot be parked in the driveway and another
car be driven around it.

8
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Trustee Wolf said the landscaping and mature trees in the front yard
are nice screening from the street and if a car is parked in the
driveway, it would not be seen from the street.
Trustee Leonard asked Mr. Adler if he had any suggestions
regarding permeable surface for the proposed driveway.
Mr. Adler said if the applicant is willing to consider for the sidewalk
being replaced, that is way to address the surface. He also
suggested a foot and a half of permeable pavers on either side the
proposed asphalt driveway if that was possible to work with snow
melt system the applicant is looking to install in the driveway.
President Bielinski said this case seems to be more about where the
impervious surface is which is a function of where the garage is
located on the property.
Mr. Adler said most of the impervious surface is on the west side of
the lot, the east side of the lot has very little.
Trustee Plunkett asked if the applicant had a reason for removing the
brick border on the driveway.
Mrs. Kraemer said the proposed driveway also has a brick border.
Mr. Harting said on the proposed site plan they show an eight to
twelve inch brick border around the entire driveway and that has not
been taken into consideration with the calculations.
Mr. Adler said the only time you are given a credit for permeable is
when the entire driveway is being done, not just a border around the
driveway. We are talking about possibly reducing the amount to the
impervious surface that is there currently.
President Bielinski said given the layout of the lot and also it is a
lakefront lot, this lot seems to have more impervious surface than
what a typical lot would have because they cannot build on the bluff
or the lakefront.
Mr. Adler said as they are on the lakefront, typically there is an
elevation under which one cannot build as it is considered flood plain
and it is a large portion of the property.
President Bielinski said he is less troubled by the impervious surface
versus the flooding issue because you would not think of this
property as being overly surfaced, it is more the placement of the
9
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home and the garage that forces this activity closer to the street. If
the home was set back further, there would not be a need for the
variations.
President Bielinski asked if there was anyone present to speak for or
against the application.
Dan Fogel, Hawthorn Lane, said when impervious surface is
discussed, is there a total amount that the whole Village should have
or is it evaluated per parcel of property. He also asked how they
evaluate the request as there seems to be certain aspects of the
home that were there when the homeowners bought the home and
wanted to make the changes later.
President Bielinski said one of the standards in the Zoning Ordinance
is that the homeowner did not create the condition themselves.
Mr. Adler said there is not a total amount of surface for the Village,
each residential lot is calculated on its own for the required front
yard, required side yards combined and the required rear yard. The
Village looks at impervious surface on a lot by lot basis.
Ben Phillips asked if the applicant could consider installing a dry well
system to collect some of the rain water.
Mr. Adler said there are many things one could do if they are
concerned about rain water if that is something the Village Board
feels they want to do and is appropriate for this case.
President Bielinski said he does not believe that stormwater is an
issue in this particular request given how much is undeveloped on
the property and the fact that it drains to the lake.
Trustee Leonard said he appreciates the fact that the rear of the
property is mostly sand but if you look at our total stormwater
capacity and our total improvements, the current condition is
contributing to some of the stormwater impact on the existing pipes
and any impervious surface that is added is an impact to that. He
thinks there are reasonable, probably relatively inexpensive methods
of accommodating that impact and personally he would like to see
something be imposed upon this approval. He is happy to just say
with staff’s approval, as long as the applicant can find the least
expensive method to address the issue.
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Trustee Plunkett said she would like to be careful about getting so
technical with stormwater collection. She is looking at the applicant’s
property and sees the landscaping and all the trees and if we are
talking about how much water is being collected, more water is being
collected with the landscaping than if there were grass. She believes
everything has to be taken into account and we cannot discount how
much the landscaping is helping with the stormwater problem if there
is an issue.
Mr. Harting said if there is any possible way to capture the water and
direct it to the lake while paving the driveway, they would absolutely
try to do it without great expense.
Trustee Leonard said he believed a rain garden or impervious pavers
could probably solve the problem.
Mr. Harting said he has seen some rain gardens that are successful
and some that are not and that is more of a landscape issue. He said
the other option is permeable pavers.
Mrs. Kraemer said she would be happy to replace the sidewalk with
permeable pavers and the border around the driveway and keep
the rest of the driveway as proposed.
Mr. Harting said there is always the possibility of using pavers for the
area from the sidewalk to the street for the driveway also.
Trustee Sullivan said the applicant originally asked the Zoning Board
for 341 square feet to redo the driveway, received comment and
feedback from the Zoning Board and came to the Village Board
asking for 173 square feet which seems to be a little over as we did
not give credit for the pavers bordering the driveway. The applicant
has also offered to redo the sidewalk in permeable pavers so the
applicant is really reducing the requested variation. He asked if
doing the proposed project is bettering the situation on the lot.
Mr. Harting said they are absolutely bettering the situation on the lot
with the proposed project.
Trustee Dodd said she is concerned with stormwater but as she
understands it, this area does not have as much of a stormwater
issue due as the home is built on a hill and the water is draining down
into the lake.
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Mr. Adler said in reviewing the topography of this particular property,
the applicant did mention the house is on the hill and the front does
appear to drain towards the street but the rear of the home has a lot
of stormwater drainage going towards Lake Michigan. If that is true
for many of the homes on Michigan Avenue, that is a lot of
stormwater that is draining to the lake and not into the stormwater
system.
Trustee Wolf said she believes the majority of the situation is not
created by the owner, the home was built already, the lot is narrow,
with the slope of the yard the setback is what it is and there are
mature trees on the lot. She believes the proposed request will
improve the situation and she also pleased to see that the applicant
has worked with the comments from the Zoning Board to revise the
original request. She would be in favor of replacing the sidewalk with
impermeable pavers but she thinks the proposed request is a good
solution.
Trustee Sullivan said he agrees with Trustee Wolf and the comments
from the Zoning Board led to a good solution. He appreciates that
the applicant revised the request. He said for him it is not a
stormwater issue, it is more of the two hardships, one being the
difficult location and the other is the setback of the property. He
appreciates that the applicant has done as much as they can to make
this a better situation for them without adding to what has been
approved. He can support the request.
Trustee Plunkett said she will support the request. She appreciates
the time the applicant has spent trying to minimize the driveway and
make it as safe and useful as possible. She believes this is
definitely a situation where the Board would look at the hardship and
the applicant has tried to minimize the amount of variance that they
are requesting. She does not know if the applicant could minimize
the amount of the variance as per the Zoning Code than they already
have. The home is close to the street, there is a small front yard and
a very, very long back yard. Everything they will do to add pervious
surface is wonderful and she appreciates that they are doing that but
she does not see how she could make that a condition for the request
because she does see the hardship and that the applicant is trying
to make an improvement and she does not see that the applicant
could make the request smaller.
Trustee Dodd thanked the applicant for taking the time to answer all
the Boards’ questions. She agrees with everything the three
Trustees that spoke before her said. She will support the request.
Making sure people can get in and out of their driveways as safely
12
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as possible is really very important. She agrees that she would like
to see the applicant do as much as they can with permeable pavers
and respect the issue of stormwater management but she does
not see this as a big issue with stormwater in the area.
Trustee Leonard said he also believes the applicant has done a great
job in recognizing the concerns of the Zoning Board and the
changes that the applicant has made are great and he supports that.
He disagrees with his colleagues, as he thinks any time we are taking
permeable surface away from the community, we should be
replacing it. He believes we set policy by doing that and he will not
support the request. He would support the request if there was a
requirement to do everything you can do to try to mitigate that as
every square foot matters.
President Bielinski said on this particular case, the question of
hardship is pretty easy because of Sheridan Road. We have had
cases in front of us where there have been requests for additional
impervious surface using the same argument but the Village Board’s
opinion differed from the applicant. He believes in this case
everyone is in agreement that there is an issue. He agrees with his
colleagues who commend the applicant for minimizing the request
and believes that had this request come before the Zoning Board as
it is now, they would have approved it. He does not disagree with
Trustee Leonard regarding the importance of impervious surface, but
the applicant has minimized the request and it is a small amount. In
this particular case, given how clearly the hardship is, he does not
believe he would require conditions to be put upon the approval.
President Bielinski noted there was a consensus to approve the
request as it stands without conditions.
Trustee Dodd said she believes this request is a safety issue but the
Village Board needs to continue to think about impervious surface
and be careful about.
President Bielinski said he agrees completely and had the applicant
not made as much effort to minimize the request, he would not have
supported it. The request is not what they wanted, but what they
need.
Trustee Sullivan said this case does not set precedent, we review
every request case by case and we have given minimizations to
other requests not 100% of what an applicant asks for.
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President Bielinski said that is what the zoning variance process is
for as we cannot write a Village Code for every issue that exists in
our diverse community.
Trustee Leonard said if it was impossible for the applicant to
accommodate this, he would agree with his fellow Trustees but it is
very possible. Several comments were made that the applicant
should do their best, but he has to assume that if we are not going to
require it, it is not going to be done. He believes it sets a precedent
as we are saying there is an issue and we are going to ignore it
because they have done such a good job of minimizing it and he
respectfully disagrees.
Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Sullivan, Plunkett, Dodd, and President
Bielinski. Voting no: Trustee Leonard. The motion carried.
President Bielinski said the ordinance approving the request will be
on the October 24, 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting agenda.
6.2

FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.3

ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.4

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

6.5

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

6.6

JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.7

REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES
No Reports

7.0

NEW BUSINESS
No Reports

8.0

MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES
8.1

Review adding group homes for private school students as a permitted or
special use in the residential zoning districts.
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8.2
9.0

Review Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance regulations

ADJOURNMENT
Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:08 p.m., seconded by Trustee
Wolf. All voted aye, the motion carried.

Barbara L. Hirsch
Deputy Village Clerk
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9/25/17

1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

MINUTES OF THE COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE MEETING OF THE
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF
WILMETTE HELD ON MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 2017 AT 7:10 P.M.
IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE VILLAGE HALL,
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS.
Members Present:
President

Bob Bielinski

Trustees

Julie Wolf
Daniel Sullivan
Senta Plunkett
Kathy Dodd
Joel Kurzman
Stephen M. Leonard

Staff Present:

Timothy Frenzer, Village Manager
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager
Brigitte Berger-Raish, Director of Engineering & Public Works

I.

Call to Order
President Bielinski called the meeting to order at 7:10 p.m.
President Bielinski said the goal of this evening’s meeting is to transmit
information from our Engineers to the Trustees and try to answer as many
outstanding questions as possible to move forward from the study phase to
the decision making phase. He said there will be a presentation from
Stantec and review of the questions submitted from the Trustees and the
answers from Stantec and staff. The Board is focused upon gathering the
information that is needed to take the next step confidently towards building
a consensus and making a decision.

II.

Presentation of Stormwater Value-Engineering Study
Brigitte Berger-Raish, Director of Engineering & Public Works, introduced
Joe Johnson, Vice-President and Principal Engineer with Stantec.
Mr. Johnson said his goal this evening is to present a range of alternatives,
discuss them and compare them. The Village is working on a plan of action
on stormwater for the west side of the community. The goal is to get to a
1
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capital plan, a schedule and a financing strategy to make those
improvements happen and reduce the risk of flooding. To get to that point,
there are a lot of data and facts to be considered to make sure the Village
has the right solution and is making a good decision. He said they are
focused on structure flooding and access impairment.
Mr. Johnson reviewed Wilmette’s topography in the power point
presentation (attached) noting the low ground elevations and lack of positive
overland outlet make draining the west side of Wilmette difficult.
Trustee Kurzman asked if the data Mr. Johnson was using was current.
Mr. Johnson said the State is currently reviewing rainfall statistics and it is
possible the existing conditions for 10-year storms and other year storm
analysis could change. He said it is likely, regardless of what type of work
is done on the west side of Wilmette, there will be events in the future that
will exceed the capacity of what can be put in the public right of way. There
is real value in continuing to educate residents that live in flood prone areas
to look at their property and ask for advice to help protect the property in
extreme rain events. Even with the most comprehensive alternative that will
be discussed this evening, it certainly cannot be guaranteed that residents
will not flood on the west side of Wilmette.
Trustee Dodd said Mr. Johnson has the opportunity to meet with many
municipalities and asked if it is normal for communities to look at 10-year
storm conditions.
Mr. Johnson said he has seen that a representative approach is that a 10year storm is a typical design storm for laying out a new storm sewer
system. He said municipalities and the State will also look at what a 50 or
100-year storm event will cause in catastrophic flooding. He said
communities also consider what they can afford and that is the challenge in
laying out options.
Mr. Johnson said the approach to date has been:
 January 2015 Stormwater Management Report by CBBEL
 Stantec Review of Relief Sewer Project
 Development of Reduced Cost Alternative
 Value Engineering Review of CBBEL Alternative 1
 Supplemental Analysis of Potential Alternatives
Mr. Johnson reviewed the Relief Sewer Option 1 noting the objectives are
to prevent structure and street flooding for the 10-year design storm and
eliminate trunk sewer conveyance limitations. He said value engineering did
not identify options to dramatically reduce the cost of the relief sewer
project. Refinements in design criteria and implementation strategy could
provide cost savings on the order of 5-10%. He said to significantly reduce
2
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the cost of the west side stormwater project, Wilmette will have to reduce
the portion of the area served, the design level of protection, or both.
Mr. Johnson said there are three additional alternatives; 1) Reduced Relief
Sewer plus Neighborhood Storage, 2) Reduced Relief Sewer, 3)
Neighborhood Storage.
Mr. Johnson discussed the Reduced Relief Sewer plus Neighborhood
Storage objective to blend advantages of conveyance and storage
elements, and reduce the overall project cost. He observed that it will
provide a 10-year protection for about 80% of the west side. Local storage
can be effective in areas far from the SWPS and conveyance provides
localized benefits for more severe events.
Trustee Kurzman asked if the plan would give better or worse protection to
the Kenilworth Gardens neighborhood.
Mr. Johnson said when he reviews the comparison numbers, they looked
at protection of structures and reduction in flooded properties. From the
property standpoint, this alternative does a little better in Kenilworth
Gardens than Alternative 1, from a structure standpoint, they are basically
the same.
He noted the project cost for Alternative 1 is in the $80-95 million dollar
range so it is a little more expensive than the $70-80 million dollar range.
The combination of the neighborhood storage and not building storm
sewers all the way out Lake Avenue is less costly than building the pipe all
the way out east.
Trustee Plunkett said if you build a relief sewer all the way west on Lake
Avenue, what kind of disruption would there be to the neighborhood.
Mr. Johnson said they would have to remove traffic lanes so Lake Avenue
would probably be down to 2 lanes from 4 lanes for a few blocks and that
would have to be coordinated with the County as Lake Avenue is a Cook
County road. There would have to be a road plan to deal with detours and
reduced traffic lanes during construction times which may be weeks into
months.
The Reduced Relief Sewer Option objective is to evaluate relative cost to
serve study areas and seek out a “cost effective” solution. The observations
are it does not provide 10-year protection for all areas, the cost to address
flooding is relatively high across all areas and cost-effectiveness is
influenced by the density of vulnerable structures.
Trustee Dodd asked why the flood density study from CBBEL is significantly
different than the one presented this evening.
3
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Mr. Johnson said they used a different approach because in order to
evaluate new alternatives, they needed to have an approach that they could
use consistently across all the alternatives that they were developing. They
have to use the data from models and look at the elevation mapping to see
how far the water spreads out and there are a variety of ways to do that.
They used a piece of software that was able to show the inundation area
and how far it goes back and whether it touches a piece of property. The
other difference in the CBBEL report was the criteria they used for flood
elevation was one foot below the highest elevation on a piece of property,
they used something different so they could quickly replicate to go through
different alternatives and they could not find a way to easily duplicate what
CBBEL had previously done.
Mr. Johnson continued with reviewing the Neighborhood Storage
alternative which uses distributed storage to reduce peak flows and reduces
the length and cost of the sewer required. The observations are that it does
not provide 10-year level of protection for all area and involves the
significant disruption of three parks. The Benefit Evaluation for structures
and properties showed the number comparisons for the relief sewer,
reduced relief sewer and neighborhood storage, reduced relief sewer and
neighborhood storage.
Trustee Kurzman asked how much water the pump station could handle, if
conveyance were not an issue What year storm event could it handle?
Mr. Johnson said there was an evaluation of the pump station in the CBBEL
report that they reviewed and it is upwards of 500 cubic feet per second
which places it on the order of a 10-year storm.
Mr. Johnson finished reviewing the alternative comparisons and the
cost/benefit comparison.
Trustee Leonard asked for clarification in Mr. Johnson’s report versus the
CBBEL report, of the number of structures protected.
Mr. Johnson said for the 10-year the numbers were 311 (Stantec) as
opposed to 120 (CBBEL) and for the 100-year it was 1300 (Stantec) as
opposed to 700 (CBBEL) and those numbers were included in the cost
comparisons for the alternatives.
Mr. Johnson said the intention tonight was to provide some more data and
hopefully provide some clarity around the data that was received. The next
steps for the Village Board is to consider the options, receive additional
clarification, stakeholder input, detailed financial analysis and then come to
a decision.
Trustee Plunkett asked what the risks would be for neighborhood storage,
how long are they built to last.
4
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Mr. Johnson said engineering analysis is usually 50 years for sewers but he
is aware there are sewers well over 50 years that are still in service. He
said the storage tank structure is also estimated for a life of 50 years.
President Bielinski called for a short recess at 8:55 p.m.
President Bielinski called the meeting back to order at 9:05 p.m.
President Bielinski reviewed the Response to Consolidated Trustee
Questions (attached). There were no comments from Trustees regarding
questions and responses to numbers 1 and 2.
Trustee Dodd noted that in Question 3, in response to possibilities for
neighborhood storage, the response was that an estimated 8-12 parcels
would need to be purchased to provide sufficient area for construction of a
storage facility. She asked if it was possible to purchase only four homes
in the isolated, smaller areas.
Mr. Johnson said it may be possible but some areas in west Wilmette are
very flat and water may get high enough to move from one block to the next
in some storm events and a smaller storage area would fill up and not be
cost-effective for providing flood relief.
President Bielinski noted there were no comments for Questions 4, 5, 6, 7,
8 & 9.
Trustee Dodd asked if it was possible to increase the capacity of the Ridge
Road bowl to help flooding in the Kenilworth Gardens area.
Mr. Johnson said storage benefits the area downstream of the storage but
the challenges for Kenilworth Gardens is the need for something larger to
hold the water.
President Bielinski asked for more explanation regarding Question #11what are the biggest risk areas for this project and what are the areas where
the cost of the project is most unknown and could change.
Mr. Johnson said any of the alternatives involve significant underground
construction and when you get into underground construction, there are
unknowns that can potentially impact the cost. He said their costs were
estimated higher as they were concerned about how it would be possible to
fit some of the bigger pipes in the streets where there are a lot of utilities.
He is confident it can be done but it may not be as cheap as if we were
building a big pipe across an open, green field. The biggest risks for this
type of project from a construction standpoint are the subsurface risks.
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Trustee Leonard asked what the risk is for getting part way through the
project and having costs sky rocket.
Mr. Johnson said with typical design approaches now, the risks get much
smaller. He believes in this case with the combination of utility mapping and
laying out the sewer will greatly improve the ability of an estimate. Much of
the cost will be addressed in a preliminary design and by the final bid
package, typically there is a 5% contingency.
Trustee Leonard asked about the cost risk of tunneling underneath the
Edens expressway.
Mr. Johnson said there is more risk there but they would lay out a plan, have
boring at both ends, would look at whatever available information there is
about what is beneath the Edens and collect the data. There are risk
management tools that are used in writing a specification for tunneling that
can define what risk falls on the contractor and on the Village to protect both
parties.
Trustee Plunkett asked if there is any benefit of our existing sewer
maintenance program in terms of being under the ground and seeing the
existing sewers and repairing and maintaining them as the ground is already
open.
Ms. Berger-Raish said with a project of this magnitude, any street that we
disrupt, we would take the opportunity to look at every underground utility,
including water main and certainly our existing sanitary and storm systems.
Trustee Plunkett asked how that would align with the Village’s proposal to
replace 1% of the water main.
Ms. Berger-Raish said it would align very nicely as it would save the
restoration cost, we would be doing it one time versus twice, and the
inconvenience to the public is reduced.
President Bielinski asked if it was correlated to geography where the water
mains are replaced.
Ms. Berger Raish said the water main replacement program is Village-wide
and some of the water mains on the west side actually have a higher
number of water main breaks than mains on the east side.
President Bielinski asked if the project costs include the replacement of the
road pavement.
Ms. Berger-Raish said yes it does include the replacement of the road
pavement.
6
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President Bielinski noted there were no comments regarding questions 12
and 13.
President Bielinski asked Mr. Johnson to comment on question 14
regarding green stormwater projects.
Mr. Johnson said alternatives presented do not specifically include green
stormwater management measures. It is clear in the report presented that
green infrastructure can have some benefits but we cannot solve the
problems in these intensity of storm events with green infrastructure. He
does recommend that the Village continue to develop and implement a
strategy for encouraging residents throughout Wilmette to adopt stormwater
best management practices for their individual properties as a compliment
to its plans for significant upgrades to the stormwater management
infrastructure.
He did note that green infrastructure is very effective for improving the
quality of stormwater that is discharged into waterways.
Trustee Dodd asked if something green could be created on all the public
right of way areas, would that type of solution work.
Mr. Johnson said the foundation of a stormwater management system really
needs to be an infrastructure system that is designed to capture and convey
the stormwater. There are locations where the green infrastructure can be
used to possibly increase the level of performance but there is an added
maintenance cost so it is hard to make a cost effective alternative that it will
solve flooding at the 10 or 100 year level.
President Bielinski noted there were no comments on questions 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25.
President Bielinski moved on to the response to Trustee question prepared
by staff. He noted there was no comments on questions 1 and 2. In
response to question 3, “what is the pathway and timeline to an up-or-down
vote on the project”, he believes it may depend on a few issues but at a
minimum there will be two more meetings. At the next meeting, follow up
questions from the Trustees should be addressed as well as questions from
residents. He also believes there should be discussion regarding the
financial ramifications with the Finance Director working through what the
project will cost, how to bond for it, what that would mean in terms of annual
debt service and how it affects property tax. The Village Board will then
need to discuss the issue and reach a consensus.
Trustee Wolf said she is a proponent of green infrastructure and although
she realizes it will not solve all the problems, one thing that was previously
mentioned was the financing decision and whether it would be through
taxes or a stormwater utility which would have the option for giving
incentives for runoff.
7
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Trustee Plunkett said it was her impression from the last meeting that they
were working through the design phases to reach a financial number.
President Bielinski said that is correct, they would like to reach a design
phase and that will take some difficult work by the Village Board. If they are
able to talk about finance and reach a consensus, then he believes it is the
Village Board’s duty to let residents know what the plans are and explain
them to the residents.
President Bielinski noted there were no comments on questions 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15.
Trustee Kurzman said he was curious about the data provided for question
6 regarding “how many basement restoration-related permits are typically
issued in a given period of time”. He thinks of stormwater management
comprehensively, such as the data we receive, the impact in the community,
and the permitting process.
Ms. Berger-Raish said it is difficult to draw any conclusion that the storms
that have been referenced and provided data for have produced any more
or less permits than two typical years without any storms of record.
Trustee Plunkett said there are many things for a flooded basement that
you do not need a permit for such as taking out old carpet and installing
new and taking out drywall and replacing it.
Trustee Kurzman said he was concerned that some residents did not go
through the permit process and it is important for safety purposes.
President Bielinski asked if there were any further questions for staff or the
consultant.
Trustee Plunkett asked if there were examples from other communities
doing similar projects and facing similar situations.
Mr. Johnson said Glenview has been dealing with stormwater for many
years as have other surrounding communities but what is unique with
Wilmette is the fact that there is a large area on the west side of Wilmette
that has one outlet. He said Wilmette and Winnetka share the same problem
of having only one outlet for stormwater on the west side so it is hard to
solve the problem without having an integrated solution.
Trustee Leonard said we are dealing with a 10-year flood event as that is
the information we have but we all understand that our climate is changing.
If we were to come to some type of consensus that a 10-year flood is really
a 5-year flood, and we are not doing this project for a few years in the future,
would Mr. Johnson change the label on the project being done or change
the scope of the project.
8
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Mr. Johnson said the CBBEL team was asked previously what it would take
to take a project to a 10-year level of protection for Wilmette. The important
thing for Wilmette becomes the capacity of the stormwater pump station as
we can build conveyance up to the capacity of the stormwater pump station.
He believes it would be very difficult to get a permit right now to increase
the capacity of the pump station to put more water in the North Branch of
the Chicago River. He said the question becomes how far could we go to
put in the best level of protection for the community without going off the
charts in terms of cost. He said there may be some value in discussing flood
proofing solutions with residents that have been done in other places which
will give them the option of a higher level of protection for flooding.
President Bielinski asked if there was anyone present to address the Village
Board. He noted there was no public comment.
III.

Adjournment
Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:00 p.m., seconded by
Trustee Wolf. There was no further discussion on the motion. All voted aye,
the motion carried.
Respectfully submitted,
Barbara Hirsch
Deputy Village Clerk

9

Agenda Item: 3.3
10/3/17

Not yet approved

1200 Wilmette Avenue

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
(847) 251-2700
FAX (847) 853-7700
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL wilmtte@wilmette.com

MINUTES OF THE COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE MEETING OF THE
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OFWILMETTE
HELD ON THURSDAY, OCTOBER 3, 2017 AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE SECOND
FLOOR TRAINING ROOM, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
Members Present:
President

Bob Bielinski

Trustees

Julie Wolf
Daniel Sullivan
Senta Plunkett
Kathy Dodd
Joel Kurzman
Stephen M. Leonard

Staff Present:

Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director
John Risko, Assistant Finance Director
Peter Skiles, Director of Administrative Services
Nabil Quafisheh, Water Management Director
Nate Jordan, Assistant Director of Water Management
Kyle Murphy, Chief of Police
Ben Wozney, Fire Chief
Brigitte Berger, Engineering and Public Works Director
Guy Lam, Assistant Director of Engineering and Public Works
Dan Manis, Village Engineer
Jorge Cruz, Assistant Village Engineer

I.

Call to Order
President Bielinski called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

10/3/17

Not yet approved

Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said the budgeting theory is to present a
budget (PowerPoint attached) that is consistent with the goals and
expectations of the Village Board:
 Balance the budget
 Minimize the impact on the property tax levy
 Meet contractual obligations
 Maintain or enhance Village services
 Fund critical infrastructure projects based on objective criteria
II.

General Fund
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager, said each year departments
are challenged to reduce expenditures and find more efficient ways to
deliver core services. Mr. Braiman highlighted important department goals
for 2018.
Mr. Frenzer said the 2018 General Fund enhances Village services and
provides for increased capital funding. The key components of the budget
include:
 The proposed tax levy increase is 3.97%, a full 1% less than the
prior year
 $3.8 million included for core engineering projects
 $1.4 million in critical vehicle replacements
 Approximately $625,000 in General Fund reserves to be used for
CERF expenses and the one-time LGDF reduction
 2.70% water rate increase; rate has been held flat for 6 of the last 7
years
 2.5% residential solid waste fee increase ($7 annually per home)
 No sewer fee increase
 More than $2.7 million in sewer improvements and $5.2 million in
water plant and distribution improvements
Ms. Molloy said the deficit in the 2018 General Fund Budget is due to the
use of reserves for funding of vehicles from the Capital Equipment
Reserve Fund (CERF) and the one-time LGDF reduction; this allows the
Village to reduce the rate of the property tax increase.
Mr. Frenzer said the proposed budget includes two revenue reductions
due to action by the State of Illinois:
1) One-time 15% LGDF reduction
 This is a $267,000 loss of revenue (5 months in 2017 and 7
months in 2018)
 The proposed budget utilizes reserve funds to offset this
one-time reduction
2) 2% administrative fee on collection of home rule sales tax
 This is an annual $42,000 loss of revenue
2
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The Northwest Municipal Conference reports that a 2-year property tax
freeze will again be considered in early 2018 that could be a $1.6 million
loss in revenue.
Ms. Molloy reviewed the revenues in the proposed 2018 General Fund
noting the recurring permit revenues are based on a 5-year historical
average. The $4.87 million in property taxes has been reallocated out of
the General Fund as the Village will levy separately for public safety
pensions.
Mr. Braiman reviewed the 2018 General Fund Expenses noting that
staffing remains at the lowest levels in decades, with no increase
proposed in the total number of full-time staff. The General Fund wages
are increasing by $260,000 that is offset by more than $300,000 in
corresponding contractual expense decreases.
Ms. Molloy reviewed the 2018 pension contribution budget noting that as
previously discussed, the FY 2018 tax levy will include a separate levy line
for police and fire pensions.
Mr. Braiman noted the 2018 CIP included in the General Operating Fund.
He summarized the projects proposed and deferred to 2019. The 2018
CIP-Engineering Program projects were also reviewed.
President Bielinski said the Master Bike Plan funding was deferred from
the 2017 Budget and he would like to see if staff could explore a way to
find the funding for the plan. Trustees Wolf and Kurzman said they would
also encourage funding of the plan if possible.
Trustee Kurzman said he would like to be on record that he is not in
support of the street light pole painting, the street light pole purchase and
the streetscape replacement and that is what he would exclude to pay for
the $80,000 for the Master Bike Plan.
President Bielinski said he would support staff’s recommendation
regarding advancing certain projects in 2017 to free up 2018 funds for the
Bike Plan. The Master Bike Plan study can be done with the excess
money received in 2017 as the General Fund reserves are not going
down, they are still going up.
Mr. Frenzer said staff is always looking for ways to generate savings to
take pressure off future property tax levy’s by taking some of these capital
items and moving them up by paying for them with revenue that we
actually have.
Mr. Braiman confirmed there is a consensus among the Village Board to
move forward and fund the Master Bike Plan study in 2018. Staff will work
3
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to keep the budget balanced for 2018 and address the funding by
advancing certain projects in 2017.
Mr. Braiman continued with the Engineering Dedicated Revenues, noting
that in 2016 and 2017, the Village enhanced funding levels for some of the
core engineering maintenance programs. The 2018 Budget continues
these enhanced funding levels by utilizing reserves from the engineering
dedicated revenues. A $1.8 million bond issue is anticipated in 2019/2020
to fund the Village’s share of the Central and Locust reconstruction
projects and the Glenview Road pedestrian bridge.
Mr. Frenzer said the proposed tax levy for 2018 is 3.97%. This is the 8 th
out of the last 9 years that the tax levy increase is lower than the previous
year’s increase.
Trustee Wolf asked if staff has considered what the State might do and
how it would affect our budget.
Mr. Frenzer said staff has done what they can by building up the reserves
as they do not know at this time what the State will do. We have also
levied separately for pension funding this year to protect ourselves. He
reviewed the process for working with the Northwest Municipal
Conference regarding State decisions and passing laws that affect the
municipalities.
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services, said the 2018
Budget includes a 2.5% increase in the solid waste collection fee due to
increasing contractual expenses and landfill fees, this an annual $7
increase per home. There are no other recommended fee increases in the
General Fund for FY 2018 noting that:
 Building permit fees have not increased since 2014
 Vehicle license fees have not increased since 2009
 Ambulance fees have not increased since 2008
 General business license fees have not increased since
2007
Mr. Braiman summarized the proposed budget noting it maintains the
Village’s solid financial footing, the total levy increase of 3.97% is a full 1%
lower than the previous year’s increase, there is a modest 2.5% solid
waste fee increase to reflect increasing contractual and landfill costs, no
other General Fund fee increases and nearly $5 million in capital
investments.
Mr. Braiman thanked all the Village staff for their work on the proposed
2018 Budget.
President Bielinski declared a short recess.
4
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President Bielinski brought the meeting back to order.
III.

Water Fund
Mr. Braiman reviewed the Water Fund 2018 Expenses noting that to limit
the water rate increase, the 2017 and 2018 transfers to the General Fund
were reduced by $100,000.
Ms. Molloy said the Village has worked diligently since 2012 to limit
residential water rate increase but since 2012 the Water Fund costs have
increased by 12%. The proposed 2.7% water rate increase is a $0.07
adjustment to the rate, this is a $5.88 annual increase to the median water
bill.
Ms. Molloy said the Water Fund Reserve Policy adopted by the Village
Board identifies 5 primary goals of the water fund:
 A balanced water fund operating budget each year
 Minimum budget of $400,000 for Water Plant capital
 The annual minimum recommended water fund reserve met in the 3year cash flow projection
 An annual General Fund transfer of approximately $1million is to be
made
 Water main replacement to begin in 2020/21
The reserve analysis assumes annual 3% rate increases, long-term water
plant improvements, and a $500,000 water main replacement program
beginning in 2020.

IV.

Sewer Fund
Ms. Molloy reviewed the 2018 Sewer Fund Revenues, noting the residential
sewer charges and the bond/loan proceeds.
Mr. Braiman highlighted the expenditures for 2018 and the projects included
in the proposed budget.
Ms. Molloy said to fund the $24 million Sewer Improvement Program
(separate sanitary system improvements), the Village Board adopted an
Ordinance in November 2013 increasing the sewer rate 40 cents in 2014
and 40 cents in 2015. No free increase is proposed for 2018.
Mr. Braiman said the Budget Ordinance will be introduced at the November
14, 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting and adopted at the November 28,
2017 Regular Village Board Meeting. The Tax Levy Ordinance will be
introduced at the November 28, 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting and
adopted at the December 12, 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting.
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V.

Not yet approved

Public Comment
Peter Mitchell said he lived in the area of 4th and Lake Avenue and has
concerns about the condition of the alley in his neighborhood. He asked
the Village to consider advancing repair of his alley.

VI.

Adjournment
Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:48 p.m., seconded by
Trustee Wolf. There was no further discussion on the motion. All voted aye,
the motion carried.
Respectfully submitted,
Barbara Hirsch
Deputy Village Clerk
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2017
7:30 P.M.
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERANCE ROOM
Members Present:

William Bradford, Chairman
Daniel Elkins
Mason Miller
Craig Phillips
Carrie Woleben-Meade

Members Absent:

Nada Andric

Guests:

Cathy Pratt, 1145 Wilmette Avenue
Damon Wilson, 1135 Wilmette Avenue
Mark Goeden, 350 W. Hubbard Street, Chicago, IL
Jana Langston, 350 N. LaSalle, Chicago, IL
Jay Harron, 2115 Schiller Avenue
Mike Snyder, 1740 Lake Avenue

Staff Present:

Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Bradford called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING
OF AUGUST 7, 2017.
Mr. Phillips moved to approve the August 7, 2017 meeting minutes as amended. The
motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners
Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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III. CONTINUANCES
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to continue Case 2017-AR-10, 808 Linden Avenue to the
October 2, 2017 Appearance Review Commission meeting. The motion was seconded by
Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Elkins, Miller, Phillips,
and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
IV. CONSENT AGENDA
Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2017-AR-26, 1255
Green Bay Road, CIBC, Wall and Ground Sign; 2017-AR-27, 1114 Central Avenue, Saint
Mickael, Awning Sign; and Case 2017-AR-28, 1162 Wilmette Avenue, Torino Ramen,
Wind Break. The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford
and Commissioners Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The
motion carried.
V.

CASES
2017-AR-23
North Shore Community Bank

1145 Wilmette Avenue
Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-23, 1145 Wilmette Avenue, requesting an Appearance
Review Certificate to install a fence in the rear yard.
Ms. Cathy Pratt said the bank wished to install the fence to screen the dumpster as well as
to keep garbage from neighboring businesses from blowing into their parking lot.
Mr. Bradford said the four foot fence has virtually no visual impact in its location.
Mr. Elkins moved to approve Case 2017-AR-23, 1145 Wilmette Avenue, North Shore
Community Bank, for an Appearance Review Certificate to install a new fence in the rear
parking lot. The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade. Voting yes: Chairman
Bradford and Commissioners Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no:
none. The motion carried.
2017-AR-24
Gates Manor

1135 Wilmette Avenue
Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-24, 1135 Wilmette Avenue, for an Appearance Review
Certificate to replace the existing vestibule.
Mr. Mark Goeden said he is representing the owner of the property along with Damon
Wilson the architect on the project.
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Mr. Bradford said the project was well received at the previous meeting and that the
Commission was just looking for finish samples and some more details on how the canopy
would drain.
Mr. Wilson said there would be a scupper on either side of the canopy in the same finish as
the canopy. A rain chain would be used to help control the splatter off the canopy.
Mr. Goeden said the Village would be installing the fence based off the design shown in
the packet.
Mr. Phillips thanked the applicant for incorporating the Commission’s comments from the
preliminary review.
Mr. Goeden said the comments were all positive so they were easy to incorporate.
Mr. Miller moved to approve Case 2017-AR-24, 1135 Wilmette Avenue, Gates Manor, for
an Appearance Review Certificate to replace an existing vestibule. The motion was
seconded by Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Elkins,
Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
2017-AR-25
St. Joseph’s School

1740 Lake Avenue
Preliminary Review

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-25, 1740 Lake Avenue, St. Joseph’s School, for a
preliminary review of a request to install a ground sign at the corner of Lake Avenue and
Ridge Road. He explained that this request would require a sign variation for the size of
the sign as well as for the video display board as currently proposed.
Mr. Jay Harron said he is with the St. Joe’s Mens Club. The project is a joint effort by the
Men’s Club and parent school organization. They would like to change the image of that
corner from a chain link fence and backstop to something more appealing.
Mr. Mike Snyder said he is the landscape architect for the project. He’s been asked to
come up with the conceptual design for the sign as well as the landscaping and fence plan
at the corner.
Mr. Elkins said the biggest thing for him would be the moving sign. He can only recall one
such request from his time on the Commission. It was not favorably received by the
Commission and the applicant ultimately decided not to pursue the request.
Mr. Harron said they are not wed to the moving sign.
Mr. Elkins also wondered what materials they were proposing.
Mr. Snyder said it would be stone and/or brick with a metal roof.
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Mr. Elkins asked if the four foot tall piers shown were proposed all along Lake Avenue or
just at the corner.
Mr. Harron said they would be going along Lake Avenue to the south to replace the chainlink.
Mr. Elkins said they will want to see a site plan showing where exactly the fence is
proposed and a drawing or photograph showing the detail and finish materials of the fence.
They also would like to see a brick sample, copper roofing sample if that ends up being
part of the design, and additional detailing of the sign itself.
Mr. Elkins wanted more information on the video sign if that was something they will be
moving forward with. He is somewhat familiar with the moving sign for Notre Dame on
Dempster. That is possibly a little different because it is just scrolling text rather than a
video display. He likes option #1 better because of the way it is oriented, although as a
personal preference he likes the elevation of option #2 because it is lower. While the sign
ordinance might limit the sign to 10 square feet in size, a larger sign would be acceptable at
this intersection.
Ms. Woleben-Meade agreed she likes the orientation of option #1 better. She would like to
see information on how the sign would be illuminated.
Mr. Phillips asked if they thought about how their audience would be able to see the sign.
It’s only going to be seen from two directions.
Mr. Harron said he thought it would be best to have it facing southwest so it is visible to
eastbound and northbound traffic just as the current temporary signs face.
Mr. Bradford asked the applicant if they envisioned people sitting on the lower wall.
Mr. Snyder said that will likely happen.
Mr. Bradford said they should lower the height to 18 inches to provide a more comfortable
seating height. They wouldn’t necessarily need to lower the overall height of the sign, but
at least the seat wall.
Mr. Miller said they should also consider making the seat wall depth a little larger.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she wasn’t sure about the mansard roof option for the sign. She
thinks a limestone cap might be a simpler option.
Mr. Bradford agreed a limestone cap would be a more elegant solution.
Mr. Harron said their long term thought was to possibly install a matching sign on the south
side of Lake Avenue for the church.
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Mr. Bradford said that wouldn’t be too dissimilar to what St. Francis Xavier did on Linden
Avenue.
Mr. Miller asked what the applicant meant by manual sign.
Mr. Harron said it would be something where you could change out the letters manually
rather than a digital board where you program the message.
Ms. Woleben-Meade told the applicant they might want to look at the sign done by
Winnetka Covenant Church. They have a manual sign that is also backlit.
Mr. Elkins asked if all of their other marketing and signage would go away if they installed
these new signs.
Mr. Harron said he’s not sure if they’ve thought that through yet.
Mr. Snyder said he heard the code limits signs to 10 square feet, but that 40 square feet
might be appropriate. He wondered if there was a range that would be acceptable to the
commission.
Mr. Elkins said there’s no hard and fast rule. Some of it is going to be based on the
esthetics and how it relates to the intersection.
VI. SPECIAL ZONING COMMITTEE HEARING
2017-SZC-04
Westlake Plaza

3207-3223 Lake Avenue
Text Amendment

Mr. Bradford opened the Special Zoning Committee meeting.
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-SZC-04, 3207-3223 Lake Avenue, for a text amendment to
the Westlake Plaza local sign ordinance to permit the display of two multi-tenant directory
signs. The application has further refined their design and responded to some of the
Commission’s comments.
Ms. Jana Langston said they have reoriented the westernmost side so that it is
perpendicular to Lake Avenue. They had to lose one parking space to accommodate this
request, but they are still above the required amount of parking per Village code. They
reversed the colors of the shopping center name as recommended at the previous meeting.
That helped to make the center name stand out from the tenant names.
Mr. Phillips asked about the open area at the bottom of sign #1.
Mr. David Kennedy said it was done to help improve visibility for motorists.
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Mr. Elkins asked the applicant to clarify which signs they should be viewing. The
architectural plans and sign company plans are slightly different.
Mr. Kennedy said the plans from the sign contractor, Parvin Clauss, are more up to date.
Mr. Sivertsen said he could work with the Village attorney to come up with language for
the text amendment based off the plans, but wanted to know if there was anything specific
the commission would like included in the language. He was thinking of things like total
height, overall size, letter height, fonts, colors, and spacing.
Mr. Bradford said the sign contractor drawings can be used as the basis for drafting the text
amendment language.
Mr. Phillips said the panel where North Shore Kitchen and Bath is drawn is 1’-11” in
height. If the next tenant who comes in only has two words should they be stacked or on
one line and possibly increase in letter height.
Mr. Kennedy said he thought they should remain 7 inch letters and be centered on the
panel.
Mr. Phillips asked how tenants with longer names should be treated on one of the shorter
tenant panels. Would they all be crammed into in the panel or have the sign shortened.
The sign font would not change in those cases. They would need to find a way to
abbreviate their name.
Findings of Fact
The Commission found the proposed amendment promotes the public health, safety and
welfare of the Village. The signage will help clarify which tenants are located in the
shopping center. The proposed amendment adds clarification to existing sign regulations in
that multi-tenant signs are permitted elsewhere in the Village. The amendment adds
language for sign height relative to the property’s location at the intersection of Lake
Avenue and Skokie Boulevard.
Decision
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to recommend granting a text amendment for Case 2017-SZC04, 3207-3223 Lake Avenue, as submitted. The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.
Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and WolebenMeade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
Mr. Elkins moved to authorize Chairman Bradford to prepare the report and
recommendation from the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2017-SZC-04. The
motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and
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Commissioners Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The
motion carried.
Mr. Phillips moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate to install landscaping as
submitted. The motion was second by Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and
Commissioners Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The
motion carried.
Mr. Bradford adjourned the Special Zoning Committee meeting.
VII. PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no additional public comments.
VIII. NEW BUSINESS
Mr. Sivertsen stated the Commission will likely be reviewing St. Francis Xavier School
project at their next meeting. The Women’s Club construction is still proceeding, but he
did not have an update on an anticipated completion date.
IX. ADJOURNMENT
At 8:29 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and
Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE-SPECIAL ZONING COMMITTEE
MONDAY, JULY 10, 2017
6:00 P.M.
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091
Members Present:

Trustee Steve Leonard, Chairman
Trustee Kathy Dodd
Trustee Dan Sullivan

Members Absent:

None

Staff Present:

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

Guests:

Chris Canning, 1000 Skokie Boulevard

I.

Call to Order.

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

Approval of Minutes.
Trustee Sullivan moved to approve the minutes of the July 26, 2016 Land Use Committee
meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee Dodd. Voting yes: Chairman Leonard,
Trustee Dodd, and Trustee Sullivan. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
Trustee Sullivan moved to approve the minutes of the December 12, 2016 Land Use
Committee meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee Dodd. Voting yes: Chairman
Leonard, Trustee Dodd, and Trustee Sullivan. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

III.

2017-SZC-03 Review of the Sign Ordinance
Review of a proposed amendment to the sign ordinance (Zoning Ordinance)
Mr. Adler said that Jeff Stein, Corporation Counsel, was concerned that the Village’s
current requirement that election signs be removed within 7 days after an election
conflicted with state statute and recommended that it be amended to remove the conflict.
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Trustee Sullivan moved to recommend the amending of the sign ordinance as provided in
Ordinance 2017-O-9. Trustee Dodd seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
IV.

2017-SZC-02 - Review of the April 1, 2014 Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map
Review the recent implementation of the April 1, 2014 zoning ordinance and zoning
map and recommend amendments as necessary
Ms. Roberts discussed the proposed changes which were intended to clarify aspects of the
2014 zoning ordinance that have come to light while administering the code. Please see the
attached memo dated July 7, 2017 from Ms. Roberts to the Land Use Committee detailing
the proposed changes.
Trustee Sullivan moved to recommend the proposed corrections and amendments as
presented in the memos from Lisa Roberts dated July 7, 2017. Trustee Dodd seconded the
motion and the motion passed unanimously.

V.

Review of Permit Extension Fee
Mr. Canning explained that he represented a property owner building a home on the
lakefront. He said that Morgante Wilson Architects also represent an owner of lakefront
property building a new home and talked about work Morgante Wilson did comparing
permit fees for large homes using the Village’s current method of using construction value
to using building square footage. He said he would like the Land Use Committee to
consider amending the extension fee requirement to take into consideration the time a
larger more complex home takes to construct.
The Committee agreed to look further at the extension fee for large homes at an upcoming
meeting.

VI.

Other Business.
There was no other business.

VII.

Public Comment.
There was no public comment.

VIII. Adjournment
At 7:15 p.m., Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee Dodd seconded the
motion and the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was thereafter adjourned.
Respectfully Submitted,
John Adler, Director
Community Development
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

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

Date:

July 7, 2017

To:

Chairman Steve Leonard and the Land Use Committee (Trustees Dodd and
Sullivan)

From:

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development

Subject:

Technical Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 20 of the
Village Code)

The staff have identified a number of technical corrections to be made to the Zoning Ordinance
that became effective April 1, 2014. The attached draft text is provided for review and discussion.
Corporation counsel Jeff Stein has not reviewed the text yet and may have changes to recommend.
Article 2 Definitions
A new definition of “intentional demolition” has been added. Please see page 3 of this memo for
the discussion.
A new definition of “flat roof” has been added to codify the staff interpretation. This definition is
necessary to enforce the flat roof measurement in Section 2.5, which is on page 2 of the attached
draft text. By providing a specific roof pitch, we are making clear for designers where the line is
being drawn. Staff believes that a 3:12 is a suitable point at which to distinguish between a flat and
a pitched roof. A reference to shed dormers is proposed for Section 2.5, also to codify a staff
interpretation. Shed dormers are a flat roof projection (as opposed to a typical peaked dormer or
an eyebrow dormer) and designers often propose these as extensions of the roof from a flat roof
area, trying to game the separate flat roof area and dormer area limits. By requiring that a shed
dormer be at least 12” below the ridge line, this functionally and visually distinguishes the dormer
from the rest of the space, inside and outside.
The language regarding the rear lot line of lake front properties is proposed to be removed as a
footnote in Article 8 and added to the measurements section. The language is the same that was in
the 1990-2014 zoning ordinance. Because the lake level fluctuates, the ordinance provides a fixed
elevation, 579’ elevation above sea level. This point is used to determine the rear yard for setbacks
and impervious coverage
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A reference to the existing figure 2-9 has been added under the measurements of lot depth.
The measurement of residential floor area has two corrections. In points a. and b., the R district
was accidentally omitted from the language. Regarding point i., we propose to add to text to clarify
that the entire element is counted for floor area, not just that portion that is greater than three feet.
Article 4 Administrative Procedures
Table 4-1 contains the notice requirements for various procedures. For text amendments requested
by others, as opposed to those originated by the Village, personal notice is required according to
this table. This requirement doesn’t make sense since a text amendment, depending on what
section is being amended, could apply to specific one or more zoning districts or even the entire
village, and providing a personal notice would be cost prohibitive and extremely difficult in
practice. The proposed change to remove the personal notice requirement for this type of request.
Published notice would still be required.
Article 5 Applications and Approval Processes
Sections 5.6.A.15 and 16 (administrative variations) are amended to clarify that a condenser unit
and a generator must meet both side and rear lot line requirements, not one or the other.
Article 8 Residential Zoning Districts
Section 8.3.A is re-formatted to make it easier to read the separate requirements.
Item 2 under 8.3.A has been moved to a new section 8.3.D to distinguish it as a setback requirement
rather than a height requirement. The section has also been replaced with the language from the
1990 ordinance, which is clearer than what is in the ordinance currently. The table and the
footnotes have been updated to reference the language in 8.3.D and also the rear lot line
measurement for lake front lots.
The footnote to table 8-5, impervious surface requirements, is amended to clarify that only the flat
surfaces in the yard need to be pervious to take advantage of the pervious surface bonus.
Article 13 On-Site Development Standards
Section 13.4.P.1 is amended to remove the reference to porches encroaching into a side yard
because this requirement is stated under point 2. Under point 2., language has been added to clearly
indicate that steps to a side porch can encroach a maximum amount of 3’, but still must provide a
3’ setback to the lot line.
Section 13.4.Q is amended to remove the limitation on retaining walls in the front yard. This was
originally intended to prevent new retaining walls in the front yard however, we find that there are
some instances where a new retaining wall is necessary. Requiring a minimum 1’ setback allows
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for a retaining wall but still provides some separation to the public right-of-way or adjoining
properties.
Section 13.4.U is amended to make clear the additional setback requirements for above-ground
pools. This wording is currently in the encroachment table, making it very difficult to read. No
change to the language is proposed.
The encroachment table, table 13-2, has several corrections. Beach houses/cabanas and boat
houses are now listed. Their setback requirements are not changed and match detached garages
and other accessory structures. Patios are corrected to provide a minimum 3’ setback, not a
maximum 3’ setback. “Recreation equipment” has been corrected to the full name of “unusual
recreation equipment” and relocated in the table alphabetically. Swimming pools have been
amended to remove the additional setback requirement from the table. “Play ground equipment”
has been added to tree houses and play houses, which is how the structures are listed under the
requirements of 13.4.W, and to clarify what the allowable encroachment is for play ground
equipment.
Article 14 Off-Street Parking and Loading
Section 14.4.A.4 is amended to clarify that a parking space must meet both side and rear yard
setback requirements.
Article 17 Non-Conformities
A new section is proposed under 17.4 regarding the intentional demolition of non-conforming
structures. Over the years, the staff have struggled with drawing the line between substantial
addition/remodeling and new construction. Owners have some incentive to avoid their project being
labelled a new home. Foremost, a new home permit is reported to the tax assessor as such and
applicants are concerned about their future tax bills. Per the Village Code, new homes that use
engineered lumber are required to have a fire sprinkler system where additions and remodels do not.
Per the Zoning Ordinance, new homes must meet all zoning requirements where additions only need
the proposed new work to comply with zoning.
Several years ago, the staff attempted to further define demolition and new construction in the Village
Code. While it added a little detail on what type of work demolition entailed, it was still to inexact. In
2016, the Village Board adopted an amendment to the Village Code to quantify the parts of a structure,
to actually calculate the percentage of a structure being demolished, to see if the 50% of the structure
tipping point was met or not. As we prepare to review and propose adoption of the 2015 ICC building
codes, we may need to tweak this section, but the recent amendments was a step in the right direction.
While the Village Code discusses 50% of the structure, the Zoning Ordinance references 50% of the
replacement value of a structure. Thus, projects are being evaluated by two different standards that
don’t necessarily line up. When we implemented the Village Code amendment in 2016, we discussed
with the Land Use Committee at the time the need to coordinate the Zoning Ordinance section under
a Special Zoning Committee review. Upon further review, it is staff’s belief that the non-conformities
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section of the Zoning Ordinance (which is common to many zoning ordinances) was intended to
address damage or destruction that was not intentional such as storm damage or fire damage. In this
context, evaluating the replacement value makes sense; it would be difficult to quantify the amount
of a structure that has been fire damaged but determining the value of the replacement is part of the
repair process.
Therefore, we believe the existing non-conformities section has value and should not be replaced or
amended. Instead, we propose a new definition for “intentional demolition” and providing a crossreference to the Village Code, where the calculation of the area of the structure is provided.
Attachments
1.0

Draft Zoning Ordinance Amendments
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ARTICLE 2
2.4

DEFINITIONS

Intentional Demolition. Any act or process that intentionally dismantles or removes a building
or structure in part or in whole.
Lot Line, Rear. The lot line which is most distant from and most nearly parallel to the front lot line,
or in the case of an irregular or triangular lot or a property with a rear lot is the ordinary high water
mark of a body of water, the rear lot line is as shown in Section 2.5.
Roof, Flat. A roof having a pitch of not more than 3 inches to 12 inches.
2.5

RULES OF MEASUREMENT
A. Lot Dimensions

...

2. Lot Depth. “Lot Depth” is determined as follows:
a.

The mean of the length of the two side lot lines or, where the lot has more
than two side lot lines, the length of the longest line which is perpendicular
to the front lot line and runs to the rear lot line (Figure 2-9).

b.

For property with a rear lot line that is the ordinary high water mark
of a body of water, as defined in Chapter 9, Appendix 9A of the Village
Code, the minimum rear yard setback along that rear lot line shall be
measured from the mean lake elevation of 579’ above sea level, but in
no case shall the minimum rear yard setback be less than the base
floodplain elevation as provided in Chapter 9, Appendix 9A of the
Village Code.
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FIGURE 2-9: REAR LOT LINE AND LOT DEPTH FOR IRREGULAR SHAPED LOTS

[image reduced to fit this page]

D. Flat Roof.

For the purpose of determining the maximum height of a single-family or two-unit
dwelling, the dwelling shall be determined to have a flat roof if the area of the roof that
is flat is greater than twenty-five percent (25%) of the area of the second floor.
If a shed dormer is contiguous to an area under a flat roof, the shed dormer shall
be considered an extension of the flat roof if the dormer extends from a point 12”
or less from the roof peak.
...

F. Floor Area.
For the purpose of determining the floor area of the principal building and all accessory
buildings and structures on the lot, floor area shall mean the sum of the gross horizontal
area of the several floors of a building, measured from the exterior faces of the exterior
walls, or from the center line of party walls. This shall be measured to the exterior of
building cladding greater than three (3) feet above grade and/or building cladding greater
than three (3) feet above the floor level for any floor above the first floor.
1. For single-family, two-unit, townhouse/stacked flat and multi-family dwellings, this
shall include the following:
a. One-hundred percent (100%) of the area of a basement, if four (4) feet or more of
the height of the basement projects above grade as measured from grade to the top
of the first finished floor on structures built after July 1, 2003 in all districts except
R and R1; and
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b. One-hundred percent (100%) of the area of a basement, if five (5) feet or more of
the height of the basement projects above grade as measured from grade to the top
of the first finished floor on structures built on or before July 1, 2003 in all districts
except R and R1; and
c. One-hundred percent (100%) of the area of a basement, if the height of the first
floor exceeds that shown on Table 8-3: R1 Sub-District Residential Zoning
Districts Bulk and Yard Regulations for the R and R1 zoning districts; and
…
i. One-hundred percent (100%) of the area of a covered porch, covered balcony or
similar roofed exterior space where the element exceeds that exceed three (3)
feet from the wall of the principal structure; and
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ARTICLE 4
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
TABLE 4-1: NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
ALLOWABLE
NOTICE DELIVERY
REQUEST TYPE
Administrative Appeals (1)
Administrative Zoning Review (2)
Appearance Review Certificate –
new/addition (3)
Appearance Review Certificate –
modifications (3)
Appearance Review Certificate –
sign & awning
Alley Vacation
(Chapter 15 of the Village Code)
Consolidation
(Chapter 15 of the Village Code)
Map Amendment (Rezoning) –
Village Initiated (4)
Map Amendment (Rezoning) –
Other
Sign Variation
Special Use
Subdivision
(Chapter 15 of the Village Code)
Temporary Uses
Text Amendment –
Village Initiated (4)
Text Amendment –
Other
Variation

HAND
DELIVERY

FIRST
CLASS
MAIL

Owner &
parties

Owner &
parties

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants

(4)

(4)

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants

(4)

(4)

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants

Owners &
occupants
Owners &
occupants
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DISTANCE

Adjoining/
abutting
Adjoining/
abutting

TIMING

PUBLISHED

POSTED

5 days or
less after
filing
15-30 days
15-30 days

X

15-30 days

X

250'

15-30 days

X

X

250'

15-30 days

X

X

(4)

15-30 days

X

X

250'

15-30 days

X

X

Adjoining/
abutting

15-30 days

X

X

250'

15-30 days

X

X

250'

15-30 days

X

X

250'

10-45 days

(4)

15-30 days

X

X

250'

15-30 days

X

250'

15-30 days

X

X

ARTICLE 5
5.6
…
…

ADMINISTRATIVE ZONING REVIEW
D.

Qualifying Administrative Zoning Review Variations
15. For the location of heating and air conditioning equipment. In order to qualify for
administrative zoning review of heating and air conditioning equipment, the unit(s)
must be a minimum of five (5) feet from the side or and rear lot line lines. A
proposed setback of less than five (5) feet requires that a variation must be sought
in accordance with this Zoning Ordinance.
16. For the location of permanently installed stand-by generators that meet the decibel
requirements and are located within a front yard, side yard adjoining a street or rear
yard of a double-frontage lot or are a minimum of five (5) feet from the side or and
rear lot line lines. In order to qualify for administrative zoning review of a generator
setback, the unit may not exceed seventy (70) decibels at the receiving lot line under
normal load when located at the proposed setback. If the unit does exceed this
decibel limit at the proposed setback, a variation must be sought in accordance with
this Zoning Ordinance.
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ARTICLE 8
8.3

BULK AND YARD REGULATIONS
The bulk and yard regulations for the residential districts are separated into two separate
tables. Table 8-2: R, R2, R3 and R4 Residential Zoning Districts Bulk and Yard Regulations
establishes bulk and yard regulations for the R, R2, R3 and R4 residential zoning districts.
Table 8-3: R1 Sub-District Residential Zoning Districts Bulk and Yard Regulations
establishes bulk and yard regulations for the nine (9) R1 Sub-districts. The following
additional standards apply to the bulk regulations:
A.

Building Height
1. On lots that slope downward towards the rear or side lot line, the height of the principal
building shall not exceed a height of forty-five (45) feet as measured perpendicular to
the existing grade.
2. Single-family and two-unit dwellings with a predominantly flat roof, as determined
by the Zoning Administrator, may not exceed a maximum height of twenty-seven (27)
feet and two (2) stories.
3. Non-habitable architectural features on institutional use principal buildings shall not
exceed a height of sixty (60) feet provided that all required side and rear yards shall
be increased by one (1) foot for each additional foot of height over thirty-five (35)
feet.

…

2. All required side and rear yards shall be increased for a structure by one foot for each
additional foot of height over thirty-five (35) feet in the R and R2 Districts, thirty-six
(36) feet in the R3 District, and thirty-five (35) feet in the R4 District for yards that
abut an R, R1, R2, or R3 District.
D.

Multi-Family Dwellings
1. In the R4 district, any side yard and rear yard that abuts property in an R, R1,
R2 or R3 district shall be increased by one (1) foot for each one (1) foot above
thirty-five (35) feet that the principal building or structure exceeds a height of
thirty-five (35) feet.
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 8-2: R, R2, R3 AND R4 RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS BULK AND YARD REGULATIONS
DISTRICTS
R

R-A

LOT & HEIGHT
REGULATIONS
MINIMUM LOT AREA

15,000 s.f.

10,000 s.f.

MINIMUM LOT
WIDTH

100’

60’

MAXIMUM
BUILDING HEIGHT
(1)

Lesser of 35’ or 2.5
stories

MAXIMUM FIRST
FLOOR HEIGHT (2)

MINIMUM YARD
REGULATIONS
FRONT YARD

INTERIOR SIDE
YARD

COMBINED SIDE
YARD
SIDE YARD
ADJOINING A
STREET

REAR YARD (3)

Lesser of 35’ or 2.5
stories

SF Dwelling built on
or before July 1,
2003: max of 5’

SF Dwelling built on
or before July 1,
2003: max of 5’

SF Dwelling built
after July 1, 2003:
max of 4’

SF Dwelling built
after July 1, 2003:
max of 4’

Greater of 40’ or
Established Front
Yard

Greater of 25’ or
Established Front
Yard

SF Dwelling: Greater
of 10% of lot width or
5’

SF Dwelling: Greater
of 10% of lot width or
5’

All Other Uses: 50’

All Other Uses: 50’

Greater of 25% of lot
width or 12.5’
SF Dwelling: 30% of
lot width, min. of 15’
to a max. of 30’

Greater of 25% of lot
width or 12.5’
SF Dwelling: 30% of
lot width, min. of 15’
to a max. of 30’

All Other Uses: 50’
SF Dwelling: 20% of
lot depth, min. of 40’
to a max. of 50’ (3)

All Other Uses: 50’
20% of lot depth,
min. of 25’ to a max.
of 40’

All Other Uses: 50’

All Other Uses: 50’

R2

R3

R4

Townhouse/Stacked
Flat: 3,000 s.f./du

Townhouse/Stacked
Flat: 3,000 s.f./du

Townhouse/Stacked
Flat: 3,000 s.f./du

All Other Uses: 8,400
s.f.
Townhouse/Stacked
Flat: 100’

All Other Uses: 8,000
s.f.
Townhouse/Stacked
Flat: 100’

All Other Uses: 6,000
s.f.

All Other Uses: 50’

All Other Uses: 50’
Multi-Family: Lesser
of 48’ or 4 stories

Lesser of 35’ or 2.5
stories
SF Dwelling built on
or before July 1,
2003: max of 5’
SF Dwelling built
after July 1, 2003:
max of 4’
Townhouse/Stacked
Flat: max of 4’

All Other Uses:
Lesser of 36’ or 2.5
stories
SF Dwelling built on
or before July 1,
2003: max of 5’
SF Dwelling built
after July 1, 2003:
max of 4’

Greater of 25’ or
Established Front
Yard
SF Dwelling: Greater
of 10% of lot width or
5’

Greater of 25’ or
Established Front
Yard

Townhouse/Stacked
Flat: Greater of 10%
of lot width or 5’ (10)

12’

All Other Uses: (11)
Greater of 25% of lot
width or 12.5’
30% of lot width, min.
of 15’ to a max. of 25’

Greater of 25% of lot
width or 12.5’
SF Dwelling: Greater
of 10% of lot width or
5’
All Other Uses: 25’

20% of lot depth,
min. of 30’ to a max.
of 40’
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20% of lot depth,
min. of 30’ to a max.
of 40’ (4)

100’

85’

Not Applicable

Greater of 30’ or
Established Front
Yard

Dwelling: 12’ (4)
All Other Uses: 30’

24’
Dwelling: 24’
All Other Uses: 60’

35’ (4)

…
(3) For property with a rear lot line that is the ordinary high water mark of a body of water, as defined in Chapter 9, Appendix 9A of the Village
Code, the minimum rear yard setback along that rear lot line shall be measured from the mean lake elevation of 579’ above sea-level, but in
no case shall the minimum rear yard setback be less than the base flood plain elevation as provided in Chapter 9, Appendix 9A of the Village
Code. See Section 2.5.A.2.b regarding when the rear lot line is the ordinary high water mark.
(4) Any rear yard that abuts property in an R, R1, R2 or R3 District shall be increased by one (1) foot for each foot that the principal building or
structure exceeds a height of thirty-five (35) feet. See Section 8.3.D for additional setback requirements.
…

…

D. Impervious Surface Limits
…
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 8-5:
R, R1, R2, R3 AND R4 RESIDENTIAL ZONING
DISTRICTS IMPERVIOUS SURFACE COVERAGE
REQUIREMENTS
R

R1

R2

R3

R4

FRONT YARD MAXIMUM COVERAGE (4)

30%

30%

30%

30%

30%

COMBINED SIDE YARD MAXIMUM COVERAGE (4)
SIDE YARD ADJOINING A STREET MAXIMUM
COVERAGE (1) (4)
REAR YARD MAXIMUM COVERAGE

60%

60%

60%

60%

60%

30%

30%

30%

30%

30%

60%

60%

60%

60%

60%

REAR YARD STRUCTURE COVERAGE (2)

35%

35%

35%

35%

35%

REAR YARD PAVEMENT COVERAGE (3) (4)

30%

30%

30%

30%

30%

NOTES
(1) For the purpose of this section, the side yard adjoining a street shall end at the rear yard setback line, not the rear lot line.
(2) Including but not limited to garages, sheds, playhouses, cabanas, sport courts, swimming pools, and similar structures.
(3) Including but not limited to driveways, aprons, sidewalks, patios, decks, parking pads, and similar at-grade structures.
(4) For single-family and two-unit dwellings, the maximum amount of coverage may be increased by ten percent (10%) of the
allowable square footage of impervious surface coverage when all such flat surfaces in the yard are non-mortared pavers or a
similar pervious surface over a non-compacted base.
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ARTICLE 13
13.4
…

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AND USES
P.

Porches
1. Open porches may encroach six (6) feet into any required front, side yard adjoining
a street or rear yard and two (2) feet into an interior side yard. Steps attached to open
porches in any required front yard or side yard adjoining a street may encroach an
additional three (3) feet from the edge of the porch, for a maximum encroachment of
nine (9) feet (six (6) foot porch plus three (3) foot step encroachment).
2. Open porches may encroach two (2) feet into an interior side yard. Steps attached to
open porches in an interior side yard may encroach an additional three (3) feet into
an interior side yard but in no event have a side yard setback of less than three (3)
feet.
3. Porches may not cover more than ten percent (10%) of the front yard.
4. Stoops are not considered porches.
5. A roof line that is the continuous extension of a porch roof shall be considered
part of the porch for setback, floor area, and lot coverage porch bonus, and floor
area porch bonus purposes.

Q.

Retaining Walls
1. Retaining walls must be located at least one (1) foot from any property line and
shall not encroach into the required front yard or any public right-of way.
2. Retaining walls, including the terracing of retaining walls for landscaping effect,
shall be limited to two (2) feet in height. Retaining walls over two (2) feet in height
shall be permitted only if approved by the Village Engineer.

…
U.

3. Retaining walls that exist as of the effective date of this Ordinance may be repaired
and replaced, so long as there is no increase in height.
Swimming Pools, Spas and Hot Tubs
All swimming pools, spas, and hot tubs must be reviewed and approved in
administrative zoning review, and must comply with the requirements of the
Village and the following standards:

9

1. Swimming pools, spas, hot tubs and related pumping and filtering equipment are
permitted in the rear yard. The swimming pool, spa, hot tub or related equipment
shall not be located between the principal building and a street.
2. The pumping and filtering equipment must be located fifteen (15) feet from any lot
line. However, on a lot that is less than thirty-five (35) feet wide, such equipment
may be installed at a point approximately equidistant from the side lot lines.
3. The required setbacks for swimming pools shall be increased by one (1) foot
for each foot that the swimming pool projects above grade.
3. 4. The swimming pool, spa, hot tub and all related equipment must be sited to meet
the following standards:
a. Water will not drain onto adjacent properties.
b. There is minimal visual and noise impact on adjacent properties.
c. All lighting for the swimming pool, spa or hot tub is oriented away from or
shielded from adjacent properties.
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 13-2: PERMITTED ENCROACHMENTS
X= Permitted // Blank = Not Permitted
YARD WHERE PERMITTED
TYPE OF ENCROACHMENT
Accessibility Ramp
- No more than 5’ into required front, side adjoining a
street or rear yard, and no more than 3’ into required
side yard
Amateur (HAM) Radio Equipment
- Subject to Section 13.4.B
Arbor or Trellis
- Subject to Section 13.4.C
Architectural Features
- On principal structure
- No more than 2’ into a required yard
Artificial Turf
- No closer than 3’ to any lot line
Awning & Canopy (Residential Use)
- No more than 4’ into required front, side yard adjoining
a street or rear yard, and no more than 2’ into required
side yard
Awning & Canopy (Commercial Use)
- Minimum clearance above grade of 7’6”
- Subject to Article 16 Signs
Balcony
- No more than 5’ into a required yard
Bay Window
- Must be located at least 2’ above ground
- No more than 3’ into required yard
- Must not have a width greater than 50% of the room of
which it is a part
Beach Houses/Cabanas
- Subject to Section 13.4.D
Boat Houses
- Subject to Section 13.4.D
Chimney
- No more than 2’ into a required yard
Deck, no more than 2’ above adjacent grade
- No closer than 3’ to any lot line
- Must not cover more than 10% of the front yard
Deck, 2’ or more above adjacent grade
- No more than 4’ into a required front, side yard
adjoining a street or rear yard and no more than 2’ into
a required side yard
- Must not cover more than 10% of the front yard
Driveway
Eaves
- Subject to Section 13.4.G
Emergency (Fall-Out) Shelter
- Must be 10’ from any lot line
Farm and Garden Crops
- 3’ from any lot line
Fence
- Subject to Section 13.4.H

FRONT YARD &
SIDE YARD
ADJOINING A STREET

INTERIOR SIDE YARD

REAR YARD

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 13-2: PERMITTED ENCROACHMENTS
X= Permitted // Blank = Not Permitted
YARD WHERE PERMITTED
TYPE OF ENCROACHMENT
Fire Escape and Exterior Stairwell
- No more than 5’ into a required front, side yard
adjoining a street or rear yard, and no more than 3’ into
a side yard
Flagpole
- No more than 1 per zoning lot
- Not to exceed 15’ in height
Garages, Detached
- Subject to Section 13.4.I

FRONT YARD &
SIDE YARD
ADJOINING A STREET

INTERIOR SIDE YARD

REAR YARD

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Gazebo and Detached Pergola
Laundry Clothesline
- 3’ from a lot line
Loading Berth
- Must be open to the sky
Mechanical Equipment
- Subject to Section 13.4.K
Ornamental Lighting, Lamp Posts, & Lawn Decorations
(Benches, statues, birdbaths, sculptures, etc.)
- Subject to view obstruction and exterior lighting
regulations
- 3’ from a lot line
- Lighting subject to Section 13.3
Outdoor Fireplace
- 5’ from a lot line
- Subject to Section 13.4.L
Outdoor Kitchenette
- 3’ from a lot line
- Subject to Section 13.4.M
Parking Space
- In residential districts, open to the sky and
encroaching no closer than 5’ from a lot line
Parking Space
- In non-residential districts, open to the sky and
encroaching no closer than 5’ from a lot line
Patio, less than 2’ above adjacent grade
- No more than 3’ from any lot line
- No closer than 3’ to any lot line
- Must not cover more than 10% of the front yard
Patio, 2’ or more above adjacent grade
- No more than 4’ into a required front, side yard
adjoining a street or rear yard and no more than 2’ into
a required side yard
- Must not cover more than 10% of the front yard
Permanently Installed Stand-By Generator
- Subject to Section 13.4.O
Porch, Open
- Subject to Section 13.4.P
- Replacement of non-conforming porches, see Section
17.4.B.2

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X
Only in PCD Districts
See Section 14.4.B.3

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 13-2: PERMITTED ENCROACHMENTS
X= Permitted // Blank = Not Permitted
YARD WHERE PERMITTED
TYPE OF ENCROACHMENT
Porch Steps (Open Porch)
- Subject to Section 13.4.P
- Replacement of non-conforming porch steps, see
Section 17.4.B.2
Recreational Equipment (Includes Sport Courts)
- Does not include equipment located on
park/playground, school or day care center site
- Must be 3’ from any lot line
- Prohibited in the front yard
- Portable basketball standards & backboards are
permitted in all yards
Retaining Walls
- Subject to Section 13.4.Q
Satellite Dish Antenna (1 meter or less in diameter)
- Subject to Section 13.4.R
Satellite Dish Antenna (More than 1 meter in diameter)
- Subject to Section 13.4.R
Sidewalk & Private Walkway
- Steps that are part of a sidewalk or walkway that
follows the topography of a property shall be treated as
part of the sidewalk or walkway for setback purposes.
Sheds and Greenhouses
- Subject to Section 13.4.S
Signs
- Subject to Article 16
Solar Panels (Façade-Mounted)
- Subject to Section 13.4.T
Solar Panels (Ground-Mounted)
- Subject to Section 13.4.T
Steps and Stoops (Excludes Open Porch Steps)
- No more than 5’ into required front, side yard adjoining
a street or rear yard and no more than 3’ into required
interior side yard
- Replacement of non-conforming steps or stoops, see
Section 17.4.B.2
Swimming Pool, Spa or Hot Tub
- No closer than three (3) feet from a lot line, except that
the pool shall be setback one (1) additional foot for each
foot that the pool projects above grade.
- Subject to Section 13.4.U
Tree Houses, Play Houses, and Play Ground
Equipment
- Subject to Section 13.4.W
Unusual Recreational Equipment (Includes Sport
Courts)
- Does not include equipment located on
park/playground, school or day care center site
- Must be 3’ from any lot line
- Prohibited in the front yard
- Portable basketball standards & backboards are
permitted in all yards

FRONT YARD &
SIDE YARD
ADJOINING A STREET

INTERIOR SIDE YARD

REAR YARD

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X – Non-Residential
Districts

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS
TABLE 13-2: PERMITTED ENCROACHMENTS
X= Permitted // Blank = Not Permitted
YARD WHERE PERMITTED
TYPE OF ENCROACHMENT
Walls
- Subject to Section 13.4.H.3
Water Garden
- 5 feet from a lot line
Wind Turbine (Ground-Mounted)
- Subject to Section 13.4.Y
Window Well
- Subject to Section 13.4.Z

FRONT YARD &
SIDE YARD
ADJOINING A STREET

INTERIOR SIDE YARD

REAR YARD

X

X
X
X

X

14

X

X

ARTICLE 14
14.4

LOCATION OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES

A. Residential Uses
…
4. Open parking spaces are not permitted in a required front yard or side yard adjoining
a street. Open spaces must maintain a minimum of five (5) feet from a side or and
rear lot line lines.
ARTICLE 17
17.4
…

NON-CONFORMING STRUCTURES
F. Damage or Destruction
1. In the event that any non-conforming structure is damaged or destroyed to the
extent of fifty percent (50%) or more of its replacement value at that time, then the
structure may not be restored or rebuilt unless the structure conforms to all
regulations of the zoning district in which it is located.
2. When such a structure is damaged or destroyed to the extent of less than fifty
percent (50%) of the replacement value at that time, it may be repaired and
reconstructed provided that no new non-conformities are created and that the
existing degree of non-conformity is not increased. A building permit must be
obtained for such rebuilding, restoration, repair or reconstruction and construction
begun within one-hundred eighty (180) days.
3. The replacement value of the non-conforming structure shall be determined by the
use of: 1) construction cost data reports generally accepted in the construction or
insurance industry such as that published by research firms concentrating in
construction cost data, including but not limited to RS Means Company LLC; 2)
the report of a public adjuster estimating replacement and repair cost; or 3) such
method as determined reliable by the Village.
G.

Intentional Demolition
When a non-conforming structure is to be intentionally demolished and is
determined to be new construction as defined in Chapter 9 Section XX of the
Village Code, the structure must conform to all regulations of the Zoning
Ordinance.
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10-24-17

1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
WEDNESDAY, JULY 5, 2017
7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
Members Present:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Members Absent:

Mike Boyer

Staff Present:

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development

I.

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

II.

2017-Z-31

808 Linden Avenue

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

Approval of the June 7, 2017 Meeting Minutes
Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the June 7, 2017 meeting minutes.

July 5, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals

1

Approved October 11, 2017

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

Public Comment
There was no public comment.

V.

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 10:50 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Lisa Roberts
Assistant Director of Community Development

July 5, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals
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Approved October 11, 2017

2017-Z-31
3.0

808 Linden Avenue

July 5, 2017

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANTS
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Gerald Callahan, representing the applicant
Freeborn and Peters
311 S. Wacker Drive, Chicago

3.12

Mr. Chris Vallace
522 Forest Avenue

3.13

Ms. Colleen Barrett, principal
St. Francis School

3.14

Father Sheridan
St. Francis Parish

3.15

Ms. Martina Stoycheva
Partners in Design Architects

3.16

Mr. Peter Lemmon
Kimley Horn

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for the expansion of a special
use (educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot (10.9%) floor area
variation, a 14.83’ side yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard setback variation,
a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a
37.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step
setback variation, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a variation
to allow parking spaces to open directly upon an alley to permit the construction of
a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure (St. Francis Xavier
School). The Village Board will hear this case on July 25, 2017.

3.22

Chairman Duffy noted that there is another meeting for the case by the Appearance
Review Board. That meeting is on July 10, 2017 at the Community Rec Center on
Glenview Road.

3.23

Mr. Callahan said he is representing the applicant as well as the Catholic Bishop of
Chicago. The latter is a corporation and was created by special act of the legislature
in 1845. The Catholic Bishop of Chicago owns the property owned by the
Archdiocese of Chicago.
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The property is located at the northeast corner of 9th and Linden. The parish operates
two school buildings on that site. One is to the west and was built in the early 1900s
and the other was built in 1956 and is referred to as the east building. The east
building is the subject of the hearing. This is the building that they are requesting
expand. A portion of the building will be demolished and replaced with an addition.
There are two forms of zoning relief required. One is a special use for a primary
educational facility and the other is a series of variations from the bulk standards in
the zoning ordinance. The property is located in the R1H zoning district. Most of
the property in this zoning classification is single family residential. There is one
other school in this district, Baker Demonstration School.
At the meeting tonight is a parishioner, Chris Vallace, who has put in many hours
on the project. He will present the history, the purpose of the addition, why it is
needed and other details. Martina Stoycheva, from Partners in Design is also at the
meeting. They are the project architect. Peter Lemmon with Kimley Horn, the
transportation consultant who prepared the study. They are at the meeting to answer
questions and will not make presentations.
3.24

Mr. Vallace said that his family are active parishioners. They have lived in the
Village since 2004 with a brief stint overseas. He is the parent of six children, many
of whom have gone to the school or are currently at the school. He thanked the
Board for their time and talent. He thanked Ms. Roberts and Mr. Adler on the plans.
He recognized Fr. Sheridan, pastor; Colleen Barrett, school principal; Mike Henn,
co-chair of building and capital committee.
The taxpayers do what they can to sustain the facilities that make attributes critical
for the Village and contribute to what it is today. It is incumbent on the residents to
help with private facilities. They have invested the time and resources to improve
attributes. St. Francis is growing and thriving. There are over 1,500 households that
are registered parishioners. It is an active community. There are over 41 varied
ministries. Over 920 are educated on the premises of St. Francis. 50% are in the
full-time school, preschool to 8th grade and the other 50% are in the Sunday school
program.
In 1904, they had the first mass celebration at the parish. In 1910, the school opened
with 37 students. In 1922 the current church building was dedicated and built at 9th
and Linden. In 1922 the west school building was built. That is referred to as the
old school building. The new school building was built in 1955. It has been over 60
years that they have had significant reinvestment in the school plant or parish.
He showed slides that exhibited parishioner and household growth. Each chart is a
10-year look. There is a 25% parishioner/household growth with 1,574
parishioners. Over that same period of time the Village has had a relatively flat
population base. The ministry has grown in the local community. Ten years ago,
they had 35 ministries and today there are 41 ministries. Their prep program, which
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is the Sunday school program, has 460 children, most of whom are from the Village.
They have run out of space for this program which is why the number is not higher.
The school has had remarkable growth, almost 70% growth in the past ten years.
They are bursting at the seams in the current facilities with 466 full time students,
preschool through 8th grade.
He showed the site within the neighborhood and described the buildings on site. He
showed a view of pick up and drop off. It is well orchestrated. There are 60
preschoolers that are in classrooms north of the alley. There is a drop off process
where they are going across the public alley. One objective is to get those 60
children into the main education facilities south of the alley and the proposed plan
will accomplish that goal. Pick up and drop off is laid out in the traffic study.
He spoke about the exhaustive planning process. They have done a lot to make it
as collaborative as possible. They have worked on the plans for two years. They
have worked with parishioners, parents, children, Village staff, traffic specialists,
neighbors and hired vendors. The goal was to get the best plan, which is the one
that minimizes neighborhood impact while still delivering what they need from a
physical facilities perspective. The plan is not perfect. They have gone through over
15 versions of the plan to get to the plan they are presenting this evening. The
footprint is increasing by over 3,000 square feet while the net usable square footage
is increasing by over 14,300 square feet. The latter square footage gets them what
they need to meet the needs of current enrollment. They are not building for future
growth. They have done what they can to limit footprint expansion and work within
existing height limitations.
They are trying to use modern building materials, modern building practices and
modern interior learning and community spaces. They are doing all this while trying
to pay homage to the existing parish education buildings and being respectful of
their neighbors. They tried to minimize destruction to the parish school, to
parishioners and to the neighbors. They selected Bulley & Andrews to be the
general contractor. There is a nine-month construction schedule that starts spring
break 2018. They are trying to do a lot when students are not in school. They will
do the interior fit out from September through December. Bulley & Andrews feels
confident they can meet this schedule.
Why now for the expansion? Robust school enrollment and the diversity in school
programming. They are up 70% in enrollment. They have children taking classes
behind the stage in the gym. They need classrooms and flexible learning space. The
gymnasium is a well utilized space. They will make that a proper middle school
sized gym. Child safety and security are a key need for them. They have not had
any accidents so far but it is time to act in these areas. They do not have a purposebuilt library or cafeteria. They do not have enough classrooms for breakout sessions
and tutoring. They are creating spaces for all those needs, but will be used for the
broader parish and community for adult education and the ministries, as well as
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parish-wide events. The gymnasium also has benefits from a community
standpoint.
They think that the proposal benefits the parish and the school, as well as to the
local community. High quality options for public and private schools are critical to
a community that wants to have defendable home values. There are fiscal benefits
to the proposal. The operational spending for a District 39 student is $14,804 per
student. If one looks at the operating spending for the students at St. Francis who
are not preschoolers and residents of the Village, they will save $4.7M annually in
operating spending with children going to St. Francis instead of going to District
39.
They have had broad-based support for the project at the parish level. They have
current pledges of more than $6.3M. It is more than double what the parish has
raised for any other capital campaigns. The last campaign was 13 to 14 years ago.
The pledges came from over 280 donors and they are in active fundraising mode.
Most of the students are from the Village or neighboring towns. Teachers are from
Chicago or the suburbs. They are bringing people in and this is beneficial to the
local business community.
He is not going to go through the site plan in detail. The Board has the site plan in
their packet. He said that the first-floor plan is basic and efficient as well as flexible.
The second-floor plan has four more classrooms on the west side, the library, media
space, common atrium that goes from first to second floor and the gymnasium.
3.25

Mr. Schneider asked if the atrium was internal enclosed space.
He said that it is enclosed. They plan to enclose an existing courtyard.

3.26

Chairman Duffy asked about the footprint of that space because this counts for
FAR.
He said information is contained in the variation table. They will provide specific
square footage of that space in a few moments. The landscape plan is also before
the Board as are elevations. They had a productive preliminary review discussion
with the ARC. The elevations take feedback received into account. From a south
perspective, not much is happening to the elevation. There is a ramp up and tie in
from the existing limestone building that fronts Linden to the back new building
that has a brick façade that matches the brick façade of the west building.
For the west elevation, the ARC asked that they fit more into the residential
neighborhood and provide peaks to the roofline vs. a flat roof. They have now made
changes to the west elevation. Windows on the top of the new building are
classrooms. On the first floor is the new cafeteria, prep kitchen and administration
offices. For the north elevation, they are within code for height and they are well
inside the height of the current west school building. Regarding the east elevation,
4
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one piece of feedback had to do with pitching the roof, provide more windows and
more brick façade.
He showed renderings and views from various locations in the area. They have done
a significant outreach process. Many residents signed letters of support for the
project. Not everyone agreed to sign, but they did reach out to the immediate
neighborhood. This does not count the over 285 donors.
3.27

Mr. Surman referenced the existing preschoolers use. What is the intention for that
space after the addition is built?
He said that space would convert to community space for the parish.

3.28

Mr. Surman asked for an explanation of what spaces are and what the differences
are between proposed and existing.
He said that the current gym is 60 years old, but the size of the school and parish
continues to grow while the gym has not. There is no room for proper seating for
athletic events or plays. The new gym will be middle-school sized. The school goes
through 8th grade. There will be parish events held in the gym. The current gym is
about 5,000 square feet and the new gym is about 7,700 square feet. They can
subdivide the gym and have two classes going on at the same time. They cannot
currently do this. They are building a retractable stage. The current stage is deep,
but does not get used 98% of the year. They are not trying to go over the top with
the addition. It will be privately funded. There is a high degree of focus on
efficiency.

3.29

Mr. Schneider asked about the enrollment objective.
He said that he would ask the principal to add anything to his answer. Their
objective is to have two homerooms/class objective. Their objective is not to grow
the school.

3.30

Mr. Schneider asked if they would accept a limit on enrollment as part of the
request.
The principal said that the objective is to have 23 students per class.

3.31

Chairman Duffy asked where that limit came from.
Ms. Barrett said they established that classroom cap about five years ago when the
growth picked up. That number is the best size for them. They try to honor that.

3.32

Mr. Schneider clarified that they would not exceed the current 460 students.
Ms. Barrett said not every class is at 23 students.
5
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Chairman Duffy clarified they are adding four classrooms.
Mr. Vallace said they are adding a library which frees up an existing classroom that
is a make do library so net they will get five additional classrooms.

3.34

Chairman Duffy noted that more classrooms provide the opportunity for more
students.
Ms. Barrett said that they are not planning on adding homeroom spaces. The new
classrooms will further allow them to differentiate programming so they can remain
competitive. Students will be broken down into match groups, fine arts electives
and other things that public schools are already doing. They cannot do this now due
to space limits.

3.35

Mr. Surman asked how many classrooms preschoolers would take.
Mr. Vallace said they are redeveloping existing community space in the school
building and it will be for the preschool. It will be flexible modular classrooms. It
can also be used for community space when school is not in session.

3.36

Mr. Schneider clarified that they are not willing to put a limit on enrollment at this
time.

3.37

Chairman Duffy noted that they keep stating they will not increase enrollment.
Mr. Vallace said they would consider putting a limit on enrollment. The objective
of the plan is to meet current enrollment with 23 students per class and two classes
per grade. They have junior kindergarten through eighth grade, ten grades, and they
have the early learning child center. That total number could be slightly higher than
460 and that would be within the overall plan for the school.

3.38

Mr. Schneider asked if it would exceed 500 students?
Mr. Vallace said it would not exceed 500 students.

3.39

Mr. Kolleng asked if there have been discussions about maximum enrollment.
Ms. Barrett said there have been several discussions this topic.

3.40

Mr. Schneider said that there is a lot on the north side of the alley that has a house
on it. What is the plan for that lot?
Mr. Vallace said that the current plan is to not change anything. The house is a
rental.

3.41

Mr. Schneider asked when they acquired the house.
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Fr. Sheridan said they bought the house about 25 years ago.
Mr. Vallace said there is no current intention to change the house situation.
3.42

Mr. Schneider asked when there is a not-for profit entity, are there any restrictions
on acquiring land? Could they acquire adjacent lots without any restrictions? There
are lots to the east of the proposed building.
Ms. Roberts said they could acquire more lots without any restrictions. She might
suggest they consolidate all parcels if that came to be but that would not be required.

3.43

Chairman Duffy said if they acquired lots and changed the use then it would be
time to consider the situation.

3.44

Mr. Schneider said he was at the site. The main area, which is south of the alley
and it appears as if 90% of that is impervious surface. On the parking lot, he saw
one drain and nothing in the alley. He assumes that they are not managing storm
water on site and it either drains into the sanitary sewer or the alley to the street.
They are imposing a tremendous burden on the Village’s sanitary sewers especially
on the east side. Do they have plans to mitigate this?
Mr. Callahan said that they are not increasing the amount of impervious surface.
Under the MWRD ordinance, there is no requirement for mitigation. There is no
place to mitigate. He understands Chairman Duffy’s concern, but talked about
MWRD and exemptions if impervious surface was not increasing.

3.45

Chairman Duffy said that Site Plan Review Committee would look at the plans and
will hold them to best practices.

3.46

Mr. Schneider said they were increasing impervious surface somewhat. They are
increasing the size of the courtyard.
Mr. Callahan said that the courtyard was paved so that is impervious. He said Ms.
Stoycheva said that the playfields across the alley are totally pervious. That is part
of the school campus.

3.47

Mr. Schneider asked if the architects or planners thought if they were tearing down
a big chunk of existing buildings and starting again and repaving and restriping the
parking lot, is there anything they can do in how they pave the parking lot or create
a reservoir to retain storm water as long as possible rather than pouring it into the
sewer system.
Mr. Vallace said they did talk about this at length. At the end of the day, because
they were not providing a significantly greater impact because of existing paving,
they concluded that they did not need to do that given the process.
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Mr. Robke asked if they would consider doing this. It is part of tonight’s process
because one of the variances relates to impervious area. It is a non-conforming use
and application. Maybe a rain garden or pavers would help mitigate some of these
issues.
Ms. Stoycheva said they are resurfacing the parking lot and not repaving it. They
cannot have the parking lot function the way that it does and add any landscaping.
They were not required to add landscaping per ordinance, but they are including
some landscaping on the north and east sides to help soften building mass and help
with storm water.

3.49

Mr. Surman asked if they were removing pavement in those areas with the
plantings.

3.50

Chairman Duffy said that the north side does not have plantings at this time. North
side is the alley and all parking.
Ms. Stoycheva said they would add above-grade planters along the alley at the north
side of the building and along the east side of the building. The courtyard is
primarily paved at this time and will be enclosed with the new proposal.

3.51

Mr. Robke said they are asking for 40% impervious surface coverage variation.
Mr. Tritsis said that a lot of people have worked on projects that are all parking and
then one day there is a building. He has seen timing solutions for rain water.

3.52

Mr. Robke said that the timing solution would be a good suggestion. He is looking
for something to help mitigate rain water. A green roof with seeding trays that
would not impact the use could be a solution.
Mr. Vallace said they can further look into a solution for rain water.

3.53

Mr. Schneider said he knows that the applicant is not obligated to do this. He does
not know if approval can be conditioned upon some sort of mitigation of the rain
water.

3.54

Mr. Kolleng noted that the Board is advisory only. Comments from tonight’s
meeting will be on the record. The Village Board can impose a condition if they
want.

3.55

Chairman Duffy asked how they came up with the number of 1,500 parishioner
households.
Mr. Vallace said this is from the parish registration census.

3.56

Mr. Robke asked if they would turn down students if growth continued.
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Mr. Vallace said that out of the over 1,500 households, 250 send children to the
school.
3.57

Mr. Robke said this goes back to limiting the number of students at the school.

3.58

Chairman Duffy said that this is a concern that neighbors have about growth and
impact. He is against a cap and the Board is running into this issue with another
school. But there should be something that will assure neighbors that growth will
not impact them.

3.59

Mr. Kolleng said that there are other parishes around so if St Francis could not
admit more students there are alternatives.
Mr. Vallace agrees with the cap concept but the Board heard the assurance to
maintain the two classroom/grade concept with 23 students per classroom. That
model is important to current parents and students. That is 460 students – junior
kindergarten through 8th grade. There is 60 in the existing preschool and this is not
part of the 460.
Ms. Barrett said that the preschool programming is slightly different. 23 classroom
cap is K-8. They have started turning students away and have started waiting lists.
There are pros and cons to this. The new classrooms are not to encourage growth
but to sustain growth.

3.60

Mr. Surman said it would be difficult to have a cap. There should be some
flexibility.
Ms. Barrett said that there is some flexibility at times.
Mr. Vallace said they can provide feedback with actual numbers that includes
preschool plus K-8. Preschool starts at age 3. That number will max out in the
direction of about 500.

3.61

Mr. Kolleng noted that they are adding a cafeteria. Does the school currently have
a cafeteria?
Ms. Barrett said that the school does not have an actual cafeteria at this time. They
have a multi-purpose space that they use for a cafeteria two hours/day for lunch but
this is not an ideal.

3.62

Mr. Kolleng noted that there will be a kitchen. Will they serve hot food?
Mr. Vallace said this is a prep kitchen. A third-party vendor provides the food.

3.63

Mr. Tritsis asked how many employees and volunteers drive and park?
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Ms. Barrett said this number is about 45 on the average. Employees come and go
at different times. They park along Linden, in the lot that is north of the alley and
in the neighborhood. Full time employees do not use the main lot. They use that
area as a play space. Some parish members might park there as short-term parking.
The lanes shown are for dismissal time, from 2:40 p.m. to 3:15 p.m.
An audience member said that the document indicates 52 employees.
Ms. Barrett said that is a total and most of them are not there every day.
3.62

Chairman Duffy said they are losing parking spaces by expanding the building. Is
that not impacting available spaces for staff/volunteers and/or drop off/pick up?
Mr. Vallace said they are losing 10 to 12 spaces in the aggregate.

3.63

Chairman Duffy said that 2 to 3 of those spaces are handicapped.
Mr. Vallace showed another parking area for 30 cars. The parking on the north side
does not count towards the total.

3.64

Chairman Duffy asked about the parking requirement for a school.
Ms. Roberts said that the requirement is one space per classroom.

3.65

Chairman Duffy said that per code there is not a parking issue but he is asking about
functionality.

3.66

Mr. Robke said that graphics show the area as a loading/unloading zone.

3.67

Chairman Duffy said it is not used as parking for the school. When school is in
session people do not park there – they are parking in the lot across the alley to the
north, along the existing building or on the streets. The parking lot is mainly used
on Saturdays and Sundays for service off-school hour event times. The problem is
the loss of spaces around the existing building – 13 to 15 spaces. Will this impact
the neighborhood? Those cars will be forced to park on the street. There are 45
employees who drive and 30 cars are accommodated off the street.
Ms. Barrett said that rarely are those spaces all filled.
Mr. Vallace said he thought that the spaces to the north do not count.

3.68

Chairman Duffy said that there is no parking variation before the Board. They are
talking about the functional aspect of parking.

3.69

Mr. Robke asked should there be a parking variation in front of the Board.
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3.70

Chairman Duffy said that per code, only one space per classroom is required.

3.71

Mr. Robke asked where the parking was on the site.

3.72

Chairman Duffy said drop off/pick up is their parking.

3.73

Mr. Robke said then it is not dedicated parking. The three ADA spaces to be
relocated are actually not for use. The graphic shows no parking there.
Ms. Stoycheva said it is important to note that the 45 to 52 employees are never on
site at the same time. The way the parking lot works now has been successful for a
long time. During the day, the lot is almost always empty. Everyone knows that the
lot needs to be cleared by 2:50 PM for pick up.

3.74

Mr. Robke said they indicated that the ADA spaces were relocated to that parking
lot. Could they be relocated to the south of the building where there are 7 other
spots?
Mr. Callahan said that code says that parking should be located on the same lot as
the structure. However, off-street parking may be located within 300’ walking
distance of the use. They discussed this entire concept with staff. They wanted to
declare the parking lot to the north of the alley and the playfield as part of zoning
so it was all considered together. But there is a public alley that separates it. The
parish looks at this as a unified site. For parking purposes, making a commitment
that will remain parking for the school is not a problem (parking to the north).

3.75

Mr. Robke said that traditionally they could consider that as parking for the school.
But they cannot have the three designated accessible spaces that are not available
during certain hours of the day for loading/unloading.
Mr. Vallace said that the existing parking situation and traffic was reviewed by the
Village.

3.76

Mr. Surman asked if they did put dedicated ADA spaces in the front area is there
easy access to the building.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the accessible entry would be where the existing court yard
entrance is. There are no stairs. They would need to consider the grading.

3.77

No additional questions from the Board at this time.

3.78

Mr. Callahan put the zoning history in the narrative. It is unusual that when the first
building was built the Village was not zoned. The second building was established
before second uses because they were not established until the 1960s. This is a
unique set of circumstances. They need to ask for a special use. They need to ask
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for the variations. Five of the variations are variations from the code but not from
existing conditions. That is worth considering.
They wanted to declare all of the site as a zoning lot but they could not because of
the intervening alley. If it was counted as a zoning lot, with the holdings across the
alley being the playfields and parking lot, there would not be a side yard setback
issue and there would not be an FAR issue. The parish sees this as all one site, but
they cannot do this for zoning purposes. The site functions as a unified site for the
school and parish usage.
3.79

Mr. Schneider asked if they planned to keep the play lot where it was.
Mr. Callahan said yes.

3.80

Mr. Schneider said he assumes no one objects to this being so close to the property
line although neighbors may talk about this.

3.81

Mr. Tritsis asked about parking to the north of the field. What is current zoning? In
20 years could they sell it off to add housing?
Ms. Roberts said that those lots could be sold off and developed as single-family
homes. That is permitted zoning.

3.82

Mr. Callahan said there was a variation granted in 1955 for the east school building,
which is the one being discussed. It would allow this entire addition, with the
exception of the north 2’, to be located in those setbacks granted in 1955, but they
cannot use them. This should be taken into consideration. A larger building could
have been built in that location. It could have gone further to the east and closer to
the property line. It is almost 33’ from the property line and a 20’ setback was
granted. 13’ was not used. The same situation applies to the north. 17’ was not used
on the north side.
They addressed all standards for special uses and variations. In summary, why do
they need the variations? The historical location of the school, but the space is tight.
There are limits to what they can do. They could expand the east building to achieve
their goals because nothing else would work. They are trying to minimize the
impact by limiting the footprint, by staying within height limitations of the
ordinance and to push the north side of the addition 8” further to the west. It does
not encroach further than the existing building does. This is a critical fact. The
parish was mindful of what was going on in the area and to address this with their
architects on the overall plan.
The map of supporting property owners was shown. He sent letters of support to
Ms. Roberts.
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Mr. Tritsis asked if the neighbors who sent letters of support parents of students?
Or are they just neighbors?
Mr. Vallace said they are neighbors and some are also parishioners. Forty percent
of those that signed are parishioners.

3.84

Mr. Schneider said that letters he received are from realtors. Did he miss
something?
Chairman Duffy said that there are letters at Board members’ places.

3.85

Chairman Duffy said there are more signatures than lots sited as in favor.
Mr. Callahan said some houses have two people living in one house.

3.86

Mr. Callahan said they submitted letters from four real estate brokers that do
residential sales in the area. They support the fact that the parish has done
everything to minimize impact on surrounding property values, which is a standard
for special use and for variation.

3.87

Chairman Duffy asked if any realtors were parishioners.
Mr. Vallace said there were four letters and three are parishioners.

3.88

Chairman Duffy said that hardship is one of the standards. He talked about what
hardship meant. If the alley was not there, the FAR variation would not apply
because of lots to the north. Can they touch on the setbacks? They are increasing
the size of the building. The setback to the east is not increasing, but the setback to
the north is increasing.
Mr. Callahan said that was a conscious decision to push the building in the direction
of property owned by the parish to minimize impact to the east. Most of the property
to the north is controlled by the parish. To the west is the parish. A lot of property
owners across the street on Linden support the proposal.

3.89

Mr. Tritsis asked if there was any thought of reducing the FAR request by pulling
the building back from the alley. If it was within the setback perhaps the request
could be minimized.
Ms. Stoycheva said they would not be able to fit the proper sized gym if they came
back any further.

3.90

Mr. Tritsis said that the gym includes ancillary seating. He talked about the
mezzanine.
Ms. Stoycheva said that in the mezzanine above was the library and classrooms.
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Mr. Vallace is retractable seating to be used for specific athletic events or plays.
Most of the time they are retracted back to the wall.
3.91

Mr. Tritsis said that there is an open mezzanine. Could seating go there?
Mr. Vallace said that is their library.

3.92

Mr. Tritsis referenced the open mezzanine again. Could there be seating in any
part? They could perhaps push back from the alley. They are gaining about 15’ off
of the alley.

3.93

Mr. Schneider said the dimension of that space includes the retractable ceiling.
There is no mezzanine above the retractable ceiling.
Mr. Vallace said that the area for the seating will mostly be used as gym space. If
they were to encroach further south or bring the setback further south they would
defeat the purpose of getting a larger gym. One of the benefits of having a larger
gym is that they could provide event seating.
Ms. Stoycheva said that when it is in use it is important for seating to be on the
ground floor. There is no mezzanine floor for the gym. The seating retracts back.

3.94

Mr. Tritsis asked about doors so it looks like there is a walkway around the
mezzanine level.
Ms. Stoycheva showed where the mezzanine floor was located.

(After section 4.0)
3.95 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant to address some points brought up by
neighbors.
3.96

Ms. Stoycheva said that with regard to atrium space it was important for them to
preserve the way the courtyard is used. Regarding getting more use out of that
space, she showed a second story plan. The way that the atrium is designed right
now, they will bring natural light into the core of the building. They are pushing
out the library into that space. She talked about a staircase and it being needed for
egress purposes of the second story. They will now integrate an elevator that makes
all four stories of the buildings accessible. They are creating a grand staircase to
connect all levels. They did not present a section through the building but it is
important to note that the existing west school building is half below grade and half
above grade. With the atrium connection piece, they are making accessible two
stories of the old and two stories of the new building. In working with the ARC and
their feedback, the ARC said they saw this as an opportunity to bring natural light
into the building. On the south elevation is an expansive row of windows which
bring in low winter sun but block out high summer sun. The atrium brings together
the old and what will be the new school.
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Mr. Schneider said he thought that the atrium was very positive. It is a common
area and a link.
Ms. Stoycheva said that it is a multi-functional space for spillover classrooms, for
pre-sports events and activities. It is only two stories.

3.98

Chairman Duffy asked the existing height of the tallest part of existing buildings
relative to the proposed height of the new structure.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the peak of the existing gym is 28’. The peak of the atrium
will be at 33’10”. The new gym is at 28’10”. The clear height inside is close to 30’
but the gym floor is sunken.

3.99

Chairman Duffy said that the mass of the height is about the same. It will be a few
inches taller at the gym point. The peak of the atrium space is the tallest part of the
new building.

3.100 Mr. Surman said that the space is peaked which is different from a rectangular
space.
Ms. Stoycheva said that part of the zoning code for a flat roof is up to 30’ and up
to 35’ for a peaked roof.
3.101 Chairman Duffy said the proposed is what?
3.102 Ms. Stoycheva said it is 33’-10” and 28’-10”.
3.103 Chairman Duffy said the existing is 28’ at the gym and it is going to 28’-10”. The
atrium space is going to be 33’-10”
3.104 Mr. Surman said that code is 27’.
Mr. Robke said that is for residential.
3.105 Mr. Surman asked about the code for commercial.
Ms. Stoycheva said that it was her understanding that the height limits were 30’ and
35’ as discussed above.
3.106 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant to address public comments.
3.107 Mr. Callahan said that one of the points made was the encroachment of the proposal
on the alley. The alley is remaining at current width. They are 5’ off of the alley.
He referenced a plan view. Mr. DeGrandis’s house is closer to the alley. Some of
the comments made about variations that were granted for that property he didn’t
understand.
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The first variation for the neighbor’s house was in 1999 and was for a 22.46’ rear
yard setback variation, a 7.18’ side yard setback variation, and others. He was
noting that these requests had been made in order to correct the record.
3.108 Mr. Tritsis asked how the neighbor’s variations impacted tonight’s case.
3.109 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Callahan bringing up the neighbor’s variations in the
proposal was showing that the school was being a good neighbor. They were not
trying to create a precedent because there is no precedent when someone asks for
variations. Every lot is unique and all situations are different.
Mr. Callahan said that their point was that there were three variations over a short
time and the school did not object to any of them.
3.110 Chairman Duffy clarified that some of the points of discussion include size and
scope, flow of traffic and other topics brought up.
3.111 Mr. Kolleng said that with regard to traffic, the Board is seeing one thing on paper
and the neighbors are saying something else.
Mr. Lemmon introduced himself. He put up the slide related to circulation. He
explained the circulation pattern. In the morning people use lane 1 for drop off.
They can north through the lot to Greenleaf or they can go east through the alley to
8th. The rest of the lot area is for short-term parking. He showed the area for staff
parking. They did an employee count at 8:30 a.m. and half of spaces were occupied.
There are parking restrictions around the block. The south curb lane along Linden
has no restriction and Greenleaf has no parking restrictions. During pick up time
there are seven lanes. The first five going from south to north are generally full.
The sixth lane was not full and the last lane is used as angled parking. People exit
north up to Greenleaf or east through the alley through 8th. There is pick up
queueing occurring along the north curb of Linden.
They were engaged to review the master plan last fall. They did some observations
in late September. People were also walking and biking to school. They saw the
queue back up to the corner. In bad weather, the children who bike or walk might
get dropped off so the queue would get longer.
The enrollment will remain about the same. They would not be looking at higher
traffic volume. The patterns would remain the same. There were comments about
people parking in the alley for other activities. His scope was focused on the school
day. He showed the spaces that would be removed if the plan went forward. They
want to avoid people parking in the alley however. There is plenty of parking along
Greenleaf.
3.112 Mr. Kolleng noted that one of slides showed everything going to Greenleaf.
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Mr. Lemmon said some people go into the alley to get to 8th Street. He does not
know the split.
3.113 Mr. Tritsis asked about the traffic count.
Mr. Lemmon said they were out before school started in the morning. He showed
the drop off area. He showed where there was some backup.
He also showed the slide showing residences in the area.
3.114 Chairman Duffy asked about the parking ban.
Mr. Lemmon said 9th Street is southbound during the school day. There are other
parking restrictions on other streets.
3.115 Mr. Tritsis asked if there was a thought to have a drive aisle so they are not going
down an alley.
Mr. Lemmon said this plan would impact trees. If people would go through the lot
to Greenleaf would be ideal. Someone would have to stand in the alley to enforce
people not driving down the alley. Someone directing drivers to Greenleaf would
be ideal.
3.116 Chairman Duffy said there were several other issues that he asked Mr. Vallace to
address including buildings too close to the alley, move mass to center of property
and more. How did they decide on this proposal vs. other options?
Mr. Vallace said a key objective was to be try to minimize disruption to the
neighborhood. They looked at several plans including the consideration of building
on the current parking lot. Doing a minimal increase to the footprint of the existing
building was the most efficient plan and would have the least amount of issues with
and from neighbors. They looked at the existing playfield and parking lot. Each
location has its own issues. No plan is perfect so he expected some objections. They
tried to find the best plan for the current situation to minimize disruption.
Reviewing additional options was an exhaustive process.
Regarding growth of the school and a neighbor noting that they created this plight,
they illustrated a 10-year look at the school. There have been ebbs and flows with
school enrollment and parish enrollment over time. In the late 60s, the school had
740 students. There would be 50 students per class and two homerooms per grade.
Having a vibrant modernized private faith based school that is the example for other
North Shore communities is positive.
Regarding outreach to neighbors, he agreed that it was different from what New
Trier did with their expansion. The size and scope is different. New Trier was
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funded by taxpayers. They reached out to neighbors. They were not perfect in their
outreach. He met with the DeGrandises and the Merens to walk the site and this
was not mentioned in neighbor comments. They went door to door to speak with
several neighbors but sometimes no one answers. They have almost 30 supporting
signatures from the 250’ radius and three objected. He met with the neighbor who
will be most impacted. They are not objecting. They tried their best with
neighborhood outreach.
They do not want to substantially impact home values of nearby residences. They
walked through four of the most active residential brokers in east Wilmette to get
their views. All four provided letters of support. They believed that the massing
does not diminish or impact home values. Most brokers said what they are doing is
likely going to benefit home values.
They commissioned the traffic study. The Village was very helpful. They said to
get the traffic study and what the applicant needed to think about regarding
neighbors. That is productive collaboration. Regarding the ARC, the elevations
shown at the meeting tonight are different from the originals based on ARC
comments. There are more windows. There is more brick, dropped down the height
and more. They are trying to take the neighbors into account with their plans.
3.117 Mr. Kolleng referenced traffic and implementing the type of entrance/exit program
that the school wants. How is that accomplished?
Mr. Vallace said one idea is to adhere to a more orderly drop off and pick up is to
have traffic go through Greenleaf and not through the alley. The alley can be
manned.
Ms. Barrett came to the mic and said that blocking off the alley is currently done at
3:00 p.m.
3.118 Mr. Tritsis asked for clarification about how they block off the alley.
Ms. Barrett said they had friendly conversations with the Village several times in
terms of solutions. And all revolve neighborhood safety and students and
neighbors. There is no perfect solution. Faculty and volunteers try to keep things
orderly. But they know that they can improve upon this. They will continue to work
on this.
3.119 Mr. Kolleng asked if 23 students per room the sweet spot in education.
Ms. Barrett said District 39 has excellent schools and there are excellent
independent schools. St. Francis needs to remain competitive. That number was
established five years ago. She has had to tell families that not all of their children
can attend the school due to space constraints. Prior to five years ago, there was no
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cap on number of students/class. Twenty-three students is a school policy. They
spent a lot of time looking at average class sizes in the area.
3.120 Mr. Surman asked if there was a master plan done for the property that describes
what they are going to with current sites, will they acquire future sites?
Mr. Vallace said that the parish has not done recent significant purchases. The
master plan is to make the south education building efficient, take the preschoolers
on the north side of the alley to another location and do interior renovation in the
parish office building to make it general community space. That is the current
master plan. The rental house was bought 25+ years ago. There might have been
some plan at this time. He reiterated that the proposal is not being done for growth,
but to sustain the current growth they have had up to this point. They want to build
optimal facilities for enrollment and parish needs.
3.121 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. DeGrandis made a comment about the Catholic
church reducing parishes. Will this help the parish be more viable in the future?
Mr. Vallace said this is called the Renew My Church program. What they are doing
is consistent with Renew My Church is to reinvest in vital parishes. Those that are
not viable or financially sustainable may need to close down. That is already
happening.
3.122 Mr. Robke said it was mentioned that the last capital campaign was 13 years ago.
What was that campaign for?
Mr. Vallace said that was before his time. It was about a $3M campaign for deferred
maintenance and sprinklers and bringing things up to code. The present campaign
is the first significant improvement to modernize the facility since 1955.
3.123 Mr. Tritsis referenced massing. Was there a shadow study done to show impact on
neighbors?
Mr. Vallace said they looked at a sunlight analysis to make sure there was ample
light for neighbors.
Ms. Stoycheva said that there are not many windows on that residence that face the
school and they looked at this when in design mode. She showed shadows
throughout the day and the impact on neighbors. She showed where the neighbors’
property lines were. There is a 10’ chain link fence with ivy. That spans the width
of the neighbor’s western property line.
3.124 Mr. Surman said it looks like the shadow casts over the neighbor’s backyard.
3.125 Mr. Tritsis asked about the delta between today’s shadow and future shadow.
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3.126 Chairman Duffy asked if the 10’ fence also cast a shadow into the backyard.
Ms. Stoycheva said that per the ARC and zoning codes they are required to remove
that 10’ fence and replace it with a 6’ wood fence, solid.
3.127 Mr. Surman said he thought the 6’ fence would be less desirable for the neighbors.
Ms. Stoycheva said they are required to do this.
3.128 Mr. Surman asked if massing studies were done to show impact? The realtors don’t
know how to read those plans and they think that it sounds great from verbal
descriptions. The existing building was designed on an angle. Then there was a one
story portion. That could have been done to alleviate the feeling of the mass for that
adjacent neighbor. He has no problem with building up to the alley, but could only
build a one story structure. Now they are going up 28’. He suggested that it be slid
down or keep the design queues more open.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the height and footprint of the current gym is not what a
middle school gym height and footprint should be.
3.129 Mr. Surman said there might have been a way to rotate the plan or do something.
Maybe spaces along the alley should be one story.
3.130 Mr. Schneider referenced exhibit 1.2 that shows the lot as platted at 50’. If the
school did not exist and there were houses on the lots running east/west with a
garage on the alley and a house that could be 35’ high. The garages may or may not
have a flat roof.
Ms. Stoycheva said if they were to tear down the school and develop it as
residential, this is what could be done by right.
3.131 Mr. Surman said if he was on that lot he would have a problem with a 28’ building
going towards the alley. The original plan was more sensitive to the design. There
is a way to accommodate their needs but be more sensitive to the neighbors. He has
no problem with the circulation or traffic. Those issues can be solved/modified. But
impacting someone’s house is something that the Board needs to consider.
Ms. Stoycheva said they can only see what the building looks like now. They know
enrollment and programmatic needs in the past. They developed their plan based
on present programmatic needs.
3.132 Chairman Duffy asked if they could talk about this as most efficient for the space
that they are willing to change versus the most efficient for the site that is available.
Instead of just changing the gym’s footprint, maybe they need to change the
footprint of the two story building as well. It is a bigger project.
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3.133 Mr. Schneider said that this is a design issue and this is not within the purview of
the Board.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the two-story portion of the building does function well.
Their present classroom space there are sufficient as they stand today. They want
to repurpose as much as possible and keep the character while getting the school
what they need.
Mr. Vallace said that there is a more significant massing to the west of the home on
the east. They have over 33’ of setback to the property line at this time versus 2.5’
for the neighbor. They tried to be conscious to not encroach further east. They tried
to focus on expanding the footprint immediately to the north, which is adjacent to
property they own and away from neighbors. After extensive design options, the
current design was viewed as the most efficient design to meet their needs.
3.134 Mr. Surman noted that where the setback is the roof height is 15’. That is one story
and does not accurately show the building height. That shows the footprint but not
the volume. He has a problem with the way this impacts the neighbor. The neighbor
did not buy into this.
4.0

INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11

Mr. Burt Frost
531 8th Street

4.12

Ms. Dana Frost
531 8th Street

4.13

Mr. Paul DeGrandis
515 8th Street

4.14

Ms. Teri Merens
806 Linden Avenue

4.15

Mr. Paul Pasin
687 Sheridan Road

4.2

Summary of presentations

4.21

Mr. Frost said he has lived in the Village for 8 years and there are 7 in his family.
He is against the project mostly related to size and scope and what this means to
the neighborhood. They are expanding a non-conforming build and this is a bad
idea and precedent for future development and the neighborhood. It will change the
scope and flow of the neighborhood traffic and other patterns. He does not agree
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about neighborhood involvement or interaction. They had 0 engagement from the
church and were made aware of this when they got a mailing 2 to 3 weeks ago.
Today was the first time someone came to his house to talk about this. This is not
a preferred use of the space. Expanding churches and schools in residential areas
needs to conform to existing zoning rules and either the rules should be changed or
adapted to existing rules.
The parish already owns 80% of the block. That is significant. How and what they
are doing is outside of conforming.
Mr. Surman asked if he was within the block.
Mr. Frost showed where he was located. The last property that the church owns and
rents to the right, he is the corner lot at 8th and Greenleaf. He is on the alley.
Chairman Duffy referenced 1.1. They are on the southwest corner of 8th and
Greenleaf.
Mr. Surman asked if he was concerned about square footage, bulk or what?
Mr. Frost said he watches the flow of traffic and it is not as presented. He showed
what areas were used as parking lots. They are encroaching on a common area.
There are zoning rules and they are already non-conforming. What they are
proposing is not appropriate use for a residential area. Perhaps they need to change
rules in that area so requests are conforming.
4.22

Ms. Frost said she is curious about the map of the families who signed something.
If there are four residential properties that are on the alley, her house is one of them,
why weren’t they contacted. The project has been worked on for several years.
Because they share an alley they are impacted. Maybe there was community
involvement with parishioners but not with other neighbors. They asked their
realtor to look at the plans and to explain the impact on her property. The realtor
said it negatively impacts their property. She will ask her realtor to submit a letter.
She agrees that there is a negative impact due to a new massive structure.
Mr. Surman asked what key points the realtor referred to.
Ms. Frost said that her children go to public school. The public high school had a
renovation. For several years there was community involvement about this because
residential properties in the neighborhood were impacted. How can the scope of the
neighborhood be changed without talking to neighbors that share an alley. She
cannot access her garage at certain times of the day.
Mr. Schneider agreed with the above. He said he understands that the number of
cars driving down the alley won’t change. What is the negative impact?
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Ms. Frost said it is already non-conforming and there is a negative impact. The
expansion will aggravate the situation.
Mr. Frost said that construction crews produce more traffic, dust and noise. How
can that not impact the neighborhood?
Mr. Schneider said if a neighbor builds a new house they will have the same
problem.
Mr. Robke said that the Board saw a traffic pattern that didn’t send anyone down
the alley because everyone was exiting through the parking lot and going out on
Greenleaf.
Ms. Frost said that traffic now comes down the alley.
Mr. Frost said it’s a one-way alley in effect. He showed the flow of traffic.
Ms. Frost said students are dropped off and parents come down the alley going east.
Mr. Tritsis asked if the proposed new routing would improve the situation.
Mr. Frost said he is not sure.
Ms. Frost said they are a direct neighbor and will be impacted.
Chairman Duffy asked when they bought their house.
Ms. Frost said they bought the house in 2008.
4.23

Mr. DeGrandis moved into his house in 1998. He showed a visual and said that
there incredible impact on his property that changes the nature of his property from
residential to institutional. They have had a good, friendly and collaborative
relationship with the school and they plan on keeping the relationship. They are not
parishioners. They are opposed to the proposal. When they bought the property they
understood what life next to a school meant. They clean up the alley after school
events. They are cognizant of safety matters. The current project, as proposed, is
unreasonable and too large for the space. It dramatically changes the character of
his property from residential to massive institutional.
It negatively impacts his property value. He spoke with realtors who told him to
fight the proposal, but the realtors would not end letters because they do a lot of
business with parishioners.
This is a creeping project and an attempt to capture the alley in stages. The Village
has not shown an interest in capturing the alley. Moving the building 5’ from the
alley property line restricts them in many ways. It imposes fire and safety issues.
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Has the fire department looked at the proposal? Was there a fire safety evaluation
of the project?
Ms. Roberts said that the fire chief reviewed the plans. He did not indicate any
specific problems at this time.
Mr. DeGrandis said that the proposal causes access problems to the center of the
building and the back of his house. He said that no one reached out to his adjacent
neighbors about the proposal.
There is no parking variance. The school is large. Reducing parking spaces is the
wrong direction to go. The neighborhood is highly dense. The practical use of the
school was not taken into account in the parking survey. In the past few years the
neighborhood and parking lot are overrun with cars during activities, masses,
funerals, etc. People park in the alley. It’s not safe.
Chairman Duffy asked if he has called the police or fire department about the above
parking problems.
Mr. DeGrandis said they have a good relationship in the neighborhood. He has been
a good neighbor.
Mr. Schneider asked Mr. DeGrandis to superimpose the current mass on top of the
proposed mass for comparison.
Chairman Duffy said it was better to wait for St. Francis to respond.
Mr. DeGrandis explained the current building vs. the proposed building, which has
immense massing. He is not going to call the police on his neighbor – that is not
his nature. They need more room for what they want to do.
The home that they rent has four parking spaces behind it. They put a sign reading
no parking residents only to protect their tenants. The tenant writes a note if
someone parks in their spots. There is a clear issue with parking.
How did we get here? The application states they have 70% growth in enrollment
over ten years. Growth has been extraordinary, deliberate and sustainable.
Deliberate is the applicant’s word. The petitioners caused this plight so of course
they have to build more. They got too big for the space. They are asking others to
suffer as they ask for many variances. In February 2016, the Chicago Archdiocese
said they were going to shutter churches and consolidate parishes. St. Francis is a
vibrant community. Is the growth sustainable? Everywhere else faith-based
education is dwindling.
He is opposing the project and not the school. He went to Catholic school. The
project feels overwhelming. The parish is wealthy with influential members. The
24

2017-Z-31

808 Linden Avenue

July 5, 2017

process does not feel right. He learned that St. Francis has announced to
parishioners and school members that they moved spring break to accommodate
construction. This was announced months ago. This doesn’t feel right.
He was told that the Village looks favorably on projects like this because it takes
students off the District 39 rolls. Education and zoning should not be correlated. It
feels like the cake is bake.
He asked if any of the Board members are St. Francis parishioners or have
contributed to the $6.2M fund.
Chairman Duffy is not a parishioner.
Mr. Schneider is a parishioner but he has not donated.
Mr. Tritsis is not a parishioner and has not donated.
Mr. Surman is not a parishioner and has not donated.
Mr. Robke said it is not relevant but he is not a parishioner.
Regarding precedents, the applicant cites setback variances that were granted along
the property line that he shares with them. He said that a variance was granted in
1955 but he is not sure that a 62 year old variance matters in today’s current world.
He was granted a variance to attach two existing non-conforming structures. He
went to the Historical Society and got a plat from 1954 that is the same plat as when
he bought his house. There are major differences between his setback and the
setbacks the applicant is asking for. He has not asked for an FAR variance. The
precedent is not there for an FAR variance.
When he applied for a variance and removed a non-conforming wall, they would
have to rebuild in a conforming location. He is asking that if St. Francis takes down
a non-conforming wall or play lot that they have to build it in a conforming space.
His variance as a precedent makes no sense.
He applied for a variance in 2003 for homes that have a front porch. They could
then build above the garage and he received the variance. They did not ask for more
square footage and did not overbuilding. They built in the existing footprint and
used existing walls. He does not see a precedent. If you tear down a non-conforming
wall you have to building in a conforming space.
The petitioner wants to tear down something that is non-conforming and build
something that is large and non-conforming. The precedent the applicant put forth
is not relevant.
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Chairman Duffy said that the applicant never said that changes to his property were
viewed as a precedent. They pointed out that they were being good neighbors and
not objecting to changes.
He said that he did not interpret the language that way.
He talked about the standard indicating that it will not be detrimental to public
health, safety or welfare. Building in the alley setback takes up passage for fire
equipment and they are hindering emergency equipment.
He talked about the proposed use not being injurious to the use or enjoyment of
other properties in the neighborhood. They are building off the back of his house.
He talked about the standard related to property values. He believes that his
property value will be diminished.
He talked about adequate utilities, road access and drainage. They are limiting road
access. They are moving the building much closer to the alley.
He talked about adequate measures related to ingress and egress and traffic
congestion. They are removing parking spots in an already congested area. It will
be made worse if they are taking parking spaces away.
The proposed use in the specific location will be consistent with neighborhood
character. This location was not built or set up to handle the capacity they have. It
alters the area from residential to massive institutional.
Regarding the plight of the property owner, 10 years with 70% growth just didn’t
happen. The applicant caused their own plight. They let enrollment go up 70%.
Mr. Kolleng noted that enrollment had been higher several years ago and they are
not exceeding that.
He said if they were managing for their space then they would not need to ask for
seven variances. The applicant let the enrollment get this high. There was no
information provided about historical attendance at the school.
There are other options. They could redesign and move the massing more towards
the center of the property and not impose on neighboring properties. They could
come up a more linear proposal that takes everything along the south side of the
property. They have not connected the two buildings that are there. Why wouldn’t
you connect them? The money is there – they could sell the rental property. The
parish is wealthy.
St. Francis needs more space to do what they want to do. If they would step back
and consider a larger campus plan for the entire block, take steps to acquiring the
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entire block over time and they could build a campus fitting of the neighborhood
with space needed and not what they proposed.
Mr. Tritsis clarified that Mr. DeGrandis does not like the current plan but there
might be things that the applicant could do to get his support.
Mr. DeGrandis said that the applicant could make changes and he might support a
new plan. St. Francis is good for the community.
4.24

Ms. Merens bought her house in 1997. She lives at 806 Linden. Her house was new
construction from a tear down. Her house was fully built when they bought it. She
knew she was moving next to a church and a school. The enrollment in 1997 was
significantly less than it is now. They moved in thinking that the area would be
safe, that the school/church would be good neighbors and that there would be twoway communication. This has happened. Over the last several years traffic issues
have become difficult. Around 8:15 a.m., driving down 8th Street, people pull out
on the alley who are not paying attention and they are not courteous. There are too
many people trying to get to the same place at the same time. She understands the
need to make the school larger, but she is skeptical at the proposed plan to cap
enrollment. If someone has children at the school and more children are born, the
school will not deny admission. That is unrealistic. Growth will continue. They will
keep outgrowing the space. She has spoken with the principal about traffic safety.
She wants to be a good neighbor but worries about traffic safety and such an
imposing structure. She would not know about this if not for the DeGrandis family.
She was never contacted. The neighbor across the street, Ms. Lyons, was not
contacted. The people who signed off on the proposal are petitioners who were
contacted. She was contacted by the church for other occasions. The project is too
much. There are already too many children. The playground is crammed.
Mr. Tritsis asked which neighbors should have been notified.
Ms. Roberts said that neighbors within 250’ should have been notified.
The neighbor said that the parking study showed the queue lining up along Linden.
That did not account for weather and in the winter the line goes well beyond 8th
Street and curves around and blocks her driveway. Some people have actually have
used her driveway.

4.25

Mr. Pasin is a parishioner. He does not have children at the school. One of the
greatest attractions of moving here was the diverse community. Being part of St.
Francis is enriching. The vibrancy of the community has a huge impact on the
Village and attracts a lot of people to the Village. He is on the capital campaign
committee. The school and parish will exist with or without zoning approval. They
need to meet the needs of the school. The intent was to create an efficient plan with
minimal impact. They looked at many options. He understands not everyone will
be happy with the chosen plan. There will be a building project even if the variances
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are not granted. The current situation will continue to exist. He is in favor of the
proposal.
Chairman Duffy asked if he was involved in the design meetings.
Mr. Pasin was involved in design meetings.
Chairman Duffy asked about any consideration for a third story on the east building
and not having the new gym building be as tall or as impactful.
Mr. Pasin said a project goal is to create multi-use spaces. This is both a school and
a parish/community project. The parish community needs spaces for gathering
places. Some of the other plans did not provide multi-function spaces. As. Mr.
Vallace mentioned, they have raised twice as much as was previously raised to
initiate this type of project. They have to be cost efficient as to how they do the
project.
Chairman Duffy asked if the atrium space could be turned into building space.
Mr. Pasin said that the proposed plan integrates the atrium into space.
Chairman Duffy said that it is an atrium and not classrooms.
Mr. Pasin talked about the room that is presently used as classrooms, the cafeteria
and extracurricular activities. The new enclosed atrium space is similar.
Chairman Duffy said it is great space but if they are trying to minimize impact
maybe that space is minimized or taken way for other space usage. Mr. Pasin said
that they see the space usage as multi-functional.
Mr. Pasin asked It if was not used as described, how would the space be used?
Mr. Kolleng said that it could be three stories of classroom space or other usable
space.
Mr. Pasin talked about joining the two buildings with the atrium.
Mr. Tritsis said the atrium is a volume of air so on the second floor nothing is there.
Chairman Duffy wanted to know if there were alternate options for that space.
Mr. Pasin said he would defer but thinks that there are structural issues.
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VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Robke said there are a lot of pieces to the request. He can support some easily
and others he is not sure if he can support. The existing special use is something he
can support.
He is a little bit troubled by the FAR and the 10% increase. He generally does not
like to see an increase in FAR. He is troubled by the setback at the alley, particularly
in light in the amount of traffic. His biggest objection is the impervious area. He
knows that it is existing but the Board should improve upon this. This is a 40%
variance. 100% of the side yard is impervious. That is contrary to what the Board
is trying to accomplish.

5.2

Mr. Kolleng said that during his time on the board, they have tried to accommodate
schools and churches. They are in the residential areas but do not fit the definition
of a residential home. The board needs to look at these cases differently. He is a
parishioner at St. Francis. This is an old facility. There used to be over 700 students.
They have done a great job with the school. His children went there. They are as
popular as they are because of how good they are. The St. Francis community is
wonderful.
They need to address the issues they are addressing because they have not addressed
them for a long time. It costs a lot of money. It is privately funded by parishioners.
They need to deal with traffic. There are two different stories about traffic.
Regarding the alley and impervious surface, they should try to do something with
impervious surface. He does not have an issue with alley width. What creates some
angst is the situation with the home at 515. Overall he can support this proposal.
The school representatives spent a lot of time trying to forecast various scenarios
and how to deal with them. They put together the best plan they could. In these
situations, there will always be some impact.

5.3

Mr. Schneider said this is a difficult request in some ways and it makes sense in
other ways. He agrees that there are two variations that are self-imposed, the floor
area and the setback on the north wall. The other variations are grandfathered and
he has no issues with those. But 10% is a lot and it could have been managed via
the design process. He assumes traffic would not get worse if enrollment does not
increase. But there is a reluctance from the applicants to limit enrollment. Maybe
the Village Board will be more definite like they were with Loyola. He the storm
water management is an important issue because they are doing a significant
rebuilding. They need to address the storm water issues. He practiced architecture
and programming – the upfront period when you deal with stakeholders. You spend
as much time as possible discussing options with stakeholders and coming to a buy
in from everyone. This was not done in this case, but this is not part of the Board’s
purview. Since his concerns are self-imposed, he does not see the hardship. He has
a difficult time supporting the request as presented.
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5.4

Mr. Tritsis said everyone likes to see progress in the Village. He is torn because
some items are self-imposed. He believes there are other options. The massing on
the east side impacts the neighbors and that is powerful. Pushing closer to the alley
and into the setbacks is tough. You can build certain things as of right but it does
not mean that they should until other problems are solved. This is a tough situation
for him.

5.5

Mr. Surman said he mentioned most of his comments above. It is a great project.
He would like to see the project move forward in some way. He has no problem
with the FAR. It is similar to people who come in and say that their kitchen is too
small and not up to today’s standards. It is reasonable to accept that the education
process and class sizes have changed. Accommodations have to be made for more
space. He would not want to see the atrium reduced or eliminated. That space
counts against them.

5.6

Mr. Tritsis agreed that the atrium was nice, but there are neighbors commenting on
massing getting closer to people’s yards. They are asking for a large variation which
is the size of a house.

5.7

Chairman Duffy asked if all of the 7,600 square feet was new.
Ms. Roberts said that the 7,600 square feet was all new.

5.8

Mr. Surman said circulation can be dealt, the impervious has to be dealt with
although this is not a requirement.

5.9

Mr. Robke said that they are getting a variation for impervious surface. There is an
obligation to address this somehow. Everyone is trying to suggest some flexibility
about how to address this. What they are trying to is good for the school and for the
community. We want to encourage this type of project.

5.10

Mr. Surman said there is impact on the neighbor to the east. Maybe they should
rotate the gym. Maybe there is one story along the alley. It is too big of a mass and
would diminish property values.

5.11

Mr. Schneider asked if ARC saw this case.
Ms. Roberts said that ARC did a preliminary review of this case.

5.12

Mr. Schneider asked if ARC expressed opinions regarding massing or do they just
look at the aesthetics.
Ms. Roberts is not sure what the discussion focused on.

5.13

Mr. Surman said drawings submitted does not show existing gym. The impact
would be felt more if there was a comparison between existing and proposed.
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5.14

Chairman Duffy said that the ARC is meeting on July 10, 2017 at 7:30 p.m. at the
community center, 3000 Glenview Road. He encouraged attendance to share
comments.

5.15

Mr. Surman said it is a great project that needs to be tweaked a little. He cannot
support it as proposed.

5.16

Chairman Duffy is on the fence because it is an improvement to the current
structure. It is an improvement for the church and for the Village. The school is an
asset. It does have a negative impact on some neighbors and the impact is
significant. There is a way to move some of the bulk to the west and not just south.
The structure is large and is close to the property lines. If the houses to the east
were not as close, then it would not be as impactful and then he would probably
support the proposal 100%. He could support this without that one issue happening.
But the bulk is too close to the houses. It’s the way this was laid out a long time
ago. There are nine requests including the special use. The only one he saw as an
issue is the FAR. He could give some allowance for the atrium and they minimized
the amount of space requested. But the issue for him is bulk along the eastern edge
of the development. He cannot support the proposal with the existing plans.

(after section 6.0)
5.17 Mr. Robke said that the Board had slightly different objections and concerns but
everyone wanted to see a way to get this to move forward. With tweaking of the
plans, they can probably address enough of the concerns to get Board members to
the other side of the fence.
6.0

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for the
expansion of a special use (educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot
(10.9%) floor area variation, a 14.83’ side yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard
setback variation, a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side yard impervious surface
coverage variation, a 37.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an
18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback
variation, and a variation to allow parking spaces to open directly upon an alley to
permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming
structure (St. Francis Xavier School) at 808 Linden Avenue in accordance with the
plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
6.11

Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider

No
Not Present
Yes
No
No
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No
No

Motion failed.
6.2

Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-31.
6.21

Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the 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 does not meet the special
use standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning
Ordinance. Specifically, the floor area and setback variations for the addition will injure
the residential properties to the east and will alter the essential character of the
neighborhood. The proposed addition and site work result in the north side yard continuing
to be completely covered with impervious surfaces; the Board would prefer to see some
reduction proposed. The owner is creating their own hardship with the design of the
addition and with the programming of the school (number of students and class offerings).
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use
standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning
Ordinance. The proposed request is for an addition that will replace an existing gymnasium
to a standard size, allow for additional specialized instruction rooms, and allow the school to
consolidate all of their student programming into one building. The addition consists of
upgrading existing facilities. The school will continue to operate with improvements but with
no planned increase in students. Therefore, the school as a special use is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. These changes to the school facilities will not diminish property values
in the neighborhood. Adequate measures exist for ingress and egress. No reduction in parking
is proposed. Utilities and drainage remain unchanged. The school will not change and remains
consistent with the existing community character.
The variations are related to the replacement and upgrading of the facilities including
replacing the existing gymnasium with one of a standard size. In some cases, the existing
conditions are the same (side yard impervious coverage) or more non-conforming (existing
rear yard setback). The physical conditions of the property 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 property. The difficulty is peculiar to the property to in question. The
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with improvements
to the facilities. The proposed variation, specifically the rear yard setback variation, will not
impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The nearest residential
neighbors are to the east. The proposed addition is 32.92’ instead of the required 40’, still
providing a substantial distance from the homes. The variations, if granted, will not alter the
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essential character of the neighborhood. The addition will not substantially alter the
appearance from the street and the function of the property will not substantially change.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a special use for the
expansion of a special use (educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot (10.9%)
floor area variation, a 14.83’ side yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard setback variation,
a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 37.0’ rear
yard playground equipment setback variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a
5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a variation to allow parking spaces to
open directly upon an alley to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal
non-conforming structure (St. Francis Xavier School) at 808 Linden Avenue in accordance
with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
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1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 16, 2017
7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
Members Present:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider

Members Absent:

John Kolleng
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

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.

2017-Z-35

1334 Wilmette Avenue

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

2017-Z-37

1215 Washington Avenue

See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
August 16, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals
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Approved October 11, 2017

IV.

2017-Z-36

112 Lawndale Avenue

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

2017-Z-39

1006 Michigan Avenue

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

2017-Z-38

1187 Wilmette Avenue

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

Public Comment
There was no public comment.

VIII. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 8:46 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Lisa Roberts
Assistant Director of Community Development

August 16, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals
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2017-Z-35
3.0

1334 Wilmette Avenue

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant
3.11

6.0

August 16, 2017

Mr. Robert Frankel, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Mr. Frankel requested that the case be continued to the September 6, 2017 meeting
when more board members might be present.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the September 6, 2017 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.

2017-Z-37
3.0

1215 Washington Avenue

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant
3.11

6.0

August 16, 2017

Ms. Bridget Corcoran, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Corcoran requested that the case be continued to the September 6, 2017
meeting when more board members might be present.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the September 6, 2017 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.

2017-Z-36
3.0

112 Lawndale Avenue

August 16, 2017

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Ms. Michelle Miller, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 407.7 square foot (16.99%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a patio and walk
on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on
September 12, 2017.

3.22

The applicant submitted photos and letters of support. She and her husband are
requesting this variance. They have lived in their home since 2013. The picture
packet includes a photo from Zillow of what the property looked like when they
bought the home. It included a stone pathway and a perimeter ring around a tree at
the front of their house. They did not think that it was attractive so earlier this
summer her husband removed the stonework, tree, and tree roots so they could
create a seating area that would allow them to enjoy the view and interact with
neighbors. They did not understand that a variance would be required or they would
have asked for a variance right away. A professional landscaper added the pavers
on sand to allow drainage. There have been no issues with runoff. Their intent in
making improvements was to improve the function and aesthetics of the home. She
apologized for not following the process. They have a great deal of green space and
want to do more plantings. They cannot finish the project until certain issues are
resolved. She would appreciate a favorable vote and that they can keep what they
have already done on the site. She asked that the process, itself, not to be held
against them.

3.23

Mr. Robke asked if the contractor gave the applicant a drawing.
The applicant said her husband spoke with the contractor and they described what
they wanted. There were no plans. The applicant said that they wanted a small 8’
area and pathway.

3.24
5.0

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Schneider drove by the site and had to look closely to find the patio from the
street. It is about 9’ in diameter of 75 square feet, which is small compared to the
incremental impervious surface coverage that already exists because of the
driveway and the walk to the front door and from the adjacent driveway. While the
1
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Board does not like to do things after the fact, these things happen. The installation
is fairly insignificant and he can support it.
5.2

Mr. Boyer said that the Board has seen this type of situation many times when
residents install something without getting approval. Usually the Board votes
against applicants who do not initially apply for a permit. He knows that the
applicants were not trying to ‘pull a fast one’ but it is beyond the purview of the
Board in terms of what they can do. Usually the Village Board decides on these
decisions.

5.3

Chairman Duffy said that there was no worksheet with this case and was wondering
why they are so far over in front yard impervious surface.
Ms. Roberts said they usually do not do a work sheet for impervious surface. The
driveway is 758 square feet. The stoop is 12 square feet. The existing walk to the
side is 12 square feet. They are adding more impervious surface.

5.4

Chairman Duffy said that this house has a two-car attached garage with a front yard
loaded access. If this would have been an application before the work was done,
how would the Board have viewed this? They might have asked for a reduction.
Does the installation fit in with the neighborhood? Do other people have patios in
front of their houses? Some people have porches. Will approval of this request set
a precedent? And then the Board should consider that this was an after the fact
request and trying to get approval after the installation.

5.5

Mr. Boyer said that if the applicant had come to the Board prior to installation, the
Board probably would have asked for a reduction for the walk and/or the patio.

5.6

Mr. Robke said that 17% is a large ask.

5.7

Chairman Duffy asked if the walk counted as the patio or is only the circular piece
the patio.
Ms. Roberts said that there are two parts to the walk in addition to the patio.

5.8

Chairman Duffy noted that the walk goes across the front yard.
Ms. Roberts said they calculated the walk across the front and then there is a piece
connecting it and the patio. They did not count the existing stepper.

5.9

Chairman Duffy said that they are 1.2% over for the patio surface coverage and
asked the square footage of the patio section and walk.
Ms. Roberts said that the patio addition in its entirety is 345 square feet.
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5.10

Chairman Duffy said it is not a huge change. As Mr. Schneider said, you can barely
see it and it is not impacting the neighborhood. When you look at the application,
it is 17% over on front yard. He had a struggle with this request. If they would have
come in prior to the installation, the Board would have asked for a reduction
somewhere.

5.11

Mr. Schneider referenced the math on 1.4 and asked questions of Ms. Roberts. He
said if added up the square footage, he gets 160 square feet.
Ms. Roberts said staff calculated the north/south walk at 21.5’ long by 3’ wide,
which is 64.5 square feet. The small walk connecting to the patio is 12 square feet.
The patio shows 9’ across one way and 9.5’ across the other, so staff used a diameter
of 9.25’. The calculation used 9.5’ in radius, so the correct area of the patio should
be 67.31 square feet, not 268.8 square feet. The variation numbers should be
updated for that correction.

5.12

Chairman Duffy said that if the number is changed then there is no issue with the
patio.

5.13

Mr. Schneider said that the front yard impervious surface coverage variation is
reduced.
Ms. Roberts said that the variation request would be 206.2 square feet which is
8.59%. The front yard patio coverage variation goes away.

5.14

Chairman Duffy said that they are now 200 square feet over which is about 8%. He
is not sure if the fence is or is not significant or how the Board would have dealt
with it if it had come before the Board prior to installation.

5.15

Mr. Boyer said that the request is rather small now that the calculation was changed.

5.16

Chairman Duffy asked if the installation fit into the neighborhood – having a patio
in the front yard – and is there a hardship. He does not know if there is a hardship.
What is the hardship? The tree? That the driveway is too wide? The shape of the
lot? It would be tough and if this came before the Board prior to installation he
thought that there would be a split vote.

5.17

Mr. Schneider said that of the 206 square feet, the circular patio is 75-80 square
feet or less than ½ of the variation. The Board is not happy when situations like this
come after the fact. The hardship could be that they would have to take out the
installation. That must be weighed.

5.18

Chairman Duffy said that if there is a negative recommendation, the Village Board
could overturn the recommendation and they could vote in favor of the request
because it is already installed and the request is not significant. This case is like
treehouse cases. The Board would almost always say no to treehouses because it
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did not fit into the zoning code. The Village Board would overturn the
recommendation if the request met the standards of review.

6.0

5.19

Mr. Boyer said that there are articles written about the lack of pulling permits in
large construction projects. It is not within the Board’s purview to grant the request
when it is the Village Board’s decision to grant the request when procedures are
not followed. That has been the directive given to the Board from the Village Board.

5.20

Mr. Robke said if you go through the ordinance and criteria, the fact that it has
already been built is irrelevant to the Board. This is the Board’s jurisdiction or area
of enforcement. Work done without a permit is not part of this Board. The job of
the Board is to approve or not approve the request from a zoning perspective.

5.21

Chairman Duffy said that the request must meet the standards of review.

5.22

Mr. Boyer said that Mr. Robke’s comments pose an interesting point of view.

5.23

Mr. Schneider said that the Board’s job is not to just push it off to the Board, but to
make Board members’ views known considering the circumstances.

5.24

Mr. Robke said that the comment someone made about the hardship of ripping up
the installation is irrelevant to the Board.

5.25

Mr. Schneider said if they had come to the Board ahead of time asking to build the
small patio in the front yard which would increase impervious surface coverage by
80 square feet, which is 3.5%, excluding the walk, which is a reasonable request.

5.26

Chairman Duffy said that the Board is going through a lot of ‘what if’ scenarios.

5.27

Mr. Boyer said he did not drive around back and asked if the alley is not open.

5.28

Chairman Duffy said that the alley is not there and was vacated many years ago.
Everyone accesses their lot off the front. The practical difficulty on this lot is that
the site is not serviced by an alley and the garages either should be attached in the
front or there will be a side drive leading to a garage somewhere in the middle of
the lot. They are in the middle because the lot is so long. If there was an alley and
there was a garage, the impervious surface would go away and the house would be
designed differently if there was an alley. Driveways in the front add a lot of
impervious surface. It is a practical difficulty to not have an open alley.

5.29

Mr. Boyer does not agree with the above comments regarding hardship.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 407.7 square foot
(16.99%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention
4
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of a patio and walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 112 Lawndale Avenue
in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11
6.2

Mr. Boyer seconded the motion.

Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a corrected request for a 206.21
square foot (8.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
retention of a patio and walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 112 Lawndale
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.21

Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

No
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Yes
Not Present
Not Present

Motion failed.
6.3

Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to create the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-36.
6.31

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 size and the condition of not having 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
circumstances of the lot. Without an alley, the driveway necessarily must be in the front
yard, limiting the available coverage for other improvements. The difficulty is peculiar to
the lot in question and not generally shared by others. The difficulty prevents the owner
from making reasonable use of the property with an outdoor seating area. The lot size is
large enough that the impervious coverage overall is reasonable. The proposed variations
will not impair an adequate supply of light. The request will not result in a storm water
problem for adjacent properties. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential
character of the neighborhood.
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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, the owner
created their own plight by completing the work without approval. There are no conditions
of the lot that necessitate a variation to allow the proposed coverage. The owners have a
deep lot where such outdoor space could be located in the backyard without any zoning
issue.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a corrected request for a 206.21 square
foot (8.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a
patio and walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 112 Lawndale Avenue in
accordance with the plans submitted.
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3.0

1006 Michigan Avenue

August 16, 2017

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Matt Rogers, zoning consultant
Kettlekamp & Kettlekamp Landscape Architecture

3.12

Ms. Claire Kettlekamp, designer
Kettlekamp & Kettlekamp Landscape Architecture

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.5’ fence height variation to permit the
construction of a 6.5’ tall fence in the front yard. The Village Board will hear this
case on September 12, 2017.

3.22

The consultant said they are requesting a fence height variation. The owners want
to install a 6.5’ high wrought iron fence to increase security and privacy, to prevent
unauthorized public access to the lake, and to provide more safety for a backyard
pool. The 4’ fence provides some level of security. The taller fence provides more
of a deterrent. The fence would be landscaped. The fence is made of a high-quality
material consisting of wrought iron panels and four masonry piers. The piers are 2’
square and will also stand 6.5’ tall. They will flank two access points to the property
– one for the front entrance to the house and the second for a driveway to the south.
All piers are set back 3’ from the side property line to comply with Village zoning
requirements.
He understands that when one is applying for a variation, they should attempt to
lessen the impact of the request. Their goal is to comply with the comprehensive
plan and to maintain the character maintained by the residents. They have spoken
with neighbors along the property line. Ms. Roberts got two letters from
neighboring properties – one to the immediate north and one that is two houses
south. They have verbal approval from the neighbor to the immediate south.
The fence will not adversely impact neighboring properties and is not out of
character with the neighborhood. There are several properties in the immediate
areas with similar style fence and of similar heights. The Wilmette Water Plant has
an 8’ high fence and this is in the immediate area. 1001 Michigan has a 4’ high
fence that sits on an 18” wall. The immediate neighbor to the south, 1004 Michigan,
has a 7.5’ fence, and 1112 Michigan has a 6’ gated entrance.
The proposed fence is located approximately 11’ to 16’ from the front property line.
They are providing openness and creating a small garden between the pedestrian
sidewalk and the fence. The fence should be visible three months of the year. The
initial small plants will blend with existing arbor vitae hedge row behind the fence.
1
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The property previously had 25’ arbor vitae almost at the property line with a 6’
cotoneaster in front of that.
The proposed fence and landscaping will be more welcoming in the neighborhood.
The requested variation meets the standards of review. He has addressed all
standards in his document.
3.23

Mr. Boyer asked how far back the fence would be set.
The consultant said that the property line is not square to the fence. At the south
end, it is 11’3” and at the north end it is over 16’.

3.24

Mr. Boyer asked about relative height in relation to where one is standing.
The consultant said different people have different impressions about that. It
depends on the height of the person. They believe that the softening of the fence
with landscaping will create a tiered level up to the fence and people should not
feel as encroached upon.

3.25

Mr. Schneider asked if there was any evidence about a security issue. On Elmwood
Avenue, which is two blocks to the north, there is public access to the beach. To
the north, all the way from the subject property to Sheridan Road, on either side
there are no fences. Have people traversed private property to get to the beach?
The consultant said that the people who own the property are of some level of
prominence. He understands that zoning does not concern itself with the people
who live in the house. But they want some level of additional security for residents
of the house.

3.26

Chairman Duffy asked if fencing went all the way around the property.
The consultant said fencing would go around the entire property and across the
beach end as well.

3.27

Mr. Robke asked if the hardship is the prominence of the owners.
The consultant said that is part of the hardship.

3.28

Mr. Robke asked about other hardships.
The consultant said that the need for security is a hardship but he is cognizant that
zoning is land use and not always people. They have taken the accommodations
that they can to lessen the impact of the request.

3.29

Mr. Robke said he is trying to understand what puts the case within the Board’s
purview and hardship is an issue.
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The consultant said that the primary hardship is to provide security and privacy that
they are seeking.
3.30

Mr. Schneider referenced one of the drawings and noted that the red line represents
the proposed fence. What about the fence that will encompass the entire property?
Ms. Kettlekamp said that there is a fence along the north property line, 6’ from the
rear side yard and along the south. The neighbor has a 7.5’ side yard fence.

3.31

Chairman Duffy asked if the plan was to connect to that 7.5’ fence on the south.
Ms. Kettlekamp said that was correct.

3.32

Mr. Schneider asked about the structure by the lake.
Ms. Kettlekamp said that is a beach pavilion. On the 4th of July, people tried to exit
via the property.

3.33

Chairman Duffy clarified that the codes for fences in the Village apply to all lots
and are not different for individual zoning districts.
Ms. Roberts said that is correct. However, the area being discussed does allow for
larger pillars. But fence height and openness is the same throughout the Village.

3.34

Mr. Robke asked at what point does the height provide the added security?
The consultant said that if someone wants to get over a 6.5’ fence, they will do so.
But a higher fence provides more of a deterrent than a 4’ high fence. The
landscaping will also provide some level of a deterrent for people wanting to cut
through.

3.35

Mr. Schneider asked if the perimeter fence was wrought iron.
The consultant said that this fence is also wrought iron with a gate on the eastern
end.

3.36

Chairman Duffy that even with screening part of the fence would be visible.
The consultant showed a colored drawing of the fence and landscaping. There is
10’ arbor vitae behind the fence. In front of that is viburnum, which grow to 5.5’
tall at maturity. He talked about other species that can grow to 5.5’. They are trying
to screen the fence as best as they can. They will also use evergreens and a
deciduous plant that loses leaves in the winter.

3.37

Chairman Duffy said that the fence impact won’t be as severe because of the
screening. It is also not at the sidewalk.
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3.38

Mr. Robke clarified that the fence is a deterrent to people trying to get onto the
property or cut through the property to the beach. He assumes if the residents are
of such national prominence there will be other security measures in place.

3.39

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

3.40

Mr. Schneider asked about the gate to the south.
The consultant said there are two gates. The one to the north is for the entrance to
the building or the pedestrian entrance. The gate to the south is a driveway entrance
and a service entrance that goes back onto the property.

3.41

Mr. Robke asked about the material for the driveway.
Ms. Kettlekamp said it was permeable material – concrete paver.

3.42

Mr. Schneider clarified that the hardship was security.

3.43

Chairman Duffy said that the hardship was security and someone else in the area
has a similar fence. He is not throwing that out as a strong argument. Fencing
around the water treatment plant is not a good example. They are trying to provide
a trade-off with the setback and softening.

3.44

Mr. Schneider asked when the fence to the south was built.
The consultant said it was probably grandfathered in to the current zoning
ordinance. The height is 6.5’ in the side yard.

3.45

Mr. Boyer asked Ms. Roberts about having a conforming 6.5’ fence in the front
yard.
Ms. Roberts said that the fence would need to be set back 76’ to be conforming.
The consultant said that their fence is technically a 6’ high fence with finials on top.
The top rail is at 6’. He said they were encouraged to ask for a 6’ high fence.
Ms. Roberts went with a 6.5’ high fence because pillars seem taller.

5.0

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Robke said he is torn because of a poorly defined hardship. The hardship is not
physical. The non-conforming fence, however, is far superior to a fence pushed up
against the property line. It is not out of character with the neighborhood. His only
concern is the hardship issue. The Board is told not to consider precedent or making
a precedent. So, for the fact that there are other tall fences shows the danger of
4
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approving a tall fence because some of the examples shown are not what the Board
would want to see. He wants to hear what his colleagues have to say.
5.2

Mr. Boyer said the fence regulations are applied the same throughout the Village.
Applying a blanket ordinance to all the lots works for most but having a house along
the lake could be considered a hardship. The lots are unique. The lot is wide at 100’
and it is very deep. The setbacks are large. They are pushing the fence back and
they are providing landscape to soften the fence. Visually the fence will seem
shorter than 6.5’. The screening is great. There is no real conforming location for
the fence because 76’ is ridiculous. What they are asking is reasonable and they are
back farther than they need to be. A lot of the builds are difficult due to the nature
and slope of the land on that bluff. It will built further back maybe the fence could
go further back. Applying the codes as a blanket is a hardship. The proposed fence
on the lot in this district works but it probably not work somewhere else. It is a
slippery slope to use security as a hardship to have a taller fence. Security is relative
to a person’s perception. Mr. Robke makes a good point to say that the lot is unique.
The Board should not promote fenced front yards. Wilmette is more of an open
community and not walled in like other North Shore suburbs. The hardship is the
lot and its depth and location this zoning district.

5.3

Mr. Schneider has a hard time understanding the hardship. What they proposed is
better than a 4’ high chain link fence on the property line. They can have an
attractive fence on the north, east and south sides of the property at 6’ high. There
would be a negative impact to have the 100’ on the west side to be compliant with
the ordinance. He looked at variation standards for fences. The request is an
exception to all areas north and south of this house. Other houses with higher fences
were grandfathered in. Why make an exception here? Security should not be criteria
that the Board considers. He has a hard time making an exception for this request.

5.4

Mr. Boyer said that if the fence was any closer he would have a problem with that
and would not support the request.

5.5

Chairman Duffy said his initial reaction was okay. Then he struggled with a
possible precedent and closing off the front yard that takes away from the openness
of the Village. Security is not a hardship. There is a lot of technology today that
deals with security issues. He is struggling with this case. The house is new and
they want something magnificent as an entryway. They are trying to soften with
landscaping but they want some impact. He is on the fence for this case.

5.6

Mr. Robke asked about curb cuts.
Ms. Roberts said that there were curb cuts before and maybe the south curb cut was
existing.

5.7

Mr. Robke said if they did something conforming, it would look a lot worse.
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DECISION
6.1

Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.5’ fence height variation
to permit the construction of a 6.5’ tall fence in the front yard at 1006 Michigan
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11

Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Yes
Yes
Not Present
No
No
Not Present
Not Present

Motion failed.
6.2

Mr. Robke moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-39.
6.21

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

7.0

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
Two members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request meets the variation
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance and the fence variation standards of
Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property,
the size and proximity to the lake, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight
of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the nature of the lot. The difficulty
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of their property with the safe enclosure
of their property. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and
air to adjacent properties or otherwise injure other properties and its use. The variations if
granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, which includes several
fences of similar height and style.
The fence provides security for the property including securing the swimming pool in the
backyard and discouraging through access to the lake. Other fences of similar height and
style are in the neighborhood. The fence complies with the openness requirement of the
ordinance. The fence will be set back substantially from the front lot line and will largely
be screened with new landscaping.
Two members of the Zoning Board of Appeals find that the request does not meet the
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance and the fence variation
6
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standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no conditions of the
property that necessitate a fence taller than that permitted by the ordinance; the owners’
circumstances are the basis for the request. The owners are thus creating their own
hardship. While there are some properties in the neighborhood that do have taller fences,
those referenced include the Village water plant, which is not comparable to a residential
use, and the neighbor to the south, which is an old fence that would likely not be approved
today. There are few front yard fences in the neighborhood, which creates an open feeling
that is consistent throughout the Village, and to further allow tall fences in the
neighborhood would alter that character.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.5’ fence height
variation to permit the construction of a 6.5’ tall fence in the front yard at 1006 Michigan
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.
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TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Ms. Naheed Bolbolan, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for a personal service
establishment (High Touch). The Village Board will hear this case on September
12, 2017.

3.22

The applicant said she has a boutique in the Village but was planning to do a spa.
When she went to the Village she was told that she might not get permission to do
a spa. Her boutique has silk shawls, other clothes with embroidery and handmade
shoes and handbags. She does the designs and makes the products. She is an
esthetician and spas are her passion. There are spas in the area with basic services.
But she will bring in more services than are offered today. Her clients are from the
northern suburbs and from Wisconsin. Men and women get facials. She received
guidance from the Village for her spa. The back portion of the site will contain the
spa. She just needs approval for the spa.

3.23

Chairman Duffy clarified that there is an existing retail store. She wants to add spa
services in the rear of the space and it is already built out. How many employees
does she have at this time?
The applicant said she has been open for one month. Her daughter is helping her.
After 3 to 4 months, she will need 2 to 3 more employees.

3.24

Chairman Duffy clarified that there could be 3 to 4 staff members on site at one
time. Is there parking on site?
The applicant said that there is parking in the front. Clients will not be there for a
long time. They could be there up to 2 hours but there is also parking in the rear.

3.25

Mr. Schneider asked if the business was open at this time.
The applicant said that the retail store is now open.

3.26

Chairman Duffy asked about the history of the business.
The applicant said she was working with someone in Evanston and downtown
Chicago. Wilmette is her heart because of the Baha’i Temple and she is a Baha’i.
She has always wanted to be located in the Village.
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There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional
communication on this case.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Boyer said this is a good addition to Wilmette’s downtown area. All standards
of review are met and he can support the request.

5.2

Mr. Robke said this is a great addition and he can support the request.

5.3

Mr. Schneider had no additional comments.

5.4

Chairman Duffy welcomed the applicant to the Village and wished her success. He
can support the application.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for a personal
service establishment (High Touch) in accordance with the plans submitted. The
use shall run with the use.
6.11

Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Yes
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Yes
Not Present
Not Present

Motion carried.
6.2

Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-38.
6.21

7.0

Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.

FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of
Section 5.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use allows for an additional service
at a retail establishment. The proposed use will attract clients from other communities to
Wilmette, therefore the proposed use in this location is consistent with the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed use in this location is consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan to encourage a vibrant commercial district in the Village Center.
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The proposed use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety or general
welfare nor will it be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property. The proposed use
will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of surrounding
properties nor will it diminish property values. The proposed use will complement existing
businesses. Adequate utilities, road access, and other facilities already exist. Adequate
measures already exist to provide ingress and egress with the lot to the rear of the building.
The proposed use will be consistent with the community character. No known
archaeological, historical or cultural resources will be impacted. No buffers, landscaping
or other improvements are necessary. No other standards of Article 12 apply.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for a
personal service establishment (High Touch) in accordance with plans submitted. The use
shall run with the use.
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1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 2017
7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
Members Present:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Members Absent:

John Kolleng
Christopher Tritsis

Staff Present:

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development

I.

Call to Order
Chairman Duffy called the meeting to order at 7:45 p.m.

II.

2017-Z-35

1334 Wilmette Avenue

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

2017-Z-37

1215 Washington Avenue

See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
September 6, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals
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Approved October 10, 2017

IV.

2017-Z-40

1100 Laramie Avenue

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

Approval of the July 19, 2017 Meeting Minutes
Mr. Robke moved to approve the July 19, 2017 meeting minutes.
Mr. Surman 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 11:55 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Lisa Roberts
Assistant Director of Community Development

September 6, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals
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2017-Z-35
3.0

1334 Wilmette Avenue

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

5.0

6.0

September 6, 2017

Mr. Robert Frankel, applicant
1334 Wilmette Avenue

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 23.71’ front yard air conditioner
condenser setback variation to permit the retention of two air conditioners. The
Village Board will hear this case on September 26, 2017.

3.22

The applicant said he has two air conditioner units that are inside the front yard
setback, which is 30’. The house has an unusual site plan in that it is right on the
property line so most of the house is caught up in the 30’ front yard setback or the
20’ side yard setback. There are no good areas, other than the current area, to put
the AC units. The current location is the same location where previous units had
been located. He talked to adjacent neighbors and they support the current location.

3.23

Chairman Duffy clarified that the hardship is the siting of the house on the lot is
causing the condition.

3.24

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Schneider said this is a simple and obvious case to approve. The side yard is
20’ from the adjoining house. There is no problem for the Wilmette Avenue
frontage. The current location is the same location as the previous location. He can
support the request.

5.2

Mr. Boyer agreed. The siting of the house causes the need for the variance. All
standards of review are met.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 23.71’ front yard air
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of two air
conditioners at 1334 Wilmette Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11

Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
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Michael Robke
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Yes
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Present

Motion carried.
6.2

Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-35.
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 of the
house on the lot and the condition as a corner lot, impose upon up 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 of the siting on the lot 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 effective air conditioning. The proposed
variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The air
conditioner units are located behind a conforming fence and non-deciduous landscaping,
therefore, the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.
The owner’s other improvements to the home have improved the neighborhood.

8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 23.71’ front yard air
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of two air conditioners at
1334 Wilmette Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.
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TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Ms. Kaitlin Iverson, Doctor of Physical Therapy, applicant

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for medical/dental clinic,
small (React Physical Therapy). The Village Board will hear this case on September
26, 2017.

3.22

The applicant will be the acting clinical manager. She will be the only physical
therapist on site. There will be a maximum of 1 to 2 patients at a time. Typical
treatment sessions are between 30 and 60 minutes. The operating hours are Monday
and Wednesday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. and Tuesday and Thursday 12:00 p.m. to
8:00 p.m. with shorter hours on Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. The busiest operation
hours are the lunch hours between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. They have one clinic
in the West Loop, one in Lake Shore East, and a smaller clinic in Northbrook. They
may have a clinical aide working 20 hours per week. There is no secretary or
receptionist.

3.23

Chairman Duffy asked about parking behind the building or is it all street parking.
The applicant said that parking is all street parking.

3.24

Mr. Boyer clarified that there would be no hours on Saturday or Sunday.

3.25

Mr. Schneider asked about prior use for this space.
The applicant said she believes that it was an office space. It was part of a larger
open space of about 930 square feet. They are located on the first floor.

5.0

3.26

Chairman Duffy said he thought that the previous occupant was a yoga studio.

3.27

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Boyer said the business fits with the area. It is a good addition. The previous
use was probably more of an intense use. He does see any issues with parking or
congestion. All standards of review are met.

5.2

Mr. Robke said he could support the request.
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Chairman Duffy said that the clinic will fit in well with the neighborhood. It is a
less demanding use of the space.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for
medical/dental clinic, small (React Physical Therapy) at 1215 Washington Avenue
in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
6.11

Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Yes
Yes
Not Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Present

Motion carried.
6.2

Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-37.
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
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of
Section 5.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use in the specific location will be
consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The establishment will
serve very few clients at one time resulting in a net reduction of activity over previous uses
in the space. The proposed use will attract clients from other communities to Wilmette.
The proposed use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety or general
welfare nor will it be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property. The proposed use
will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of surrounding
properties nor will it diminish property values. The proposed use will complement existing
businesses. Adequate utilities, road access, and other facilities already exist. Adequate
measures already exist to provide ingress and egress with the lot to the rear of the building.
The proposed use will be consistent with the community character. No known
archaeological, historical or cultural resources will be impacted. No buffers, landscaping
or other improvements are necessary. No other standards of Article 12 apply.
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RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for
medical/dental clinic, small (React Physical Therapy) at 1215 Washington Avenue in
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
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3.0
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TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Father Pat McGrath, President
Loyola Academy

3.12

Mr. Scott Freres, President
The Lakota Group

3.13

Mr. Peter Lemmon, traffic consultant
Kimley Horn & Associates

3.14

Mr. Steve Shanholtzer, engineer
Manhart Consulting

3.15

Mr. Hal Francke, attorney
Meltzer, Purtill and Stelle

3.16

Mr. Dennis Stonequist, Vice President
Loyola Academy

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for an expansion of a special use (educational
facility, secondary), modification of the special use approved by ordinance 93-O63 regarding enrollment, a 20.0’ side yard setback variation, a 3.0’ side yard
adjoining a street setback variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, a 6.0’ fence
height variation, a 3.5’ fence height variation, a fence openness variation, a
variation to permit a chain link fence in a side yard adjoining a street, a 1.0’ fence
pier height variation, and a 1.5’ fence pier diameter variation to permit the
construction of an addition (natatorium) and to relocate existing tennis courts,
expand the parking lot, and install new fencing. The Village Board will hear this
case on October 10, 2017.

3.22

Fr. McGrath is speaking on behalf of the school at the hearing and presented the
team who will present to the Board. He is excited to present the vision of Loyola
for the future.
He talked about the school’s mission. It is a Jesuit school. He spoke about the details
of a Jesuit school and education. The Loyola Academy Board of Trustees has gone
through a strategic reflection and future of the school. In December 2012, they
articulated a strategic vision for the school’s future. Some of the goals include
campus enrichments and enhancements. These are mission-centric items and relate
to the continued vibrancy of Loyola as a Jesuit school. This school opened in 1909
in Rogers Park. In 1957, they moved to the Wilmette campus. This year they are
1
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celebrating 60 years in Wilmette. Wilmette has been a great home for Loyola and
vice versa. He talked about reasons why the school has been good for the Village.
They have developed a campus master plan in tandem with Village leadership and
many constituencies impacted by Loyola’s mission. They are grateful to their
neighbors who have voiced concerns and objections and Loyola Academy has
engaged in a thoughtful process of listening and sharing their vision with the
neighbors. Neighbors have been very helpful. The plan represents significant
design modifications that tend to the neighbors’ most important concerns. While
costly, they are good faith efforts to be as good a neighbor as possible.
As part of the campus master plan, they have addressed issues regarding the
enrollment cap. They have proposed a way forward that they have addressed in
detail.
3.23

Mr. Freres said that their presentation this evening encompasses the master plan
process and the components of the master plan process, as well as the enrollment
discussion.
There were a lot of people involved with the master plan process. He talked about
the project steering committee. Their internal discussions took place over six
months.
It is important to better understand the site and the history of the site. There are
multiple parcels that make up the campus. There is the east parcel that houses all
existing campus buildings. There are three parcels to the west of Laramie and south
of Illinois that are single family homes and open space. There is a parcel to the
north that is an existing home. There is a long term and a short-term plan in the
planning process. It is important to understand the context of the neighborhood.
They are in a single-family neighborhood. This is an amendment within the zoning
district, R1A. They are a special use in the neighborhood. Many of the variations
are focused on fences. They are making changes and expanding the special use.
The pictures submitted represent the campus character. There are one and two story
academic buildings. The southern half of the site is open space or parking or athletic
facilities. There is open space on the eastern half. There is open space land to the
west of the main campus. It is adjacent to the neighborhood and to the west of that
space are two single family buildings owned by Loyola.
They spent time listening and talking to understand what drives a good master
planning process. They connected with three audiences – the Loyola community –
spent time internally with leadership, parents and staff to find out what they should
be thinking about in moving forward 5-10 years in the master planning process.
They wanted to put a timeline out there so people could understand that they are
thinking out 10 years. The second community was the neighbors. This gave them a
chance to pause after last year and find out what is driving concerns. What can they
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do to make the plan better for neighbors? There were some key themes that they
will discuss. There is also the broader Wilmette community. They spoke with
current and former leadership and staff to make sure that they understood the larger
picture and how Loyola Academy fit into this.
The pictures represent some key things they needed to address in the master plan
process. They weren’t always physical changes, but operational changes. They
were listening and community relations components. One of the biggest things that
they heard was that people were used to the lots across the street being open space.
Although this is Loyola Academy property, this is open space. There was a concern
about storm water management on Loyola Academy and the neighborhood and
west Wilmette. How is Loyola Academy addressing this and making it better in the
plan. There was a discussion about traffic management. How do they control traffic
flowing through the neighborhood during peak periods to make it better? How do
they address the issue of drop off and pick up? They found that a lot of parents park
on the side streets and students run across the street which is unsafe and people who
live there can’t get in/out of their driveways. They need to solve this in the plan.
Loyola Academy also needs to manage parking within their campus. Safety and
accessibility is important. Continuing a conversation with neighbors on a regular
basis is also important. They want to also address construction questions.
They had two open houses and a series of informal interviews and discussions with
neighbors and Village staff. The open house in January focused on delivering a
range of ideas that came out of steering committee thinking. They asked for
feedback from neighbors to shape the plan. They had a cookout in June to talk about
the direction which they are moving forward. They showed pictures of the long
term and short-term visions.
There are two pieces to the vision – long term that looks out 10 years and what they
would like to do and how they could do it. There is a short-term version. The longterm vision informs the short-term vision. From a long-term perspective, one key
thing in both visions is traffic management, circulation, parking improvements on
campus. Peter Lemmon from Kimley Horne will speak to this. They added
additional parking and stacking and drop off lanes within the site. People will be
there to ensure that traffic moves effectively through the site. The other key
component of long term is the purple boxes. He described the locations of the
boxes. On the north end of the campus and across Illinois, they would build another
building for administrative services and other services. It would be scaled to a
residential scale. They want to reenergize the lot.
South of that is the vision to improve student services including STEM learning
and rethinking the idea of library, outreach and study areas. In the center of one of
the purple boxes, which is part of tonight’s meeting, is expansion and enhancement
of the natatorium. The purple box is the southern edge would be a future fine arts
component of the campus. To achieve those, other Improvements need to be made
like moving the tennis facility, providing storm water managements and
components of fencing, signage and landscaping that are part of that package.
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What do they want to do now? Plans show highlights of what they want to do now.
Part of it is traffic management improvements. Improvements to the lanes to get
onto the site, two new access points for additional parking moving south on campus.
They need to move the tennis courts and moving it to the south. Parking moves
south. Other components occur along the football fields.
The other major component is a new natatorium and entrance component to the
athletic complex. At the southern end of the building is an existing pool facility. It
is inadequate. The plan 9,000 square feet of space and renovates and rebuilds the
natatorium.
Parking, improvements to traffic and circulation and the building are the main
components, as well as moving the tennis courts to the south. There is simplicity in
the pool design. There are no variances requested for that. It is within the confines
of their campus.
The parking area, starting from the left, is the northern half of the parking. The red
bar was the old tennis court that is moving to the south. Underneath the courts are
storm water tanks that will be discussed later in the hearing when they talk about
how they are managing storm water and making it better.
The components of access and circulation are also driving the need to re-landscape
those areas. They are re-landscaping the parking lot, meeting the standards of
buffers and screening. New bike racks will be provided at the correct ratios. They
will put a fence element with decorative brick piers along the Illinois frontage to
keep pedestrian random crossings from happening. They need to have crosswalks
and make the crossings safer. Signage is part of the plan. Signage is a variance due
to the scale of the piers. There are two locations of access. The sign will be
consistent with signage on Lake Avenue including materials and character. The
lighting in the parking lot is a variance which represents the current lighting, same
cut off fixtures, meeting foot candle requirements at the property line and within
the site.
3.24

Mr. Lemmon said they have been working with the team on a range of parking,
traffic, transportation-related plan elements.
There was a formal traffic study done. He talked about traffic study components.
They assumed of maximum enrollment of 2,200. They did all new traffic counts
and used that to help inform some of the planning and recommendations.
They have been working with the school and the rest of the project team in how to
define different elements of the plan. They went through different options for their
parts of the plan. They presented this at the open house where they got feedback.
They then refined and tweaked the plan. They then created a traffic management
plan.
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He reviewed the key elements of the plan at the hearing. The first is looking at Lake
and Laramie. There is a lot of congestion at that intersection. The worst of the
congestion lasts 20-30 minutes and then subsides. They are speaking with the Cook
County Highway Department. Lake Avenue is their purview and part of an
interconnected series of signals. What they do at this intersection impacts other
signals. They are proposing timing adjustments that would flush traffic off Laramie
quicker. There will still be some congestion but it won’t be as frequent or for as
long a period.
Peak period access restrictions – there are some new or relocated driveways. They
want to use those in the most effective way. Some are entrance only in morning and
exit in the evening for dismissal. They adjusted some of the access and circulation
routes. He talked about the current situation. 80% of those dropping off or picking
up comes from Lake. They go past the main entrance and curl back around. That
traffic must be stopped for exiting cars. How do they change circulation and access
patterns? He talked about the changes to this in the new plan. He talked about PACE
buses and about 14% of students take some form of transit like PACE bus or PACE
bus connecting to Linden or the Metra station or CTA blue line. They are
implementing some of this this year.
He talked about shifting school dismissal time up by 12 minutes from 3:00 p.m. to
2:48 p.m. This reducing some overlap. New Trier West dismisses at 3:05 p.m. They
don’t want the combined impact of both schools letting out at the same time. That
will help reduce and redistribute traffic load on Laramie and on Lake.
What they found is that there are 40 cars on site waiting in different places for pick
up at dismissal time. There are 35 cars at that same time on neighboring streets just
west of Laramie waiting for students. They want to make this all on site and provide
room for all 75 cars. The plan as proposed allows for 82 cars to stack up on site
during pick up time. He will show this on a map.
Something that has been implemented this academic year is being more proactive
in asking people not to drop off or pick up on adjacent streets. The school has put
on sandwich boards that say this. There are traffic control aides at key external
intersections and access driveways. The school has started to increase the number
of people out there controlling traffic both onsite and at the access drives and that
will continue as they add another access location to the plan.
On the left is the school arrival sequence and on the right, is the pick-up sequence.
There are a lot of little arrows that might be hard to see.
3.25

Chairman Duffy asked if Mr. Lemmon was saying that only 75 cars are there for
drop off and pick up.
Mr. Lemmon said that there are cars that leave and other cars replace them. 75 is
the number that is experienced the most and that is a few minutes after the start of
dismissal.
5
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Chairman Duffy said that a survey was taken that broke down how students get to
school. Some take public transportation, some are being driven in cars and parking
and there are other methods. What percentage of the student population is being
picked up and dropped off?
Mr. Lemmon said he needed to look up numbers for that question and he would
answer this later.

3.27

Mr. Lemmon continued. He talked about what was seen on the left and on the west
side of the football field. On the north end, this would be a dual lane pick up or drop
off zone. They could bring in two rows of cars at one time. Students can walk along
a sidewalk towards the school and the same would happen in reverse at the end of
the day. There would still be more pick and drop off at the main entrance to the
school. The primary pick up, drop off and stacking would be along the west side of
the stadium and the north side of the tennis courts. They want to accommodate
everyone who is on site today in addition to those who pick up and drop off in the
neighborhood.

3.28

Chairman Duffy asked how many cars could be stacked?
Mr. Lemmon said that in the area north of the tennis courts is about 72 actively pick
up or stacking and waiting to get further up. There is another 10 in front of the
building. Today they actually form three rows in that area and it gets congested.
They don’t want to continue this. They would have one row of cars along the curb.
During dismissal, the same thing occurs in reverse. He showed the driveway that
would then be used for exiting.

3.29

Mr. Schneider asked while that happens, will the parking spaces in the area be
occupied.
Mr. Lemmon said he has a slide showing who is parking in which areas. The traffic
coming in for pickup would enter at the new south driveway, north of new tennis
courts. There is an area for student parking. There is a driveway that splits the
parking area. He showed how exiting would occur.

3.30

Chairman Duffy said he thought that he saw in one diagram that in the pick-up drop
off area they are counting some of those areas as parking spaces during the day.
Mr. Lemmon said it is visitor parking. There are about 32 spaces in the dual drop
off period. Visitor parking will be vacated by 2:00 p.m. A lot of visitor parking
needs are during mid-day. Today cars double park and park is aisles.

3.31

Mr. Surman asked about if faculty would park in that area like a substitute teacher
for example.
Mr. Lemmon said they would park in the faculty area.
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Chairman Duffy asked if there would be signage indicating no parking times.
Mr. Lemmon said visitor cars could park from 9:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.

3.33

Mr. Lemmon continued about parking and the need for more visitor parking. There
would be 756 spaces. Staff parking would remain the same at 308. Student parking
is 375 and is about 75% of the senior class. The 73 visitor spaces were intended to
address the big issue of event parking.

3.34

Chairman Duffy asked how many existing student permits there were now. His
notes say 382.
Mr. Lemmon said that there are many permits and many spaces that are used is less
than the number of permits. There will be a slight increase in the number of student
spaces on campus going to 375.

3.35

Chairman Duffy clarified that 375 is an increase in student parking. It is 350 right
now but somewhere it said there were 382 student permits and now there will be
375 student permits.
Mr. Lemmon said that the intention is to bring a few more students onto the lot.

3.36

Chairman Duffy said that they lose spaces in phase two, but not student spaces.
Mr. Lemmon said that 73 visitor spaces are probably more than needed. But there
are significant numbers of people coming during certain times of the day.
Seasonally they would get to 73 spaces but not throughout most of the year.

3.37

Mr. Schneider asked how many spaces the theater displace.
Mr. Lemmon said that the theater does displace spaces but he talked about a parking
lot being reconfigured and additional spaces to compensate for that loss. He will
get him the number of spaces that the theater displaced.

3.38

Mr. Schneider clarified that phase two was not part of tonight’s hearing.

3.39

Mr. Lemmon showed a plan that indicated parking allocations by group.

3.40

Chairman Duffy said that in the lower area next to the southernmost parking area
there are 33 staff parking spaces.
Mr. Lemmon said that those are parking spaces that are adjacent to the stacking
area. Cars would not stack in that area. They did not want to allocate that area for
students because students might want to leave at that time.
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Chairman Duffy clarified that Mr. Lemmon was saying that the lane runs between
the parking and the tennis courts and then runs between the 33 staff spaces up to
where it expands into two lanes.
Mr. Lemmon said that the dual loading area is almost like four travel lanes. There
is a sidewalk platform in the middle left section to get onto and the sidewalk for the
middle right section to get onto.

3.42

Mr. Lemmon said that from a pedestrian standpoint there are some key
recommendations. They want to enhance the crosswalks so there is an existing
crosswalk that brings you across to the bus stop on the west side of Laramie. He
talked about increasing signage and doing striping. He said that students can cross
Laramie from different areas. They talked about some fencing that helps to direct
pedestrians to control crossings at the north end and at the south end. At the south
end, they have someone manually helping to control the access driveway and
manage conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles. There will be striping and
signage improvements.

3.43

Chairman Duffy had a question about pedestrian-related fencing.

3.44

Mr. Surman said he has experienced problems with the buses. Currently buses go
out on Laramie.
Mr. Lemmon said that when buses go northbound in the morning, there is a stop.
That bus would stay as it currently is. When school dismisses, there are 4 to 5 PACE
buses that come in and stack up. Subsequent buses are coming southbound and
there is a shelter and a bus stop. They have met with PACE to find out if they can
do the same thing with morning buses. Because of other routes PACE drives, they
were resistant to that suggestion. They identified some things that Loyola Academy
could do to make the stop more accessible.

3.45

Mr. Surman asked if they could jog the sidewalk. What causes the traffic is that
there are three lanes – one going each direction and the center median turn lane.
Every time the bus stops, everyone trying to get to New Trier West gets held up by
the bus. If there could be a drop off lane and the sidewalk could be reconfigured
that would be helpful. Is there an opportunity for that heading to the south as well?
It is the same situation.
Mr. Lemmon said that it is not as much the width and jogging the sidewalk, but
there is not the proper length for the taper as the bus comes out.

3.46

Mr. Surman said that at St. Joe’s, they have one off Lake Avenue. At that point, it
is one lane if you are east of Ridge heading west. It works well to alleviate traffic
going to the west. There is one to the west of Hunter.
Mr. Lemmon said that PACE’s response was that there was not the length to make
that work. They can approach them again about this.
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Mr. Surman said he has driven to the New Trier West campus and talked about
where the backup starts and how it goes all the way down the street and back up
Lake Street.
Mr. Lemmon said it is the buses and stopping traffic to let people out of driveways.
Bringing people in at the south end of campus so they are not driving as far up
Laramie will be a big help. They did try to work with PACE to talk about options.
Their thoughts were more about how did they make larger pads for people to wait.
The big issue for PACE was the available length.

3.48

Mr. Surman said that the lane, when one is starting right at Lake going north on
Laramie, the right turn lane will start sooner.
Mr. Lemmon showed where the current south driveway is and the south lot that has
the right turn lane that Mr. Surman refers to. This driveway will have a right turn
lane as will the new driveway at the south end. There will be another right turn lane
that will extend closer to Lake. Traffic coming off Lake onto Laramie will be
getting over relatively soon to a right turn lane for that parking lot.

3.49

Mr. Surman asked if the bus drop off could be not right in front of the school.
Mr. Lemmon suggested a possible area that they could talk about to address
PACE’s concerns.

3.50

Mr. Surman said it is also the time that it takes to load and unload the buses.

3.51

Mr. Robke said that the plan shows parking between Thornwood and Illinois. But
they have not spoken about any of that parking.
Chairman Duffy said that parking is part of phase 2.

3.52

Mr. Schneider asked how effective signs would be to discourage queuing on the
side streets.
Mr. Lemmon said that there is signage related to that. There are personnel to
monitor and enforce that. Today all those cars could not fit on the site. They will
be able to provide a more convenient and more stacking capacity on site will give
people a lot of reason not to go on side streets.
Regarding the number of spaces that would be displaced by the theater, even with
increased parking reconfigured on the northern portion of the site, it would go from
756 spaces to 733 spaces so there would be 50 visitor spaces at that point.

3.53

Mr. Shanholtzer said his firm was retained by Loyola Academy to look at
infrastructure needs and storm water management for both the phase 1 and future
improvements. The first step in their storm water management plan was to look at
existing conditions. When the building was first put in there were no storm water
9

2017-Z-40

1100 Laramie Avenue

September 6, 2017

management needs as far as the ordinance with MWRD. Since that time there have
been improvements to the site which have required MWRD permits. In 1993, there
was parking lot improvements to the north of the campus and storm water
improvements were required at that time. In 2003, Loyola installed synthetic turf
track and did stadium improvements. That was permitted through MWRD under
the previous ordinance. Looking at the current drainage pattern, everything drains
to a 30” storm sewer that runs parallel to Laramie and eventually connects into the
Lake Avenue interceptor. The 1993 improvements had .2 to .3 acre feet of storm
water storage. The 2003 improvements contained a one-acre foot vault that is under
the synthetic turf field.
3.54

Mr. Schneider asked if that was a requirement resulting from synthetic versus
natural turf or were there other reasons.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that there is a storm water requirement because storm water
does not have an area to go so that was permitted with the MWRD.

3.55

Mr. Schneider asked if turf was permeable.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that it is permeable but it goes to a concrete vault that is under
the track. There is a stone section and it does infiltrate down. It is compacted ground
and clay so they did provide storm water for that. That was part of the 2003
improvements.

3.56

Mr. Schneider asked if that was a requirement of MWRD ordinance.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that any storm water improvements or developments in the
Village falls under MWRD guidelines. There are requirements for fields covered
in turf. As part of phase 1 improvements and the master plan, the vision is that the
stadium will remain undisturbed.

3.57

Chairman Duffy said that a comment was made about foot storage. Is that a cubic
foot?
Mr. Shanholtzer said it is an acre foot. It is a typical measurement for storm water
storage. An acre of surface area to a 1’ depth. The conversion for an acre is 43,560
square feet.

3.58

Chairman Duffy asked if this was saying 3” of rainwater per hour? What will it
collect?
Mr. Shanholtzer said that the storage requirement is based on a release rate. The
release rate for MWRD under the new water shed development ordinance is .3
cubic feet per second. They do modeling based on a specified storm analysis. They
can only release on that .3 measurement. Anything above that should be stored in
the detention pond.
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It is all based on historic rainfall events. There is a manual that is for the state of
Illinois but northeastern Illinois has specific rainfall increments. That is what
assumptions are based on. It is based on data and collections.
3.59

Mr. Schneider said that the Village has retained consultants to design a storm water
release system measured to a 10-year event. He assumes that the whole campus is
23 acres. Maybe 20 of those acres are impermeable. What would be a 10-year rain
event? Would it be 3” per hour?
Mr. Shanholtzer said that less than 20 acres are impermeable. A 10-year rainfall
event is about 4” to 5” per hour. 100-year storm event is 9” per hour.

3.60

Mr. Schneider said that 20 acres is 9,000 square feet x 5 inches is about 400,000
cubic feet x 7.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that the way the storm water ordinance reads is that there will
be a constant release. There are different peaks within that storm event. There are
different durations of the 100-year storm event. There is a restrictor which is a
control structure at the outfall of the storm water detention system. It will be
releasing as the storm continues to rain. They cannot exceed the .3 CFS/acre. They
don’t have to store all water at once. For a 100-year event they should contain a
good portion of it based on that release rate. They are designing this for a 100 year
event. It is generally 9” per hour.

3.61

Chairman Duffy said that the design is for a 100-year rain event for storage and
release rate.

3.62

Mr. Surman asked if the current detention satisfy all requirements of the MWRD.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that the existing detention does not satisfy all MWRD
requirements. Storm water ordinances evolve over time. What in the ordinance in
1993 would not be allowed today?

3.63

Chairman Duffy asked if the ordinance had changed much since 1993.
Mr. Shanholtzer said it has changed a lot since that time. It is one of the stricter
storm water ordinances in the area.

3.64

Mr. Boyer asked how undersized it was.
Mr. Shanholtzer referenced the storm water plan. He talked about what was under
the synthetic field and surface storage they have about 1.5 acres of storage on site.
After the scope of improvements, they will be beyond 3-acre feet of storage. They
are increasing on site storm water storage by over 150% based on the improvement
plans. To put it in perspective, the old ordinance was based on a two-year storm.
The new storm water ordinance requires 100-year storm.
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One of the slides highlighted exactly how phase 1 will be constructed. He reiterated
that there would be an underground storm water detention system under the
proposed tennis courts. This is in the southern portion of the site. Based on analysis
of existing condition, that is where everything flows into. That is the most efficient
area to have regional storm water facility.
For phase 1 improvements, they coordinated with the Village engineer and the
Village’s review consultant and talked through the plan. They reviewed the plan
and gave positive feedback. The 3-acre feet comes into play in the phase 1 plans.
He showed a map and talked about different areas on the site. There will be an
asphalt pavement swale.
For phase 1 improvements they are providing detention for everything under phase
1 including parking lot expansion to the north and to the south, the pool facility,
any land disturbance and the relocated tennis courts.
For phase 2, he pointed out a building that would be disturbed and maybe additional
parking relocation. That is why the strategic plan came into place. The system they
are proposing can be easily expanded in phase 2 to accommodate the ultimate
conditions. There is a 2-acre feet on top of the already discussed 3-acre feet and
that is in the ultimate master plan.
3.65

Mr. Schneider said that he did not follow the numbers exactly. With a 9” rain event
falling on the campus in one hour the neighborhood will not be impacted by runoff
from the Loyola Academy property.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that the 9” per hour is based on a 24-hour duration. There are
different ways to evaluate a 100-year event. It can happen over an hour or over 24
hours. There will be some release.

3.66

Mr. Schneider read that rainfall intensity for a three-year term is 2.2 inches per
hour. That is a three-year event. We have to assume that for a hundred-year event,
9 inches could happen in an hour.
Mr. Shanholtzer said he was not sure what Mr. Schneider was reading from, but
didn’t think that it was his report.

3.67

Mr. Schneider said it was from the people who did the stadium.
Mr. Shanholtzer said he would need to look at that report in further detail. The way
the MWRD sizes the detention vaults is the SCS method. He explained how this
worked.

3.68

Mr. Schneider said they are covering more impervious surface and are not within
the standards of the current MWRD requirements. He wants to be assured, as do
the neighbors, that an extreme rain event will not impact the neighbors.
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Mr. Shanholtzer said if one looks at the 22 acres in total, they are adding a minimal
amount of impervious area. They are increasing parking. When one looks at the
magnitude of the storm water storage they are proposing based on what the old code
provided, the neighborhood will be helped. There will be ease on the interceptor
along Lake Avenue.
3.69

Mr. Robke clarified that they would be providing an underground storm trap-type
system. There is a small component relying on ponding on the parking lot.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that the old design method was to allow the parking and a
little storage within the storm sewer network. The proposed system is significant.
They will be proposing aluminized corrugated metal because it will help with future
expansion. They wanted to put it in a location that made sense and was easily
expandable depending on what the future brings.

3.70

Mr. Boyer said if the underground system is filled to capacity, water will go to the
Wilmette sewers.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that it goes into a private 30” sewer that runs parallel with
Laramie Avenue and that directly connects into a simple sewer along Lake Avenue
which leads to a pump station and then there is another outfall sewer beyond that.
In the existing condition, it would not meet the release rates that one should adhere
to today. It would have the capacity of what the 30” pipe can hold. Beyond that it
would overflow.

3.71

Mr. Schneider said that the storm sewer system to the west collects in the street and
then leads into the 30” sewer.
Mr. Shanholtzer said it collects some runoff from Laramie Avenue. There are some
inlets and connections to the adjacent municipal roads. Basically, everything is
going south into the interceptor along Lake Avenue.

3.72

Mr. Schneider referenced the houses along the east/west streets, west of Laramie.
Which way is water directed?
Mr. Shanholtzer said at Thornwood and at Greenwood, that water goes in a different
direction. That makes it way west and then it comes down. There is a portion of
Elm Avenue that drains to Laramie. A portion of that goes into the Loyola Academy
system and another portion breaks west and makes it way down to Lake.
He continued his presentation. The storm water plan was sent to the Village and its
review consultant for the MWRD.
The other highlight of having the underground system, particularly in phase 2, it
allows them to maintain valuable open space and green space for both the school
and something that the neighborhood can see and enjoy.
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Chairman Duffy clarified that the underground detention area under the tennis
courts is in phase 1, but in phase 2 additional capacity is being added.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that in phase 2 they are doing what they can to accommodate
that. Everything for phase 1 is under the tennis court. Based on the current vision
for phase 2, they sized the system appropriately and allowed for the expansion of
the underground vault under the open space. It makes sense to keep it in that
location because there wouldn’t be any disturbance to existing pavement. Tennis
courts can remain as is. The existing turf field would be an area that makes sense
to expand underground detention.
In phase 2, they would be connected by a storm sewer that would tie into the parallel
system along Laramie and would discharge into the Lake Avenue interceptor.
He talked about the 1993 permit and improvements done to the school at that time
including parking improvements. He talked about required detention capacity at
that time. The 2009 improvement was the stadium and synthetic turf field. There is
some surface storage and a big vault under the synthetic turf field. Added together
there is a 1.3-acre feet.
He highlighted some of their improvements. In phase 1, storm water detention
requirement is 2.43-acre feet. That will be a restricted release controlled structure.
It restricts the amount of flow that goes into the system. The new nuance of the
MWRD ordinance is beyond storm water requirements, they also have a volume
control requirement which limits the amount of volume. This is area that cannot be
released into the system. That is another half-acre foot. That would be in the
aggregate section of the underground system.
There were also highlights of the phase 2 plan. It is the area north of the building,
storm water requirements and volume control.
Key points are takeaways include although they are increasing the impervious area,
it is minimal compared to the amount of storage they will be providing. They will
ease up on the interceptor along Lake Avenue. They will provide both volume
control and storm water detention which conforms with the Village and MWRD.
MWRD has the new water shed development ordinance and they will follow this.
The phase 1 storm water detention will increase the existing system by about 150%.
When one takes the expanded system into account, they will increase the main
campus by 250%.

3.74

Mr. Schneider clarified that the Village engineer would act as a consultant to the
MWRD.
Mr. Shanholtzer said that the MWRD has a permitting process and they will need
to follow that process. The Village is a certified community. The MWRD puts trust
into the Village and work with the district. All correspondence is with the Village’s
municipal engineer.
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Mr. Schneider asked if the Village engineer has looked at their work to date.
Mr. Shanholtzer said they have worked with the staff at the Village and the review
consultant. All feedback has been positive to date. The engineer said that from a
civil perspective everything seemed to be straight-forward on the site. They do not
foresee permitting issues with the MWRD. They are a legacy permit and are
increasing storm water storage significantly.

3.76

Mr. Francke said he was at the meeting to address the enrollment issue that is of
great interest to those at the meeting. The application submitted seeks not just an
amendment to the special use permit, the variations but also a modification to a
condition established in 1993 when the special use permit was adopted by the
Village. That was the amendment adopted by the Village when Loyola merged with
Marillac Academy and the school become co-educational. When that was adopted,
a condition was added that said the maximum enrollment would not exceed 2,000
students. There was no reporting or monitoring requirements, no safe harbor – it
simply said enrollment should not exceed 2,000 students.
Historically this was based on the student enrollment at Loyola Academy at the
time plus the student enrollment of Marillac Academy and an assumption of some
level of growth over time. That has not changed in 15 years.
What they have brought before the Board tonight is not to increase the cap, but to
provide greater definition to what it means and how it should be monitored. They
have shared detailed information about enrollment over the past 15 years.
Enrollment is measured at the beginning and at the end of the school year. On
average, the enrollment has been slightly over by 2.3% at the start of the school
year and 1.3% over at the end of the year. Fr. McGrath will explain more about the
enrollment process and why it is not an exact science.
The numbers were shared with the Village. At its peak in 2013, Loyola Academy
was 5.7% over at the start of the school year and 5% over at the end of the year.
When he met with Fr. McGrath and Dennis Stonequist, he asked if they were asking
to increase the enrollment cap. The answer was no. Their goal is to have an
enrollment of about 2000 students.
They are now proposing that Loyola Academy will report to the Village on an
annual basis what the enrollment is so there is no surprise annually or over time.
They are proposing to maintain that condition but supplement the language. They
will provide reporting to the Village the same information that they report to the
state board of education. This is pubic information. A violation of the special use
permit will not be deemed to be occurring unless that cap of 2,000 is exceeded by
more than 10%.
Their belief is that the real issue for the neighborhood is traffic. Peter Lemmon
talked about traffic improvements on the site. The traffic impact study did assume
a maximum enrollment of 2,200 students even though that is not the goal. Mr.
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Lemmon’s report shows that the additional 200 students would generate 35
additional inbound and 35 additional outbound trips during a.m. and p.m. peak
hours. Traffic would be impacted. The traffic consultant concluded that the impact
was minimal. The key is not the few additional trips but the implementation of the
new traffic management plans. While there is a plan for new construction on site,
there is a significant opportunity for the neighborhood and the Village to make
things better.
3.77

Chairman Duffy clarified that they would annually report to the Village as a
requirement of the special use.
Mr. Francke said that what is reported at the end of October to the Illinois Board of
Education would be reported to the Village as September enrollment.

3.78

Chairman Duffy clarified that the start of school is a higher number than the end of
school. He said that Mr. Francke indicated that there would be no penalty if they
went above the 2000 number unless it exceeds 2,200 students.
Mr. Francke said he it is not a penalty. Loyola Academy would not be deemed to
be in violation of zoning unless they exceeded 2,200 students.

3.79

Chairman Duffy asked if they were in violation of zoning, what would happen.
Mr. Francke said what would happen is the same as what happens when a property
owner is in violation of zoning. Staff would ask what they would do about this.
They are subject to what the law provides if they go over 2,200 students.

3.80

Mr. Boyer asked if there were 2,050 students for the year, how many of those are
seniors who drive.
Fr. McGrath said he could not answer this question. There is a normal pattern of
attrition from freshman to senior year. That is part of the formula of total
enrollment. They are trying to balance a senior class and an incoming freshman
class. Today’s enrollment is 2011 students. The senior class is about 510 students
and the freshman class is about the same size. There is attrition across four years as
well as from the beginning to the end of the year. They are not proposing an increase
in the number of student parking spaces.

3.81

Mr. Boyer noted that 14% of students take public transportation.
Fr. McGrath said that other students might carpool, get a ride or walk to school.
They have a good idea about what sophomore through senior classes will look like
at the end of this year for next year. There is an art of enrollment management in a
private school. They go through a process. The Archdiocese requires all Catholic
high schools to administer the same entrance exam on the same date every year.
When they open the doors on that Saturday morning in December, they have no
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idea how many students will show up. A lot of students usually show up to be part
of Loyola Academy.
Students take the test, make an application, being accepted or not, granting of
financial aid – these are all thresholds in the process and the number starts to shrink.
Financial aid plays a role in whether a family will come to Loyola Academy. The
number of the freshman class is a moving target. There are parameters and general
expectations. Some families will decide the summer before school starts not to
come to Loyola Academy. The freshman number is a hard number to land on with
great accuracy. Historically they have turned away a lot of students. They turned
away about 175 students last year who took the test. Families must make decisions
about how to pay for private education. It is not their intention to expand the
school’s enrollment. There are restrictions on expansion. That number is close to
2,000. For a private school, that number impacts budget creation. 85% of the
operating budget is through tuition. They have exceeded the 2,000 number for a
while.
He talked about private university enrollment management. Enrollment
management is the art of trying to find that place to land. The number of high school
age children in the area is not a growing demographic. It is a shrinking number over
the next 10-15 years. The Catholic school market is a contracting market. Annually
it is a 5% to 7% decline in the number of kids testing and enrolling in Archdiocese
schools.
If a family is looking at private school from kindergarten through college, it is a
daunting proposition. Internal and external factors in the community impact the
number of people who attend Loyola Academy. About 30% of students receive
some financial aid. The average award is about half the cost of tuition. They are
always trying to feed the enrollment pipeline.
3.82

Mr. Schneider said Loyola Academy has been successful in managing enrollment
over the past 10+ years. 5.7% over was the highest they were over in enrollment
greater than 2,000. He is not an educator but he would think that a university would
have a different problem. When Loyola Academy sends out acceptance letters, how
many say they are not coming to Loyola Academy?
Fr. McGrath said the process is tested, accepted and those who accept acceptance.
In the testing pool, some choose not to apply. Of the kids who apply and who are
accepted, the yield is over 80%, maybe in the 85% range.

3.83

Mr. Schneider said he thought it would be around 98% who accept.
Fr. McGrath said it is in the 85% to 90% range. 40% of students come from
Chicago, 60% are suburban residents. The selective enrollment school process in
the city does not align with Catholic School timing. Some city kids who get
accepted to Loyola Academy will go to selective enrollment. There are also other
public or private school options.
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Students in Archdiocese schools cannot apply to multiple colleges. The realities of
building budgets, faculty size, building the capacities are similar between high
school and college. There are fluctuations in enrollment in a private school. It’s
about the aid and what Loyola Academy can offer so families can make it work.
3.84

Mr. Surman asked if other years were steady after freshman year.
Fr. McGrath said there is some attrition but other years are steady. Biggest attrition
is between freshman and sophomore year. Some students are lost for academic
reasons after sophomore year. Some families relocate. They take few transfer
students and usually those are from out of state who attended another Catholic high
school.

3.85

Mr. Robke said Mr. Francke indicated that the real issue here is traffic. They
presented a plan that relies on implementation. Another comment made was about
a goal of 2,000 students. It was not a goal. There was a mandate that the school cap
enrollment at 2,000 students. The comment was made that there was no monitoring
provision provided for that as if to suggest that it was okay to exceed 2,000. Loyola
Academy must have agreed to the 2,000 cap that is in the ordinance. With a lack of
a monitoring provision being required, they have exceeded 2,000 students. How is
it ensured that the traffic management plan is implemented? There are some
questions about the plan. It does a good job of improving on campus traffic and
makes efforts to minimize traffic impacts on the neighborhood. It is a great
challenge with one street to get in and out.

3.86

Chairman Duffy noted that one point to keep in mind is that there are two phases
to the project. If they are not compliant with any area in phase 1, it is more difficult
to get approval for phase 2.

3.87

Mr. Robke said he appreciates having phases, but the Board is talking about phase
1 tonight. He said Loyola Academy presented a traffic management plan that is part
of tonight’s presentation. There is no provision for monitoring the success of that
or for revisiting that plan. Is there a way that administratively there can be
something ensure that the plan is monitored and a way to revisit the plan to make
sure that it is being done? Given what has happened with the lack of the monitoring
provision, what happens if the enrollment is exceeded.
Mr. Francke said it is fully anticipated that should the Village Board approve the
requested amendment; the traffic management plan would be incorporated into the
ordinance as a requirement. Like any other ordinance, Village staff can monitor and
determine if there is compliance. There has been communication about the plan to
Loyola Academy families and they appreciate the neighbor’s concerns.

3.88

Mr. Robke said that the Board needs to be clear about what the ‘what if’ is if Loyola
Academy exceeds 10% of enrollment. Does the Village have to actively monitor
this? The Board needs to understand the provision.
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3.89

Mr. Schneider said that the target is 2,000 students.

3.90

Mr. Robke said it is not a target but a mandated cap.

3.91

Mr. Schneider said that the target has been in place for 15 years and has always
been exceeded. If they can increase it to 2,200 students it would be tempting to keep
it within the 2,200 number and never approach 2,000 again.
Fr. McGrath said he is not sure what the incentive is. Is the assumption being that
more dollars are coming in?
He talked about students turned away. It figures into that calculation. A certain
percentage of students turned away are not the right fit for Loyola Academy and
often it is an academic issue. He would counter their staying at 2,200 and not going
back to 2,000. 2,000 is the sweet spot to the delivery of the mission of the school.
The market would suggest that if it went to that size, quality of education and
personalized Jesuit education would be impacted if the school grew too large. The
demographic realities suggest that that pool will not be there.

3.92

Mr. Schneider heard what Fr. McGrath said. He said that leeway is a margin. There
is a yield management issue they need to deal with. Why does it need to be 10%?
Mr. Francke said that the goal is to create this 10% buffer so that it can be defined
when the ordinance is being violated. It is to resolve what became a big issue a year
or two ago. When is there a violation? What is the impact of the number? That is
why he started talking about the history. The condition did not come from the
Village until the Academy said the plan is to go no bigger than 2,000. There was
no traffic study that said that Laramie can only handle an enrollment of 2,000. There
was no discussion that the actual school could only handle 2,000. The number 2,000
is the sweet spot.

3.93

Mr. Schneider said there is nothing magic about 2,000.
Mr. Francke said that neighbors care about enrollment due to traffic. If the number
is not materially different from a traffic standpoint, all they are doing is creating a
safe harbor and everyone knows if the ordinance was violated. He does not
understand the problem with this.

3.94

Mr. Robke said that there is an ongoing violation. If with the traffic management
plan, the reports show the same problems that exist today and level of disruption to
the community that exist today, then they could implement the traffic plan and
make things better with 10% less traffic than was assumed in the traffic study. There
are questions related to the student population. There is a certain range and
fluctuation. What is done when the ordinance is violated? We expect that people
obey the ordinance. What can be done with the traffic plan so that this gets revisited
on a bi-annual basis or updated so that monitoring can occur? There are changes to
demographics – people driving, not driving, etc. Everyone wants a structure to work
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with Loyola Academy to accommodate changes and make them work for Loyola
Academy and for the community. How does the Board move forward given the
history and that monitoring provisions need to be put in place?
Ms. Roberts said that the what if would need to be worked out with legal counsel
and with the applicant.
3.95

Chairman Duffy asked how the 2,000 number came about in 1993. What was the
spirit of that number?
Mr. Francke said that the minutes of that meeting show that Loyola Academy was
1,450 students. The enrollment at Marillac was 330 students so total enrollment
was just under 1,800. There was general discussion about growth over time.
Testimony at that time was a 10% growth. 2,000 should be the number.

3.96

Mr. Boyer asked if the enrollment process changed a lot since 1993.
Fr. McGrath was not there in 1993 but he would not think that it was that much
different. The gender question is significant. They became a co-ed school. They
wanted 50/50 parity for gender. Enrollment management had a different pressure
on it about building toward a 50/50 gender distribution.

3.97

Mr. Boyer asked if they knew in 1993 how many kids would be in the school.
Fr. McGrath said no because they were dealing with similar unknowns and the
reality that a merger meant stopping operating at Marillac. There was a huge
cultural transition to co-education. The Catholic school landscape was different in
1993. But some enrollment patterns would have been in place. He does not know
about testing in 1993.
Mr. Francke said he did not think that Loyola Academy would have a problem
working into the ordinance that if it was determined on some basis that there was a
period when the cap was exceeded based on the reporting requirement, there would
be an opportunity to look again at how and if it is impacting traffic and whether the
traffic plan needs to be reviewed again. That would not be a problem to attach this
provision onto the ordinance.

3.98

Mr. Robke said he was suggesting that the traffic management plan be reviewed
regularly as a separate issue. The history of the enrollment cap shows that it needs
to be revisited and a monitoring provision put in. If there is an increase to the cap,
what is an appropriate increase? It’s a shame that the Village needs to monitor this.
The Village needs to work with Loyola Academy on how to establish the cap.

3.99

No one on the Board had more questions about the cap.
Mr. Francke talked about a six-page letter that discussed the standards of review.
He talked about a realty report and Mr. Baker is at the meeting.
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3.100 Chairman Duffy said he was trying to figure out how much more time the applicant
needed for their presentation before comments from the audience started. Maybe
15-30 minutes to talk about the remaining subjects. The Board might have
questions.
Mr. Francke asked Chairman Duffy if he wanted the standards of review discussed
individually. Did they want Mr. Freres to talk about the fencing?
3.101 Chairman Duffy suggested taking a 10-minute break. He will ask Board members
if they wanted to discuss another subject. He wants to conclude the meeting this
evening and get questions from the public.
Mr. Francke thanked everyone in the room for their patience. The presentation was
long.
3.102 Chairman Duffy reconvened the meeting. He said the Board had a couple of
miscellaneous questions and then the public would be invited to comment.
Chairman Duffy said there was question about the photometric plan. He said it
appears that they propose to replicate the lighting that is existing and there is no
intention of exceeding the 0.5 foot-candles at the lot line.
Mr. Freres said that was correct. The applicant will provide an updated lighting plan
that is legible.
3.103 Chairman Duffy asked where the fence along Laramie starts and ends.
Mr. Freres said it starts at the north end of the campus by the first driveway access
point. He pointed to an exhibit. Each driveway entrance has a column between
them. They are asking for 5’ in height versus 4’.
3.104 Chairman Duffy asked how far south the fence went.
Mr. Freres said that the fence went down to the tennis court where the height
changes to 10’. There is also a variation request for opacity. They will have Arbor
Vitae in front of the fence like there is today.
3.105 Chairman Duffy said there didn’t appear to be issues with variances requested for
the tennis courts. The fencing ends where it does to keep kids from running across
the street.
3.106 The Board had no additional questions. Chairman Duffy then opened the floor for
public comment.
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(After Section 4.0)
3.107 Chairman Duffy said that Loyola Academy team members can address the
questions raised and comments made. He noted that some questions had to do with
heeding the standards of review, enrollment, and traffic in the neighborhood.
3.108 Mr. Schneider said that the last neighbor talked about extensive flooding in her
neighborhood. Does Loyola Academy have to do with that? What is Loyola
Academy being or is not doing with relation to flooding?
Mr. Francke said he appreciated all the comments, both positive and negative.
Storm water management has been a neighborhood issue. They understand that
traffic has been an issue and will always remain an issue when there is a school in
a residential neighborhood. This is not a unique situation.
They spent a lot of time on studies. They hired great professionals and consultants.
They are working with the Village’s team to review reports. The Loyola Academy
team firmly believes that what is being proposed will make things better. They think
the plan will help neighbors. There is a better traffic management plan and
significant storm water management improvements. They are increasing storage by
250%. He has worked on master plans and new construction for many high schools
(private). He has found that these new projects create opportunities to make things
better for the neighborhood in which they exist.
Regarding standards, they are happy to review them. They presented why the
enrollment cap language that they proposed meets the standards for special use.
Adequate ingress and egress must be provided. There won’t be adverse impact on
the neighborhood or on property values. They asked their traffic consultant to
assume a maximum enrollment of 2,200. They asked Mr. Baker, in his market
analysis, to assume 2,200 and conclude as to whether the additional 200 students
adversely impact property values. They have addressed this in the standards.
They understand the frustration about this condition. They have reviewed the 300
pages of the 1993 minutes. He agrees that the cap was discussed a lot during
testimony. There were not specific studies that said if enrollment is at x level it will
have y impact. There was testimony by a traffic engineer that the roads could handle
2,000. He does not disagree with what Mr. Weissberg said about a lot of discussion
but it was driven a lot by what Loyola Academy said at the time. Loyola Academy
said they could live with the cap. He talked about what a great asset Loyola
Academy is for the community. He finds it unusual that this is the only private high
school that he is aware of that has an enrollment cap. Loyola Academy was and is
prepared to live with this cap. Regarding violations, they do not want to be treated
better or worse than other property owner. He had indicated that if the enrollment
condition will remain in the ordinance, from a zoning ordinance standpoint, it
should relate to the protection of public health, safety and welfare. Nobody focused
on if there was compliance. The Village never asked if they were complying. The
neighbors never asked if they were complying. The neighbors never went to the
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Village Hall about the problem. In neighborhood/school situations, traffic is the
problem. That is why they asked Mr. Lemmon to address whether it adversely
impacted traffic. Has the increased enrollment impacted flooding? Has it adversely
impacted neighborhood property values? What is adversely impacted between,
1900-1950 students. They are happy to look at any study. Their position is not that
they want to have this language added to the condition so it gives them a new
ceiling. They want to know if they are in violation of the ordinance. It makes sense
to say they need to monitor the traffic and traffic management plan. If going over
2,000 is impacting traffic and therefore someone should do something about in
terms of traffic that makes sense to him.
(After Item 6.1)
3.109 Before the motion was seconded, Mr. Schneider said that it is not very specific
about enrollment to the modification of the 1993 ordinance. Is that intentional? Is
it being left open?
Ms. Roberts said what is written is consistent with what they are proposing and
what is in written materials.
3.110 Mr. Schneider said they are specific about the side yard setbacks.
3.111 Chairman Duffy said his interpretation is that if someone came in with plans for a
house addition and the Board, in the motion, says in accordance with the plans
submitted.
Ms. Roberts said this is how Ms. Roberts is looking at it.
4.0

INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11

Mr. Ariel Weissberg
1049 Manor Drive

4.12

Ms. Ilona Anspach
1207 Sherwood Road, Glenview

4.13

Dr. Josh Wechsler
3535 Riverside Drive

4.14

Mr. Larry Swibel
1104 New Trier Court

4.15

Mr. David Conaghan
1011 Manor Drive
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Mr. Richard Kahan
3451 Riverside Drive

4.17

Mr. Peter Broccolo
1227 Greenwood Avenue

4.18

Ms. Margarita Garcia
3528 Thornwood Avenue
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4.2

Summary of presentations

4.21

Mr. Weissberg has lived in the Village since 1989. He is the Chairman of the legal
committee for North Shore Citizens to Protect Green Spaces, Inc, which is the
neighborhood group that has been advocating for the immediate neighborhood on
various issues, but most recently as it relates to Loyola Academy. He said that ‘we
have come a long way since 2/16.’ There are 100+ households involved with the
Loyola Academy case. There was a downturn in the relationship between the
neighbors and Loyola Academy. Good from the difficult relationship. The good
was a heightened awareness by Loyola Academy that they have a fragile
neighborhood in Loyola Academy’s immediate neighborhood with many problems.
The Board really understands the issues like flooding, safety, traffic, environmental
and more.
Speaking for the group, he said that the Lakota Group has shown that they need to
talk to neighbors and this happened. They spoke about the community meeting that
took place November 12, 2016. He had several meetings with Fr. McGrath and Mr.
Freres, respectively. Fr. McGrath was hesitant to meet with him. He has been vocal
in opposition to what Loyola Academy was planning to do and the way they
handled issues.
The group is supportive of phase 1. They met yesterday and are cautiously
optimistic that phase 1 will address some problems. One of his neighbors thought
that phase 1 was a Trojan Horse, but Mr. Weissberg said he hopes not. Phase 2 will
not be met with a lot of acceptance. Time will tell if phase 1 will add to, subtract
from or whatever to the problems.
Larry Swibel will speak about enrollment. Mr. Weissberg said he was one of the
vocal people who attended the 1993 hearing concerning the special use. At that
meeting, he was told at one point to sit down and be quiet.
Reading of those minutes will show that the comments of Mr. Francke are opposite
of what happened. It was highly considered that there be a 2,000 student enrollment
cap. It was highly discussed and debated. It was well considered by the Board and
the Village Board when they enacted the cap. It is difficult to sit and hear comments
made about needing guidance when Loyola Academy is in violation of a law. It is
not a good example to students. The Village has in process right now a review about
violation of the 1993 special use.
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Loyola Academy was supposed to respond by June 17, 2017 to the violation of the
special use. It has been a violation for over 20 years. There has not been a response
from Loyola Academy despite the rule to show cause that was issued by the Village.
His group stands in opposition to that expansion of the 2,000 student enrollment.
There was no good cause shown as to why that should be expanded. There has been
no statement made by Loyola Academy as to why they have been in violation of
that standard. Comments about the need for monitoring when a FOIA request to the
ISBE is turned around in a matter of two days is absurd. As a group, they fed
enrollment numbers to the Village. In his conversations with Mike Zimmerman, he
is still trying to determine what, if anything, will come out of the previous
violations. It is not like they don’t want to be good neighbors. It’s not like they were
going to oppose phase 1. They are hopeful that there is monitoring for traffic and
phase 1 improvements so they can determine if it is helping or hurting or needs
some adjustments.
He personally thanked the Village staff for help. There has been traffic remediation.
The questions that the Board is asking are on very important issues. They are
helping to protect their fragile community.
4.22

Ms. Anspach she that she lives in Glenview. Her home abuts Avoca West School.
She talked about the traffic that backs up west of Sherwood 20 minutes before
school starts. It is bumper to bumper. Students turn left at Manor, cars turn left for
Starbucks and they are turning left on Laramie. She talked about the massive
amount of traffic and the problems that happen with cars turning. It is a mess and
she invited the Board to come out to see this one morning. If they add another 150
students and get to 2,200 problems will be worse. She doesn’t think that over 4
students per car is accurate. Adding to enrollment is going to cause more traffic on
Lake going east.
The presentation made short shrift of Lake Street, but it is a huge problem. As part
of the decision, the Board should also consider what goes on with traffic going west
on Lake although it is not as bad as going east.

4.23

Dr. Wechsler is a physician at Lurie Children’s so he goes downtown every day
and sometimes on the weekends. He goes in around the time that there are massive
amounts of traffic on Laramie. He is opposed to any changes in the enrollment not
just for the traffic but for the safety of his children. Any increases in enrollment
lead to more juniors driving and parking in his neighborhood. It is a huge concern
for children trying to bike or walk through the neighborhood. Teenagers are some
of the most dangerous drivers. He is confused about how the concept of mediocrity
was brought into the conversation. Any child that wants to consider an education at
Loyola Academy is fortunate. Loyola Academy is a top school in the country.
He shares Mr. Robke’s concern and Mr. Schneider’s concern that if given the
leeway to break the law, people will take that opportunity. Loyola Academy has for
the last 20 years has done a fantastic job of overenrolling by about 3%. The 20152016 numbers are more like 5% over enrollment. They are good at enrollment.
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He questions the extent to which the traffic solution is going to be implemented and
he shares Mr. Robke’s concerns that talking about how to fix a problem makes us
hopeful that a problem can be fixed. But until action on the ground is implemented.
Implementation is hard to ensure. It is important that traffic management be ensured
as explained. He shares significant concerns about flooding management. In the last
five years, they are experiencing 25 or 100-year storms well beyond the frequency
they should happen. When his house floods it happens after several hours of rain,
not 24 hours of rain. He said that this needs to be properly addressed.
He shares concerns about the overall benefit to his community and that his
community will improve from changes at Loyola Academy. It is impossible to
understand the outcome of changes. The notion that a property tax paying of his
community could be converted to office space would require rezoning and lead to
a change in the property tax bill.
This community has a fantastic educational system.
He respects all the time put into the process by the Board. Their questions show
how invested they are in the community. He appreciates all the time that Loyola
Academy and the Lakota Group and other partners have put into being part of a
stressful community time.
Mr. Surman asked where Riverside was.
Dr. Wechsler explained that Riverside was one street north of Illinois. One can
enter off of Manor or North Branch or frontage road. It is the deepest point in the
neighborhood. It is as far north in the neighborhood as possible.
Mr. Surman asked for clarification about concerns regarding traffic.
Dr. Wechsler said there are no stacking issues during drop off but there are a lot of
people walking around the community. There are horizontal streets where car
stacking happens during pick up. But when one is going from Riverside to
Thornwood or nearby streets the issues become reality. It is unclear whether the
traffic management plan will solve the problem.
4.24

Mr. Swibel has lived in the area since 1983. He will address the increase in the
enrollment cap and raise some points that others have not raised.
Chairman Duffy asked where New Trier Court was located.
Mr. Swibel lives two blocks west of Laramie. Go Laramie to Illinois and take a left
and you’ve reached New Trier Court. It is a cul de sac.
He said talked about the increase in the enrollment cap although the applicant used
different wording. There was discussion about how they arrived at the cap in 1993.
The minutes show it was a heavily contested, heavily negotiated number. This was
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not a number that Loyola simply volunteered. Loyola Academy is now deciding
that they want to have a larger number. Fr. Callahan, who represented Loyola
Academy at the last hearing, told the Board that Loyola Academy would not exceed
a hard 2000 cap. Mr. Murray, counsel for Loyola Academy at that time, made the
specific statement that Loyola Academy would not accept more students than
would yield 2,000 students. Perhaps they cannot keep the commitments they made
at that time. They exceeded the cap 21 consecutive years. There was no reporting
requirement so they made it sound like it was okay to continue to do this. One could
surmise that if the yield is 85-90% of students accepting the mission if they accept
60 fewer students they might get 50 fewer attending and they would be closer to
the 2,000 cap.
The minutes show that the 2,000 cap was very heavily negotiated. The school has
knowingly violated it for 21 years. In the initial application filed in 2016, it said
that they are in full compliance with every condition of the special use permit from
1993. It was only when neighbors considered the ISBE reporting that they found
the school had exceeded the 2,000 cap. The school then acknowledged that they
were not in compliance.
He asked the Board to consider one important change in circumstances since 1993.
New Trier West has since reopened. That was not contemplated in 1993. There is
an implicit acknowledgment by Loyola Academy that there is some impact by New
Trier West being opened. Loyola Academy is asking for a 10% increase to the cap
when New Trier West is not open and this seems to ignore the traffic conditions
that have worsened over time.
At the end of their presentation, the applicant had noted that they would review
each of the 11 standards and show how they met each standard. In almost every
case they are addressing physical improvements that they are asking for and how
those improvements meet the standards. Only in 1 to 2 of those standards do they
address the enrollment cap. They have not demonstrated that each element of their
plan complies with the 11 standards. They don’t mention the increase in the
enrollment cap with respect to 8 to 9 of the 11 standards.
He said he would make a point about sanctions. It was discussed earlier what is the
consequence of not satisfying the 2,000 cap. It is not for us to propose to the Board
what sanctions should be imposed. He talked about financial sanctions for
exceeding the 2,000 cap. The school would have ensured that they did not exceed
the 2,000 cap. Chairman Duffy said if they are noncompliant with phase 1 maybe
phase 2 won’t be approved. They have not been compliant with the special use for
the last 21 years and the Board should strongly consider changing elements of phase
1. The neighbors do not oppose everything. The school has made a good faith effort
to work with the neighborhood. But there are still concerns about traffic and
flooding.
He encouraged the Board, given the noncompliance for the last 21 years, to figure
out what sanctions would be imposed for continuing noncompliance. If the school
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needs a ‘fudge factor’ because they don’t know how many families will accept
enrollment, they can shoot for an 1800 cap with a 10% margin of error and then
they will not exceed 2,000.
Mr. Boyer said Mr. Swibel’s main concern is enrollment. Does he have issues what
else they are asking for?
Mr. Swibel does not speak for the entire neighborhood. He was at the meeting to
address the enrollment cap.
Mr. Boyer clarified that Mr. Swibel was okay with other things Loyola Academy
is requesting.
Mr. Swibel said that he would rely on the Board in good faith for other issues. He
is not an engineer and does not have experience to challenge other portions of the
request.
Chairman Duffy asked if he cared about the location of the tennis courts. Does he
care if they install a 4’ high decorative fence?
Mr. Swibel said he would like to see Loyola Academy stay the way that it is. The
enrollment cap is the big concern for him.
4.25

Mr. Conaghan said everything looks great. They own the land so Loyola Academy
should be able to do whatever they want on the land. They have not answered
questions about traffic in the neighborhood because they do not own that land. The
Board has to figure out the traffic problems. Perhaps the street could be made one
way. They put in speed bumps and now the kids go faster. That needs to be solved.
There are about 1,200 kids taking the entrance exam each year. They have plenty
of students coming in. If they are 8A in football, that means they are over 2,000
every year. Numbers have to be turned in to figure this out. Has the Village done
anything about them going over the limit?
Ms. Roberts said that it was pending this application and the outcome of this
request.
Mr. Conaghan said that the Village has not ‘slapped Loyola Academy on the wrist’
for 17 to 18 years. What if there is a fire and some students die? Then what happens?
Ms. Roberts does not know what the code requires.
Mr. Surman asked about the statement regarding one-way traffic.
Mr. Conaghan said that the Board should solve the traffic problem. Loyola
Academy does not own the street. If it was one way, it would solve the problem
once a day.
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Mr. Surman said that Mr. Conaghan indicated that this was a Village issue.
Mr. Boyer clarified that Mr. Conaghan’s main concern is traffic. What about the
other elements?
Mr. Conaghan said they own the land so Loyola Academy should be able to do
what they want on the land. Moving a tennis court does not bother him. The Board
must protect the neighbors regarding traffic problems.
Chairman Duffy clarified that the Board only makes a recommendation to the
Village Board. It is the Village, itself, that would help with traffic problems.
Mr. Conaghan asked the Board to vote no until traffic problems are solved in the
neighborhood.
Mr. Schneider asked what generates traffic on Manor Drive.
Mr. Conaghan said that there are two issues. New Trier West has a freshman class
on site. All the people driving from the west don’t want to be caught at the light so
they turn on Manor. The same thing happens when school ends. They don’t want
to get caught at the light so they cut through the neighborhood.
Chairman Duffy asked if students could not exit the parking to the east of Laramie
and head west on the streets. Isn’t that restricted?
Mr. Conaghan said there are no restrictions.
Chairman Duffy said he might pull that from the presentation. They wanted to do
parking across the street. They would make it so one could not turn down out of the
side streets. He referenced the vacant lots. Is that where he got that information?
Mr. Freres shook his head yes.
4.26

Mr. Kahan said he is at the meeting as a resident. About a year ago he was involved
with the North Shore Citizens for Preservation of Green Space. It was a
neighborhood organization. The impact of the organization was to preserve the
neighborhood. They started on a contentious note with Loyola Academy. In March
2016, they held the first meeting. There were about 100 people and it was not a
good meeting for Loyola Academy. The neighbors kept their opposition and it
became contentious over time. They decided to reach out to Loyola Academy and
start a direct dialog. He did that dialog with Loyola Academy at the request of his
group. His goal was accomplished because his conversation with Fr. McGrath woke
everyone up. He didn’t realize who the neighbors were, what they meant, how they
felt about the neighborhood. Because of talking, there are some responsible,
respectful development brought forth by a professional group that were not there
1.5 years ago. He supports the plan. Everyone has functioned all these years with
an increased enrollment. He is not happy about it. Between 7:15 and 7:40 a.m.,
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there is traffic in his neighborhood. But you must get used to it. With the bridge
being out, he has not seen an increase in traffic.
There are issues with the neighbors and the neighborhood. Flooding is an issue in
the area. Ten-year plans mean nothing today. Flooding happens. The Village is
trying to fix this.
The presented plan came with a lot of thought. It is a different plan from 1.5 years
ago. Loyola Academy has listened to and worked with neighbors. He has met with
Fr. McGrath 5 times. He has met with other neighbors. Scott Freres set up a meeting
to get input and came to the neighbors to show the final plan. Mr. Kahn’s goal was
to create a dialog and get the school talking to neighbors. He likes the
neighborhood. He has lived there for 21 years. There are perks to having Loyola
Academy. It is all about responsibility and respect. Fr. McGrath put together a
better team to create plans and a better team to speak with neighbors. He is
appreciative and supportive. The issue regarding enrollment must be taken into
consideration. There must be action taken. LA is being made better for the future
and he supports the plan for phase 1.
4.27

Mr. Broccolo has lived in the Village for 31 years. He is a 1974 Loyola Academy
graduate. All of his children went to Loyola Academy. He served for six years as a
Trustee, three of which he was Chairman of the board. More recently, Fr. McGrath
asked him to chair the steering committee for the master planning process. That
was completed in 2017. He was asked to chair the building and grounds committee
which he is doing right now.
The committee was put together to find the goals that Loyola Academy had for the
campus and the concerns, fears and frustrations of the neighbors. On both sides of
the issue the process that unfolded and resulted in many compromise. LA heard
what the residents had to say, but also tried to accomplish its goals. There is hope
that is the foundation for moving forward.
The breadth of affection and support that people in Wilmette have for Loyola
Academy is extensive. They see Loyola Academy as a highly valued community
resource.

4.28

Ms. Garcia showed some pictures of her home. She moved into her house 4 years
ago. Her expensive home flooded within one month of moving in. The land caved
in because of all the water in the backyard. This was in 2013. A photo of the
basement shows the water line. Her basement was about 80% filled with water.
She showed a photo of a white car stacking on Thornwood, went into a neighbor’s
driveway to back up so they would not have to go down to Laramie. That is what
the parents do. She has a huge crack in the driveway.
She talked about a 2015 meeting at Loyola Academy. At one time, she saw a man
in her backyard. She asked him what he was doing and he said that he was a
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surveyor surveying the land for Loyola Academy. She called her neighbors about
this. None of the neighbors knew about this. That night was the first meeting at the
high school. There was no transparency.
She showed the amount of water that accumulates in the backyard. She showed a
photo of her neighbor to the east. Flooding is an issue. Traffic is an issue.
One day she could not get into her driveway at 3:00 p.m. She had to call the police
but when they came out everyone was gone. Cars idle and cause pollution. Cars
cause traffic. Flooding is ongoing.
She is adamantly opposed to the proposal for many reasons including flooding,
pollution, traffic, noise. She is very disappointed.
Chairman Duffy asked if any of the proposed changes would help the situation.
Ms. Garcia said she does mind them doing the expensive project on their land. But
it will take up a lot of green space and more flooding will occur. More traffic will
occur.
Chairman Duffy asked her if she thought that the proposed traffic plan would get
cars off the street.
She does not think so.
Chairman Duffy asked if retention of water would help.
She said no and reiterated that she is adamantly opposed to the proposal.
4.29
5.0

There were no other audience members to speak on this case.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Boyer said there are 11 requests in the motion. Nine variations concern the
property, two variations deal with special use. Six of the nine variations deal with
the tennis court, two deals with the decorative fence and one deals with the parking
lot lights. Of the nine variations concerning the property, tennis court requests
already exist, two deals with the decorative fence is health and safety and the
parking lot light request exists. The two that deal with the special use are special
use expansion to put an addition on the building, which he overall does not have an
issue with. The big issue is the modification of enrollment. He wants to hear what
his colleagues have to say and asked for more discussion on this as it relates to the
overall application.

5.2

Mr. Robke agrees about the requests related to the property. They meet the
standards. He is not feeling terribly gray on enrollment issue. To accommodate the
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10% expansion of enrollment, the Board is presented with a traffic plan that
suggests things will be about the same as today.
Based upon observation, personal experience, community feedback, it is not a good
situation now regarding traffic. And the goal should not be to preserve the current
condition to accommodate a 10% increase. The goal should be to improve the
situation. As a Board, there has been a lot of discussion when there is a request for
an after-the fact improvement. In that case, he took the stance that this was a
separate administrative issue. He is a little uncomfortable handling a request for an
expansion of the student body that has existing for 20 years. It seems to be almost
a cavalier attitude about this. He is not prepared to accept it based on the history of
exceeding that cap without understanding in clear language the ramifications. He is
not sure he would still support the cap.
What are the ramifications for currently exceeding the cap? There don’t seem to
have been any. What is the point of increasing the cap if there are no ramifications?
The Board needs to understand the ramifications. Is the traffic plan going to be
implemented or will it be implemented and accepted like the cap has been for the
last 16 years? If is not implemented what are the ramifications? He feels strongly
that there should also be a program to revisit that traffic plan as things change and
as we learn from experiences. Kimley Horn has done a good job in studies, data
and analysis. Some of it is pure data running metrics and some of it is filling in
assumptions as to what will happen.
This is about traffic. We need a good traffic plan and a way to revisit this. If there
is going to be an enrollment increase, the Board needs to understand how that
relates to everything and the ramifications if these things are not done.
5.3

Mr. Boyer asked Mr. Robke if there is a number that works for him. They operated
at about 5% over at the end of the school year.

5.4

Mr. Robke said that no one has indicated good traffic patterns out there today. He
thinks that there is a way to accommodate the request. There is not a magic number.
It is understanding the impact, but it is also if there is a cap, and there has been a
cap, without ramifications for exceeding it and if that cap will be changed, the
Board needs to understand the ramifications. It is not for the Board to monitor
enrollment to determine if there is a violation.

5.5

Mr. Schneider said that determining sanctions is for the Trustees. That is not the
purview of the ZBA.

5.6

Mr. Robke said there is no mechanism for dealing with the cap and it is part of the
special use. If the Board is being asked to recommend changing the special use per
the documents. There is no reason that the documents could not include some
discussion because of discussion and negotiation between Loyola Academy and the
Village as to the what-if. The fact is that there was a violation of the enrollment
32

2017-Z-40

1100 Laramie Avenue

September 6, 2017

cap. It is relevant and is relevant to traffic. Traffic studies were based on 2,200
students. What is traffic like at 2,300?
5.7

Chairman Duffy said that it is his understanding that there has been no reporting of
the enrollment until the neighbors telling the Village that there was over enrollment.
But this only happened a few years ago. The Village has postponed any discussion
about the special use or the violation of the special use pending the outcome of this
application. Regarding ramifications or penalties there has been no discussion yet,
but there will be. The Village Board and staff want to see how the Board gets
through this process on the request for a gray area. He agrees with some of what
Mr. Robke is upset about. They have been doing it for 20 years and no one has done
anything because no one was aware of it until recently.

5.8

Mr. Schneider said he is torn by establishing a cap at some level. It was mentioned
that there is no private high school with an enrollment cap. The St. Francis case had
this issue come up. They would limit to four classes per grade. The other example
is New Trier where they cannot impose a limit. Student enrollments ebb and flow
at New Trier. Whatever the traffic implications are that’s what they are. The
community must live with it. They can try to manage traffic as much as possible.
Why is a cap being set? If it was a public high school there would be no cap. Two
major concerns are flooding and storm water management. When plans are
reviewed and approved, the minimum condition is that there is no incremental
burden on the community. The traffic is also a concern. Manor Drive is a relief
valve for Laramie. There is also queuing on side streets. These are two important
issues. They are not in the control of the school except indirectly and what they do
on their property. He requested that the Transportation Commission look at those
two issues. The Manor Drive relief issue which creates more traffic than it needs to
because it’s not local and the queuing on the side street. Regarding the queueing,
signage can be created.

5.9

Chairman Duffy said that the Village could put in some limited parking
requirements. Do not enter during specific school hours. He talked about the role
of the Transportation Commission in looking at various topics.

5.10

Mr. Schneider said they have limited parking requirements on Locust.

5.11

Mr. Boyer said they do this by Harper and St. Francis schools.

5.12

Mr. Surman asked if there could be a one-way street.

5.13

Mr. Schneider said that is the role of the transportation commission.

5.14

Chairman Duffy said many students drive and they don’t have parking permits and
park in the neighborhood.

5.15

Mr. Surman sees them park at Edens Plaza.
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Chairman Duffy said that there is parking in people’s driveways in the
neighborhood by people who don’t live there. This adds to the burden on
neighborhood streets. Neighbors rent spaces to Loyola Academy students. It is a
significant factor.
He firmly believes in the new organization of the parking lots and traffic flow. It
will make it easier for traffic to flow through the neighborhood. Many cars will be
off of the streets with the drop off/pick up area.

5.17

Mr. Schneider agrees that there should be a periodic review to see how effective
the plan really is.

5.18

Chairman Duffy said it will take a combined effort to work together to find the best
solution. There has not been any communication with the Village about trying to
impose limitations to help control the traffic in the neighborhood. That would be a
wise move.

5.19

Mr. Schneider said there is still the request about the enrollment cap and 10%. On
one hand, they are still targeting 2,000. But they think they need a 10% cushion.

5.20

Mr. Surman said they’ve already gotten to 5%.

5.21

Mr. Robke said the last time they hit the 2,000 goal was in 2,000. It has been higher
since that time.

5.22

Mr. Schneider believed that the school would have taken this seriously if they had
been alerted earlier. He is inclined if the traffic issue is dealt with, if the queueing
on Manor Drive is gone and if the parking plans and patterns are implemented and
mitigate the issues, he can approve the request. He has no problem with the physical
variations requested.

5.23

Mr. Surman agrees with many comments. There is too much focus on enrollment.
The Board must step back and look at the big picture they are trying to accomplish.
They are investing a lot of money. His gut feeling is that traffic will be improved
quite a bit by having stacking space. They are sacrificing some green space to
accommodate that. He didn’t like the parking on Laramie when they looked at the
case a year ago.

5.24

Mr. Boyer said that what started this issue were the green spaces being taken up.

5.55

Mr. Surman said the plan is well thought out and the team spent a lot of time
working on it. Who knows why the increase in the gap happened? He doubts that
they would get close to the 10% over number. He also mentioned a sanction if they
went over that 10% number.

5.26

Mr. Robke noted that if they could go up to 2,200, the sanction would take place
until they reached 2,201.
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5.27

Chairman Duffy said Loyola Academy could remove the cap. They are asking for
gray area for enrollment fluctuations.

5.28

Mr. Robke said that 10% is significant. He is fine to address the fluctuation.

5.29

Chairman Duffy said Loyola Academy could asked to be treated like any other
school.

5.30

Mr. Robke said it goes down to the traffic study that was put together which was
based on 2,200. As he understood from comments, maintained a situation like
today. There are also significant improvements to the current problems. It looks
like there is one less egress point, which is good. He does not think that with the
traffic plan the goal should be to maintain the status quo.

5.31

Mr. Surman said that from a planning standpoint they are not maintaining the status
quo. He said that a big improvement would be the bus lane and work with PACE
and CTA and the transportation commission.

5.32

Mr. Robke said he was not concerned about the water issues.

5.33

Mr. Surman said that when one looks at the enrollment, it’s like there is a new set
of owners to the building and they have accepted it the way that it is. It’s like when
you buy a house that had a situation that wasn’t right, you must correct it. Loyola
Academy is working to correct the current situation.

5.34

Mr. Boyer approached this is that Loyola Academy is trying to make improvements
and improve the ability to teach students and accommodate what they have. In the
original plan, they thought they owned the property across the street. The
community said they liked the open space. Loyola Academy went back and asked
how they could accommodate this section of the property

5.35

Chairman Duffy talked about all the reasons why this is a great plan. Regarding
enrollment, he read the minutes and it seemed to him that when there was discussion
about how many students it did not seem to him like the number 2,000 was greatly
discussed when it was initially put on the table. It was greatly discussed after the
2,000 number came out. That number gets stuck on Loyola Academy without any
kind of leeway because of the way they attract students. Now they are coming back
and saying they’ve been over that number that was imposed on them. They would
like a way to accommodate the way they should take students.
Everyone is concerned that they will go over 2,200 students. He initially could see
how that could happen. It has been a touch topic that they will stay in the gray area.
The traffic study will be monitored and reviewed. If something needs to change the
plan will be revisited. And working with the transportation committee will bring
solutions forward.
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He will support the request as it is right now with the recommendation that the
transportation commission also address some of the neighbors’ concerns and that
the Village Board and Legal Counsel try to figure out a way there can be a
repercussion for exceeding the gray area.
5.36

Mr. Robke said he agrees with a lot of what Chairman Duffy said in terms of
physical improvements. If they are going to make improvements and make it safer
then they devalue improvements made by having 10% more students plus more
traffic. 10% is a lot. This is a starting point.

5.37

Mr. Boyer asked if there was a number Mr. Robke was comfortable with.

5.38

Mr. Robke said he would be comfortable with 2.5%. He said that the transportation
commission might help to address the flow.

5.39

Mr. Schneider was on the transportation commission for about one year. They
address concerns in many neighborhoods. Or help with signage. They should deal
with Manor Drive and stacking on the side streets.

5.40

Mr. Robke said it comes down to enforcement.

5.41

Chairman Duffy said that the police can go there and ticket offenders and that will
change people’s habits. They can ticket people where they are not supposed to park.
Board members will agree to disagree on this case.

5.42

Mr. Robke asked about the 10% increase in enrollment and does it have the
potential to change the neighborhood character, which is a criterion. He thinks that
a 10% increase could and it has not been demonstrated that it doesn’t. He thinks
that the traffic plan is an excellent start if it is implemented and revisited.

5.43

Chairman Duffy referenced the plan and said that the team extrapolated numbers.

5.44

Mr. Robke reiterated that the status quo needs to be improved.

5.45

Mr. Surman said he must agree to disagree. The Board is more focused on that
number and it is hard to make that an issue for him. If they didn’t follow through
with what is proposed problems will continue. The solution they have will improve
it.

5.46

Mr. Robke said he did not hear how the enrollment cap is tied to the other issues.
He does not see that they cannot make physical improvements.

5.47

Mr. Surman said they may not want to.

5.48

Chairman Duffy clarified that what they are voting on is tied together.
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Regarding the vote, Ms. Roberts said that the Board could also vote on
recommendations.
5.49

Chairman Duffy said that the recommendation is that the transportation
commission address the street issues and see if they can help with stacking on side
streets and traffic on Manor Drive, which serves as a cut through for people to avoid
Laramie. Manor Drive is also a cut through for people to get to the New Trier West
campus. There must be studies done to figure it out.
Chairman Duffy said that a recommendation could be made that Mr. Adler and Mr.
Frenzer look at how to deal with violation of the special use.

5.50

Mr. Boyer said at least the number they are asking for, which is a 10% variance.
They have never been over 5% at the end of the school year.

5.51

Chairman Duffy said he does not want to support that. The vote should be taken on
what is currently on the floor. If it is a negative recommendation and the applicant
wants to represent to the Village Board and argue their case for 10% they could do
that. Or they might modify their request to maybe 5% or another number. To ask
them to now change the request and vote on that is doing them a disservice.

5.52

Mr. Robke said that approval is based on the traffic management plan. What if it is
not implemented? The basis of everything is are they making improvements. If they
don’t do there is a prettier campus with worse traffic.

5.53

Mr. Schneider said that the Board can ask someone to review the effectiveness one
year from whenever.
Ms. Roberts said that in the past, like Ronald Knox School, their Board adopted
conditions that there would be a traffic study done for three years. The Board could
recommend something like that.

5.54

Mr. Schneider suggested a periodic review of traffic.

5.55

Chairman Duffy asked if that needed to be read into the record.
Ms. Roberts asked how strongly he felt about this?

5.56

Chairman Duffy said that it is important that stacking and traffic get looked at to
make sure they are implementing the plan as effectively as they can, as well as
looking at it from the perspective of the Village. What else can they do to help make
this work? There must be a way to put parking restrictions on side streets.

5.57

Mr. Schneider suggested – the Board can vote on the motion and put on two
conditions to the vote – have the transportation commission look at traffic issues
outside the campus and for the Village to periodically review the effectiveness of
the plans.
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Ms. Roberts said that a motion would be made and seconded, a vote would be taken
and then it would be added to the main motion and take a vote on the motion with
the new information.
6.0

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for an expansion of a special
use (educational facility, secondary), modification of the special use approved by
ordinance 93-O-63 regarding enrollment, a 20.0’ side yard setback variation, a 3.0’
side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, a
6.0’ fence height variation, a 3.5’ fence height variation, a fence openness variation,
a variation to permit a chain link fence in a side yard adjoining a street, a 1.0’ fence
pier height variation, and a 1.5’ fence pier diameter variation to permit the
construction of an addition (natatorium) and to relocate existing tennis courts,
expand the parking lot, and install new fencing at 1100 Laramie Avenue in
accordance with plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
6.11

Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Yes
Yes
Not Present
No
Yes
Yes
Not Present

Motion carried.
6.2

Mr. Schneider moved to place two conditions on the motion: 1) the Transportation
Commission review traffic issues in the neighborhood, particularly Manor Drive
and 2) that the Village periodically review the effectiveness of the on-site traffic
plan as proposed.
6.21

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

6.3

Mr. moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation
for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-40.
6.31

Mr. seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.
Motion carried.
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FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use
standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning
Ordinance. The proposed use in the specific location is an existing use that has operated in
much the way that is proposed for over twenty years and has been in the neighborhood for
sixty years. The replacement and expansion of the natatorium, as an increase in floor area
and thus an expansion of the special use, will improve the facilities for the students without
impacting the neighborhood. The school use is consistent with the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan to promote educational opportunities. While the school has
continuously exceeded the 1993 enrollment cap, the proposed improvements with the
school’s traffic management plan and parking lot queuing lanes will mitigate a condition
that would likely exist even if enrollment had been conforming. The applicant is requesting
some flexibility to the enrollment cap to better work with the enrollment process and to
account for student population adjustments during the school year. The proposed traffic
management plan and storm water detention will improve existing conditions related to the
public health, safety or general welfare. The proposed use will not be injurious to the use
or enjoyment of other property. The proposed use will not impede the normal and orderly
development and improvement of surrounding properties nor will it diminish property
values. The creation of stacking lanes through the expanded parking lot will help to reduce
the negative impact of such queueing that currently takes place on the adjacent residential
streets. Adequate utilities already exist. The proposed use will be consistent with the
community character. No known archaeological, historical or cultural resources will be
impacted. No buffers, landscaping or other improvements are necessary though new
fencing and landscaping will be installed to improve the appearance along Laramie
Avenue. All other standards of Article 12 are met.
The physical conditions of the property, the siting of the structures on the lot and the shape
of the lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. To provide more on-site parking
and provide on-site queueing, the applicant must relocate the existing tennis courts,
resulting in variations related to the setbacks and fencing. The decorative fencing is
necessary to limit where students can cross Laramie Avenue to improve the safety of those
crossings. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique
lot and its use. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty prevents
the owner from making reasonable use of the property to accommodate new queuing lanes.
The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air nor will they
be injurious to other property. The proposed variations will result in the existing tennis
court being relocated and in new fencing being installed, resulting in very little change and
likely some improvement to the neighborhood character.
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the special
use standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning
Ordinance. Specifically, the applicant has created their own hardship with their enrollment
practices, resulting in continued violations of the 1993 special use ordinance. The existing
conditions have resulted in negative traffic impacts on the neighborhood and permitting
the enrollment to exceed the 1993 cap contributes to these traffic impacts.
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RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for an expansion of a special
use (educational facility, secondary), modification of the special use approved by ordinance
93-O-63 regarding enrollment, a 20.0’ side yard setback variation, a 3.0’ side yard
adjoining a street setback variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, a 6.0’ fence height
variation, a 3.5’ fence height variation, a fence openness variation, a variation to permit a
chain link fence in a side yard adjoining a street, a 1.0’ fence pier height variation, and a
1.5’ fence pier diameter variation to permit the construction of an addition (natatorium)
and to relocate existing tennis courts, expand the parking lot, and install new fencing at
1100 Laramie Avenue in accordance with plans submitted and with the following
conditions: 1) the Transportation Commission review traffic issues in the neighborhood,
particularly Manor Drive and 2) that the Village periodically review the effectiveness of
the on-site traffic plan as proposed. The use shall run with the use.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.9

Community Development
Department
SUBJECT:

Minor Planned Unit Development Change – 607-617 Green Bay Road

MEETING DATE:

October 17, 2017

FROM:

John Adler, Director of Community Development

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
Move to grant a minor PUD change allowing the installation of two temporary leasing signs on
the north and south building elevations on the property at 607-617 Green Bay Road in
conformance with the information submitted.
Background
On July 28, 2015, the Village Board approved Ordinance 2015-O-38 granting Final PUD
approval for the mixed use development at 607-617 Green Bay Road. The PUD approval was
conditioned upon the project being constructed in substantial compliance with the plans
attached to Ordinance 2015-O-38. No relief for temporary leasing signs exceeding the
maximum size of twenty (20) square feet was requested or granted with the PUD approval.
Discussion
M & R Development, LLC, the owners and developers of 611 Green Bay have requested
permission to install two temporary leasing signs of 120 square feet each on the north and
south elevations of the building. The request to install the two temporary signs is considered a
minor change as a major change is defined as those changes that substantially affect the basic
design, density or bulk of the development. Because the signs are temporary and will only be
in place until 75% of the units are leased, they will not substantially affect the basic design,
density or bulk of the development.
The Zoning Ordinance states that minor changes, as required by engineering or other physical
site circumstances not foreseen at the time the Final Plan was approved may be authorized by
the Zoning Administrator, who reserves the right to forward any requests for changes to the
Village Board. Because temporary leasing signs were not presented to the Village Board, the
Zoning Administrator did not feel comfortable granting approval without the signage first being
presented to the Village Board.
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Budget Impact
There is no impact to the budget.
Documents Attached
1. Letter from William Patrun, M & R Development, with attachments, dated October 17,
2017
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Report to the Village Board
from the
Appearance Review Commission
Recommendation:

The Commission recommends granting a buffer yard landscape
variation.

Case Number:

2017-AR-10

Property:

808 Linden Avenue

Zoning District:

R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence

Petitioner:

St. Francis Xavier Parish

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to
construct a two-story addition and install landscaping; and a
variation from the buffer yard landscape requirements.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers
20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate
20-5.4, Variation

Meeting Date:

October 2, 2017

Date of Application:

June 12, 2017

Appearance Review
Commission Vote:

Chairman Bradford
Commissioner Andric
Commissioner Elkins
Commissioner Miller
Commissioner Phillips
Commissioner Woleben-Meade

Village Board Date:

October 24, 2017

Notices:

Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on June 22, 2017
Certificate of Posting dated, June 19, 2017
Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, June 21, 2017

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not present
Yes

Case 2017-AR-10
808 Linden Avenue

Description of the Property
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Linden Avenue between 8th and 9th Streets. It is
approximately 70,000 square feet and improved with an existing 2 ½-story brick building and a 1 & 2story brick and limestone building.
To the north of the alley are an existing parish building, single family homes and playfield. To the east
are two single family homes. To the south across Linden Avenue are single family homes and across 9 th
Street to the west is the church associated with the subject property. All of the surrounding properties are
zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a two-story addition and install
landscaping; and a variation from the buffer yard landscape requirements.
Buffer yard landscaping is required along the east yard of the subject property. These yards are required
in the rear and interior side yard when a non-residential use is located within a residential district except
where an alley is located between the uses. In this case only the east side yard requires buffer yard
landscaping. While the petitioner has proposed landscaping in the buffer yard they are proposing to
maintain the playground equipment in the required buffer yard. Because the buffer yard must be free of
structures, a buffer yard variation is required.

Action Required
The Village Board many grant the variation provided they determine the proposal meets the following
standards of review.
Variation Standards of Review
1. The particular physical conditions, shape or surroundings of the property would impose upon
the owner a practical difficulty or particular hardship, as opposed to a mere inconvenience, if
the requirements of this Ordinance were strictly enforced.
2. The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique
circumstances.
3. The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared by
other properties classified in the same zoning district and/or used for the same purposes. This
includes the need to accommodate desirable existing site landscape or reflect unique conditions
created by the age and character of the property.
4. The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Ordinance would prevent the
owner from making a reasonable use of the property. However, the fact the property could be
utilized more profitably with the variation than without the variation is not considered as grounds
for granting the variation.
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5. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property
or otherwise injure other property or its use, will not substantially increase the danger of fire or
otherwise endanger the public health, safety and welfare, and will not substantially diminish or
impair property values within the neighborhood.
6. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will be
consistent with the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan.
7. With respect to building materials, unforeseen advances in technology, appearance or quality
render a prohibited material to be suitable and in keeping with the appearance goals of this code
when used in the form presented by the applicant.

Case File Documents
Location Maps and Plans
1.1 Aerial
1.2 Plat of Survey
1.3 Landscape Plan
1.4 Site Plan

Case Minutes
May 1, 2017
St. Francis Xavier School

808 Linden Avenue
Preliminary Review

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-10, 808 Linden Avenue for a preliminary review of an
Appearance Review Certificate request. He stated the school was planning an expansion to
their existing facilities and had requested a preliminary review before submitting for a formal
review by the Commission. The proposal will also need to go before the Zoning Board of
Appeals for a special use and variation request. That application has not yet been submitted.
Mr. Chris Vallace said he was heading up the Capital Campaign Committee at St. Francis
Xavier School to help fund the school’s expansion project. He said St. Francis Parish has
grown by 25% over the past ten years. Education is a vital part of the parish. The school
serves children from kindergarten through eighth-grade with over 463 students enrolled. Ten
years ago it was approximately 250 students, so they have outgrown their current facilities.
The reason for the presentation is to show where they are with their schematic.
Mr. Bradford asked what their net gain in classrooms would be with the proposed addition.
Mr. Vallace said the net gain will be five classrooms, but that doesn’t include the other rooms
like the library that are being used to make do.
Ms. Andric asked if this was their master plan for a certain period of time.
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Mr. Vallace said the addition is phase one of their master plan. That will allow early childhood
education to move from the Parish Community Center into the school. Phase two will then be
to remodel the community center to better accommodate parish functions. The timing of this
project is tricky because they are trying to work within the limits of the school year.
Mr. Werner Brisske provided a presentation of the proposed addition. The plan includes
demolishing the existing gymnasium which surrounds an existing courtyard on the north side.
The courtyard would transition into an interior atrium space that will be open to the classroom
area.
Mr. Vallace said he wanted to add that there were a few spaces they were making do with. The
library is being used as a classroom and they are using another space as a cafeteria.
Mr. Brisske said they were proposing precast panels with inlaid brick so that they can fit the
exterior construction within the school’s summer recess. It’s a natural clay brick that is inlaid
into the panel. They used a similar brick on the west end addition to the Glenview Police
Station. The classroom area would be a post and beam type construction. In the gymnasium
the precast vertical panels would be the loadbearing members. A pitched metal roof would
span the existing building to the new gymnasium.
Ms. Andric asked what would happen to the mosaic.
Mr. Brisske said one of the options was to move it into the atrium area. They would like to
save the mosaic and are looking at their options. They’re not sure how it was constructed. The
building drawings don’t show it.
Mr. Vallace said that part of the building was built in 1955, but he’s not sure when the mosaic
was added. The mosaic means a lot to the parish so they want to keep it.
Ms. Andric said the building appeared to have a consistent limestone finish all around it which
matched the church. There was a careful planned approach to use limestone in previous
construction and now the limestone is disappearing with the proposed addition.
Mr. Vallace said they were looking at the efficiency of construction when determining the
materials used. Timing is a big part of their plans.
Ms. Andric said the problem with using precast panels is that they don’t look as good after 50
years. The existing limestone on the building looks wonderful. They have a real gem in the
existing building and the proposed addition is becoming more industrial. The precast panel is a
third element they are adding to the campus. It is not limestone or brick. She said the
Women’s Club of Wilmette is rebuilding with limestone. They cut the limestone so as to
extend the amount of limestone they could use.
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Mr. Bradford said since they are using inlaid brick already, they could decide to use more inlaid
brick in place of the precast finish. That would help the addition tie more closely into the
existing buildings on campus. He understands the desire for the school to want to use precast
panels to assist in helping the efficiency of construction, now they just need to find a way to
work with the precast panels to that they fit in better with the existing campus.
Mr. Brisske said some of that can be done with additional articulation or scoring.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the neighbors have seen the drawings yet.
Mr. Vallace said some of the neighbors have seen the drawings.
Mr. Miller said they should deemphasize the heavy vertical lines on the precast panels. There
will be lines in the joints, but finding a way to deemphasize the lines will improve the look of
the building.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what the neighbors who have seen the proposal have said.
Mr. Vallace said the neighbors who will be the most impacted will be the ones to the east.
They will be additionally impacted because their building is a nonconforming structure that is
two feet off the property line. The structure closest to the property line was a garage which
they received a variation to make it attached.
Mr. Phillips assumed the building will be air conditioned so they should show where the units
are going and show how they will be screened either by extending the parapet or providing a
separate screen.
Mr. Brisske asked how high the screening needed to be.
Mr. Bradford said it needed to be a full height screen, not just line of sight from the ground.
Ms. Andric asked for the finish on the Linden Avenue façade.
Mr. Brisske said the Linden Avenue side will remain the same. The perspective and elevations
of the existing building were not complete. They only show the massing of the building.
Mr. Bradford said when they come back to the Commission, they need to provide all four
elevations. They also need to render the existing elevations at the same level of detail as the
proposed addition. It’s hard to see how the new is fitting in with the old on the current
drawings.
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Mr. Elkins said they needed to see the mechanical equipment and their screening, lighting and
cut-sheets, photometrics, landscape plans, fencing, exterior materials (window framing, coping,
trim, glass). Regarding the look of the proposal he tends to agree with some of his fellow
commissioners. His firm works a lot with precast. They do acid etched and light sandblasted.
While it can be a wonderful material, over time it tends to not age well. It needs to be well
maintained. Some of their contractors have done form liners that gave the panels almost of
split faced texture. He appreciates their effort to find a middle ground between the limestone
and brick, but his feeling is that it should be more brick and less ‘stone’ if the stone is going to
be precast.
Mr. Bradford said he cannot support the north and the east elevations as proposed. They look
too industrial and too monolithic. The clearstory windows on the gymnasium need more work.
He thinks there’s a way they can look more like the punched windows on the existing school
building. He also thinks the sloped roof over the gathering space needs to be studied further. It
looks unresolved and doesn’t join well with the rest of the building. On the west elevation, the
second floor windows extend the entire length of the precast panel while the first floor the
windows are divided by a central precast piece. He thinks bringing the division on the first
floor up to the second floor would help. It would bring down the scale of the windows to be
more in line with the existing building.
Mr. Elkins said he agrees with Chairman Bradford on the windows. He thinks the clearstory
windows on the south elevation need to be increased in height so as to take into advantage the
natural light.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked Mr. Sivertsen for the landscape variations that were requested.
Mr. Sivertsen said staff has not yet done a complete review of the project since the plans were
only preliminary, but the potential variations would be for a buffer yard variation on the east
yard and a landscape screening for the perimeter of the parking lot. They first need to find out
how much work is proposed to the parking lot. That will determine which landscape
requirements are triggered.
Mr. Bradford asked if there would be an increase to the impervious surface coverage.
Mr. Sivertsen thought the site was pretty well already paved in the areas of planned work.
Ms. Andric said the massing on the east elevation looked very industrial. It’s a wonderful area
around the existing school, but the proposed building is very large for a residential area. It was
important to soften the exterior. She would encourage them to talk with the Women’s Club of
Wilmette to see how they are using limestone.
Mr. Sivertsen asked the applicant if the area between the proposed addition and the east
property line would continue to be used as a playground.
Mr. Brisske said the area was used for the school’s early childhood students.
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Mr. Sivertsen said that’s going to limit the amount and size of landscaping they would place in
that area. He wondered if the applicant’s had thought about how they were going to landscape
that area.
Mr. Bradford said the basic planning was sound they just needed to do some work on the
building envelope.
Mr. Phillips said he has worked a lot with precast panels and he thinks the inlaid brick can look
really nice. There are some things that can help soften the exterior like playing with some of
the planes, columnar landscaping, and including some elements from the existing buildings.
He suggested the sandblasted finish over the acid etched. He said if they are going to put
mortar in the joints between the brick that it starts to look more like traditional brick.
Mr. Sivertsen said they should provide a sample of the brick and take a photo of it next to the
existing brick.
October 2, 2017
St. Francis Xavier School

808 Linden Avenue
Appearance Review Certificate and Variation

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-10, 808 Linden Avenue, St. Francis Xavier School, for an
Appearance Review Certificate to construct a two-story addition and install landscaping, and a
buffer yard landscape variation. He said the project had previously received a negative
recommendation from the Zoning Board of Appeals. The Village Board referred the case back
to the Zoning Board after the applicant had offered to make modifications to address some of
the concerns. The applicant had not yet been back to the Zoning Board. That meeting is
scheduled for Wednesday, October 4, 2017.
Mr. Bradford said depending on how their review goes the Appearance Review Commission
can provide a conditional approval tonight. The final approval would not come until after the
case had been before the Zoning Board in case there are any plan revisions requested at that
time.
Mr. Sivertsen explain the landscape variation for the buffer yard would be a recommendation
from the Appearance Review Commission to the Village Board. The Village Board is the body
making the decision whether or not to grant the variation. In contrast, an Appearance Review
Certificate can be granted by the Appearance Review Commission and does not need to go
before the Village Board for approval.
Mr. Bradford swore in the audience.
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Mr. Chris Vallace said they made some revisions to the plan based off the preliminary feedback
given by the Commission as well as input received at the Zoning Board hearing. They focused
on neighborhood engagement to help work through some of the concerns. They held 34
separate meetings with neighbors to help understand their concerns. A neighborhood relations
committee was formed consisting of parishioners and non-parishioners in the immediate
neighborhood. The building setback along the east property line has been increased to make it
conforming.
Mr. Bradford said during the preliminary review the applicant clearly demonstrated the need
for the building expansion. The Commission is more concerned with how it looks.
Ms. Andric asked what the major concerns were of the neighbors.
Mr. Vallace said a lot of the concerns were related to existing conditions like traffic flow and
student safety. Another item was the non-conforming nature of the eastern wall of the addition.
That was mainly a concern by the two most effected neighbors.
Ms. Martina Stoycheva presented the evolution of the elevation design. They added more brick
inlay to the precast concrete panels. The eastern wall was moved back so that it didn’t
encroach into the setback.
Mr. Werner Brisske said the lighter part of the precast panels will be a sandblasted cement
finish.
Ms. Stoycheva said the pitched roof over the atrium will be a battened seamed metal roof. The
roof, coping, and roof top screen will all be the same color. The window frame will be clear
anodized with a light green tinted glass to match what is currently on the building.
Mr. Sivertsen asked about the color of the roof top screen.
Mr. Brisske said the sample is actually different than what was stated in the submittal. It will
be the khaki color. He explained where on the roof they will be located. The screen will hang
approximately 3 feet off the sides of the roof top units.
Ms. Andric asked if they will be adding any limestone to the building.
Ms. Stoycheva said they were adding limestone on the front of the building for the smoke stack
and elevator shaft penetration, and at two planters that will wrap the corners of the addition.
The existing façade along Greenleaf will remain.
Mr. Brisske said a new transformer will be installed on the west side of the building and two
new a/c units will be installed on east side of the existing building’s roof. The unit’s won’t be
any larger than 3 ton units.
Mr. Sivertsen asked about the joints of the inlaid brick on the precast panels.
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Mr. Brisske said the bricks will be cast-in. The color of the precast actually shows between the
bricks. They are not pointed after the brick is inlaid. There are brick returns at the windows.
Mr. Elkins asked about the decision to use clear anodized window frames. He felt it would
look cold against the brick. A darker color might be better.
Mr. Brisske said it was being done to match some of the existing window framing on the back
of the existing building facing the courtyard. The framing on wall facing Greenleaf is more of
a champagne color.
Mr. Bradford said they could use the clear anodized for the portion that will extend up from the
existing north wall and then use champagne for the rest of the window framing on the addition.
Mr. Brisske said he had no problem with that.
Mr. Elkins had a question about the header detail on design revision #1 for the north elevation.
It appears to be an arched shape over the window opening.
Mr. Brisske said it would be a precast inset setback a half inch to create a reveal line.
Mr. Elkins asked about the thin beige horizontal bands running along the second floor and
halfway up the second floor.
Mr. Brisske said those were flush sandblasted concrete. They would not have a reveal.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the existing bramble located on the east side of the building near
the bay window would be removed. If those are removed the neighbor is going to be more
exposed.
Mr. Brisske said those would not need to be removed for construction, however, the principal
ask they be removed and replaced. They are not proposing to remove that landscaping during
this project.
Mr. Sivertsen asked who owns the fence along the south end of the east property line.
Mr. Brisske said they are not touching that fence. Also, the fence along the north end of the
east property line will remain at the neighbor’s request.
Ms. Andric asked for the architect to describe the hardscaping proposed in this project.
Ms. Stoycheva said they are increasing the amount of pervious, non-paved, areas by 2,000
square feet. A lot of that is coming from the demolition of the existing building and
gymnasium and moving the new gymnasium further west. They will be adding a walkway
from the building out to the playground so students don’t have to walk through the parking lot.
Mr. Woleben-Meade asked if they were proposing any bollards to separate the parking lot from
the sidewalk.
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Ms. Stoycheva said they are proposing to keep the existing bollards.
Ms. Andric asked if they were proposing to keep the mosaic wall.
Mr. Brisske said they were proposing to relocate the mosaic to the atrium. They aren’t sure
how it was built so they’re not sure if they will be able to move it, but it is their intent to move
it to the atrium.
Mr. Bradford said while out of the purview of the Commission they should make sure the stage
is accessible.
Mr. Brisske said that was their intention. He thought they would either install a lift or ramp.
Mr. Bradford referred to the east and north elevations. He said a precast panel is drawn below
some of the smaller second story windows but not in the middle bay of windows. He
recommended they include the panel below the center bay of windows as well. There looks to
be a panel joint between each two windows. He would like to see a vertical reveal between
each window so that they are broken down.
Mr. Elkins said he didn’t want to get carried away with too many reveals, but he thinks the size
of the wall is big enough to accommodate some extra reveals and help make it look more like
stone. At the base there are 10 feet between joints. They could probably add some additional
reveals in between the 10 foot spans. Reveals on 5 foot centers made sense.
Mr. Sivertsen said if it is a conditional approval it will give the architect time to study the
design further before a final approval is given.
Mr. Bradford said the plans are a vast improvement over what they reviewed the first time.
Mr. Sivertsen asked Ms. Woleben-Meade if there was any specific distance the columnar maple
trees should be planted away from the building.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said they are columnar trees, but they can still reach 15 feet in width. She
said 6 feet off the building as drawn could be a little tight.
Mr. Brisske said they could make the planting area a little larger without encroaching on the
playground.
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Appearance Review Certificate Decision
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approved Case 2017-AR-10, 808 Linden Avenue, St. Francis
Xavier, for a conditional Appearance Review Certificate to construct a two-story addition and
install landscaping with the following amendments: 1) window frames will have a champagne
color finish except for the ones at the atrium, 2) add precast concrete finish panels under the
north and east elevation windows, 3) add revels per the sketch documented at the meeting
including reveals at 5 foot on center at the water table and in between each second story
window on the north and east elevations. The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller. Voting yes:
Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, and Woleben-Meade. Voting
no: none. The motion carried.
Variation Findings of Fact
The Commission found the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.
Additional landscaping will be provided while maintaining the playground equipment in the
same location.
Variation Decision
Mr. Elkins moved to recommend granting a buffer yard landscape variation for the northeast
corner of the property. The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade. Voting yes:
Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, and Woleben-Meade. Voting
no: none. The motion carried.
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to authorize Chairman Bradford to prepare the Appearance
Review Commission case report for Case 2017-AR-10. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Elkins. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, and
Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
Mr. Sivertsen said the case should be continued to the November 6, 2017 Commission meeting
so that any modifications made at either the Zoning Board of Appeals or Village Board
meetings in October can be reviewed at the next meeting.
Mr. Elkins moved to continue Case 2017-AR-10, 808 Linden Avenue, to the November 6, 2017
Appearance Review Commission meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller. Voting
yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, and Woleben-Meade.
Voting no: none. The motion carried.

11

0

50

100ft

Map created on July 7, 2017.
© 2017 GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. All Rights Reserved.

© 2017 Partners in Design Architects, Inc.

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.11

Community Development
Department
SUBJECT:

Planned Unit Development Amendment of Sidewalk Easement –
607-617 Green Bay Road

MEETING DATE:

October 10, 2017

FROM:

Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motion
Introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance 2017-O-61, amending Ordinance 2015-O-38 to
modify conditions of approval and inclusion of a new sidewalk easement agreement.
Background
On July 28, 2015, the Village Board approved Ordinance 2015-O-38 granting Final Planned
Unit Development (PUD) approval for the mixed use development at 607-617 Green Bay Road.
Section 4 of the ordinance included five conditions of approval, including a condition to install
sidewalks within easements on the north and east sides of the building and to convey those
sidewalks to the Village.
The sidewalk along the north side of the building provides a mid-block pedestrian access point
for travel between the storefronts along Green Bay Road and the public parking spaces, library
and post office to the west. The sidewalk along the east side of the building provides a wider
public space along Green Bay Road which creates a more pedestrian friendly environment and
additional room for outdoor seating.
Discussion
M & R Development, LLC, the owners and developers of 611 Green Bay Road have requested
the conveyance of the sidewalks be removed as a condition of the PUD approval. The owner
stated the conveyance may negatively affect their financing. In order to protect the sidewalk
for public use in the future, the Corporation Counsel has drafted a perpetual easement that
requires the walkways to be maintained and kept free of structures or obstructions other than
outdoor seating or those obstructions expressly authorized by the Village.
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Furthermore, having an easement over the property ensures the public use and control still
remains with the Village, but the maintenance and snow removal responsibilities of the sidewalk
remain with the owner of the property. This is mutually beneficial to both parties, since the
owner desires to maintain the sidewalk themselves.
Budget Impact
There is no impact to the budget.
Documents Attached
1. Draft Ordinance 2017-O-61
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-O-61
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING A SPECIAL USE FOR A PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT PURSUANT TO THE
WILMETTE ZONING ORDINANCE AND APPROVAL OF A SIDEWALK
EASEMENT AGREEMENT
(607-617 Green Bay Road)
WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (“Village Board”) of the Village
of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (“Village”), pursuant to the Village’s home rule authority find
that it is necessary, convenient and in the best interest of the Village to sell the real property
commonly known as 611 Green Bay Road (“Property”);
WHEREAS, on September 23, 2014, the Village Board adopted Ordinance No. 2014-O52, An Ordinance Authorizing A Real Estate Sale And Developer’s Agreement For The Property
Known As 611 Green Bay Road; and
WHEREAS, the Village entered into a Real Estate Sale and Developer’s Agreement
Between the Village of Wilmette, Illinois and M & R Development, LLC. (“Agreement”); and
WHEREAS, on July 28, 2015, the Village Board adopted Ordinance No. 2015-O-38, AN
Ordinance Granting a Special Use For a Planned Unit Development Pursuant to the Wilmette
Zoning Ordinance (607-617 Green Bay Road) (“PUD Ordinance”); and
WHEREAS, the PUD Ordinance contained the following condition:
The Applicant shall install the walkways shown on the Site Plan within the easements
along the north and east sides of the proposed building (the easements being shown
on the Plat of Consolidation called for in Section 5 of this Ordinance) and upon
approval of such installation by the Director of Engineering and Public Works,
Applicant shall convey the walkways to the Village of Wilmette via bill of sale free
and clear of any liens, claims or encumbrances;
and
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WHEREAS, the Village and M & R Development, LLC., the property owner, desire
to amend the above condition to no longer require conveyance of ownership in fee of the
walkways to the Village; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board finds it is in the best interest of public health, safety
and welfare to have a perpetual easement upon the walkways for use by the general public for
sidewalk purposes, pedestrian, bicycle and similar traffic, and ingress and egress of pedestrian
traffic with respect to the property, with certain conditions; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board further finds the public interest is served based upon
the conditions in the perpetual easement that require the walkway to be maintained, kept free
of snow, debris and other materials by the owner of the property at all times and no structures,
unless licenses by the Village may be placed upon the walkway; and
WHEREAS, this amendment applies only to the ownership of the walkway, not the use or access
rights of the Village and therefore, the Village Board finds that this is a minor change to the PUD
Ordinance pursuant to Section 20-6.7 of the Zoning Code;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the
Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, as follows:
SECTION 1:

The above recitals are hereby made a part of this Ordinance and are incorporated

by reference as if set forth verbatim herein.
SECTION 2:

The condition provided for in Section 4e of the PUD Ordinance shall be

amended, as shown below with additions in bold, underlined text and deletions in strikethrough text,
so that Section 4e of the PUD Ordinance shall provide as follows:
The Applicant shall install the walkways shown on the Site Plan within the easements
along the north and east sides of the proposed building (the easements being shown
on the Plat of Consolidation called for in Section 5 of this Ordinance) and upon
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approval of such installation by the Director of Engineering and Public Works,
Applicant shall convey the walkways to the Village of Wilmette via bill of sale free
and clear of any liens, claims or encumbrances Applicant shall grant, in the form of
an agreement, a perpetual sidewalk easement to the Village for public use with
conditions as agreed upon between the parties.
SECTION 3: The Village President is authorized to enter into the Sidewalk Easement
Agreement substantially in the form attached as Exhibit A.
SECTION 4: Prior to executing it, the Village President is authorized to make
modifications to the form of the Sidewalk Easement Agreement.
SECTION 5: Within thirty (30) days of the execution of the same, the Applicant, M & R
Development LLC, shall record or have recorded, at its sole cost, with the Cook County Recorder
of Deeds Office, the Sidewalk Easement Agreement.
SECTION 6: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and
approval as required by law.
PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 24th
day of October, 2017, according to the following roll call vote:
AYES:

Trustees _________________________________________________

NAYS:

None.____________________________________________________________

ABSTAIN:

None. ____________________________________________________

ABSENT:

None.____________________________________________________________
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 24th day of October,
2017.

ATTEST:

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL
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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 6.5’ front yard setback variation, a 0.03’ minimum side
yard setback variation, a 2.27’ combined side yard setback
variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
construction of a garage addition at 321 Wilshire Drive West
in accordance with the plans submitted.

Case Number:

2017-Z-41

Property:

321 Wilshire Drive West

Zoning District:

R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

Kristopher Nosek

Nature of Application:

Request for a 6.5’ front yard setback variation, a 0.03’
minimum side yard setback variation, a 2.27’ combined
side yard setback variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%)
front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit
the construction of a garage addition

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.4
Section 8.3
Section 8.3.D

Hearing Date:

October 11, 2017

Date of Application:

July 7, 2017

Zoning Board Vote:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, August 29, 2017.
Notice of Public Hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon,
August 31, 2017. Posted on the property, August 30, 2017.
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated
September 11, 2017.

Report Prepared By:

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

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
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10-24-17

Case 2017-Z-41
321 Wilshire Drive West
STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on the west side of Wilshire Drive West approximately 220’ south
of Glenview Road. The property has 63.55’ of frontage on Wilshire Drive West and is 130.04’ in
depth. The property is 8,486.41 square feet in area. The property is improved with a bi-level home.
There is currently no garage on the property.
The subject property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence,
and improved with single-family homes.
Proposal
The petitioner is proposing to construct a new attached garage. The proposed garage is side-loading
and measures 24.0’ x 27.0’. The garage addition is proposed with a front yard setback of 25.5’, a
north side yard setback of 6.5’, and a combined side yard setback of 13.3’. Because the Zoning
Ordinance requires a front yard setback of 32.0’, a 6.5’ front yard setback variation is required.
Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum side yard setback of 6.53’, a 0.03’ side yard
setback variation is required. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a combined side yard setback
of 15.57’, a 2.27’ combined side yard setback variation is required.
Requirement
Front Yard Setback
Side Yard Setback
Combined Side Yard Setback

Required
32.0’
6.53’
15.57’

Existing
44.6’
6.8’
18.7’

Proposed
25.5’*
6.5’*
13.3’*

Front Yard Impervious Surface Calculations
Front Yard = 32.0’ x 63.26’ = 2,024.32 square feet
2,024.32 s.f. x .30 = 607.3 s.f. permitted front yard impervious surface coverage
Proposed impervious coverage = 698.25 s.f.*
607.3– 628.95 = 90.95 s.f. variation
* Non-conforming
Other Front Yard Addition Setback Requests
238 Kilpatrick Avenue
Case 2016-Z-58
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
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
227 Kilpatrick Avenue
Case 2016-Z-57
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
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
3
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321 Wilshire Drive West
211 Kilpatrick Avenue
Case 2016-Z-56
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
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
2411 Wilmette Avenue
Case 2016-Z-42
ZBA: Deny/Deny VB: Remanded/Pending
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-30
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
VB: Granted
2214 Old Glenview Road
Case 2015-Z-09
ZBA: Grant
Request for a 7.26’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-story addition
on the property
201 Westmoreland Drive
Case 2013-Z-47
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for an 8.2’ front yard setback variation and a 7.61’ side yard adjoining a street setback
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and front entry
VB: Granted
424 Wilshire Drive
Case 2013-Z-34
ZBA: Grant
Request for a 19.23’ front yard setback variation, a 0.24’ minimum side yard setback variation, and
a 68.0 square foot (3.7%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction
of an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure
Other Front Yard Impervious Surface Coverage Requests
1300 Sheridan Road
Case 2017-Z-28
ZBA: Deny
VB: Pending
Request for a 642.25 square foot (24.95%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a
variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to allow the expansion of the existing legal
non-conforming driveway
77 Indian Hill Road
Case 2017-Z-18
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 337.0 square foot (29.56%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit
the construction of a new home
VB: Granted
2004 Washington Avenue
Case 2017-Z-12
ZBA: Grant
Request for a 6.12’ front yard setback variation, a 3.66’ side yard setback variation, a 5.56’ front yard
porch setback variation, a 6.5’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 103.52 square foot
(7.39%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story addition, a
second-story addition, and new front and side porch on the legal non-conforming structure
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1322 Washington Avenue
Case 2017-Z-09
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 109.37 square foot (1.82%) lot coverage variation, a 4.83’ front yard setback variation,
a 0.91’ side yard setback variation, a 4.83’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 7.83’ front yard step
setback variation, a 128.64 square foot (12.37%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation,
and a 51.94 square foot (4.41%) side yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
construction of a rear one-story addition and the reconstruction of an enclosed front entry on the legal
non-conforming structure
235 Kilpatrick Avenue
Case 2016-Z-58
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
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
227 Kilpatrick Avenue
Case 2016-Z-57
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
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
211 Kilpatrick Avenue
Case 2016-Z-56
ZBA: Deny
VB: Withdrawn
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
3128 Greenleaf Avenue
Case 2016-Z-52
ZBA: Grant
VB: Pending
Request for a 218.18 square foot (13.03%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit
the replacement and widening of the driveway on the legal non-conforming structure
2411 Wilmette Avenue
Case 2016-Z-42
ZBA: Deny/Deny VB: Remanded/Pending
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-30
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
513 5th Street
Case 2015-Z-30
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 77.6 square foot (3.33%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit
the replacement and expansion of a legal non-conforming driveway
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
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3039 Indianwood Road
Case 2014-Z-37
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Revised request for a 137.4 square foot (1.07%) lot coverage variation, a 2.3’ front yard porch setback
variation, and an 86.68 square foot (3.4%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit
the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure
1041 Forest Avenue
Case 2014-Z-27
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 2.07’ front yard porch setback variation, a 2.55’ front yard porch stair setback variation,
and a 120.57 square foot (6.48%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit a front
porch on a legal non-conforming structure
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
1045 New Trier Court
Case 2013-Z-48
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 390.77 square foot (19.54%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit
the retention of a front walkway on a legal non-conforming structure
1614 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2013-Z-40
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 10.58’ front yard porch setback variation, a 12.92’ front yard step setback variation, a
97.59 square foot (7.81%) front porch coverage variation, and a 45.12 square foot (3.61%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal
nonconforming structure
424 Wilshire Drive East
Case 2013-Z-34
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 19.23’ front yard setback variation, a 0.24’ minimum side yard setback variation, and
a 68.0 square foot (3.7%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction
of an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure
2501 Lake Avenue
Case 2013-Z-28
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Request for a 282.75 square foot (18.13%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a
variation to allow a parking space in the required front yard to permit the widening of the existing
driveway
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
2111 Schiller Avenue
Case 2013-Z-07
ZBA: Grant VB: Granted
Request for a 6.84’ front yard porch setback variation, a 10.84’ front yard step setback variation, and
a 148.58 square foot (6.03%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming structure
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Other Side Yard Addition Setback Requests
617 Linden Avenue
Case 2017-Z-07
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 299.03 square foot (5.36%) total floor area variation, a 1.56’ west side yard setback
variation, and a 6.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a secondstory addition on the legal non-conforming structure
3533 Illinois Road
Case 2016-Z-44
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
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
3219 Illinois Road
Case 2016-Z-30
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
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 secondstory addition on the legal non-conforming structure
700 Forest Avenue
Case 2015-Z-18
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 2.68’ side yard setback variation to permit modifications to an existing non-conforming
wall
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
1935 Thornwood Avenue
Case 2014-Z-47
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 0.13’ side yard setback variation and a 0.87’ combined side yard setback variation to
permit the replacement of the existing attached garage with a two-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure
122 Dupee Place
Case 2014-Z-35
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 3.44’ minimum side yard setback and a 0.74’ side yard porch setback variation to
permit the construction of a front porch addition and a second-floor addition on the legal nonconforming structure
116 Central Park Avenue
Case 2014-Z18
ZBA: Deny
VB: Granted
Revised request for a 4.11’ front yard setback variation, a 0.36’ minimum side yard setback variation,
a 2.21’ combined side yard setback variation, a 2.11’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.36’ north
side yard eave setback variation, a 0.35’ south side yard eave setback variation, a 29.36 square foot
(4.35%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 10.34 square foot (1.53%) front
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yard porch coverage variation on the 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
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
424 Wilshire Drive East
Case 2013-Z-34
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 19.23’ front yard setback variation, a 0.24’ minimum side yard setback variation, and
a 68.0 square foot (3.7%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction
of an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure
1023 Ashland Avenue
Case 2013-Z-29
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 2.5’ side yard setback variation, a 1.02’ front yard porch stair setback variation, and a
0.5’ side yard deck setback variation to permit the construction of a front porch and two-story
addition to the legal nonconforming structure
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 27.0’, a side
yard setback of 6.53’, and a combined side yard setback of 15.57’ on the subject property.
Section 8.3.D establishes a front yard impervious surface coverage of 607.3 (30%) on the subject
property.
Action Required
Move to recommend granting a request for a 6.5’ front yard setback variation, a 0.03’ minimum side
yard setback variation, a 2.27’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%)
front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition at
321 Wilshire Drive West 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-41.
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Case 2017-Z-41
321 Wilshire Drive West
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.
Documents
Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Site Plan
Floor Plan
East Elevation
South Elevation
West Elevation
Perspective Drawings

Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11
2.12
2.13

Completed application form
Letter of application
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, August
29, 2017
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
August 31, 2017
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated August 30, 2017
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, September 11, 2017
Established Front Yard Setback Worksheet for the 313 Block of
Wilshire Drive West
Letter from Catherine and Kevin Hurley, 304 Wilshire Drive
West, dated July 15, 2017
Letter from Erika and Shad Swanston, 324 Wilshire Drive West,
dated July 15, 2017
Letter from Linniny Liao, 325 Wilshire Drive West, dated July
15, 2017
Letter from Barbara and Mark Shonefield, 328 Wilshire Drive
West, dated July 15, 2017
Letter from Kerry and Dan Elkins, 338 Wilshire Drive West,
dated July 15, 2017

The Zoning Board of Appeals meeting scheduled for October 4, 2017 was cancelled due to lack of
quorum. This case was continued to October 11, 2017.
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321 Wilshire Drive West
Minutes from the October 11, 2017 meeting
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Kristopher Nosek
321 Wilshire Drive West

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 6.5’ front yard setback variation, a 0.03’
minimum side yard setback variation, a 2.27’ combined side yard setback variation,
and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to
permit the construction of a garage addition. The Village Board will hear this case on
October 24, 2017.

3.22

The applicant said that his house is in West Wilmette off Glenview Road. Like most
houses in the neighborhood, it was built with no garage. His front yard includes two
large trees, 20’ and 22’ diameter. They provide shade to their property. There is also
a large tree in their parkway. There are 35 homes in his neighborhood and only five
do not have a garage. One of them is his home. They have been planning for a garage
and tried to find the best location. He talked about garage location options. The final
location would be on the front of the property along the northeast side of the home.
A side load garage is proposed in the space that is currently their front porch. The
north driveway, which is a semi-circle, would be removed and replaced with green
space of 80 square feet. The windows along the kitchen would be removed and there
would be a skylight for natural light in the kitchen. They would be 25’ from the east
property line. If they were at a different distance their trees would be impacted. This
is the best option for garage location. The garage would be 600 square feet and will
blend with the other garages on the block. They are requesting a variance for the front
setback and a combined side yard setback.

3.23

Mr. Schneider referenced 1.4. He said that the tree appeared to be in a different
location than what is shown on 1.4.
The applicant said that Mr. Schneider is correct. It is a little bit further to the south
than is shown on 1.4.

3.24

Chairman Duffy asked the width of the garage door.
The applicant said that it is 16’ wide. It will be a two-car garage.

3.25

Chairman Duffy asked if they considered having the door on the east face.
The applicant said that would require a driveway and removal of one tree or possibly
10

Case 2017-Z-41
321 Wilshire Drive West
two.
3.26

Chairman Duffy clarified that the pine tree would remain between the two houses.
Did they layout the garage and where the apron would come? Would the driveway
impact that tree?
The applicant said it would impact the tree if the garage had east loading.

3.27

Chairman Duffy said that he saw this as using the current driveway but then open
into the door. Then they could have a 20’ door and room for the two cars to get in
and out.
The applicant talked about other scenarios and losing trees.

3.28

Chairman Duffy said that even if they put the garage to the north and then be in the
side yard setback, that would impose more on the neighbor to the north.
The applicant said that a side loading garage blends in better with the neighborhood.

3.29

Mr. Schneider asked why the garage was 24’ deep.
The applicant said it gives them a nice place for storage.

3.30

There was discussion about allowed garage sizes. With an attached garage, there is
more leeway in garage size.
The house at Lake and Hunter just was before the Board requesting a garage, three
car, in the back yard. This garage was not challenging the FAR.

3.31

Mr. Robke asked Mr. Schneider if he thought that if the garage was shorter it would
eliminate one variance.

3.32

Mr. Boyer said that the second variance is very small. The bigger issue is the 6.5 front
yard is there because he has 27’ wide and 24’ deep and it is 27’ wide because of the
stoop.
The applicant explained why the garage was dimensioned this way.

3.33

Chairman Duffy said that he only has a 16’ wide door. It is a side loaded garage. If it
was a front-loaded garage it could be shallower than 27’. But then a tree is lost.

3.34

Mr. Surman asked if they would have an existing slab for the porch. Is that within
the garage? Will it remain?
The applicant said that it is in the garage and it will remain. It would be at a different
level.
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3.35

Chairman Duffy asked if the existing concrete porch is being torn out.
The applicant said that there is no slab. There are bricks that will be removed.

3.36

Mr. Surman clarified that the applicant said that a lot of houses in the area have twocar garages.
The applicant said that only five houses in his immediate area, including his house,
does not have a two-car garage.

3.37

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

3.38

Mr. Boyer asked about the original impervious surface.
Ms. Roberts said that existing is 793.5 square feet.
The applicant showed what exists and what is being removed.

3.39
5.0

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE WILMETTE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Robke said he can support this. It is a reasonable way to accommodate a garage,
which is standard in the Village and in this neighborhood. He is pleased they are
eliminating a circular driveway. They will have less impervious surface area with the
proposed design.

5.2

Mr. Boyer said he is on the fence. There could be a reduction in the variance request
or site the garage differently. If it was a front-loaded garage, it wouldn’t need to be
27’ wide and it could be 24’ wide, which would reduce the request. The other requests
are not that concerning. He wants to hear what his colleagues have to say on this case.

5.3

Mr. Robke agreed with Mr. Boyer’s concern. The tree would need to be removed.
But the tree seems to be healthy.

5.4

Mr. Surman said he is on the fence also and wants to hear his colleagues’ comments.
The proposal addresses the design concern that the Village is trying to implement,
which is to have the doors not face the street.

5.5

Mr. Schneider said that he thought that the revised ordinance was to have the garage
5’ back of the front of the house.
Ms. Roberts said that is true for new construction.

5.6

Mr. Schneider said if they eliminated the front yard setback by pushing the front of
the garage back 6’, which would still give 20’ of depth. They could create a driveway
that might save a tree. They would save a lot more impervious surface.
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6.0

5.7

Chairman Duffy said they could remove the longer side of the driveway.

5.8

Mr. Schneider said they would have a reasonably sized garage. Is the only hardship
the tree?

5.9

Mr. Robke said that the hardship is the configuration. There are different ways to
solve the problem. There is a proposed solution in front of the Board. Perhaps
alternatives are less demanding. This solution meets the criteria.

5.10

Mr. Kolleng said that the Village supports having a two-car garage. This garage is
attached. There is more leeway. When trees have been an issue before, the Board has
worked with the applicant around that. This is a minor variation. The design
accomplishes a lot. He does not have many options. He can support this request.

5.11

Mr. Tritsis said the discussion is about the tree. If they are building the garage on an
impervious surface driveway – what is he missing?

5.12

Chairman Duffy said that it is his understanding is that to allow a second car to get
in the driveway, you can go straight to get into one spot, but to get to the spot to the
south you must cut into the yard and pull in. To have enough room to cut in and go
into the garage space and back out of the garage space, the tree impacts where the
driveway must go.

5.13

Mr. Tritsis said that there is no issue with the tree the way the driveway is proposed.
There is decrease in impervious surface. He likes the look of not seeing doors from
the street. It is more tasteful. It is the right path.

5.14

Chairman Duffy said that he agrees with this. The proposal works better with the
front load and it looks better with the side load. He has handcuffed himself with a
16.5’ door, but if he is willing, then that’s his choice.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for a 6.5’ front yard setback
variation, a 0.03’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 2.27’ combined side yard
setback variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%) front yard impervious surface
coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition at 321 Wilshire
Drive West in accordance with the plans submitted.
6.11

Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
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Christopher Tritsis

Yes

Motion carried.
6.2

Mr. Kolleng moves to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-41.
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 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 particular physical conditions of the
property, the location of the house on the lot and the siting of two trees in the front yard,
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the
owner and is due to the circumstances 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 two-car garage. Most of the homes on his street, south of Glenview Road, were built
without a garage. Most now have a garage. The proposed variation will not impair an
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The proposed request reduces the
front yard impervious coverage. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential
character of the neighborhood. The proposed request allows for two large trees to be retained
and orients that garage so that the door does not face the street.
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 hardship specific
to the property and necessitating the proposed plan. Facing the garage to the street would
allow for a smaller garage and less front yard impervious surface coverage, reducing or
eliminating some of the variations that have been requested.

8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 6.5’ front yard setback
variation, a 0.03’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 2.27’ combined side yard setback
variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation
to permit the construction of a garage addition at 321 Wilshire Drive West in accordance
with the plans submitted.
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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 special use for a child day care center
(Wilmette Child Development Center) at 3201 Old
Glenview Road Avenue in accordance with the plans
submitted. The use shall run with the use.

Case Number:

2017-Z-44

Property:

3201 Old Glenview Road

Zoning District:

OR, Office-Research District

Applicant:

One Hope United

Nature of Application:

Request for a special use for a child day care center
(Wilmette Child Development Center)

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.3
Section 9.2
Section 12.3.E

Hearing Date:

October 11, 2017

Date of Application:

July 11, 2017

Zoning Board Vote:

Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Notices:

Notice of public hearing to the applicant, September 12,
2017. Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette
Beacon, September 14, 2017. Posted on the property,
September 14, 2017. Affidavit of compliance with notice
requirements dated September 18, 2017.

Report Prepared By:

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

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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Case 2017-Z-44
3201 Old Glenview Road
STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located on Old Glenview Road, west of the Edens Expressway, between
Glenview Road and Central Street in Skokie. The property is approximately 70,006.68 square feet
in area. The property is improved with a three-story office building and one-story addition. The
office building is served by a 240 space surface parking lot that is accessed from Old Glenview Road
to the east.
In 2011, the property was the subject of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval that allowed
the subdivision of the property and the construction of the Marriott Residence Inn Hotel on a new
lot to the south of the office building.
The tenant space was most recently occupied by Imbibe and has been vacant since 2013. Other
tenants in the building include medical clinics and general office uses.
To the west are properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, and improved with
single-family homes. To the north are properties zoned R2, Attached Residence, and improved with
townhouses, and a one-story office development zoned OR, Office-Research District. To the south
are properties within the corporate limits of the Village of Skokie zoned OR, Office Research and
improved with office buildings.
Proposal
The petitioner is requesting to relocate the Wilmette Child Development Center from its current
location at 3013 Illinois Road. The proposed tenant space is approximately 9,442 square feet. Also
proposed is an outdoor fenced play area 3,500 square feet in area located approximately 74’ from
the west lot line. Because the Zoning Ordinance categorizes day care centers, child as a special
use, special use approval is necessary.
Other Day Care Center (Pre-School) Special Use Requests
411 Linden Avenue
Case 2017-Z-03
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request a special use for a pre-school (child day care center), a variation from the requirement that
adequate on-site drop-off zones are provided, and a variation from the requirement that adequate
open space and recreational areas must be provided to permit a pre-school
414 Linden Avenue
Case 2015-Z-57
ZBA: Grant
Request for a special use for a preschool (child day care center)

VB: Granted

Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.3 outlines the special use procedures.
Section 9.2 references table 9-1, which lists Day Care Center, Child as a special use in the OR,
Office-Research District.
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Section 12.3.E establishes additional use standards for Child Day Care Centers.
Action Required
Move to recommend granting a request for a special use for a child day care center (Wilmette
Child Development Center) at 3201 Old Glenview Road, in accordance with the plans submitted.
The Zoning Board must determine if the special use should run with the land or the use.
(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-44.
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.

Documents

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

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Exhibit for Easement Agreement
Existing Site Plan
Proposed Site Plan
Floor Plan
Elevations

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

Completed application form
Letter of application
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
September 12, 2017
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
September 14, 2017
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated September 14, 2017
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, September 18, 2017
Traffic and Parking Evaluation by Kimley Horn, dated
September 2017
Email from Barbara Bischoff, 1223 Washington Avenue,
dated October 4, 2017
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The Zoning Board of Appeals meeting scheduled for October 4, 2017 was cancelled due to lack
of quorum. This case was continued to October 11, 2017.
Minutes from the October 11, 2017 meeting
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Paul Russo, attorney
Akerman LLP

3.12

Ms. Beth Lakier, Executive Vice President Early Learning/Childhood
Development
One Hope United

3.13

Ms. Heidi Hoppe, Principal
Heidrun Hoppe Associates

3.14

Mr. Peter Lemmon, Senior Transportation Engineer
Kimley Horn

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for a child day care center
(Wilmette Child Development Center). The Village Board will hear this case on
October 24, 2017.

3.22

Mr. Russo is representing the applicant, One Hope United. In the audience are Beth
Lakier, Executive Vice President, One Hope United; Todd Schultz, Financial
Officer, One Hope United; Heidi Hoppe, principal, Heidrun Hoppe Associates and
Peter Lemmon, Senior Transportation Engineer, Kimley Horn & Associates. One
Hope intends to move its existing child development center from 3013 Illinois Road
to a new location at 3201 Old Glenview Road.
The new center will operate from 6:30 AM to 6:30 PM, Monday through Friday.
Children will arrive and depart during a two-hour window at the beginning and end
of the day. The facility will have about 107 children, ages 6 months to 5 years.
There will be 18 full time staff.
Ms. Lakier said their child development center has been in the Village for about 25
years. Their lease at the current site is expiring. Their programs have national
accreditation.
Heidi Hoppe will testify about the planned build out of the site.
Ms. Hoppe said the site is a combined three story and four story building. The lower
5
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level of the four-story building is at grade, which is required for children 2.5 years
and younger. That part of the building has its own entry. It has its own dedicated
parking area with safe drop off. They will build out the space. It was formerly a lab
that did development of non-alcoholic fruit drinks. There is an existing grassy area
and they would enclose some of that area with a fence. The requirement is for a 4’
high fence. She is not sure if the fence will be 4’ or 6’. They will go to the ARC.
3.23

Mr. Surman asked if exterior doors were existing.
Ms. Hoppe said that there are four doors that go to the space. That is a fire
requirement. Right now, those are windows that will become doors. The doors will
be glazed. Those are fire exits. The building is not sprinklered.

3.24

Chairman Duffy clarified that there are three classrooms not directly connected to
the exterior.
Ms. Hoppe said that those are double classrooms. It is not a separate classroom.
Because they have ingress and egress it is sufficient. Egress doors are for
emergency only. There are other doors out to the lobbies.

3.25

Mr. Tritsis said it appears to be a steep grade from the drop off to where proposed
fence area is. Will there be a sidewalk?
Ms. Hoppe said that there will be a path to it but the path will be landscaped and
not concrete. It will be a natural path to go up. One can also go up through the
parking lot. This is a separated parking lot so it would be possible to go that way.
There will be a curving path up the hill to the top for the children.

3.26

Chairman Duffy clarified that no one is using the parking right now.

3.27

Mr. Tritsis asked how the does the proposed use fit in with the current use for cars
and traffic. Will there be too much intensity?
The attorney said that Peter Lemon will speak on parking and traffic.

3.28

Mr. Lemmon said that the focus of the study was on pick up and drop off
characteristics. It is a rolling pick up and drop off. They went to the existing site
and did some counts. They found that the existing peak was 10 at any one time.
During the afternoon the existing peak was 8. They increased that proportionately.
It was 13% relative to potential enrollment. There is slightly higher capacity at the
new site. They end up with 19 in the morning and 13 in the afternoon. They did
some counts at the new site to understand where parking was occurring. Are there
spaces available both in the area that is planned for pick up and drop off as well as
for employees and staff. On the west side there is plenty of parking. They
recommended the staff park on the west side. The north side would be an isolated
pick up and drop off area where there is plenty of parking.

3.29

Mr. Tritsis asked if he was saying there would be twice as much traffic.
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Mr. Lemmon said that the increase in potential enrollment would be 13% over
current enrollment.
3.30

Chairman Duffy asked if the 7 spaces in front of the building would be a lane for
drive through or will they stay parking spaces.
Mr. Lemmon said they are parking spaces designated for parent pick up and drop
off.

3.31

Chairman Duffy clarified that there will not be a circular flow except in and out of
the access drive. Everyone will walk their children in.

3.32

Mr. Tritsis said that as the cars pull up there are four egress doors. Are they parking
almost up to the doors?
Mr. Lemmon said there are spaces on the north side of the building.
Ms. Hoppe said that those doors are a certain amount away from the parking. If
there was an emergency while cars were parked there they can still get out. There
is a 5’ sidewalk. The door is set back from the face of the building. When the doors
are open there will be 3.5’ to 4’ that is walkable space.

3.33

Mr. Kolleng referenced the current site. Do they have any issues with drop off and
pick up?
There are not issues regarding this. Ms. Lakier said a lot of parents park in the
parking lot and walk their children into the building.

3.34

Mr. Boyer said that Illinois is a busier road than the Frontage Road/Old Glenview
Road. Was there a car count done?
Mr. Lemmon said they did not do a car count.
Ms. Hoppe said the children do not go in and out of those emergency doors. They
are checked in in the morning.

3.35

Mr. Surman clarified that this was their only location.

3.36

Mr. Schneider’s grandchild attended the facility. He picked up and dropped off
several times. People would park in the circular driveway. Pick up and drop off was
never a problem.

3.37

Chairman Duffy asked about the capacity increase by moving to the new location.
Ms. Lakier said they currently have about 85 children and the capacity at the new
center is 107.

3.38

Mr. Surman asked if this was a single facility for One Hope United.
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Ms. Lakier said they have 12 child development centers in the Chicago area.
3.39
5.0

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Kolleng said he has two grandchildren at the center. The center lost their lease
and must find a new space. This is a good space. It is a little more secluded than the
current operation. He can support the request.

5.2

Mr. Boyer said that the primary issue could be traffic concerns. The traffic count
on that road is low. It is a good use of the space. All standards of review are met.

5.3

Chairman Duffy asked about number of staff and whether there was ample parking.
Mr. Lemon said there is ample parking for staff. When he was there the parking lot
was only 30% to 40% full.

5.4
6.0

Mr. Robke said that the office use would generate more parking being used.

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for a child
day care center (Wilmette Child Development Center) at 3201 Old Glenview Road
in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
6.11

Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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 2017-Z-44.
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 special use standards of
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Section 5.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use in the specific location is
consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan to promote educational
opportunities. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the proposed use in the
specific location will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety and
welfare. The site is large and will accommodate the drop-off, pick-up, and play needs of
the applicant without negatively impacting residential neighbors or other commercial
tenants. The proposed use will not be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property
in the neighborhood. The establishment of the use will not impede the normal and orderly
development and improvement of surrounding properties. The proposed use will not
substantially diminish property values. Adequate utilities, road access, drainage, and other
necessary facilities already exist. Adequate measures will be taken to provide ingress and
egress in a manner that minimizes traffic congestion in the public streets. The proposed use
is consistent with the community character. There are no known archaeological, historical
or cultural resources that would be adversely affected. The applicant has made adequate
legal provision to guarantee the provision and development of improvements associated
with the use. The proposed use meets the additional standards use standards in Section
12.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for a child
day care center (Wilmette Child Development Center) at 3201 Old Glenview Road in
accordance with plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
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Law Department
SUBJECT:

Conflicts of Interest in Zoning Cases

MEETING DATE:

October 24, 2017

FROM:

Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Background
The Corporation Counsel’s office has been asked to opine on the issue of Village Board
members having a conflict of interest as it relates to two zoning matters before the Village
Board on October 24, 2017 – St. Francis Xavier School (SFX) and Loyola Academy (Loyola).
Question 1: If a member of the Village Board worships at a religious institution that is seeking
zoning relief, is there a conflict of interest preventing the Village Board member from voting
upon the regulatory ordinance affecting that house of worship?
Question 2: If a member of the Village Board is an alumni of, or has a family member enrolled
in, a public or private school seeking zoning relief, is there a conflict of interest preventing the
Village Board member from voting upon the regulatory ordinance affecting that school?
Answer 1 and 2:
The short answer is that there is no conflict of interest in either case. The
reasoning and rule of law is set forth more fully below.
Conflicts of Interest
Statutory Conflicts of Interest
There are two types of conflicts of interest: statutory and common law. The statutory conflicts
of interest deal solely with contractual relationships between the Village and entities in which a
Village Board member is financially interested. In two matters before the Village Board on
October 24, 2017, contractual relationships are not at issue because this is a regulatory
ordinance. Furthermore, there is no financial interest between the Village Board members and
either SFX or Loyola. Furthermore, there is no participation by a Village Board member in
either SFX’s or Loyola’s governing body (board of directors); and therefore, no fiduciary duty
of a Village Board member to SFX or Loyola.
Common Law Conflicts of Interest

While this is not a statutory conflict of interest question, certain tenets of law that apply to
statutory conflicts will also apply to the issue of a common law conflict of interest raised in this
specific matter. In Croissant v. Joliet Park District, the Illinois Supreme Court, while looking at
a statutory conflict of interest, determined that a park district commissioner who owned a
business that was a tenant of the park district’s airport was held not to have a conflict of interest
and was allowed to vote on certain matters because the court found that he had no “immediate,
ascertainable interest” in those decisions. Croissant v. Joliet Park District, 141 Ill.2d 449, 566
N.E.2d 248 (1990). The Court reasoned that there was no conflict of interest, in which the
public officer is not himself financially interested and in which the only benefit flowing to the
officer from such action is no different from the benefits enjoyed by the public at large. While
there was a benefit given to the voting commissioner, the Court ruled that since it was an
interest provided to the public and not just specifically to that commissioner, there was no
conflict of interest.
No Statutory or Common Law Conflict of Interest in these Matters
The reasoning in Croissant lends itself to a common law conflict of interest analysis as well.
Here, there is no financial interest to be gained by any member of the Village Board voting on
the SFX or Loyola applications. There is no additional or specific benefit conveyed to any
member of the Village Board if these applications were approved or denied. Even if there was
some benefit given to a member of the Village Board, that benefit would not be specific to the
member, but rather to the general public.
Therefore, pursuant to the reasoning of the Croissant case, the Village Board members who
are parishioners of SFX or are alumni or have members of their family enrolled at Loyola are
not conflicted out of voting. As there is no financial interest or any benefit gained by a Village
Board member voting on these applications, there is no conflict of interest. Furthermore, there
is no evidence that any member of the Village Board serves as an officer or other employee of
either Applicant which would create a conflicting fiduciary duty.
Duty to Vote and Effect of Abstention
Under the Illinois Municipal Code, when there is no conflict of interest cited, the Village Board
members have a duty to vote on all matters before them.
The Illinois Supreme Court reasoned that if a quorum is present, municipal legislators cannot
avoid their voting responsibilities by refusing to vote when present at a meeting. A Village
Board member should not be allowed to have his or her physical presence counted toward the
constitution of a quorum and at the same time be allowed to deny in effect, his or her official
presence by a failure to vote.
Therefore, the Court continued that when a vote of “abstain,” “pass,” or “present,” is made,
doing so will still have a legal effect. For these specific items before the Village Board, which
require a majority vote of those present and voting, a failure to vote is considered as
acquiescence or concurrence with the majority who did vote. Therefore, even if there was an
abstention, that vote would ultimately be counted as an “aye” or “nay” since, as reasoned
above, there is no conflict of interest.
Conclusion
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Not all “relationships” rise to the level of a conflict of interest. If that were the case, there are a
myriad of possibilities that would restrict Village Board members from performing their duty to
vote. When a financial or pecuniary relationship are evident, then there is a conflict of interest
precluding members from voting. Absent that, or some other ownership or fiduciary duty to the
Applicants, the mere fact that a member attends church at SFX or that they are an alumni of or
have a family member attending Loyola, does not rise to the relationship level needed to create
a conflict of interest.
Because of the lack of any financial or pecuniary relationship to the Applicants and any Village
Board member and that the approval or denial of the applications would not grant any specific
benefit that would not be enjoyed by the public to those Board members, there is no conflict of
interest and the Board members should vote on the matters before them.
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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
revised request for the expansion of a special use
(educational facility, primary), a 7,214.2 square foot (10.3%)
floor area variation, a 12.08’ side yard setback variation, a
26.11% side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a
32.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an
18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard step
setback variation, and a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback
to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal
non-conforming structure (St. Francis School) at 808 Linden
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.

Case Number:

2017-Z-31

Property:

808 Linden Avenue – St. Francis Xavier School

Zoning District:

R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence

Applicant:

St. Francis Xavier Parish

Nature of Application:

Revised request for the expansion of a special use
(educational facility, primary), a 7,214.2 square foot (10.3%)
floor area variation, a 12.08’ side yard setback variation, a
26.11% side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a
32.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an
18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard step
setback variation, and a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback
to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal
non-conforming structure (St. Francis School)

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Section 5.3
Section 5.4
Section 8.2
Section 8.3
Section 8.3.D
Section 12.3.J

Hearing Date:

July 5, 2017
October 11, 2017

Date of Application:

May 31, 2017

Section 13.5.A
Section 14.4.B.4
Section 14.5.B.1
Section 17.4.C
Section 17.4.D
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Description of Property
The Subject Property is located at the northeast corner of Linden Avenue and 9th Street. The
property has 200.0’ of frontage on 9th Street and 350.0’ of frontage on Linden Avenue. The
property is 70,194.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two-and-one-half-story
administrative building, a two-and-one-half-story school building including an attached
gymnasium, a parking lot, and a playground.
To the east, north, and south are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence, and
improved with single-family homes. To the west is St. Francis Church, which is also zoned R1-H,
Single-Family Detached Residence.
Original Proposal
At the July 5, 2017 Zoning Board meeting, the petitioner proposed their original request for a
special use for the expansion of a special use (educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot
(10.9%) floor area variation, a 14.83’ side yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard setback
variation, a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 37.0’
rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a
5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a variation to allow parking spaces to open
directly upon an alley to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure (St. Francis Xavier School).
The Zoning Board voted to make a negative recommendation on that request. The request was
scheduled to be considered by the Village Board on July 25, 2017 but the petitioner instead
requested to be remanded to the Zoning Board for consideration of a revised plan.
Revised Proposal
The petitioner is proposing a revised plan to remove the existing attached gymnasium and
construct a new addition with a gymnasium, cafeteria space, offices, and four classrooms. The
proposed addition has overall dimensions of 140.5’ x 76.25’ on the east side (100.0’ on the west
side) and is 24,328.0 square feet in area (over three levels). The proposed addition is 33.83’ in
height. With the proposed addition, the floor area on the property is 56,350.0 square feet. Because
the Zoning Ordinance limits the floor area to a ratio of 0.7, 49,135.8 square feet, a 7,214.2 square
foot (10.3%) floor area variation is required.
The proposed addition has a 7.92’ north side yard setback to the alley. Because the Zoning
Ordinance requires a 20.0’ side yard setback, a 12.08’ side yard setback variation is required. The
rear yard setback that was previously requested has been eliminated with the revised plan.
The proposed addition has a stoop and steps on the east side serving as an exit from the gymnasium.
The proposed stoop and steps have a rear yard (east) setback of 34.0’ Because the Zoning
Ordinance requires a rear yard setback of 35.0’ for stoops and steps, an 1.0’ rear yard step setback
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variation is required.
The playground is proposed to remain on the east side of the school within the rear yard. New
equipment is proposed with a rear yard (east) setback of 8.0’. Because the Zoning Ordinance
requires a rear yard setback of 40.0’ for playground equipment, a 32.0’ rear yard playground
equipment setback variation is required.
A new stoop and steps are proposed on the east side of the existing structure. The proposed stoop
and steps have a rear yard (east) setback of 16.75’. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a rear
yard setback of 35.0’ for stoops and steps, an 18.25’ rear yard step setback variation is required.
As part of the project, the petitioner proposes to restripe the parking lot on the northwest side of
the property. Parking spaces will remain along the north lot line along the alley with no setback.
Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 5.0’ side yard setback for parking spaces, a 5.0’ side
yard parking space setback variation is required. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires parking
to be accessed from a driveway and not directly from an alley, a variation from this requirement
is necessary.
The existing north side yard is entirely covered with the impervious surfaces of the existing
structure and the parking lot. The proposed addition and parking lot will reduce the side yard
coverage to 86.11% of the north side yard. This variation is being requested because the proposed
improvements will be replacing existing coverage, as opposed to a simple reduction of existing.
Because the Zoning Ordinance limits side yard impervious surface coverage to 60%, a 26.11%
side yard impervious surface coverage variation is required.
The proposed addition increases the floor area of the school, such an increase being defined as an
expansion of a use. Because the Zoning Ordinance classifies primary educational facilities as a
special use, a special use for expansion of the existing special use is required for the addition.
Requirement
Side Yard Setback
Rear Yard Setback

Required
20.0’
40.0’

Existing Orig Request
15.96’*
5.17’*
appx. 22’* (to add) 32.92’*

Side Yard Setback – Parking
5.0’
Rear Yard Setback – Playg Equip 40.0’
Rear Yard Setback – Stoop/Steps 35.0’
Rear Yard Setback – Gym Exit
35.0’
Requirement
Floor Area

Maximum
49,135.8 s.f.

Rev Proposal
7.92’*
(to add) 40.0’

0.0’*
3.0’*
NA
NA

0.0’*
3.0’*
16.75’*
NA

0.0’*
8.0’*
16.75’*
34.0’*

Existing
42,454.0 s.f.

Orig Request
56,788.0 s.f.*

Rev Proposal
56,350.0 s.f.*

* Non-conforming
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Side Yard Impervious Surface Calculations
Side Yard = 20.0’ x 285.0’ = 5,700.0 square feet
5,700.0 s.f. x .60 = 3,420.0 s.f. permitted side yard impervious coverage
Original proposed side yard coverage = 5,700.0 s.f.*
3,420.0 – 5,700.0 = 2,280.0 s.f. variation

* Non-conforming

Revised proposed side yard coverage = 4,908.27 s.f.*
3,420.0 – 4,908.27 = 1,488.27 s.f. variation

Site Plan Review Committee Comments
The Site Plan Review Committee had the following comments on the application. These are
provided for reference and do not require any action by the Zoning Board of Appeals.
1.
2.

Storm water best management practices shall be incorporated into the site plan.
The following permits shall be obtained prior to construction: grading, right-of-way,
dumpster, and MWRDGC (if applicable).
3.
A soil erosion control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to construction.
4.
All utilities must follow Village of Wilmette standards.
5.
An illumination plan must be submitted. Lighting may not exceed 0.5 foot candles at any lot
line.
6.
The proposed improvements are subject to review and approval by the Appearance Review
Commission.
7.
Native planting materials are strongly encouraged.
8.
No ash trees should be planted on either the parkway or private property.
9.
Handicapped parking spaces must be provided, striped and signed in accordance with the
Illinois Accessibility Code.
10. New and/or replacement air conditioning and ventilation equipment must be a minimum of
10’ from side and rear property lines and may not exceed 50 decibels between 7:00 a.m. and
7:00 p.m. and 45 decibels between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. at receiving lot lines.
Other Requests at the Subject Property
808 Linden Avenue
Case 2011-Z-06
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
th
Request for a 36.0’ front yard wall setback variation on 524 9 Street (church property) and a 30.0’
front yard wall setback variation on 808 Linden Avenue (school property) to permit the construction
of a wall on each property
Other School Special Use Requests
1100 Laramie Avenue
Case 2009-Z-23
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for an expansion of a special use (school), a special use for 4 accessory structures in excess
of 200 square feet each, a 14.13’ accessory structure height variation (press box), a 3.75’ accessory
structure height variation (training center), a 1.17’ accessory structure height variation
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(concessions stand), and a variation to allow more than 3 accessory structures
201 (2840) Sheridan Road Case 2006-Z-08
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 10.5’ rear yard setback variation, a 4’ height variation, a 3,491.66 square foot
(28.69%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 2.5’ fence height variation, and a
special use to expand the existing Baker Demonstration School
2031 Elmwood Avenue
Case 2005-Z-66
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a 4’ parking space setback variation, a 29.88% rear yard driveway impervious surface
coverage variation, a 37.51% combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a school
special use to permit the reconstruction and expansion of a Montessori school.
524 9th Street
Case 2006-Z-27
ZBA: Grant
VB: Granted
Request for a Special Use to permit the expansion of a school, a 1,077.93 square foot (1.54% of lot
area - 2.2% of permitted area) total floor area variation, and a 17.49’ rear yard setback variation to
permit the construction of a one story addition to the existing nonconforming structure at St.
Francis Xavier School and a 19’ rear yard stair setback variation and a 17’ rear yard landing
setback variation to permit the construction of a new rear landing and stairway.
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved
Section 5.3 outlines the special use procedures.
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures.
Section 8.2 references Table 8-1, which establishes Educational Facilities, Primary as a special use
in the R1-H zoning district.
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a side yard setback of 20.0’, a rear yard setback
of 40.0’, and a maximum floor area ratio of 0.7 or 49,135.8 square feet for non-residential uses on
the Subject Property.
Section 8.3.D establishes a maximum side yard impervious surface coverage of 3,420.0 square feet
(60%) on the Subject Property.
Section 12.3.J establishes additional use standards for Educational Facilities.
Section 13.5.A references Table 13-2, which establishes a 40.0’ rear yard playground equipment
setback and a 35.0’ rear yard step setback on the Subject Property.
Section 14.4.B.4 establishes that an open off-street parking space serving a non-residential use must
be located a minimum of 5.0’ from any lot line.
Section 14.5.B.1 establishes that each off-street parking space must open directly upon an aisle or
driveway. No off-street parking space may open directly onto a street or alley.
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Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner
unless to make it a conforming structure.
Action Required
Move to recommend granting a revised request for the expansion of a special use (educational
facility, primary), a 7,214.2 square foot (10.3%) floor area variation, a 12.08’ side yard setback
variation, a 26.11% side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 32.0’ rear yard playground
equipment setback variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard step
setback variation, and a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback to permit the construction of a twostory addition on the legal non-conforming structure (St. Francis Xavier School) at 808 Linden
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 2017-Z-31.
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS
Doc. No.

Documents

Location Maps And Plans
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12
1.13
1.14
1.15
1.16
1.17
1.18

Zoning Map
Sanborn Fire Map
Sidwell Tax Map
Plat of Survey
Original Site Plan
Original Lower Level Floor Plan
Original First Floor Plan
Original Mezzanine Floor Plan
Original Second Floor Plan
Original Elevations
Existing and Original Proposed Footprint Comparison
Revised Site Plan
Revised Site Plan with Dimensions
Revised Lower Level and First Floor Plan
Revised Mezzanine and Second Floor Plan
Revised Elevations
Landscape Development Plan
Existing, Original Proposed, and Revised Footprint Comparison
Photographs of Existing Conditions with Proposed Elevations
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Written Correspondence and Documentation
2.0
2.1
2.1A
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11
2.12
2.13
2.14
2.15
2.16
2.17
2.18
2.19
2.20

Completed application form
Letter of application with attachment
Revised letter of application with attachment
Proof of ownership
Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated
August 29, 2017
Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
August 31, 2017
Certificate of publication
Certificate of posting, dated August 30, 2017
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, August 30, 2017
Master Plan Transportation Review by Kimley Horn dated
October 2016
Letter from Lori Nieman, @properties, 30 Green Bay Road,
Winnetka, dated June 27, 2017
Letter from Barbara Mawicke, @properties, 30 Green Bay
Road, Winnetka, dated June 29, 2017
Letter from Frank Capitanini, Coldwell Banker, 568 Lincoln
Avenue, Winnetka, dated June 26, 2017
Letter from Barbara Shields, @properties, 30 Green Bay Road,
Winnetka, dated July 3, 2017
Signatures of Support dated July 5, 2017
Letter from Richard Kirkendall, 717 Elmwood Avenue, dated
July 6, 2017
Letter from Bert Frost, 531 8th Street, dated September 17,
2017
Letter from Laura and Paul DeGrandis, 515 8th Street, dated
September 17, 2017
Letter from Michele and Peter Sullivan, 727 Elmwood
Avenue, dated October 1, 2017
Applicant List of Speakers, October 11, 2017
Applicant Presentation, October 11, 2017
Petitions and Letters of Support, submitted by John Phillips,
October 11, 2017
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Minutes from the July 5, 2017 meeting
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANTS
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Gerald Callahan, representing the applicant
Freeborn and Peters
311 S. Wacker Drive, Chicago

3.12

Mr. Chris Vallace
522 Forest Avenue

3.13

Ms. Colleen Barrett, principal
St. Francis School

3.14

Father Sheridan
St. Francis Parish

3.15

Ms. Martina Stoycheva
Partners in Design Architects

3.16

Mr. Peter Lemmon
Kimley Horn

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for the expansion of a special
use (educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot (10.9%) floor area
variation, a 14.83’ side yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard setback variation,
a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a
37.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step
setback variation, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a variation
to allow parking spaces to open directly upon an alley to permit the construction of
a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure (St. Francis Xavier
School). The Village Board will hear this case on July 25, 2017.

3.22

Chairman Duffy noted that there is another meeting for the case by the Appearance
Review Board. That meeting is on July 10, 2017 at the Community Rec Center on
Glenview Road.

3.23

Mr. Callahan said he is representing the applicant as well as the Catholic Bishop of
Chicago. The latter is a corporation and was created by special act of the legislature
in 1845. The Catholic Bishop of Chicago owns the property owned by the
Archdiocese of Chicago.
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The property is located at the northeast corner of 9th and Linden. The parish operates
two school buildings on that site. One is to the west and was built in the early 1900s
and the other was built in 1956 and is referred to as the east building. The east
building is the subject of the hearing. This is the building that they are requesting
expand. A portion of the building will be demolished and replaced with an addition.
There are two forms of zoning relief required. One is a special use for a primary
educational facility and the other is a series of variations from the bulk standards in
the zoning ordinance. The property is located in the R1H zoning district. Most of
the property in this zoning classification is single family residential. There is one
other school in this district, Baker Demonstration School.
At the meeting tonight is a parishioner, Chris Vallace, who has put in many hours
on the project. He will present the history, the purpose of the addition, why it is
needed and other details. Martina Stoycheva, from Partners in Design is also at the
meeting. They are the project architect. Peter Lemmon with Kimley Horn, the
transportation consultant who prepared the study. They are at the meeting to answer
questions and will not make presentations.
3.24

Mr. Vallace said that his family are active parishioners. They have lived in the
Village since 2004 with a brief stint overseas. He is the parent of six children, many
of whom have gone to the school or are currently at the school. He thanked the
Board for their time and talent. He thanked Ms. Roberts and Mr. Adler on the plans.
He recognized Fr. Sheridan, pastor; Colleen Barrett, school principal; Mike Henn,
co-chair of building and capital committee.
The taxpayers do what they can to sustain the facilities that make attributes critical
for the Village and contribute to what it is today. It is incumbent on the residents to
help with private facilities. They have invested the time and resources to improve
attributes. St. Francis is growing and thriving. There are over 1,500 households that
are registered parishioners. It is an active community. There are over 41 varied
ministries. Over 920 are educated on the premises of St. Francis. 50% are in the
full-time school, preschool to 8th grade and the other 50% are in the Sunday school
program.
In 1904, they had the first mass celebration at the parish. In 1910, the school opened
with 37 students. In 1922 the current church building was dedicated and built at 9th
and Linden. In 1922 the west school building was built. That is referred to as the
old school building. The new school building was built in 1955. It has been over 60
years that they have had significant reinvestment in the school plant or parish.
He showed slides that exhibited parishioner and household growth. Each chart is a
10-year look. There is a 25% parishioner/household growth with 1,574
parishioners. Over that same period of time the Village has had a relatively flat
population base. The ministry has grown in the local community. Ten years ago,
they had 35 ministries and today there are 41 ministries. Their prep program, which
10

Case 2017-Z-31
808 Linden Avenue
is the Sunday school program, has 460 children, most of whom are from the Village.
They have run out of space for this program which is why the number is not higher.
The school has had remarkable growth, almost 70% growth in the past ten years.
They are bursting at the seams in the current facilities with 466 full time students,
preschool through 8th grade.
He showed the site within the neighborhood and described the buildings on site. He
showed a view of pick up and drop off. It is well orchestrated. There are 60
preschoolers that are in classrooms north of the alley. There is a drop off process
where they are going across the public alley. One objective is to get those 60
children into the main education facilities south of the alley and the proposed plan
will accomplish that goal. Pick up and drop off is laid out in the traffic study.
He spoke about the exhaustive planning process. They have done a lot to make it
as collaborative as possible. They have worked on the plans for two years. They
have worked with parishioners, parents, children, Village staff, traffic specialists,
neighbors and hired vendors. The goal was to get the best plan, which is the one
that minimizes neighborhood impact while still delivering what they need from a
physical facilities perspective. The plan is not perfect. They have gone through over
15 versions of the plan to get to the plan they are presenting this evening. The
footprint is increasing by over 3,000 square feet while the net usable square footage
is increasing by over 14,300 square feet. The latter square footage gets them what
they need to meet the needs of current enrollment. They are not building for future
growth. They have done what they can to limit footprint expansion and work within
existing height limitations.
They are trying to use modern building materials, modern building practices and
modern interior learning and community spaces. They are doing all this while trying
to pay homage to the existing parish education buildings and being respectful of
their neighbors. They tried to minimize destruction to the parish school, to
parishioners and to the neighbors. They selected Bulley & Andrews to be the
general contractor. There is a nine-month construction schedule that starts spring
break 2018. They are trying to do a lot when students are not in school. They will
do the interior fit out from September through December. Bulley & Andrews feels
confident they can meet this schedule.
Why now for the expansion? Robust school enrollment and the diversity in school
programming. They are up 70% in enrollment. They have children taking classes
behind the stage in the gym. They need classrooms and flexible learning space. The
gymnasium is a well utilized space. They will make that a proper middle school
sized gym. Child safety and security are a key need for them. They have not had
any accidents so far but it is time to act in these areas. They do not have a purposebuilt library or cafeteria. They do not have enough classrooms for breakout sessions
and tutoring. They are creating spaces for all those needs, but will be used for the
broader parish and community for adult education and the ministries, as well as
parish-wide events. The gymnasium also has benefits from a community
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standpoint.
They think that the proposal benefits the parish and the school, as well as to the
local community. High quality options for public and private schools are critical to
a community that wants to have defendable home values. There are fiscal benefits
to the proposal. The operational spending for a District 39 student is $14,804 per
student. If one looks at the operating spending for the students at St. Francis who
are not preschoolers and residents of the Village, they will save $4.7M annually in
operating spending with children going to St. Francis instead of going to District
39.
They have had broad-based support for the project at the parish level. They have
current pledges of more than $6.3M. It is more than double what the parish has
raised for any other capital campaigns. The last campaign was 13 to 14 years ago.
The pledges came from over 280 donors and they are in active fundraising mode.
Most of the students are from the Village or neighboring towns. Teachers are from
Chicago or the suburbs. They are bringing people in and this is beneficial to the
local business community.
He is not going to go through the site plan in detail. The Board has the site plan in
their packet. He said that the first-floor plan is basic and efficient as well as flexible.
The second-floor plan has four more classrooms on the west side, the library, media
space, common atrium that goes from first to second floor and the gymnasium.
3.25

Mr. Schneider asked if the atrium was internal enclosed space.
He said that it is enclosed. They plan to enclose an existing courtyard.

3.26

Chairman Duffy asked about the footprint of that space because this counts for
FAR.
He said information is contained in the variation table. They will provide specific
square footage of that space in a few moments. The landscape plan is also before
the Board as are elevations. They had a productive preliminary review discussion
with the ARC. The elevations take feedback received into account. From a south
perspective, not much is happening to the elevation. There is a ramp up and tie in
from the existing limestone building that fronts Linden to the back new building
that has a brick façade that matches the brick façade of the west building.
For the west elevation, the ARC asked that they fit more into the residential
neighborhood and provide peaks to the roofline vs. a flat roof. They have now made
changes to the west elevation. Windows on the top of the new building are
classrooms. On the first floor is the new cafeteria, prep kitchen and administration
offices. For the north elevation, they are within code for height and they are well
inside the height of the current west school building. Regarding the east elevation,
one piece of feedback had to do with pitching the roof, provide more windows and
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more brick façade.
He showed renderings and views from various locations in the area. They have done
a significant outreach process. Many residents signed letters of support for the
project. Not everyone agreed to sign, but they did reach out to the immediate
neighborhood. This does not count the over 285 donors.
3.27

Mr. Surman referenced the existing preschoolers use. What is the intention for that
space after the addition is built?
He said that space would convert to community space for the parish.

3.28

Mr. Surman asked for an explanation of what spaces are and what the differences
are between proposed and existing.
He said that the current gym is 60 years old, but the size of the school and parish
continues to grow while the gym has not. There is no room for proper seating for
athletic events or plays. The new gym will be middle-school sized. The school goes
through 8th grade. There will be parish events held in the gym. The current gym is
about 5,000 square feet and the new gym is about 7,700 square feet. They can
subdivide the gym and have two classes going on at the same time. They cannot
currently do this. They are building a retractable stage. The current stage is deep,
but does not get used 98% of the year. They are not trying to go over the top with
the addition. It will be privately funded. There is a high degree of focus on
efficiency.

3.29

Mr. Schneider asked about the enrollment objective.
He said that he would ask the principal to add anything to his answer. Their
objective is to have two homerooms/class objective. Their objective is not to grow
the school.

3.30

Mr. Schneider asked if they would accept a limit on enrollment as part of the
request.
The principal said that the objective is to have 23 students per class.

3.31

Chairman Duffy asked where that limit came from.
Ms. Barrett said they established that classroom cap about five years ago when the
growth picked up. That number is the best size for them. They try to honor that.

3.32

Mr. Schneider clarified that they would not exceed the current 460 students.
Ms. Barrett said not every class is at 23 students.
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3.33

Chairman Duffy clarified they are adding four classrooms.
Mr. Vallace said they are adding a library which frees up an existing classroom that
is a make do library so net they will get five additional classrooms.

3.34

Chairman Duffy noted that more classrooms provide the opportunity for more
students.
Ms. Barrett said that they are not planning on adding homeroom spaces. The new
classrooms will further allow them to differentiate programming so they can remain
competitive. Students will be broken down into match groups, fine arts electives
and other things that public schools are already doing. They cannot do this now due
to space limits.

3.35

Mr. Surman asked how many classrooms preschoolers would take.
Mr. Vallace said they are redeveloping existing community space in the school
building and it will be for the preschool. It will be flexible modular classrooms. It
can also be used for community space when school is not in session.

3.36

Mr. Schneider clarified that they are not willing to put a limit on enrollment at this
time.

3.37

Chairman Duffy noted that they keep stating they will not increase enrollment.
Mr. Vallace said they would consider putting a limit on enrollment. The objective
of the plan is to meet current enrollment with 23 students per class and two classes
per grade. They have junior kindergarten through eighth grade, ten grades, and they
have the early learning child center. That total number could be slightly higher than
460 and that would be within the overall plan for the school.

3.38

Mr. Schneider asked if it would exceed 500 students?
Mr. Vallace said it would not exceed 500 students.

3.39

Mr. Kolleng asked if there have been discussions about maximum enrollment.
Ms. Barrett said there have been several discussions this topic.

3.40

Mr. Schneider said that there is a lot on the north side of the alley that has a house
on it. What is the plan for that lot?
Mr. Vallace said that the current plan is to not change anything. The house is a
rental.

3.41

Mr. Schneider asked when they acquired the house.
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Fr. Sheridan said they bought the house about 25 years ago.
Mr. Vallace said there is no current intention to change the house situation.
3.42

Mr. Schneider asked when there is a not-for profit entity, are there any restrictions
on acquiring land? Could they acquire adjacent lots without any restrictions? There
are lots to the east of the proposed building.
Ms. Roberts said they could acquire more lots without any restrictions. She might
suggest they consolidate all parcels if that came to be but that would not be required.

3.43

Chairman Duffy said if they acquired lots and changed the use then it would be
time to consider the situation.

3.44

Mr. Schneider said he was at the site. The main area, which is south of the alley
and it appears as if 90% of that is impervious surface. On the parking lot, he saw
one drain and nothing in the alley. He assumes that they are not managing storm
water on site and it either drains into the sanitary sewer or the alley to the street.
They are imposing a tremendous burden on the Village’s sanitary sewers especially
on the east side. Do they have plans to mitigate this?
Mr. Callahan said that they are not increasing the amount of impervious surface.
Under the MWRD ordinance, there is no requirement for mitigation. There is no
place to mitigate. He understands Chairman Duffy’s concern, but talked about
MWRD and exemptions if impervious surface was not increasing.

3.45

Chairman Duffy said that Site Plan Review Committee would look at the plans and
will hold them to best practices.

3.46

Mr. Schneider said they were increasing impervious surface somewhat. They are
increasing the size of the courtyard.
Mr. Callahan said that the courtyard was paved so that is impervious. He said Ms.
Stoycheva said that the playfields across the alley are totally pervious. That is part
of the school campus.

3.47

Mr. Schneider asked if the architects or planners thought if they were tearing down
a big chunk of existing buildings and starting again and repaving and restriping the
parking lot, is there anything they can do in how they pave the parking lot or create
a reservoir to retain storm water as long as possible rather than pouring it into the
sewer system.
Mr. Vallace said they did talk about this at length. At the end of the day, because
they were not providing a significantly greater impact because of existing paving,
they concluded that they did not need to do that given the process.
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3.48

Mr. Robke asked if they would consider doing this. It is part of tonight’s process
because one of the variances relates to impervious area. It is a non-conforming use
and application. Maybe a rain garden or pavers would help mitigate some of these
issues.
Ms. Stoycheva said they are resurfacing the parking lot and not repaving it. They
cannot have the parking lot function the way that it does and add any landscaping.
They were not required to add landscaping per ordinance, but they are including
some landscaping on the north and east sides to help soften building mass and help
with storm water.

3.49

Mr. Surman asked if they were removing pavement in those areas with the
plantings.

3.50

Chairman Duffy said that the north side does not have plantings at this time. North
side is the alley and all parking.
Ms. Stoycheva said they would add above-grade planters along the alley at the north
side of the building and along the east side of the building. The courtyard is
primarily paved at this time and will be enclosed with the new proposal.

3.51

Mr. Robke said they are asking for 40% impervious surface coverage variation.
Mr. Tritsis said that a lot of people have worked on projects that are all parking and
then one day there is a building. He has seen timing solutions for rain water.

3.52

Mr. Robke said that the timing solution would be a good suggestion. He is looking
for something to help mitigate rain water. A green roof with seeding trays that
would not impact the use could be a solution.
Mr. Vallace said they can further look into a solution for rain water.

3.53

Mr. Schneider said he knows that the applicant is not obligated to do this. He does
not know if approval can be conditioned upon some sort of mitigation of the rain
water.

3.54

Mr. Kolleng noted that the Board is advisory only. Comments from tonight’s
meeting will be on the record. The Village Board can impose a condition if they
want.

3.55

Chairman Duffy asked how they came up with the number of 1,500 parishioner
households.
Mr. Vallace said this is from the parish registration census.

3.56

Mr. Robke asked if they would turn down students if growth continued.
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Mr. Vallace said that out of the over 1,500 households, 250 send children to the
school.
3.57

Mr. Robke said this goes back to limiting the number of students at the school.

3.58

Chairman Duffy said that this is a concern that neighbors have about growth and
impact. He is against a cap and the Board is running into this issue with another
school. But there should be something that will assure neighbors that growth will
not impact them.

3.59

Mr. Kolleng said that there are other parishes around so if St Francis could not
admit more students there are alternatives.
Mr. Vallace agrees with the cap concept but the Board heard the assurance to
maintain the two classroom/grade concept with 23 students per classroom. That
model is important to current parents and students. That is 460 students – junior
kindergarten through 8th grade. There is 60 in the existing preschool and this is not
part of the 460.
Ms. Barrett said that the preschool programming is slightly different. 23 classroom
cap is K-8. They have started turning students away and have started waiting lists.
There are pros and cons to this. The new classrooms are not to encourage growth
but to sustain growth.

3.60

Mr. Surman said it would be difficult to have a cap. There should be some
flexibility.
Ms. Barrett said that there is some flexibility at times.
Mr. Vallace said they can provide feedback with actual numbers that includes
preschool plus K-8. Preschool starts at age 3. That number will max out in the
direction of about 500.

3.61

Mr. Kolleng noted that they are adding a cafeteria. Does the school currently have
a cafeteria?
Ms. Barrett said that the school does not have an actual cafeteria at this time. They
have a multi-purpose space that they use for a cafeteria two hours/day for lunch but
this is not an ideal.

3.62

Mr. Kolleng noted that there will be a kitchen. Will they serve hot food?
Mr. Vallace said this is a prep kitchen. A third-party vendor provides the food.

3.63

Mr. Tritsis asked how many employees and volunteers drive and park?
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Ms. Barrett said this number is about 45 on the average. Employees come and go
at different times. They park along Linden, in the lot that is north of the alley and
in the neighborhood. Full time employees do not use the main lot. They use that
area as a play space. Some parish members might park there as short-term parking.
The lanes shown are for dismissal time, from 2:40 p.m. to 3:15 p.m.
An audience member said that the document indicates 52 employees.
Ms. Barrett said that is a total and most of them are not there every day.
3.62

Chairman Duffy said they are losing parking spaces by expanding the building. Is
that not impacting available spaces for staff/volunteers and/or drop off/pick up?
Mr. Vallace said they are losing 10 to 12 spaces in the aggregate.

3.63

Chairman Duffy said that 2 to 3 of those spaces are handicapped.
Mr. Vallace showed another parking area for 30 cars. The parking on the north side
does not count towards the total.

3.64

Chairman Duffy asked about the parking requirement for a school.
Ms. Roberts said that the requirement is one space per classroom.

3.65

Chairman Duffy said that per code there is not a parking issue but he is asking about
functionality.

3.66

Mr. Robke said that graphics show the area as a loading/unloading zone.

3.67

Chairman Duffy said it is not used as parking for the school. When school is in
session people do not park there – they are parking in the lot across the alley to the
north, along the existing building or on the streets. The parking lot is mainly used
on Saturdays and Sundays for service off-school hour event times. The problem is
the loss of spaces around the existing building – 13 to 15 spaces. Will this impact
the neighborhood? Those cars will be forced to park on the street. There are 45
employees who drive and 30 cars are accommodated off the street.
Ms. Barrett said that rarely are those spaces all filled.
Mr. Vallace said he thought that the spaces to the north do not count.

3.68

Chairman Duffy said that there is no parking variation before the Board. They are
talking about the functional aspect of parking.

3.69

Mr. Robke asked should there be a parking variation in front of the Board.

3.70

Chairman Duffy said that per code, only one space per classroom is required.
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3.71

Mr. Robke asked where the parking was on the site.

3.72

Chairman Duffy said drop off/pick up is their parking.

3.73

Mr. Robke said then it is not dedicated parking. The three ADA spaces to be
relocated are actually not for use. The graphic shows no parking there.
Ms. Stoycheva said it is important to note that the 45 to 52 employees are never on
site at the same time. The way the parking lot works now has been successful for a
long time. During the day, the lot is almost always empty. Everyone knows that the
lot needs to be cleared by 2:50 PM for pick up.

3.74

Mr. Robke said they indicated that the ADA spaces were relocated to that parking
lot. Could they be relocated to the south of the building where there are 7 other
spots?
Mr. Callahan said that code says that parking should be located on the same lot as
the structure. However, off-street parking may be located within 300’ walking
distance of the use. They discussed this entire concept with staff. They wanted to
declare the parking lot to the north of the alley and the playfield as part of zoning
so it was all considered together. But there is a public alley that separates it. The
parish looks at this as a unified site. For parking purposes, making a commitment
that will remain parking for the school is not a problem (parking to the north).

3.75

Mr. Robke said that traditionally they could consider that as parking for the school.
But they cannot have the three designated accessible spaces that are not available
during certain hours of the day for loading/unloading.
Mr. Vallace said that the existing parking situation and traffic was reviewed by the
Village.

3.76

Mr. Surman asked if they did put dedicated ADA spaces in the front area is there
easy access to the building.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the accessible entry would be where the existing court yard
entrance is. There are no stairs. They would need to consider the grading.

3.77

No additional questions from the Board at this time.

3.78

Mr. Callahan put the zoning history in the narrative. It is unusual that when the first
building was built the Village was not zoned. The second building was established
before second uses because they were not established until the 1960s. This is a
unique set of circumstances. They need to ask for a special use. They need to ask
for the variations. Five of the variations are variations from the code but not from
existing conditions. That is worth considering.
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They wanted to declare all of the site as a zoning lot but they could not because of
the intervening alley. If it was counted as a zoning lot, with the holdings across the
alley being the playfields and parking lot, there would not be a side yard setback
issue and there would not be an FAR issue. The parish sees this as all one site, but
they cannot do this for zoning purposes. The site functions as a unified site for the
school and parish usage.
3.79

Mr. Schneider asked if they planned to keep the play lot where it was.
Mr. Callahan said yes.

3.80

Mr. Schneider said he assumes no one objects to this being so close to the property
line although neighbors may talk about this.

3.81

Mr. Tritsis asked about parking to the north of the field. What is current zoning? In
20 years could they sell it off to add housing?
Ms. Roberts said that those lots could be sold off and developed as single-family
homes. That is permitted zoning.

3.82

Mr. Callahan said there was a variation granted in 1955 for the east school building,
which is the one being discussed. It would allow this entire addition, with the
exception of the north 2’, to be located in those setbacks granted in 1955, but they
cannot use them. This should be taken into consideration. A larger building could
have been built in that location. It could have gone further to the east and closer to
the property line. It is almost 33’ from the property line and a 20’ setback was
granted. 13’ was not used. The same situation applies to the north. 17’ was not used
on the north side.
They addressed all standards for special uses and variations. In summary, why do
they need the variations? The historical location of the school, but the space is tight.
There are limits to what they can do. They could expand the east building to achieve
their goals because nothing else would work. They are trying to minimize the
impact by limiting the footprint, by staying within height limitations of the
ordinance and to push the north side of the addition 8” further to the west. It does
not encroach further than the existing building does. This is a critical fact. The
parish was mindful of what was going on in the area and to address this with their
architects on the overall plan.
The map of supporting property owners was shown. He sent letters of support to
Ms. Roberts.

3.83

Mr. Tritsis asked if the neighbors who sent letters of support parents of students?
Or are they just neighbors?
Mr. Vallace said they are neighbors and some are also parishioners. Forty percent
of those that signed are parishioners.
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3.84

Mr. Schneider said that letters he received are from realtors. Did he miss
something?
Chairman Duffy said that there are letters at Board members’ places.

3.85

Chairman Duffy said there are more signatures than lots sited as in favor.
Mr. Callahan said some houses have two people living in one house.

3.86

Mr. Callahan said they submitted letters from four real estate brokers that do
residential sales in the area. They support the fact that the parish has done
everything to minimize impact on surrounding property values, which is a standard
for special use and for variation.

3.87

Chairman Duffy asked if any realtors were parishioners.
Mr. Vallace said there were four letters and three are parishioners.

3.88

Chairman Duffy said that hardship is one of the standards. He talked about what
hardship meant. If the alley was not there, the FAR variation would not apply
because of lots to the north. Can they touch on the setbacks? They are increasing
the size of the building. The setback to the east is not increasing, but the setback to
the north is increasing.
Mr. Callahan said that was a conscious decision to push the building in the direction
of property owned by the parish to minimize impact to the east. Most of the property
to the north is controlled by the parish. To the west is the parish. A lot of property
owners across the street on Linden support the proposal.

3.89

Mr. Tritsis asked if there was any thought of reducing the FAR request by pulling
the building back from the alley. If it was within the setback perhaps the request
could be minimized.
Ms. Stoycheva said they would not be able to fit the proper sized gym if they came
back any further.

3.90

Mr. Tritsis said that the gym includes ancillary seating. He talked about the
mezzanine.
Ms. Stoycheva said that in the mezzanine above was the library and classrooms.
Mr. Vallace is retractable seating to be used for specific athletic events or plays.
Most of the time they are retracted back to the wall.

3.91

Mr. Tritsis said that there is an open mezzanine. Could seating go there?
Mr. Vallace said that is their library.
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3.92

Mr. Tritsis referenced the open mezzanine again. Could there be seating in any
part? They could perhaps push back from the alley. They are gaining about 15’ off
of the alley.

3.93

Mr. Schneider said the dimension of that space includes the retractable ceiling.
There is no mezzanine above the retractable ceiling.
Mr. Vallace said that the area for the seating will mostly be used as gym space. If
they were to encroach further south or bring the setback further south they would
defeat the purpose of getting a larger gym. One of the benefits of having a larger
gym is that they could provide event seating.
Ms. Stoycheva said that when it is in use it is important for seating to be on the
ground floor. There is no mezzanine floor for the gym. The seating retracts back.

3.94

Mr. Tritsis asked about doors so it looks like there is a walkway around the
mezzanine level.
Ms. Stoycheva showed where the mezzanine floor was located.

(After section 4.0)
3.95 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant to address some points brought up by
neighbors.
3.96

Ms. Stoycheva said that with regard to atrium space it was important for them to
preserve the way the courtyard is used. Regarding getting more use out of that
space, she showed a second story plan. The way that the atrium is designed right
now, they will bring natural light into the core of the building. They are pushing
out the library into that space. She talked about a staircase and it being needed for
egress purposes of the second story. They will now integrate an elevator that makes
all four stories of the buildings accessible. They are creating a grand staircase to
connect all levels. They did not present a section through the building but it is
important to note that the existing west school building is half below grade and half
above grade. With the atrium connection piece, they are making accessible two
stories of the old and two stories of the new building. In working with the ARC and
their feedback, the ARC said they saw this as an opportunity to bring natural light
into the building. On the south elevation is an expansive row of windows which
bring in low winter sun but block out high summer sun. The atrium brings together
the old and what will be the new school.

3.97

Mr. Schneider said he thought that the atrium was very positive. It is a common
area and a link.
Ms. Stoycheva said that it is a multi-functional space for spillover classrooms, for
pre-sports events and activities. It is only two stories.
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3.98

Chairman Duffy asked the existing height of the tallest part of existing buildings
relative to the proposed height of the new structure.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the peak of the existing gym is 28’. The peak of the atrium
will be at 33’10”. The new gym is at 28’10”. The clear height inside is close to 30’
but the gym floor is sunken.

3.99

Chairman Duffy said that the mass of the height is about the same. It will be a few
inches taller at the gym point. The peak of the atrium space is the tallest part of the
new building.
3.100 Mr. Surman said that the space is peaked which is different from a rectangular
space.
Ms. Stoycheva said that part of the zoning code for a flat roof is up to 30’ and up
to 35’ for a peaked roof.
3.101 Chairman Duffy said the proposed is what?
3.102 Ms. Stoycheva said it is 33’-10” and 28’-10”.
3.103 Chairman Duffy said the existing is 28’ at the gym and it is going to 28’-10”. The
atrium space is going to be 33’-10”
3.104 Mr. Surman said that code is 27’.
Mr. Robke said that is for residential.
3.105 Mr. Surman asked about the code for commercial.
Ms. Stoycheva said that it was her understanding that the height limits were 30’ and
35’ as discussed above.
3.106 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant to address public comments.
3.107 Mr. Callahan said that one of the points made was the encroachment of the proposal
on the alley. The alley is remaining at current width. They are 5’ off of the alley.
He referenced a plan view. Mr. DeGrandis’s house is closer to the alley. Some of
the comments made about variations that were granted for that property he didn’t
understand.
The first variation for the neighbor’s house was in 1999 and was for a 22.46’ rear
yard setback variation, a 7.18’ side yard setback variation, and others. He was
noting that these requests had been made in order to correct the record.
3.108 Mr. Tritsis asked how the neighbor’s variations impacted tonight’s case.
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3.109 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Callahan bringing up the neighbor’s variations in the
proposal was showing that the school was being a good neighbor. They were not
trying to create a precedent because there is no precedent when someone asks for
variations. Every lot is unique and all situations are different.
Mr. Callahan said that their point was that there were three variations over a short
time and the school did not object to any of them.
3.110 Chairman Duffy clarified that some of the points of discussion include size and
scope, flow of traffic and other topics brought up.
3.111 Mr. Kolleng said that with regard to traffic, the Board is seeing one thing on paper
and the neighbors are saying something else.
Mr. Lemmon introduced himself. He put up the slide related to circulation. He
explained the circulation pattern. In the morning people use lane 1 for drop off.
They can north through the lot to Greenleaf or they can go east through the alley to
8th. The rest of the lot area is for short-term parking. He showed the area for staff
parking. They did an employee count at 8:30 a.m. and half of spaces were occupied.
There are parking restrictions around the block. The south curb lane along Linden
has no restriction and Greenleaf has no parking restrictions. During pick up time
there are seven lanes. The first five going from south to north are generally full.
The sixth lane was not full and the last lane is used as angled parking. People exit
north up to Greenleaf or east through the alley through 8th. There is pick up
queueing occurring along the north curb of Linden.
They were engaged to review the master plan last fall. They did some observations
in late September. People were also walking and biking to school. They saw the
queue back up to the corner. In bad weather, the children who bike or walk might
get dropped off so the queue would get longer.
The enrollment will remain about the same. They would not be looking at higher
traffic volume. The patterns would remain the same. There were comments about
people parking in the alley for other activities. His scope was focused on the school
day. He showed the spaces that would be removed if the plan went forward. They
want to avoid people parking in the alley however. There is plenty of parking along
Greenleaf.
3.112 Mr. Kolleng noted that one of slides showed everything going to Greenleaf.
Mr. Lemmon said some people go into the alley to get to 8th Street. He does not
know the split.
3.113 Mr. Tritsis asked about the traffic count.
Mr. Lemmon said they were out before school started in the morning. He showed
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the drop off area. He showed where there was some backup. He also showed the
slide showing residences in the area.
3.114 Chairman Duffy asked about the parking ban.
Mr. Lemmon said 9th Street is southbound during the school day. There are other
parking restrictions on other streets.
3.115 Mr. Tritsis asked if there was a thought to have a drive aisle so they are not going
down an alley.
Mr. Lemmon said this plan would impact trees. If people would go through the lot
to Greenleaf would be ideal. Someone would have to stand in the alley to enforce
people not driving down the alley. Someone directing drivers to Greenleaf would
be ideal.
3.116 Chairman Duffy said there were several other issues that he asked Mr. Vallace to
address including buildings too close to the alley, move mass to center of property
and more. How did they decide on this proposal vs. other options?
Mr. Vallace said a key objective was to be try to minimize disruption to the
neighborhood. They looked at several plans including the consideration of building
on the current parking lot. Doing a minimal increase to the footprint of the existing
building was the most efficient plan and would have the least amount of issues with
and from neighbors. They looked at the existing playfield and parking lot. Each
location has its own issues. No plan is perfect so he expected some objections. They
tried to find the best plan for the current situation to minimize disruption.
Reviewing additional options was an exhaustive process.
Regarding growth of the school and a neighbor noting that they created this plight,
they illustrated a 10-year look at the school. There have been ebbs and flows with
school enrollment and parish enrollment over time. In the late 60s, the school had
740 students. There would be 50 students per class and two homerooms per grade.
Having a vibrant modernized private faith based school that is the example for other
North Shore communities is positive.
Regarding outreach to neighbors, he agreed that it was different from what New
Trier did with their expansion. The size and scope is different. New Trier was
funded by taxpayers. They reached out to neighbors. They were not perfect in their
outreach. He met with the DeGrandises and the Merens to walk the site and this
was not mentioned in neighbor comments. They went door to door to speak with
several neighbors but sometimes no one answers. They have almost 30 supporting
signatures from the 250’ radius and three objected. He met with the neighbor who
will be most impacted. They are not objecting. They tried their best with
neighborhood outreach.
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They do not want to substantially impact home values of nearby residences. They
walked through four of the most active residential brokers in east Wilmette to get
their views. All four provided letters of support. They believed that the massing
does not diminish or impact home values. Most brokers said what they are doing is
likely going to benefit home values.
They commissioned the traffic study. The Village was very helpful. They said to
get the traffic study and what the applicant needed to think about regarding
neighbors. That is productive collaboration. Regarding the ARC, the elevations
shown at the meeting tonight are different from the originals based on ARC
comments. There are more windows. There is more brick, dropped down the height
and more. They are trying to take the neighbors into account with their plans.
3.117 Mr. Kolleng referenced traffic and implementing the type of entrance/exit program
that the school wants. How is that accomplished?
Mr. Vallace said one idea is to adhere to a more orderly drop off and pick up is to
have traffic go through Greenleaf and not through the alley. The alley can be
manned.
Ms. Barrett came to the mic and said that blocking off the alley is currently done at
3:00 p.m.
3.118 Mr. Tritsis asked for clarification about how they block off the alley.
Ms. Barrett said they had friendly conversations with the Village several times in
terms of solutions. And all revolve neighborhood safety and students and
neighbors. There is no perfect solution. Faculty and volunteers try to keep things
orderly. But they know that they can improve upon this. They will continue to work
on this.
3.119 Mr. Kolleng asked if 23 students per room the sweet spot in education.
Ms. Barrett said District 39 has excellent schools and there are excellent
independent schools. St. Francis needs to remain competitive. That number was
established five years ago. She has had to tell families that not all of their children
can attend the school due to space constraints. Prior to five years ago, there was no
cap on number of students/class. Twenty-three students is a school policy. They
spent a lot of time looking at average class sizes in the area.
3.120 Mr. Surman asked if there was a master plan done for the property that describes
what they are going to with current sites, will they acquire future sites?
Mr. Vallace said that the parish has not done recent significant purchases. The
master plan is to make the south education building efficient, take the preschoolers
on the north side of the alley to another location and do interior renovation in the
parish office building to make it general community space. That is the current
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master plan. The rental house was bought 25+ years ago. There might have been
some plan at this time. He reiterated that the proposal is not being done for growth,
but to sustain the current growth they have had up to this point. They want to build
optimal facilities for enrollment and parish needs.
3.121 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. DeGrandis made a comment about the Catholic
church reducing parishes. Will this help the parish be more viable in the future?
Mr. Vallace said this is called the Renew My Church program. What they are doing
is consistent with Renew My Church is to reinvest in vital parishes. Those that are
not viable or financially sustainable may need to close down. That is already
happening.
3.122 Mr. Robke said it was mentioned that the last capital campaign was 13 years ago.
What was that campaign for?
Mr. Vallace said that was before his time. It was about a $3M campaign for deferred
maintenance and sprinklers and bringing things up to code. The present campaign
is the first significant improvement to modernize the facility since 1955.
3.123 Mr. Tritsis referenced massing. Was there a shadow study done to show impact on
neighbors?
Mr. Vallace said they looked at a sunlight analysis to make sure there was ample
light for neighbors.
Ms. Stoycheva said that there are not many windows on that residence that face the
school and they looked at this when in design mode. She showed shadows
throughout the day and the impact on neighbors. She showed where the neighbors’
property lines were. There is a 10’ chain link fence with ivy. That spans the width
of the neighbor’s western property line.
3.124 Mr. Surman said it looks like the shadow casts over the neighbor’s backyard.
3.125 Mr. Tritsis asked about the delta between today’s shadow and future shadow.
3.126 Chairman Duffy asked if the 10’ fence also cast a shadow into the backyard.
Ms. Stoycheva said that per the ARC and zoning codes they are required to remove
that 10’ fence and replace it with a 6’ wood fence, solid.
3.127 Mr. Surman said he thought the 6’ fence would be less desirable for the neighbors.
Ms. Stoycheva said they are required to do this.
3.128 Mr. Surman asked if massing studies were done to show impact? The realtors don’t
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know how to read those plans and they think that it sounds great from verbal
descriptions. The existing building was designed on an angle. Then there was a one
story portion. That could have been done to alleviate the feeling of the mass for that
adjacent neighbor. He has no problem with building up to the alley, but could only
build a one story structure. Now they are going up 28’. He suggested that it be slid
down or keep the design queues more open.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the height and footprint of the current gym is not what a
middle school gym height and footprint should be.
3.129 Mr. Surman said there might have been a way to rotate the plan or do something.
Maybe spaces along the alley should be one story.
3.130 Mr. Schneider referenced exhibit 1.2 that shows the lot as platted at 50’. If the
school did not exist and there were houses on the lots running east/west with a
garage on the alley and a house that could be 35’ high. The garages may or may not
have a flat roof.
Ms. Stoycheva said if they were to tear down the school and develop it as
residential, this is what could be done by right.
3.131 Mr. Surman said if he was on that lot he would have a problem with a 28’ building
going towards the alley. The original plan was more sensitive to the design. There
is a way to accommodate their needs but be more sensitive to the neighbors. He has
no problem with the circulation or traffic. Those issues can be solved/modified. But
impacting someone’s house is something that the Board needs to consider.
Ms. Stoycheva said they can only see what the building looks like now. They know
enrollment and programmatic needs in the past. They developed their plan based
on present programmatic needs.
3.132 Chairman Duffy asked if they could talk about this as most efficient for the space
that they are willing to change versus the most efficient for the site that is available.
Instead of just changing the gym’s footprint, maybe they need to change the
footprint of the two story building as well. It is a bigger project.
3.133 Mr. Schneider said that this is a design issue and this is not within the purview of
the Board.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the two-story portion of the building does function well.
Their present classroom space there are sufficient as they stand today. They want
to repurpose as much as possible and keep the character while getting the school
what they need.
Mr. Vallace said that there is a more significant massing to the west of the home on
the east. They have over 33’ of setback to the property line at this time versus 2.5’
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for the neighbor. They tried to be conscious to not encroach further east. They tried
to focus on expanding the footprint immediately to the north, which is adjacent to
property they own and away from neighbors. After extensive design options, the
current design was viewed as the most efficient design to meet their needs.
3.134 Mr. Surman noted that where the setback is the roof height is 15’. That is one story
and does not accurately show the building height. That shows the footprint but not
the volume. He has a problem with the way this impacts the neighbor. The neighbor
did not buy into this.
4.0

INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the application
4.11
4.12

Mr. Burt Frost
531 8th Street
Ms. Dana Frost
531 8th Street

4.13

Mr. Paul DeGrandis
515 8th Street

4.14

Ms. Teri Merens
806 Linden Avenue

4.15

Mr. Paul Pasin
687 Sheridan Road

4.2

Summary of presentations

4.21

Mr. Frost said he has lived in the Village for 8 years and there are 7 in his family.
He is against the project mostly related to size and scope and what this means to
the neighborhood. They are expanding a non-conforming build and this is a bad
idea and precedent for future development and the neighborhood. It will change the
scope and flow of the neighborhood traffic and other patterns. He does not agree
about neighborhood involvement or interaction. They had 0 engagement from the
church and were made aware of this when they got a mailing 2 to 3 weeks ago.
Today was the first time someone came to his house to talk about this. This is not
a preferred use of the space. Expanding churches and schools in residential areas
needs to conform to existing zoning rules and either the rules should be changed or
adapted to existing rules.
The parish already owns 80% of the block. That is significant. How and what they
are doing is outside of conforming.
Mr. Surman asked if he was within the block.
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Mr. Frost showed where he was located. The last property that the church owns and
rents to the right, he is the corner lot at 8th and Greenleaf. He is on the alley.
Chairman Duffy referenced 1.1. They are on the southwest corner of 8th and
Greenleaf.
Mr. Surman asked if he was concerned about square footage, bulk or what?
Mr. Frost said he watches the flow of traffic and it is not as presented. He showed
what areas were used as parking lots. They are encroaching on a common area.
There are zoning rules and they are already non-conforming. What they are
proposing is not appropriate use for a residential area. Perhaps they need to change
rules in that area so requests are conforming.
4.22

Ms. Frost said she is curious about the map of the families who signed something.
If there are four residential properties that are on the alley, her house is one of them,
why weren’t they contacted. The project has been worked on for several years.
Because they share an alley they are impacted. Maybe there was community
involvement with parishioners but not with other neighbors. They asked their
realtor to look at the plans and to explain the impact on her property. The realtor
said it negatively impacts their property. She will ask her realtor to submit a letter.
She agrees that there is a negative impact due to a new massive structure.
Mr. Surman asked what key points the realtor referred to.
Ms. Frost said that her children go to public school. The public high school had a
renovation. For several years there was community involvement about this because
residential properties in the neighborhood were impacted. How can the scope of the
neighborhood be changed without talking to neighbors that share an alley. She
cannot access her garage at certain times of the day.
Mr. Schneider agreed with the above. He said he understands that the number of
cars driving down the alley won’t change. What is the negative impact?
Ms. Frost said it is already non-conforming and there is a negative impact. The
expansion will aggravate the situation.
Mr. Frost said that construction crews produce more traffic, dust and noise. How
can that not impact the neighborhood?
Mr. Schneider said if a neighbor builds a new house they will have the same
problem.
Mr. Robke said that the Board saw a traffic pattern that didn’t send anyone down
the alley because everyone was exiting through the parking lot and going out on
Greenleaf.
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Ms. Frost said that traffic now comes down the alley.
Mr. Frost said it’s a one-way alley in effect. He showed the flow of traffic.
Ms. Frost said students are dropped off and parents come down the alley going east.
Mr. Tritsis asked if the proposed new routing would improve the situation.
Mr. Frost said he is not sure.
Ms. Frost said they are a direct neighbor and will be impacted.
Chairman Duffy asked when they bought their house.
Ms. Frost said they bought the house in 2008.
4.23

Mr. DeGrandis moved into his house in 1998. He showed a visual and said that
there incredible impact on his property that changes the nature of his property from
residential to institutional. They have had a good, friendly and collaborative
relationship with the school and they plan on keeping the relationship. They are not
parishioners. They are opposed to the proposal. When they bought the property they
understood what life next to a school meant. They clean up the alley after school
events. They are cognizant of safety matters. The current project, as proposed, is
unreasonable and too large for the space. It dramatically changes the character of
his property from residential to massive institutional.
It negatively impacts his property value. He spoke with realtors who told him to
fight the proposal, but the realtors would not end letters because they do a lot of
business with parishioners.
This is a creeping project and an attempt to capture the alley in stages. The Village
has not shown an interest in capturing the alley. Moving the building 5’ from the
alley property line restricts them in many ways. It imposes fire and safety issues.
Has the fire department looked at the proposal? Was there a fire safety evaluation
of the project?
Ms. Roberts said that the fire chief reviewed the plans. He did not indicate any
specific problems at this time.
Mr. DeGrandis said that the proposal causes access problems to the center of the
building and the back of his house. He said that no one reached out to his adjacent
neighbors about the proposal.
There is no parking variance. The school is large. Reducing parking spaces is the
wrong direction to go. The neighborhood is highly dense. The practical use of the
school was not taken into account in the parking survey. In the past few years the
neighborhood and parking lot are overrun with cars during activities, masses,
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funerals, etc. People park in the alley. It’s not safe.
Chairman Duffy asked if he has called the police or fire department about the above
parking problems.
Mr. DeGrandis said they have a good relationship in the neighborhood. He has been
a good neighbor.
Mr. Schneider asked Mr. DeGrandis to superimpose the current mass on top of the
proposed mass for comparison.
Chairman Duffy said it was better to wait for St. Francis to respond.
Mr. DeGrandis explained the current building vs. the proposed building, which has
immense massing. He is not going to call the police on his neighbor – that is not
his nature. They need more room for what they want to do.
The home that they rent has four parking spaces behind it. They put a sign reading
no parking residents only to protect their tenants. The tenant writes a note if
someone parks in their spots. There is a clear issue with parking.
How did we get here? The application states they have 70% growth in enrollment
over ten years. Growth has been extraordinary, deliberate and sustainable.
Deliberate is the applicant’s word. The petitioners caused this plight so of course
they have to build more. They got too big for the space. They are asking others to
suffer as they ask for many variances. In February 2016, the Chicago Archdiocese
said they were going to shutter churches and consolidate parishes. St. Francis is a
vibrant community. Is the growth sustainable? Everywhere else faith-based
education is dwindling.
He is opposing the project and not the school. He went to Catholic school. The
project feels overwhelming. The parish is wealthy with influential members. The
process does not feel right. He learned that St. Francis has announced to
parishioners and school members that they moved spring break to accommodate
construction. This was announced months ago. This doesn’t feel right.
He was told that the Village looks favorably on projects like this because it takes
students off the District 39 rolls. Education and zoning should not be correlated. It
feels like the cake is bake.
He asked if any of the Board members are St. Francis parishioners or have
contributed to the $6.2M fund.
Chairman Duffy is not a parishioner.
Mr. Schneider is a parishioner but he has not donated.
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Mr. Tritsis is not a parishioner and has not donated.
Mr. Surman is not a parishioner and has not donated.
Mr. Robke said it is not relevant but he is not a parishioner.
Regarding precedents, the applicant cites setback variances that were granted along
the property line that he shares with them. He said that a variance was granted in
1955 but he is not sure that a 62 year old variance matters in today’s current world.
He was granted a variance to attach two existing non-conforming structures. He
went to the Historical Society and got a plat from 1954 that is the same plat as when
he bought his house. There are major differences between his setback and the
setbacks the applicant is asking for. He has not asked for an FAR variance. The
precedent is not there for an FAR variance.
When he applied for a variance and removed a non-conforming wall, they would
have to rebuild in a conforming location. He is asking that if St. Francis takes down
a non-conforming wall or play lot that they have to build it in a conforming space.
His variance as a precedent makes no sense.
He applied for a variance in 2003 for homes that have a front porch. They could
then build above the garage and he received the variance. They did not ask for more
square footage and did not overbuilding. They built in the existing footprint and
used existing walls. He does not see a precedent. If you tear down a non-conforming
wall you have to building in a conforming space.
The petitioner wants to tear down something that is non-conforming and build
something that is large and non-conforming. The precedent the applicant put forth
is not relevant.
Chairman Duffy said that the applicant never said that changes to his property were
viewed as a precedent. They pointed out that they were being good neighbors and
not objecting to changes.
He said that he did not interpret the language that way.
He talked about the standard indicating that it will not be detrimental to public
health, safety or welfare. Building in the alley setback takes up passage for fire
equipment and they are hindering emergency equipment.
He talked about the proposed use not being injurious to the use or enjoyment of
other properties in the neighborhood. They are building off the back of his house.
He talked about the standard related to property values. He believes that his
property value will be diminished.
He talked about adequate utilities, road access and drainage. They are limiting road
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access. They are moving the building much closer to the alley.
He talked about adequate measures related to ingress and egress and traffic
congestion. They are removing parking spots in an already congested area. It will
be made worse if they are taking parking spaces away.
The proposed use in the specific location will be consistent with neighborhood
character. This location was not built or set up to handle the capacity they have. It
alters the area from residential to massive institutional.
Regarding the plight of the property owner, 10 years with 70% growth just didn’t
happen. The applicant caused their own plight. They let enrollment go up 70%.
Mr. Kolleng noted that enrollment had been higher several years ago and they are
not exceeding that.
He said if they were managing for their space then they would not need to ask for
seven variances. The applicant let the enrollment get this high. There was no
information provided about historical attendance at the school.
There are other options. They could redesign and move the massing more towards
the center of the property and not impose on neighboring properties. They could
come up a more linear proposal that takes everything along the south side of the
property. They have not connected the two buildings that are there. Why wouldn’t
you connect them? The money is there – they could sell the rental property. The
parish is wealthy.
St. Francis needs more space to do what they want to do. If they would step back
and consider a larger campus plan for the entire block, take steps to acquiring the
entire block over time and they could build a campus fitting of the neighborhood
with space needed and not what they proposed.
Mr. Tritsis clarified that Mr. DeGrandis does not like the current plan but there
might be things that the applicant could do to get his support.
Mr. DeGrandis said that the applicant could make changes and he might support a
new plan. St. Francis is good for the community.
4.24

Ms. Merens bought her house in 1997. She lives at 806 Linden. Her house was new
construction from a tear down. Her house was fully built when they bought it. She
knew she was moving next to a church and a school. The enrollment in 1997 was
significantly less than it is now. They moved in thinking that the area would be
safe, that the school/church would be good neighbors and that there would be twoway communication. This has happened. Over the last several years traffic issues
have become difficult. Around 8:15 a.m, driving down 8th Street, people pull out
on the alley who are not paying attention and they are not courteous. There are too
many people trying to get to the same place at the same time. She understands the
need to make the school larger, but she is skeptical at the proposed plan to cap
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enrollment. If someone has children at the school and more children are born, the
school will not deny admission. That is unrealistic. Growth will continue. They will
keep outgrowing the space. She has spoken with the principal about traffic safety.
She wants to be a good neighbor but worries about traffic safety and such an
imposing structure. She would not know about this if not for the DeGrandis family.
She was never contacted. The neighbor across the street, Ms. Lyons, was not
contacted. The people who signed off on the proposal are petitioners who were
contacted. She was contacted by the church for other occasions. The project is too
much. There are already too many children. The playground is crammed.
Mr. Tritsis asked which neighbors should have been notified.
Ms. Roberts said that neighbors within 250’ should have been notified.
The neighbor said that the parking study showed the queue lining up along Linden.
That did not account for weather and in the winter the line goes well beyond 8th
Street and curves around and blocks her driveway. Some people have actually have
used her driveway.
4.25

Mr. Pasin is a parishioner. He does not have children at the school. One of the
greatest attractions of moving here was the diverse community. Being part of St.
Francis is enriching. The vibrancy of the community has a huge impact on the
Village and attracts a lot of people to the Village. He is on the capital campaign
committee. The school and parish will exist with or without zoning approval. They
need to meet the needs of the school. The intent was to create an efficient plan with
minimal impact. They looked at many options. He understands not everyone will
be happy with the chosen plan. There will be a building project even if the variances
are not granted. The current situation will continue to exist. He is in favor of the
proposal.
Chairman Duffy asked if he was involved in the design meetings.
Mr. Pasin was involved in design meetings.
Chairman Duffy asked about any consideration for a third story on the east building
and not having the new gym building be as tall or as impactful.
Mr. Pasin said a project goal is to create multi-use spaces. This is both a school and
a parish/community project. The parish community needs spaces for gathering
places. Some of the other plans did not provide multi-function spaces. As. Mr.
Vallace mentioned, they have raised twice as much as was previously raised to
initiate this type of project. They have to be cost efficient as to how they do the
project.
Chairman Duffy asked if the atrium space could be turned into building space.
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Mr. Pasin said that the proposed plan integrates the atrium into space.
Chairman Duffy said that it is an atrium and not classrooms.
Mr. Pasin talked about the room that is presently used as classrooms, the cafeteria
and extracurricular activities. The new enclosed atrium space is similar.
Chairman Duffy said it is great space but if they are trying to minimize impact
maybe that space is minimized or taken way for other space usage. Mr. Pasin said
that they see the space usage as multi-functional.
Mr. Pasin asked It if was not used as described, how would the space be used?
Mr. Kolleng said that it could be three stories of classroom space or other usable
space.
Mr. Pasin talked about joining the two buildings with the atrium.
Mr. Tritsis said the atrium is a volume of air so on the second floor nothing is there.
Chairman Duffy wanted to know if there were alternate options for that space.
Mr. Pasin said he would defer but thinks that there are structural issues.
5.0

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
5.1

Mr. Robke said there are a lot of pieces to the request. He can support some easily
and others he is not sure if he can support. The existing special use is something he
can support.
He is a little bit troubled by the FAR and the 10% increase. He generally does not
like to see an increase in FAR. He is troubled by the setback at the alley, particularly
in light in the amount of traffic. His biggest objection is the impervious area. He
knows that it is existing but the Board should improve upon this. This is a 40%
variance. 100% of the side yard is impervious. That is contrary to what the Board
is trying to accomplish.

5.2

Mr. Kolleng said that during his time on the board, they have tried to accommodate
schools and churches. They are in the residential areas but do not fit the definition
of a residential home. The board needs to look at these cases differently. He is a
parishioner at St. Francis. This is an old facility. There used to be over 700 students.
They have done a great job with the school. His children went there. They are as
popular as they are because of how good they are. The St. Francis community is
wonderful.
They need to address the issues they are addressing because they have not addressed
them for a long time. It costs a lot of money. It is privately funded by parishioners.
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They need to deal with traffic. There are two different stories about traffic.
Regarding the alley and impervious surface, they should try to do something with
impervious surface. He does not have an issue with alley width. What creates some
angst is the situation with the home at 515. Overall he can support this proposal.
The school representatives spent a lot of time trying to forecast various scenarios
and how to deal with them. They put together the best plan they could. In these
situations, there will always be some impact.
5.3

Mr. Schneider said this is a difficult request in some ways and it makes sense in
other ways. He agrees that there are two variations that are self-imposed, the floor
area and the setback on the north wall. The other variations are grandfathered and
he has no issues with those. But 10% is a lot and it could have been managed via
the design process. He assumes traffic would not get worse if enrollment does not
increase. But there is a reluctance from the applicants to limit enrollment. Maybe
the Village Board will be more definite like they were with Loyola. He the storm
water management is an important issue because they are doing a significant
rebuilding. They need to address the storm water issues. He practiced architecture
and programming – the upfront period when you deal with stakeholders. You spend
as much time as possible discussing options with stakeholders and coming to a buy
in from everyone. This was not done in this case, but this is not part of the Board’s
purview. Since his concerns are self-imposed, he does not see the hardship. He has
a difficult time supporting the request as presented.

5.4

Mr. Tritsis said everyone likes to see progress in the Village. He is torn because
some items are self-imposed. He believes there are other options. The massing on
the east side impacts the neighbors and that is powerful. Pushing closer to the alley
and into the setbacks is tough. You can build certain things as of right but it does
not mean that they should until other problems are solved. This is a tough situation
for him.

5.5

Mr. Surman said he mentioned most of his comments above. It is a great project.
He would like to see the project move forward in some way. He has no problem
with the FAR. It is similar to people who come in and say that their kitchen is too
small and not up to today’s standards. It is reasonable to accept that the education
process and class sizes have changed. Accommodations have to be made for more
space. He would not want to see the atrium reduced or eliminated. That space
counts against them.

5.6

Mr. Tritsis agreed that the atrium was nice, but there are neighbors commenting on
massing getting closer to people’s yards. They are asking for a large variation which
is the size of a house.

5.7

Chairman Duffy asked if all of the 7,600 square feet was new.
Ms. Roberts said that the 7,600 square feet was all new.
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5.8

Mr. Surman said circulation can be dealt, the impervious has to be dealt with
although this is not a requirement.

5.9

Mr. Robke said that they are getting a variation for impervious surface. There is an
obligation to address this somehow. Everyone is trying to suggest some flexibility
about how to address this. What they are trying to is good for the school and for the
community. We want to encourage this type of project.

5.10

Mr. Surman said there is impact on the neighbor to the east. Maybe they should
rotate the gym. Maybe there is one story along the alley. It is too big of a mass and
would diminish property values.

5.11

Mr. Schneider asked if ARC saw this case.
Ms. Roberts said that ARC did a preliminary review of this case.

5.12

Mr. Schneider asked if ARC expressed opinions regarding massing or do they just
look at the aesthetics.
Ms. Roberts is not sure what the discussion focused on.

5.13
5.14

Mr. Surman said drawings submitted does not show existing gym. The impact
would be felt more if there was a comparison between existing and proposed.
Chairman Duffy said that the ARC is meeting on July 10, 2017 at 7:30 p.m. at the
community center, 3000 Glenview Road. He encouraged attendance to share
comments.

5.15

Mr. Surman said it is a great project that needs to be tweaked a little. He cannot
support it as proposed.

5.16

Chairman Duffy is on the fence because it is an improvement to the current
structure. It is an improvement for the church and for the Village. The school is an
asset. It does have a negative impact on some neighbors and the impact is
significant. There is a way to move some of the bulk to the west and not just south.
The structure is large and is close to the property lines. If the houses to the east
were not as close, then it would not be as impactful and then he would probably
support the proposal 100%. He could support this without that one issue happening.
But the bulk is too close to the houses. It’s the way this was laid out a long time
ago. There are nine requests including the special use. The only one he saw as an
issue is the FAR. He could give some allowance for the atrium and they minimized
the amount of space requested. But the issue for him is bulk along the eastern edge
of the development. He cannot support the proposal with the existing plans.

(after section 6.0)
5.17 Mr. Robke said that the Board had slightly different objections and concerns but
everyone wanted to see a way to get this to move forward. With tweaking of the
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plans, they can probably address enough of the concerns to get Board members to
the other side of the fence.
6.0

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for the
expansion of a special use (educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot
(10.9%) floor area variation, a 14.83’ side yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard
setback variation, a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side yard impervious surface
coverage variation, a 37.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an
18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback
variation, and a variation to allow parking spaces to open directly upon an alley to
permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming
structure (St. Francis Xavier School) at 808 Linden Avenue in accordance with the
plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
6.11

Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

No
Not Present
Yes
No
No
No
No

Motion failed.
6.2

Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-31.
6.21

Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the 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 does not meet the special
use standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning
Ordinance. Specifically, the floor area and setback variations for the addition will injure
the residential properties to the east and will alter the essential character of the
neighborhood. The proposed addition and site work result in the north side yard continuing
to be completely covered with impervious surfaces; the Board would prefer to see some
reduction proposed. The owner is creating their own hardship with the design of the
addition and with the programming of the school (number of students and class offerings).
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A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use
standards of Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning
Ordinance. The proposed request is for an addition that will replace an existing gymnasium
to a standard size, allow for additional specialized instruction rooms, and allow the school to
consolidate all of their student programming into one building. The addition consists of
upgrading existing facilities. The school will continue to operate with improvements but with
no planned increase in students. Therefore, the school as a special use is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. These changes to the school facilities will not diminish property values
in the neighborhood. Adequate measures exist for ingress and egress. No reduction in parking
is proposed. Utilities and drainage remain unchanged. The school will not change and remains
consistent with the existing community character.
The variations are related to the replacement and upgrading of the facilities including
replacing the existing gymnasium with one of a standard size. In some cases, the existing
conditions are the same (side yard impervious coverage) or more non-conforming (existing
rear yard setback). The physical conditions of the property 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 property. The difficulty is peculiar to the property to in question. The
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with improvements
to the facilities. The proposed variation, specifically the rear yard setback variation, will not
impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The nearest residential
neighbors are to the east. The proposed addition is 32.92’ instead of the required 40’, still
providing a substantial distance from the homes. The variations, if granted, will not alter the
essential character of the neighborhood. The addition will not substantially alter the
appearance from the street and the function of the property will not substantially change.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a special use for the
expansion of a special use (educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot (10.9%)
floor area variation, a 14.83’ side yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard setback variation,
a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 37.0’ rear
yard playground equipment setback variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a
5.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a variation to allow parking spaces to
open directly upon an alley to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal
non-conforming structure (St. Francis Xavier School) at 808 Linden Avenue in accordance
with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.

The Zoning Board of Appeals meeting scheduled for September 19, 2017 was cancelled due to
lack of quorum. This case was continued to October 4, 2017.
The Zoning Board of Appeals meeting scheduled for October 4, 2017 was cancelled due to lack
of quorum. This case was continued to October 11, 2017.
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Minutes from the October 11, 2017 meeting
3.0

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT
3.1

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11

Mr. Gerald Callahan, representing the applicant
Freeborn and Peters
311 S. Wacker Drive, Chicago

3.12

Father Bill Sheridan
St. Francis Parish

3.13

Ms. Colleen Barrett, Principal
St. Francis Xavier School

3.14

Mr. Chris Vallace
522 Forest Avenue

3.15

Mr. Warner Brisske
Partners in Design Architects
2610 Lake Cook Road, Riverwoods

3.16

Ms. Martina Stoycheva
Partners in Design Architects
2610 Lake Cook Road, Riverwoods

3.17

Mr. Peter Lemmon, Senior Transportation Engineer
Kimley Horn

3.2

Summary of presentations

3.21

Ms. Roberts said this is a revised request for the expansion of a special use
(educational facility, primary), a 7,214.2 square foot (10.3%) floor area variation,
a 12.08’ side yard setback variation, a 26.11% side yard impervious surface
coverage variation, a 32.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an
18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard step setback variation, and
a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback to permit the construction of a two-story
addition on the legal non-conforming structure (St. Francis School). The Village
Board will hear this case on October 24, 2017.

3.22

Chairman Duffy asked about the comparison of the original proposal to this
proposal and the differences between the two.
Mr. Callahan said he will address that early on in his presentation. The architects
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can provide technical answers.
3.23

Mr. Callahan said they were before the Zoning Board on July 5, 2017. At that time,
St. Francis was requesting approval for a special use for primary educational facility
and for several variations necessary for the proposed addition. The vote was 5 to 1
with five members recommending that the variations not be approved. Since July
5th, St. Francis considered comments made at that meeting. All Board members
present made comments at that time. They took the comments into consideration.
The parish has been meeting with neighbors and setting up a community outreach
program. As a result, the plan was modified.
When the case went to the Village Board, there is a provision in the ordinance that
allows cases to be remanded back to the Board. The Village Board did not take a
vote.
Their primary presentation will be made by Fr. Sheridan, pastor. He will provide
an overview for the need for the addition. Colleen Barrett, principal, will describe
the importance of the addition to improve education, safety and security of the
school; Chris Vallace, parishioner, who has been working on this project for several
years will talk about neighborhood outreach and community outreach; Werner
Brisske and Martina Stoycheva, Partners in Design, are the architects and will talk
about the changes to the plans; Peter Lemmon, traffic consultant, will discuss
ingress, egress and other traffic matters. There are 12 members of the parish and
community to make comments about topics and they were asked to limit comments
to three minutes. They are trying to be as efficient as possible by presenting the
proposal this way.
On October 2nd, the Appearance Review Commission considered the proposal and
the ARC made a unanimous recommendation to approve the design.
He wanted to focus on how variations changed since the last hearing. On July 5th
they asked for seven variations. Tonight, they are asking for six variations.
Regarding the rear yard setback variation on the east side, they asked for the
variation because they wanted the building set back 33’ and the standard is 40’.
Under the new plans, the gym is now 40’ back. They don’t need the rear yard
variation. A lot of comments focused on that issue.
Three of the six variations were reduced in scale. They requested an impervious
surface variation for the interior side yard which is north yard adjoining the alley.
The standard is that they could have 60% impervious surface coverage. The current
condition is 100% coverage. On July 5th, they asked that this be kept the same at
100%. They reduced coverage to 86% with the new plan. There is an additional 800
square feet of pervious surface. When they take the gym building and move it
further to the west, they gain 1200’ of pervious surface. There is 2,000 more square
feet.
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Another reduced variation is the interior side yard setback, north setback. On July
5th they wanted to be 5’2” from the alley. Tonight, they are almost 8’ from the alley.
The north wall of the gym is being moved south by 3’ from what they originally
presented.
Regarding the FAR variation, the standard is .70. On July 5th they were at about
.81. This evening they are at about .80. The building footprint was reduced by 584
square feet from what it was on July 5th. They reduced the FAR by 438 square feet.
The reason they need an FAR variation is that they cannot count the playfields
across the alley. With the intervening alley, they cannot count that as a combined
zoning lot with the rest of the property. If they could do that no FAR variance would
be required. They spoke with Village staff and said that no FAR variance is not
possible.
There are three variations that they asked for on July 5th that are about the same.
One is a variation to allow playground equipment in the rear yard. That exists today
and will be removed during construction and then put back. They are continuing to
ask for a parking variation in the interior side yard, which is the north yard against
the alley. That is an existing condition but they improved the condition from what
it is today. Right now, you can drive down the alley and pull into a parking space.
The way the lot is being restriped, there will be bumper stops along the alley. One
must come into the parking lot and pull into a parking space through an interior
drive aisle instead of right off the alley. There are two emergency stairs in the rear
yard. There is one that exists today and they must add emergency exits. It must be
done in the rear yard due to an elevation change. There must be a stair there.
Regarding standards of review, they got comments about this on July 5th.
Standard one – the school and parish are over 100 years old. The west school
building was built in 1922. The east building was built in 1956. There were no
zoning vehicles for approval when the buildings were built. In 1955, the Village
passed an ordinance granting several setback variations for the east building. They
could fit the addition within the variations granted in 1955. In 1955, the Village
Board concluded that there was hardship and they believe that there is a hardship
that continues and exists. There are physical constraints on the property.
Other hardships are the size of the property, shape of the property, building
orientations, and parking.
If St. Francis was a public school, this standard would be presumed by the
ordinance to be met. That does not apply for religious schools. Public schools have
preferential treatment under the ordinance which is unusual. He has never seen this
disparity and treatment in a zoning ordinance. There is a federal law that addresses
this that says religious schools must be given the same treatment as public schools.
He read the act about this. Considering this federal law, he asked that the Board
43

Case 2017-Z-31
808 Linden Avenue
extend the school the same treatment that a public school would receive. He read
the institutionalized person’s act at the meeting which deals with land use
regulations and religious institutions.
Considering the above, he asked that the Board extend the same treatment to St.
Francis that a public school would receive if a public school was applying for these
variances.
This is true of some other standards.
Standard 2 – the need for the variations is not related to an expanding school
population but must do with the need to make changes to address modern
educational facility needs.
The next standard is the plight of the property owner was not created by the owner
and is due to unique circumstances. There is a need to make changes to address
modern education facility needs. The newest building Saint Francis has is over 60
years old. They need to make changes to remain competitive with other schools.
They need to offer students the opportunity that everybody else has and the public
schools offer. The standard is presumed if you are a public school. It is not
presumed if you are a religious school. He asks that that the same treatment be
extended to St Francis.
The next standard is that your hardship is peculiar to the property in question and
is not generally shared by other properties classified in the same surrounding zoning
district and/or used for the same purposes. This includes the need to accommodate
desirable site, landscape, or reflect new conditions created by the age and character
of the property. Saint Francis is located in the R1-H zoning district. The only other
school in that district is the Baker Demonstration School. Baker came in a few years
ago for changes on their site. All the other property in the R1-H zoning district is
single family residential. The difficulties and hardships faced by Saint Francis are
peculiar and not shared by other properties because there are no other properties
except for Baker that are the same as Saint Francis.
The age and character of the building create the unique conditions. That can only
be addressed by the variations being requested.
The next standard is about a hardship resulting from the application of the zoning
ordinance and would it prevent the owner from making a reasonably to show the
property. However, the fact that the property could be utilized more profitably with
the variation than without the variation is not considered as grounds for granting
the variation. The standard is not applicable to Saint Francis. The variations are
needed to allow Saint Francis and modernize the site. This is another standard that
would be presumed if Saint Francis were a public school. He asked that the same
treatment be extended to Saint Francis as it would be extended to a public school.
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The next standard is the proposed variation will not compromise an adequate supply
of light and air to an adjacent property. The variation will not substantially increase
the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public health safety and welfare and
will not substantially impact the neighborhood. They are no longer requesting the
rear yard variation. The addition is set back 40 feet. They are not asking for a height
variation. They moved the north wall to the south by another 3’. They submit that
there is no impact on light and air to adjacent properties. The property to the north
is owned by Saint Francis so there can be no impact.
Regarding to danger of fire, this is new construction with all of the modern fire
codes being met. This would be a safer building than the existing building. They
submit that property values will not be substantially diminished. At the last
meeting, they submitted letters from several real estate brokers who do work in the
Village. All concluded that there is no impact on property values.
Regarding the next standard about not altering the essential character of the
neighborhood and will be consistent with goals and policies of the comprehensive
plan, St. Francis is part of the essential character of the neighborhood. The addition
will be consistent with the comprehensive plan. The comprehensive plan classifies
the property as institutional. The Village has recognized that St. Francis will
remain.
One of the land use goals is to promote education for Village residents and St.
Francis does that.
He will not review every special use standard as they are similar to the standards
he discussed. He talked about the special use standard not impending the orderly
development and improvement of surrounding properties for uses allowed in the
zoning district. This is a developed neighborhood. There is no future development
that can be anticipated.
Regarding adequate utilities, road access etc. already exist or will be provided. All
utilities are there. There will be drainage enhancements, additional pervious surface
and the parking lot will have a dry well installed in the drainage system.
Regarding adequate measures exist or will be provided to provide an egress that
minimizes traffic congestion etc., the existing ingress and egress system has served
well over time. Peter Lemmon talked about this at the last hearing. He will also talk
about it this evening. New traffic flows were implemented this school year to make
sure traffic is not going east on the alley up to 8th Street.
The development of the proposed use will not substantially adversely impact known
archeological, historical or cultural resources – the property is already developed
and there are no designated landmarks or other historical features.
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The applicant has made adequate legal provision to guarantee the provision and
development of any buffers, landscaping, public open space, etc. – they are limiting
the amount of impervious surface. Additional landscaping will be on the north side
of the gym building, as well as to the side.
3.24

Fr. Sheridan was asked to make a comment about the parish. He gave a history of
the parish. He is the pastor of St. Francis and this is his 17th year.
It was founded in 1904. Five buildings make up the campus. The oldest building
goes back to the founding of the parish and that is the rectory. It is west of the
church. Modifications have been made. There is an old school building on the
northeast corner above 9th and Linden and goes back to the early 1920s. The next
building built was the church and was put up in 1939. It is still used. The next two
buildings put up is the new school adjacent to the old school and was put up in the
1950s. The final building was put up in the 1950s and was the convent. When the
sisters left in the 1980s, the parish offices were moved to the convent.
Regarding the mission of St. Francis – Christian people following the gospel of
Jesus in the Roman Catholic tradition. Their buildings need to help them follow
their mission. What is behind the plan is to take care of the buildings and to
modernize them.
He said that the team heard what the Board said at the last meeting and took
comments and recommendations seriously. He asked the Board for their support to
allow them to continue to be in the Village for at least another 100 years.

3.25

Ms. Barrett will focus on the educational impact of the project for students, families
and parishioners. The campus has a long and rich tradition in East Wilmette. They
have served students for almost 110 years. The school opened in 1910 with 110
students. Nothing remarkable has been done to the footprint and the spaces since
the 1950s.
They are proud of how they have grown and evolved as a school to meet the needs
of diverse learners. Over the past 10 years they have grown opportunities that exist
for students. They could not have done this ten years ago. Some of those things
include growing faculty in significant ways, included a full time social worker, two
reading specialists and a full time school nurse for the first time. They are truly
limited by the current space and where students can be taught and supported. They
have teachers and specialists who meet with students in hallways and closets. The
nurse works in a busy area without privacy. They have a critical need for more
space. They want to continue to grow and develop programming and to offer the
best. They want to increase math opportunities, science, the fine arts. They can’t do
what they want with the current spaces.
The plan calls for increased accessibility, which is a big priority. The building is
not currently accessible. They want to include the first ADA accessible elevator.
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The plan calls for a more centralized school office located on the main level, which
is important for safety and security.
They are proposing a new early childhood center, which would give them more
space for the youngest learners. The early childhood program is the front door to
the school. It currently is located in the parish office which is north of the alley.
The space is inadequate. There are safety concerns about crossing a busy alley.
They want to move that program to the main school building. They have a unique
ability to educate students, ages 3-13, under one roof. Most schools in Wilmette
cannot do this.
Much of what they are requesting exists in District 39 schools. They are blessed
with large buildings, updated facilities, many offices and rooms. This is about equal
opportunity for Catholic school students. She asked the Board for their support.
They want to remain a competitive option in east Wilmette.
3.26

Mr. Vallace is a St. Francis parishioner, parent, and volunteer. His focus is what
they have been doing since the July 5th meeting. They got a lot of feedback that
kept them busy. There were four categories of feedback. To facilitate neighbor and
broader community dialog – this was their #1 takeaway and the best feedback they
received. They are in a predominately single family residential community. There
will not be unanimous support from neighbors but tonight is a much improved plan
based on feedback, engagement, and listening. On August 14, 2017, they held a
community meeting. They had over 130 attendees. They reviewed prior plans from
July 5th and received real time and follow up feedback. The feedback is in tonight’s
plans. They also went door to door. There were 34 individual meetings with
neighbors including more than one meeting with the most immediate neighbors.
They formed a neighborhood relations committee (NRC). It is a committee of 14
people. The first meeting was on August 28th. They talked about traffic flow, safety
improvements and some have been implemented. They have received positive
feedback. The 14 members are both parishioners and non-parishioners of St.
Francis. The outreach helped galvanize broad based community support. Posters
speak to the support. They have 341 letters or signatures of support. 43 are from
neighbors within 250’ of the site. 60 letters were from students talking about the
importance of what they are doing and how it impacts them.
Takeaway #2 – reduce impervious surface, add storm water management strategies.
Mr. Callahan touched upon that. They added a drywell in the parking lot to the west
of the school addition. That will help with roof runoff. They added 2,000 square
feet of permeable area around the perimeter on the north and east of the addition.
They have a 14% improvement in coverage on the north side. They have
incremental improvement on the east side. They have landscaping along the
building addition perimeter.
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Takeaway #3 – revise ADA parking location. The ADA parking stalls were moved
parallel to the building addition. They will be available at all times including during
pick up and drop off. They will have direct access to the new secured entry.
Takeaway #4 – move the building further away from specific residents – try to
make the building footprint more compact. On the east side or rear yard setback,
they now conform at 40’. They have brought the building over 7’ to the west, which
has added to the permeable area. They brought north in about 3’ so now they are 8’
south of the north alley. They made a more compact footprint without sacrificing
the integrity of the plan and the improvements. They reduced the FAR in doing this.
They worked with the Village to maintain an ivy covered fence on the east property
line. This was a request from the adjacent home owner.
He thanked the Board of listening, patience and support.
3.27

Mr. Brisske wanted to talk about the process and the plan. This design solution is
driven by the parish and school needs. It is a facility for the parish for a whole. The
parish will also use the space. The process started over three years ago. Numerous
solutions were reviewed and explored including one with a cost estimate of over
$21 million. They looked at previous plans and talked about new ideas. They looked
at additions to both buildings. They looked at closing the alley and consolidating
the parcels. These concepts were not going in the right direction. They knew that
they had to be responsive to program needs in a compact and efficient way for
students and parishioners and be cost effective.
The existing parking lot serves the entire parish. It is well located to do that. The
parking lot flows well in critical times of morning drop off and afternoon pick up.
Looking at all areas of the school and trying to figure out how to do this as
efficiently as possible, they looked at where and where not things were working.
In the existing building, the gym was not working. It is a geographic problem. It is
small and doesn’t meet the need for seating and larger groups. It is an inefficient
use of precious ground space.
They tried to keep the plan very compact. The green overlay is the existing building
and they connected the line to the east school building to enclose the court yard.
The tan areas are outward expansion. The eastern wall was pulled away from where
the current footprint is. The other areas are kept as tight and compact as possible.
They are pushing growth toward property that they own. They are trying to
minimize impact.
He walked the Board through the building. He showed the first floor plan. He talked
about the office area. The entrance is accessible and secured and can be seen by
office staff. There is larger area with a dedicated space for the nurse.
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Regarding the gym, it is a middle school sized gym. It is flexible for multiple uses.
It incorporates retractable seating and a retractable stage. Clerestory windows bring
in natural light. There is a dividing curtain for flexibility.
The lunch room is currently a multi-use space so it is set up and torn down. The
new lunch room is a dedicated space. It could be used as an anteroom before and
after gym functions. There is a serving kitchen along the alley.
There is a central gathering area or atrium space. This provides natural light. They
are adding clerestory windows to bring in natural light. There is a curtainwall. This
provides an opportunity for flexible and creative teaching environments and can be
used as a student commons gathering area. The stone feature is the elevator
providing accessibility for four floors. On the wall to the right is the mosaic that is
currently on the exterior west wall of the gym. Their goal is to put it back together
and locate it in the atrium space.
The early learning classes has three classrooms being created.
On the second floor are four classrooms and will be used by all students.
There is a library/tech/media center. Size is increased for this function by more than
double. This can provide more learning opportunities.
There are specialist offices for private functions.
3.28

Ms. Stoycheva showed another slide of the atrium space. She is going to discuss
exterior views of what they are proposing. She showed the current view looking
from Linden north towards the existing building. The proposed view is very limited.
There is a sloped metal roof and clerestory windows over the common atrium space.
Standing in front of the church looking east to the parking lot is the west wing of
the addition that houses admin offices and classrooms. She described additional
views. They met with the ARC last Monday with a revised proposal. They met with
the ARC last March and received a lot of feedback on the aesthetics, material
selection and window proportions. Since that time they added more brick and
limestone features, landscaping and revised the number and proportions of the
windows to better complement existing architecture. At the recent ARC meeting,
they were highly complimentary on their progress and granted them a positive
recommendation.
Peter Lemmon of Kimley Horn will discuss improvements to neighborhood traffic.

3.29

Mr. Lemmon showed portions of the school property that are served by the lot. The
main lot is centrally located and he explained what that lot served. The lot is nonconforming in that it does not have landscaped islands. That is an important feature
in terms of flexibility. They discussed pick up and drop off at the last hearing. That
is an important part of managing the traffic flow. He showed drop off circulation in
the morning and short term parking. He explained the circulation flow. There are
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safety patrols. There were some cars that were going east through the alley to 8th.
They are trying to avoid this.
Regarding the neighborhood relations committee, they provided feedback about
traffic and pick up and drop off. There is a higher level outside today regarding
traffic than ever before. The safety patrols orient drivers out to Greenleaf after
school.
3.30

Mr. Callahan said there now would be short presentations from members of the
community and the parish.
Chairman Duffy said suggested taking a ten minute break and then they will start
with that section.

(After section 4.31)
3.31 Mr. Callahan said they tried to be efficient in terms of length of presentation. There
are others who support the request but are not speaking. He asked for everyone in
attendance who supported the request to stand.
On July 5th a lot of good suggestions were made. They responded to the suggestions
and he hopes that the Board concludes that the responses were genuine. They
addressed the concerns the Board had at that point. Going into the community was
good. It improved the plan. Last time they did not do a good job is that they didn’t
tell the story of St. Francis. The people who spoke this evening did a better job than
the professionals could have done. He hopes the Board has a better feel of the
parish.
He wanted the people to get their stories across. They met the standards with the
redesigned plan. He asked the Board for support and thanked the Board for their
time and attention to the request.
3.32

Chairman Duffy asked if the Board had any questions for the professionals who
spoke tonight.

3.33

Mr. Schneider said he looked in the zoning code and could not find the relevant
area regarding the difference between public and private schools.
Ms. Roberts said in that section of the ordinance, there is a provision for the
presumption of certain variation and special use standards for requests by local
government units. The presumption is that specific standards are being met unless
it is shown otherwise.

3.34

Mr. Schneider asked if that would have applied to the public works case.
Ms. Roberts said that it probably would.
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3.35

Chairman Duffy said that whenever there is a division of land in the community, a
certain amount of land has to be set aside for a public school.
Ms. Robert said she was unaware of any such requirement but that it might be a
state law.

3.36

Chairman Duffy said there is designated area for them and the lot they sit on is quite
a bit larger than the lot being discussed tonight. There are parcels across the alley.
The discussion has been that they count towards the FAR etc. At the last meeting,
one of the big points the Board struggled with was that although the Board could
forgive the FAR issue because of the lots across the alley, the impact the building
was having on immediate neighbors was negative. The argument about letting some
zoning requirements pass because a public school or government entity would not
have to meet those requirements. It does not line up right with what the Board is
dealing with tonight.
Mr. Callahan said they heard the Board and moved the wall back. The way it is
written it does provide a presumption and it does not say because they have more
land then somebody else.

3.37

Chairman Duffy said that does not allow them to negatively impact somebody else.
This is a point that was brought up at the last hearing.
Mr. Callahan explained why the plan was changed.

3.38

Mr. Schneider referenced the landscape plan. The area between the alley and the
north side of the gym, someone mentioned that there was parallel parking. On the
landscape plan it shows that it is all landscaped.
Mr. Brisske said he was not sure what the parallel parking discussion was for that
area. There was a discussion about access of the parking spaces off of the alley in
the parking lot. There is no parking by the gym.

3.39

Mr. Boyer asked the height of the building at the northeast corner. Was there a
change from the original plan at that corner? There was discussion about change of
height from the original plan.
Ms. Stoycheva said that the height is 28’10”. The height has not changed. They
started with a 30’ high building. The have since dropped the height by 1’2”. The
height of the current structure at the northeast corner is 16’.

3.40

Chairman Duffy asked the highest point of the existing building that is being taken
down and of the proposed building.
Ms. Stoycheva said it is about 26’ or 28’. The height of the proposed building is
33’10”. That point is at the eave. There is a sloped roof over the atrium and that is
the highest point. It is closest to the east building.
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(After section 4.32)
3.41 Chairman Duffy said there were a number of questions posed. He wrote some
down.
Mr. Callahan said he would answer the questions that he could.
3.42

Chairman Duffy said they should start with storm water on the east side.
Mr. Callahan said they are increasing the amount of pervious surface on the east
side. Compared to existing, it will be better. The existing building is 33’ from the
property line and the addition will be 40’.

3.43

Chairman Duffy asked where the water from the roof collecting.
Ms. Stoycheva said that all storm water collected from the new roofs will be
directed towards the dry well. They will rework the existing sewer in the parking
lot to have a dry well. The way this works is that it has extra capacity below where
the pipes are that feed into the main storm system. It fills up and water percolates
through holes in the dry well.

3.44

Mr. Surman asked about the capacity.
Mr. Brisske said this has not been engineered to size yet.

3.45

Chairman Duffy clarified that water would come down and be funneled towards
the dry well. When does the capacity get calculated and added to the plan?
Ms. Roberts said that it is part of the building permit process. A lot of times
information about water is submitted before the permit is submitted. So much
review needs to be done. It would be an approval that is part of the permit process.

3.46

Mr. Surman said they have to meet the current standards for the Water Reclamation
District, which have increased dramatically over 20 years.
Ms. Stoycheva said they are just below the threshold that would trigger the Water
Reclamation District and they are only dealing with the village. Most of the St.
Francis site is currently paved. By pulling the new addition away from the
building’s existing footprint, they can add 2,000 more square feet of pervious
surface.

3.47

Mr. Surman referenced the additional 7,200 square feet. That is not all on one level.
How much has the building footprint changed from what it was currently to now?

3.48

Mr. Schneider asked if some of the increase be allocated to the fact that they are
enclosing the atrium.
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Ms. Stoycheva showed the addition to the footprint on a slide. If they were to
enclose the courtyard and looking at the footprint of the existing facility, she
showed what they were adding. They are also subtracting a back part.
3.49

Mr. Surman said the neighbor indicated 7,200 square feet. What does that yellow
on the slide represent?
Ms. Stoycheva said a lot of that is in the second floor space that they are adding.

3.50

Mr. Surman asked that as an estimate that out of the 7,200 square feet, it is a little
more than half because are one story and some are two story.
Ms. Stoycheva Martina said that the number was 2,421 square feet.

3.51

Mr. Surman said that is much less than 7,200 square feet.
Ms. Stoycheva said the incremental FAR is due to the second floor – four
classrooms, library and media center. When they met in July, the addition to the
footprint was 3,005 square feet and they have reduced this to 2,421 square feet.

3.52

Mr. Schneider asked the square footage of the proposed atrium.
Ms. Stoycheva said it is 80 x 120 or 1,600 square feet.

3.53

Mr. Schneider said that the existing outdoor courtyard is largely impervious
because it is mostly paved. They are not adding impervious surface.

3.54

Mr. Boyer asked if there was drainage in the open courtyard and where does it go?
Ms. Stoycheva said that feeds into the storm sewer in the parking lot.

3.55

Mr. Boyer asked that when it gets roofed and guttered, where will water be
directed?
Ms. Stoycheva said it would be directed to the same above-referenced location.

3.56

Mr. Robke asked the cutoff for MWRD to be applicable.
Mr. Brisske said it is based on the size of the property.
Ms. Stoycheva said it is how much of the area they are disturbing. Their civil
engineers did the calculations.

3.57

Mr. Robke said that even though they are not required to meet MWRD
requirements due to lot size, would they be willing to agree to meet those
requirements?
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Mr. Brisske said they would have to look at what they are capable of doing within
the constraints they have.
3.58

Mr. Robke said it might require a storm trap or something more extensive.
Mr. Brisske said they would have to review that and understand what that is. They
are trying to improve an existing condition the best that they can. He talked about
reduction of the current impact to the storm water system.

3.59

Mr. Robke said he understood that and know that they made changes from the last
hearing. He said that everyone is concerned about storm water in the village. The
site being discussed tonight is way out of compliance. There are a number of asks
before the Board. He believes that MWRD would address what the Board is looking
for. If the Board knew that those requirements would be met it would move them
away from that aspect of the discussion.

3.60

Mr. Surman said he does not know how extensive those are.
Mr. Callahan said they cannot agree to something because they don’t know how it
would impact the overall plan.

3.61

Mr. Robke said they could add a storm trap system. There are things that they could
be doing.
Mr. Callahan said that disturbing the parking lot disturbs other things in the village
code. That might require additional variations and they really don’t want to have to
come back. What Mr. Robke is talking about is a greater disturbance.
Ms. Stoycheva said that would require digging up the entire parking lot.

3.62

Mr. Robke said that it would ensure that there are no storm water issues.
Mr. Brisske said that with regard to the storm water, they have made substantial
improvements. The proposed improvements are significant.

3.63

Mr. Robke said that a portion of that improvement is something that they don’t have
sense of the capacity for or what impact it will have.

3.64

Mr. Surman said that to be fair to the applicant, they can’t and as an architect they
can only design so much before they get certain level approvals.

3.65

Mr. Surman said he trying to figure out that whatever is being done at the northeast
corner, will the situation will be improved compared to today. If any of the water
is running off and going onto the property line or to the east, that will not happen.
The situation is only going to be improved. That is all that the Board can address
right now.
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3.66

Ms. Stoycheva said they went with the rain garden option along the building instead
of doing a green roof. There are added structural requirements that would be
requested. That prevented them from looking further into that at this point.

3.67

Chairman Duffy asked the square footage of the rain garden.
Martina said that it is 800 square feet along the north wall.

3.68

Mr. Robke asked if there was extra capacity underneath.
Ms. Stoycheva said it will have deep rooted plants and it will be recessed so rain
water from the alley is brought into there.
Mr. Brisske said that today, that area is 100% impervious.

3.69

Chairman Duffy said that the next issue brought up in the public comments was
FAR. Does any Board member have an issue with FAR?
No board member had an issue with FAR.

3.70

Chairman Duffy said there was a question about parking – double parking. The
reference was that parking for service and use for the school was referred to as
double parking.

3.71

Mr. Robke talked about ADA spaces and said they had dedicated ADA spaces.
Ms. Stoycheva said that what was brought up was using the main parking lot being
used for parking, as well as drop off and pick up. You can’t the count the square
footage of the school and base the need for parking when those spaces are not
needed during pick up and drop off.

3.72

Chairman Duffy said that the parking requirement for a grade school is one space
per classroom. There is parking relative to that. As far as the solutions for the pick
up/drop off relative to concerns raised at the last meeting, mostly involved running
out to the east down that alley. There has been active efforts to change that.
Ms. Stoycheva said that there were active efforts to change. The north parking lot
is available for additional parking.

3.73

Mr. Boyer said he saw in the study that there was an idea of actually capturing the
alley and taking that space and barricading the alley where the residences begin.
Did they take that discussion to the village?
Ms. Stoycheva said they met on a staff level to review that and the final decision
was that alley needs to be accessible to emergency vehicles and service vehicles.
The village did not see this as a viable option.
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Mr. Brisske said they are trying to internally monitor it using staff and students to
close it off during critical times and when students go to the playfield so there are
better controls.
Ms. Stoycheva said that it was on a trial period and testing out how that works. Are
there temporary barricades? There is no permanent agreed upon solution at this
point.
3.74

Mr. Robke said that there was a comment that the service and deliveries to the
kitchen would be coming from the north. Are they using the alley as a loading zone?
Mr. Brisske said they hope to use the alley as a loading zone. The building is set
back from the alley. The alley is 20’ wide.

3.75

Chairman Duffy said that another question brought up related to massing along the
east side of the property. They addressed this by moving the building to the west
by 8’. The east wall did not move.
Ms. Stoycheva said that is moved slightly. That is where the reduction in the
footprint came from.

3.76

Chairman Duffy said the last point brought up related to classroom size and number
of students at the school. Loyola Academy got into a little bind in the 1990s when
a discussion came up and a number was stuck on Loyola Academy as a cap. He
does not think that the board should put a cap on any school. That was agreed to by
the board at the Loyola meeting. It doesn’t seem fair. Many schools, including
public, are not capped. There was a good point brought up that there is a movement
within the diocese to reduce the number of parishes. He is not sure how this can be
addressed. Does the school have comments regarding classroom size and intent?
Ms. Barrett said today they have 435 students. They see growth throughout the year
particularly in preschool. They ended last school year at 463 students. Every
school’s enrollment ebbs and flows. They are smaller today than they were in the
late 1990s.
They have historical enrollment data from the Archdiocese. When they opened,
they had 110 students. Enrollment peaked in the 1960s with 753 students. They
have a self-imposed class size of 23. This was imposed in 2013. They have honored
this decision. They take this seriously. There is no plan to change that. There are
two classes at the school at capacity.
There has been much conversation about church consolidation. At this time there
is no talk about the schools. The focus is on the parishes.

3.77

Chairman Duffy said if a parish closes, then where does the support from the school
come from.
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Ms. Barrett said it is all hypothetical. There are a lot of decisions that will be made
in the coming years for them and for the Archdiocese. Investing in their buildings
will allow them to remain the best option for their students. It is important for the
village to have a vested interest in making St. Francis the best possible place it can
be.
3.78

Mr. Kolleng asked if the 10’ fence could be incorporated as part of this case.
Ms. Roberts said that a variation request for the fence has not been noticed. She
would be uncomfortable with including it, but if the Board wants to do that, there
can be discussion.
Mr. Callahan said Mr. DeGrandis wants the fence to stay and they have agreed that
the fence with the ivy would stay.

3.79

Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Degrandis is also asking that the fence remain after
the project is done and after he moves.
Mr. Callahan said they are happy to leave the fence there.
Ms. Stoycheva said they presented this to the ARC and they have approved to allow
them to keep the fence. They granted the variance to not impose the additional
wooden fence.

4.0

3.80

Chairman Duffy said they are not changing the fence so they do not need to ask for
a variance. In Mr. DeGrandis’s letter, he asked that anytime in the future that the
replacement of the fence be granted without a variance. He is not comfortable
saying this. It is not in the proposal. Ms. Roberts is not comfortable adding that at
this point.

3.81

Mr. Kolleng clarified that the fence will stay there. And if it falls over in the future,
they will need a variance to replace it.

INTERESTED PARTIES
4.1

Persons speaking on the case
4.11

Ms. Susan Goodson
347 Washington Avenue

4.12

Mr. Patrick Hanna
809 Linden Avenue

4.13

Mr. Randy Tieman
905 Linden Avenue
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4.14

Ms. Susan Gordon
526 8th Street

4.15

Ms. Jackie Petrozzi and John Phillips
436 10th Street

4.16

Mr. Mike Henn
533 Forest Avenue
Mr. John Mawicke
230 Oxford Road, Kenilworth

4.17

4.2

4.18

Mr. Jim Duca
921 Greenleaf Avenue

4.19

Mr. Jim Phillips
625 Greenleaf Avenue

4.20

Ms. Carol Ann Zordani
224 Greenleaf Avenue

4.21

Mr. Kevin Lawler
530 8th Street

4.22

Mr. Paul DeGrandis
515 8th Street

Summary of presentations

(After section 3.30)
4.21 Ms. Goodson lives with her husband and three daughters who go to St. Francis
School. She has been on the school board for 3 years and is president this year.
They love the community feel of St. Francis. She and her family support the school
improvement plan as it brings the building and learning environment up to the
standards of the 21st century. It will provide ADA accessibility to all who enter.
The plan allows students and faculty to have a dedicated learning space for art,
music, technology and language specials. She has worked with school
administration in her role. There is no plan to expand the school population. They
are committed to no more than 23 students/class. She asked the Board to vote yes
and support this plan.
4.22

Mr. Hanna moved to the Village 18 months ago from Ohio. St. Francis was the
reason why they moved to their neighborhood. He is the pastoral council, he chairs
the neighborhood relations committee, and he explained what the committee does.
He said that there are many people on the committee who are not affiliated with St.
Francis. Each person serves one year terms or quarterly or as issues arise. The first
meeting was August 28th and they already have had an impact. He talked about a
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traffic safety problem. They formed a sub-committee to work with construction
teams to manage traffic related to the campus improvement project in the safest
way possible and to come up with a customized traffic management plan. Randy
Tieman heads this effort. He is a real estate developer and lives where the traffic
will be coming and going. He concluded his comments with the need to update the
facility and bring it up to modern times.
4.23

Mr. Tieman said he is diagonal from the school and across the street from the
church. He and his wife have lived in the village for almost 30 years. They moved
to their current home 20 years ago due its proximity to St. Francis School. They are
parishioners and parents. He told why they chose St. Francis School. He is in the
commercial real estate business and chairing the construction management
subcommittee of the NRC. They will look at traffic, parking, neighborhood
cleanliness, providing updates and hearing concerns. He supports the project
wholeheartedly. It is overdue. First and foremost he is a Wilmette resident and
neighbor who cares about the community, Public schools and real estate values are
directly related to the health of the school. Young couples have told him that if
wants to sell his home they would be interested because they want to be in the St.
Francis neighborhood.

4.24

Ms. Gordon lives very close to St. Francis. They moved to their house in 1994
specifically to be within walking distance of St. Francis so that their children could
go to school there and that could be their parish. St. Francis is a treasure. She talked
about why St. Francis was created. It is her job to make sure that the school goes
into the future for at least another 100 years. Her grandmother, her mother, her
siblings, and her four children all have been at St. Francis. She was a school board
member and president of the school board several years ago. The building has been
made smaller, the FAR is reduced, they moved the building west and south,
permeable area is a 200,000 square foot increase, water mitigation, landscape,
traffic, neighbor’s fence.
A neighbor’s fence has a beautiful fence with ivy. They can keep that fence. The
proposed plan is thrilling. Everyone in the Village can feel proud of this plan. This
project meets the standards of the Board and she asked for the Board’s support.

4.25

Ms. Petrozzi is a parishioner and she works at the school. She submitted 341
petitions and letters from the community in support of the project. She introduced
John Phillips, a student at St. Francis, who is submitting 60 letters of support from
the student body.
Mr. Phillips is an 8th grade student. He has been there since junior kindergarten. He
is the commissioner general of the student council. He is at the meeting to present
letters of support to the ZBA. He witnessed constraints at the school and how the
constraints impact students. The 60 letters tell the stories of the writers about why
campus improvements are needed. He told about how the outcome of the project
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will impact future students. He thanked the Board, on behalf of the students, for
their support.
4.26

Mr. Henn said he lives with his wife and four children. They have lived in the
village for over 10 years. The two oldest children graduated from St. Francis and
the two youngest attend school there now. They are active parishioners. He talked
about his varied parish activities. He is co-chair of the campus improvement capital
campaign, a past member of the finance committee and a regular coach for sports
teams both at St. Francis and at the Park District. His family supports the proposed
improvement plans.
He is speaking tonight as co-chair of the capital campaign. He shared comments
about the process and other alternative facility concepts that they considered. He
explained the capital campaign team process and how team members were selected.
The challenges faced are financial and spatial. He talked about design objectives
from 3 to 4 years ago. He talked about the three major ideas that they considered
that included building a third story on top of the east structure, build on the current
parking lot space or connect east/west buildings. He explained why these did not
work. He talked about squaring off the footprint and they considered a general plan.
They looked at a lot of design iterations.
They brought the initial plan to the Board on July 5th. Since that time they worked
hard to keep safety at the forefront, to minimize the increased footprint; build
inwards towards the center and build something beautiful. They tried limiting the
footprint increase but some increase was needed. They learned that they could do
more. They could think differently and harder about the plan. They could listen to
neighbors’ input.
He personally assured the board that they have been open minded. They have
altered and improved the plan since the last meeting. He asked the Board to vote in
favor of the plan.

4.27

Mr. Mawicke does not live in the village and he is not a parishioner at St. Francis
but he grew up in the area and knows it well. He is a member of the Mawicke group
at @properties, the largest brokerage group in Chicago and the North Shore. He
explained his team and what the team does. He has done this for 35 years. Their
focus is residential. He received a request from the planning group to look at the
site in their original proposed plans in connection with the July 5th ZBA meeting.
They walked the site and submitted their thoughts in a July 29th letter to the Board.
They did not believe that the proposed addition substantially impacted the values
of the residential area in the surrounding neighborhood. They have reviewed the
revised plans and renderings, which accommodate a 40’ setback requirement from
the east of the property and the additional relief from the alley to the north. At 40’
for the east setback, this does not negatively impact residential values to the
neighbors including those immediately to the east.
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They reviewed the renderings, elevations and floor plans and concluded that they
believe the design and aesthetics would be a welcome improvement for the
neighborhood compared to the existing structure it would replace.
Having good public and private schools in the area positively impacts real estate
values. He provided commentary. There has been a change in buyer profile over
recent years. People are not just moving out of the city for a public education.
Buyers have a significant plan. They’ve toured the schools and talked to principals
before making preferences. They probably will choose an area in the town based
on school choices. There is public or private education. Many had their children in
a private school in the city and they can follow that path in the suburbs if they want.
They all talk about traffic in the city and unpleasant experience of urban school
drop off and pick up. He talked about why parents wanted to move to the suburbs.
A household where both parents work creates a new dynamic and different family
needs. Convenience is an important factor.
Many buyers prefer the option to have all young children together at one school.
St. Francis offers preschool through 8th grade makes this an attractive option. There
are few areas on the North Shore where you can find this scenario. Kenilworth
provides this on the public side.
It is their opinion that the proposed plans will not diminish or impair property
values in the neighborhood but rather investing in this manner in a private school
should benefit property values within the immediate and surrounding neighborhood
as it continues to be a value draw for prospective purchasers.
4.28

Mr. Duca lives with his wife in their home. They live a half block west of St.
Francis. They moved to the Village 15 years ago. Their children were already out
of school. He wished his children had the opportunity to attend St. Francis based
on the results he’s seen in families he has come to know. St. Francis is a very good
neighborhood. It is an important part of the neighborhood. He knows that the school
has to remain current in its curriculum and its physical plant. The project the school
is pursuing is important for their growth. They need to update to serve the entire
community. He complimented the parish for its communication and outreach. He
was aware of the project when Mr. Henn was going door to door introducing the
neighborhood to the project and asking for feedback. This is what good neighbors
do. He was asked to serve on the NRC and is happy to do so and to support this
project.

4.29

Mr. Phillips lives with his wife and their five children. He is the VP of Athletics
and Recreation at Northwestern University. He talked about his focus with 500
student athletes. When there were planning on moving to the village, they first had
to find the right school for their children and then find where to live. It was clear
that St. Francis was the perfect place for his family. They found a home two blocks
away. His children could walk to and from school. Their three oldest graduated
from St. Francis and now attend Loyola Academy. Their two youngest attend St.
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Francis. The school offers an exceptional faith based education with incredible
teachers and staff led by a great duo in Principal Barrett and Fr. Sheridan. They
would have to consider other options if they were looking for a school today. The
world has changed. Technology and learning have changed. Keeping our schools
safe has changed. And there are a lot of other changes. St. Francis must change.
Options for education are critical. St. Francis is long overdue for this upgrade. Each
day that passes causes the school to fall further behind in the service of our children.
He talked about the safety and security of the school and its students. His family
supports this thoughtfully revised school facility plan that has listened and
addressed any and all concerns. It will have a transformative effect on the students.
His family asks the Board to vote yes and support the future of the community.
4.30

Ms. Zordani has been a parishioner at St. Francis since she and her family moved
here ten years ago. She is a teacher in their prep program, which is the parish
religious education program (PREP) or Sunday school. Her children currently or
have attended the local public schools only. Many parishioners choose public
school for their children. Due to the large PREP program – over 500 students –
there is always the concern about where should they teach their students. Often they
use space not intended for a classroom. The extensive PREP program needs
adequate space and this project will fulfill that need. She asked the Board to please
consider the request.

4.31

Mr. Lawler said he lives at the southeast corner of 8th and Greenleaf. He lives with
his wife and two children and has lived there for nine years. They wanted to be part
of a strong faith based community. They have found this at St. Francis. They are
parishioners. He is a member of the NRC. He was president of the school board.
He was involved with campus ministries. He wants to share some information about
the campus ministry programs that are very important. He explained the programs.
There are about 40 total. Ministries are primarily staffed by volunteers. He
explained what the ministries do. He is one of 43 neighbors in the 250’ radius, he
supports the renovation plans. It is the right thing to do for the community. For all
families in the community. He thanked the Board.

(After section 3.41)
4.32 Mr. Degrandis lives with his wife and two children. He read a prepared statement.
This is the home that is along the alley just to the east. His statement included
thanking the Board for their time and their knowledge. He watched the previous
hearing several times.
For 20 years he has been a good neighbor. The school needs an upgraded facility.
Since the July 5th meeting a lot has happened. He and his wife hired an architect
who has been in front of the board many times. They asked this experienced
architect to help them find a path to support the project. A number of points stood
out through hiring this experienced architect.
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This is not a popularity contest. These are technical issues that have significant
impact on infrastructure, flooding and property values as related to water damaging
those properties. When addressing matters of nonconforming structures, the goal is
to make them more conforming or maintain the existing situation and not make
them more nonconforming. This project pushes more in the non-conforming
direction.
This project tonight needs to stand on its own and not in comparison to the earlier
version. Comparative analysis would set a precedent of petitioners asking for
significantly overages on the first attempt knowing they can return with minimal
reductions in a clear path to approval. The 10’ fence is a clear architectural element
that lends itself to the privacy between the two properties. They learned from the
applicant’s architect at the July meeting that it will be taken down and replaced
with a 6’ high wooden fence. This was a shock. The fence needs to stay in place
and be maintained and cared for at its current height. St. Francis offered to keep it
in place during construction. If the fence were to be replaced it would need a
variance and they would have to go through this entire process. He is asking that
the fence be included in any approval.
Building a structure that is 7,200 square feet over the FAR code is a massive request
especially in a densely populated residential area. 10% is a big ask and will set
precedent that this and future cases will be measured against. The massing along
their property line, although setback 8’ more is equal to two homes over code. His
home is 3,100 square feet. A lot of home in the area are similar in size. This is
substantial as it relates to storm water management. On the east side where will the
storm water go?
The massing along the property line when combined with impervious surface
overages and FAR overages is a recipe for infrastructure challenges and flooding
his basement.
The massing and structure along their property line is substantial as it relates to the
current side yard orientation of their property. This was not talked about at the last
hearing. Much was made of where their garage sits and what little impact the
proposed project will have on them. This is a 100’ lot line with the garage covering
25% of it. The existing side yard orientation of his property comprises the
remaining 75% of their active living experience. From the first time they talked
they repeatedly asked St. Francis to move the massing to the center of the property.
It was slightly moved.
Because of these points and their negative impact on his adjacent property, the
architect could not advise them to support this project as proposed. Regarding
density, traffic and overburdening a primarily residential neighborhood, much was
discussed at the July hearing about parking. Mr. Robke identified that spaces were
being counted towards parking but they need to be vacated for drop off and pick
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up. This is a gray area of a complex project that shows that this plan is too big for
this space.
There was a lot of discussion about classroom size and potential capping of
enrollment. Officially, not capping classroom size is where St. Francis currently
stands. Like the gray area of double counting parking, class room size will have a
direct impact on congestion. At the July meeting they were promised a total planned
enrollment of the school. Did they ever get that number? Did they get current
enrollment number? It was promised at the last meeting.
Chairman Duffy clarified that Mr. DeGrandis would finish and then the applicant
could respond to the questions.
Mr. DeGrandis continued and talked about the planned closing of many parishes.
He read the current proposed scenarios that the archdiocese has put forth towards
consolidation of five parishes on the north shore. In two of four scenarios, St.
Francis would merge with St. Joe’s. What happens if this happens and
hypothetically St. Joe’s closes? Will the 23 student/classroom verbal agreement
hold? No one was willing to confirm this in writing last time. How will this impact
traffic in a congested area? If this project is to move forward and they need a new
campus, capping enrollment in light of what is going on in the Catholic Church. It
is important to understand current enrollment and it needs to be capped in light of
possible changes.
What happens if St. Francis is designated to close because St. Joe’s has more
capacity and is centrally located in the village? If approved, the ZBA has set a
precedent that 10% over FAR is okay and many people could have flooded
basements. There is current parish consolidation happening right now. Sunday mass
auditing is going on. Whether physically consolidating or taking on more students,
change will occur. The zoning laws are in place for good reasons especially in older
communities with aging infrastructure. The size of the FAR request and impervious
surface request are not minor.
He asked the board if they had enough technical data that the infrastructure can
support constructing a building along his property line that is 1,200 square feet over
code. Is there enough information that basements in the area will not flood? This is
a real issue. He thanked the Board for their thoughtful approach to a serious matter.
He said that he supports St. Francis but the plan has to be right and not rushed.
5.0

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS5
5.1

Mr. Schneider said that at the July meeting the board raised a lot of issues. He was
focused on storm water and enrollment issues. Others were concerned about the
extent to which the school and church were communicating to the community. With
tonight’s presentation and changes made, he is comfortable that they responded to
all issues. Regarding the 7,200 square foot FAR, almost half of that is due to the
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second story. 1,600 square feet is due to enclosing the court yard to be an atrium.
Regarding storm water, they are improving the status quo. They are doing more
than is there now. They are putting in dry wall to capture new roof run off, the rain
garden and the setback to the east. If the alley were not there and all properties were
contiguous, there would not be half of the variations. He is satisfied that the
applicant has responded to concerns raised. He can support the request.
5.2

Mr. Surman congratulated the team on the efforts. Everything has been dramatically
improved since the last hearing. It is a better project. They went beyond what the
Board requested. They reached out to the neighbors and it worked out well. He can
support the request.

5.3

Mr. Kolleng agrees with the above. Tonight’s presentation was terrific. He likes the
way they responded to previous comments. If they were starting the school from
scratch today, they would use the property differently. But they have what has been
there for 100 years and are trying to do the best job possible. He can support the
request.

5.4

Mr. Tritsis said there was a fair amount of advice and recommendations given. He
appreciates the attempt the applicant made. Drainage was improved. He is leaning
yes, but wants to hear more comments.

5.5

Mr. Robke said he appreciates changes made in response to comments at the last
hearing. He is troubled by drainage issues. It is not correct to refer to it as a rain
garden, but it is a landscaped area. It is an improvement over existing to have some
areas landscaped. They did something in that direction. But they are far out from
what a new standard would be. He wants to understand the review standards the
village will use. It is not subject to MWRD requirements. If the alley was there they
would have a bigger issue with MWRD to meet requirements. The alley is there so
that concern has to be addressed. That is his only concern. It can be addressed with
engineering. They don’t need to get into an extensive storm trap system. He wants
to know what the steps are to make the storm water detention work.

5.6

Mr. Boyer said that the site itself is almost full paved at this time.

5.7

Mr. Robke said that the site itself has a different building and a different
configuration, which is why they are looking for variances. What they are
proposing is an improvement over current conditions. They are saying that it is a
rain garden, but it is not a rain garden. A dry well has not been engineered. He
wants the improvements to meet MWRD standards.

5.8

Chairman Duffy said that for the sake of clarification, when new construction to
this degree happens, the village steps in and Engineering creates some calculations
about the amount of water to be retained on site. Mr. Robke is asking they go to a
higher standard. With new construction and engineering taking a look at this and
placing requirements for storm water retention, it will improve existing conditions.
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5.9

Mr. Robke said that appears to be the case.

5.10

Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Robke is asking that the applicant present something
closer to MWRD standards.

5.11

Mr. Robke said they are approving a variance for impervious surface. The Village’s
standard for looking at this is not based upon the size of the site or the fact that it is
100% impervious. It is based on how much area they are disturbing and how much
work needs to be done.
Ms. Roberts said that the village has a storm water ordinance that is overseen by
the Engineering and Public Works Department. It is her understanding that it was
largely modeled on MWRD and the county standards. She does not know the details
of the ordinance.

5.12

Mr. Surman said if they were pushed to meet the requirement, it could be a big
budget number. They are tearing down an existing structure and building a new
one. They are not doing much to the parking lot.

5.13

Mr. Robke said they can take what is existing into consideration, but they are
requesting a 26% variance in the side yard. It is significant.

5.14

Mr. Boyer said he is generally supportive. The buildings are sited where they are.
The new structure’s location is the most logical place. They made a number of
alterations from the original request which would lead him to support the request.

5.15

Chairman Duffy said his biggest issue at the last meeting and is still a problem for
him is the bulk of the building relative to the east property line. They moved it 8’
back. They are now at the edge of the setback. It is still a mass of a building close
to a neighboring property line. The impact that the height of the building has on
neighboring properties to the east has been nominally modified. Is that enough? He
knows that it conforms with the code. They are asking for a special use. This is an
FAR issue. He has struggled with the bulk near the property line.

5.16

Mr. Surman said if one buys next to a school, his assumption is that there will be
changes.

5.17

Chairman Duffy said the applicant has done a fantastic job working with the
neighbors and the community. Four things that needed to be addressed from the last
meeting including neighbors and the community interacting with the applicant; the
traffic; storm water; bulk near the property line.

5.18

Mr. Robke asked if the applicant could commit to landscaping along the alley being
a true rain garden.
Ms. Stoycheva said that they would commit to that.
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6.0

DECISION
6.1

Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a revised request for an extension of
a special use, educational facility, primary; a 7214 square foot FAR variation; a 12’
side yard setback variation; a 26.11% side yard impervious surface coverage
variation; a 32’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation; an 18.25’ rear
yard step setback variation; a 1’ rear yard step setback variation; and a 5’ side yard
parking space setback variation to permit the construction of a two story addition
on the legal nonconforming structure at 808 Linden Avenue in accordance with the
plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.
6.11

Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:
Chairman Patrick Duffy
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Bob Surman
Christopher Tritsis

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Motion carried.
6.2

Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-31.
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 WAS BASED
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The
proposed request is for an addition that will replace an existing gymnasium to a standard size,
allow for additional specialized instruction rooms, and allow the school to consolidate all of
their student programming into one building. The addition consists of upgrading existing
facilities. The school will continue to operate with improvements but with no planned increase
in students. Therefore, the school as a special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
These changes to the school facilities will not diminish property values in the neighborhood.
Adequate measures exist for ingress and egress. No reduction in parking is proposed. Utilities
and drainage remain unchanged. The school will not change and remains consistent with the
existing community character.
The variations are related to the replacement and upgrading of the facilities including
replacing the existing gymnasium with one of a standard size. The applicant has worked to
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improve existing conditions, reducing impervious coverage in the north side yard and
providing a conforming rear yard (east) setback to the addition. The physical conditions of the
property impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The siting of the building on the lot and
the relative location of the west building and parking lot limit how improvements can be made.
The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique development
of the property. The difficulty is peculiar to the property to in question. The difficulty prevents
the owner from making reasonable use of the property with improvements to the facilities.
The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property. The nearest residential neighbors are to the east. The bulk of the floor area of the
structure is towards the center of the building and away from adjacent neighbors. The other
encroachments to the east, for required egress and for playground equipment, will not impact
light and air. The playground equipment is currently located in the rear yard. The variations,
if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The addition will not
substantially alter the appearance from the street and the function of the property will not
substantially change.
8.0

RECOMMENDATION
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for the expansion of
a special use (educational facility, primary), a 7,214.2 square foot (10.3%) floor area
variation, a 12.08’ side yard setback variation, a 26.11% side yard impervious surface
coverage variation, a 32.0’ rear yard playground equipment setback variation, an 18.25’
rear yard step setback variation, a 1.0’ rear yard step setback variation, and a 5.0’ side yard
parking space setback to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure (St. Francis School) in accordance with the plans submitted. The use
shall run with the use.
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Agenda Item 3.15

Date:

October 24, 2017

To:

Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager

From:

Melinda Molloy, Finance Director

Subject:

Presentation of the September Monthly Financial Report

Recommendation
The Village Board accept the September monthly financial report and direct staff to place
it on file.
Background
Section 6-4.1 of the Village Code reads as follows:
The Village Treasurer shall submit monthly financial reports to the Village Manager
and Board of Trustees, clearly reflecting the Village’s assets and liabilities, receipts
and disbursements, and expended and unexpended balances of appropriation.
The Finance Director is the appointed Village Treasurer. When presenting the report, the
Finance Director typically advises of significant fluctuations in revenues or expenses to
the Village’s funds, and discusses the impact on the year-end balance for the particular
fund.
Each month, the Board will receive two reports:
1. The monthly financial report (follows this memorandum)
2. Monthly disbursements (separate report)
The monthly financial report includes the following:
•
•
•

General Fund, Sewer Fund, and Water Fund Analysis
Investments Summary
YTD Budget Detail - direct output from our MUNIS financial system

MONTHLY

FINANCIAL
REPORT
September 2017

This report provides an overview of monthly activity
and year-to-date totals for revenue, expense, and
investment.

Finance Department
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
General Fund Summary – Revenue

General Fund Revenue Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual
2017

Revenues
Property Tax
Sales Tax
Service Charges
Income Tax
Utility Tax
Permits
Licenses
R.E. Transfer Tax
Water Fund Transfer
Others
Bond Proceeds
Total

2017 Budget
13,736,000
5,796,500
3,183,700
2,674,700
2,244,700
1,991,900
1,823,000
1,238,300
1,100,000
3,810,070
4,845,000
42,443,870

Sept YTD Actual
13,468,780
4,469,397
2,344,190
1,973,079
1,615,435
2,322,277
1,795,760
1,062,402
2,127,164
31,178,484

YTD % of
Budget
98%
77%
74%
74%
72%
117%
99%
86%
0%
56%
0%
73%

Where
should we be
YTD?
91%
74%
74%
78%
78%
73%
98%
81%
19%
64%
0%
79%

2016
2017 Year-End
Projection
13,736,000
5,931,000 ↗
3,230,575 ↗
2,464,700 ↙
2,094,700 ↙
2,791,900 ↗
1,829,500 ↗
1,258,300 ↗
1,000,000 ↙
3,271,670 ↙
4,845,000
42,453,345

Year End
Actual Sept YTD Actual
13,090,361
12,814,550
5,680,376
4,280,504
3,338,934
2,411,855
2,636,758
2,096,772
2,220,579
1,750,065
3,345,091
2,710,306
1,870,035
1,833,407
1,303,787
1,079,159
1,000,000
3,284,232
1,857,348
37,770,153
30,833,966

YTD % of YTD Actual
Actual
Variance
98%
5%
75%
4%
72%
-3%
80%
-6%
79%
-8%
81%
-14%
98%
-2%
83%
-2%
0%
0%
57%
15%
82%

Revenue Analysis – Total Revenues are up approximately $9,000 compared to the original budget estimate.

Property Tax – Property Tax is 37% of the total operating revenue budget. The first installment of the 2016
property tax levy (collectible in 2017) had a due date of March 1st. The second installment had a due date of
August 1st. The levy represents a 4.97% increase over the prior year levy. The Village received a net
amount of approximately $21,000 for the month of September. Refunds have exceeded the budget estimate
by approximately $57,000.

Sales Tax – Sales Tax is 15% of the total operating revenue budget. There are three major categories to the
sales tax revenue budget. A very basic description of each follows. One category is the State mandated sales
tax (ST) which is collected from retailers based on the gross receipts of sales of tangible personal property.
The rate is 6.25% and the State will remit 1% back to the municipality where the collection of the tax
occurred. The Home Rule sales tax (HRST) is a tax authorized by a municipality and applies only to
purchases made within its jurisdiction. The tax generally does not apply to grocery, drug store and
automobile purchases. Since 2015, the Village rate is 1%. This tax is also collected by the State, and all of it
used to be remitted back to the authorizing municipality. As part of the passage of the State Budget, a 2%
administration fee will be withheld from the HRST distribution starting with the allocation of the July
receipts. The Local Use tax (LUT) is for items purchased outside of Illinois for use or consumption within
the State. Common examples are catalogue or internet purchases made from companies outside the State.
The rate is 6.25% and approximately 1% is remitted to municipalities based on a formula that looks at the
municipality’s population in proportion to the total state population. Historically, the amount of LUT was
so minor that there has been very little discussion as to the trend of collections and it was treated as part of
regular sales tax collections. As internet purchases continue to rise, the amount of LUT has become
important. The amount and trend is broken out on a separate chart. All sales tax that the State remits to
municipalities is three months in arrears; thus collections in September are from sales in June. ST
collections for the month are up approximately 1.8% compared to September last year, and up 4.2% year-todate. LUT collections are up year-to-date approximately 5.0% compared to last year. HRST collections are
up year-to-date approximately 4.5% compared to last year. The year-end projection is adjusted up
$134,500 to reflect the positive trend in collections minus the withholding of the new HRST administration
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fee. The charts which follow provide historical perspectives of ST, LUT and HRST collections since January
of 2016 along with a 12 month rolling trend line. Beyond the variances in the month-to-month actuals, note
that the trend in collections over time, the 12 month rolling line, shows some growth.
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Service Charges – Service charges are approximately 8% of the operating revenue budget. Service charges
revenue is mainly comprised of refuse collections, ambulance transport charges, yard waste sticker sales,
sanitarian services, elevator inspections, and alarm charges. In March, the Board was informed of the
impending retirement of the employee who performs the sanitarian inspections for the Village as well as
three surrounding communities. Mid-year, sanitarian inspections were outsourced and thus the year-end
projection for sanitarian services will be half of the budget estimate. Offsetting the reduced revenue from
sanitarian services, ambulance transport charges and elevator inspections, are performing better than last
year. The year-end projection is adjusted up approximately $46,000.

Income Tax – Income Tax is approximately 7% of the operating revenue budget. September collections were
down approximately 13% compared to the same month last year, but year-to-date collections are down
approximately 6% from last year. As part of the 2018 State Budget, a change in the amount and timing of
the distribution of the Local Government Distributive Fund (LGDF) was enacted. The amount of income tax
revenue to be allocated to the LGDF was reduced 10% for one state fiscal year. Additionally, as a way to
offset the reduction, the State Budget included an accelerated distribution of the LDGF such that
municipalities will receive 14 instead of 12 payments over the course of the State fiscal year. Over the past
several years, the State has been two months in arrears on its distribution of the LDGF. However, most
governments, including Wilmette, do not record LGDF payments on a cash basis but rather record the
revenue in the month it should have been received. The acceleration of payments therefore will increase
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cash but will not change the recording of revenue. Additionally, because Wilmette operates on a calendar
fiscal year and not the State fiscal year (July 1 – June 30), the 10% reduction will be spread across two fiscal
years. The year-end projection has been adjusted down $210,000. The chart that follows provides a
historical perspective of income tax collections and a 12 month rolling trend line. There is a decline of
approximately 14% since January 2016.
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Utility Tax – Utility Taxes are approximately 6% of the operating revenue budget. The Electricity Excise Tax
and the Natural Gas Use Tax (NGUT) are weather driven. The Electricity collections are down approximately
10% from last year. NGUT collections are up approximately 2% compared to last year. The
Telecommunication Tax revenue is down $80,000 compared to the budget projection. The year-end
projection has been adjusted down $150,000.

Permits- Permit revenue is approximately 5% of the operating revenue budget. Collections for regular
permits were up year-to-date 5% compared to last year. There have been several non-recurring permits
received through September totaling approximately $494,000. The year-end projection has been revised up
$800,000 to account for the strong activity. The chart that follows provides a historical perspective of
permit revenue and a 12 month rolling trend line. The amounts do not include non-recurring permits.
There is positive growth of approximately 20% since January 2016.
Permits
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Licenses- Licenses fees in total are approximately 5% of the operating revenue budget. License revenue is
comprised of vehicle, taxi, animal, business, contractor and liquor fees. Year-to-date through September,
totals are down slightly compared to last year, but still performing positive compared to the budget. Vehicle
License collections are down approximately 2% compared to last year. Vehicle stickers are to be purchased
and displayed by April 15th. A late fee is assessed after May 15th. A slight upward adjustment to the yearend projection has been made.

R.E. Transfer Tax – RETT is 3% of the operating revenue budget. September collections were down
compared to the same month last year. For the year, total revenue (minus non-recurring RETT) is up 1%
compared to last year. Growth in the RETT was driven by the number of sales, which were up 5%. Per John
Nash of Sotheby’s Realty, “Market times were up 12% and median prices were unchanged. Overall the market
has been slowing down. Inventory in 2017 has gone down a little, but continues to be on the high side in most
suburbs making it a competitive market. The market was strongest in the early part of the year and has slowed
in the summer and fall. The last couple years followed this same pattern. Prices have been moving sideways in
2017—just like in 2016 and 2015. We have now had 3 years of a flat market in which there has been little price
movement. In 2015, 2016 and now 2017 market times have gone steadily up. Currently Wilmette has 153
single family homes on the market that are not under contract. That is down some from the spring and summer
when the number rose to the 170 to 180 range. Last year at this time there were 170 active homes so the
number has finally declined a little since rising dramatically in 2015 from the low inventory in 2013 and 2014.”
There was one non-recurring RETT received in August. The year-end projection has been adjusted up
$20,000 from the budget estimate. The chart that follows provides a historical perspective of transfer tax
and a 12 month rolling trend line of real estate transfer tax collection since January of 2016. The 12 month
rolling line shows relatively flat growth since January of 2016.
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Water Fund Transfer – The transfer represents approximately 3% of the total operating revenue budget.
The annual Water Fund transfer reflects the profitable operation of our water plant from the sale of
wholesale water. The transfer usually does not occur until the 4th quarter after we can analyze how water
sales are performing. The year-end projection shows a reduction in the transfer of $100,000.

Other – The “Other” category of the Village’s General Fund revenues make-up approximately 10% of the
total operating revenue budget. Some of the revenue sources included in this category are: Personal
Property Replacement Tax (PPRT), 911 fees and taxes, Hotel tax, Fuel tax, Fines, Rental income, Commercial
Refuse Franchise fees, Donations and Grants. Collections year-to-date are up approximately $270,000 from
last year. A portion of the increase, $140,000, is tied to a planned increase in Fuel tax collections. In 2017, to
support the road program, the Village increased the tax from 1 cent per gallon to 4 cents per gallon. In
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March the Village received an anticipated grant of $44,546 from the Department of Homeland Security
(Assistance to Firefighters Grant) for the replacement of the Fire Department’s self-contained breathing
apparatus (SCBA). PPRT and cable franchise collections were performing better than last year by
approximately $40,000 collectively. As part of the State Budget, we can expect PPRT collections to decline
as the State plans to divert a portion of the monies to other State obligations. The remaining difference was
mainly due to the timing of E-911 distributions from the State which were slow last year. Although overall
this category was up compared to year-to-date collections from last year, the budget estimate includes a
general estimate of $336,000 for potential grants/revenue. The year-end projection was revised down
$538,000 to account for the backing out of the grant placeholder, the reduction in other grant receipts and
the recognition of the reduced distributions of PPRT.

Bond Proceeds – This category is not part of the operating revenue budget. The Village anticipates issuing
General Obligations bonds in the later part of the year to fund approximately $4.845 million in long deferred
Village facility work.
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General Fund Summary – Revenue Actuals per Month
General Fund Revenue Summary - 2017, 2016, and 2015 Actual per Month
2017 Revenues
January February
(15,917) 1,909,572
Property Tax
466,948
Sales Tax
501,389
171,526
Service Charges
268,567
232,914
Income Tax
269,380
236,742
Utility Tax
226,379
367,028
Permits
274,028
142,933
Licenses
35,523
55,125
R.E. Transfer Tax
57,375
Water Fund Transfer
168,448
Other
229,073
Bond Proceeds
0
Total
1,825,747 3,771,285

March
4,969,024
608,263
271,223
140,995
199,047
298,919
915,285
114,078
281,956
7,798,788

April
62,395
405,115
289,147
271,905
186,921
182,063
414,223
146,556
270,756

May
79,263
394,167
284,371
363,045
149,656
214,634
127,361
142,758
303,234

2,229,081

2016 Revenues
January February
(2,917) 2,001,732
Property Tax
464,708
467,151
Sales Tax
155,169
229,231
Service Charges
267,402
292,621
Income Tax
207,820
241,195
Utility Tax
90,202
162,785
Permits
145,078
75,280
Licenses
85,833
52,551
R.E. Transfer Tax
Water Fund Transfer
60,133
214,083
Other
Bond Proceeds
Total
1,473,427 3,736,629

March
4,606,102
608,905
259,878
169,407
234,387
383,722
900,111
96,189

2015 Revenues
January February
(5,131) 1,995,423
Property Tax
342,495
358,657
Sales Tax
149,060
241,306
Service Charges
220,652
329,214
Income Tax
201,643
244,521
Utility Tax
94,586
98,876
Permits
142,711
37,427
Licenses
55,152
44,289
R.E. Transfer Tax
Water Fund Transfer
118,204
263,900
Other
Bond Proceeds
Total
1,319,373 3,613,613
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June

July
2,952,968
443,091
273,138
248,377
153,726
256,230
35,575
172,680
237,233
4,773,018

August
September
3,489,996
21,478
522,026
537,543
268,308
258,699
118,699
140,008
161,570
150,466
226,353
273,441
26,168
16,440
141,165
83,586
298,676
177,556
5,252,960
1,659,217

October

2,058,489

0
590,857
259,212
187,755
150,929
229,581
82,253
149,079
160,234
1,809,901

April
41,955
372,063
268,096
262,128
192,660
164,229
426,489
146,172

May
61,946
373,498
278,473
369,465
194,245
231,352
126,565
156,489

June
32,129
445,360
365,887
176,605
157,322
288,925
42,667
173,202

July
2,130,831
451,468
264,267
252,045
169,103
632,794
49,986
117,942

August
September
3,782,799
159,972
556,838
540,514
266,959
323,896
146,776
160,323
177,020
176,312
545,818
210,481
50,726
16,505
140,394
110,387

October November
14,954
137,919
480,897
434,049
290,140
260,107
236,914
159,011
166,332
145,445
346,364
123,894
12,734
13,194
92,427
82,539

157,236

258,220

284,566

181,538

211,883

327,607

162,083

694,628

355,902

December
122,939
484,926
376,833
144,060
158,737
164,528
10,700
49,662
1,000,000
376,353

7,415,937

2,132,011

2,076,599

1,863,635

4,280,319

5,994,937

1,860,472

2,335,389

1,712,060

March
4,128,751
448,271
253,241
143,619
251,230
210,758
865,740
100,848

April
206,297
361,990
315,814
293,489
214,040
223,885
498,373
106,722

May
108,432
370,038
274,214
485,550
176,999
197,368
122,691
162,666

June
7,339
443,261
259,843
201,641
158,759
475,669
62,178
238,347

July
2,002,966
466,296
362,042
284,504
165,747
276,313
30,965
131,586

231,276

366,855

238,569

135,882

407,256

August
September
3,554,729
329,087
529,540
533,339
249,896
268,027
165,103
157,251
160,776
153,162
234,399
140,701
31,811
19,608
111,903
62,541
165,094
154,973

6,633,734

2,587,464

2,136,528

1,982,919

4,127,674

October November
37,443
63,077
508,667
484,102
318,234
266,231
276,375
182,230
184,811
161,839
146,898
174,256
11,200
13,971
143,916
73,755
217,181
406,693
1,844,724 1,826,155

5,203,251

1,818,688

-

November

-

December

Total
13,468,780
4,469,397
2,344,190
1,973,079
1,615,435
2,322,277
1,795,760
1,062,402
2,127,164
31,178,484

YTD
13,468,780
4,469,397
2,344,190
1,973,079
1,615,435
2,322,277
1,795,760
1,062,402
2,127,164
31,178,484

2,888,739

Total
13,090,361
5,680,376
3,338,934
2,636,758
2,220,579
3,345,091
1,870,035
1,303,787
1,000,000
3,284,232
37,770,153

YTD
12,814,550
4,280,504
2,411,855
2,096,772
1,750,065
2,710,306
1,833,407
1,079,159
1,857,348
30,833,966

December
87,062
498,443
382,866
142,516
164,218
196,517
6,653
80,067
1,100,000
451,770
3,110,112

Total
12,515,475
5,345,098
3,340,773
2,882,143
2,237,745
2,470,227
1,843,328
1,311,792
1,100,000
3,157,655
36,204,235

YTD
12,327,893
3,853,887
2,373,442
2,281,022
1,726,877
1,952,555
1,811,504
1,014,054
2,082,010
29,423,244

-
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General Fund Summary – Expense & Reserve Balance
General Fund Expense Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual
2017
Expenditures
Regular Wages
Overtime
Benefits
Contractual
Refuse
Commodities
Contingency
Other
Capital
CERF current projects
CERF allocation
Capital - Bond
Total

2017 Budget
15,991,100
797,475
8,831,675
3,201,560
2,333,645
755,445
500,000
1,970,655
3,057,300
853,000
384,000
4,845,000
43,520,855

Sept YTD Actual
11,702,114
542,887
7,754,015
1,890,382
1,589,419
427,042
59,900
1,167,515
721,904
595,132
203,096
26,653,407

YTD % of
Budget
73%
68%
88%
59%
68%
57%
12%
59%
24%
70%
0%
4%
61%

Where
should we be
YTD?
75%
70%
89%
66%
72%
72%
34%
42%
74%
42%
30%
0%
75%

2016
2017 Year-End
Projection
15,667,100 ↙
775,475 ↙
8,655,675 ↙
3,087,585 ↙
2,316,645 ↙
675,385 ↙
218,000 ↙
1,897,755 ↙
2,686,595 ↙
819,000 ↙
384,000
4,618,620 ↙
41,801,835

Year End
Actual
15,262,454
851,259
8,275,420
3,004,072
2,381,686
732,799
269,751
1,854,641
2,052,037
539,144
342,000
35,565,263

Sept YTD Actual
11,425,465
549,561
7,404,251
1,871,711
1,655,230
481,603
43,147
1,192,985
555,667
162,821
25,342,441

YTD % of YTD Actual
Actual
Variance
75%
2%
65%
-1%
89%
5%
62%
1%
69%
-4%
66%
-11%
16%
39%
64%
-2%
27%
30%
30%
266%
0%
0%
71%
5%

Expenditure Analysis – Total Expenditures are down $1,719,020 compared to the original budget estimate.

Regular Wages – There is $324,000 in savings projected at this time and the year-end projection has been
adjusted accordingly. The Village sanitarian retired mid-year and an outside firm has been engaged to
perform that function. The in-house corporation counsel position was reinstated. The contractual services
account has been adjusted for both changes; addition of a sanitarian contract and the end of the outside
legal counsel contract. Additionally, vacancies in Police and turnover in Public Works and Finance will result
in savings.
Overtime- We are tracking below last year’s spending by approximately 1% through September.

Benefits- The year-end projection was revised down $176,000 to reflect the actuarially calculated employer
pension contribution being less than the budget estimate as well as savings tied to vacancies and turnover.
Contractual – The year-end estimate has been adjusted down $113,000 to reflect the changes noted
previously regarding the addition of sanitarian inspection services and the end of an outside corporation
counsel contract. Moreover, the projection reflects additional engineering professional services spending,
bank charges, fire dispatch services costs, and an organizational study, offset by savings in snow removal
CAD software support, and landscape maintenance.

Refuse – This expenditure category includes expenditures for refuse, yard and recycling collection, and
landfill tipping fees. Landfill tipping costs were down from the same time period last year. The year-end
projection has been revised down $17,000.

Commodities – The year-end projection has been adjusted down $80,000 to reflect anticipated saving in salt
costs.
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Contingency – The appropriation for contingency is used for items that were not anticipated at the time the
budget was adopted as well for the transfer monies to the Debt Service Fund to offset the impact of property
tax refunds. Thus far spending was related to costs associated with the demolition of 1225 Central Ave. The
year-end projection has been adjusted down $282,000.
Other – The major expenditures items included in this category: automotive expense, training, insurance
premiums and deductibles, various joint public safety agency contributions, and the hotel tax rebate. The
year-end projection has been adjusted down $73,000 for savings in a variety of accounts.

Capital – This category is mainly comprised of the street resurfacing, alley and brick street work. The yearend projection has been decreased by $370,000 primarily due to savings from value engineering the road
program (a portion of this savings will be utilized to increase the 2018 road program budget), as well as
savings associated with the timing of grant funded expenditures for Locust Road and Skokie/Hibbard. This
projection does include spending for the Sheridan Road Retaining Wall repair, additional bid costs for the
brick street renovation program, and resurfacing of the parking lot at 646 Park Avenue.

CERF current projects – “CERF” is short for Capital Equipment Replacement Fund. The capital equipment
items included in the budget were a large dump truck, an asphalt roller, a street sweeper, four squad cars, an
ambulance and a fire command vehicle. The year-end projection reflect savings in the purchase of the large
dump truck, street sweeper, and the squad cars totaling $34,000.

CERF transfer – In the departments of Engineering, Fire and Police there are monies budgeted for transfer to
the CERF which will be used to meet the ongoing capital equipment needs for those departments. The
allocation was reflected as an expense in each department and revenue in the CERF department.

General Fund Reserve Balance
2016 Year End Reserve
Operating $8,456,626
CERF
1,747,689
Total
$10,204,315
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2017 Projected Reserve
$9,441,500
1,572,400
$11,013,900

Recommended Reserve
$4,568,000
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Sewer Fund Summary – Revenue

Sewer Fund Revenue Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual
2017

Revenues
Residential Sewer Charges
Other
Bond/Loan Proceeds
Total

2017 Budget
5,082,900
1,640,000
6,722,900

Sept YTD
Actual
3,400,874
788
3,401,662

YTD % of
Budget
67%
0%
0%
51%

Where
should we be 2017 Year-End
YTD? Projection
71% 4,962,900 ↙
0%
1%
- ↙
36% 4,962,900

2016
Year End
Actual
4,912,549
1,143
703,834
5,617,526

Sept YTD YTD % YTD Actual
Actual of Actual
Variance
3,406,819
69%
0%
1,143
0%
2,432
0%
-68%
3,410,394
61%
0%

Revenue Analysis
Residential Sewer Charges – Sewer charges are tied to water consumption and as such will fluctuate with
weather patterns. Also note that because of the quarterly billing process, revenue accounted for in a given
month really reflects usage in the three months prior. September billings, which were down compared to
the same month last year by approximately 10%, reflect a portion of June through a portion of September
usage. This revenue is underperforming the budget estimate by approximately 3.5%. There is no sewer fee
increase in 2017; the rate is $4.24. The year-end projection has been revised down $120,000.

Bond Proceeds – This revenue source is comprised of IEPA loans. The 2017 budget includes estimates for
IEPA loans for both 2016 and 2017 for eligible sewer lining work. The year-end projection has been
adjusted to reflect the deferral of both programs until 2018.
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Sewer Fund Summary – Revenue Actuals per Month
Sewer Fund Revenue Summary - 2017, 2016, and 2015 Actual per Month

2017 Revenues
January February
Residential Sewer Charges 219,144 364,558
Other
Bond Proceeds
108
95
Total
219,252 364,653

March
April
May
June
July
August September October November December
314,203 355,689 365,253 340,797 482,737 507,577
450,917

2016 Revenues
January February
Residential Sewer Charges 227,488 345,284
Other
Bond Proceeds
581
309
Total
228,069 345,593

2015 Revenues
January February
Residential Sewer Charges 229,850 319,065
Other
Bond Proceeds
2,369
2,084
Total
232,219 321,149
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Total
3,400,874
788
3,401,662

YTD
3,400,874
788
3,401,662

March
April
May
June
July
August September October November December
304,665 371,640 352,758 323,323 447,822 529,376
504,463 534,953
474,442
496,335
1,143
309
288
260
235
196
161
93
58
55
701,289
304,974 371,928 353,018 323,558 449,161 529,537
504,556 535,011
474,497 1,197,624

Total
4,912,549
1,143
703,834
5,617,526

YTD
3,406,819
1,143
2,432
3,410,394

March
April
May
June
July
August September October November December
324,582 384,691 355,331 338,513 435,587 465,088
438,249 528,170
481,955
492,655

Total
4,793,735
19,348
4,813,083

YTD
3,290,955
16,802
3,307,757

105
81
95
79
81
73
314,308 355,770 365,348 340,876 482,818 507,650

2,416
2,294
1,935
1,726
1,474
1,363
326,998 386,985 357,266 340,239 437,061 466,451

71
450,988

-

1,141
1,133
439,390 529,303

-

792
482,747

-

621
493,276

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
Sewer Fund Summary – Expense & Reserve Balance
Sewer Fund Expense Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual
2017

Expenditures
Regular Wages
Overtime
Benefits
Contractual
Commodities
Capital
Debt Service
Other
Capital - Bond
Total

2017 Budget
564,000
22,100
233,885
421,200
85,575
646,000
3,318,000
86,000
1,990,000
7,366,760

Sept YTD
Actual
425,461
18,530
176,929
148,732
70,670
290,161
1,127,165
60,446
288,803
2,606,898

2016
YTD % of
Budget
75%
84%
76%
35%
83%
45%
34%
70%
15%
35%

Where
should we be
YTD?
67%
72%
69%
39%
70%
71%
24%
68%
53%
44%

2017 Year-End
Projection
566,000 ↗
22,200 ↗
230,500 ↙
376,900 ↙
77,000 ↙
787,000 ↙
3,283,000 ↙
84,120 ↙
350,000 ↙
5,776,720

Year End
Actual
533,680
22,331
225,058
306,743
81,080
267,898
3,266,125
66,743
1,832,397
6,602,056

Sept YTD YTD % YTD Actual
Actual of Actual
Variance
352,980
66%
21%
16,011
72%
16%
155,470
69%
14%
75,679
25%
97%
51,833
64%
36%
114,139
43%
154%
1,016,710
31%
11%
43,164
65%
40%
1,245,074
68%
-77%
3,071,061
47%
-15%

Expenditure Analysis
Regular Wages- Regular wages are tracking near budget.

Contractual services – Included in this expenditure category are sewer maintenance, catch basin and sewer
line cleaning, GIS services, and contractual services work for sewer main repairs. The year-end projection
was reduced approximately $44,000 to reflect reduced emergency sewer repairs and associated patching
expenses.
Commodities – This expenditure category includes utility expenses, uniforms, and general materials and
supplies. The year-end projection was reduced approximately $9,000 to reflect lower utility costs.

Capital – Sewer main repairs, and a portion of the purchase of a street sweeper are included in this category.
The year-end projection has been adjusted up $141,000. The adjustment reflects $25,000 in savings from a
lower purchase cost for the street sweeper offset by additional alley repair work tied to sewer main work.
Others – This expenditure category mainly reflects automotive expenses and a small amount of training.

Capital Bond - The year-end projection has been revised down $1,640,000 to reflect delays associated with
the sewer lining program; additional spending will be programmed in FY 2018 to reflect this work.
Sewer Fund Reserve Balance
2016 Year End Reserve
$3,309,198

Page 11

2017 Projected Reserve
$2,845,300

Recommended Reserve
$1,016,600

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
Water Fund Summary – Revenue

Water Fund Revenue Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual
2017

Revenues
Residential Water Sales
Wholesale Water Sales
Other
Bond Proceeds
Total

2017 Budget
3,214,300
5,403,000
190,000
700,000
9,507,300

Sept YTD
Actual
2,193,784
4,044,063
101,087
6,338,933

2016
YTD % of Where should
Budget we be YTD?
68%
71%
75%
78%
53%
68%
0%
0%
67%
75%

2017 Year-End
Projection
3,184,300 ↙
5,393,000 ↙
170,000 ↙
575,000 ↙
9,322,300

Year End
Actual
3,145,608
5,125,555
157,748
8,428,911

Sept YTD YTD % of YTD Actual
Actual
Actual
Variance
2,180,428
69%
1%
4,026,210
79%
0%
84,464
54%
20%
0%
0%
6,291,102
75%
1%

Revenue Analysis
Residential Water Sales – Water consumption will fluctuate with weather patterns. Also note that because of
the quarterly billing process, revenue accounted for in a given month really reflects usage in the three
months prior. September billings were down from last year by approximately 12%. The year-to-date
billings were slightly below the original budget estimate. Unmetered water charges and penalty collections
are offsetting the consumption shortage somewhat. A water fee increase went into effect in March of 2016
of $0.12 bringing the total rate to $2.61; there is no additional fee increase for 2017. The year-end
projection has been revised down $30,000 from the original budget estimate.
Wholesale Water Sales – Unlike residential sales, wholesale revenues reflect the prior month’s usage.
Consumption for the month was strong, almost 19% higher than the same month last year. Total wholesale
water collections are tracking last year. Kenilworth and Golf are new wholesale customers. The rate is
$1.331 and will be re-calculated this year as per the contract requirements. The year-end projection has
been revised down $10,000 from the original budget estimate.

Other – In order to replace old water meters in a timely fashion, and attain a 15 year replacement cycle, a
new fee was added to residential water bills in January 2016. The Future Meter Replacement Charge is a flat
fee that is based on meter size. The 20% increase in Other revenue year-over-year is mainly due to the
timing of the sales of water meters. The year-end projection was adjusted down $20,000.
Bond Proceeds – This revenue source is comprised of an IEPA loan. The Village anticipates receiving a low
interest rate loan for electrical improvement work at the Water Plant. The year-end projection reflects the
revised expenditure amount.
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Water Fund Summary – Revenue Actuals per Month
Water Fund Revenue Summary - 2017, 2016, and 2015 Actual per Month

2017 Revenues
Residential Water Sales
Wholesale Water Sales
Other
Bond Proceeds
Total

January February
146,166 236,767
384,124 316,707
8,555
11,614
538,845 565,088

March
April
May
June
201,780 231,732 234,887 217,362
366,033 330,896 433,545 564,821
9,504 11,709 11,072 10,125
577,317 574,337 679,504 792,307

July
312,421
534,313
11,975

2016 Revenues
Residential Water Sales
Wholesale Water Sales
Other
Total

January February
142,482 212,943
420,748 423,860
4,193
8,931
567,422 645,733

2015 Revenues
Residential Water Sales
Wholesale Water Sales
Other
Total

January February
158,454 215,682
366,570 275,626
5,446
5,070
530,470 496,377
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Total
2,193,784
4,044,063
101,087

YTD
2,193,784
4,044,063
101,087

858,709

August September October November December
327,082
285,586
550,255
563,368
14,885
11,648
892,223
860,603
-

6,338,933

6,338,933

March
April
May
June
195,460 242,654 225,942 208,898
343,461 331,245 417,376 496,930
7,514
8,721 15,226
9,517
546,434 582,619 658,544 715,344

July
290,048
539,953
8,251
838,252

August September October November December
337,987
324,015 344,057
304,920 316,203
577,758
474,880 391,293
343,105 364,947
13,533
8,581 44,286
9,276
19,722
929,278
807,475 779,636
657,301 700,872

Total
3,145,608
5,125,555
157,748
8,428,911

YTD
2,180,428
4,026,210
84,464
6,291,102

March
April
May
June
200,968 237,079 220,101 208,844
367,710 326,601 352,119 399,305
4,897
7,893
9,046
7,191
573,576 571,574 581,266 615,339

July
271,123
440,543
7,642
719,309

August September October November December
285,836
269,986 325,609
295,073 301,179
502,164
728,999 384,024
350,286 350,230
7,764
3,143 56,828
8,493
6,097
795,765 1,002,127 766,462
653,852 657,506

Total
2,989,933
4,844,177
129,511
7,963,622

YTD
2,068,072
3,759,637
58,093
5,885,802

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
Water Fund Summary – Expense & Reserve Balance
Water Fund Expense Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual
2017
Expenditures
Regular Wages
Overtime
Benefits
Contractual
Commodities
Capital
Debt Service
Transfers
Others
Capital - Bond
Total

2017 Budget
2,347,025
70,900
954,650
441,945
986,550
312,900
2,273,500
1,100,000
242,500
700,000
9,429,970

Sept YTD
Actual
1,772,549
25,517
725,704
248,974
661,787
137,655
368,809
196,255
480,699
4,617,947

2016
YTD % of Where should
Budget we be YTD?
76%
75%
36%
68%
76%
76%
56%
71%
67%
78%
44%
69%
16%
31%
0%
19%
81%
78%
69%
79%
49%
58%

2017 Year-End
Projection
2,362,875 ↗
54,925 ↙
946,100 ↙
438,620 ↙
853,550 ↙
234,495 ↙
2,273,500
1,000,000 ↙
230,300 ↙
575,000 ↙
8,969,365

Year End
Actual
2,207,460
50,062
883,639
308,526
835,938
343,905
1,875,424
1,000,000
187,874
215,262
7,908,090

Sept YTD YTD % of YTD Actual
Actual
Variance
Actual
1,654,736
75%
7%
31,952
64%
-20%
677,100
77%
7%
194,192
63%
28%
672,570
80%
-2%
116,629
34%
18%
406,241
22%
-9%
0%
0%
163,799
87%
20%
215,262
100%
123%
4,132,481
52%
12%

Expenditure Analysis
Regular Wages- The year-end projection has been increased approximately $16,000.

Overtime- These costs were lower than last year due to a mild winter. The year-end projection has been
reduced approximately $16,000.

Contractual services – Included in this expenditure category are unidirectional main flushing, GIS services,
telephone costs, bank and postage fees associated with water billing and contractual services work for
water main repairs. The year-end projection was reduced approximately $3,000.

Commodities – This expenditure category includes utility expenses, chemicals, laboratory supplies, water
meters and parts, uniforms, and general supplies. The year-end projection was reduced approximately
$133,000 to reflect lower utility and chemical costs.

Capital – High and low lift pump rebuilds, surface wash piping replacement, fire hydrant painting, valve
installation, leak correlator purchase and a portion of the purchase of a street sweeper are all included in
this expenditure category. The year-end projection has been adjusted down $78,000 to reflect a lower
purchase cost for the street sweeper and deferral of the low lift pump rebuild.

Transfer – The annual Water Fund transfer reflects the profitable operation of our water plant from the sale
of wholesale water. The transfer usually does not occur until the 4th quarter after we can analyze how
water sales are performing. The year-end projection was reduced approximately $100,000 in anticipation
of a lower transfer.

Others – Automotive, training, insurance and MWRD user charges are included in this expenditure category.
The year-end projection was reduced approximately $12,000 mainly due to lower automotive costs.
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Capital Bond – The Village has applied for an Illinois EPA low interest loan to finance electrical
improvement work at the Water Plant (application is pending). The year-end projection was reduced
approximately $125,000 to reflect the change in timing of spending.

Water Fund Reserve Balance
2016 Year End Reserve
$2,975,048
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2017 Projected Reserve
$3,327,900

Recommended Reserve
$1,761,500

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
Investment Summary

Investment Summary
September 30, 2017

Net Book
Value of
Investments

Fund
General Fund

$

Maturity (Par)
Value of
Investments
17,774,814.28

$

17,774,814.28

10,250.00

10,250.00

$

10,250.00

1,224,101.40

1,224,101.40

$

1,224,101.40

507,020.74

507,020.74

$

507,020.74

Firemen's Pension Fund

38,767,733.40

38,150,009.40

$

47,067,400.14

Police Pension Fund

38,528,761.69

37,900,206.69

$

46,959,419.40

9,215,536.47

9,215,536.47

$

9,215,536.47

378,624.84

378,624.84

$

378,624.84

General Fund - Bond Proceeds
Section 105 Fund
Motor Fuel Tax Fund

Water & Sewer Operating Funds
Sewer Fund -- Bond Proceeds
Water Fund -- Bond Proceeds
Total -- All Funds Deposits & Investments
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17,774,814.28

$

Market
Value of
Investments

$

106,406,842.82

$

105,160,563.82

$
$

123,137,167.27

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
Revenue and Expense – September MUNIS Report

The pages that follow contain a direct output from the Village’s financial system, MUNIS. The Year-To-Date
Budget Report is the primary monthly budget report for revenues and expenses tied to a specific period.
When the report is run for a particular period, an asterisk (*) in the far right column indicates that the
expended amounts, plus the encumbrances, exceed the monthly budget allocation. Unless otherwise
specified, the monthly budget allocation is 1/12th of the annual budget.

Those non personnel Expense line items that have a budget of $30,000 or greater and have Percent Used of
greater than 85% (9 months / 12 months plus a buffer of approx. 10%) have been highlighted. The
highlighted items reflect that spending is not occurring at a rate of 1/12th per month and does not
necessarily mean that there is a budget issue. For example, the purchase of a large item like a vehicle, or
entering into a contract for services, or insurance payments that occur at the start of the year will show as
highlighted accounts.
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1
|glytdbud
9/30/17

FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11000001 GENFUND-NON-DEPT-REVENUE
_________________________________________
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001

300010
300020
300030
300040
300100
300101
300110
300120
300125
300135
300140
300145
300150
300155
300170
300175
300176
300310
300320
300330
301000
301010
301020
301030
301035
301040
302000
302000
302000
302000
302000
302005
302010
302015
302020
302022
302023
302025
302030
302033

PROP. TAXES - CURR
PROP. TAXES - PRIO
PROP. TAXES-LEVIES
ROAD & BRIDGE TAX
SALES TAX
HOME RULE SALES TA
INCOME TAX
UTILITY TAX - ELEC
UTILITY TAX - GAS
UTILITY TAX - TELE
WIRELESS 911 TAX
E-911 SURCHARGE
REAL ESTATE TRANSF
R.E. TRANSFER TAX
PERSONAL PROP.REPL
FUEL TAX
Hotel Tax
CIRCUIT COURT FINE
LOCALLY COLLECTED
ANIMAL IMPOUND CHA
VEHICLE LICENSES
TAXI LICENSES
ANIMAL LICENSES
BUSINESS LICENSES
CONTRACTOR LICENSE
LIQUOR LICENSES
00010 BUILDING PERM
00150 ROOF PERMITS
00160 DEMOLITION PE
00170 AIR COND. PER
00180 INSPECTION FE
BUILDING PERMITS-N
00010 ELECTRICAL PE
00010 PLUMBING PERM
DRIVEWAY/R.O.W. PE
GRADING PERMITS
PAVEMENT DEGRADATI
DUMPSTER PERMITS
FENCE PERMITS
TREE REMOVAL PERMI

-13,747,000 -13,747,000 -13,626,509.92
-132,000
-132,000
-42,065.65
144,000
144,000
201,210.75
-1,000
-1,000
-1,415.26
-3,702,500 -3,702,500 -2,856,292.80
-2,094,000 -2,094,000 -1,613,104.44
-2,674,700 -2,674,700 -1,973,078.57
-980,000
-980,000
-687,542.14
-400,000
-400,000
-351,905.01
-864,700
-864,700
-575,988.00
-195,900
-195,900
-317,798.04
-190,000
-190,000
.00
-1,238,300 -1,238,300 -1,036,902.00
0
0
-25,500.00
-245,300
-245,300
-225,428.21
-300,000
-300,000
-196,626.50
-398,900
-398,900
-248,338.30
-68,000
-68,000
-32,915.34
-250,000
-250,000
-190,909.96
-3,700
-3,700
-2,262.00
-1,475,400 -1,475,400 -1,486,815.10
-8,100
-8,100
.00
-1,500
-1,500
-1,220.00
-94,000
-94,000
-88,055.00
-160,000
-160,000
-145,840.00
-84,000
-84,000
-73,830.00
-1,073,000 -1,073,000
-975,437.25
-11,000
-11,000
-8,385.00
-158,000
-158,000
-104,319.00
0
0
-9,669.00
-302,400
-302,400
-289,822.00
-30,000
-30,000
-494,025.60
-67,000
-67,000
-82,482.10
-46,400
-46,400
-49,096.00
-19,600
-19,600
-15,996.00
-73,400
-73,400
-64,345.96
-60,000
-60,000
-89,985.20
-10,300
-10,300
-8,190.00
-13,100
-13,100
-13,338.00
-8,200
-8,200
-12,296.00

-21,932.15
.00
454.41
.00
-340,417.34
-197,125.46
-140,007.74
-80,876.96
-7,926.51
-61,662.23
-37,573.82
.00
-83,586.00
.00
.00
-17,473.81
-34,461.36
-5,222.45
-22,983.38
-118.00
-5,620.00
.00
-40.00
-250.00
-6,480.00
-4,050.00
-158,709.97
-975.00
-9,195.00
-1,209.00
-38,142.00
.00
-11,467.35
-7,423.00
-2,232.00
-12,753.46
-14,706.00
-945.00
-858.00
-1,595.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-120,490.08
99.1%*
-89,934.35
31.9%*
-57,210.75 139.7%*
415.26 141.5%
-846,207.20
77.1%*
-480,895.56
77.0%*
-701,621.43
73.8%*
-292,457.86
70.2%*
-48,094.99
88.0%*
-288,712.00
66.6%*
121,898.04 162.2%
-190,000.00
.0%*
-201,398.00
83.7%*
25,500.00 100.0%
-19,871.79
91.9%*
-103,373.50
65.5%*
-150,561.70
62.3%*
-35,084.66
48.4%*
-59,090.04
76.4%*
-1,438.00
61.1%*
11,415.10 100.8%
-8,100.00
.0%*
-280.00
81.3%*
-5,945.00
93.7%*
-14,160.00
91.2%*
-10,170.00
87.9%*
-97,562.75
90.9%*
-2,615.00
76.2%*
-53,681.00
66.0%*
9,669.00 100.0%
-12,578.00
95.8%*
464,025.60 1646.8%
15,482.10 123.1%
2,696.00 105.8%
-3,604.00
81.6%*
-9,054.04
87.7%*
29,985.20 150.0%
-2,110.00
79.5%*
238.00 101.8%
4,096.00 150.0%
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001
11000001

302035 OTHER PERMITS
302050 PLAN REVIEW FEES
302060 FILING FEES
302070 PERMIT PENALTIES
303010 REFUSE COLLECTION
303015 SALES OF YARD WAST
303020 AMBULANCE TRANSPOR
303030 BURGLAR ALARM CHAR
303040 FIRE ALARM CHARGES
303050 STREET LIGHT & PAR
303057 Professional Servi
303060 SANITARIAN SERVICE
303064 WINNETKA CAD - OPE
303071 Ethernet Service C
303075 FRENCH MARKET SERV
303085 PARK DIST. PERSONN
303086 OTHER POLICE SERVI
303100 ELEVATOR INSPECTIO
303110 MUNICPAL SERV-SHOR
303120 MUNICPAL SERV-FAIR
303130 CPR PROGRAM FEES
303135 FLU SHOT REIMBURSE
303138 OTHER HEALTH DEPT.
304010 RENTAL INC.-WILMET
304020 RENTAL INC. - DEPO
304030 RENTAL INC.-3545 L
304040 RENTAL INC.-CELLUL
304100 CABLE TV FRANCHISE
304105 PEG- CABLE
304110 COMMERCIAL REFUSE
309010 SALE OF GENERAL FI
309030 INTEREST FROM PROP
309040 HISTORICAL SOCIETY
309050 INSURANCE REIMBURS
309099 OTHER INCOME
309995 CASHIER'S OVER / S
360000 INTEREST EARNINGS
360013 Police Seizure Int
374200 WATER FUND TRANSFE
375000 BOND PROCEEDS
375100 POLICE GRANT REVEN
375101 GRANT
375101 80109 LOCUST ROAD R
375105 Police Seizure Rev

-7,500
-78,300
-23,700
-10,000
-2,403,900
-90,300
-405,400
-20,000
-4,000
-30,000
-20,000
-62,600
-500
-6,600
-2,100
-58,000
-800
-15,000
-20,300
-36,000
-1,200
-5,000
-2,000
-55,000
-48,200
-2,400
-358,500
-555,000
-42,500
-79,200
-20,000
-1,000
-26,700
0
-21,000
0
-10,000
0
-1,100,000
-4,845,000
-20,000
-336,000
-146,000
-20,000

-7,500
-78,300
-23,700
-10,000
-2,403,900
-90,300
-405,400
-20,000
-4,000
-30,000
-20,000
-62,600
-500
-6,600
-2,100
-58,000
-800
-15,000
-20,300
-36,000
-1,200
-5,000
-2,000
-55,000
-48,200
-2,400
-358,500
-555,000
-42,500
-79,200
-20,000
-1,000
-26,700
0
-21,000
0
-10,000
0
-1,100,000
-4,845,000
-20,000
-336,000
-146,000
-20,000

-8,867.00
-61,257.00
-24,755.00
-10,010.92
-1,716,796.83
-87,192.00
-392,901.80
-10,835.00
-675.00
-47,560.26
-2,163.00
-36,320.00
.00
-4,923.00
-2,175.00
.00
-100.00
-15,370.00
-24,285.06
.00
-480.00
-1,492.73
-920.00
.00
-36,665.28
-1,800.00
-229,162.03
-432,213.93
-31,857.73
-66,176.28
.00
-593.35
.00
-1,114.38
-14,612.26
437.37
-27,021.60
-219.00
.00
.00
-4,467.65
.00
.00
-5,057.32

-828.00
-8,179.00
-3,166.00
-1,057.54
-202,767.04
-12,069.00
-40,029.25
-315.00
-125.00
-127.96
.00
.00
.00
-547.00
.00
.00
.00
-2,719.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
-4,073.92
-200.00
-27,018.19
.00
.00
-22,058.76
.00
-.01
.00
.00
-2,980.70
8.00
-3,375.62
-24.17
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,367.00
-17,043.00
1,055.00
10.92
-687,103.17
-3,108.00
-12,498.20
-9,165.00
-3,325.00
17,560.26
-17,837.00
-26,280.00
-500.00
-1,677.00
75.00
-58,000.00
-700.00
370.00
3,985.06
-36,000.00
-720.00
-3,507.27
-1,080.00
-55,000.00
-11,534.72
-600.00
-129,337.97
-122,786.07
-10,642.27
-13,023.72
-20,000.00
-406.65
-26,700.00
1,114.38
-6,387.74
-437.37
17,021.60
219.00
-1,100,000.00
-4,845,000.00
-15,532.35
-336,000.00
-146,000.00
-14,942.68

118.2%
78.2%*
104.5%
100.1%
71.4%*
96.6%*
96.9%*
54.2%*
16.9%*
158.5%
10.8%*
58.0%*
.0%*
74.6%*
103.6%
.0%*
12.5%*
102.5%
119.6%
.0%*
40.0%*
29.9%*
46.0%*
.0%*
76.1%*
75.0%*
63.9%*
77.9%*
75.0%*
83.6%*
.0%*
59.3%*
.0%*
100.0%
69.6%*
100.0%*
270.2%
100.0%
.0%*
.0%*
22.3%*
.0%*
.0%*
25.3%*
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-20,000
-44,500
-352,270

-17,816.60
-44,546.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

-42,443,870 -42,443,870 -31,178,484.24

-1,659,216.74

11000001 375200 FIRE GRANT REVENUE
11000001 375200 70503 SCBA GRANT
11000001 375901 80107 Skokie/Hibbar
TOTAL GENFUND-NON-DEPT-REVENUE

-20,000
-44,500
-352,270

.00
.00
.00

-2,183.40
46.00
-352,270.00

89.1%*
100.1%
.0%*

.00 -11,265,385.76

73.5%

11011010 LEGISLATIVE - GENERAL GOVT.
_________________________________________
11011010 420010
11011010 420100
11011010 441000

MEMBERSHIPS
ANNUAL AUDIT
INCIDENTALS

TOTAL LEGISLATIVE - GENERAL GOVT.

18,850
10,700
2,000

18,850
10,700
2,000

18,650.52
8,000.00
806.95

.00
.00
102.23

.00
.00
.00

199.48
2,700.00
1,193.05

98.9%
74.8%
40.3%

31,550

31,550

27,457.47

102.23

.00

4,092.53

87.0%

445,625
136,100
5,555
10,255
4,500
8,650
5,850
3,000
1,500
10,450
500
8,900
16,500
2,000
4,200

445,625
136,100
5,555
10,255
4,500
8,650
5,850
3,000
1,500
10,450
500
8,900
16,500
2,000
4,200

332,068.33
108,017.96
5,161.75
13,242.80
3,981.00
5,408.59
1,599.00
1,172.16
1,800.66
11,881.05
.00
5,004.10
10,969.27
671.41
2,412.00

36,797.62
9,833.33
.00
5,162.35
.00
466.27
.00
213.29
461.00
543.28
.00
5,004.10
.00
104.58
395.00

110,553.99
.00
.00
8,800.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

3,002.68
28,082.04
393.25
-11,787.80
519.00
3,241.41
4,251.00
1,827.84
-300.66
-1,431.05
500.00
3,895.90
5,530.73
1,328.59
1,788.00

99.3%
79.4%
92.9%
214.9%*
88.5%
62.5%
27.3%
39.1%
120.0%*
113.7%*
.0%
56.2%
66.5%
33.6%
57.4%

663,585

663,585

503,390.08

58,980.82

119,353.99

40,840.93

93.8%

288,525
99,665

288,525
99,665

216,424.96
76,791.84

24,341.34
7,820.70

73,194.71
19,192.06

-1,094.67
3,681.10

100.4%*
96.3%

11041010 ADMINISTRATION - GENERAL GOVT.
_________________________________________
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010
11041010

410100 REGULAR WAGES
415000 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
420010 MEMBERSHIPS
420020 PROFESSIONAL SERVI
420020 20300 COMMUNITY NOT
420040 LEASE / PURCHASE C
420200 PRE-EMPLOYMENT EXA
430230 SUPPLIES - OFFICE
441000 INCIDENTALS
442000 TRAINING
442010 PERSONNEL TRAINING
442020 EMPLOYEE RECOGNITI
443010 NEWS LETTERS
443020 LEGAL NOTICES
443025 CLASSIFIED ADVERTI

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION - GENERAL GO
11051210 ADMIN. SERVICES - GEN GOVT.
_________________________________________
11051210 410100
11051210 415000

REGULAR WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
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11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210
11051210

420010
420020
420020
420020
421500
421510
421515
421520
428100
430150
430160
430230
440500
441000
442000
490100
490100

MEMBERSHIPS
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
20014 GEOGRAPHIC IN
20016 ADMINISTRATIV
CONTRACTUAL HARDWA
CONTRACTUAL SOFTWA
PC SOFTWARE SUBSCR
CONTRACTUAL INTERN
COMPUTER COMMUNICA
SUPPLIES - COMPUTE
SUPPLIES - COMPUTE
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
40798 Police Squad
50200 OFF. FURN.&EQ

TOTAL ADMIN. SERVICES - GEN GOVT.

250
5,150
31,000
40,000
5,700
150,210
40,910
5,900
42,900
15,000
2,000
500
2,000
200
6,400
12,000
25,800

250
5,150
31,000
40,000
5,700
150,210
40,910
5,900
42,900
15,000
2,000
500
2,000
200
6,400
12,000
25,800

300.00
350.00
19,468.55
.00
1,076.39
57,872.52
40,903.14
5,344.15
24,031.73
7,950.32
761.46
.00
1,430.00
8.96
4,181.17
11,584.00
23,707.82

.00
.00
2,329.24
.00
.00
2,100.00
.00
320.02
5,764.68
920.46
.00
.00
120.00
.00
.00
.00
9,016.66

.00
.00
9,362.57
.00
2,435.94
11,936.00
.00
.00
.00
2,784.78
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
234.00
15,712.50

-50.00
4,800.00
2,168.88
40,000.00
2,187.67
80,401.48
6.86
555.85
18,868.27
4,264.90
1,238.54
500.00
570.00
191.04
2,218.83
182.00
-13,620.32

120.0%*
6.8%
93.0%
.0%
61.6%
46.5%
100.0%
90.6%
56.0%
71.6%
38.1%
.0%
71.5%
4.5%
65.3%
98.5%
152.8%*

774,110

774,110

492,187.01

52,733.10

134,852.56

147,070.43

81.0%

763,125
0
245,015
1,500
30,000
16,750
80,000
35,000
18,000
2,000
26,000
7,000
30,000
100
19,000
9,600
400
3,000
1,000

763,125
0
245,015
1,500
30,000
16,750
80,000
35,000
18,000
2,000
26,000
7,000
30,000
100
19,000
9,600
400
3,000
1,000

529,792.69
100.68
177,109.66
1,010.00
25,662.97
11,977.09
76,143.22
23,346.12
17,658.92
1,439.64
21,006.17
7,509.26
21,309.69
-52.93
13,886.78
3,419.55
188.06
1,644.60
990.09

70,054.70
14.14
21,214.92
190.00
2,351.25
908.42
8,989.19
1,836.32
.00
479.88
-663.58
2,312.00
2,270.29
33.19
323.21
.00
32.33
125.00
.00

210,574.75
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

22,757.56
-100.68
67,905.34
490.00
4,337.03
4,772.91
3,856.78
11,653.88
341.08
560.36
4,993.83
-509.26
8,690.31
152.93
5,113.22
6,180.45
211.94
1,355.40
9.91

1,287,490

1,287,490

934,142.26

110,471.26

210,574.75

142,772.99

11061410 FINANCE - GENERAL GOVT.
_________________________________________
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410
11061410

410100
410200
415000
420010
420020
420040
420150
420160
421000
422000
428000
428010
428020
428030
430230
430250
441000
442000
443020

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
LEASE / PURCHASE C
BANK CHARGES
POSTAGE
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI
TELEPHONE SERVICE
TELEPHONE MAINTENA
TELEPHONE SERVICE
TELEPHONE-LONG DIS
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
SUPPLIES - OTHER T
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
LEGAL NOTICES

TOTAL FINANCE - GENERAL GOVT.

97.0%
100.0%*
72.3%
67.3%
85.5%
71.5%
95.2%
66.7%
98.1%
72.0%
80.8%
107.3%*
71.0%
-52.9%
73.1%
35.6%
47.0%
54.8%
99.0%
88.9%
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11071610 LAW - GENERAL GOVT.
_________________________________________
11071610
11071610
11071610
11071610
11071610
11071610
11071610
11071610
11071610
11071610

410100
415000
420010
420300
420320
420350
430220
441000
442000
444000

REGULAR WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
CODE REVISION SERV
SPECIAL ATTORNEY F
CONTR. CORPORATION
SUPPLIES - LEGAL
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
EXPENSE OF LITIGAT

TOTAL LAW - GENERAL GOVT.

0
0
1,285
12,000
100,000
205,200
750
150
0
5,000

0
0
1,285
12,000
100,000
205,200
750
150
0
5,000

57,503.68
11,274.72
1,380.00
2,316.85
91,525.24
85,500.00
1,740.68
127.57
385.00
7,551.68

14,375.92
2,818.68
.00
.00
736.56
.00
47.79
.00
.00
.00

43,127.76
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-100,631.44
-11,274.72
-95.00
9,683.15
8,474.76
119,700.00
-990.68
22.43
-385.00
-2,551.68

100.0%*
100.0%*
107.4%*
19.3%
91.5%
41.7%
232.1%*
85.0%
100.0%*
151.0%*

324,385

324,385

259,305.42

17,978.95

43,127.76

21,951.82

93.2%

902,925
500
299,160
2,395
5,450
3,500
74,000
16,000
200
2,500
1,385
16,400
300
3,850
2,000

902,925
500
299,160
2,395
5,450
3,500
74,000
16,000
200
2,500
1,385
16,400
300
3,850
2,000

638,220.69
491.36
224,320.58
2,360.00
3,050.00
.00
49,100.06
8,865.00
.00
2,032.48
212.73
11,340.00
.00
225.00
1,266.98

74,116.76
276.22
23,371.19
306.00
400.00
.00
9,388.62
1,185.00
.00
386.59
32.33
970.00
.00
.00
175.96

218,926.09
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
9,165.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

45,778.22
8.64
74,839.42
35.00
2,400.00
3,500.00
24,899.94
-2,030.00
200.00
467.52
1,172.27
5,060.00
300.00
3,625.00
733.02

94.9%
98.3%
75.0%
98.5%
56.0%
.0%
66.4%
112.7%*
.0%
81.3%
15.4%
69.1%
.0%
5.8%
63.3%

1,330,565

1,330,565

941,484.88

110,608.67

228,091.09

160,989.03

87.9%

56,725

56,725

42,442.20

4,715.80

14,147.39

135.41

99.8%

11091845 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
_________________________________________
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845
11091845

410100
410200
415000
420010
420020
420030
420400
421010
422000
430230
430250
440500
441000
442000
443020

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
Digital Records Co
PLAN REVIEW SERVIC
Contr. Elevator In
MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
SUPPLIES - OTHER T
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
LEGAL NOTICES

TOTAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
11091846 BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
_________________________________________
11091846 410100

REGULAR WAGES
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11091846
11091846
11091846
11091846
11091846

415000
420010
420450
441000
448910

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
BUSINESS PROMOTION
INCIDENTALS
Hotel Tax Rebate

TOTAL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

17,385
1,425
73,350
650
306,800

17,385
1,425
73,350
650
306,800

15,895.87
1,341.25
10,520.79
588.26
.00

1,671.73
.00
667.80
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,489.13
83.75
62,829.21
61.74
306,800.00

91.4%
94.1%
14.3%
90.5%
.0%

456,335

456,335

70,788.37

7,055.33

14,147.39

371,399.24

18.6%

500
3,000
1,600
3,200
2,000

500
3,000
1,600
3,200
2,000

32.95
1,213.96
30.00
569.75
.00

.00
309.45
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

467.05
1,786.04
1,570.00
2,630.25
2,000.00

6.6%
40.5%
1.9%
17.8%
.0%

10,300

10,300

1,846.66

309.45

.00

8,453.34

17.9%

129,050
27,580

129,050
27,580

99,092.74
21,265.82

11,375.28
2,042.25

33,252.04
.00

-3,294.78
6,314.18

102.6%*
77.1%

156,630

156,630

120,358.56

13,417.53

33,252.04

3,019.40

98.1%

91,900
35,015
190
7,500
4,000
17,600
250
2,500
300
600
13,200

91,900
35,015
190
7,500
4,000
17,600
250
2,500
300
600
13,200

67,522.59
26,496.01
195.00
2,640.00
925.00
13,499.46
95.12
1,549.99
.00
.00
.00

7,517.16
2,671.79
.00
.00
400.00
1,505.19
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

22,543.80
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,833.61
8,518.99
-5.00
4,860.00
3,075.00
4,100.54
154.88
950.01
300.00
600.00
13,200.00

98.0%
75.7%
102.6%*
35.2%
23.1%
76.7%
38.0%
62.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%

11101060 BOARDS & COMM. - MISC.
_________________________________________
11101060
11101060
11101060
11101060
11101060

441000
449010
449035
449040
449060

INCIDENTALS
WILMETTE HOUSING C
HIST. PRESERVATION
HUMAN RELATIONS CO
BICYCLE TASK FORCE

TOTAL BOARDS & COMM. - MISC.
11111060 MUSEUM - MISC.
_________________________________________
11111060 410100
11111060 415000

REGULAR WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

TOTAL MUSEUM - MISC.
11151060 CABLE TV - MISC.
_________________________________________
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060
11151060

410100
415000
420010
421512
422000
428120
430230
430300
441000
442000
448700

REGULAR WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
CONTRACTUAL WEBSIT
MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI
HIGH SPEED ETHERNE
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
SUPPLIES - VIDEO
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
RENT - CATV STUDIO
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11151060 490350

OFFICE FURN. & EQU

TOTAL CABLE TV - MISC.

5,000

5,000

.00

.00

3,099.13

1,900.87

62.0%

178,055

178,055

112,923.17

12,094.14

25,642.93

39,488.90

77.8%

110,000
390,000

110,000
390,000

.00
59,899.79

.00
300.00

.00
28,100.50

110,000.00
301,999.71

.0%
22.6%

500,000

500,000

59,899.79

300.00

28,100.50

411,999.71

17.6%

372,175
500
121,090
1,485
122,500
57,750
39,000
1,600
50,200
70,000
40,000
500,000
50,000
136,000
240,000
40,000
1,023,000
567,000
208,000
0
2,100
2,500
9,500
2,400
5,300
0

372,175
500
121,090
1,485
122,500
57,750
39,000
1,600
50,200
70,000
40,000
500,000
50,000
136,000
240,000
40,000
1,023,000
567,000
208,000
0
2,100
2,500
9,500
2,400
5,300
0

294,392.68
18.01
95,369.91
1,320.00
123,711.35
27,430.34
1,260.00
325.18
29,293.11
.00
.00
459,604.93
50,215.47
.00
6,336.52
.00
42,250.68
26,250.21
1,612.89
.00
1,289.90
2,002.77
6,600.00
577.33
210.00
300.00

37,155.58
.00
10,793.79
.00
1,868.32
.00
.00
.00
8,141.61
.00
.00
1,104.93
.00
.00
.00
.00
33,237.78
7,880.00
.00
.00
63.63
61.91
560.00
32.33
50.00
.00

123,826.24
.00
.00
.00
21,965.13
.00
.00
.00
12,792.00
70,000.00
40,000.00
56,944.36
.00
135,490.00
343,495.43
40,000.00
1,026,763.17
29,401.39
.00
7,100.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
1,800.00

-46,043.92
481.99
25,720.09
165.00
-23,176.48
30,319.66
37,740.00
1,274.82
8,114.89
.00
.00
-16,549.29
-215.47
510.00
-109,831.95
.00
-46,013.85
511,348.40
206,387.11
-7,100.00
810.10
497.23
2,900.00
1,822.67
5,090.00
-2,100.00

112.4%*
3.6%
78.8%
88.9%
118.9%*
47.5%
3.2%
20.3%
83.8%
100.0%
100.0%
103.3%*
100.4%*
99.6%
145.8%*
100.0%
104.5%*
9.8%
.8%
100.0%*
61.4%
80.1%
69.5%
24.1%
4.0%
100.0%*

3,662,100

3,662,100

1,170,371.28

100,949.88

1,909,577.72

582,151.00

84.1%

11191060 CONTINGENCY - MISC.
_________________________________________
11191060 448035
11191060 449500

Debt Service Fund
CONTINGENCY - REGU

TOTAL CONTINGENCY - MISC.
11202035 ENGINEERING - OTHER PUB. WORKS
_________________________________________
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035
11202035

410100
410200
415000
420010
420020
420400
420410
422000
422100
425000
425100
425200
425220
425230
425235
425240
425250
425250
425250
425250
430230
430250
440500
441000
442000
470350

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
PLAN REVIEW SERVIC
Non-Oper. Plan Rev
MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI
MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIG
SIDEWALK REPLACEME
CURB REPAIRS
S.A.M.P. PROGRAM
PAVEMENT MARKING P
BRICK STREET MAINT
BRICK STREET RENOV
CRACK SEALING PROG
STREET RESURFACING
80107 Skokie/Hibbar
80109 Locust Road R
80111 CENTRAL AVENU
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
SUPPLIES - OTHER T
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
80304 INFRASTRUCTUR

TOTAL ENGINEERING - OTHER PUB. WO
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11233030 STREETS - PUBLIC WORKS
_________________________________________
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030
11233030

410100 REGULAR WAGES
410200 OVERTIME WAGES
415000 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
420010 MEMBERSHIPS
420020 PROFESSIONAL SERVI
420020 20015 GPS FLEET MAN
420040 LEASE / PURCHASE C
421000 CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
421200 CONTRACTUAL SNOW R
423200 J.U.L.I.E. EXPENSE
423300 LNDSCP&MAINT-PUB R
426000 RE-ACCREDITATION E
427450 LEAF DISPOSAL
430050 UNIFORM EXPENSE
430130 SUPPLIES - MISC. T
430230 SUPPLIES - OFFICE
430250 SUPPLIES - OTHER T
430410 MATERIALS - TRAFFI
430420 MATERIALS - SALT
430430 MATERIALS - STREET
430432 MATERIALS-LEAF PAN
440500 AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
441000 INCIDENTALS
442000 TRAINING
447050 N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTR
448024 CAPITAL EQPT REPL
490450 70105 SNOW PLOWS

TOTAL STREETS - PUBLIC WORKS

1,027,100
87,350
377,835
1,745
400
6,685
5,000
44,000
73,110
6,740
34,000
5,500
122,850
6,755
3,125
3,300
1,000
22,900
132,880
35,000
5,250
573,000
1,000
9,245
1,500
145,000
12,500

1,027,100
87,350
377,835
1,745
400
6,685
5,000
44,000
73,110
6,740
34,000
5,500
122,850
6,755
3,125
3,300
1,000
22,900
132,880
35,000
5,250
573,000
1,000
9,245
1,500
145,000
12,500

705,142.92
24,411.03
256,774.15
1,580.00
263.35
263.35
3,857.84
18,584.30
15,801.14
6,738.92
23,469.00
.00
.00
2,908.29
3,231.72
2,057.96
621.99
18,766.87
50,957.32
21,150.33
.00
397,039.12
625.33
2,613.50
1,500.00
.00
.00

83,637.85
768.03
27,031.21
.00
.00
263.35
274.95
2,994.10
.00
.00
4,156.00
.00
.00
108.00
.00
150.46
.00
1,871.11
.00
1,145.69
.00
33,913.92
270.67
50.00
.00
.00
.00

242,934.90
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
8,932.50
.00
.00
9,701.38
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
5,000.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

79,022.18
62,938.97
121,060.85
165.00
136.65
6,421.65
1,142.16
16,483.20
57,308.86
1.08
829.62
5,500.00
122,850.00
3,846.71
-106.72
1,242.04
378.01
4,133.13
81,922.68
13,849.67
250.00
175,960.88
374.67
6,631.50
.00
145,000.00
12,500.00

92.3%
27.9%
68.0%
90.5%
65.8%
3.9%
77.2%
62.5%
21.6%
100.0%
97.6%
.0%
.0%
43.1%
103.4%*
62.4%
62.2%
82.0%
38.3%
60.4%
95.2%
69.3%
62.5%
28.3%
100.0%
.0%
.0%

2,744,770

2,744,770

1,558,358.43

156,635.34

266,568.78

919,842.79

66.5%

986,920
762,610
377,400
206,715
2,550
600

986,920
762,610
377,400
206,715
2,550
600

657,369.12
507,936.08
295,037.88
129,076.20
960.00
.00

82,171.14
63,492.01
33,332.82
25,815.24
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

329,550.88
254,673.92
82,362.12
77,638.80
1,590.00
600.00

66.6%
66.6%
78.2%
62.4%
37.6%
.0%

11243030 REFUSE - PUBLIC WORKS
_________________________________________
11243030
11243030
11243030
11243030
11243030
11243030

427000
427100
427200
427300
430310
443041

REFUSE COLLECTION
RECYCLING COLLECTI
LANDFILL TIPPING F
YARD WASTE COLLECT
SUPPLIES - YARD WA
PROMOTIONAL / EDUC
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
TOTAL REFUSE - PUBLIC WORKS

2,336,795

2,336,795

1,590,379.28

204,811.21

.00

746,415.72

68.1%

-10,330
-1,179,300
-83,100
-100,200
580,150
2,600
223,710
40,000
56,530
200
1,170
3,700
149,150
15,375
2,200
2,050
225,505
3,000
250
3,100
5,240
59,000

-10,330
-1,179,300
-83,100
-100,200
580,150
2,600
223,710
40,000
56,530
200
1,170
3,700
149,150
15,375
2,200
2,050
225,505
3,000
250
3,100
5,240
59,000

.00
-817,249.12
-57,600.00
-69,400.00
438,124.18
4,054.14
168,787.45
21,244.74
40,184.76
.00
697.56
1,756.65
105,999.30
6,365.91
888.09
.00
89,329.98
1,949.90
232.38
1,047.00
3,161.00
59,000.00

.00
-69,773.92
-4,920.00
-5,920.00
49,102.35
1,812.14
17,404.47
1,401.26
4,186.35
.00
69.89
132.00
9,670.96
187.14
61.13
.00
-3,965.77
.00
.00
.00
552.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
147,285.01
.00
.00
2,895.00
5,627.74
.00
.00
.00
.00
10,097.76
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-10,330.00
-362,050.88
-25,500.00
-30,800.00
-5,259.19
-1,454.14
54,922.55
15,860.26
10,717.50
200.00
472.44
1,943.35
43,150.70
-1,088.67
1,311.91
2,050.00
136,175.02
1,050.10
17.62
2,053.00
2,079.00
.00

.0%*
69.3%*
69.3%*
69.3%*
100.9%*
155.9%*
75.4%
60.3%
81.0%
.0%
59.6%
47.5%
71.1%
107.1%*
40.4%
.0%
39.6%
65.0%
93.0%
33.8%
60.3%
100.0%

0

0

-1,426.08

.00

165,905.51

-164,479.43

100.0%

287,050
8,375
119,600
2,000
61,000
316,570
43,600
1,250

287,050
8,375
119,600
2,000
61,000
316,570
43,600
1,250

210,177.03
10,019.26
89,164.05
3,926.00
38,720.00
211,391.30
26,606.00
825.48

16,442.29
834.86
6,120.34
.00
.00
25,499.00
.00
21.60

54,254.34
.00
.00
.00
.00
54,357.20
720.00
.00

22,618.63
-1,644.26
30,435.95
-1,926.00
22,280.00
50,821.50
16,274.00
424.52

11273030 GARAGE - PUBLIC WORKS
_________________________________________
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030
11273030

309050
310010
310030
310040
410100
410200
415000
421000
422400
422410
423400
430050
430100
430110
430120
430122
430700
430720
441000
442000
446000
450100

INSURANCE REIMBURS
GENERAL FUND CONTR
SEWER FUND CONTRIB
WATER FUND CONTRIB
REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
Maint. of Emergenc
MAINT.-RADIOS
VEHICLE WASHING
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES - AUTOMOT
SUPPLIES - AUTO SH
SUPPLIES-VEH. STRI
SUPPLIES - SQUAD C
GAS & OIL
MECHANICS' TOOL AL
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
LICENSE, TITLE&INS
AUTOMOBILE INSURAN

TOTAL GARAGE - PUBLIC WORKS
11303030 TREE MAINT. - PUBLIC WORKS
_________________________________________
11303030
11303030
11303030
11303030
11303030
11303030
11303030
11303030

410100 REGULAR WAGES
410200 OVERTIME WAGES
415000 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
421000 CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
424000 TREE PLANTING PROG
424100 TREE PRUNING & REM
424100 20210 EAB TREE REMO
430050 UNIFORM EXPENSE

92.1%
119.6%*
74.6%
196.3%*
63.5%
83.9%
62.7%
66.0%
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
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1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11303030 430400
11303030 440500
11303030 442000

MATERIALS
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
TRAINING

TOTAL TREE MAINT. - PUBLIC WORKS

2,100
29,300
2,000

2,100
29,300
2,000

3,530.88
20,310.00
276.50

213.99
1,730.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

-1,430.88
8,990.00
1,723.50

168.1%*
69.3%
13.8%

872,845

872,845

614,946.50

50,862.08

109,331.54

148,566.96

83.0%

114,475
6,100
50,090
5,000
1,000
65,340
600
23,700
26,125
20,000
73,000
21,100
370

114,475
6,100
50,090
5,000
1,000
65,340
600
23,700
26,125
20,000
73,000
21,100
370

84,069.79
1,305.79
32,802.91
798.00
.00
63,891.36
161.46
9,403.95
.00
17,394.27
50,113.54
14,630.00
210.00

9,498.46
464.87
3,281.41
798.00
.00
33,174.36
.00
1,569.81
.00
719.11
6,259.34
1,250.00
.00

28,495.32
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,909.89
4,794.21
17,287.09
4,202.00
1,000.00
1,448.64
438.54
14,296.05
26,125.00
2,605.73
22,886.46
6,470.00
160.00

98.3%
21.4%
65.5%
16.0%
.0%
97.8%
26.9%
39.7%
.0%
87.0%
68.6%
69.3%
56.8%

406,900

406,900

274,781.07

57,015.36

28,495.32

103,623.61

74.5%

230,200
10,100
89,740
575
93,460
74,000
63,000
1,300
49,800
2,500
6,000
58,000
30,000
9,500

230,200
10,100
89,740
575
93,460
74,000
63,000
1,300
49,800
2,500
6,000
58,000
30,000
9,500

175,218.96
6,595.00
68,578.16
.00
42,422.03
54,334.53
37,220.57
147.22
36,368.02
1,437.94
3,377.00
21,755.08
11,913.39
6,600.00

19,458.72
789.26
6,874.59
.00
1,622.90
6,037.17
.00
17.32
5,226.98
.00
620.00
1,693.28
1,108.71
560.00

58,230.85
.00
.00
.00
9,750.80
.00
2,431.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-3,249.81
3,505.00
21,161.84
575.00
41,287.17
19,665.47
23,348.43
1,152.78
13,431.98
1,062.06
2,623.00
36,244.92
18,086.61
2,900.00

11333030 STR. LIGHTING - PUBLIC WORKS
_________________________________________
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030
11333030

410100
410200
415000
421000
422200
422210
430050
430075
430124
430500
430510
440500
442000

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
MAINT & DISPOSAL-B
Street Light Pole
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES
SUPPLIES - LIGHT P
LEASED LIGHTING PO
STREET LIGHTING PO
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
TRAINING

TOTAL STR. LIGHTING - PUBLIC WORK
11342035 BLDG&GRDS - OTHER PUB. WORKS
_________________________________________
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035
11342035

410100
410200
415000
420010
421000
421125
423000
430050
430140
430180
430270
430350
430560
440500

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
CONTRACTUAL CUSTOD
HEATING & A/C SYST
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES - BUILDIN
SUPPLIES - GROUNDS
SUPPLIES - PRINTIN
BUILDING FURNITURE
HEATING - GAS
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE

101.4%*
65.3%
76.4%
.0%
55.8%
73.4%
62.9%
11.3%
73.0%
57.5%
56.3%
37.5%
39.7%
69.5%
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REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11342035 441000
11342035 442000

INCIDENTALS
TRAINING

TOTAL BLDG&GRDS - OTHER PUB. WORK

0
1,000

0
1,000

133.78
.00

.00
.00

.00
.00

-133.78
1,000.00

100.0%*
.0%

719,175

719,175

466,101.68

44,008.93

70,412.65

182,660.67

74.6%

49,200
15,415
34,000

49,200
15,415
34,000

37,539.30
11,658.26
39,614.71

4,261.96
1,223.05
1,442.00

12,785.89
.00
12,750.00

-1,125.19
3,756.74
-18,364.71

102.3%*
75.6%
154.0%*

98,615

98,615

88,812.27

6,927.01

25,535.89

-15,733.16

116.0%

4,874,050
300,000
2,987,320
1,375
15,000
18,000
38,350
16,350
40,140
9,000
13,900
2,000
224,900
4,600
41,100
20,000
41,100
6,200
4,300
8,140
114,000

4,874,050
300,000
2,987,320
1,375
15,000
18,000
38,350
16,350
40,140
9,000
13,900
2,000
224,900
4,600
41,100
20,000
41,100
6,200
4,300
8,140
114,000

3,535,227.65
205,196.74
2,717,570.50
1,375.00
2,622.00
9,200.00
26,944.37
1,744.60
29,114.45
8,913.56
9,235.00
1,027.00
155,800.00
10,704.82
21,681.83
16,732.61
39,113.00
6,205.00
4,100.00
8,134.00
.00

374,221.45
29,601.71
64,775.74
50.00
88.00
715.00
680.00
.00
2,714.02
3,115.78
691.77
.00
13,300.00
396.52
736.46
109.67
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,126,927.02
.00
.00
.00
.00
3,552.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

211,895.33
94,803.26
269,749.50
.00
12,378.00
5,248.00
11,405.63
14,605.40
11,025.55
86.44
4,665.00
973.00
69,100.00
-6,104.82
19,418.17
3,267.39
1,987.00
-5.00
200.00
6.00
114,000.00

95.7%
68.4%
91.0%
100.0%
17.5%
70.8%
70.3%
10.7%
72.5%
99.0%
66.4%
51.4%
69.3%
232.7%*
52.8%
83.7%
95.2%
100.1%*
95.3%
99.9%
.0%

8,779,825

8,779,825

6,810,642.13

491,196.12

1,130,479.02

838,703.85

90.4%

527,175

527,175

395,053.06

44,031.20

132,248.48

-126.54

11401020 F&P COMM - PUB. SAFETY
_________________________________________
11401020 410100
11401020 415000
11401020 420020

REGULAR WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
PROFESSIONAL SERVI

TOTAL F&P COMM - PUB. SAFETY
11414020 POLICE OPER. - PUB. SAFETY
_________________________________________
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020
11414020

410100
410200
415000
420010
420210
421300
422400
422410
430050
430170
430250
430450
440500
441000
442000
445500
447010
447030
447040
447050
448024

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
MEDICAL EXAMS
Cont. Animal Contr
MAINT.-EQUIPMENT
MAINT.-RADIOS
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES - FIRING
SUPPLIES - OTHER T
MATERIALS - CRIME
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
Police Seizure Exp
CRIME LAB EXPENSE
N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIB
MAJOR CRIMES TASK
N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTR
CAPITAL EQPT REPL

TOTAL POLICE OPER. - PUB. SAFETY
11424020 POLICE SERV. - PUB. SAFETY
_________________________________________
11424020 410100

REGULAR WAGES

100.0%*
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11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020
11424020

410200
415000
420010
420020
420040
422000
426000
426100
426200
426300
428300
430050
430230
430250
441000
442000
445000

OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
LEASE / PURCHASE C
MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI
RE-ACCREDITATION E
L.E.A.D.S./P.I.M.S
POLICE GRANT PROF.
VEHICLE TOWING SER
LIVESCAN COMMUNIC
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
SUPPLIES - OTHER T
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
CARE OF PRISONERS

TOTAL POLICE SERV. - PUB. SAFETY

300
189,920
500
22,510
6,100
500
7,000
3,000
1,500
800
3,000
300
8,000
2,000
300
1,200
1,500

300
189,920
500
22,510
6,100
500
7,000
3,000
1,500
800
3,000
300
8,000
2,000
300
1,200
1,500

788.30
145,086.64
111.41
14,725.08
4,425.96
19.17
1,965.00
3,000.00
.00
865.00
.00
.00
5,705.40
109.83
.00
780.05
603.90

.00
14,524.14
61.41
4,098.40
274.95
.00
.00
.00
.00
270.00
.00
.00
1,379.20
.00
.00
205.44
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-488.30
44,833.36
388.59
7,784.92
1,674.04
480.83
5,035.00
.00
1,500.00
-65.00
3,000.00
300.00
2,294.60
1,890.17
300.00
419.95
896.10

262.8%*
76.4%
22.3%
65.4%
72.6%
3.8%
28.1%
100.0%
.0%
108.1%*
.0%
.0%
71.3%
5.5%
.0%
65.0%
40.3%

775,605

775,605

573,238.80

64,844.74

132,248.48

70,117.72

91.0%

726,850
64,000
270,370
185
600
223,300
83,850
6,970
5,600
61,050
95,750
9,000
11,340
4,000
200
2,300

726,850
64,000
270,370
185
600
223,300
83,850
6,970
5,600
61,050
95,750
9,000
11,340
4,000
200
2,300

536,890.97
37,622.74
205,516.00
167.00
.00
181,829.28
1,625.00
6,964.20
5,580.00
39,426.60
78,647.85
4,649.65
8,381.30
2,384.14
.00
457.00

59,438.94
3,901.31
20,165.23
.00
.00
19,977.96
.00
.00
.00
24,863.30
.00
659.80
932.92
.00
.00
.00

180,589.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

9,370.03
26,377.26
64,854.00
18.00
600.00
41,470.72
82,225.00
5.80
20.00
21,623.40
17,102.15
4,350.35
2,958.70
1,615.86
200.00
1,843.00

98.7%
58.8%
76.0%
90.3%
.0%
81.4%
1.9%
99.9%
99.6%
64.6%
82.1%
51.7%
73.9%
59.6%
.0%
19.9%

1,565,365

1,565,365

1,110,141.73

129,939.46

180,589.00

274,634.27

82.5%

237,000

237,000

159,947.91

18,144.92

85,046.18

-7,994.09

11434020 PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATIONS
_________________________________________
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020
11434020

410100 REGULAR WAGES
410200 OVERTIME WAGES
415000 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
420010 MEMBERSHIPS
420020 PROFESSIONAL SERVI
420020 20021 CONTR. FIRE D
421510 C.A.D. SOFTWARE SU
421510 70450 911 software
422000 MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI
422300 MAINT.-E-911 SYSTE
422600 NORCOM NETWORK EXP
426110 IWIN PROGRAM
428105 COMPUTER COMMUNICA
430050 UNIFORM EXPENSE
441000 INCIDENTALS
442000 TRAINING

TOTAL PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATION
11454020 CROSSING GUARDS - PUB. SAFETY
_________________________________________
11454020 410100

REGULAR WAGES

103.4%*
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11454020 415000
11454020 430050
11454020 430250

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES - OTHER T

TOTAL CROSSING GUARDS - PUB. SAFE

21,835
1,000
500

21,835
1,000
500

16,065.44
1,130.59
500.48

1,408.08
1,130.59
.00

.00
.00
.00

5,769.56
-130.59
-.48

73.6%
113.1%*
100.1%*

260,335

260,335

177,644.42

20,683.59

85,046.18

-2,355.60

100.9%

4,685,225
310,250
10,000
3,660,220
4,575
5,000
17,675
5,650
4,350
6,000
750
8,500
2,250
24,350
26,200
32,300
9,500
12,885
4,900
2,000
8,400
4,000
290,900
1,000
51,100
8,325
5,500
125,000
575
12,500
49,000

4,685,225
310,250
10,000
3,660,220
4,575
5,000
17,675
5,650
4,350
6,000
750
8,500
2,250
24,350
26,200
32,300
9,500
12,885
4,900
2,000
8,400
4,000
290,900
1,000
51,100
8,325
5,500
125,000
575
12,500
49,000

3,486,618.90
250,050.19
6,288.38
3,416,488.27
3,996.25
3,151.20
816.00
1,351.66
1,032.50
3,661.65
570.00
4,829.17
2,510.00
15,334.76
24,165.72
28,969.17
8,678.34
7,987.97
1,358.77
2,008.83
1,529.34
867.40
201,600.00
759.60
36,519.08
7,470.00
5,275.00
.00
.00
.00
48,938.00

381,132.31
33,786.60
652.26
71,618.97
.00
274.95
.00
.00
913.50
.00
.00
435.66
.00
1,924.79
1,620.56
2,931.73
1,095.76
1,485.75
47.94
599.19
24.67
107.15
17,210.00
91.78
4,210.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,158,188.91
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

40,417.19
60,199.81
3,711.62
243,731.73
578.75
1,848.80
16,859.00
4,298.34
3,317.50
2,338.35
180.00
3,670.83
-260.00
9,015.24
2,034.28
3,330.83
821.66
4,897.03
3,541.23
-8.83
6,870.66
3,132.60
89,300.00
240.40
14,580.92
855.00
225.00
125,000.00
575.00
12,500.00
62.00

99.1%
80.6%
62.9%
93.3%
87.3%
63.0%
4.6%
23.9%
23.7%
61.0%
76.0%
56.8%
111.6%*
63.0%
92.2%
89.7%
91.4%
62.0%
27.7%
100.4%*
18.2%
21.7%
69.3%
76.0%
71.5%
89.7%
95.9%
.0%
.0%
.0%
99.9%

9,388,880

9,388,880

7,572,826.15

520,163.57

1,158,188.91

657,864.94

93.0%

182,725

182,725

98,767.32

.00

88,960.56

-5,002.88

11515020 FIRE - PUB. SAFETY
_________________________________________
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020
11515020

410100 REGULAR WAGES
410200 OVERTIME WAGES
410300 OFF-DUTY RESPONSE
415000 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
420010 MEMBERSHIPS
420040 LEASE / PURCHASE C
420210 MEDICAL EXAMS
422400 MAINT.-EQUIPMENT
422410 MAINT.-RADIOS
422420 MAINT.-BREATHING E
422430 MAINT.-TELEMETRY E
422440 MAINT.-SPECIAL RES
426000 RE-ACCREDITATION E
428100 COMPUTER COMMUNICA
430050 UNIFORM EXPENSE
430055 PROTECTIVE CLOTHIN
430175 SUPPLIES - FIRE HO
430176 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL
430177 SUPPLIES - EMERGEN
430230 SUPPLIES - OFFICE
430250 SUPPLIES - OTHER T
430440 MATERIALS - PUBLIC
440500 AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
441000 INCIDENTALS
442000 TRAINING
447050 N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTR
447060 M.A.B.A.S. CONTRIB
448024 CAPITAL EQPT REPL
448800 RENT - COMMONWEALT
450045 Fire Truck Debt Re
490600 70503 SCBA FILLING

TOTAL FIRE - PUB. SAFETY
11566040 HEALTH
_________________________________________
11566040 410100

REGULAR WAGES

102.7%*
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11566040
11566040
11566040
11566040
11566040
11566040
11566040
11566040
11566040
11566040

415000
420010
421400
422000
430210
430230
440500
441000
442000
443060

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
CONTRACTUAL LAB SE
MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI
SUPPLIES - LABORAT
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
C.P.R. PROGRAM

TOTAL HEALTH

68,320
395
1,300
200
6,000
200
2,700
700
1,000
1,100

68,320
395
1,300
200
6,000
200
2,700
700
1,000
1,100

37,768.71
190.00
228.62
.00
.00
159.00
1,900.00
576.56
200.00
480.00

20.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
160.00
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

30,551.29
205.00
1,071.38
200.00
6,000.00
41.00
800.00
123.44
800.00
620.00

55.3%
48.1%
17.6%
.0%
.0%
79.5%
70.4%
82.4%
20.0%
43.6%

264,640

264,640

140,270.21

180.00

88,960.56

35,409.23

86.6%

125,000
30,000

125,000
30,000

124,263.34
7,513.94

.00
.00

.00
.00

736.66
22,486.06

99.4%
25.0%

155,000

155,000

131,777.28

.00

.00

23,222.72

85.0%

0
79,000
630,000
200,000
2,320,000
500,000
380,000
180,000
135,000
500,000

0
79,000
630,000
200,000
2,320,000
500,000
380,000
180,000
135,000
500,000

.00
51,103.08
550.00
386.25
11,649.27
186,010.83
300.00
.00
4,200.00
.00

.00
-2,082.79
.00
.00
.00
15,579.06
300.00
.00
4,200.00
.00

3,250.00
2,730.91
532,300.00
130,500.00
2,222,462.17
418,173.17
198,604.00
.00
8,000.00
.00

-3,250.00
25,166.01
97,150.00
69,113.75
85,888.56
-104,184.00
181,096.00
180,000.00
122,800.00
500,000.00

4,924,000

4,924,000

254,199.43

17,996.27

3,516,020.25

1,153,780.32

76.6%

102,000

102,000

28,842.50

3,825.00

73,157.50

.00

100.0%

11910050 LIABILITY & PROPERTY INSURANCE
_________________________________________
11910050 450110
11910050 450130

PROPERTY/LIABILITY
PROPERTY/LIABILITY

TOTAL LIABILITY & PROPERTY INSURA
11952070 ENGR. - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
_________________________________________
11952070
11952070
11952070
11952070
11952070
11952070
11952070
11952070
11952070
11952070

420410
460050
460600
460600
460700
460700
460700
460700
460800
460800

20046
LAND
60112
60301
60210
60211
60212
60213
60213
70403

Non-Oper. Pla
ACQUISITION
VILLAGE HALL
HVAC REPLACEM
PUBLIC WORKS
PUBLIC WORKS
PUBLIC WORKS
GENERATOR REP
GENERATOR REP
POLICE RADIO

TOTAL ENGR. - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT

100.0%*
68.1%
84.6%
65.4%
96.3%
120.8%*
52.3%
.0%
9.0%
.0%

11960070 CAPITAL EQUIPMENT - GEN FUND
_________________________________________
11960070 420030 20017 DOCUMENT MANA
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1100
GENERAL FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11960070
11960070
11960070
11960070
11960070
11960070
11960070
11960070
11960070

480225
480275
480275
480300
480300
480300
480300
480400
480400

40569
40214
40222
40700
40745
40765
40770
40835
40845

PW LARGE DUMP
PW ASPHALT RO
STREET SWEEPE
SQUAD CAR SQSQUAD CAR SQSQUAD CAR SQSQUAD CAR SQAMBULANCE FDFIRE COMMAND

TOTAL CAPITAL EQUIPMENT - GEN FUN
TOTAL GENERAL FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES

175,000
38,000
88,000
35,000
35,000
35,000
35,000
250,000
60,000

175,000
38,000
88,000
35,000
35,000
35,000
35,000
250,000
60,000

79,900.00
.00
69,989.00
31,416.15
34,157.95
33,178.55
32,094.15
225,485.34
60,068.82

79,900.00
.00
69,989.00
.00
1,100.00
1,100.00
.00
224,535.34
.00

84,606.00
.00
2,250.00
1,100.00
.00
.00
1,100.00
.00
1,900.00

10,494.00
38,000.00
15,761.00
2,483.85
842.05
1,821.45
1,805.85
24,514.66
-1,968.82

94.0%
.0%
82.1%
92.9%
97.6%
94.8%
94.8%
90.2%
103.3%*

853,000

853,000

595,132.46

380,449.34

164,113.50

93,754.04

89.0%

1,076,985

1,076,985

-4,526,503.53

971,497.64

9,868,616.32

-4,265,127.79

496.0%

-43,816,800 -43,816,800 -32,122,733.36
44,893,785 44,893,785 27,596,229.83

-1,739,830.66
2,711,328.30

.00 -11,694,066.64
9,868,616.32
7,428,938.85
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1200
EMPLOYEE INSURANCE FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
12000001 EMPL.INS.-REV
_________________________________________
12000001
12000001
12000001
12000001
12000001

310010
310020
310025
310030
310040

GENERAL FUND CONTR
MUNIC. GARAGE CONT
PARKING METER FUND
SEWER FUND CONTRIB
WATER FUND CONTRIB

TOTAL EMPL.INS.-REV

-2,275,330
-95,850
-21,380
-105,410
-428,720

-2,275,330
-95,850
-21,380
-105,410
-428,720

-1,668,331.44
-69,802.36
-9,166.42
-75,001.40
-324,782.77

-183,762.62
-7,725.05
-853.35
-8,296.61
-36,188.42

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-606,998.56
-26,047.64
-12,213.58
-30,408.60
-103,937.23

73.3%*
72.8%*
42.9%*
71.2%*
75.8%*

-2,926,690

-2,926,690

-2,147,084.39

-236,826.05

.00

-779,605.61

73.4%

139,680
1,568,460
1,148,550
40,000
30,000
0

139,680
1,568,460
1,148,550
40,000
30,000
0

103,110.00
1,165,401.00
857,966.41
21,828.78
13,799.00
-23,071.72

11,400.00
125,250.00
94,801.32
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

36,570.00
403,059.00
290,583.59
18,171.22
16,201.00
23,071.72

73.8%
74.3%
74.7%
54.6%
46.0%
100.0%

2,926,690

2,926,690

2,139,033.47

231,451.32

.00

787,656.53

73.1%

0

0

-8,050.92

-5,374.73

.00

8,050.92

100.0%

-2,926,690
2,926,690

-2,926,690
2,926,690

-2,147,084.39
2,139,033.47

-236,826.05
231,451.32

.00
.00

-779,605.61
787,656.53

12900050 EMPLOYEE INSURANCE
_________________________________________
12900050
12900050
12900050
12900050
12900050
12900050

413000
413010
413020
414000
414010
414090

EMPLOYER FLEX CONT
HEALTH INSUR. PREM
HEALTH INSUR. PREM
GROUP LIFE INSURAN
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPE
OTHER EMPLOYER CON

TOTAL EMPLOYEE INSURANCE
TOTAL EMPLOYEE INSURANCE FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1600
GENERAL DEBT SERVICE FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
16000001 BOND DEBT REVENUE
_________________________________________
16000001
16000001
16000001
16000001

300010
300020
300030
374100

PROP. TAXES - CURR
PROP. TAXES - PRIO
PROP. TAXES-LEVIES
GENERAL FUND TRANS

TOTAL BOND DEBT REVENUE

-3,425,200
-34,100
48,000
-110,000

-3,425,200
-34,100
48,000
-110,000

-3,395,195.60
-10,858.90
55,320.90
.00

-5,464.60
.00
123.30
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00

-30,004.40
-23,241.10
-7,320.90
-110,000.00

99.1%*
31.8%*
115.3%*
.0%*

-3,521,300

-3,521,300

-3,350,733.60

-5,341.30

.00

-170,566.40

95.2%

2,000
2,555,000
966,000

2,000
2,555,000
966,000

375.00
.00
482,898.75

.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

1,625.00
2,555,000.00
483,101.25

18.8%
.0%
50.0%

3,523,000

3,523,000

483,273.75

.00

.00

3,039,726.25

13.7%

1,700

1,700

-2,867,459.85

-5,341.30

.00

2,869,159.85*******%

-3,521,300
3,523,000

-3,521,300
3,523,000

-3,350,733.60
483,273.75

-5,341.30
.00

.00
.00

-170,566.40
3,039,726.25

16930080 GENERAL DEBT SERVICE
_________________________________________
16930080 450010
16930080 450030
16930080 450060

BOND REGISTRAR FEE
G.O. BOND RETIREME
INTEREST EXPENSE

TOTAL GENERAL DEBT SERVICE
TOTAL GENERAL DEBT SERVICE FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
1900
WORKERS' COMPENSATION FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
19000001 WORK COMP- REVENUE
_________________________________________
19000001
19000001
19000001
19000001
19000001
19000001

309050
310010
310020
310025
310030
310040

INSURANCE REIMBURS
GENERAL FUND CONTR
MUNIC. GARAGE CONT
PARKING METER FUND
SEWER FUND CONTRIB
WATER FUND CONTRIB

TOTAL WORK COMP- REVENUE

0
-263,070
-9,100
-1,620
-8,970
-37,940

0
-263,070
-9,100
-1,620
-8,970
-37,940

-12,683.48
-247,817.29
-8,970.00
-1,500.00
-8,730.00
-36,320.00

.00
-1,594.52
-60.00
-10.00
-60.00
-240.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

12,683.48
-15,252.71
-130.00
-120.00
-240.00
-1,620.00

100.0%
94.2%*
98.6%*
92.6%*
97.3%*
95.7%*

-320,700

-320,700

-316,020.77

-1,964.52

.00

-4,679.23

98.5%

278,800
41,900

278,800
41,900

278,800.00
26,028.30

.00
1,964.52

.00
.00

.00
15,871.70

100.0%
62.1%

320,700

320,700

304,828.30

1,964.52

.00

15,871.70

95.1%

0

0

-11,192.47

.00

.00

11,192.47

100.0%

-320,700
320,700

-320,700
320,700

-316,020.77
304,828.30

-1,964.52
1,964.52

.00
.00

-4,679.23
15,871.70

19920050 WORKERS COMPENSATION
_________________________________________
19920050 450120
19920050 450140

WORKERS' COMP. INS
WORKERS' COMP. DED

TOTAL WORKERS COMPENSATION
TOTAL WORKERS' COMPENSATION FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES

10/12/2017 16:02
riskoj

|VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
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|P
19
|glytdbud
9/30/17

FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
2200
MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
22000001 MFT REVENUE
_________________________________________
22000001 300180
22000001 360000

MOTOR FUEL TAX ALL
INTEREST EARNINGS

TOTAL MFT REVENUE

-640,000
-2,000

-640,000
-2,000

-522,178.18
-1,055.56

-59,139.69
-138.95

.00
.00

-117,821.82
-944.44

81.6%*
52.8%*

-642,000

-642,000

-523,233.74

-59,278.64

.00

-118,766.26

81.5%

700,000

700,000

519,841.50

.00

180,158.50

.00

100.0%

700,000

700,000

519,841.50

.00

180,158.50

.00

100.0%

58,000

58,000

-3,392.24

-59,278.64

180,158.50

-118,766.26

304.8%

-642,000
700,000

-642,000
700,000

-523,233.74
519,841.50

-59,278.64
.00

.00
180,158.50

-118,766.26
.00

22632070 MFT - CAPITAL IMPROV.
_________________________________________
22632070 470100 80190 INFRASTRUCTUR
TOTAL MFT - CAPITAL IMPROV.
TOTAL MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES
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FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
2300
PARKING METER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
23753001 PMF - CBD - REVENUE
_________________________________________
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001
23753001

340010
340012
340015
340025
340040
340045
340050
340055
340060
340070
340090

METER REV.-COMMUTE
METER REV.-COMMUTE
METER REV.-POPLARMETER DEBIT CARD R
PERMIT REV.-PARK A
Permit Rev. - West
PERMIT REV.-ST. AU
PERMIT REV. - 11TH
PERMIT REV.-MASONI
PERMIT REV.-ATRIUM
METRA STATION RENT

TOTAL PMF - CBD - REVENUE

-49,000
-148,000
-16,500
0
-18,300
-12,000
-6,500
-3,000
-1,400
-1,460
-3,000

-49,000
-148,000
-16,500
0
-18,300
-12,000
-6,500
-3,000
-1,400
-1,460
-3,000

-44,529.18
-109,353.95
-15,112.53
30.00
-13,725.00
-7,920.00
-4,800.00
-3,680.00
-1,060.00
-1,080.00
-2,250.00

-4,927.07
-11,977.08
-1,655.20
.00
.00
.00
-225.00
-720.00
-60.00
.00
-250.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-4,470.82
-38,646.05
-1,387.47
-30.00
-4,575.00
-4,080.00
-1,700.00
680.00
-340.00
-380.00
-750.00

90.9%*
73.9%*
91.6%*
100.0%*
75.0%*
66.0%*
73.8%*
122.7%
75.7%*
74.0%*
75.0%*

-259,160

-259,160

-203,480.66

-19,814.35

.00

-55,679.34

78.5%

52,725
2,250
23,045
27,000
29,150
17,545
315
4,370
2,000
5,000
5,400
1,500
400
1,500
47,500
2,800
2,400
675

52,725
2,250
23,045
27,000
29,150
17,545
315
4,370
2,000
5,000
5,400
1,500
400
1,500
47,500
2,800
2,400
675

28,716.79
.00
10,209.49
25,855.09
19,431.91
2,784.30
305.39
1,549.96
2,000.00
3,608.77
2,594.30
853.36
.00
710.00
25,913.24
3,360.88
.00
.00

2,720.84
.00
890.72
2,873.21
1,526.99
.00
138.33
.00
.00
486.74
191.91
27.35
.00
355.00
7,362.03
.00
.00
.00

8,146.32
.00
.00
.00
4,832.05
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

15,861.89
2,250.00
12,835.51
1,144.91
4,886.04
14,760.70
9.61
2,820.04
.00
1,391.23
2,805.70
646.64
400.00
790.00
21,586.76
-560.88
2,400.00
675.00

69.9%
.0%
44.3%
95.8%
83.2%
15.9%
96.9%
35.5%
100.0%
72.2%
48.0%
56.9%
.0%
47.3%
54.6%
120.0%*
.0%
.0%

225,575

225,575

127,893.48

16,573.12

12,978.37

84,703.15

62.5%

-130,000

-130,000

-115,333.65

-16,112.31

.00

-14,666.35

88.7%*

23753090 PMF - CBD - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090
23753090

410100
410200
415000
420150
421175
421200
430140
430190
430200
430515
430520
430560
430800
430810
448510
448520
448530
448540

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
BANK CHARGES
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
CONTRACTUAL SNOW R
SUPPLIES - BUILDIN
SUPPLIES -GROUNDS
SUPPLIES -GROUNDS
METRA STATION POWE
PARKING LOT LIGHTI
HEATING - GAS
PARKING METER PART
PARKING METER PART
RENT - COMMUTER LO
RENT - POPLAR LOTS
RENT - ST. AUGUSTI
RENT - MASONIC TEM

TOTAL PMF - CBD - ENTERPRISE
23763001 PMF - CTA - REVENUE
_________________________________________
23763001 340100

CTA LOT REV.-SLOT
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
2300
PARKING METER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
23763001 340110
23763001 340120
23763001 340130

CTA LOT REV.-COMMU
CTA LOT REV.-MERCH
CTA LOT REV.-24 HO

TOTAL PMF - CTA - REVENUE

-16,000
-4,200
-4,000

-16,000
-4,200
-4,000

-18,800.00
-3,510.00
-2,720.00

-3,040.00
-702.00
-640.00

.00
.00
.00

2,800.00
-690.00
-1,280.00

117.5%
83.6%*
68.0%*

-154,200

-154,200

-140,363.65

-20,494.31

.00

-13,836.35

91.0%

45,250
3,750
21,050
4,000
2,155
4,120
9,950
1,900
2,800
64,500

45,250
3,750
21,050
4,000
2,155
4,120
9,950
1,900
2,800
64,500

22,959.19
.00
8,309.12
3,369.89
.00
735.00
1,656.32
70.00
897.00
43,789.90

2,093.46
.00
692.61
467.78
.00
140.00
.00
.00
.00
14,935.42

6,280.39
.00
.00
.00
.00
900.81
.00
.00
.00
.00

16,010.42
3,750.00
12,740.88
630.11
2,155.00
2,484.19
8,293.68
1,830.00
1,903.00
20,710.10

64.6%
.0%
39.5%
84.2%
.0%
39.7%
16.6%
3.7%
32.0%
67.9%

159,475

159,475

81,786.42

18,329.27

7,181.20

70,507.38

55.8%

-22,500

-22,500

-15,450.00

-900.00

.00

-7,050.00

68.7%*

-22,500

-22,500

-15,450.00

-900.00

.00

-7,050.00

68.7%

6,690
500
7,900

6,690
500
7,900

1,317.83
.00
1,111.87

200.07
.00
101.42

81.76
.00
.00

5,290.41
500.00
6,788.13

20.9%
.0%
14.1%

15,090

15,090

2,429.70

301.49

81.76

12,578.54

16.6%

-35,720

-35,720

-147,184.71

-6,004.78

20,241.33

91,223.38

355.4%

-435,860
400,140

-435,860
400,140

-359,294.31
212,109.60

-41,208.66
35,203.88

.00
20,241.33

-76,565.69
167,789.07

23763090 PMF - CTA - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
23763090
23763090
23763090
23763090
23763090
23763090
23763090
23763090
23763090
23763090

410100
410200
415000
420150
421000
421150
421200
422400
430400
448550

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
BANK CHARGES
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
CONTRACTUAL GROUND
CONTRACTUAL SNOW R
Equipment Repairs
MATERIALS
RENT - CTA LOTS

TOTAL PMF - CTA - ENTERPRISE
23773001 PMF - BURMEISTER - REVENUE
_________________________________________
23773001 340200

PERMIT REV.-BURMEI

TOTAL PMF - BURMEISTER - REVENUE
23773090 PMF - BURMEISTER - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
23773090 421000
23773090 430400
23773090 430520

CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
MATERIALS
PARKING LOT LIGHTI

TOTAL PMF - BURMEISTER - ENTERPRI
TOTAL PARKING METER FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
3300
FIREFIGHTERS' PENSION FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
33000001 FIRE PENSION REVENUE
_________________________________________
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001
33000001

309099
320000
320100
360000
360110
360120
360121
360122
360130
360140
360141
360200
360210
360215
360216
360217
360220
360221
360222
360230
360300
360316
360317
360320
360325

OTHER INCOME
EMPLOYEE PENSION C
EMPLOYER PENSION C
INTEREST EARNINGS
VANGUARD-DIV. & CA
LAZARD CAP. GNS. &
Sterling Div. & Ca
LONDON Div. & Cap.
INT'L. EQUITY DIV.
VANGUARD REIT-DIV.
Sm. Cap 600 Div. &
TREAS.- CHANGE IN
Corp. Bonds-Mkt. V
LAZARD CHANGE IN M
Sterling Change in
LONDON - Change in
VANGUARD CHANGE IN
Vang. REIT Change
Sm. Cap 600 - Mkt.
INT'L EQUITY CHANG
GAIN / LOSS - TREA
Gain /Loss on Sale
Gain/Loss Sale of
GAIN / LOSS-VANGUA
Gain/Loss-Corp.Bon

TOTAL FIRE PENSION REVENUE

0
-440,000
-2,678,600
-2,500,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
-440,000
-2,678,600
-2,500,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

-557.91
-321,864.31
-2,609,000.00
-269,279.42
-166,747.88
-17,375.98
-39,227.31
-26,903.38
-55,046.51
-32,895.16
-3,118.81
-56,681.77
-142,832.00
-624,996.00
-189,649.00
-152,292.00
-385,644.00
13,375.00
7,196.00
-1,034,396.00
23,176.22
-158,893.33
84,920.56
-1,007,619.00
12,954.86

.00
-35,079.98
.00
-38,171.05
-62,759.39
.00
-3,615.14
-5,026.05
.00
-12,586.99
-1,636.01
73,207.00
43,801.00
-9,572.00
-129,311.00
-162,686.00
-180,996.00
14,141.00
.00
-113,622.00
.00
-30,767.61
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

557.91
-118,135.69
-69,600.00
-2,230,720.58
166,747.88
17,375.98
39,227.31
26,903.38
55,046.51
32,895.16
3,118.81
56,681.77
142,832.00
624,996.00
189,649.00
152,292.00
385,644.00
-13,375.00
-7,196.00
1,034,396.00
-23,176.22
158,893.33
-84,920.56
1,007,619.00
-12,954.86

100.0%
73.2%*
97.4%*
10.8%*
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%*
100.0%*
100.0%
100.0%*
100.0%
100.0%*
100.0%
100.0%*

-5,618,600

-5,618,600

-7,153,397.13

-654,680.22

.00

1,534,797.13

127.3%

3,949,000
50,000
169,110
3,500
1,200
10,000
2,500

3,949,000
50,000
169,110
3,500
1,200
10,000
2,500

2,842,440.56
.00
36,144.53
3,375.00
94.59
8,000.00
.00

327,376.35
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,106,559.44
50,000.00
132,965.47
125.00
1,105.41
2,000.00
2,500.00

72.0%
.0%
21.4%
96.4%
7.9%
80.0%
.0%

4,185,310

4,185,310

2,890,054.68

327,376.35

.00

1,295,255.32

69.1%

33000095 FIRE PENSION EXPENSE
_________________________________________
33000095
33000095
33000095
33000095
33000095
33000095
33000095

411000
411010
420020
420100
420150
447500
447550

PENSION PAYMENTS
PENSION CONTRIBUTI
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
ANNUAL AUDIT
BANK CHARGES
D.O.I. STATE REPOR
OTHER PENSION ADMI

TOTAL FIRE PENSION EXPENSE
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FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
3300
FIREFIGHTERS' PENSION FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
TOTAL FIREFIGHTERS' PENSION FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES

-1,433,290

-1,433,290

-4,263,342.45

-327,303.87

.00

2,830,052.45

-5,618,600
4,185,310

-5,618,600
4,185,310

-7,153,397.13
2,890,054.68

-654,680.22
327,376.35

.00
.00

1,534,797.13
1,295,255.32

297.5%
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
3400
POLICE PENSION FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
34000001 POLICE PENSION REVENUE
_________________________________________
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001
34000001

309099
320000
320100
360000
360110
360120
360121
360122
360130
360140
360200
360210
360215
360216
360217
360220
360221
360230
360300
360316
360317
360320
360325

OTHER INCOME
EMPLOYEE PENSION C
EMPLOYER PENSION C
INTEREST EARNINGS
VANGUARD-DIV. & CA
LAZARD CAP. GNS. &
Sterling Div. & Ca
LONDON Div. & Cap.
INT'L. EQUITY DIV.
VANGUARD REIT-DIV
TREAS.- CHANGE IN
Corp. Bonds-Mkt. V
LAZARD CHANGE IN M
Sterling Change in
LONDON - Change in
VANGUARD CHANGE IN
Vang. REIT Change
INT'L EQUITY CHANG
GAIN / LOSS - TREA
Gain /Loss on Sale
Gain/Loss Sale of
GAIN / LOSS-VANGUA
Gain/Loss-Corp. Bo

TOTAL POLICE PENSION REVENUE

0
-461,000
-2,043,000
-2,400,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
-461,000
-2,043,000
-2,400,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

-557.91
-337,320.00
-2,023,000.00
-281,450.16
-166,826.80
-16,583.27
-41,463.76
-27,439.79
-53,244.89
-30,138.63
-36,438.71
-148,710.00
-555,912.00
-253,537.00
-183,749.00
-332,144.00
25,305.00
-991,898.00
1,403.55
-113,853.34
113,835.98
-1,075,276.00
12,745.65

.00
-36,017.34
.00
-39,549.84
-62,789.09
.00
-3,869.80
-5,145.27
.00
-11,532.23
75,886.00
47,078.00
26,424.00
-138,368.00
-167,010.00
-181,081.00
12,955.00
-108,699.00
.00
-33,479.42
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

557.91
-123,680.00
-20,000.00
-2,118,549.84
166,826.80
16,583.27
41,463.76
27,439.79
53,244.89
30,138.63
36,438.71
148,710.00
555,912.00
253,537.00
183,749.00
332,144.00
-25,305.00
991,898.00
-1,403.55
113,853.34
-113,835.98
1,075,276.00
-12,745.65

100.0%
73.2%*
99.0%*
11.7%*
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%*
100.0%
100.0%*
100.0%
100.0%*
100.0%
100.0%*

-4,904,000

-4,904,000

-6,516,253.08

-625,197.99

.00

1,612,253.08

132.9%

3,104,400
50,000
139,110
3,500
1,000
10,000
3,000

3,104,400
50,000
139,110
3,500
1,000
10,000
3,000

2,291,814.22
.00
41,174.32
3,375.00
48.82
8,000.00
1,145.00

262,204.72
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

812,585.78
50,000.00
97,935.68
125.00
951.18
2,000.00
1,855.00

73.8%
.0%
29.6%
96.4%
4.9%
80.0%
38.2%

3,311,010

3,311,010

2,345,557.36

262,204.72

.00

965,452.64

70.8%

-1,592,990

-1,592,990

-4,170,695.72

-362,993.27

.00

2,577,705.72

261.8%

-4,904,000
3,311,010

-4,904,000
3,311,010

-6,516,253.08
2,345,557.36

-625,197.99
262,204.72

.00
.00

1,612,253.08
965,452.64

34000095 POLICE PENSION EXPENSE
_________________________________________
34000095
34000095
34000095
34000095
34000095
34000095
34000095

411000
411010
420020
420100
420150
447500
447550

PENSION PAYMENTS
PENSION CONTRIBUTI
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
ANNUAL AUDIT
BANK CHARGES
D.O.I. STATE REPOR
OTHER PENSION ADMI

TOTAL POLICE PENSION EXPENSE
TOTAL POLICE PENSION FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES
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|VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
|YEAR TO DATE BUDGET REPORT

|P
25
|glytdbud
9/30/17

FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
3500
ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL RETIREMENT
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
35000001 IMRF REVENUE
_________________________________________
-1,372,950
-110,140
-19,740
-108,020
-456,550

-1,372,950
-110,140
-19,740
-108,020
-456,550

-998,640.83
-83,805.09
-7,852.19
-86,471.37
-335,763.07

-113,923.99
-9,619.42
-719.98
-9,602.27
-37,998.47

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-374,309.17
-26,334.91
-11,887.81
-21,548.63
-120,786.93

72.7%*
76.1%*
39.8%*
80.1%*
73.5%*

-2,067,400

-2,067,400

-1,512,532.55

-171,864.13

.00

-554,867.45

73.2%

1,140,740
628,720
297,940

1,140,740
628,720
297,940

838,883.96
462,197.83
211,537.37

95,932.29
52,073.63
23,801.26

.00
.00
.00

301,856.04
166,522.17
86,402.63

73.5%
73.5%
71.0%

2,067,400

2,067,400

1,512,619.16

171,807.18

.00

554,780.84

73.2%

TOTAL ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL RETIREME

0

0

86.61

-56.95

.00

-86.61

100.0%

TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES

-2,067,400
2,067,400

-2,067,400
2,067,400

-1,512,532.55
1,512,619.16

-171,864.13
171,807.18

.00
.00

-554,867.45
554,780.84

35000001
35000001
35000001
35000001
35000001

310010
310020
310025
310030
310040

GENERAL FUND CONTR
MUNIC. GARAGE CONT
PARKING METER FUND
SEWER FUND CONTRIB
WATER FUND CONTRIB

TOTAL IMRF REVENUE

35000095 IMRF EXPENSE
_________________________________________
35000095 412000
35000095 412010
35000095 412020

EMPLOYER IMRF
EMPLOYER FICA
EMPLOYER MEDICARE

TOTAL IMRF EXPENSE
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|YEAR TO DATE BUDGET REPORT

|P
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FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
3900
SECTION 105 FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
39000001 SECTION 105 REVENUE
_________________________________________
39000001
39000001
39000001
39000001
39000001

310010
310020
310030
310040
360000

GENERAL FUND CONTR
MUNIC. GARAGE CONT
SEWER FUND CONTRIB
WATER FUND CONTRIB
INTEREST EARNINGS

TOTAL SECTION 105 REVENUE

-202,630
-8,070
-8,070
-32,830
-4,000

-202,630
-8,070
-8,070
-32,830
-4,000

-207,225.89
-6,210.00
-6,726.00
-28,838.11
-1,785.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
-207.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

4,595.89
-1,860.00
-1,344.00
-3,991.89
-2,215.00

102.3%
77.0%*
83.3%*
87.8%*
44.6%*

-255,600

-255,600

-250,785.00

-207.00

.00

-4,815.00

98.1%

0
251,600

0
251,600

27,856.70
137,061.55

10,960.84
11,889.84

.00
.00

-27,856.70
114,538.45

100.0%*
54.5%

251,600

251,600

164,918.25

22,850.68

.00

86,681.75

65.5%

-4,000

-4,000

-85,866.75

22,643.68

.00

81,866.75 2146.7%

-255,600
251,600

-255,600
251,600

-250,785.00
164,918.25

-207.00
22,850.68

.00
.00

-4,815.00
86,681.75

39000095 SECTION 105 EXPENSE
_________________________________________
39000095 413040
39000095 417500

HEALTH INSUR. - RE
SECTION 105 MEDICA

TOTAL SECTION 105 EXPENSE
TOTAL SECTION 105 FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES
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|VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
|YEAR TO DATE BUDGET REPORT

|P
27
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FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
4000
SEWER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
40000001 SEWER REVENUE
_________________________________________
40000001 350100
40000001 360010
40000001 375000

RESIDENTIAL SEWER
INT. EARNINGS - BO
BOND PROCEEDS

TOTAL SEWER REVENUE

-5,082,900
0
-1,640,000

-5,082,900
0
-1,640,000

-3,400,874.17
-788.00
.00

-450,916.85
-71.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

-1,682,025.83
788.00
-1,640,000.00

66.9%*
100.0%
.0%*

-6,722,900

-6,722,900

-3,401,662.17

-450,987.85

.00

-3,321,237.83

50.6%

564,000
10,100
231,415
5,000
31,000
112,800
261,500
6,000
3,825
2,625
33,725
83,100
500
2,400
30,000
514,000
102,000

564,000
10,100
231,415
5,000
31,000
112,800
261,500
6,000
3,825
2,625
33,725
83,100
500
2,400
30,000
514,000
102,000

425,461.40
7,787.72
174,876.91
1,375.00
18,643.78
38,045.51
84,191.49
6,000.00
2,157.63
4,083.10
36,425.07
57,600.00
145.58
2,700.00
.00
218,791.64
71,369.44

47,776.35
891.28
17,782.74
.00
2,229.16
29,065.73
46,691.49
.00
204.67
275.11
5,539.62
4,920.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
69,990.00

142,898.83
.00
.00
.00
8,980.16
43,419.27
127,308.51
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
490,415.37
.00

-4,360.23
2,312.28
56,538.09
3,625.00
3,376.06
31,335.22
50,000.00
.00
1,667.37
-1,458.10
-2,700.07
25,500.00
354.42
-300.00
30,000.00
-195,207.01
30,630.56

1,993,990

1,993,990

1,149,654.27

225,366.15

813,022.14

31,313.59

98.4%

12,000
2,470
2,500
2,400
1,200
500

12,000
2,470
2,500
2,400
1,200
500

10,742.73
2,051.86
.00
475.92
569.25
.00

925.00
176.14
.00
320.08
323.87
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1,257.27
418.14
2,500.00
1,924.08
630.75
500.00

89.5%
83.1%
.0%
19.8%
47.4%
.0%

40807090 SEWER MAINT. - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090
40807090

410100
410200
415000
420020
420020
421000
425300
425320
430050
430130
430400
440500
441000
442000
470375
470400
480275

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
PROFESSIONAL SERVI
20014 GEOGRAPHIC IN
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
SEWER MAINTENANCE
SEWER-N.P.D.E.S. P
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES - MISC. T
MATERIALS
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING
80721 50/50 OVERHEA
80707 Sewer Main Re
40222 STREET SWEEPE

TOTAL SEWER MAINT. - ENTERPRISE

100.8%*
77.1%
75.6%
27.5%
89.1%
72.2%
80.9%
100.0%
56.4%
155.5%*
108.0%*
69.3%
29.1%
112.5%*
.0%
138.0%*
70.0%

40847090 SEWER - SWPS - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
40847090
40847090
40847090
40847090
40847090
40847090

410200
415000
421000
422400
430075
430260

OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
MAINT.-EQUIPMENT
SUPPLIES
SUPPLIES - OUTFALL
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|VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
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|P
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FOR 2017 09
ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
4000
SEWER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
40847090 430540
40847090 430560

38,000
5,700

38,000
5,700

25,397.97
2,036.99

1,756.84
91.80

.00
.00

12,602.03
3,663.01

66.8%
35.7%

64,770

64,770

41,274.72

3,593.73

.00

23,495.28

63.7%

2,000
1,785,000
230,000
1,301,000

2,000
1,785,000
230,000
1,301,000

.00
.00
152,291.50
974,873.95

.00
.00
10,996.22
108,346.61

.00
.00
.00
.00

2,000.00
1,785,000.00
77,708.50
326,126.05

.0%
.0%
66.2%
74.9%

3,318,000

3,318,000

1,127,165.45

119,342.83

.00

2,190,834.55

34.0%

1,640,000
120,000
130,000
100,000

1,640,000
120,000
130,000
100,000

.00
148,099.43
17,869.85
122,833.93

.00
50,122.44
.00
.00

.00
54,412.03
133,411.34
72,537.31

1,640,000.00
-82,511.46
-21,281.19
-95,371.24

.0%
168.8%*
116.4%*
195.4%*

1,990,000

1,990,000

288,803.21

50,122.44

260,360.68

1,440,836.11

27.6%

643,860

643,860

-794,764.52

-52,562.70

1,073,382.82

365,241.70

43.3%

-6,722,900
7,366,760

-6,722,900
7,366,760

-3,401,662.17
2,606,897.65

-450,987.85
398,425.15

.00
1,073,382.82

-3,321,237.83
3,686,479.53

STORM WATER PUMP S
HEATING - GAS

TOTAL SEWER - SWPS - ENTERPRISE
40937090 SEWER-DEBT SERVICE-ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
40937090
40937090
40937090
40937090

450010
450030
450040
450060

BOND REGISTRAR FEE
G.O. BOND RETIREME
EPA LOAN RETIREMEN
INTEREST EXPENSE

TOTAL SEWER-DEBT SERVICE-ENTERPRI
40957090 SEWER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
40957090
40957090
40957090
40957090

470400
470500
470500
470500

80703
20401
80717
80718

SEWER LINING
INFRASTRUCTUR
Princeton Pla
Harms Road Pu

TOTAL SEWER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPR
TOTAL SEWER FUND
TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES
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|P
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
4100
WATER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
41000001 WATER REVENUE
_________________________________________
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001
41000001

350200
350210
350220
350221
350222
350240
350300
350305
350310
350410
360000
375000

RESIDENTIAL WATER
GLENVIEW WATER SAL
ILL. AMERICAN WATE
KENILWORTH WATER S
GOLF WATER SALES
SALES OF WATER - O
WATER METER SALES
WATER METER RPLMNT
WATER SERVICE CONN
WATER - OTHER INCO
INTEREST EARNINGS
BOND PROCEEDS

TOTAL WATER REVENUE

-3,214,300
-4,068,000
-1,073,000
-225,000
-37,000
0
0
-55,000
0
-120,000
-15,000
-700,000

-3,214,300
-4,068,000
-1,073,000
-225,000
-37,000
0
0
-55,000
0
-120,000
-15,000
-700,000

-2,193,783.68
-3,023,401.10
-817,874.22
-173,702.15
-29,085.03
-1,908.18
-30,838.00
-35,066.42
-19,037.00
-3,420.00
-10,817.38
.00

-285,586.39
-434,100.32
-97,415.89
-27,848.51
-4,003.65
-165.00
-3,500.00
-3,908.62
-2,442.00
-210.00
-1,422.45
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-1,020,516.32
-1,044,598.90
-255,125.78
-51,297.85
-7,914.97
1,908.18
30,838.00
-19,933.58
19,037.00
-116,580.00
-4,182.62
-700,000.00

68.3%*
74.3%*
76.2%*
77.2%*
78.6%*
100.0%
100.0%
63.8%*
100.0%
2.9%*
72.1%*
.0%*

-9,507,300

-9,507,300

-6,338,933.16

-860,602.83

.00

-3,168,366.84

66.7%

1,356,425
34,000
568,810
2,400
32,600
11,000
36,000
460
5,800
30,000
1,000
15,300
34,000
390,000
55,000
172,000
8,900
1,000
40,000
35,000
40,000

1,021,944.12
14,364.04
434,938.86
.00
26,184.78
8,235.00
30,610.53
206.19
3,278.73
20,565.12
1,439.10
12,426.37
21,003.12
271,337.57
19,681.38
98,433.75
6,130.00
677.44
31,427.19
17,953.41
.00

114,903.04
855.27
44,003.89
.00
1,376.43
915.00
2,211.86
25.02
837.57
950.35
1,439.10
3,345.00
3,688.60
35,689.35
1,437.21
15,461.76
520.00
168.64
.00
.00
.00

353,457.12
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
1,026.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
3,902.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
26,106.00
.00

-18,976.24
19,635.96
133,871.14
2,400.00
6,415.22
2,765.00
4,363.47
253.81
2,521.27
9,434.88
-439.10
2,873.63
9,094.88
118,662.43
35,318.62
73,566.25
2,770.00
322.56
8,572.81
-9,059.41
40,000.00

41818090 WATER PLANT - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090
41818090

410100 REGULAR WAGES
410200 OVERTIME WAGES
415000 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
420020 20071 SCADA SYSTEM
421000 CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
421125 CONTRACTUAL CUSTOD
422400 MAINT.-EQUIPMENT
428100 COMPUTER COMMUNICA
430050 UNIFORM EXPENSE
430075 SUPPLIES
430150 SUPPLIES - COMPUTE
430210 SUPPLIES - LABORAT
430475 MATERIALS - EQUIPM
430530 WATER PLANT POWER
430560 HEATING - GAS
430600 CHEMICALS
440500 AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
441000 INCIDENTALS
447070 MWRDGC USER CHARGE
470530 80805 INFRA-WTRPLNT
470530 80843 REBUILD LOW L

1,356,425
34,000
568,810
2,400
32,600
11,000
36,000
460
5,800
30,000
1,000
15,300
34,000
390,000
55,000
172,000
8,900
1,000
40,000
35,000
40,000

101.4%*
42.2%
76.5%
.0%
80.3%
74.9%
87.9%
44.8%
56.5%
68.6%
143.9%*
81.2%
73.3%
69.6%
35.8%
57.2%
68.9%
67.7%
78.6%
125.9%*
.0%
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|P
30
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
4100
WATER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
41818090 470530 80844 SURFACE WASH
41818090 490500 70903 Laboratory Eq

30,000
30,000

30,000
30,000

20,599.98
23,088.10

295.90
.00

.00
.00

9,400.02
6,911.90

68.7%
77.0%

TOTAL WATER PLANT - ENTERPRISE

2,929,695

2,929,695

2,084,524.78

228,123.99

384,491.12

460,679.10

84.3%

141,450
625
48,125
9,600
3,500
5,200
700
2,300
3,000
20,000
2,200
88,000
20,000
8,200
300

141,450
625
48,125
9,600
3,500
5,200
700
2,300
3,000
20,000
2,200
88,000
20,000
8,200
300

106,856.43
.00
37,241.65
5,545.21
3,775.00
.00
598.32
2,152.29
3,551.61
10,059.79
1,465.49
72,725.10
.00
5,670.00
.00

11,992.18
.00
3,644.15
765.00
1,250.00
.00
434.80
10.87
409.76
.00
.00
.00
.00
480.00
.00

35,976.54
.00
.00
1,700.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
33.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-1,382.97
625.00
10,883.35
2,354.79
-275.00
5,200.00
101.68
147.71
-551.61
9,907.21
734.51
15,274.90
20,000.00
2,530.00
300.00

101.0%*
.0%
77.4%
75.5%
107.9%*
.0%
85.5%
93.6%
118.4%*
50.5%
66.6%
82.6%
.0%
69.1%
.0%

353,200

353,200

249,640.89

18,986.76

37,709.54

65,849.57

81.4%

463,075
35,775
205,260
31,000
116,725
60,000
11,000
3,825
2,625
66,600
22,800
83,100
250

463,075
35,775
205,260
31,000
116,725
60,000
11,000
3,825
2,625
66,600
22,800
83,100
250

350,066.56
11,081.20
151,452.27
18,643.78
54,848.90
.00
3,325.86
2,157.61
4,739.72
52,806.92
22,440.00
57,600.00
93.28

38,713.63
2,967.77
15,566.34
2,229.16
40,762.02
.00
.00
204.69
757.78
9,237.41
.00
4,920.00
.00

116,149.85
.00
.00
8,407.13
45,598.93
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-3,141.41
24,693.80
53,807.73
3,949.09
16,277.17
60,000.00
7,674.14
1,667.39
-2,114.72
13,793.08
360.00
25,500.00
156.72

100.7%*
31.0%
73.8%
87.3%
86.1%
.0%
30.2%
56.4%
180.6%*
79.3%
98.4%
69.3%
37.3%

41828090 WATER METERING - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090
41828090

410100
410200
415000
421000
422520
422560
430050
430075
430280
430900
430910
430920
430930
440500
442000

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
MAINT.-RESERVOIR &
MAINT.-STANDPIPE
UNIFORM EXPENSE
SUPPLIES
SUPPLIES - RESERVO
WATER METERS - COS
WATER METERS - PAR
WATER METERS - REP
WATER METERS - AMR
AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
TRAINING

TOTAL WATER METERING - ENTERPRISE
41838090 WATER DISTRIB. - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090

410100 REGULAR WAGES
410200 OVERTIME WAGES
415000 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
420020 20014 GEOGRAPHIC IN
421000 CONTRACTUAL SERVIC
421000 20110 UNIDIRECTIONA
422540 MAINT.-DISTRIBUTIO
430050 UNIFORM EXPENSE
430130 SUPPLIES - MISC. T
430400 MATERIALS
430480 MATERIALS - FIRE H
440500 AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE
441000 INCIDENTALS
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
4100
WATER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
3,000
10,400
62,500
102,000
33,000

3,000
10,400
62,500
102,000
33,000

1,145.00
.00
4,823.31
75,373.00
18,905.00

.00
.00
.00
75,373.00
.00

.00
10,350.00
58,619.39
.00
.00

1,855.00
50.00
-942.70
26,627.00
14,095.00

1,312,935

1,312,935

829,502.41

190,731.80

239,125.30

244,307.29

REGULAR WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
MEMBERSHIPS
TELEPHONE SERVICE
TELEPHONE MAINTENA
TELEPHONE SERVICE
SUPPLIES - BUILDIN
BUILDING FURNITURE
TRAINING
GENERAL FUND TRANS
PROPERTY/LIABILITY

320,950
96,560
2,960
38,000
1,500
9,000
8,000
7,000
6,950
1,100,000
90,200

320,950
96,560
2,960
38,000
1,500
9,000
8,000
7,000
6,950
1,100,000
90,200

234,465.19
73,421.91
2,236.00
34,829.81
1,245.00
7,033.99
7,365.29
1,211.09
3,224.89
.00
90,200.00

27,689.56
8,085.54
479.00
3,883.06
.00
756.76
1,503.77
300.58
496.00
.00
.00

86,881.05
4,798.02
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-396.24
18,340.07
724.00
3,170.19
255.00
1,966.01
634.71
5,788.91
3,725.11
1,100,000.00
.00

100.1%*
81.0%
75.5%
91.7%
83.0%
78.2%
92.1%
17.3%
46.4%
.0%
100.0%

TOTAL WATER MISC. - ENTERPRISE

1,681,120

1,681,120

455,233.17

43,194.27

91,679.07

1,134,207.76

32.5%

65,125
500
35,895
14,000
38,000
19,000
4,000
2,400
100
500

65,125
500
35,895
14,000
38,000
19,000
4,000
2,400
100
500

59,216.92
71.50
28,649.26
14,000.00
26,257.29
11,996.67
7,348.40
1,911.70
87.00
.00

7,579.08
.00
3,126.97
.00
4,300.87
1,392.51
1,565.00
313.48
.00
.00

18,426.84
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-12,518.76
428.50
7,245.74
.00
11,742.71
7,003.33
-3,348.40
488.30
13.00
500.00

119.2%*
14.3%
79.8%
100.0%
69.1%
63.1%
183.7%*
79.7%
87.0%
.0%

179,520

179,520

149,538.74

18,277.91

18,426.84

11,554.42

93.6%

2,500

2,500

625.00

.00

.00

1,875.00

25.0%

41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090
41838090

442000
470550
470550
480275
490500

TRAINING
80306 FIRE HYDRANT
80900 INFRA-WTRMNS40222 STREET SWEEPE
70806 REPL. LEAK CO

TOTAL WATER DISTRIB. - ENTERPRISE

38.2%
99.5%
101.5%*
73.9%
57.3%
81.4%

41848090 WATER MISC. - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090
41848090

410100
415000
420010
428000
428010
428020
430140
430350
442000
448000
450110

41858090 WATER BILLING - ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
41858090
41858090
41858090
41858090
41858090
41858090
41858090
41858090
41858090
41858090

410100
410200
415000
420100
420150
420160
430230
430240
441000
442000

REGULAR WAGES
OVERTIME WAGES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
ANNUAL AUDIT
BANK CHARGES
POSTAGE
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
SUPPLIES - OFFICE
INCIDENTALS
TRAINING

TOTAL WATER BILLING - ENTERPRISE
41938090 WATER DEBT SERVICE -ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
41938090 450010

BOND REGISTRAR FEE
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
4100
WATER FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
1,780,000
491,000

1,780,000
491,000

.00
368,183.77

.00
40,909.38

.00
.00

1,780,000.00
122,816.23

.0%
75.0%

2,273,500

2,273,500

368,808.77

40,909.38

.00

1,904,691.23

16.2%

700,000

700,000

480,698.60

89,462.33

93,583.60

125,717.80

82.0%

TOTAL WATER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPR

700,000

700,000

480,698.60

89,462.33

93,583.60

125,717.80

82.0%

TOTAL WATER FUND

-77,330

-77,330

-1,720,985.80

-230,916.39

865,015.47

-9,507,300
9,429,970

-9,507,300
9,429,970

-6,338,933.16
4,617,947.36

-860,602.83
629,686.44

.00
865,015.47

41938090 450030
41938090 450060

G.O. BOND RETIREME
INTEREST EXPENSE

TOTAL WATER DEBT SERVICE -ENTERPR
41958090 WATER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPRISE
_________________________________________
41958090 470530 80842 INFRASTRUCTUR

TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES

778,640.33 1106.9%
-3,168,366.84
3,947,007.17
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ACCOUNTS FOR:
ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
5000
FOREIGN FIRE INSURANCE FUND
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
50000001 FOREIGN FIRE REVENUE
_________________________________________
0
0

0
0

-70,515.09
-1,571.00

-129.80
-108.00

.00
.00

70,515.09
1,571.00

100.0%
100.0%

0

0

-72,086.09

-237.80

.00

72,086.09

100.0%

0

0

40,950.00

.00

.00

-40,950.00

100.0%*

TOTAL FOREIGN FIRE EXPENSE - PENS

0

0

40,950.00

.00

.00

-40,950.00

100.0%

TOTAL FOREIGN FIRE INSURANCE FUND

0

0

-31,136.09

-237.80

.00

31,136.09

100.0%

TOTAL REVENUES
TOTAL EXPENSES

0
0

0
0

-72,086.09
40,950.00

-237.80
.00

.00
.00

72,086.09
-40,950.00

50000001 300190
50000001 360000

FOREIGN FIRE INSUR
INTEREST EARNINGS

TOTAL FOREIGN FIRE REVENUE
50000095 FOREIGN FIRE EXPENSE - PENSION
_________________________________________
50000095 413040

HEALTH INSUR. - RE
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ORIGINAL
REVISED
AVAILABLE
PCT
APPROP
BUDGET
YTD ACTUAL
MTD ACTUAL
ENCUMBRANCES
BUDGET
USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
GRAND TOTAL

-1,362,785

-1,362,785 -18,630,488.44

-55,929.11

** END OF REPORT - Generated by John Risko **

12,007,414.44

5,260,289.00

486.0%

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.16

Village Manager’s Office
SUBJECT:

Appointment of Mike Chookaszian to the Housing Our Own- Wilmette
Board of Directors

MEETING DATE:

October 24, 2017

FROM:

Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager

BUDGET IMPACT:

N/A

Recommended Motion
Move to appoint Mike Chookaszian to the Housing Our Own- Wilmette Board of Directors.
Background & Discussion
In 2013, the Village’s housing assistance escrow utilized to fund the Housing Assistance
Program (HAP) which provides financial housing assistance to senior citizens and persons with
disabilities was depleted. Accordingly, the Village Board elected to phase out the Village’s
financial support of this program. To ensure that HAP participants continued to receive funding,
the Village Board created an Ad Hoc Committee for the Private Funding of the Housing
Assistance Program. In 2014 this committee recommended the creation of a not-for-profit
corporation, known as Housing Our Own- Wilmette, which was tasked with administration and
fundraising of HAP.
Following the Ad Hoc Committee’s recommendation, the not-for-profit was created by the
Village in 2014. Per the Housing Our Own- Wilmette By-Laws, the nine member Board of
Directors is appointed by the Village Board.
Mr. Chookaszian is a well-known member of the Wilmette business community. Mr.
Chookaszian has met with Board President Cam Krueger and John Thomason, both of whom
highly recommend Mr. Chookaszian for appointment.
Budget Impact
There is no budget impact.
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.17

Engineering & Public
Works Department
SUBJECT:

Holiday Lights and Décor

MEETING DATE:

October 24, 2017

FROM:

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

BUDGET IMPACT:

Contract Cost
Over/(Under) Budget

$ 23,500
($ 440)

Recommended Motion
Move to approve a contract extension in the amount not to exceed $23,500 with Temple Display
Ltd., Oswego, IL for holiday décor.
Background
Each holiday season, a private contractor furnishes and installs light decorations throughout
the Village. This program incorporates the suggestions of Village merchants, focusing attention
to the Village green area around Village Hall, Village Downtown and the Linden Square and
Ridge Road business districts. The recommended vendor, Temple Display Ltd. has performed
this service for the Village of Wilmette since 2006. The scope of work under this contract
includes:
•
•
•
•

Installation of live garland with bows on light poles (173 locations total, 99 locations with
light strands affixed);
Installation of two and four-foot illuminated snowflakes on light poles (72 locations),
Installation of light strands on two additional evergreen trees at Metra and CTA stations;
and
Maintenance of LED lighting on the holiday tree at Village Hall.

Discussion
For 2017, the scope of work has been increased due to the implementation of winter décor
floral hanging baskets in the Village Downtown and Central Business District (CBD). In
December 2016, the Village Board approved purchase and installation of floral hanging as part
of continued beautification efforts of the Village’s downtown area which has had renewed
success as a dining and entertainment destination. During the summer (2017), a total of 130
individual floral hanging baskets (i.e. summer annuals) were installed within the following
business district areas:

•
•
•
•

Village Downtown/CBD
Greenleaf and Poplar
Linden Square
Ridge Road

98-each (or 49 light poles)
10-each (or 5 light poles)
8-each (or 4 light poles)
14-each (or 7 light poles)

In early October, Village crews removed all 130 baskets (i.e. summer annuals). Due to their
success, staff explored options to utilize the hanging baskets for winter décor. Price quotes
were solicited from area greenhouses to furnish and supply winter hanging baskets (i.e.
evergreens and bows) at an estimated cost of $9,000 (or $70 each).
Likewise, in September, the existing vendor for holiday décor (Temple Display) was asked to
provide a price quote to incorporate installation (or hanging) of the 130-each winter décor
baskets as part of a contract extension for holiday décor (2017). Vendor assistance was
requested since the Village does not have available in-house resources to perform this work
as the timing of work activity conflicts with the leaf collection program. Also, since the vendor
will already be utilizing aerial trucks for hanging of live garland and mini-lights on each of the
light poles with brackets for the hanging baskets, it’s efficient for them to perform the work.
Previously, a total of 30 Lumec light poles located within the Village Center and CBD areas
received two-foot tall illuminated snowflakes (furnished by the Village) as part of the holiday
décor contract. However, this scope of work will be eliminated as it competes with the winter
décor hanging baskets. Unfortunately, both items cannot coexist on the light pole at the same
time as they occupy the same real estate. By comparison, a total of 42 locations will be
unaffected and continue to receive installation of illuminated snowflakes. In summary, the
following requested revisions were made to the existing holiday décor contract:
•

Elimination: 30-each, two-foot tall illuminated snowflakes in the Village Center and CBD;
42 locations will remain unaffected;

•

Addition: 130-each, winter décor hanging baskets (install only); same light pole locations
as summer annual floral hanging baskets (i.e. Village Center/CBD, Greenleaf and
Poplar, Linden Square and Ridge Rd).

After review, on September 28, 2017, Temple Display provided the Village with the following
pricing for a contract extension:
Revised Contract
Original Contract
Difference or Increase

$23,500
$21,398
$ 2,102

Staff recommends proceeding with a contract extension at proposed pricing. Based on the
additional scope of work, it appears to be a fair representation. All other components of the
holiday décor contract will remain intact and the same level of decorating shall be provided
throughout the three business districts. Staff from Temple Display Ltd. will perform all
installation and removal work. The decorating will be completed two days prior to the tree
lighting ceremony, tentatively scheduled for November 15, 2017. All decorations will be
Page 2 of 3
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removed at the end of the holiday season, prior to the second Friday in January (2018). Inhouse staff will remove the winter décor hanging baskets at this time as well.
Budget Impact
The 2017 budget provides $23,940 for this contractual service dispersed in three different
accounts. To date, no funds have been spent for this work. The contractor has agreed to extend
the contract with no other price increase over 2016.
The table below illustrates funding for 2017.
2017
Budget

2017
Cost

11091846- Business Development
Business Promotion Activities

$ 18,350.00

$ 18,292.34

23753090- Public Parking Village
Center (Metra) Contractual Services

$ 3,435.00

$3,202.00

$ 233.00

23763090-Public Parking CTA Station
Contractual Services

$ 2,155.00

$2,005.66

$ 149.34

Total

$ 23,940.00

$23,500.00

$ 440.00

Account

Remaining
Balance
$

57.66

Documents Attached
1. Letter from Temple Display Ltd. requesting a contract extension for 2017
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.18

Engineering & Public
Works Department
SUBJECT:

Water Main Valve Assessment and Operation

MEETING DATE:

October 24, 2017

FROM:

Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works
Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works
Matt Overeem, Water/Sewer Superintendent

BUDGET IMPACT:

Contract Total
2017 Budget
Over/(Under) Budget

$53,368
$60,000
($6,632)

Recommended Motion
Move to approve a contract in the amount not to exceed $53,368 with Associated Technical
Services, Ltd., Villa Park, IL for water main valve assessment and operation.
Background
This request is to contract with a firm to asses and exercise (or operate) all of the water
distribution and water transmission main valves within the Village, over a two-year period. In
total, there are an estimated 1,250 valves in the Village’s water distribution system.
The current 2017 Budget ($60,000) was originally allocated for execution of a unidirectional
flushing (UDF) program. On July 25, 2017, staff recommended to the Municipal Services
Committee that the UDF program be deferred from the 2017 & 2018 to the 2019 & 2020
budgets in order to allow for a comprehensive valve assessment study to be conducted along
with an inventory of all the valves in the entire water distribution system.
In order to properly implement and conduct UDF, the Village needs to ensure all valves are
operating properly and allow sufficient time to make necessary repairs. Thus, the contractor
designing and performing the UDF program will not have to back track and re-route around
broken and/or missing valves. The valve assessment will include an inventory of all valves (and
attributes) and will be uploaded into the Village’s GIS system. This strategy and approach will
result in lower UDF costs by reducing redundancies and providing more accurate valve
information upfront which results in a more efficient UDF design and implementation.
As a result of the valve assessment and exercising effort, the anticipated cost for future UDF
programs will drop from $120,000 (or $60,000 per year) to $90,000 (or $45,000 per year) or
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possibly even lower. The UDF program will commence in 2019-20 and continue every two to
four years, a recommended best management practice by the American Water Works
Association (AWWA). The Municipal Services Committee saw no issues with deferment of the
UDF program and prioritization of the water main valve assessment and operation project.
Discussion
In July, staff developed specifications for a Request for Proposal (RFP) –Water Main Valve
Assessment and Operation. The RFP specification included the assessment and operation of
up to 1,250 valves of all sizes, ranging from 4-inch to 36-inch diameter, located along
approximately 107 miles of water main. The work is to be divided into two phases as follows:
•

Phase 1: Design work for both years of the program. Investigate, verify spatial
location of approximately 582 valves over 53 miles of water main. Inspect and
exercise each valve and provide report.

•

Phase 2: Investigate, verify spatial location of approximately 661 valves over
approximately 54 miles of water main. Inspect and exercise each valve and
provide report.

On August 10, 2017, a Request for Proposal (RFP No. 17-M-0018) was sent out to 13 vendors
deemed competent and capable of performing water main valve assessments and operation.
The RFP was also made available on the Village’s website and published in the local
newspaper, Wilmette Beacon. On August 22, 2017, an optional, pre-bid meeting was
conducted at the Public Works Facility by staff with two vendors. The bid opening occurred on
August 31, 2017 and a total of five proposals were received. Results of the bid opening are
denoted in the table below.

Bid Results RFP No. 17-M-0018

Water Main Valve Assessment and Operation
Associated
Technical
Services, Ltd.,
Villa Park, IL

HydroMax
USA,
Chandler, IN

M.E. Simpson
Co., Inc.,
Valparaiso, IN

Wachs Water
Services,
Buffalo
Grove, IL

Utility Service
Co., Inc.
(Suez), Atlanta,
GA

Included

$2,000

$1,300

$7,750

$1,000

$22,854

$25,340

$30,846

$30,488.25

$68,246

Phase 2

$25,662

$28,140

$35,033

$33,282.65

$77,473

Total

$48,516

$55,480

$67,179

$71,520.90

$146,719

Vendor
Design and
Planning
Phase 1

Staff reviewed and scored each RFP proposal based on five different categories, ranked from
one to five, with five being the highest and a maximum achievable total score of 25. The
categories were:
•
•

Response – Were the firms responsive to the technical specification requirements;
Method – Did the proposal discuss the means and methods and did they make sense
and meet expectations of the Village;

Page 2 of 4

AGENDA ITEM: 3.18

•
•
•

Exceptions – Did the proposal note any exception(s); While all firms indicated they had
no exceptions, most had minor changes relating to how they were proposing to perform
the work;
References – Did the firm’s references of similar projects, local, regional or national,
demonstrate a responsible approach, implementation and completion of project
requirements; and
Price – How did the firm rank overall with price.

A summary of scoring for RFP proposals is denoted in the table below.
Vendor

Response Method Exceptions

Associated
Technical
Services
M.E. Simpson
Co.
Wachs Water
Services
HydroMax
USA
Utility Service
Co. (Suez)

References Price (2-YR)

Total

4

4

4

4

5 ($48.5k)

21

5

5

4

4

3 ($67.1k)

21

5

4

4

5

2 ($71.5k)

20

4

4

4

3

4 ($55.4k)

19

4

5

5

3

1 ($146.7k)

18

Based on the above, Associated Technical Services, Ltd., Villa Park, IL and M.E. Simpson Co.,
Inc., Valparaiso, IN shared the highest review scores. Staff requested both firms to supply
additional information in the area of GIS integration and hardware being proposed. After review,
the proposal from Associated Technical Services, Ltd. did not include pricing for hardware as
required per specification. The firm asked this requirement to be waived from the RFP. After
discussions with the Administrative Services Department, it was determined that the Village
can provide the required GIS equipment to the company at a lower cost than what was
proposed by other firms. From an equitable standpoint in order to further evaluate and compare
proposals, staff issued a clarifying request to the other four vendors, requesting each to resubmit their pricing (best and final) with removal of the hardware requirement and associated
costs. The table below denotes final pricing from all vendors.

Vendor

Final Proposal
Pricing
(without
hardware)

Associated Technical Services

$48,516

$48,516

M.E. Simpson Co.

$67,179

$65,879

Wachs Water Service

$71,520

$66,730

HydroMax USA

$55,480

$54,980

$146,719

$121,399

Utility Service Co.
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Based on review of re-submitted proposals, staff recommends award the contract to the lowest
responsive, responsible bidder-Associated Technical Services (ATS), Ltd., Villa Park, IL. Their
proposal meets the intent of the RFP, falls under the 2017 budget and will provide satisfactory
services to the Village. The Village has some familiarity with ATS as they recently performed
utility locating work for the Village’s Public Works Yard Paving Improvement Project.
Furthermore, reference checks indicate ATS to be a competent and capable vendor as they
have successfully performed water valve exercising and inspections for the Cities of Batavia,
St. Charles and the Villages of Bensenville, Grayslake and Northbrook. Seeking additional
proposals would not likely produce lower pricing as all of the principle vendors specializing in
consulting services for water distribution systems and servicing the Chicagoland area were
contacted.
Schedule
The contractor will begin as soon as the contract is executed and will work as long as there is
favorable weather. It is anticipated that all of the Phase 1 work and a portion of the Phase 2
work will be completed in 2017, with the balance of the work completed in early 2018.
Budget Impact
As there is possibility of additional valves being discovered within the Village’s water distribution
system over the two-year project, staff recommends inclusion of a 10% contingency to account
for this potential. If no additional valves are discovered, then the contingency will not be spent.
The 10% contingency equates to $4,852, based on the total value of the proposal from ATS
(or $48,516). Under the contingency, the cost of additional valves will be based on unit pricing
denoted in the vendor’s RFP proposal.
The 2017 Budget provides $60,000 in funds for water main valve assessment and operation
(account no. 41838090-421000-20110). To date, $0 has been expended resulting in a
remaining balance of $60,000.
2017 Budget
41838090-421000-20110

$60,000

Design and Planning Services – Final Cost

included

Phases 1 and 2

$48,516

10% Contingency
Total Recommended Award Amount
Balance (Savings)

$4,852
$53,368
$6,632

Documents Attached
1. 2017 CIP page for water main valve assessment and operation
2. Proposal from Associated Technical Services, Villa Park, IL
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.19

Fire Department
SUBJECT:

Implementation Timeline for the High-Rise Life Safety Requirements

MEETING DATE:

October 10, 2017

FROM:

Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager
Ben Wozney, Fire Chief
Rob Brill, Deputy Fire Chief

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommended Motions
Introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance #2017-O-50 extending the implementation
timeline for the high-rise life safety requirements.
Background
In 2003, the Village adopted the 2000 National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Life Safety
Code which mandated installation of sprinkler systems in high-rise buildings. In 2009, the
Village Board adopted the 2006 National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Life Safety Code
and the 2006 International Code Council (ICC) Building and Fire Codes (collectively referred
to as ‘Codes’) which contained the same sprinkler requirements.
The Codes specify that all high-rise buildings, 75 feet or higher, must be protected by an
automated fire sprinkler system throughout the building (including each dwelling unit). There
are two exceptions in the Codes which would not require the sprinklers throughout a structure:
1. Each individual dwelling unit has exterior exit access
2. Buildings in which an engineered life safety system has been approved
The buildings in the Village impacted by the high-rise requirements in the Codes include:
•
•
•

1500 Sheridan Road
1616 Sheridan Road
1630 Sheridan Road
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Another ordinance was adopted in January 2010 which provided a 10-year timeline (to January
1, 2021) to bring those buildings into compliance with the Codes. During this initial
implementation phase, the buildings explored a Life Safety Evaluation in lieu of installing fire
suppression sprinklers into each individual unit. The three impacted buildings hired the same
consultant to formulate their life safety plans, which were approved by the Fire Department in
December 2012. The approved plans would require sprinklers in the buildings’ common areas
and hazardous areas. Instead of installing sprinklers in each dwelling unit, an audible fire alarm
notification device is required to extend into each unit. To meet the Codes’ requirements, the
alarm must reach 70 decibels at the height of the pillow in each bedroom.
To date, no work has been performed in regards to sprinkler systems, fire alarms or other
required life safety components. The buildings indicate that bids for the installation of all
required components have been attained, but these bids have not been shared with the Village.
Discussion
The Fire Department has worked closely with the impacted buildings since 2010 in an effort to
reach compliance within a reasonable timeframe given the cost and logistics involved. Given
the lack of progress to date, Village Staff is recommending, with the concurrence of the Public
Safety Committee, to extend the implementation deadline in order to achieve full compliance
by the end of 2021. The revised timeline, with specific milestone dates, is as follows:
•

January 1, 2018:

Begin installing fire alarm speakers and sprinkler
systems

•

December 31, 2018:

Each unit shall have at least one speaker installed in
a common area (living room) of the unit

•

December 31, 2019:

Units for which the common area speaker does not
provide sufficient decibels in the bedrooms will be required
to install an additional speaker(s) in the bedroom(s)

•

December 31, 2021:

Complete installation of all fire alarm speakers,
sprinklers and other applicable life safety work

Further, units that transfer ownership must have the appropriate speakers installed within 30
days after the transfer.
Public Safety Committee Review
The Public Safety Committee met on August 7th and again on August 22nd to consider the
proposed timeline extension and to provide an opportunity for impacted residents to address
the Committee. At the meeting, residents asked a number of questions regarding the Codes
which the Village has responded to in writing (see attachment 2 for reference).
While the Public Safety Committee has unanimously recommended adoption of Ordinance
#2017-O-50, the Committee has scheduled an additional meeting with residents for Monday,
October 23, 2017 to review the Village’s response to these questions.
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Budget Impact
There is no budget impact to the Village.
Documents Attached
1.
2.
3.
4.

Ordinance #2010-O-50
Question and Answer Responses
Resident Letters and Village President Response from 2014
Ordinance #2010-O-10
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-O-50
AN ORDINANCE EXTENDING THE DEADLINES FOR THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LIFE SAFETY CODE COMPLIANCE FOR
HIGH-RISE BUILDINGS
WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (hereinafter collectively referred to
as the “Village Board”) of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (hereinafter the
“Village”), find that the Village is a home rule municipal corporation as provided in Article VII,
Section 6 of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois and, pursuant to said constitutional
authority, may exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to its government and
affairs for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board further found that the NFPA Life Safety Code may be
adopted by municipalities and did on October 28, 2003 when Ordinance 2003-O-73 was adopted;
and
WHEREAS, during the implementation phase of the Life Safety requirements, the High-Rise
buildings obtained a Life Safety Evaluation, which allowed for implementation of the certain
Life Safety modifications in lieu of installing fire suppression sprinklers in the individual units of
the High-Rise buildings; and
WHEREAS, one Life Safety modification was the required installation of fire alarm
notification, which must be a level of 70 decibels at the height of the pillow in all bedrooms for
each unit; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board passed Ordinance 2010-0-10 on February 9, 2010 which
implemented a timeline for the tiered installation of an Automatic Fire Sprinkler System and
other Life Safety modifications to each High-Rise building; and
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WHEREAS, the High-Rise buildings have expressed a desire to extend the installation
period of both the Life Safety modifications, specifically the installation of certain required fire
alarm voice notification equipment, and of the Automatic Fire Sprinkler System; and
WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette Fire Chief has received the requests of the High-Rise
buildings and has determined that an extension to the timeline provided for in Ordinance 2010O-10 is necessary because of the practical, logistical and financial hardships installation of the
Automatic Fire Sprinkler System and the Life Safety modifications entail; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board further finds that, upon the request of the High-Rise
buildings subject to Ordinance 2010-O-10, an extension of the previously set timelines are
necessary to allow for the efficient, but effective, installation of the Automatic Fire Sprinkler
System and the Life Safety modifications for the High-Rise buildings.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, as follows:
SECTION 1:

The foregoing findings and recitals, and each of them, are hereby adopted as

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

Ordinance 2010-O-10, adopted on February 2, 2010, is hereby modified as

follows:
Every building subject to the provisions of Ordinance 2010-O-10 shall begin installation of an
approved and required Automatic Fire Sprinkler System by January 1, 2018 and shall be
completely equipped with an Automatic Fire Sprinkler System no later than January 1, 2022.
Every building subject to the provisions of Ordinance 2010-O-10 shall begin installation of
the approved and required Life Safety modifications by January 1, 2018 as follows:
1. Each unit shall have at least one fire alarm voice notification device installed in a
common area of the unit by January 1, 2019; and
2. Unit owners may voluntarily install any necessary additional notification devices at any
time prior to January 1, 2022; and
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3. Units that seek to transfer ownership after the effective date of this Ordinance, in any
manner, must have the appropriate notification devices installed prior to such transfer
taking effect or within in thirty (30) days after such transfer; and notice of the intent to
transfer ownership of the unit must be provided to the Fire Department within ten (10)
days before such transfer is originally scheduled to take place; and
4. All other units that do not reach a minimum decibel level of 70 decibels in bedrooms at
the height of the pillow after initial installation of the initial notification device shall
have all necessary notification devices installed by January 1, 2020.
5. All Life Safety modifications included in the Life Safety Evaluation must be completely
installed by January 1, 2022.
SECTION 3:

All other provisions of Ordinance 2010-O-10, not modified by this

ordinance, shall remain in full force and effect.
SECTION 4:

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from its passage, approval

and publication as provided by law.
PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the
12th day of September, 2017, according to the following roll call vote:
AYES:

None.

NAYS:

None.

ABSTAIN:

None.

ABSENT:

None.
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 12th day of September,
2017.
President of the Village of Wilmette, IL
ATTEST:
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
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Fire Department Headquarters
1304 Lake Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040

Questions and Answers Regarding High-Rise Life Safety Requirements
The Public Safety Committee of the Village Board met on August 22, 2017 and
recommended adoption of an ordinance extending the timeline for certain high-rise
buildings on Sheridan Road to comply with life safety regulations including installation of
fire suppression and alarm systems. At this meeting, residents asked a number of
questions and requested additional information. The materials below are intended to
answer the questions brought forth at the August 22nd meeting as well as questions
submitted to the Village after the meeting.
The ordinance to extend the high-rise life safety implementation deadline by one year,
as recommended by the Public Safety Committee, will be introduced on the October 10,
2017 Village Board agenda and considered for adoption on October 24th.
Q1. What is the law in Wilmette and who is subject to the law?
A. The 2006 National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 101 Life Safety Code and
2006 International Code Council (ICC) Building and Fire Codes (collectively referred to
as ‘Codes’) were adopted by the Village of Wilmette in January 2010 and are the
current law in Wilmette.
In 2003, the Village adopted the 2000 NFPA 101 Life Safety Code which contained the
same high-rise sprinkler requirement, so the law has been in place for 14 years.
In 2010, the Village updated its Code and started to enforce the requirements of the Life
Safety Codes as adopted by the Village in 2003, which included setting a timeline for
high-rise buildings to come into compliance with these well-established standards. The
Village Board engaged in substantial dialogue and discussion at the time about the
high-rise sprinkler requirements and decided to allow for a 10-year window for all
buildings to achieve compliance.
In 2012, the Wilmette Fire Department approved the life safety plans drafted by the
consultants for 1500, 1616, and 1630 Sheridan Road.
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In 2014, Village President Bob Bielinski reaffirmed the law in a letter sent to a number of
residents living in Sheridan Road high-rises.
Q2. What buildings are subject to the provisions of the Codes mentioned above?
A. The Codes specify that all high-rise buildings, 75 feet to the highest occupied floor or
higher, must be protected by an automated fire sprinkler system throughout the building
(including each dwelling unit). The buildings in the Village impacted by the high-rise
requirements in the Codes include:
•
•
•

1500 Sheridan Road (10 floors; over 75’ at the highest occupied floor)
1616 Sheridan Road (10 floors; over 75’ at the highest occupied floor)
1630 Sheridan Road (10 floors; over 75’ at the highest occupied floor)

The following buildings along Sheridan Road are not required to comply with the Code:
•
•
•
•
•

1618 Sheridan Road (Newer building with a full sprinkler system)
1625 Sheridan Road (4 floors; under 75’ at the highest occupied floor)
1440 Sheridan Road (7 floors; under 75’ at the highest occupied floor)
1420 Sheridan Road (9 floors; under 75’ at the highest occupied floor)
1410 Sheridan Road (7 floors; under 75’ at the highest occupied floor)

The Illinois State Fire Marshal’s office was solicited by the Village to evaluate all
condominium buildings on Sheridan Road to determine which buildings were required to
comply with the 2000 Life Safety Code. The Fire Marshall found that 1630, 1616 and
1500 Sheridan Road met the parameters stipulated in the code (over 75’ at the highest
occupied floor).
The Village requested that the State Fire Marshal re-evaluate both 1410 Sheridan and
1420 Sheridan Road due to the setback issues that both buildings present. While the
State agreed that the buildings and their setbacks presented a unique challenge to the
Fire Department, these buildings could not be compelled to install sprinkler systems as
their highest occupied floors were less than 75’ in height. Even so, 1420 Sheridan Road
has installed smoke detectors in each unit which are connected to the main fire alarm
system. This solution cannot be extended to 1500, 1616, or 1630 Sheridan Road due to
the
height
of
the
highest
occupied
floor.
Q3. Are there any exceptions to the automated fire sprinkler system requirement?
A. There are two exceptions in the Codes which would not require the sprinklers
throughout a structure:
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1. Each individual dwelling unit has exterior exit access
2. Buildings in which an engineered life safety system has been approved
Q4. In the memorandum submitted to the Public Safety Committee dated July 24, 2017,
the sample life safety recommendations for 1630 Sheridan Road state in item #4
““Expand the existing fire sprinkler system by installing automatic fire sprinklers in the
common areas.” Why is recommendation #4 in the life safety plan when it is not in the
Codes?
A. The Codes state that the buildings must install a sprinkler system throughout the
building, including all individual units. There are two exceptions in the Codes which
would not require the sprinklers throughout a structure:
1. Each individual dwelling unit has exterior exit access
2. Buildings in which an engineered life safety system has been approved
Rather than install sprinklers throughout the building, including in each individual unit,
the three impacted buildings chose to prepare a life safety plan. The life safety plan
allows each building to be evaluated individually based on its previous measures taken
and identifies the necessary steps required to be “fire safe.” The buildings hired the
same consultant to formulate their life safety plans, which were approved by the Fire
Department in December 2012. The approved plans would require sprinklers in the
buildings’ common areas and hazardous areas. Instead of installing sprinklers in each
dwelling unit, an audible fire alarm notification device is required to extend into each
unit. To meet the Code requirements, the alarm must reach 70 decibels at the height of
the pillow in each bedroom.
Recommendations 1-6 in the July 24, 2017, memorandum are the engineered life safety
system recommendations as conducted by AON (now Jensen Hughes) and approved
by the Fire Department. These recommendations are not specific code requirements,
rather the formula to follow to invoke the exception to installing sprinklers throughout the
entire building, including the individual units. If these recommendations are not followed,
a full sprinkler system including installation in individual units will be required.
Q5. Are the Public Safety Committee and Village in general, considering an amendment
to the law to remove the sprinkler requirement in high-rise structures?
A. No. The sprinkler requirement has been established under Village law since 2003
and State of Illinois law since 2009. The Village in 2010 then implemented an Ordinance
requiring implementation by January 1, 2021. Since that time, there have been
numerous fires in non-sprinkled buildings resulting in significant financial loss and
numerous fatalities. In the past year, Wilmette had two fires in buildings protected by
sprinklers; one at Imperial Motors and one at the Village Public Works Facility. In each
case the fire occurred after hours and was extinguished with a single sprinkler head.
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Without the sprinklers, the estimated damages at each facility would have been several
millions of dollars. Evanston credited sprinklers for saving lives at two high-rise
occupancies in the past two years at 1900 Sherman and 425 Davis Street; one of these
systems was installed retroactively. The Village of Wilmette’s Life Safety and High-Rise
Sprinkler Ordinance Compliance Plan better protects the lives of building occupants,
and firefighters, as well as, the buildings themselves by requiring enhanced and
effective safety measures in high-rises.
Q6. If the Village does not intend to change its policy, what is the Public Safety
Committee considering?
A. The Public Safety Committee remains committed to listening to our residents,
understanding their concerns, and appreciates the feedback provided. As a result of this
feedback, the Committee has recommended that the Village Board adopt an ordinance
extending the implementation timeline by an additional year (to January 1, 2022).
Q7. What is the source of the original code?
A. The source for the locally adopted codes in Wilmette is as follows:
•

•

Ordinance #2003-O-73 adopting the 2000 National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA) Life Safety Code
o The original specific code section is 31.3.5.6 located in the 2000 edition of
the NFPA Life Safety Code.
o The most recent code section is 31.3.5.12 through 31.3.5.12.3 located in
the 2006 NFPA Life Safety Code
Ordinance #2010-O-10 establishing a 10-year compliance plan for high-rise
buildings

The source at the State level is as follows:
•

Under the authority granted by the Fire Investigation Act (425 ILCS 25), the
Office of the State Fire Marshal adopted the 2000 NFPA Life Safety Code.
This adoption is made at 41 Illinois Administrative Code 100.

Q8. How does a resident get a copy of the NFPA or ICC without paying over $100?
A. The code documents are copyrighted by the NFPA and ICC and cannot be
distributed by the Village. Per Illinois law, a copy of the Codes are available for
inspection on a request basis. Residents interested in obtaining their own copy of the
Codes should consult with their condo boards and management companies to
determine
whether
the
building
may
want
to
purchase
a
copy.
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Q9. How long has the Village of Wilmette has been using NFPA and ICC for Fire safety
for existing buildings (not new construction)?
A. The Village has utilized these nationally recognized model codes since the 1980s.
Since the early twentieth century, the system of building regulations in the United
States has been based on model building codes developed by three regional model
code groups. The codes developed by the Building Officials Code Administrators
International (BOCA) were used on the East Coast and throughout the Midwest of the
United States. The codes from the Southern Building Code Congress International
(SBCCI) were used in the Southeast. The codes published by the International
Conference of Building Officials (ICBO) were used primarily throughout the West Coast
and across a large swath of the middle of the country to most of the Midwest.
Although regional code development had been effective and responsive to the
regulatory needs of local U.S. jurisdictions, by the early 1990s it had become obvious
that the country needed a single coordinated set of national model building codes.
Therefore, the nation’s three model code groups decided to combine their efforts, and in
1994 formed the International Code Council (ICC) to develop codes that would have no
regional limitations.
After three years of extensive research and development, the first edition of the
International Building Code was published in 1997. A new code edition has since been
released every three years thereafter. The code was patterned on three legacy codes
previously developed by the organizations that constitute ICC. By the year 2000, ICC
had completed the International Codes series and ceased development of the legacy
codes in favor of their national successor. The word "International" in the names of the
ICC and all three of its predecessors, as well as the IBC and other ICC products reflects
the fact that a number of other countries in the Caribbean and Latin America had
already begun to rely on model building codes developed in the United States rather
than developing their own from scratch.

Q10. What type of risk analysis is performed in regard to these Codes?
A. Like many communities and states, the Village’s fire safety ordinances are informed
by the Life Safety Codes promulgated by the National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA). Founded in 1896, the NFPA is an international, non-profit organization that
generates life safety related codes. The code making process is led by a diverse
volunteer technical committee, and all proposed codes go through a public comment
period before being adopted by the NFPA membership. NFPA codes are adopted and
followed in 43 states, including Illinois.
Additional analysis can be found in a 1999 study by the Chicago High-Rise Safety
Commission found that the rate of high-rise fire deaths in Chicago buildings to be 3.5x
greater than the national average due to the number of high-rises constructed prior to
1975, most of which were not adequately outfitted with sprinkler systems.
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Q11. What is the enforcement process for failure to abide by the law?
A. All three buildings are currently in violation of both the State of Illinois and Village of
Wilmette law regarding high-rise life safety requirements. While we cannot speak to the
enforcement process for the State of Illinois, the Village of Wilmette could take the
following actions:
•
•
•

$750 fine per day for each day the building’s common areas are in violation of
the ordinance
$750 fine per day for each and every individual unit that is in violation of the
ordinance
Seek injunctive relief from the courts to require implementation of the life
safety requirements

The Village has not yet proceeded to enforcement action as it is our goal to work
cooperatively with the buildings toward compliance.
Q12. Since the three impacted buildings along Sheridan Road were built prior to 1975,
why they are not grandfathered out of the Code requirements?
A. All new high rise building built after 1975 were required to have a sprinkler system
installed per the Codes. The 2000 life safety code originally adopted by the Village in
2003 requires all existing high rise buildings, regardless of the date of construction, to
have sprinklers installed retroactively. This provision of the code was added by the
National Fire Protection Association to address and include all pre-1975 buildings due
to the danger posed to building occupants and firefighters in all high-rise structures. The
Village has since adopted the 2006 Life Safety Code which affirms the 2000 code.
Q13. Are the Wilmette Codes more restrictive than any of our other local nearby
communities?
A. No. See the attached matrix of nearby municipalities which demonstrates that
Wilmette is not an outlier in terms of high-rise life safety regulations. In fact, the matrix
demonstrates that Wilmette’s codes are wholly consistent with our surrounding
neighbors.
Additional information regarding which codes other communities outside of the
immediate area have adopted may possibly be found on the NFPA website at
http://www.nfpa.org/.
Q14. Can the Village implement a law that is less stringent than the Codes?
A. Yes. The Village has the authority to adopt local amendments to any building or life
safety code. The Fire Department does not recommend altering the current code
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requirements due to the safety implications. When governments with concurrent
jurisdiction have conflicting requirements (as would be the case between the State of
Illinois and Village of Wilmette if the Village adopted a less stringent code), the more
stringent requirement will apply.
In 1993, a fire at 1420 Sheridan Road in Wilmette trapped three occupants, claiming the
life of one Wilmette resident and nearly claiming the lives of two Wilmette firefighters. In
2003, a fire in the Cook County Administration Building in Chicago killed six people and
injured many more. In 2012, another fatal fire occurred in a Chicago residential high-rise
that was not equipped with sprinklers, claiming the life of a person who did not live in
the unit where the fire started.
The National Fire Prevention Association reported from 2009-2013 that fire departments
nationwide responded to an average of 14,500 fires in high-rise buildings each year, of
which 62% are apartments or multi-family residences. These fires caused an annual
average of:
•
•
•

40 civilian fire deaths
520 civilian fire injuries
$154 million in direct property damage

Over 97% of all fires are controlled or extinguished by one or two sprinkler heads at the
point of the fire, resulting in reduced property damage to other units and common areas;
more importantly, this allows any occupants to exit the area safely.
Q15. Can you explain ‘fire rating’ and key concepts in relationship to this fire safety
project, communications and questions? Please note the current fire ratings of
applicable buildings along Sheridan Rd.
A. There are 5 classifications for building construction as it relates to the fire service.
They range from 1-5 with type 5 being wood frame construction to type 1 which is fire
resistive. The buildings on Sheridan Road are a type 2, or non-combustible. The rating
is only an indication of building materials used and not room contents and finishings.
Construction type is not a consideration in regards to this code requirement, only the
height of the building. The higher the building, the more difficult and time consuming it is
to evacuate and to establish firefighting operations. Early detection and early
suppression are the best methods to minimize fire and smoke spread and to allow time
for occupants to escape.
Buildings constructed of concrete and steel are not fireproof. While nearly all high-rise
buildings utilize concrete and steel in their structural elements, people who live or work
in concrete and steel high-rises die every year in fires. Additionally, firefighters
endanger their lives battling fires in such buildings each year. Regardless of the
structural components, every hallway and common area, as well as every room of every
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unit, have walls and floors covered in flammable materials and other contents that
readily burn.

Q16. If the individual units are not sprinkled, what is the benefit to sprinkling the
common areas?
A. The common areas are the only means of egress for occupants during a fire.
Sprinkled hallways and stairwells will aid in the safe exit of residents during a fire. If the
fire is in a common area the sprinkler will extinguish the fire and keep it from spreading.
If the fire is in a unit, the common area sprinklers will keep it from spreading to the areas
of egress.
Q17. Can the buildings just install sprinklers on the 9th floor to fall below the required
height level for code?
A. There is no provision for this type of installation in the Codes, and it would not
provide sufficient life safety protection to building occupants or firefighters.
Q18. How do balconies help or hurt fire rating and response? Does having balconies
have any impact on pursuing sprinklers?
A. The balconies have no impact on the sprinkler requirements. Balconies are not
considered in the fire rating of a building. In limited situations, balconies may provide an
area of temporary safety but they cannot be relied on as part of the overall life safety
system.
Q19. Is it correct that fire in one unit cannot spread vertically or horizontally for four
hours given the concrete and steel construction of buildings such as 1616 Sheridan
Road?
A. This is incorrect. Fire and smoke can spread quickly both horizontally and vertically if
not contained or extinguished. Different separations such as walls and doors can
provide some protection against fire spread in order to give occupants time to escape
and firefighter’s time to begin firefighting operations. Such construction is not designed
to contain the fire for extended periods of time. In almost all cases, fire deaths are the
result of smoke inhalation and not fire as smoke spread is more diffuse and spreads
faster than fire. Most recently there was a 1st floor bathroom fire at 1420 Sheridan.
While the fire was quickly contained to the room of origin by firefighters, occupants on
the 9th floor reported seeing and smelling smoke that had traveled up the stairwell.
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Q20. Do you think the current fire suppression equipment (fire hoses, etc.), which is on
every floor, is sufficient for the firefighters?
A. The hose cabinets located in these buildings are designed for “occupant use only.”
They are not designed for the water pressure that is required for firefighting. The Fire
Department does not recommend use of this equipment without specific training.
Q21. There is concern whether the buildings are spending dollars to be safer through
sprinklers and fire alarms while a fire truck cannot drive up the driveway due to
structural limitations. Would money be better spent improving the driveway?
A. The buildings on Sheridan Road have setback issues which restrict access for the
Fire Department Tower Truck; this is the department’s tallest vehicle. To provide the
highest level of service possible, the Village purchased a Tower Ladder Truck with a
ladder height of 95 feet. Even with this ladder, the Fire Department cannot reach most
of the units on Sheridan Road due to setback and driveway restrictions. However, a
building would not be safer by improving the driveway at the cost of not installing
sprinklers and fire alarms. Properly configured sprinkler and alarm systems can protect
all occupants of a building whereas a Tower Ladder Truck can only rescue one
occupant at a time and only if they are in a location that can be reached by the Tower
Ladder.
Q22. Can you describe all the recent past, current and future capabilities in Wilmette for
dealing with fire/smoke? – E.G. Fire trucks, machinery, manpower etc. Have there been
any recent changes in these areas that have prompted any of the Life Safety
requirements?
A. - The Wilmette Fire Department is a Nationally Accredited Fire Department and
maintains a Class 2 rating through ISO (Insurance Service Office). This rating places
the Wilmette Fire Department in the top 3% of fire departments nationwide. The Village
of Wilmette continues to evaluate new technology and remains on the cutting edge of
research and development. The Village has utilized federal grants in excess of $1
million to help equip the Fire Department with the latest equipment available. The highrise life safety requirements have been in place for 14 years based on research
conducted through nationally certified associations and boards and are not due to any
changes or reduction of service through the Village or the Fire Department. Even during
the depths of the Great Recession, the Fire Department’s budget was not reduced and
staffing levels have remained consistent since the 1970s.
Q23. Is there any discussion, thought or research in requiring sprinklers in units after
this Life Safety project is completed? Is it a requirement that the current implementation
of sprinklers in hallways/hazardous areas be able to easily, in terms of cost and
implementation, extend into units?
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A. As new codes are written, based on experience and research in the field of fire and
life safety, it is not unreasonable to assume that future codes may require the extension
of the sprinkler systems into individual units. During discussions with the management
companies and the consultants, this question has been raised. The Fire Department’s
recommendation (not requirement) would be to stub out or extend one sprinkler pipe
and head into each unit from the hallway. Extending the system would allow residents to
have a head in place for additional protection, future expansion, and would be nonevasive as the sprinkler head would be on the common wall. This is only a
recommendation and the Village does not consider this as part of the overall life safety
requirements.
Q24. What guarantee do we have that the State of Illinois does not come along and say
“You did this wrong, redo it”?
A. The State of Illinois has the ultimate underlying jurisdiction in this matter. At the same
time, the Village has concurrent jurisdiction and implemented the 2000 and
subsequently 2006 NFPA Life Safety Code. Currently, the State of Illinois has not
attempted to enforce any statute or regulation where a municipal ordinance is enacted.
Furthermore, in November of 2011, the State Fire Marshal was asked to review the life
safety plans submitted by Aon Fire Protection on behalf of the three Sheridan Road
buildings. The State confirmed that the Village had the authority to approve the plans
and as such confirmed that the plans meet the requirements under the Codes and
thereby exempt each buildings from installing a full sprinkler system in each dwelling
unit (assuming the buildings comply with the approve life safety plans).

Q25. What is the expected timeline for the rollout of the wireless alarm monitoring
system?
A. The Fire Department understands from manufacturers and Underwriter Laboratories
(UL) that an announcement regarding wireless fire alarm notification devices will be
made sometime this fall, however, no solid date has been provided.
Q26. It seems likely that there will be fire suppression systems that will be materially
better than what exists now in the next 3 years. Would you agree?
A. No, the Fire Department does not agree. This is not the belief of the Village of
Wilmette or its Fire Department. As stated above, the Wilmette Fire Department has
worked closely with Underwriter Laboratories and surrounding Fire Departments to stay
on the cutting edge of firefighting technology. Significant advancements have been
made in fire alarm detection and notification and we have provided that information to
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residents, consultants and management. Unfortunately, there is no new technology on
the horizon that will replace the fire suppression, and lifesaving capabilities, that a
current fire sprinkler will provide.

Q27. There were a few examples of past fires, most not being local, referenced in the
meeting. The quick discussion seemed to reveal that some were not applicable or the
current sprinkler requirements set forth would not save the lives. Is it possible to have
more risk and cost/benefit analysis of this? It seems that ‘Life Safety’ and ‘Fire Alarm’
portion of the overall Life Safety project are where the risk really lies.
A. The NFPA fire statistics are tabulated by building type and use group. For example, a
high-rise “type” will be broken down by hotel, dormitory, commercial, or residential
groups. This categorization is necessary to detect patterns that can determine if a
specific code is effective or if another requirement needs to be considered. The NFPA
will conduct geographical comparisons to determine fire related injury or death based on
whether or not codes have been implemented. The NFPA conducted and tabulated
research from around the country which can be found in the attached 2016 report titled
‘High-Rise Building Fires’.
Since 1994, the Village of Wilmette has experienced seven deaths from fire. Of these
seven, four were in single family residences and three were in condominium buildings.
This data is consistent with national averages for fire related deaths.

Q28. Can the Chief characterize the nature of the buildings that complied in Park
Ridge?
A. Park Ridge enforced the retroactive provision on five commercial buildings that were
75 feet or taller at the highest occupied floor. Four of these structures were part of the
Lutheran General Hospital Property and one was a telephone company. The Fire
Department is not aware of each building’s construction type but the code does not
allow for provisions or exceptions based on different construction classifications.
Q29. Why does the City of Chicago code require sprinklers in buildings 80’ in height or
greater whereas Wilmette’s requirement is 75’ in height or greater?
A. The proper model comparisons for the high-rise life safety requirements are other
suburban communities and not the City of Chicago. Be that as it may, the City of
Chicago code is actually more restrictive than the 2000 and 2006 Codes adopted by
Wilmette. The Chicago codes state 80 feet of total building height while the 2000 and
2006 life safety codes (as adopted by Wilmette) states 75 feet at the floor of the highest
occupied floor. This means that the Chicago code is more restrictive since a building
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that is a total of 80 feet in height will have its highest occupied floor at no higher than 70
feet.
Q30. Have only 6 of approximately 600 pre-1975 high-rises in the City of Chicago
installed sprinklers?
A. See attached documentation titled “Chicago High Rise Code History” for further
detail.
Q31. I thought that the state of Illinois and the City of Chicago had withdrawn any
requirement for sprinklers in pre-1975 condominium buildings? If not, can you
specifically point us to where this is stated in their documentation? Why would we not
be following Illinois and Chicago’s requirements (or other cities, states, etc.)? Wasn’t
the Wilmette requirement of sprinklers initially passed due to Chicago and the State Fire
Marshall requiring it? If Chicago and the State changed their mind, shouldn’t Wilmette
logically follow?
A. The Village of Wilmette adopted the 2000 Life Safety Code in 2003, two years after
the State of Illinois adopted said code and one year prior to Chicago adopting its own
ordinance.
The State of Illinois has not changed the law in regards to high-rise sprinkler
requirements; retrofitting of existing high-rise buildings to include fire sprinklers remains
the law in Illinois. The City of Chicago implemented its own ordinance without input from
the State of Illinois.

Q32. Is the State of Illinois and/or City of Chicago requiring the three Life Safety actions
for pre-1975 condos (Life safety, Fire alarm, Fire Sprinkler system) that 1616 Sheridan
is being asked to pursue? Can you point us to where this is stated in the State or
Chicago’s documentation?
A. The State of Illinois law requires sprinkler systems to be installed throughout the
building in all high-rise structures for which the highest occupied floor is 75’ or taller.
The three life safety actions required for the impacted buildings on Sheridan Road are
based on each building’s request to pursue a life safety evaluation rather than proceed
with installation of a full sprinkler system.
Regarding the City of Chicago, their life safety ordinance is attached for review.
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Abstract
In 2009-2013, U.S. fire departments responded to an estimated average of 14,500
reported structure fires in high-rise buildings per year. These fires caused an average of
40 civilian deaths, 520 civilian injuries, and $154 million in direct property damage per
year. Five property classes account for almost three-quarters of high-rise fires: apartment
buildings or multi-family housing, hotels, dormitories, office buildings, and facilities that
care for the sick. Automatic fire protection equipment and fire-resistive construction are
more common in high-rise buildings that have fires than in other buildings of the same
property use that have fires. The fire death rate per 1,000 fires and average loss per fire
tend to be lower in high-rise buildings than in shorter buildings of the same property use.
Keywords: fire statistics, high-rise, apartments, care of sick, office, hotel, fire
protection, hospital, clinic, doctor’s office, dormitory
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U.S. HIGH-RISE BUILDING FIRES FACT SHEET
In 2009-2013, U.S. fire departments responded to an average of 14,500 structure fires per year
in high-rise buildings.1 These fires caused an annual average of:
 40 civilian fire deaths
 520 civilian fire injuries
 $154 million in direct property damage
Five property use groups account for almost three-quarters (73%) of high-rise fires:
 Apartments or other multi-family housing (62% of all high-rise fires)
 Hotels (4% of high-rise fires)
 Dormitories (4% of high-rise fires)
 Offices (2% of high-rise fires)
 Facilities that care for the sick (2% of high-rise fires)
Most of the remaining fires occurred in mixed-use residential or office buildings (such as
restaurants, stores, and parking garages) or probable miscodes of properties that cannot be
high-rise (such as one- or two-family homes and sheds).
The fire death rate per 1,000 fires and the average loss per fire are generally lower in high-rise
buildings than in other buildings of the same property use.
High-rise buildings have lower percentages of fires with flame damage beyond room of origin,
providing further evidence of impact from fire protection systems and features:
 Apartments (4% of high-rise fires vs. 10% in shorter buildings)
 Hotels (4% of high-rise fires vs. 11% in shorter buildings)
 Dormitories (2% of high-rise vs. 1% in shorter buildings)
 Offices (10% of high-rise fires vs. 21% in shorter buildings)
 Facilities that care for the sick (4% of high-rise fires vs. 9% in shorter buildings)
High-rise buildings are more likely than shorter building to have fire-resistive construction and
wet pipe sprinklers. These types of protection help prevent fire spread.
Presence of Wet-Pipe Sprinklers in Fires
Excluding Partial Systems and
Buildings Under Construction, 2009-2013
50%
42%
Apartments
15%
48%
62%
Hotels
49%
52%
61%
Dormitories
45%
High-rise
High-rise
52%
Offices
Not high-rise
28%
Not high-rise
80%
Care of sick facilities
61%

Presence of Fire-Resistive
Construction in Fires, 1994-1998
Apartments
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6%
12%
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Offices
Care of sick facilities

23%
32%

10%
22%

33%
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“High-rise” is defined here as 7 stories above grade. This is roughly consistent with the Life Safety Code definition
of high rise as 75 feet (23 meters) in height, measured from the lowest level of fire department vehicle access to the
floor of the highest occupiable story.
1
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High-Rise Building Fires
When American adults think of high-rise fires, we often think first of the September 11, 2001
terrorist attacks on New York City’s iconic World Trade Center, the deadliest high-rise fire in
world history. As part of a terrorist attack, two hijacked airplanes flew into the 110 story towers,
setting them on fire and compromising the towers’ structural integrity. The fires and ensuing
building collapses killed 2,666 civilians and firefighters. The 157 passengers and crew on the
airplanes also perished.2
The second deadliest U.S. high-rise fire, and the third deadliest in the world, also resulted from
terrorism, in this case domestic terrorism. On April 19, 1995, a bomb in a rented truck exploded
outside a nine-story federal office building in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. The blast and ensuing
fire killed 169 people. See Appendix A for a list of the ten deadliest high rise fires in history.
While these tragic events are etched in our memory, high-rise buildings are more likely to
have fire protection that makes them safer than other buildings in the event of fire. This
analysis focuses on the causes and circumstances of high-rise building fires compared to shorter
buildings. The estimates in this report were derived from the U.S. Fire Administration’s National
Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) and NFPA’s annual fire experience survey. In this
analysis, any structure (NFIRS incident type codes 110-123) with seven stories or more above
ground is considered high-rise. Shorter, non-high-rise buildings have one to six stories above
ground. Stories below ground were not included in these definitions. Fires in which the number
of stories above ground were coded as zero, or more than 100, were considered to have unknown
data. Unknowns were allocated proportionally. Only fires reported to local fire departments are
included. See Appendix B for a description of the methodology used.
In 2009-2013, U.S. fire departments responded to an estimated average of 14,500 reported
structure fires in high-rise buildings per year. These fires caused an average of 40 civilian
deaths, 520 civilian injuries, and $154 million in direct property damage per year. Three percent
of structure fires reported in 2009-2013 occurred in high-rise buildings. In this analysis,
structures are considered high-rise if they have at least seven stories above grade.
Five property classes account for three-quarters (73%) of high-rise fires: apartments or
other multi-family housing, hotels, dormitories or dormitory-type properties, offices, and
facilities that care for the sick. Some property uses – such as stores, restaurants or one- or twofamily homes – may represent only a single floor or part of a floor in a tall building primarily
devoted to other uses. Some property uses – such as grain elevators and factories – can be as tall
as a high-rise building even though they do not have a large number of separate floors or stories.
This report focuses on the five property classes mentioned above. In these five property classes
combined, an average of 10,600 high-rise structure fires were reported per year during 20092013. These fires caused an average of 27 civilian deaths (65% of high-rise fire deaths), 418
civilian injuries (81%), and $54 million (35%) in direct property damage per year. These five
Robert S. McCarthy. Catastrophic Multiple-Death Fires in the United States – 2001, Quincy, MA: NFPA, 2002,
p. 19.
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property classes are the focus of this analysis. In this report, the term “apartment” also includes
other multi-family housing.
Figure 1.
High-rise fires by occupancy
2009-2013 annual averages
Apartments

8,970

Hotels

540

Dormitories

510

Office
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Care of sick

260
0

2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000

Figure 1 shows the average number of highrise fires in these properties per year during
2009-2013. More than three out of five (62%)
high-rise fires occurred in apartments or other
multi-family housing. Hotels and dormitories
or related properties each accounted for 4%,
and office buildings and facilities that care for
the sick each accounted for 2%. Table 1 also
shows the average civilian deaths, civilian
injuries, and direct property damage per year
from these fires.

Figure 2 shows that 15% of hotel fires occurred
in high-rise buildings, as did 14% of the fires in
facilities that care for the sick, 13% of
dormitory fires, 9% of office building fires, and
8% of fires in apartments or multi-family
homes. Table 2 also shows the percent of
casualties and property damage from high-rise
fires in each of the five property classes.

Figure 2.
Percent of high-rise fires and
losses by occupancy: 2009-2013
Apartments
Hotels
Dormitories
Office
Care of sick

8%
15%
13%
9%
14%
0%

5%

10%
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20%

Table 3 shows that the risk of fire death per 1,000 fires was lower in high-rise buildings
overall and in four of the five specific property groups. Average direct property damage loss
per fire was lower in high-rise buildings overall and in all five property groups than in
comparable lower-rise buildings. Hotels were the only occupancy of the five studied to have a
lower fire injury rate in high-rise buildings than in shorter properties.
Most high-rise building fires begin on floors no
higher than the 6th story. Figure 3 and Table 4
show that 47% of dormitory high-rise fires began
on the 7th floor or higher, as did 41% of the
apartment high-rise fires, 35% of the office
building high-rise fires, 31% of the hotel high-rise
fires, and 19% of the high-rise fires in facilities
that care for the sick.

Figure 3.
High-rise fires starting
on the 7th floor
or higher: 2009-2013
Apartments
Hotels
Dormitories
Office
Care of sick
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Ten percent of hotel and office building high-rise fires actually started below grade. Figure 4
shows a general breakdown of level of origin for the five different occupancies. Hotels, office
buildings and facilities that care for the sick often have restaurants or cafeterias, small stores and
other types of activities on the first floor. This may explain the higher percentages (25-35%)
occurring on the first floor in these properties. Only 5% of the high-rise dormitory fires and 13%
of the high-rise apartment fires began on the first floor.
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Figure 4. High-Rise Building Fires by Level of Fire Origin
2009-2013
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The kitchen or cooking area was the leading area of origin in all five occupancies,
regardless of height. Figure 5 and Table 5 show that roughly two-thirds to three quarters of fires
in apartments or other multi-family homes or in dormitory-type properties started in the kitchen
or cooking area. All means of egress are grouped together in the figures but listed separately in
Table 5.
Figure 5.
Top five areas of origin in high-rise fires and their share in shorter building fires
2009-2013
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Figure 5.
Top five areas of origin in high-rise fires and their share in shorter building fires
2009-2013 (Continued)
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Certain types of areas, such as machinery
rooms; trash chutes, areas or containers; and
service or equipment areas are more frequent
areas of origin in high-rise buildings. It is
possible that shorter buildings have a smaller
share of their area devoted exclusively to these
functions.
Means of egress fires tended to account for a
slightly larger share of fires in high-rise
buildings. This was not true for office
buildings.

Cooking equipment was the leading cause of fires in both high-rise and shorter buildings in
all of the occupancies studied. Figure 6 and Table 6 show that building height makes little
difference in the causes that have a strong human component, such as cooking, smoking
materials, and intentional. Heating equipment was a less common cause of fires in high-rise
buildings than in shorter buildings. High-rise buildings are more likely to have centrally
controlled and maintained heating systems. The leading causes were derived from details
collected in several data elements. See Appendix C for a description of how these causes were
calculated.
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Figure 6.
Leading causes of high-rise fires and their share in shorter building fires
2009-2013
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Fires in high-rise buildings are less likely to spread beyond the room and floor of origin
than were fires in shorter buildings. Figure 7 shows that the fire was roughly twice as likely to
spread beyond the room of origin in shorter buildings and two to four times as likely to spread
beyond the floor of origin in non-high-rise buildings as in high-rise buildings. The fire was more
likely to spread in office buildings than in other occupancies.
Figure 7.
Fire spread beyond the room and floor of origin
2009-2013
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The usage of wet pipe sprinklers and fire detection equipment is higher in high-rise
buildings than in other buildings, for each property use group. Figure 8 shows that the vast
majority of properties had some type of fire detection, with office buildings having the smallest
percentages, 68% and 88%, of shorter buildings and high-rise buildings, respectively.
Figure 8.
Presence of fire protection in fires
2009-2013
A. Fire detection.

B. Wet pipe sprinklers, excluding buildings
under construction and partial systems
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Wet pipe sprinkler protection was much less common than fire detection. Figure 8 shows
that facilities that care for the sick were most likely to have this protection in buildings of all
heights. Excluding properties under construction and those with only partial systems, wet pipe
systems were present in 61% the shorter facilities and 81% of the high-rise facilities.
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Although high-rise apartments or multi-family housing were almost three times as likely to have
wet pipe sprinklers as shorter buildings (42% vs. 15%), they were the least likely of the five
high-rise occupancies to have sprinklers.
Fire-resistive construction is also more common in high-rise buildings. Fire-resistive
construction is either concrete or fire-resistant covered steel construction. It is designed to keep a
fire from burning through it in less than two hours. Earlier versions of NFIRS captured the
building’s type of construction. This data element was dropped from Version 5.0 of NFIRS.
Consequently, our most recent data on the subject is for the five-year period of 1994-1998.
Figure 9 shows that roughly half of the highrise building fires in apartments, hotels, or
dormitories had fire-resistive construction,
compared to 6%, 12%, and 23% of the fires
in shorter buildings in the same three
occupancies. One-third of the high-rise fires
in office buildings and facilities that care for
the sick were in fire-resistive properties
compared to 10% and 22% in the
corresponding non-high-rise buildings.

Figure 9.
Presence of fire-resistive
construction in fires, 1994-1998
Apartments

50%

6%

Hotels or motels

48%

12%

Dormitories

52%

23%

Offices

32%

10%

Care of sick

22%

0%

20%

33%

40%

High-rise
Not high-rise
60%

Because high-rise buildings tend to have more occupants and a longer distance to the exit
discharge, fire prevention and fire protection are essential. Great strides have been made in
ensuring that the residential properties have fire detection. High-rise buildings are also much
more likely to have wet pipe sprinklers and fire-resistive construction. The importance of these
measures is seen in the lower overall fire death rate and average loss per fire and in the fact that
fires in high rise buildings are much less likely to spread beyond the room or floor of origin.
Even so, too many fires are occurring in high-rise properties without sprinklers. Retrofitting
these properties will make them safer. NFPA 101®, Life Safety Code®, details fire protection
requirements for the different occupancies for new and existing high-rise buildings. Despite the
best efforts at fire prevention, a fire will occasionally start. The early warning from smoke
detectors, automatic fire sprinklers that can control a fire and other building features are
necessary to ensure that these fires stay small and building occupants are safe.
Most of us are not responsible for the design, construction or code enforcement in a high-rise
building. See NFPA’s additional resources about high-rise fire safety for the public to learn how
to plan for a high-rise evacuation or read about fires that occurred in high-rise properties.
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Table 1. High-Rise Fires by Occupancy
2009-2013 Annual Averages
Occupancy
Apartment or other
multi-family housing

Civilian
Deaths

Fires

Civilian
Injuries

Direct Property
Damage (in Millions)

8,970

(62%)

26

(64%)

387

(75%)

$39

(25%)

Hotel

540

(4%)

0

(0%)

11

(2%)

$7

(4%)

Dormitory

510

(4%)

0

(1%)

7

(1%)

$1

(0%)

Office building

290

(2%)

0

(0%)

6

(1%)

$6

(4%)

Care of the sick

260

(2%)

0

(0%)

7

(1%)

$2

(1%)

10,570

(73%)

27

(65%)

418

(81%)

$54

(35%)

3,970

(27%)

14

(35%)

100

(19%)

$100

(65%)

14,540

(100%)

41

(100%)

518

(100%)

$154

(100%)

Subtotal
All other occupancies
Total

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.

Table 2. Percentage of Fires and Fire Losses in the Five Occupancies
in High-Rise Buildings 2009-2013
Occupancy
Apartment or other
multi-family housing

Fires

Civilian
Deaths

Civilian
Injuries

Direct Property
Damage

8%

7%

9%

3%

Hotel

15%

0%

10%

8%

Dormitory

13%

33%

23%

5%

Office building

9%

0%

15%

6%

Care of the sick

14%

0%

15%

7%

Note: Percentages were calculated by dividing the total reported structure fires in each occupancy by the reported high-rise fires
in these occupancies. These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or
state agencies or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded
as unknown, blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or property damage can be significantly
affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 3.
Risk of Fire Casualty per Thousand Reported Fires and Average Loss per Fire
2009-2013 Annual Averages
A. High-Rise Buildings

Occupancy

Civilian Deaths per
1,000 Fires

Civilian
Injuries per
1,000 Fires

Average Loss
per Fire

Apartment or other multi-family
housing

2.9

43.1

$4,300

Hotel

0.0

20.9

$12,600

Dormitory

0.7

14.3

$1,300

Office building

0.0

19.3

$19,800

Care of the sick
Average of the five occupancy
groups

0.0

25.0

$8,800

2.5

39.5

$5,100

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Average loss per fire is rounded to the nearest hundred dollars and not adjusted for inflation. Estimates
of deaths, injuries, or property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.

Table 3.
Risk of Fire Casualty per Thousand Reported Fires and Average Loss per Fire
2009-2013 Annual Averages
B. Buildings that Were Not High-Rise
Occupancy

Civilian Deaths
per 1,000 Fires

Civilian Injuries
per 1,000 Fires

Average loss
per fire

Apartment or other multi-family
housing

3.9

40.0

$12,500

Hotel

3.1

35.3

$25,800

Dormitory

0.2

7.3

$3,900

Office building

0.4

11.8

$33,600

Care of the sick
Average of the five occupancy
groups

0.6

24.1

$20,000

3.6

37.9

$13,300

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Average loss per fire is rounded to the nearest hundred dollars and not adjusted for inflation. Estimates
of deaths, injuries, or property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 4.
Fires in Selected Properties, by Number of Stories above Ground
2009-2013 Annual Averages
A. Apartments or other multi-family housing

Number of Stories

Civilian
Deaths

Fires

Civilian
Injuries

Direct Property
Damage
(in Millions)

Not high-rise
(1-6 stories)
1

17,590

(17%)

69

(17%)

501

(12%)

$127

(10%)

2

42,030

(40%)

199

(50%)

1,813

(42%)

$636

(51%)

3

27,070

(25%)

74

(19%)

1,081

(25%)

$360

(29%)

4

6,280

(6%)

16

(4%)

250

(6%)

$64

(5%)

5

2,370

(2%)

7

(2%)

89

(2%)

$18

(1%)

6

2,100

(2%)

10

(2%)

165

(4%)

$15

(1%)

97,430

(92%)

376

(93%)

3,900

(91%)

$1,219

(97%)

7

1,250

(1%)

4

(1%)

65

(2%)

$3

(0%)

8

980

(1%)

2

(0%)

31

(1%)

$2

(0%)

9

670

(1%)

2

(0%)

19

(0%)

$2

(0%)

10

1,010

(1%)

3

(1%)

27

(1%)

$2

(0%)

11

630

(1%)

3

(1%)

18

(0%)

$7

(1%)

12

870

(1%)

2

(1%)

25

(1%)

$3

(0%)

13 or more

3,570

(3%)

10

(3%)

202

(5%)

$18

(1%)

Subtotal

8,970

(8%)

26

(7%)

387

(9%)

$39

(3%)

106,400

(100%)

402

(100%)

4,287

(100%)

$1,258

(100%)

SubtotalHigh-rise
(7-100 stories)

Total

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 4.
Fires in Selected Properties, by Number of Stories above Ground
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
B. Hotels or motels

Number of Stories

Civilian
Deaths

Fires

Civilian
Injuries

Direct Property
Damage
(in Millions)

Not high-rise
(1-6 stories)
1

630

(18%)

2

(23%)

23

(19%)

$14

(17%)

2

740

(21%)

6

(62%)

45

(39%)

$30

(36%)

3

870

(25%)

1

(8%)

18

(15%)

$21

(25%)

4

420

(12%)

1

(7%)

14

(12%)

$9

(10%)

5

200

(6%)

0

(0%)

4

(3%)

$1

(1%)

6

120

(3%)

0

(0%)

2

(2%)

$2

(2%)

2,980

(85%)

9

(100%)

105

(90%)

$77

(92%)

7

60

(2%)

0

(0%)

1

(1%)

$1

(1%)

8

50

(1%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

9

60

(2%)

0

(0%)

3

(2%)

$1

(1%)

10

60

(2%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

11

20

(0%)

0

(0%)

1

(1%)

$2

(2%)

12

40

(1%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$1

(1%)

13 or more

250

(7%)

0

(0%)

5

(5%)

$2

(2%)

Subtotal

540

(15%)

0

(0%)

11

(10%)

$7

(8%)

3,520

(100%)

9

(100%)

117

(100%)

$84

(100%)

SubtotalHigh-rise
(7-100 stories)

Total

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 4.
Fires in Selected Properties, by Number of Stories above Ground
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
C. Dormitories

Number of Stories

Civilian
Deaths

Fires

Direct Property
Damage
(in Millions)

Civilian
Injuries

Not high-rise
(1-6 stories)
1

420

(11%)

0

(34%)

4

(12%)

$2

(13%)

2

890

(23%)

0

(32%)

7

(23%)

$3

(22%)

3

1,150

(30%)

0

(0%)

10

(30%)

$3

(20%)

4

610

(16%)

0

(0%)

2

(6%)

$5

(37%)

5

170

(4%)

0

(0%)

1

(3%)

$0

(1%)

6

120

(3%)

0

(0%)

1

(2%)

$0

(1%)

3,360

(87%)

1

(67%)

25

(77%)

$13

(95%)

7

70

(2%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(1%)

8

110

(3%)

0

(0%)

4

(12%)

$0

(1%)

9

30

(1%)

0

(33%)

2

(5%)

$0

(0%)

10

50

(1%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

11

20

(1%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(1%)

12

30

(1%)

0

(0%)

1

(2%)

$0

(0%)

SubtotalHigh-rise
(7-100 stories)

13 or more

210

(5%)

0

(0%)

1

(3%)

$0

(1%)

Subtotal

510

(13%)

0

(33%)

7

(23%)

$1

(5%)

3,870

(100%)

1

(100%)

32

(100%)

$14

(100%)

Total

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 4.
Fires in Selected Properties, by Number of Stories above Ground
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
D. Office buildings

Number of Stories

Civilian
Deaths

Fires

Direct Property
Damage
(in Millions)

Civilian
Injuries

Not high-rise
(1-6 stories)
1

1,460

(47%)

0

(19%)

20

(53%)

$40

(40%)

2

710

(23%)

0

(39%)

5

(14%)

$29

(29%)

3

330

(11%)

0

(0%)

4

(11%)

$7

(7%)

4

160

(5%)

0

(42%)

2

(6%)

$7

(7%)

5

80

(2%)

0

(0%)

0

(1%)

$6

(6%)

6

50

(2%)

0

(0%)

0

(1%)

$4

(4%)

2,800

(91%)

1

(100%)

33

(85%)

$94

(94%)

7

30

(1%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

8

20

(1%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$1

(1%)

9

10

(0%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

10

20

(1%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

11

10

(0%)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

12

30

(1%)

0

(0%)

1

(4%)

$0

(0%)

13 or more

170

(5%)

0

(0%)

4

(11%)

$5

(5%)

Subtotal

290

(9%)

0

(0%)

6

(15%)

$6

(6%)

3,090

(100%)

1

(100%)

39

(100%)

$100

(100%)

SubtotalHigh-rise
(7-100 stories)

Total

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 4.
Fires in Selected Properties, by Number of Stories above Ground
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
E. Facilities that care for the sick

Number of Stories

Civilian
Deaths

Fires

Direct Property
Damage
(in Millions)

Civilian
Injuries

Not high-rise
(1-6 stories)
1

680

(37%)

0.5

(52%)

13

(29%)

$19

(57%)

2

280

(15%)

0.2

(26%)

3

(7%)

$6

(18%)

3

190

(10%)

0.0

(0%)

4

(9%)

$3

(8%)

4

170

(9%)

0.0

(0%)

10

(23%)

$2

(6%)

5

130

(7%)

0.2

(23%)

4

(9%)

$1

(3%)

6

120

(6%)

0.0

(0%)

3

(7%)

$0

(1%)

1,560

(86%)

1.0

(100%)

38

(85%)

$31

(93%)

7

50

(3%)

0.0

(0%)

1

(1%)

$0

(0%)

8

90

(5%)

0.0

(0%)

1

(3%)

$1

(2%)

9

40

(2%)

0.0

(0%)

3

(7%)

$0

(0%)

10

30

(2%)

0.0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$1

(4%)

11

10

(1%)

0.0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

12

0

(0%)

0.0

(0%)

0

(0%)

$0

(0%)

SubtotalHigh-rise
(7-100 stories)

13 or more
Subtotal
Total

40

(2%)

0.0

(0%)

1

(3%)

$0

(1%)

260

(14%)

0.0

(0%)

7

(15%)

$2

(7%)

1,820

(100%)

1.0

(100%)

44

(100%)

$33

(100%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 5.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Areas of Origin
2009-2013 Annual Averages
A. Apartments or other multi-family housing
High-Rise
Area of Origin
Kitchen or cooking area
Trash or rubbish chute, area or
container

Not High-Rise
Fires
6,830

(76%)

410

(5%)

Bedroom

310

(3%)

All Means of Egress

260

(3%)

Hallway or corridor

90

Interior stairway
Unclassified means of egress

Area of Origin

68,500

(70%)

Bedroom

4,420

(5%)

All Means of Egress

2,550

(3%)

Exterior stairway

670

(1%)

(1%)

Interior stairway

510

(1%)

80

(1%)

Unclassified means of egress

470

(0%)

40

(0%)

Hallway or corridor

450

(0%)

Lobby or entrance way

30

(0%)

Lobby or entrance way

420

(0%)

Exterior stairway

20

(0%)

Escalator

20

(0%)

0

(0%)

2,300

(2%)

230

(3%)

Living room, family room or den
Exterior balcony or unenclosed
porch

2,180

(2%)

Laundry room or area

1,820

(2%)

Bathroom

1,730

(2%)

Escalator
Living room, family room or den

Kitchen or cooking area

Fires

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 5.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Areas of Origin
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
B. Hotels or Motels
High-Rise

Not High-Rise

Area of Origin
Kitchen or cooking area

Fires

Area of Origin

210

(40%)

Laundry room or area

40

(8%)

Bedroom

40

(7%)

All Means of Egress

40

Hallway or corridor

Kitchen or cooking area

Fires
1,250

(42%)

Bedroom

400

(13%)

220

(7%)

(7%)

Laundry room or area
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room
or check room

120

(4%)

10

(3%)

All Means of Egress

110

(4%)

Lobby or entrance way

10

(2%)

Hallway or corridor

40

(1%)

Interior stairway

10

(1%)

Exterior stairway

20

(1%)

Unclassified means of egress

0

(1%)

20

(1%)

Escalator

0

(0%)

Lobby or entrance way
Unclassified means of
egress

20

(1%)

Exterior stairway

0

(0%)

Interior stairway

10

(0%)

Trash chute, area or container
Machinery room or area or elevator
machinery room
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room or
check room
Common room, living room, family
room, lounge or den
Unclassified equipment or service
area

20

(4%)

10

0

(0%)

(2%)

Escalator
Common room, living room,
family room, lounge or den

70

(2%)

10

(2%)

Heating equipment room

60

(2%)

10

(2%)

Confined chimney or flue fire

60

(2%)

10

(2%)

Unclassified function area

50

(2%)

Unclassified storage area

10

(2%)

Unclassified area of origin

40

(2%)

Exterior roof surface

10

(2%)

Unclassified function area

10

(2%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 5.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Areas of Origin
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
C. Dormitories
High-Rise

Not High-Rise

Area of Origin
Kitchen or cooking area

Fires

Area of Origin

330

(65%)

Kitchen or cooking area

Bedroom

40

(7%)

All Means of Egress

30

Hallway or corridor

Fires
2,310

(69%)

300

(9%)

(6%)

Bedroom
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room or
check room

120

(4%)

20

(3%)

All Means of Egress

100

(3%)

Lobby or entrance way

10

(2%)

Hallway or corridor

60

(2%)

Unclassified means of egress

10

(1%)

Exterior stairway

20

(1%)

Interior stairway

0

(0%)

Interior stairway

10

(0%)

Exterior stairway

0

(0%)

Lobby or entrance way

10

(0%)

0

(0%)

Unclassified means of egress

10

(0%)

20

(4%)

Escalator

0

(0%)

20

(4%)

70

(2%)

10

(3%)

Unclassified area of origin
Common room, living room, family
room, lounge or den

60

(2%)

10

(2%)

Laundry room or area

50

(2%)

Unclassified function area

50

(2%)

Escalator
Common room, living room,
family room, lounge or den
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room
or check room
Trash or rubbish chute, area or
container
Unclassified outside area

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 5.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Areas of Origin
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
D. Office Buildings
High-Rise

Not High-Rise

Area of Origin

Fires

Area of Origin

Fires

Kitchen or cooking area

90

(31%)

Kitchen or cooking area

620

(22%)

Office
Machinery room or area or
elevator machinery room
Unclassified equipment or service
area

40

(12%)

Office

370

(13%)

30

(9%)

All Means of Egress

160

(6%)

20

(6%)

Lobby or entrance way

60

(2%)

All Means of Egress

10

(4%)

Unclassified means of egress

50

(2%)

Lobby or entrance way

10

(2%)

Exterior stairway

30

(1%)

Unclassified means of egress

0

(1%)

Hallway or corridor

20

(1%)

Exterior stairway

0

(1%)

Interior stairway

10

(0%)

Hallway or corridor

0

(1%)

Interior stairway

0

Escalator
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room
or check room
Exterior roof surface
Duct for HVAC, cable, exhaust,
heating, or AC
Small assembly area, less than
100 person capacity
Switchgear area or transformer
vault
Trash or rubbish chute, area or
container

0

(0%)

(1%)

Escalator
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room or
check room

120

(4%)

0

(0%)

Heating equipment room

110

(4%)

10

(3%)

Unclassified outside area

110

(4%)

10

(3%)

Exterior wall surface

90

(3%)

10

(3%)

80

(3%)

10

(2%)

Exterior roof surface
Attic or ceiling/roof assembly or
concealed space

80

(3%)

10

(2%)

70

(3%)

10

(2%)

Unclassified area of origin
Trash or rubbish chute, area or
container

50

(2%)

Wall assembly or concealed space
Unclassified equipment or service
area

50

(2%)

50

(2%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 5.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Areas of Origin
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
E. Facilities that care for the sick
High-Rise

Not High-Rise

Area of Origin
Kitchen or cooking area
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room
or check room

Fires

Area of Origin

100

(39%)

20

(6%)

Kitchen or cooking area
Lavatory, bathroom, locker room or
check room

10

(5%)

10

Unclassified means of egress

Fires
600

(39%)

100

(6%)

Office

80

(5%)

(3%)

Heating equipment room

60

(4%)

0

(2%)

All Means of Egress

60

(4%)

Lobby or entrance way

0

(0%)

Lobby or entrance way

20

(2%)

Exterior stairway

0

(0%)

Hallway or corridor

20

(1%)

Interior stairway

0

(0%)

Exterior stairway

10

(0%)

10

(0%)

All Means of Egress
Hallway or corridor

Escalator
Common room, living room,
family room, lounge or den

0

(0%)

Unclassified means of egress

10

(4%)

Interior stairway

0

(0%)

Bedroom

10

(3%)

Escalator

0

(0%)

Trash chute, area or container
Machinery room or area or
elevator machinery room

10

(3%)

Laundry room or area

40

(3%)

10

(3%)

40

(2%)

Office
Unclassified equipment or service
area

10

(3%)

Bedroom
Common room, living room, family
room, lounge or den

40

(2%)

10

(3%)

Exterior roof surface

30

(2%)

Laboratory

10

(3%)

30

(2%)

Unclassified function area

10

(3%)

Unclassified equipment or service area
Dining room, bar or beverage area,
cafeteria

30

(2%)

Storage room, area, tank, or bin

10

(2%)

30

(2%)

Unclassified area of origin

10

(2%)

Unclassified area of origin
Machinery room or area or elevator
machinery room

30

(2%)

Unclassified service facility

10

(2%)

Unclassified function area

20

(2%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 6.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Causes
2009-2013 Annual Averages
A. Apartments or other multi-family housing
High-Rise

Not High-Rise

Cause
Cooking equipment

Fires

Cause

Fires

6,770

(75%)

Cooking equipment

69,670

(72%)

Smoking materials

590

(7%)

Smoking materials

5,750

(6%)

Intentional

300

(3%)

Heating equipment

5,650

(6%)

Heating equipment
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

250

(3%)

4,910

(5%)

190

(2%)

Intentional
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

2,770

(3%)

Candles

170

(2%)

Exposure

1,920

(2%)

Clothes dryer or washer

1,850

(2%)

Candles

1,820

(2%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 6.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Causes
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
B. Hotels or motels
High-Rise
Cause

Not High-Rise
Fires

Cause

Fires

Cooking equipment

240

(45%)

Cooking equipment

1,420

(48%)

Smoking materials

60

(10%)

Heating equipment

290

(10%)

Clothes dryer or washer
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

40

(7%)

Clothes dryer or washer

250

(8%)

30

(6%)

Intentional

230

(8%)

Intentional

20

(4%)

200

(8%)

Heating equipment

20

(4%)

Smoking materials
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

160

(7%)

Air conditioner or fan
Spontaneous combustion or
chemical reaction

20

(3%)

Air conditioner or fan

160

5%

10

(2%)

Candles

60

(5%)

Candles

10

(2%)

(2%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 6.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Causes
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
C. Dormitories
High-Rise
Cause
Cooking equipment

Not High-Rise
Fires

Cause

370

(73%)

Cooking equipment

Intentional

40

(8%)

Intentional

Smoking materials

30

(6%)

Heating equipment

Candles

20

(4%)

Playing with heat source
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

10

(2%)

Smoking materials
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

10

(2%)

Fires
2,570

(76%)

180

(5%)

90

(3%)

90

(3%)

60

(2%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 6.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Causes
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
D. Office buildings
High-Rise

Not High-Rise

Cause
Cooking equipment
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

Fires

Cause

110

(36%)

50

(15%)

Heating equipment

20

Intentional

20

Smoking materials

Fires

Cooking equipment
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment

720

(26%)

400

(14%)

(7%)

Heating equipment

310

(11%)

(7%)

Smoking materials

260

(9%)

10

(5%)

Intentional

250

(9%)

Air conditioner or fan

10

(4%)

Air conditioner of fan

220

8%

Torch, burner, or soldering iron
Electronic, office or entertainment
equipment
Shop tools and industrial equipment
excluding torches, burners or
soldering irons

10

(3%)

120

(4%)

10

(3%)

Exposure
Electronic, office or entertainment
equipment

90

(3%)

10

(3%)

Candles
Shop tools and industrial
equipment excluding torches,
burners or soldering irons

60

(2%)

50

(2%)

Torch, burner, or soldering iron

50

(2%)

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Table 6.
High-Rise and Shorter Building Fires, by Leading Causes
2009-2013 Annual Averages (Continued)
E. Facilities that care for the sick
High-Rise

Not High-Rise

Cause
Cooking equipment

Fires

Cause

130

(51%)

Intentional
Electrical distribution and lighting
equipment
Electronic, office or entertainment
equipment
Shop tools and industrial equipment
excluding torches, burners or
soldering irons

20

(9%)

20

Medical equipment

Fires

Cooking equipment

720

46%

140

9%

(7%)

Heating equipment
Electrical distribution and
lighting equipment

140

9%

10

(3%)

Intentional

130

8%

10

(2%)

Air conditioner or fan

70

5%

10

(2%)

Smoking materials

50

3%

Medical equipment

40

3%

Clothes dryer or washer

30

2%

Note: These are fires reported to U.S. municipal fire departments and so exclude fires reported only to Federal or state agencies
or industrial fire brigades. Estimates include proportional shares of fire with number of stories above ground coded as unknown,
blank, zero, less than zero or greater than 100. Fires are rounded to the nearest ten, civilian deaths and injuries to the nearest one,
and direct property damage to the nearest million dollars without adjustment for inflation. Estimates of deaths, injuries, or
property damage can be significantly affected by the inclusion or exclusion of one unusually serious fire. Sums may not equal
totals due to rounding errors.
Source: NFIRS and NFPA Fire Experience Survey.
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Appendix A.
Deadliest High-Rise Building Fires in History
Civilian and
Firefighter Deaths

Incident
1. Office Towers (2 Towers)
New York, September 2001
2. Office
Brazil, February 1974
3. Office
Oklahoma, April 1995
4. Hotel
South Korea, December 1971
5. Clothing Manufacture
New York, March 1911
6. Hotel
Georgia, December 1946
7. Multiple Occupancy Building
Japan, May 1972
8. Garment Factory
Bangladesh, November 2012
9. Department Store
Japan, November 1973
10.Hotel
Puerto Rico, December 1986

Height
in Stories

Floor
of Origin

2,666

110

94-98 (tower 1)
78-84 (tower 2)

179

25

12

168

9

Outside

163

21

2

146

10

8

119

15

3

118

7

3

112

9

1

104

9

Unknown

97

20

1

Source: NFPA’s Fire Incident Data Organization (FIDO), Fire Investigations database and other records.
Please notify us of any corrections or additions.
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Appendix B.
How National Estimates Statistics Are Calculated
The statistics in this analysis are estimates derived from the U.S. Fire
Administration’s (USFA’s) National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) and
the National Fire Protection Association’s (NFPA’s) annual survey of U.S. fire
departments. NFIRS is a voluntary system by which participating fire departments
report detailed factors about the fires to which they respond. Roughly two-thirds
of U.S. fire departments participate, although not all of these departments provide
data every year. Fires reported to federal or state fire departments or industrial fire
brigades are not included in these estimates.
NFIRS provides the most detailed incident information of any national database not
limited to large fires. NFIRS is the only database capable of addressing national
patterns for fires of all sizes by specific property use and specific fire cause. NFIRS
also captures information on the extent of flame spread, and automatic detection
and suppression equipment. For more information about NFIRS visit
http://www.nfirs.fema.gov/. Copies of the paper forms may be downloaded from
http://www.nfirs.fema.gov/documentation/design/NFIRS_Paper_Forms_2008.pdf.
NFIRS has a wide variety of data elements and code choices. The NFIRS
database contains coded information. Many code choices describe several
conditions. These cannot be broken down further. For example, area of origin
code 83 captures fires starting in vehicle engine areas, running gear areas or wheel
areas. It is impossible to tell the portion of each from the coded data.
Methodology may change slightly from year to year. NFPA is continually
examining its methodology to provide the best possible answers to specific
questions, methodological and definitional changes can occur. Earlier editions of
the same report may have used different methodologies to produce the same
analysis, meaning that the estimates are not directly comparable from year to
year.
NFPA’s fire department experience survey provides estimates of the big
picture. Each year, NFPA conducts an annual survey of fire departments which
enables us to capture a summary of fire department experience on a larger scale.
Surveys are sent to all municipal departments protecting populations of 50,000 or
more and a random sample, stratified by community size, of the smaller
departments. Typically, a total of roughly 3,000 surveys are returned, representing
about one of every ten U.S. municipal fire departments and about one third of the
U.S. population.
The survey is stratified by size of population protected to reduce the uncertainty
of the final estimate. Small rural communities have fewer people protected per
department and are less likely to respond to the survey. A larger number must be
surveyed to obtain an adequate sample of those departments. (NFPA also makes
follow-up calls to a sample of the smaller fire departments that do not respond, to
confirm that those that did respond are truly representative of fire departments
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their size.) On the other hand, large city departments are so few in number and
protect such a large proportion of the total U.S. population that it makes sense to
survey all of them. Most respond, resulting in excellent precision for their part of
the final estimate.
The survey includes the following information: (1) the total number of fire
incidents, civilian deaths, and civilian injuries, and the total estimated property
damage (in dollars), for each of the major property use classes defined in NFIRS;
(2) the number of on-duty firefighter injuries, by type of duty and nature of
illness; 3) the number and nature of non-fire incidents; and (4) information on the
type of community protected (e.g., county versus township versus city) and the
size of the population protected, which is used in the statistical formula for
projecting national totals from sample results. The results of the survey are
published in the annual report Fire Loss in the United States. To download a free
copy of the report, visit Fire Loss in the U.S. 2010.
PROJECTING NFIRS TO NATIONAL ESTIMATES
As noted, NFIRS is a voluntary system. Different states and jurisdictions have
different reporting requirements and practices. Participation rates in NFIRS are
not necessarily uniform across regions and community sizes, both factors
correlated with frequency and severity of fires. This means NFIRS may be
susceptible to systematic biases. No one at present can quantify the size of these
deviations from the ideal, representative sample, so no one can say with
confidence that they are or are not serious problems. But there is enough reason
for concern so that a second database -- the NFPA survey -- is needed to project
NFIRS to national estimates and to project different parts of NFIRS separately.
This multiple calibration approach makes use of the annual NFPA survey where
its statistical design advantages are strongest.
Scaling ratios are obtained by comparing NFPA’s projected totals of residential
structure fires, non-residential structure fires, vehicle fires, and outside and other
fires, and associated civilian deaths, civilian injuries, and direct property damage
with comparable totals in NFIRS. Estimates of specific fire problems and
circumstances are obtained by multiplying the NFIRS data by the scaling ratios.
Reports for incidents in which mutual aid was given are excluded from NFPA’s
analyses.
Analysts at the NFPA, the USFA and the Consumer Product Safety Commission
developed the specific basic analytical rules used for this procedure. “The
National Estimates Approach to U.S. Fire Statistics,” by John R. Hall, Jr. and
Beatrice Harwood, provides a more detailed explanation of national estimates. A
copy of the article is available online at http://www.nfpa.org/osds or through
NFPA's One-Stop Data Shop.
Version 5.0 of NFIRS, first introduced in 1999, used a different coding structure for
many data elements, added some property use codes, and dropped others. The essentials
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of the approach described by Hall and Harwood are still used, but some modifications
have been necessary to accommodate the changes in NFIRS 5.0.
Figure A.1 shows the percentage of fires originally collected in the NFIRS 5.0 system.
Each year’s release version of NFIRS data also includes data collected in older versions
of NFIRS that were converted to NFIRS 5.0 codes.
Figure A.1. Fires Originally Collected in NFIRS 5.0 by Year
100%

88%

94% 94% 97% 99% 100%100%100%100%100%

79%

80%

65%

60%

48%

40%
21%
20%

7%

0%
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From 1999 data on, analyses are based on scaling ratios using only data originally
collected in NFIRS 5.0:
NFPA survey projections
NFIRS totals (Version 5.0)
For 1999 to 2001, the same rules may be applied, but estimates for these years in this form will
be less reliable due to the smaller amount of data originally collected in NFIRS 5.0; they should
be viewed with extreme caution.
NFIRS 5.0 introduced six categories of confined structure fires, including:
 cooking fires confined to the cooking vessel,
 confined chimney or flue fires,
 confined incinerator fire,
 confined fuel burner or boiler fire or delayed ignition,
 confined commercial compactor fire, and
 trash or rubbish fires in a structure with no flame damage to the structure or its
contents.
Although causal and other detailed information is typically not required for these
incidents, it is provided in some cases. Some analyses, particularly those that examine
cooking equipment, heating equipment, fires caused by smoking materials, and fires
started by playing with fire, may examine the confined fires in greater detail. Because the
confined fire incident types describe certain scenarios, the distribution of unknown data
differs from that of all fires. Consequently, allocation of unknowns must be done
separately.
Some analyses of structure fires show only non-confined fires. In these tables,
percentages shown are of non-confined structure fires rather than all structure fires. This
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approach has the advantage of showing the frequency of specific factors in fire causes,
but the disadvantage of possibly overstating the percentage of factors that are seldom
seen in the confined fire incident types and of understating the factors specifically
associated with the confined fire incident types.
Other analyses include entries for confined fire incident types in the causal tables and
show percentages based on total structure fires. In these cases, the confined fire incident
type is treated as a general causal factor.
For most fields other than Property Use and Incident Type, NFPA allocates unknown
data proportionally among known data. This approach assumes that if the missing data
were known, it would be distributed in the same manner as the known data. NFPA makes
additional adjustments to several fields. Casualty and loss projections can be heavily
influenced by the inclusion or exclusion of unusually serious fire.
In the formulas that follow, the term “all fires” refers to all fires in NFIRS on the dimension
studied. The percentages of fires with known or unknown data are provided for non-confined
fires and associated losses, and for confined fires only.
Cause of Ignition: This field is used chiefly to identify intentional fires. “Unintentional” in this
field is a specific entry and does not include other fires that were not intentionally set: failure of
equipment or heat source, act of nature, or “other” (unclassified).” The last should be used for
exposures but has been used for other situations as well. Fires that were coded as under
investigation and those that were coded as undetermined after investigation were treated as
unknown.
Factor Contributing to Ignition: In this field, the code “none” is treated as an unknown and
allocated proportionally. For Human Factor Contributing to Ignition, NFPA enters a code for
“not reported” when no factors are recorded. “Not reported” is treated as an unknown, but the
code “none” is treated as a known code and not allocated. Multiple entries are allowed in both of
these fields. Percentages are calculated on the total number of fires, not entries, resulting in sums
greater than 100%. Although Factor Contributing to Ignition is only required when the cause of
ignition was coded as: 2) unintentional, 3) failure of equipment or heat source; or 4) act of
nature, data is often present when not required. Consequently, any fire in which no factor
contributing to ignition was entered was treated as unknown.
Heat Source. In NFIRS 5.0, one grouping of codes encompasses various types of open flames
and smoking materials. In the past, these had been two separate groupings. A new code was
added to NFIRS 5.0, which is code 60: “Heat from open flame or smoking material, other.”
NFPA treats this code as a partial unknown and allocates it proportionally across the codes in the
61-69 range, shown below.
61. Cigarette;
62. Pipe or cigar;
63. Heat from undetermined smoking material;
64. Match;
65. Lighter: cigarette lighter, cigar lighter;
66. Candle;
67 Warning or road flare, fuse;
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68. Backfire from internal combustion engine. Excludes flames and sparks from an exhaust
system, (11); and
69. Flame/torch used for lighting. Includes gas light and gas-/liquid-fueled lantern.
In addition to the conventional allocation of missing and undetermined fires, NFPA multiplies
fires with codes in the 61-69 range by
All fires in range 60-69
All fires in range 61-69
The downside of this approach is that heat sources that are truly a different type of open flame or
smoking material are erroneously assigned to other categories. The grouping “smoking
materials” includes codes 61-63 (cigarettes, pipes or cigars, and heat from undetermined
smoking material, with a proportional share of the code 60s and true unknown data.
Equipment Involved in Ignition (EII). NFIRS 5.0 originally defined EII as the piece of
equipment that provided the principal heat source to cause ignition if the equipment
malfunctioned or was used improperly. In 2006, the definition was modified to “the piece of
equipment that provided the principal heat source to cause ignition.” However, much of the data
predates the change. Individuals who have already been trained with the older definition may not
change their practices. To compensate, NFPA treats fires in which EII = NNN and heat source is
not in the range of 40-99 as an additional unknown.
To allocate unknown data for EII, the known data is multiplied by
All fires
(All fires – blank – undetermined – [fires in which EII =NNN and heat source <>40-99])
In addition, the partially unclassified codes for broad equipment groupings (i.e., code 100 heating, ventilation, and air conditioning, other; code 200 - electrical distribution, lighting and
power transfer, other; etc.) were allocated proportionally across the individual code choices in
their respective broad groupings (heating, ventilation, and air conditioning; electrical
distribution, lighting and power transfer, other; etc.). Equipment that is totally unclassified is not
allocated further. This approach has the same downside as the allocation of heat source 60
described above. Equipment that is truly different is erroneously assigned to other categories.
Equipment was not analyzed separately for confined fires. Instead, each confined fire incident
type was listed with the equipment or as other known equipment.
Area of Origin. Two areas of origin: bedroom for more than five people (code 21) and bedroom
for less than five people (code 22) are combined and shown as simply “bedroom.” Chimney is
no longer a valid area of origin code for non-confined fires.
Rounding and percentages. The data shown are estimates and generally rounded. An entry of
zero may be a true zero or it may mean that the value rounds to zero. Percentages are calculated
from unrounded values. It is quite possible to have a percentage entry of up to 100% even if the
rounded number entry is zero. The same rounded value may account for a slightly different
percentage share. Because percentages are expressed in integers and not carried out to several
decimal places, percentages that appear identical may be associated with slightly different
values.
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Appendix C.
Methodology and Definitions Used in “Leading Cause” Tables
The cause table reflects relevant causal factors that accounted for at least 2% of the fires
in a given occupancy. Only those causes that seemed to describe a scenario are included.
Because the causal factors are taken from different fields, some double counting is
possible. Percentages are calculated against the total number of structure fires, including
both confined and non-confined fires. Bear in mind that every fire has at least three
“causes” in the sense that it could have been prevented by changing behavior, heat
source, or ignitability of first fuel, the last an aspect not reflected in any of the major
cause categories. For example, several of the cause categories in this system refer to types
of equipment (cooking, heating, electrical distribution and lighting, clothes dryers and
washers, torches). However, the problem may be not with the equipment but with the
way it is used. The details in national estimates are derived from the U.S. Fire
Administration’s National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS). This methodology is
based on the coding system used in Version 5.0 of NFIRS. The NFIRS 5.0 Reference
Guide, containing all of the codes, can be downloaded from
http://www.nfirs.fema.gov/documentation/reference/.
Cooking equipment and heating equipment are calculated by summing fires identified
by equipment involved in ignition and relevant confined fires. Confined fires will be
shown if they account for at least 2% of the incidents. Confined cooking fires (cooking
fires involving the contents of a cooking vessel without fire extension beyond the vessel)
are identified by NFIRS incident type 113.
Confined heating equipment fires include confined chimney or flue fires (incident
type 114) and confined fuel burner or boiler fires (incident type 116). The latter
includes delayed ignitions and incidents where flames caused no damage outside the fire
box. The two types of confined heating fires may be combined or listed separately,
depending on the numbers involved.
Intentional fires are identified by fires with a “1” (intentional) in the field “cause.” The
estimate includes a proportional share of fires in which the cause was undetermined after
investigation, under investigation, or not reported. All fires with intentional causes are
included in this category regardless of the age of the person involved. Earlier versions of
NFIRS included codes for incendiary and suspicious. Intentional fires were deliberately
set; they may or may not be incendiary in a legal sense. No age restriction is applied.
Fires caused by playing with heat source (typically matches or lighters) are identified by
code 19 in the field “factor contributing to ignition.” Fires in which the factor
contribution to ignition was undetermined (UU), entered as none (NN) or left blank are
considered unknown and allocated proportionally. Because factor contributing to ignition
is not required for intentional fires, the share unknown, by these definitions, is somewhat
larger than it should be.
The heat source field is used to identify fires started by: smoking materials
(cigarette, code 61; pipe or cigar, code 62; and heat from undetermined smoking material,
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code 63); candles (code 66), lightning (code 73); and spontaneous combustion or
chemical reaction (code 72). Fires started by heat from unclassified open flame or
smoking materials (code 60) are allocated proportionally among the “other open flame or
smoking material” codes (codes 61-69) in an allocation of partial unknown data. This
includes smoking materials and candles. This approach results in any true unclassified
smoking or open flame heat sources such as incense being inappropriately allocated.
However, in many fires, this code was used as an unknown.
The equipment involved in ignition field is used to find several cause categories. This
category includes equipment that functioned properly and equipment that malfunctioned.
Cooking equipment Non-confined fire refers to equipment used to cook, heat or
warm food (codes 620-649 and 654). Fire in which ranges, ovens or microwave
ovens, food warming appliances, fixed or portable cooking appliances, deep fat
fryers, open fired charcoal or gas grills, grease hoods or ducts, or other cooking
appliances) were involved in the ignition are said to be caused by cooking equipment.
Food preparation devices that do not involve heating, such as can openers or food
processors, are not included here. As noted in Appendix A, a proportional share of
unclassified kitchen and cooking equipment (code 600) is included here.
Heating equipment Non-confined fire (codes 120-199) includes central heat,
portable and fixed heaters (including wood stoves), fireplaces, chimneys, hot water
heaters, and heat transfer equipment such as hot air ducts or hot water pipes. Heat
pumps are not included. As noted in Appendix A, a proportional share of unclassified
heating, ventilation and air condition equipment (code 100) is included here.
Confined fires are excluded from the tallies of the remaining categories of fires involving
equipment.
Electrical distribution and lighting equipment (codes 200-299) include: fixed
wiring; transformers; associated overcurrent or disconnect equipment such as fuses or
circuit breakers; meters; meter boxes; power switch gear; switches, receptacles and
outlets; light fixtures, lamps, bulbs or lighting; signs; cords and plugs; generators,
transformers, inverters, batteries and battery charges.
Torch, burner or soldering iron (codes 331-334) includes welding torches, cutting
torches, Bunsen burners, plumber furnaces, blowtorches, and soldering equipment. As
noted in Appendix A, a proportional share of shop tools and industrial equipment
(code 300) is included here.
Clothes dryer or washer (codes 811, 813 and 814) includes clothes dryers alone,
washer and dryer combinations within one frame, and washing machines for clothes.
As noted in Appendix A, a proportional share of unclassified personal and household
equipment (code 800) is included here.
Electronic, office or entertainment equipment (codes 700-799) includes:
computers and related equipment; calculators and adding machines; telephones or
answering machines; copiers; fax machines; paper shredders; typewriters; postage
meters; other office equipment; musical instruments; stereo systems and/or
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components; televisions and cable TV converter boxes,, cameras, excluding
professional television studio cameras, video equipment and other electronic
equipment. Older versions of NFIRS had a code for electronic equipment that
included radar, X-rays, computers, telephones, and transmitter equipment.
Shop tools and industrial equipment excluding torches, burners or soldering
irons (codes 300-330, 335-399) includes power tools; painting equipment;
compressors; atomizing equipment; pumps; wet/dry vacuums; hoists, lifts or cranes;
powered jacking equipment; water or gas drilling equipment; unclassified hydraulic
equipment; heat-treating equipment; incinerators, industrial furnaces, ovens or kilns;
pumps; compressors; internal combustion engines; conveyors; printing presses;
casting, molding; or forging equipment; heat treating equipment; tar kettles; working
or shaping machines; coating machines; chemical process equipment; waste recovery
equipment; power transfer equipment; power takeoff; powered valves; bearings or
brakes; picking, carding or weaving machines; testing equipment; gas regulators;
separate motors; non-vehicular internal combustion engines; and unclassified shop
tools and industrial equipment. As noted in Appendix A, a proportional share of shop
tools and industrial equipment (code 300) is included here.
Medical equipment (codes 410-419) includes: dental, medical or other powered
bed, chair or wheelchair; dental equipment; dialysis equipment; medical monitoring
and imaging equipment; oxygen administration equipment; radiological equipment;
medical sterilizers, therapeutic equipment and unclassified medical equipment. As
noted in Appendix A, a proportional share of commercial and medical equipment
(code 400) is included here.
Air conditioners or fans (codes 111 and 113) are self explanatory. As noted in
Appendix A, a proportional share of unclassified heating, ventilation and air
condition equipment (code 100) is included here.
Exposures are fires that are caused by the spread of or from another fire. These were
identified by factor contributing to ignition code 71. This code is automatically applied
when the exposure number is greater than zero.
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High-Rise Fire Safety:
Problems & Solutions
a Report by

The Chicago High-Rise Safety Commission
February 1999

HIGH-RISE FIRE SAFETY: PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

ARTICLE I. INTRODUCTION
On December 14, 1996, a group of public officials met to announce the formation of the
Chicago High-Rise safety Commission (the “Commission”) to examine and propose fire safety
solutions in Chicago high-rises. The Commission was responding to such tragedies as the 1996
high-rise apartment fire at 3555 S. Cottage Grove Avenue, which killed four and injured 50.
During its deliberations, the Commission reviewed the status of high-rise fire safety and considered
proposals to improve current conditions.
Under the City of Chicago Municipal Code, high-rise buildings constructed after 1975 enjoy
a high level of protection, since they must either be compartmented or sprinklered.
Compartmentation blocks or slows the spread of a fire, while sprinklers extinguished it. Because
sprinklers are more effective and less costly than compartmentation, building owners have
overwhelmingly opted for sprinklers since 1975. Unfortunately, the Municipal Code does not
require high-rise buildings constructed before 1975 to be sprinklered or compartmented, and
therefore, a fire in one of these buildings is far more likely to result in casualties and property
damage than one in a sprinklered building.
The Commission has discovered that the rate of fire deaths in Chicago’s high-rise buildings
is approximately 3.5 times greater than the national average. Concluding that automatic sprinkler
systems offer the optimum level of fire safety, the Commission proposes that the Chicago City
Council, as well as Cook County, the State of Illinois, and the federal government, address this
problem by encouraging sprinkler retrofitting in high-rise buildings (buildings at least 80 feet tall)
through various federal, state and local incentives to ease the financial burden of retrofitting.
The following report reflects the consensus of a majority of Commission members; each
member was invited to submit a minority report to express additional or dissenting viewpoints,
although none did.

ARTICLE II. BACKGROUND
2

The Commission consists of elected and appointed government officials, building owners
and managers, sprinkler companies, organized labor, and engineering firms. The Commission met
in plenary session seven times, and conducted more detailed deliberations through its working
groups:
1.

The Incentives/Financing group reviewed public and private incentives and financing
mechanisms to enhance the cost-effectiveness of Commission recommendations.

2.

The Timing/Exemptions/Alternatives group considered timetables for implementing
Commission recommendations, as well as exemptions from and alternatives to those
recommendations.

3.

The Insurance/Academic Verification group explored insurance options and costs
and also retained a university professor to independently assess Chicago fire safety
and sprinkler effectiveness.

4.

The Legislation group reviewed potential state and local legislation to implement
Commission recommendations.

5.

The Education/Promotion group developed a strategy for promoting increased fire
safety in high-rises.

This final report relies on the labors of the working groups, as well as the entire
Commission. It also draws on the findings of Dr. Christopher Janicak of the College of Applied
Science and Technological Health Sciences at Illinois State University, retained by the
Commission to evaluate Chicago fire safety, as well as sprinkler effectiveness and cost. Dr.
Janicak, whose report is included as Appendix A to this report, is an expert in statistics and
occupational safety.

ARTICLE III. FIRE SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS IN HIGH-RISES
Fire poses a particularly serious threat in high-rise buildings. First, it is difficult for fire
fighters to reach the upper floors; for example, the highest fire truck ladder in Chicago only
extends to the eight floors. To extinguish blazes above that point, fire fighters must sometimes
climb dozens of flights of stairs, dragging fire hoses and other heavy equipment with them.
Second, large buildings populations are difficult to rapidly and safely evacuate. Since elevators do
not offer a safe means of exit during a fire, thousands of people may be forced to descend crowded
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stairs. This is a daunting problem under the best of conditions, but the dangers are intensified in
the noise, smoke darkness, and confusion of a high-rise fire, particularly for those attempting to
escape from an upper floor.
Third, chimney type stairwells and electrical/plumbing chases allow smoke to travel to
floors for above the fire. Fourth, building materials in high-rises constructed in the past forty years
pose a further danger, as a fire will often generate poisonous smoke from thousands of miles of
wiring, plastics, fiber floor tiling, furniture, and carpeting. The longer the fire rages, the more toxic
the environment becomes. Finally, as a high-rise fire intensifies, it will actually begin traveling up
a building through exterior windows, rabidly “looping” from floor to floor.
The Commission discussed many methods of improving high-rise fire safety. One is
compartmentation, a construction technique in which, during construction, the contractor separates
the interior of a building into compartments with unusually thick walls, which prevent fire from
escaping from a compartment for two to four hours. By delaying the fire, compartmentation
reduces casualties and property damage. Another major fire fighting method is the installation of
heat-activated automatic sprinklers, which control a fire at its source through the release of discrete
volumes of water sufficient to extinguish a blaze. Other important fire safety measures include
convenient and well-marked exits, smoke and heat detectors, smoke and fire alarms, fire
extinguishers, and education regarding fire safety and evacuation. All of these fire safety measures
are potentially available for use in existing buildings, with the exception of compartmentation,
which must be incorporated into a building’s original design.
The Chicago Municipal Code allows high-rise buildings constructed since 1975 either to be
compartmented or to contain a sprinkler system. Because of the significant cost of
compartmentation, because sprinklers represent a more effective means of fighting a fire, and
because many insurance companies will not insure a high-rise building unless it has sprinklers,
owners of newly constructed buildings in Chicago have overwhelmingly chosen sprinklers since
1975. During a February 25, 1997 Commission meeting, the Chicago Fire Department’s Chief
Fire Engineer, Edward Prendergast, affirmed the wisdom of this choice when he stated, “Give us
windows that open and light hazard fire sprinkler and we’ll put your fires out.”
Although nearly every Chicago high-rise built since 1975 contains sprinklers, approximately
800-1000 pre-1975 buildings in Chicago do not. Dr. Janicak’s research suggests that this is a
particular cause for concern:
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• Chicago’s death rate in high-rise fires is approximately 3.5 times greater than the
national average;
• Nearly 91% of those high-rise fire deaths have occurred in non-sprinklered highrises;
• Residential buildings are at greatest risk: 86% of all Chicago high-rise fires were
in residential structures, and approximately 85% of those buildings did not have
sprinklers;
• Nationally, from 1985-94, sprinklers reduced death rates in high-rises by 71% and
• Nationally, sprinklers typically reduce the average property loss per fire by onehalf to two-thirds.
(See Appendix A)
The Commission has reviewed the fire safety strategies employed by other cities,
particularly focusing on sprinklers. Some jurisdictions, such as Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Atlanta,
Las Vegas and the State of Massachusetts, have enacted legislation requiring sprinkler retrofit. In
the Chicago Metropolitan area, the Village of Oak Brook has enacted a retrofit requirement.
Unfortunately, many of these cities enacted hastily drafted legislation in an emotional atmosphere
following a major fire: for example in Las Vegas, after 85 people died in the 1980 fire at the MGM
Grande Hotel. The retrofit legislation passed by other cities often has burdened building owners
with unrealistically short compliance timetables an other onerous provisions, because the public
demanded immediate action in the wake of those cities’ catastrophic fires.
In Chicago, the City Council also has tended to approve key sprinkler requirements in the
Chicago Municipal Code only in the wake of tragic fires: for schools, after the 1958 Our Lady of
the Angels fire killed 95; for exhibition halls, after the 1967 McCormick Place fire killed one and
completely destroyed the building; and for nursing homes, after the 1976 Winecrest Nursing Home
fire killed 24. In addition, after the Hawthorne House fire on Lake Shore Drive killed four
residents in the early 1970s, the City Council approved an ordinance requiring either a sprinkler
system or compartmentation in new high-rise buildings. The Municipal Code also requires
sprinklers in such institutions as hospitals, department stores, orphanages, nurseries, and homes for
the developmentally disabled.
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At this time, the Commission is not proposing sprinkler requirements, but, rather, a series of
initiatives designed to encourage increased installation of sprinklers (See Article VI of this report.)

ARTICLE IV. COST OF SPRINKLER INSTALLATION
Although sprinklers have proven to be highly effective in controlling fires, building owners
and managers often cite cost as an impediment to sprinkler acquisition. Dr. Janicak also analyzed
this issue in detail and drew several conclusions, as summarized below:
• Data provide by the National Fire Prevention Association (the “NFPA”), as well
as sprinkler contractors, revealed a cost range of $1.50 to $4.75 per square foot
for a retrofit, excluding asbestos or lead abatement;
• Spot asbestos abatement costs $1.00 to $4.00 per square foot, according to data
obtained from the Journal of Property Management and asbestos contractors; and
• Spot lead abatement costs approximately $0.05 per square foot, according to the
periodical Risk Management.
(See Appendix A.)

ARTICLE V. BENEFITS OF SPRINKLER INSTALLATION
Sprinklers fight fires more effectively than any other existing technology, offering numerous
advantages:
1.

Sprinklers protect human life. It is impossible to place a price tag on the lives saved
by sprinklers.

2.

They protect property. According to the NFPA, sprinklers reduce property damage
in high-rise buildings by one-half to two-thirds. (See Appendix A.)

3.

They are tax deductible. A building owner can obtain a depreciation allowance for
the value of the system, as well as a deduction for the interest on a loan, if he or she
finances the cost of installation. In addition, an owner may qualify for a 20% federal
Rehabilitation Tax Credit for renovation of historic buildings.

4.

They minimize the risk of costly business interruption. Fire closes all or part of a
building for extended periods of time. In fact, the vast majority of buildings, which
suffer major fires, do not open their doors again, according to the NFPA. One
example of this is One Meridian Plaza in Philadelphia, a 38 story building where 3
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firefighters died in a 1991 fire that burned out of control until it reached the sole floor
with sprinklers. Those sprinklers extinguished a blaze that had defeated the efforts of
the Philadelphia Fire Department. In 1998, seven years later, workers finally began
demolishing the vacant, partially burned building across the street from City Hall in
downtown Philadelphia. Hundreds of millions of dollars in damages were awarded
in lawsuits filed after the fire (including an enormous suit between the building
owner and its insurer); over two dozen tenants were forced to relocate (four left the
city entirely); a dozen area retail stores closed permanently due to the relocation of
4,000 shoppers; and the City of Philadelphia has lost more than $3 million annually
in property taxes.
5.

They minimize liability. Catastrophic fires result in significant liability for business
owners, as demonstrated by the Philadelphia fire. Almost before the smoke had
cleared, lawyers began filing the first of the claims that would eventually total over a
billion dollars. In Las Vegas and Puerto Rico, lawsuits filed by families of the
deceased after catastrophic fires in non-sprinklered hotels resulted in verdicts of $100
million in each case.

6.

They cause the value of property to appreciate. A building with a sprinkler system
has a higher appraised value than a building without one.

7.

They create jobs. Because sprinkler retrofitting is labor intensive, it will benefit the
Chicago economy.

ARTICLE VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
The Commission proposes measures encouraging sprinkler installation in all Chicago highrise buildings. Recognizing that automatic sprinklers may represent a substantial expense to many
building owners, the Commission has developed a comprehensive package of proposed financial
incentives, one that far exceeds the incentives included in sprinkler legislation in any other
jurisdiction in the country. The goal is to make these vital fire protection devices more affordable
to building owners. The Commission also proposes a partnership among the Chicago Fire
Department, the sprinkler industry, and the real estate industry to develop an aggressive program to
educate building owners and managers regarding high-rise fir protection.
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A. Incentives
1. Tax Incentives
The Commission makes the following tax recommendations:
a.

Tax Increment Financing. Use o City of Chicago Tax Increment Financing (“TIF”)
revenues for sprinkler retrofit. Many of the high-rises in Chicago are in Central Loop
Tax Increment Financing District. The Commission’s statutory research into the state
law authorizing the creation of TIF districts confirms that the City can use TIF revenues
to fund sprinkler installation in renovated buildings. In fact, the City recently allocated
tax increment revenues for sprinklers in the conversion of the Bismarck Hotel into the
Hotel Allegro. The Commission recommends that the City continue and expand the use
of TIF revenues for sprinkler retrofit.

b.

Federal Tax Credit. Federal legislation allowing a tax credit of 15% of annual sprinkler
system expenditures. (See Appendix B for Federal legislation.)

c.

Property Tax Relief. Cook County property tax relief for high-rise buildings, which
retrofit. The Commission urges the County Board to add such buildings to the existing
Class 6b real estate category, thus reducing property taxes to 16% for the first eight
years, after which they would rise to 23% in year nine, and 30% in year 10. Typically,
current rates for residential and commercial high-rise buildings are 33% and 38%,
respectively. (See Appendix C for Cook County Resolution.) In addition, the
Commission urges the County to approve and exemption of the value of a sprinkler
system from assessment and taxation for as long as the building does not undergo a
change of ownership after the system is installed.

d.

Sales Tax Exemption. State and local legislation to exempt the purchase of sprinkler
installation materials from the State, Cook County, and City of Chicago sales taxes. (See
Appendix D for the State legislation, Appendix E for the County Resolution, and
Appendix F for the Chicago ordinance.)

2. Low Interest Loans
For building owners who seek financing for sprinkler installation, the Commission
recommends the establishment of one or more loan guarantee funds offering low interest
loans for retrofit and thereby substantially reducing financing costs.
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a. Sprinkler Pension Fund Program. The Commission has obtained a commitment from the
National Automatic Sprinkler Industry Pension Fund (the “Sprinkler Fund”), through the
investment firm State Street Global Advisors, to invest $5 million immediately for a loan
guarantee program. The loan guarantee program will reduce financing costs for building
owners who obtain loans to install sprinklers.
If an additional guarantor (for example the State) establishes a loan guarantee
program, the Sprinkler Fund will match that program dollar for dollar, up to a maximum additional
$10 million, for a total investment by the Sprinkler Fund of $15 million, and a potential total
program of at least $25 million. This program demonstrates the strong faith of sprinkler industry
workers in their product, since they are willing to invest their own retirement money in a program
to facilitate sprinkler installation.
b. Public Loan Programs. To maximize the Sprinkler Fund’s commitment, the Commission
also urges the creation of a State loan guarantee program, backed by the issuance of bonds.
As stated above, if the State approves a program totaling $10 million, the Sprinkler Fund
will invest a total of $15 million, for a public-private program of $25 million. (See
Appendix G.)
3. Tap Fees
All Chicago high-rises must tap into the City’s water main, and City plumbers must perform
this work. Depending on the size of the building and the water requirements, the tap fee can
reach several thousand dollars. In the vast majority of retrofits, no new tap fee will be
assessed because the building’s existing connection to the City water main will be adequate.
However, in a few cases, a building planning to retrofit may have to establish a new
connection to the City water main. The Commission recommends that the City waive the
tap fee for these building owners.
4. Installation Materials
In view of the importance of installing sprinklers in the maximum number of buildings, the
Commission recommends that the City of Chicago allow sprinkler contractors to use
installation materials that represent the latest advances in sprinkler technology. For
example, the Commission encourages the City of Chicago to consider whether plastic pipe
should be permitted in sprinkler systems in Chicago buildings. Underwriter’s Laboratories
has approved plastic pipe for use in “wet pipe” sprinkler systems (those with water in the
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pipes at all times). A fire would not melt the pipe since the system’s heat sensors would
activate a sprinkler head or heads long before the heat could reach the pipe itself. Sprinkler
Fitters Union Local 281, which represents Chicago-area sprinkler fitters, strongly supports
the use of plastic pipe, because it is safe, effective, and costs less than metal pipe, thus
reducing the overall cost of a system. The Commission does not advocate the use of plastic
pipe in any other residential or commercial context.
B.

Education of Promotion
Because fire poses a deadly threat in high-rises, the Commission believes it is important to
combine the incentives outlined above with a vigorous education program to promote fire
safety in high-rise buildings of all types. The goal is to achieve the highest possible level of
fire safety, including the installation of sprinklers in the maximum number of buildings.
We envision a series of seminars in which in Chicago Fire Department, the sprinkler
industry, and the real estate industry would work together to reach the maximum number of
building owners and manager. These comprehensive programs should discuss sprinklers,
evacuation plans, smoke detectors, and fire alarms. Mechanical systems should be
discussed with regard both to installation and proper maintenance. For example, seminars
could explain types of sprinklers, their effectiveness, installation costs and requirements,
and annual maintenance procedures.
The sprinkler industry and Fire Departments should provide high quality seminar materials
and speakers, while the real estate industry should provide the audience. All parties should
help fund the seminars.

B. Conclusion
At the beginning of the century, Chicago invented the high-rise. As we enter the next century,
it is time for federal, state, and local governments to move forward with legislation that will
improve the fire safety of hundreds of Chicago high-rises, better protecting the tens of
thousands of people who live and work in them. Therefore, the Commission urges the
enactment of the incentive legislation and education program proposed in this report.
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Appendix A

Retrofitting Existing High-rise Buildings with Sprinkler Systems
Christopher A. Janicak, Ph.D., CSP, ARM
Illinois State University
Director, Safety Program
Assistant Professor of Safety

I.

Unique Fire Hazards in High-rise Buildings
High-rise buildings pose unique fire hazards not found in other types of structures (NFPA
1991). Because of these hazards, fire prevention and control are critical.
1. Fire department accessibility to high-rise building fire may be hampered.
•

Present-day fire apparatus is limited in its ability to reach upper floors from the exterior
of the building.

•

The height of the fire and the number of personnel required to deliver adequate types and
amounts of equipment to the fire area may limit fire department accessibility.

•

Inherent delays in deploying equipment and fire fighters can indirectly affect fire
growth.

•

The height and the location of a building can restrict the fire department’s ability to
approach the area of origin from more advantageous directions.

2. Traditional features of life safety are limited in high-rise structures. Evacuation times may
exceed a city’s expectations.
3. The high-rise building often has natural forces affecting fire and smoke movement that are
not normally significant in lower buildings. May high-rise building have a significant stack
effect capable of moving large volumes of heat and smoke uncontrollably through the
building.
4. Due to their nature and design, high-rise buildings significantly increase the occupant,
equipment, and material load in a given building. These stacked loads, combined with fire’s
natural tendency to travel upward, dramatically increase the potential exposure in a given
fire.
States and municipalities that require sprinklers throughout existing high-rise buildings include
California, Florida, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, Atlanta, Philadelphia, and Louisville,
KY (Jaspen 1995). In 1979, Oakbrook, Illinois adopted an amended fire code, which requires all
commercial properties to be sprinklered. This code requires all existing commercial properties to be
retrofitted with sprinklers, including high-rise properties (Nielsen 1987).
Many times these ordinances have been passed after a major catastrophe. That was the case in
Philadelphia, where three firefighters were killed in 1991 while battling a blaze that raged 19 hours at a
downtown, 38-story high-rise, One Meridian Plaza (Jaspen 1995). Within the year, the Philadelphia City
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Council passed an ordinance requiring that all high-rise building be equipped with automatic sprinkler
systems.

II.

United States Fire Experience in High-rise Buildings

The National Fire Prevention Association (NFPA) is the most recognized organization in the United
State for compiling statistics on fire experiences. Data in this section of the report were obtained from this
organization. Terms used in this section of the analysis are defined as follows:
High-rise Structures: The NFPA defines a high-rise as a structure measuring more than 75 feet from
the lowest level of vehicle access to the highest occupiable floor. Because of the classification
system used in reporting fires, the NFPA identified high-rise structures as those seven stories or
greater.
Occupancies: The occupancy classification used by the NFPA includes apartment occupancies,
hotel and motel occupancies, facilities that care for the sick, and offices.

III.

Risk of Fire In High-rise Buildings

Direct data analysis of high-rise versus non high-rise is somewhat difficult to determine because the
exact number of structures for some occupancies does not exist. The best data exist for apartment
buildings. Census data estimate the number of apartment housing units at anywhere between15 million and
24 million (Hall 1997). In 1993, the number of housing units in high-rise buildings was 2,294,000, which
means 9.3-14.8% of all apartments were in high-rise buildings. During 1993, approximately 8.8% of all
apartment fire occurred in high-rises (Hall 1997). Since the percentage of high-rise fires (8.8%) is lower
than the percentage of high-rise apartments (9.3%), the risk for a fire in a high-rise apartment is somewhat
lower in a high-rise building than an apartment that is not a high-rise (see Table 1).

Table 1: Summary of Fires for Apartments (NFPA)
Occupancy

Apartments

Percentage of
Units that Could
Be High-rises
9.3-14.8

Reported
High-rise
Fires

Percentage of
Fires in Highrises

7,700

8.8

Since there are no data available that provide the exact number of high-rise offices, hotels/motels
and facilities that care for the sick, the National Fire Protection Association has calculated the number of
existing structures using estimates based upon the total spare footage of the buildings. In 1992, there were
21,000 office occupancies, 5,000 health-care properties and an undetermined number of lodging properties
with more than 100,000 square feet of space (Hall 1997). While it is unlikely that a high-rise building
would have less than 100,000 square feet of space, it is possible to have a building with more than 100,000
square feet that is not a high-rise. Therefore, the actual number of buildings over 100,000 square feet that
are high-rises in some fraction of the total number of occupancies. Because the data necessary to determine
the number of high-rise office structures, hotel/motel structures and facilities that care for the sick are not
available, one cannot accurately determine the risk for a fire starting in these structures.
In 1995, it is estimated that approximately 19.7% of the hotel/motel fires occurred in high-rises
(Hall 1997). Approximately 9.4% of all office building fires occurred in high-rises and 31.0% of all fires in
health care facilities occurred in high-rises (Hall 1997) (see Table 2).
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Table 2: Summary of Fires Occupancy Type in 1995
(Offices, Hospitals and Hotels)(NFPA)
Occupancy

Reported
High-rise
Fires

Percentages of
Fires in
High-rises

Offices

500

9.4

Hospitals and
Other Facilities
That Care for the
Sick

800

31.0

1,000

19.7

Hotels/Motels

The incidence of fires in the various classifications of high-rise structures has remained consistent
over longer analysis periods. The National Fire Protection Association estimates that from 1985-93,
roughly one in every 12 reported apartment building fires was a high-rise building (Hall 1997). One-sixth
to one-fourth of reported hotel and motel fires have been in high-rises buildings. Roughly one of every
eight reported office building fires was in high-rise building and one-third of reported fires in facilities that
care for the sick have been in high-rise buildings (Hall 1996). These numbers are consistent with the
percentages reported for 1995 data in Table 1 and Table 2.
IV.

Risk of Death Due to Fire in a High-rise Building

The Council on Tall Buildings and Urban Habitat (1992) concluded that although overall incident
data and statistics show that the percentages of injuries and property damage associated with fires in tall
buildings are small, the small number of tall building fires which do occur usually impact substantially on
the urban environment. Examples of this adverse impact include the permanent closure of businesses,
lawsuits from injured parties, and business interruptions. News reports from previous high-rise structure
fires suggest that lawsuits alone can reach hundreds of millions of dollars in losses. The fires in tall
buildings have consequences which are related to the construction features which may lead to extensive fire
and smoke spread, or to reductions in occupants’ ability to exit readily (Council on Tall Buildings and
Urban Habitat 1992).
From 1989-93, high-rise buildings accounted for 8.4% of civilian injuries in apartment fires and
6.7% of civilian deaths (Hall 1996). From 1985-93, fires in high-rise hotels and motels were less than onefourth as likely to involve a death as fires in hotels and motels that are not high-rise (Hall 1996). This
means that whether or not the risk of fire is somewhat higher in high-rise hotels and motels, the risk of fire
deaths is probably much lower. A summary of the reported high-rise structure fires for the United States
from 1994-1996 is presented in Table 3.
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Table 3: Summary of High-rise Structure Fires in U.S. by Year (1994-96)
Year

Fires

Civilian
Deaths

Civilian
Injuries

Property
Damage
($ Millions)

1994

Deaths
Per 1,000
Fires

11,400

51

952

$59.3

4.5

1995

10,000

55

688

$44.5

5.5

1996

12,100

64

790

$69.2

5.3

Total

33,500

170

2,430

$173.0

5.1

The frequency of fires and deaths from the fires in high-rise occupancies varies by the type of
occupancy. Apartment occupancies nationally experience a higher frequency of fires and a higher
frequency of deaths and injuries. Descriptive statistics for fires by the type of high-rise occupancy are
displayed in Table 4.
Table 4: Summary of High-rise Fires in the United States by Occupancy Class (1994-96)(NFPA Data)
Reported
Fires

Civilian
Deaths

Civilian
Injuries

Property
Damage
(& Millions)

Deaths
Per 1000

Apartments

26,200

160

1,999

$100.3

6.1

Hotels and
Motels

3,000

8

247

$26.9

2.7

Hospitals
And Other
Facilities
That Care
For the Sick

2,600

2

95

$7.9

.8

Office
Buildings

1,700

0

89

$37.9

0.0

33,500

170

2,430

$173.0

5.1

Total
V.

The City of Chicago’s Fire Experience

Data on the incidence of high-rise fire deaths in Chicago were obtained from three different
sources to identify the high-rise fire fatality experience in Chicago. Data were obtained from the National
Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) reports for the City of Chicago for 1994 to 1996 on reported
structure fires from the Illinois State Fire Marshal’s Office. The Chicago Fire Department provided a
summary of the reported structure fires they had record for 1994 to 1996. The NFIRS Master Database for
the United States was obtained from the Federal Emergency Management Agency for 1994 to 1996 to
confirm the number of fatalities.
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Terms used in this section of the analysis are defined as follows:
High-rise Structure: The City of Chicago defines a high-rise as a structure in excess of 80 feet in
height. The NFPA data available for this analysis did not identify the height of the building in feet;
rather, buildings were classified by the number of stories. High-rise structures in this section of the
analysis were buildings classified as structures with 7-12 stories, 13-24 stories, 25-49 stories and 50
or more stories. The NFPA figures include all fires in Chicago high-rises (buildings in excess of 80
feet). With this data, there could be some structures included in the 7-12 story structures that do not
meet the definition of high-rise under the Chicago codes, thus increasing the numbers of reported
fires. If it is assumed that the frequency of fires in the category was equally distributed among each
floor height category and that all buildings 10 stories and higher meet the definition of a high-rise,
the frequency of high-rise fires may be overestimated by as much as 15%. This would only be the
case if no 7-story, 8-story and 9-story building met the height requirements to be defined as a highrise in the City codes.
Residential high-rise occupancies: In this portion of the analysis, residential high-rise occupancies
included apartment complexes, rooming houses and dormitories.
Hotels and motels: Hotels and motels were identified in the analysis.
Office Occupancies: Office occupancies were identified in the analysis.
Other high-rise occupancies: Other high-rise occupancies included educational property, public
assembly property and manufacturing, to name a few.
Chicago Fire Department Data. Dates were obtained from the Chicago Fire Department for the
three-year analysis period. The Chicago Fire Department identified some discrepancies in the number of
fatalities and fires reported to the Illinois State Fire Marshal for the 1994-1996 time period. The Chicago
Fire Department records showed 18 fatalities in high-rise buildings occurring in 1,384 fires. A summary of
the fatalities is displayed in Table 5.
Table 5: Summary of Fatalities in High-rises 1994-1996 (Chicago Fire Department)*
Year

Fires

Civilian
Deaths

Civilian
Injuries

Deaths Per
1,000
Fires

1994

518

12

23

23.1

1995

411

1

26

2.4

1996

455

5

68

11.0

Total

1,384

18

117

13.0

*NOTE: During 1994-1996, the Chicago Fire Department indicated that 9 of the 18 fatalities occurred in Chicago
Housing Authority public housing properties.

Based on this data, Chicago experienced approximately 13.0 deaths per 1,000 high-rise structural
fires from 1994 to 1996. The most current data published on high-rise structural fires from the NFPA for
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1994-96 yielded a national average death rate of approximately 5.1 deaths per 1,000 reported high-rise
structural fires.
Illinois State Fire Marshal’s Office Data. From January 1, 1994 to December 31, 1996, 1,396 highrise structure fires resulting in 25 civilian deaths were reported to the Illinois State Fire Marshal’s Office
(see Table 6). There was an estimated loss of $2,861,200 in high-rise structure fires during this period.
Fire reports indicated that approximately 84% of the total estimated losses occurred in non-sprinklered
buildings with approximately 84% if these non-sprinklered high-rise losses occurring in residential
occupancies.
Table 6: Summary of High-rise Structure Fires in Chicago by Year (1994-96)(Illinois State Fire Marshal)
Year

Fires

Civilian
Deaths

1994

511

12

1995

431

1996
Total

Civilian
Injuries

Property
Damage
($100,00)

Deaths Per
1,000
Fires

73

$8.9

23.5

3

37

$11.2

7.0

454

10

90

$8.5

22.0

1,396

25

200

$26.6

17.9

In 1996, fires in residential complexes comprise 92% of the reported high-rise structure fire,
resulting in 10 deaths and 88 injured civilians. In 1995, residential complexes comprised 86% of the
reported high-rise structure fires. These fires resulted in 3 deaths and 35 injured civilians. In 1994,
residential complexes comprised 88% of the reported high-rise structure fires, resulting in 12 civilian
deaths and 57 injured. For the three-year period, residential complexes accounted for 86% of the high-rise
structure fires (see Table 7).
Table 7: Summary of Fires by Occupancy Class in Chicago (1994-96)
Occupancy

Fires

Civilian
Deaths

Civilian
Injuries

Property
Damage
($100,000)

Deaths
Per 1,000
Fires

Residential
(Apartments,
Rooming
Houses, etc.)

1,194

25

183

$21.0

20.9

Hotels/Motels

49

0

8

$2.6

0.0

Offices

47

0

4

$2.4

0.0

Other

106

0

5

$2.7

0.0

Total

1,396

25

200

$28.7

17.9

Based on this data, Chicago experienced approximately 18.0 deaths per 1,000 high-rise structural
fires from 1994 to 1996. The most current data published on high-rise structural fires from the NFPA for
1994-96 yielded a national average death rate of approximately 5.1 deaths per 1,000 reported high-rise
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structural fires, placing Chicago’s rate at approximately 3.5 times higher than the estimated national
average. A summary of reported fires, deaths and injuries for the buildings by number of floors is
displayed in Table 8.
Table 8: Summary of Deaths by Height of Building in Chicago (1994-96)
Reported
Fires

Deaths

Injuries

Deaths
Per 1,000
Fires

7-12 Stories

462

12

88

26.0

13-24 Stories

754

11

63

14.6

25-49 Stories

144

2

43

13.9

36

0

6

0.0

1,396

25

200

17.9

50 or More Stories
Total

Further analysis identified even higher death rates in high-rise structural fires for residential
occupancies. The death rates in residential complexes had a three-year average rate of approximately 20.9
deaths per 1,000 reported high-rise fires in Chicago from 1994 to 1996. Chicago also experienced injury
rates that are higher than the national average. From 1994-96, Chicago experienced approximately 143
injuries per 1.000 structural fires. The national average from 1994-96 for reported fires was approximately
69 injuries per 1,000 high-rise structural fires.
An examination of the high-rise fires in Chicago found approximately 85% of the residential highrise structures did not have a sprinkler system in place, while approximately 47% of the other types of highrise structures did not have a sprinkler in place. Approximately 92% of the deaths that occurred due to
high-rise structure fires during the analysis period in Chicago occurred in non-sprinklered buildings. Two
fires in sprinklered buildings, which resulted in one death each, accounted for the remaining 8%.
Federal Emergency Management Agency Data. Because discrepancies in numbers of fatalities
reported by the Illinois State Fire Marshal’s Office and the Chicago Fire Department in high-rise buildings
were identified for 1995 and 1996, data from the Federal Emergency Management Agency NFIRS Master
Database were analyzed. In 1995, the Chicago Fire Department reported one fatality in a high-rise
structure while the State Fire Marshal’s Office indicated there were three. The 1995 FEMA Master
Database file contained the records of three deaths matching the data from the Illinois State Fire Marshal’s
Office. In 1996, the Chicago Fire Department indicated there were five deaths, while Fire Marshal records
indicated there were 10. The FEMA database for 1996 contained records for 10 fatalities.
VI.

Comparisons to other Cities

A comparison of Chicago’s deaths due to fires in high-rises was made using data from the 1994,
1995 and 1996 NFIRS master databases. Because the NFIRS reporting is not mandatory, not all cities’
records were available. Some of the largest cities, based on population, which reported complete data
during the three years, were analyzed. New York City and Los Angeles data were not available in the data
set; however, requests have been made for the data. The results are displayed in Table 9.
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Table 9: City Comparisons for High-Rise Fatalities (1994-96)
City

Fires

Civilian
Deaths

Deaths per
1,000
Fires

1,396

25

17.9

Washington, D.C.

239

4

16.7

Boston

362

2

5.5

Detroit

293

0

0.0

33,500

170

5.1

Chicago

National Average

VII.

Risk For Property Damage in High-rise Buildings

From 1989-93, high-rise buildings accounted for 5.2% of all direct property damage (Hall 1996).
In office buildings, the risk of property damage is clearly higher for high-rise office buildings due to the
fact that just a few fires in such occupancies sustained losses of $50 million dollars or more. NFPA data
suggest that sprinklers typically cut the average loss per fire by one-half to two-thirds (Hall 1996). Table
10 summarizes the average direct property damage for sprinklered and unsprinklered buildings by property
type.
Table 10: Summary of Average Direct Property Damage per Fire in the United States
Property

Without Automatic
Sprinklers

With Automatic
Sprinklers

Percent Reduction

Public

$17,700

$6,900

61

Educational

$13,200

$4,400

67

Apartments

$ 7,300

$3,900

47

Hotels/Motels

$11,700

$4,700

60

Health Care and
Correctional

$ 3,500

$1,300

63

VIII. Retrofit Costs
Sprinkler System Installation. Without a doubt, the capital investment is significant: the retrofit of
a 10-story, 117,000 square feet hotel, for example, could cost approximately $520,000 (ENR 1994).
Information provided from the NFPA estimated retrofitting sprinklers would cost approximately $1.50 per
square foot to $3.00 per square foot. Data from past sprinkler retrofit projects completed in Chicago ranged
from $2.10 per square foot to $4.75 per square foot. Additional figures from projects completed in Chicago
estimated office occupancies to be $3.00 per square foot and hotels to cost $2.50 per square foot to $3.00
per square foot.
Asbestos Abatement. Building owners may be faced with additional costs related to the abatement
of hazardous materials encountered during the retrofit process. Asbestos and lead are the two most
common abatement issues in retrofit work. The most comprehensive cost estimates were obtained from
asbestos abatement consultants. Spot removal of asbestos to allow for the installation of sprinklers was
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suggested as the most cost-effective method for abating an asbestos problem during retrofit work (Cronin
and Jensen 1993).
Because each facility is different, for estimation purposes, an average spacing of 10 feet for piping
and hangers was used. Which would result in approximately one tent per 100 square feet, yielding
approximately $1.50 to $2.50 per square foot for asbestos abatement. This coincides roughly with data
from the Journal of Property Management (Cronin and Jensen 1993) which estimates asbestos spot
abatement costs to be about $1.00 per square foot. Additional abatement contractors estimated costs from a
range of $1.00 to $4.00 per square foot.
Lead Abatement. Lead hazards, prevalent in most commercial, industrial and residential settings as
well as throughout the public infrastructure, pose potentially serious health and environmental risks to a
building’s personnel and visitors. Lead paint was used extensively through the late 1970s, until the passage
of the Lead Based Paint Reduction Act (Bowker 1996).
The four major classes of lead abatement technology are abrasive blasting, water jetting, power
tools and chemical strippers. In abrasive blasting, compressed air propels abrasive material, often sand,
against the surface to be cleaned. It remains a popular method of abatement because of its speed, efficiency
and familiarity (Bowker 1996). Applying the assumptions of spot removal of lead for areas that will
required the installation of hangars; the costs for lead abatement during a retrofit project appear to be
approximately $.04-.06 per square foot of sprinklered area.
Tenant Displacement. Building owners may face additional expenses displacing tenants during the
retrofit and abatement work. Because of the vast differences in occupancy rates, layouts of the buildings
and time frames for retrofit work, data from past retrofit work completed must be obtained to determine
these costs accurately.
IX.

Effects of Sprinkler Systems on Deaths

The National Fire Protection Association has record of a fire killing more than two people in a
completely sprinklered public assembly, educational, institutional, or residential building where the system
was properly operating (Hall 1996). According to NFPA statistics, sprinklers reduce the rate of fire deaths
per 1,000 fires by one-third to two-thirds (Stein 1995).
From 1985-94, sprinklers have shown approximately a 53% reduction in the civilian death rates for
all types of buildings (see Table 11). In high-rise buildings, automatic suppression equipment is associated
with a reduction of at least 71 percent in the rate of deaths per 1,000 fires (Hall 1997).
Table 11. Deaths per 100,000 by selected type of Occupancy and Sprinkler Protection in the United States
Property

Public

Without Automatic
Suppression
Equipment

With Automatic
Suppression
Equipment

Percent
Reduction

1.1

0.0

100

Educational

.3

.3

---

Healthcare

4.2

1.7

59

Hotels/Motels

9.2

1.5

83

.9

0.0

100

Stores and Offices

19

Manufacturing

1.6

1.1

30

All Properties

1.7

0.8

53

X.

Effects of Sprinkler Systems of Insurance

Depending on insurance market conditions, there may be opportunities for reduced property
insurance premiums if a facility is provided with automatic sprinkler protection. In today’s relatively soft
property insurance market, sprinklers do not necessarily lead to much lower premiums, but firms with wellprotected properties may improve premium stability in the future (Stein 1995).
Estimates on property insurance savings from retrofitting were obtained from the Insurance
Services Office and underwriters form the nation’s largest property and fire insurance companies. The
results obtained were consistent. The market is currently (1998-99) experiencing a “soft market” which
makes insurance prices very competitive but does not reward insureds financially for sprinkler systems.
Insurance Services Office. The Insurance Services Office (ISO) rates occupancies for insurance
companies for the purposes of developing a base premium rate. Buildings begin with a 100-point rating
and deficiency points are subtracted from the 100 points. If a sprinkler system requires the use of pumps,
there is an automatic 60-point deduction if the pumps are not monitored. If they are, there is a 40-point
deduction. There is also an automatic 10-point deduction for the water supply because most facilities do
not have a water supply for the system as required by ISO. Because of these factors, plus the impact of a
soft insurance market, the addition of a sprinkler system in a high-rise building, such as an office building,
will not dramatically reduce insurance rates.
Sample rates for property and contents were obtained from ISO for a hypothetical high-rise office
building located on Michigan Avenue in Chicago. The rates were determined under two scenarios: that the
building was sprinklered and that it was not. Rates for a non-sprinklered building ranged from .03-.04 per
$100 of property value for property and .06-.08 per $100 for property and .03-.05 per $100 for contents.
Assuming a property was valued at $25 million and using the high end of the rated, an unsprinklered
building would have a base rate of approximately $30,000 while a sprinklered building would have a base
rate of approximately $17,500. The insurance companies then apply their discounts as a method for
attracting and keeping business. The discounts vary widely from insurance company to insurance
company. In today’s market, with the discounts applied, the bottom line premiums for a sprinklered and
unsprinklered high-rise building are not significantly different.
Major Insurance Companies not Using ISO. Some of the largest property insurance companies do
not use ISO to determine base premiums and subsequent final premiums. Using their data and
underwriting methods and average rate for property insurance is .08 per $100 of property and content value
for and unsprinklered building and .04 per $100 of property and content value for a sprinklered building.
Using a $25 million dollar building as an example, an estimated premium would be $20,000 and $10,000
respectively, for savings of $10,000 annually.
If an office building averages $100 per square foot in property and contents value, this facility has
250,000 square feet to sprinkler, and assuming the sprinkler system costs $3.00 per square foot, the owner
would have to spend $750,000 and would realize a $10,000 per year savings in insurance premiums.
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Appendix B

10TH C ONGRESS
____SESSION

H.R.______
To amend the Internal Revenue Code or 1986 to allow a credit for the cost of installing automatic fire
sprinkler systems in certain buildings.
___________________________

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
____________ ____, ______
________introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means
__________________________

A BILL

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for the cost of installing automatic fire
sprinkler systems in certain buildings.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled.
SECTION 1. CREDIT FOR INSTALLATION OF SPRINKLER SYSTEMS.
(a)

GENERAL RULE. – Subpart of part IV of sub-chapter A of chapter 1 of the

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to business-related credits) is amended by adding a the end thereof
the following new section:
“SEC. 45C. EXPENDITURES IN INSTALL AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEMS.
“(a)

GENERAL RULE. – For purposes of section 38, the sprinkler system installation

credit determined under this section for any taxable year is 15 percent of the qualified sprinkler system
expenditures for such taxable year.
“(b)

QUALIFIED SPRINKLER SYSTEMS EXPENDITURES. – For purposes of this

section –
“(1)

IN GENERAL. - The term ‘qualified sprinkler system expenditure’ means

any amount which is properly chargeable to a capital account in connection with the installation of a
qualified sprinkler system in a qualified building but only if such installation is not in connection with the
original construction of such building. Any such expenditure shall be taken into account for the taxable
year in which it is properly chargeable to capital account.
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“(2)

QUALIFIED SPRINKLER SYSTEM- The term ‘qualified sprinkler system’

means any automatic fire sprinkler system which meets the requirements of National Fire Protection
Association Standard Number 13.
“(3)

QUALIFIED BUILDING. - The term ‘qualified building’ means any

building if –
“(A)

such building has one or more floors which are more than 75 feet

above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access and are used in a manner requiring the presence of
individuals, and
“(B)

the installation of a qualified sprinkler system in such building would

be required if such building were being constructed on the date of the installation referred to in paragraph
(1).
“(c)

DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT. –
“(1)

OTHER CREDITS. - No credit shall be allowed under any other provision of

this chapter for any expenditure taken into account in determining the amount of the credit under this
section.
“(2)

BASIS ADJUSTMENT. - For purposes of this subtitle, if any expenditure

with respect to any property is taken into account under subsection (a), the increase in the basis of such
property which would (but for this paragraph) result from such expenditure shall be reduced by the amount
of the credit determined under subsection (a) with respect to such expenditure.
“(d)

TERMINATION. - This section shall not apply to any expenditure made on or after

January 1, 200_.”
(b)

CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSINESS CREDIT.- Subsection (b) of

section 38 of such Code is amended by striking “plus” at the end of paragraph (11), by striking the period at
the end of paragraph (12) and inserting, “plus”, and by adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:
“(13) the sprinkler system installation credit determined under section 45C(a).”
(c)

DEDUCTION FOR UNUSED CREDIT.- subsection (c) of section 196 of such Code

is amended by striking “and” at the end of paragraph (6), by striking the period at the end of paragraph (7)
an inserting, “and”, and by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:
“(8)
(d)

the sprinkler system installation credit determined under section 45C(a).”

LIMITATION ON CARRYBACKS.- Subsection (d) of section 39 of such Code is

amended by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:
“(8)

NO CARRYBACK OF SECTION 45C CREDIT BEFORE ENACTMENT. -

No portion of the unused business credit for any taxable year which is attributable to the sprinkler system
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installation credit determined under section 45C(a) may be carried to a taxable year ending before January
1, _________.”
(e)

CLERICAL AMENDMENT.- The table of sections for subpart D of part IV of

subchapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new item:
“Sec. 45C. Expenditures to install automatic fire-prevention sprinkler system.”

(f)

EFFECTIVE DATE.- The amendments made by this section shall apply to

expenditures made after December 31, _______.
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Appendix C

ORDINANCE
Sponsored by:
____________________

COUNTY OF COOK, ILLINOIS
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE REAL PROPERTY
ASSESSMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE, AS AMENDED
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COOK COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONES:
The Real Property Assessment Classification ordinance, as from time to time amended (November 29,
1976; June 6, 1977; September 19, 1977; May 16, 1978; January 2, 1979; March 3, 1980; September 2,
1980; October 3, 1983; April 2, 1984; November 18, 1985; May 19, 1986; June 20, 1988; September 5,
1989; December 18, 1989; March 16, 1992; December 6, 1994; November 19, 1996; and May 6, 1997) is
hereby amended to read as follows:
*

*

*

Section 2.
Real estate is divided into the following assessment classes:
*
Class 6b:

*

*

Real estate used primarily for industrial purposes, as defined herein, consisting of all newly
constructed buildings or other structures, including the land upon which they are situated; or
abandoned property, as defined herein, including the land upon which such property is
situates; or all buildings and other structures which are substantially rehabilitated to the
extent such rehabilitation has added to their value, including qualified land related to the
rehabilitation. Regardless of the subsequent assessment, the installation of an automatic
sprinkler system is considered a substantial rehabilitation, which adds value to the building.
Land qualifies when the rehabilitation adds vertical or horizontal square footage to the
improvements. The amount of land eligible for the incentive shall be in such proportion as
the square footage added by the rehabilitation bears to the total square footage of the
improvements on the parcel.
Prior to filing a Class 6b eligibility application with the Assessor, an applicant must obtain
from the municipality in which the real estate is located or the Board of Commissioners of
Cook County if the real estate is located in an unincorporated area, an ordinance or
resolution expressly stating that the municipality or County Board, as the case may be, has
determined that the incentive provided by Class 6b is necessary for development to occur on
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the specific real estate and that the municipality or County Board, as the case may be,
supports and consents to the Class 6b application to the Assessor. A certified copy of such
ordinance or resolution shall be included with the Class 6b eligibility application at the time
of filing the application with the Assessor.
This classification shall continue for a period of ten years from the date such new
construction (excluding demolition, if any) or such substantial rehabilitation was completed
and initially assessed, or in the case of abandoned property, from the date of substantial
reoccupancy. After such ten-year period the real estate shall revert to the applicable
classification under this Ordinance.
Additionally, for newly constructed or substantially rehabilitated buildings and other
structures to qualify for Class 6b classification, an eligibility application must be made to the
Assessor within one year prior to the commencement of such new construction or substantial
rehabilitation. With respect to abandoned property, the eligibility application must be made
to the Assessor no later than ninety days after purchase for value if such property is
encompassed within the definition herein of abandoned property by reason of purchase for
value; or within one year prior to the commencement of substantial rehabilitation if such
property is encompassed within that definition by reason of substantial rehabilitation.
Where eligibility requirements are met, including timing and applicant may apply for a
Class 6c classification in addition to Class 6b classification. As described below, the Class
6c classification provides for: 1) a possible 3 year extension of the Class 6b classification;
and 2) a restriction on the commencement of the Class 6b classification as to the land, if
remediation of the lands I not yet completed.
The Assessor may adopt rules consistent with the foregoing necessary to ensure proper
review of all factors relevant to determine eligibility for the benefits provided under Class
6b.
The Assessor shall provide by rule for the filing of triennial reassessment reports by all
Class 6b recipients as to the use of the property and the number of persons employed at the
Class 6b site. Such reports shall be verified. Failure to file such reports within the time
established by the Assessor’s rules shall result in loss of the incentive for the period relating
to the non-filing.
*

*

*

Section 3.
The Assessor shall assess, and the Board of Appeals shall review, assessments on real estate in the various
classes at the following percentages of market value:
*

*

*
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Class 6b:

16% for first 8 years, 23% in year 9 and 30% in year 10; where eligible in conjunction with
the Class 6c classification as described in Section 2 above, an extension of 3 additional years
at 16%, followed by 23% in year 12 and 30% in year 13.
*

*

*

Approved and adopted this ______ day of ___________________, ________.
_________________________________
JOHN H. STRONGER, JR., President
Cook County Board of Commissioners
(S E A L)

Attest: _______________________________
DAVID D. ORR, County Clerk
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Appendix D

____TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
State of Illinois
_____ and _____

Introduced________________________________, by ____________________________________

SYNOPSIS AS INTRODUCED:
35 ILCS 120/2-5 amended
Exempts sprinkler materials from the Illinois Retailers’ Occupation Tax. Effective
immediately.

A BILL FOR
AN ACT in relation to sprinkler incentives, amending a named Act.
Be it enacted by the People of the State of Illinois, represented in the General Assembly:
Section 5. The Retailers’ Occupation Tax Act is amended by changing Section 120/2-5 as follows:
(35 ILCA 120/2-5 (32))
§ 2-5. Exemptions. Gross receipts from proceeds from the sale of the following tangible personal property
are exempt from the tax imposed by this Act:
*

*

*
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(32)

All materials necessary for the installation of automatic sprinkler systems, including,
without limitation, piping, sprinkler heads, fittings, fire pumps (including motors and
controllers), pressure maintenance pumps, pipe hanger materials, control valves, hose
valves, hose equipment, backflow preventers, water flow devices, valve supervisory devices,
and pressure monitoring devices.

Section 10. Effective date. This Act shall take effect upon becoming law.
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Appendix E

ORDINANCE
Sponsored by:
_____________

COUNTY OF COOK, ILLINOIS
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE
HOME RULE COUNTY RETAILERS’ OCCUPATION TAX ORDINANCE
WHEREAS, County of Cook is a home rule unit of local government pursuant to Article VII,
section 6(a) of the 1970 Illinois Constitution, and
WHEREAS, as a home rule county, County of Cook is authorized by P.A. 86-962, as amended, to
impose a tax upon all persons in Cook County engaged in the business of selling tangible personal
property, and
WHEREAS, the Board of Cook County Commissioners finds that alternative and new sources of
revenue are required to fund the operations of Cook County Government.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED THAT:
SECTION 1.
As authorized by the “Home Rule County Retailers’ Occupation Tax Law” (Ill. Rev.
Stat. (1991) ch. 34, par. 5-1006), on and after September 1, 1992, a tax is imposed countywide upon all
persons in Cook County engaged in the business of selling tangible personal property at retail, at the rate of
¾% of the gross receipts from such sales made in the course of such business. The tax shall be paid in the
manner provided by the “Home Rule County Retail Occupation Tax Law”.
SECTION 2.
The tax herein provided for shall not be imposed on the sales of food for human
consumption which is to be consumed off the premises where it is sold (other than alcoholic beverages, soft
drinks and food which has been prepared for immediate consumption), or on prescription and
nonprescription medicines, drugs, medical appliances and insulin, urine testing materials, or syringes and
needles used by diabetics. The tax herein provided for shall not be imposed on materials necessary for the
installation of automatic sprinkler systems, including, without limitation, piping, sprinkler heads, fittings,
fire pumps (including motors and controllers), pressure maintenance pumps, pipe hanger materials, control
valves, hose valves, hose equipment, backflow preventers, water flow devices, valve supervisory devices,
and pressure monitoring devices. The tax herein provided for shall not apply to tangible personal property
titled or registered with an agency of this State’s government. Nothing in this ordinance shall be construed
to authorize imposition of a tax on the privilege of engaging in any business, which, under the Constitution
of the United States, may not be made the subject of taxation.
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SECTION 3.
The Clerk of the Board is hereby authorized and directed to obtain and transmit a
certified copy of this Ordinance to the Illinois Department of Revenue not later than five days after its
effective date, and in no case later than June 1, 1992.
SECTION 4.
The Ordinance shall be known and cited as the “COOK COUNTY HOME RULE
COUNTY RETAILERS’ OCCUPATION TAX ORDINANCE” and shall be effective upon its passage
Approved and adopted this _______day of ____________________, _______.
JOHN H. STROGER, JR., President
Cook County Board of Commissioners
Attest: DAVID D. ORR, County Clerk
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Appendix F

AN ORDINANCE IN RELATION
TO AUTOMATIC SPRINKLERS
WHEREAS, avoiding a catastrophic fire loss is in the interests of the citizens and businesses of
Chicago; and
WHEREAS, sprinklers offer an increased level of safety that builds on the expands alternative
measures currently utilized and employed; and
WHEREAS, since 1975, the Municipal Code of Chicago (the “Code”) has reflected the policy of
the City of Chicago to avoid catastrophic fire loss by strongly encouraging all newly constructed buildings
more than 80 feet above grade to install sprinklers; and
WHEREAS, the City should encourage most of the existing residential high-rise buildings in
Chicago to install sprinkler systems if they do not already have them and should provide such incentives as
tax relief to encourage sprinkler installation.
BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Chicago.
SECTION 1: Section 3-40-0101 of the Municipal Code of Chicago is amended as follows:
3-40-10

Tax-Imposed.

(a)
A tax is hereby imposed upon all persons engaged in the business of selling tangible
personal property, other than tangible personal property titled or registered with an agency of
Illinois government, at retail in the City of Chicago, pursuant to the Home Rule Municipal
Retailer’s Occupation Tax Act, at the rate of one percent of the gross receipts from such sales made
in the course of such business.
(b)
The tax imposed by this section shall not be applicable to or imposed upon sales of
the following items:
*
(iii)

*

*

Any materials used in the installation of automatic sprinkler systems.

SECTION 2: This Ordinance shall take effect and be enforced from and after its passage.
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Appendix G

_____TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
State of Illinois
_____ and _____
INTRODUCED ____________________________, by ___________________________________

SYNOPSIS AS INTRODUCED:
20 ILCS 3505/7.12
20 ILCS 3505/7.13
20 ILCS 3505/7.14
20 ILCS 3505/7.15
20 ILCS 3505/7.16
20 ILCS 3505/7.17
30 ILCS 105/5.988

new
new
new
new
new
new
new

Amends the Illinois Development Finance Authority Act. Authorizes the Authority to provide
certain financing for the installation of sprinkler systems. Establishes quide lines. Creates the Fire
Safety Loan Guarantee Fund. Amends the State Finance Act to create the Fire Safety Loan
Guarantee Fund. Effective Immediately.

A BILL FOR
AN ACT in relation to Fire Safety, amending a named Act.
Be it enacted by the People of the State of Illinois, represented in the General Assembly:
Section 5.

The Illinois Development Finance Authority Act is changed by adding Sections 7.12,

7.13, 7.14, 7.15, 7.16, and 7.17 as follows:
(20 ILCS 3505.7.12 new)
§ 7.12.

Findings and declaration of policy. The General Assembly has found and

determined and does declare that fire results in the tragic loss of life every year; that every year fire
destroys the living and working spaces of Illinois citizens; that much of the loss in lives and property can be
avoided; that automatic sprinkler systems effectively reduce or eliminate the threat of fire in thousands of
buildings; that many high-rises lack automatic sprinklers; and that it is declared to be the policy of the
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State, in the interest of promoting the health, safety, and general welfare of the people of Illinois, to
improve fire safety by facilitating the installation of automatic sprinkler systems.
(20 ILCS 3505/7.13 new)
§ 7.13. Definitions. The following terms, whenever used or referred to in Sections 7.13 through
7.17 of this Act, shall have the following meanings ascribed to them, except where the context clearly
requires otherwise:
(a) “Automatic sprinkler system” means an arrangement of piping installed in a building with
outlets distributed approximately uniformly in such a manner that water can be discharged in a spray
indirectly from special outlets, termed heads, for the purpose of extinguishing an incipient fire and
protecting the building and its contents, with pumps, tanks and other equipment as necessary to provide an
adequate supply of water to the heads.
(b) “Board” means the governing body of the Authority.
(c) “Fire safety debt” means a debt held by a lender, the purpose of which is the finance fire
sprinkler installation in at risk buildings in the State.
(d) “Fund” means the Fire Safety Loan Guarantee Fund established under Section 7.14 of this Act.
(e) “Lender” means any federal or State chartered bank, federal or State chartered savings and loan
association or building and loan association, Small Business Investments Company, or any other institution
qualified within this State to originate and service loans, including, but without limitation to, insurance
companies, credit unions, and mortgage loan companies. “Lender” also means a wholly owned subsidiary
of a manufacturer, seller, or distributor of goods or services that makes loans to businesses or individuals,
commonly known as a captive finance company.
(f) “State guarantee” means a note held by a person for which the State of Illinois shall be liable of
85% of the total principal and interest of the note as determined by the Authority.
(g) “Secondary guarantee” means a security held by a person for which the State of Illinois shall be
liable for 100% of the total principal and interest of the security as determined by the Authority.
(20 ILCS 3505/7.14 new)
§ 7.14. Fire Safety Loan Guarantee Fund. There is created the Fire Safety Loan Guarantee Fund.
The Treasurer of the Authority shall have custody of the Fund, which shall be held, outside of the State
Treasury, not subject to General Assembly appropriation. The Authority is authorized to accept any and all
grants, loans, including grants and loans from employee pension funds, as authorized by this Act or any
other statute, subsidies, matching funds, reimbursements, appropriations, transfers of appropriations,
federal grant monies, income derived from investments, or other things of value from the federal or state
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governments or any agency of any other state or from any institution, person, firm or corporation, public or
private, for deposit in the fund. Andy amounts in the Fund not currently need to meet its obligations shall
be investments shall be retained in the Fund. The Authority shall provide for its expenses from its
operations by the charges and fees or from the proceeds of investments on its reserve fund as it may decide
or from investment earnings from the Fund or special funds that the Authority is empowered to use.
(20 ILCS 3505/7.15 new)
Sec. 7.15

Powers and duties. The Authority shall have the power:

(a) To issue State

guarantees for fire safety debts held by a Lender, with the maximum permissible debt to asset ratio based
on criteria established by the Authority;
(b)

In order to further the purposes of Sections 7.12 through 7.17, to cooperate in any

manner whatsoever with any governmental or private source (including private pension funds), by, for
example, accepting aid, gifts, grants, contributions, or loans of money, property, labor, or other items of
value, subject to any conditions not inconsistent with this Act or with the laws of this State pertaining to
contributions;
(c)

To issue bonds or secondary guarantees for the purposes of establishing secondary

markets for the guaranteed loans authorized under Section 7.12 to 7.17 of this Act, provided that the
Authority shall not have outstanding at any one time State guarantees under this Section in an aggregate
principal amount exceeding $20,000,000, and until time as the Fund achieves a balance of $4,000,000, the
Authority shall not have outstanding at any one time State guarantees in an aggregate principal amount
exceeding 5 times the balance of the Fund.
(20 ILCS 3505/7.16 new)
§ 7.16. Notes and bonds of the Authority. The notes and bonds of the Authority are securities in
which all public officers and bodies of this State and all municipalities and municipal subdivisions, all
insurance companies, associations, and other persons carrying on an insurance business, all banks, trust
companies, savings banks, and savings associations, saving and loan associations, investment companies,
all administrators, guardians, executors, trustees and other fiduciaries, and all other persons who are
authorized to invest in bonds or other obligations of the State may properly and legally invest funds,
including capital, in their control or belonging to them.
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(20 ILCS 3505/7.17 new)
§ 7.17.

Issuance of State guarantees.

(a) Lenders shall apply for the State quarantees on forms provided by the Authority and certify that
the application and any other documents submitted are true and correct. (Possible Fire Safety Advisory
Council insert, including p. 10 language and 3505/7.6 language) The Lender or borrower, or both, shall
pay an administrative fee as determined by the Authority. The applicant shall be responsible for paying
any fees or charges involved in recording mortgages, releases, financing statements, insurance for
secondary issues, and any other similar fees or charges as the Authority may require. The application shall
at a minimum contain the business name, address, present credit, and financial statements, balance sheets,
and any other information pertinent to the application, an the collateral to be used to secure the State
guarantee. In addition, the Lender must agree to charge a fixed or adjustable interest rate that the Authority
determines to be below the rate of interest generally available to the borrower, taking into account
marketability of the loan to potential secondary markets. If the Lender agrees, the interest rate on the State
guarantee loan can be converted to a fixed interest rate at any time during the term of the loan.
(b) In reviewing applications, the Authority shall consider whether:
(1) the Lender agrees to pay to the Authority a fee equal to 25 basis points on the loan;
(2) the application provides collateral acceptable to the Authority that is at least equal to the
State’s portion of the guarantee to be provided;
(3) the Lender assumes all responsibility and costs for pursing legal action to collect on any
loan that is delinquent or in default; and
(4) the Lender is responsible for the first 15% of the outstanding principal of the note of which
the State guarantee has bee applied.
(c) In the event of default on any guarantee loan, the Lender shall be entitled and the Authority
shall direct payment on the State guarantee after 90 days of delinquency. All payments by the Authority
shall be made from the Fund to satisfy claims against the State guarantee. The Fund shall guarantee receipt
of payment of the 85% of the principal and interest owed on the State guarantee loan by the borrower to the
guarantee holder.
It shall be the responsibility of the Lender to proceed with the collecting and disposing of collateral
on the State guarantee within 14 months of the time the State guarantee is declared delinquent; provided,
however, that the Lender shall not collect or dispose of collateral on the State guarantee without the express
written prior approval of the Authority. If the Lender does not dispose of the collateral within 14 months,
the Lender shall be liable to repay to the State interest on the State guarantee equal to the same rate that the
Lender charges on the State guarantee; provide, however, that the Authority may extend the 14 month
period for a Lender in the case of bankruptcy of extenuating circumstances. The Fund shall be reimbursed
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for any amounts paid under this Section upon liquidation of the collateral. The Authority, by resolution of
the Board, may borrow sums from the Fund and provide for repayment within a reasonable time upon
receipt of payments of principal and interest by a borrower. Money may be borrowed from the Fund by the
Authority for the sole purpose of paying certain interests costs for borrowers associated with selling a loan
subject to a State guarantee in a secondary market as may be deemed reasonable and necessary by the
Authority.
Section 10. The State Finance Act is amended by adding Section 5.338 as follows:
(30 ILCS 105/5.338)
§5.338. The Fire Safety Loan Guarantee Fund.
Section 15. Effective date. This Act takes effect upon becoming law.
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City of Chicago- Life Safety Ordinance
13-196-203 Life safety data sheet – Required
(A) No later than April 1, 2005, any owner of an existing building exceeding 80 feet in
height above grade shall file with the fire department a life safety data sheet containing
the following information about the building; (1) the name of the building owner of
record, and, if applicable, the building manager; (2) the address of the building; (3)
whether the building is residential or commercial or of mixed use; (4) if the building is
residential or of mixed use, the number of dwelling units in the building; (5) the number
of stories in the building; (6) whether the building is equipped with an automatic
sprinkler system meeting any or all of the requirements of Chapter 15-16 of this Code,
and identifying the areas so protected; and (7) whether the building is equipped with a
standard inside standpipe system, a fire pump and a smokeproof tower.
(B) All information contained in the life safety data sheet shall be kept current. Any
change in required information shall be reported by the building owner to the fire
department within 14 days after the change. This subsection shall be enforceable
against the building owner and against any subsequent owner.
Any person who violates the requirements of this section shall be fined not less than
$200.00 nor more than $500.00 for each offense. Each day that a violation continues
shall constitute a separate and distinct offense.
(Added Coun. J. 12-15-04, p. 39962, § 1)
13-196-204 Voice communication systems in existing buildings
(A) Subject to the exceptions listed below, no later than January 1, 2015, every existing
building exceeding 80 feet in height above grade shall be equipped with the following: (i)
a one-way voice communication system meeting the requirements of Section 13-76050(b); and (ii) a two-way voice communication system meeting the requirements of
Section 13-76-050(a); provided, however, that a telephone or other two-way
communication system connected to an approved station, and installed pursuant to and
in accordance with Option 2 of Section 13-196-084(a), shall be deemed to satisfy the
requirements of item (ii) of this subsection.
(B) Neither a one-way nor a two-way voice communication system shall be required in
the following buildings:
Exception Number 1: Buildings that are classified as Class A-2, Multiple Dwellings, and
are for non- transient residential use and are fully protected by automatic sprinklers.
Exception Number 2: Institutional buildings and schools that have an approved standard
fire alarm system as required by Section 15-16-110.
(C) A one-way voice communication system shall not be required in the following
buildings:
Exception Number 1: Non-transient residential buildings with an existing occupant
notification system if a detailed description of the existing occupant notification system

is submitted to and approved by the commissioner of buildings and the fire
commissioner or by their designated representatives. In order to be considered for
approval under this exception, and if approved under this exception, the existing
occupant notification system shall meet the following criteria:
(a) the system must be in continuous use and must be tested on a monthly basis, or the
system must have electronic supervision to indicate operational deficiencies in the
system including, but not limited to, shorts, grounds and breaks in the circuit wiring; and
(b) the system must be audible throughout all required areas of the building, or must
produce within all dwelling units a minimum sound level of 45 dBA within ten feet of any
existing occupant notification system device; and
(c) the system must be able to transmit voice instructions without delay; and
(d) the system must be able to transmit voice instructions to all required areas or to all
dwelling units at the same time; and
(e) the system must be available for fire department use from a central command
location; and
(f) the system is subject to field testing; and
(g) replacement or modification of system components to meet the above criteria is
limited to 50 percent of the reproduction cost of the existing occupant notification
system.
(D) A two-way voice communication system shall not be required in the following
buildings:
Exception 1: Buildings that are classified as Class A-2, Multiple Dwellings, and are for
non-transient residential use if the building does not exceed 15 stories in height and
contains 60 or fewer dwelling units as defined in Section 13-4-010.
(E) For purposes of this section, “non-transient residential” means a residential use
other than a hotel, motel, bed-and-breakfast establishment, dormitory, transitional
shelter, emergency shelter or other temporary residential use.
(F) This section shall be enforceable against the building owner and against any
subsequent owner.
(Added Coun. J. 12-15-04, p. 39962, § 2; Amend Coun. J. 11-18-09, p. 76565, § 1)
13-196-205 Automatic sprinkler system installation in existing high-rise buildings
Subject to the exceptions listed below, every existing building exceeding 80 feet in
height above grade shall be protected throughout by an approved automatic sprinkler
system meeting the requirements of Chapter 15-16 of this Code unless otherwise
provided by Section 13-196-207. The owner of each such building shall, no later than
September 1, 2005, submit for approval to the bureau of fire prevention a plan for
compliance with the requirements of this section. The requirements of this section shall
be enforceable against the building owner and against any subsequent owner.

Every building subject to the provisions of this section shall comply with the following
schedule for installation of an approved automatic sprinkler system: one-third of the
gross square footage of the building shall be equipped with automatic sprinklers by
January 1, 2009; two-thirds of the gross square footage of the building shall be
equipped with automatic sprinklers by January 1, 2013; and the entire gross square
footage of the building shall be equipped with automatic sprinklers by January 1, 2017.
Buildings subject to any of the following exceptions 3 through 7, inclusive, shall comply
with the requirements of Section 13-196-206.
Exception Number 1: An open-air parking facility meeting the requirements of Section
13-96-920 of this Code.
Exception Number 2: The open-air portions of a stadium.
Exception Number 3: A building that is classified as a Class A-2, Multiple Dwelling, and
that is a non- transient residential use. This exception includes (a) all approved auxiliary
use areas of the building other than parking garages; and (b) any parking garage in the
building that is used exclusively by the building's non- transient residential occupants
and their guests or by persons who, pursuant to a written lease agreement, rent space
in the building's parking garage for use by a designated motor vehicle in time
increments of at least one month in duration.
Exception Number 4: The following portions of a building classified as a mixed
occupancy building:
(A) any portion of a mixed occupancy building that is classified as a Class A-2, nontransient residential use;
(B) any approved auxiliary use area wholly contained within a Class A-2, non-transient
residential use portion of a mixed occupancy building;
(C) any parking garage in a mixed occupancy building that is used exclusively by the
building's non- transient residential occupants and their guests or by persons who,
pursuant to a written lease agreement, rent space in the building's parking garage for
use by a designated motor vehicle in time increments of at least one month in duration;
(D) any portion of a mixed occupancy building, other than those portions of the building
classified as a Class A-2, non-transient residential use, if all of the following criteria are
met:
(1) the cumulative total of the building's floor areas not classified as a Class A-2, nontransient residential use does not exceed ten percent of the total floor area of the
building. The floor areas of parking garages used exclusively by the building's nontransient residential occupants and their guests shall be excluded from the calculation of
the building's total floor areas not classified as a Class A-2, non-transient residential use
and from the calculation of the total floor area of the building; and
(2) occupancy separations are provided in accordance with Table 13-56-280 as set out
in Section 13-56-280 of this Code; and

(3) the mixed occupancy building must be either of Type I, fire-resistive construction or
of Type II, non-combustible construction; and
(4) all of the exempted areas within the mixed occupancy building, other than those
portions of the building classified as a Class A-2, non-transient residential use, are
located in the building at a floor level elevation that does not exceed 80 feet in height
above average grade.
Exception Number 5: A building designated as a Chicago Landmark pursuant to Article
XVII of Chapter 2-120 of this Code unless the landmarked building is required to be
equipped with an automatic sprinkler system by other provisions of this Code.
Exception Number 6: A building within a landmark district designated pursuant to Article
XVII of Chapter 2-120 of this Code and determined to be a contributing building unless
the contributing building is required to be equipped with an automatic sprinkler system
by other provisions of this Code.
Exception Number 7: A building color-coded red or orange in the Chicago Historic
Resources Survey, published in 1996, unless the building is required to be equipped
with an automatic sprinkler system by other provisions of this Code.
For purposes of this section, “non-transient residential” means a residential use other
than a hotel, motel, bed-and-breakfast establishment, dormitory, transitional shelter,
emergency shelter or other temporary residential use.
(Added Coun. J. 12-15-04, p. 39962, § 3)
13-196-206 Life safety evaluation of existing high- rise buildings
(A) No later than January 1, 2005, the commissioner of buildings shall adopt by rule and
publish criteria for life safety evaluations of all existing buildings exceeding 80 feet in
height above grade that are not required by Section 13-196-205 to be protected
throughout by an approved automatic sprinkler system. The criteria adopted pursuant to
this subsection shall provide sufficient protection to life and safety of building occupants.
The criteria shall be developed based on a review of available resources, including
standardized building and safety codes and the practices of other municipalities.
(B) The owner of any building qualifying for any exception 3 through 7, inclusive, of
Section 13-196-205 shall have the building evaluated for life safety by a licensed
professional engineer or by a licensed architect; provided, however, that this
requirement shall not apply to any building which is protected throughout by a
previously approved automatic sprinkler system. The licensed engineer or architect
shall prepare a life safety evaluation of the building in accordance with the requirements
of this section and with any rules and regulations promulgated thereunder. The life
safety evaluation shall be signed and sealed by the person who prepared it and shall
contain an explicit statement acknowledging that the information contained therein is
true and complete.
(C) If, based on the use of a scoring system described by rule to conduct the life safety
evaluation, the licensed professional engineer or licensed architect determines that the
building achieves the minimum score required on the life safety evaluation, the licensed

engineer or architect shall certify the evaluation as a life safety compliance plan and
shall give the life safety compliance plan to the building owner. No later than January 1,
2006, the building owner shall submit the life safety compliance plan to the department
of buildings and the bureau of fire prevention. The life safety compliance plan shall be
enforceable against the building owner and against any subsequent owner.
(D) If, based on the use of a scoring system described by rule to conduct the life safety
evaluation, the licensed professional engineer or licensed architect determines that the
building does not achieve the minimum score required on the life safety evaluation, the
building owner shall, no later than January 1, 2006, submit the life safety evaluation to
the department of buildings and the bureau of fire prevention along with either: (1) a
proposal to protect the building throughout with an automatic sprinkler system meeting
the requirements of Chapter 15-16 of this Code unless otherwise provided by Section
13-196-207, notwithstanding any exceptions for which the building may have otherwise
qualified pursuant to Section 13-196-205, and using the schedule for installation
described in Section 13-196-205; or (2) a proposal for achieving the minimum score
required on the life safety evaluation by making specified modifications to the building.
Any proposal submitted pursuant to this subsection shall be signed and sealed by a
licensed professional engineer or by a licensed architect. In addition, any proposal
submitted pursuant to item (2) of this subsection shall contain (i) an explicit statement
by the licensed engineer or architect certifying that if the modifications identified in the
proposal are fully implemented, the building will receive the minimum score required on
the life safety evaluation; and (ii) a timetable for completion of those modifications to be
phased in over a stipulated period of years, but no later than January 1, 2012, at which
time the modifications identified in the proposal shall be fully implemented. Any
schedule for installation or timetable required by this subsection shall be enforceable
against the building owner and against any subsequent owner.
If, after reviewing the certified proposal, the commissioner of buildings and the deputy
commissioner of the bureau of fire prevention determine that the certified proposal,
when fully implemented, will enable the building to achieve the minimum score required
on the life safety evaluation, the commissioner and deputy commissioner shall jointly
accept the certified proposal as a life safety compliance plan. The life safety compliance
plan shall be enforceable against the building owner and against any subsequent
owner.
(E) No permit shall be issued for work on any existing building that is the subject of a life
safety compliance plan unless the licensed architect or licensed engineer of record
identified in the permit application certifies in writing that the permitted work will not
reduce or otherwise negatively impact the score of the life safety evaluation on which
the life safety compliance plan is based; nor shall any permit be issued for work on a
building whose owner is in violation of any of the requirements of this section unless the
permit is necessary to cure the violation.
(F) Nothing in this section shall be construed to waive any provision of the Municipal
Code of Chicago applicable to existing buildings or to relieve any person from full
compliance with those provisions.

(Added Coun. J. 12-15-04, p. 39962, § 4)
13-196-207 Materials and installation standards for retrofit fire protection
systems
In every existing high-rise building subject to the requirements of Sections 13-196-204,
13-196-205 or 13-196-206 of this Code, the following materials and installation
standards shall apply to newly installed fire protection systems:
(A) An existing water supply that serves an existing fire department wet standpipe
system may also serve as the water supply for retrofit sprinkler systems, provided the
water supply meets, non-simultaneously, the larger of either the standpipe demand at
the time of the original installation, or the new sprinkler system demand including hose
stream allowance.
(B) Notwithstanding the requirements of Sections 18-28-602.2.1 and 15-16-370,
sprinkler piping and sprinklers shall meet or exceed the requirements of NFPA 13-2002
and their respective product listings issued by an approved independent laboratory or
agency.
(C) Automatic sprinkler systems shall meet or exceed the requirements of NFPA 132002 except that at least one sprinkler shall be provided within the stairway enclosure at
the landing serving the door(s) to each floor.
(D) If repairs or minor modifications are made to existing dry-pipe sprinkler systems, the
zoning of the system may remain as originally installed.
(E) Low-voltage electrical wiring risers for fire detection and fire alarm notification
systems may be installed in stairways, notwithstanding the requirements of Section 158-180, if the wiring is in conduit and does not obstruct the required egress width of a
stairwell.
(F) Low-voltage electrical branch wiring in horizontal runs for voice communication
systems may be installed without conduit, unless required by other sections of this
Code, if the wiring (i) is limited combustible FHC 25/50 CMP; and (ii) has a maximum
Class 1 flame spread rating as defined in Section 15-12-040; and (iii) has a smoke
developed rating not to exceed 50 when tested in accordance with ASTM-E 84.
(G) Low-voltage electrical wiring for fire detection systems may be run in the same
conduit as low-voltage electrical wiring for fire alarm notification systems, as permitted
by NFPA 72-2002 and the product listings of the wire and the conduit issued by an
approved independent laboratory or agency.
(H) Low-voltage fire detection equipment panels and low-voltage fire alarm notification
equipment panels may be installed in the same panel box, as permitted by NFPA 722002 and the product's listing issued by an approved independent laboratory or agency.
(I) Central station monitoring of fire alarm systems may use digital alarm communicators
with constant supervision, as permitted by NFPA 72-2002.
(Added Coun. J. 12-15-04, p. 39962, § 5)

13-196-208 Smokeproof towers in existing high- rise buildings – Fire shields
If fire shields in smokeproof towers are provided to protect openings of balconies or
vestibules in existing buildings exceeding 80 feet in height above grade, such fire
shields shall comply with the requirements of this section.
(A) Fire shields shall comply with all applicable requirements for fire windows as
provided in Section 15-12-160.
(B) Fire shields shall have an opening sash having a clear area not less than as
required in Section 13-160-380(c), arranged to open automatically in case of fire to the
full limit and to be held securely in such open position. Provision shall be made for the
manual opening or closing of the sash.
(C) The automatic opening of the sash shall be actuated by approved devices located
inside the building within five feet of the door from the building to the vestibule or
balcony and located also on the ceiling of the vestibule or balcony. Such devices shall
be designed to operate as a result of rate of temperature rise or when the surrounding
air reaches a temperature of 120 degrees Fahrenheit.
(D) Each fire shield sash shall be tested annually to verify automatic operation as
required in subsection (c) of this section. Testing shall be performed by an individual or
organization approved by the deputy commissioner in charge of the bureau of fire
prevention. Reports of the testing shall be filed with the bureau by June 30 of each year.
(Added Coun. J. 12-15-04, p. 39962, § 6)
13-196-209 High-rise buildings – Stairways – Doors – Frames
No later than January 1, 2012, doors and frames in stairways in all existing residential
buildings and buildings of mixed residential occupancy exceeding 80 feet in height
above grade shall have a fire resistance rating of at least one hour.
(Added Coun. J. 12-15-04, p. 39962, § 7)

1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

June 2, 2014
Joseph Parpuolenis
1616 Sheridan Road, Unit 3A
Wilmette, IL 60091
Dear Mr. Parpuolenis,
Thank you for your email to me expressing your concern over the need to install fire sprinklers in
your building at 1616 Sheridan Road. We have received substantially identical letters and
messages from a handful of other residents in your building as well. I understand and appreciate
your concern over the potential cost of retrofitting your building.
Your email suggests that you believe that the Village of Wilmette is an outlier with regards to how
the Village’s fire safety ordinances relate to older high-rise buildings like yours. However, this is
not the case. It is my understanding that the Village’s ordinances are consistent with those of
neighboring cities and villages in this area including Skokie, Evanston, Glenview, Park Ridge and
many others. In other words, your building would be subject to the same fire safety requirements
if it were located in any of those communities. If you believe this information to be incorrect,
please share the specifics with me.
Like many communities and states, the Village’s fire safety ordinances are informed by the Life
Safety Codes promulgated by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA). Founded in 1896,
the NFPA is an international, non-profit organization that generates life safety related codes. The
code making process is led by a diverse volunteer technical committee, and all proposed codes go
through a public comment period before being adopted by the NFPA membership. NFPA codes
are used in every state and adopted statewide in 43 states, including Illinois, and the Village of
Wilmette has adopted the NFPA 101 Life Safety Code 2006 Edition.
The Life Safety Code (LSC) requires that new and existing high-rise buildings be protected
throughout by an automatic fire sprinkler system, with the exception of buildings in which an
approved engineered life safety system has been provided. Please note that there are fire safety
improvements that can be made to your building which may lessen the required sprinkler coverage
area.

In 2010, the Village updated its Code and started to enforce the requirements of the LSC, which
included setting a timeline for high-rises to come into compliance with these well-established
standards which had been in place since 2000. The Village Board engaged in substantial dialogue
and discussion at the time about the high-rise sprinkler requirements, and the Board decided to
allow for an 11 year window for all buildings to achieve compliance through the Life Safety
Evaluation (LSE) process. The LSE process allows each building to be evaluated individually
based on its previous measures taken to be “fire safe.”
Your building has already submitted its compliance plan to the Wilmette Fire Department. It is
important for you to understand that under the Life Safety Code, your building is rated on several
criteria beyond just sprinklers. High-rise buildings are evaluated on fire control, egress, refuge
and general fire safety. Unfortunately, the report that your building’s consultant (Aon Fire
Protection Engineering) submitted to the Fire Department indicated that your building failed to
achieve a passing LSE score in any of these areas.
The LSE process covers much more than just sprinklers, and it is essential that your building
continue this evaluation process to ensure the safety and protection of its residents and visitors.
Since 2010, it has been necessary, and remains necessary, for all concerned parties to move
forward to complete their planning and implementation. All of the impacted buildings in Wilmette
are in the planning and design stage, as is yours.
Your email references a recent controversy with regards to the Office of State Fire Marshal. The
Office of State Fire Marshal recently proposed implementing mandatory residential sprinkler
requirements for new construction through a statewide mandate. While many opposed the
imposition of new regulations via statewide mandate, this controversy is unrelated to your
building’s situation, and the action does not have any impact on or relation to the Village’s
ordinances. The Fire Department sent a letter last autumn explaining this to the condominium
association of every concerned building.
Recently introduced (but not adopted) legislation would require that all new statewide fire safety
codes be approved by the General Assembly, as opposed to the State Fire Marshal’s mandates only
being subject to review by the General Assembly’s Joint Committee on Administrative Rules
(JCAR). Legislation which would modify the currently adopted Life Safety Code has not been
proposed. The State has adopted the 2000 version of the LSC which includes the same sprinkler
requirements for high-rise buildings, and the Village is not aware of any discussions regarding
repealing the LSC.
Your email also states that your building was “built to be fireproof” because it uses only concrete
and steel in its structural elements. This is a very dangerous misconception as your building is
most assuredly not fireproof. Virtually all high-rises of your building’s type utilize concrete and
steel in their structural elements – yet people who live or work in concrete and steel high rises die
every year in fires, and firefighters endanger their lives battling fires in such buildings each year.
Regardless of the structural components, every hallway and common area, as well as every room
of every unit, have walls and floors covered with flammable materials and other contents that
readily burn and can take lives when they do.

In 1993, a fire at 1420 Sheridan Road in Wilmette trapped three occupants, claiming the life of
one Wilmette resident and nearly claiming the lives of two Wilmette firefighters.
Another example, with which you should be familiar, is the 2003 fire in the Cook County
Administration Building in Chicago which killed six people and injured scores of others.
In 2012, another fatal fire occurred in a Chicago residential high-rise that was not equipped with
sprinklers, claiming the life of a person who did not live in the unit where the fire started.
There are many other examples of people who have died in high-rise fires regardless of the
building’s structural elements. It is simply not safe or prudent to believe that your building is
fireproof. Even if a fire does not occur in your unit, smoke from fire in another unit or in a common
area can still be lethal and can block escape routes.
There has never been a multiple loss of life fire in a sprinkler-protected building, and over 97% of
all fires are controlled or extinguished by the sprinkler at the point of the fire. Many people do not
realize that sprinklers are activated only by the heat from a fire at the point of the fire; sprinklers
are not activated throughout an entire building. Sprinklers act to stop a fire at its point of origin,
and in addition to saving lives, sprinklers actually minimize smoke and water damage to the unit
with the fire, as well as other units and common areas in the building.
With regards to single family homes, Wilmette does not require retrofitting of single family homes
with sprinkler systems, and furthermore, does not require residential sprinkler systems in new
construction unless lightweight construction methods are used. The use of lightweight
construction methods has proven to be more dangerous during a fire than older construction
methods that use dimensional lumber. Lightweight construction methods are not widely used by
homebuilders in the Village.
However, there are significant differences between a single family home and a high-rise building
which results in the difference in public policy. A high-rise building is defined as any building
with a floor height greater than 75’ from grade level.
High-rise buildings are far more difficult to evacuate, and therefore, it takes longer for occupants
to reach safety in the event of a fire. Elevators are not safe for use during a fire, and occupants
with limited mobility are at even greater risk. It is also more difficult, and therefore it requires
more time, for firefighters to reach occupants who may be in need of assistance. In a high-rise
building, residents are only as safe as the most careless resident living in their building since fire,
heat and smoke can kill residents in units which are not the source of a fire.
For those reasons, the Village of Wilmette’s Life Safety and High Rise Sprinkler Ordinance
Compliance Plan better protects the lives of building occupants by requiring enhanced and
effective safety measures in residential high-rise buildings. In addition to requiring sprinklers in
high-rise buildings, the ordinance also requires high-rise building owners to submit Life Safety
Evaluations (LSE) and a plan to achieve a passing LSE score to the Wilmette Fire Department.
A recent editorial in the Chicago Tribune urged the City of Chicago to not extend the deadline for
its high-rise apartments to come into compliance with fire safety regulations. A copy of the
editorial is attached.

I hope this letter clears up some of the common misconceptions about the need for and benefits of
sprinkler systems in high-rise buildings. While I understand your concerns about the potential
costs of implementing better fire safety protection in your building, I hope you appreciate that the
Village’s requirements are quite reasonable and consistent with the requirements of other
neighboring communities.
In any event, I hope you will acknowledge that you and all the residents of your building will be
safer as a result of these improvements. More and more, future purchasers of high-rise
condominium units may consider whether their investment and their lives will be protected by a
modern and effective fire suppression and control system.
If you have any additional questions or concerns, I encourage you to speak directly with Wilmette
Fire Chief Jim Dominik.
Best regards,

Robert T. Bielinski
Village President
cc:

1616 Sheridan Corporation
Representative Robyn Gabel

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

AGENDA ITEM: 3.20

Police Department
SUBJECT:

Code Amendments Regarding Traffic Violations

MEETING DATE:

October 10, 2017

FROM:

Kyle Murphy, Chief of Police

BUDGET IMPACT:

None

Recommendation
Move to introduce and subsequently approve amendments to Chapter 13 of the Village Code
to make misdemeanor violations of the Illinois Vehicle Code local violations.
Background
Because of a lack of resources, the Cook County State’s Attorney’s Office (CCSAO) adopted
a new policy that they will no longer prosecute any individual driving illegally:
1. who has never been issued a valid driver’s license
2. is driving on a current suspended or revoked driver’s license because of failure to pay
certain citations , insurance compliance, or unsatisfied judgment.
The CCSAO office will no longer prosecute any license offense as a felony unless there are
prior license convictions for DUI or reckless homicide, the defendant has five or more prior
financial based license convictions or there are other aggravated circumstances.
The CCSAO informed local police chiefs of the ability of local prosecutors to prosecute these
cases as “fine only” ordinance violations in the Circuit Court.
Discussion
The Police Department issues citations for violations of the Illinois Vehicle Code. With the
CCSAO refusal to prosecute certain violations of the Illinois Vehicle Code and the Illinois
Secretary of State mandating that certain violations are heard in Cook County Circuit Court to
ensure proper reporting to their office, there is a void in the prosecution of these types of
offense. Accordingly, this addition to the Village Code is intended to fill that gap and place the
prosecution of these tickets with the Village’s Corporation Counsel, as opposed to the CCSAO.
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Amending the Village Code to include all sections of the Illinois Vehicle Code will satisfy this
need and address any future issues that may arise.
If the Village does not adopt these ordinances, this otherwise unlawful activity will go
unchecked within the Village’s boundaries.
Budget Impact
Amending the Village Code to include sections of the Illinois Vehicle Code will have no budget
impact.
Documents Attached
1. Ordinance #2017–O-62 Amending Chapter 13 of the Village Code
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-O-62
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 13 OF THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE
(Chapter 13 – Motor Vehicles and Traffic)
WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette is a home rule municipality as provided in Article VII,
Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois, 1970, and may pursuant to said authority
undertake any action and adopt any ordinance relating to its governance and affairs; and
WHEREAS, the Cook County State's Attorney recently announced that beginning later in
2017, due to budget constraints, it will no longer prosecute offenders charged with misdemeanor
driving without a license and certain driving with a suspended/revoked license under 625 ILCS
5/6-101 and 625 ILCS 5/6-303; and
WHEREAS, the Cook County State's Attorney's office through a letter dated August 1, 2017
has relinquished authority to prosecute these violations to the Corporation Counsel in the Circuit
Court; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board desires that the attorneys representing the Village have the
authority to prosecute Section 6-101 and 6-303 violations in the Circuit Court of Cook County;
and
WHEREAS, the Village, pursuant to its home rule powers, as well as Section 20-204 of the
Illinois Vehicle Code (625 ILCS 5/20-204), may adopt all or a portion of the Illinois Vehicle
Code by reference; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees desire to adopt the Illinois Vehicle Code to allow
the above mentioned provisions, as well as any other non-felony provisions, to also be charged
as a local “fine only” ordinance violation; and

# 647645

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 13, Motor Vehicles and Traffic, by creating a new Section 13-1.1, Illinois Vehicle Code
Adopted, so that new Section 13-1.1, Illinois Vehicle Code Adopted shall hereafter read as
follows:
13-1.1

ILLINOIS VEHICLE CODE ADOPTED.

(a) The Illinois Vehicle Code is hereby adopted and made a part of this Chapter by
reference and shall be applicable within the Village.
(b) To the extent the Illinois Vehicle Code is contrary to any other provision within this
Chapter, the provisions of this Chapter shall control.
(c) The Corporation Counsel is hereby authorized to prosecute misdemeanor offenses
under the Illinois Vehicle Code in Cook County Circuit Court as petty offenses, at its
discretion.
SECTION 3:

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

and paragraph numbering as may be necessary to render this ordinance consistent with the
numbering of the Village Code.
SECTION 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
24th day of October, 2017, according to the following roll call vote:
AYES:

None._________________________________________________

NAYS:

None._____________________________________________________________
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ABSTAIN:

None._____________________________________________________________

ABSENT:

None._____________________________________________________________
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 24th day of October,
2017.

ATTEST:

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
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