
        
 

 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 

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

 
Village Board Council Chambers 

Tuesday, February 13, 2018 
7:30 p.m. 

 
    

1.0 ROLL CALL 
 
2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Matters listed for consideration on the Consent Agenda are items of routine 
business that ordinarily are not debated by the Village Board.  Routine business 
may include adoption of ordinances, introduction of ordinances, land use cases 
with positive recommendations from a public body, minutes, reports, 
appointments, and contracts.  Matters referred to a Village Board committee will 
not be acted upon until the assigned committee submits its report and 
recommendation to the full Village Board. Village Board rules (unless waived by 
majority vote) require that Ordinances not related to land use cases be “introduced” 
at one meeting and not considered for “adoption” until a subsequent meeting, at 
which time they may be discussed. 
  
The Village President will inquire if a 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 
item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and taken up by the Village Board 
in the order shown. Thereafter, the Village President will request a motion and 
second for passage of all remaining items listed. The resulting roll call vote on the 
Consent Agenda will be applicable to each remaining agenda item. Any item 
removed from the Consent Agenda is subject to a five-minute time limit. Any 
agenda item beginning with a 3 is on the Consent Agenda. 

 

3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held January 23, 2018. 
 

  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 

January 3, 2018. 
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3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held 

September 13, 2017. 
 

3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held October 
30, 2017. 

 
3.5 Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2017-AR-25, 1740 Lake 
 Avenue regarding a request for an 18 square foot sign area variation to  
 display a new ground sign.  
 
3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-64, 1109 Central Avenue 
 regarding a request for a special use for a personal services establishment 
 (reflexology services) in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall 
 run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-12. 

 
FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.7 Approval of January 2018 Disbursement Report. 
  

  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   

  3.8 Presentation of minutes of the Minimum Wage & Paid Sick Leave Working 
   Group meeting held January 8, 2018. 
 
  3.9 Presentation of minutes of the Minimum Wage & Paid Sick Leave Working 
   Group meeting held January 22, 2018. 
 
  3.10 Recommendation of appointment of Christine Harmon to the Historic  
   Preservation Commission from February 27, 2018 to February 27, 2022. 
   
  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.11 Presentation of minutes of the Bikeway Advisory Group meeting held  
   December 19, 2017. 
 
  3.12 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $27,655.50 with Berg- 
   Johnson Associates, Inc., Mundelein, IL to furnish new ABB instrumentation 
   transmitters for the Water Management Instrumentation Replacement  
   Project. 
     
  PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.13 Adoption of Resolution #2018-R-2 approving an intergovernmental   
   agreement between the Village of Wilmette, the County of Lake, and the 
   Sheriff of Lake County to utilize the Lake County Sheriff’s shooting range. 
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  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

  
 3.14 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-7 amending Chapter 2 of the Village  
  Code regarding adoption of ordinances relating to recommended and  
  approved Planned Unit Developments.   
 
 3.15 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-8 amending Chapter 9 of the Village  
  Code restricting the use of groundwater as potable water.  
 

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 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-02, 3730 Lake 
 Avenue regarding a request for a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner 
 condenser setback variation to permit the retention of an air 
 conditioner and a 3.0 side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ 
 separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island and 
 pergola in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
    TIME LIMIT:  15 MINUTES 
 

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

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

 
6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

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

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

 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
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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. 
  

9.0      ADJOURNMENT 



1/23/18  Not yet approved 

         1200 Wilmette Avenue 
     WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD 
     OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS HELD IN THE 
      COUNCIL ROOM OF SAID VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, JANUARY 23, 2018. 

The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
Trustees Julie Wolf 

Daniel Sullivan 
Senta Plunkett 
Kathy Dodd 
Stephen M. Leonard 

 President Bob Bielinski 

 Absent: Joel Kurzman 

Staff Present:  Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

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 January 9, 2018. 

LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

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

3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 
December 20, 2017. 

Agenda Item: 3.1
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3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 
 held December 4, 2017. 

 
3.5      Approval of seven month extension of Ordinance #2016-O-34, 803 Lake 

 Avenue regarding the approval of a 188.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor 
 area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the 
 construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
 conforming structure. 

 
3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-51, 154 Maple Avenue 

regarding a request for an 18.5’ fence height variation and a variation to 
allow fencing lighter than 11 gauge to permit the replacement of a 25.0’ tall 
wire fence in the side and rear yard in accordance with the plans submitted; 
adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-10. 

 

3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-3, 900 Oakwood Avenue 
regarding a request for a 3.13’ front yard setback variation, a 4.0’ side yard 
adjoining a street setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch setback 
variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 194.14 
square foot (24.4%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the replacement of a one-story sunroom and 
construct a new front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming structure 
in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-
11. 

 
FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.8 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-6 amending Chapters 6 and 18 of the 
 Wilmette Village Code regarding water and refuse fees. 
 

  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.9 Reappointment of Mason Miller to the Appearance Review Commission  
   from February 12, 2018 to February 12, 2023. 
   
  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
   3.10 Approval of Resolution #2018-R-1 to secure $700,000 of Motor Fuel Tax  
   (MFT) funds from the State of Illinois for the 2018 Road Program.  
 
  3.11 Approval of contract amendment in the amount of $14,688.00 with   
   Chicagoland Paving, Lake Zurich, IL for the Sheridan Road Retaining Wall 
   Repair Project.  
 
  3.12 Approval of contract in the amount of $149,700 with A-1 Roofing Company, 
   Elk Grove Village, IL for replacement of the roof at Historical Museum.  
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  PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.13 Approval of contract in the amount of $25,000 with Chicago Communication, 
   Inc., Elmhurst, IL for the installation of radio consoles and antenna work. 
  

  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
  
 3.14 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-7 amending Chapter 2 of the Village  
  Code regarding adoption of ordinances relating to recommended and  
  approved Planned Unit Developments.   
 
 3.15 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-8 amending Chapter 9 of the Village  
  Code restricting the use of groundwater as potable water.  
  

  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: 
 

There were no reports from the Village Manager and Corporation Counsel. 
 

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

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

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

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

 
6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

  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 
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6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
 

No Reports 
 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
 
  No Report 
 
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. 
  

9.0      ADJOURNMENT 
 

 Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:40 p.m., seconded by Trustee 
 Wolf. All voted aye, the motion carried. 

 
 
 
      Barbara L. Hirsch 
      Deputy Village Clerk 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 3, 2018 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Acting Chairman Bob Surman 
 Mike Boyer  
 Michael Robke 
 Reinhard Schneider 
 Christopher Tritsis 
 
Members Absent: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
 John Kolleng 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Acting Chairman Bob Surman called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 
II. 2018-Z-02 3730 Lake Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2017-Z-51 154 Maple Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

3.2 
2-13-18 
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IV. 2018-Z-03 900 Oakwood Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

V. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 
VI. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:22 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
 



2018-Z-02 3730 Lake Avenue January 3, 2018 

3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that applicant had submitted an email requesting that the case be 

continued to January 17, 2018 due to the number of board members at the meeting.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the January 17, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Tritsis seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays 

(Chairman Duffy and Mr. Kolleng were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 Ms. Suzanne Strauss, applicant 
 
3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for an 18.5’ fence height variation and a 

variation to allow fencing lighter than 11 gauge to permit the replacement of a 25.0’ 
tall wire fence in the side and rear yard. The Village Board will hear this case on 
January 23, 2018.  

 
3.22 The applicant said that she found a fence company that is willing and able to 

replicate the golf course fence. On December 6, 2017, there was a meeting with all 
participants including Lisa Roberts, Ted Blumenthal, the fence people, and the Com 
Ed people. There are wires where the current fence is located. The Com Ed 
representative said that he had no problem replicating what they have and putting 
the fence in the same location. It won’t endanger the Com Ed wires. Those were 
the only live wires and the other wires are not live wires. Everybody agreed that the 
fence could be replicated.  

 
3.23 Chairman Surman asked if the length would match the existing perimeter.  
 
 The applicant said that the fence is exactly the way that it is today. She showed a 

picture of what the fence will look like, which is the way that it looked before.  
 
3.24 Mr. Boyer said there is chicken wire and 2 x 6s every 5’. What is the 24’ post?  
 
 The applicant said that there is 10’ between the uprights and the 2 x 6s are every 

6’. The 24’ vertical is a round post that is very slightly tapered. It is weatherized. It 
is made by the same company that makes telephone poles.  

 
3.25 Mr. Schneider asked the applicant if she considered netting.  
 
 The applicant did not consider netting because the chicken wire is practically 

invisible; one cannot see through the netting. The netting disintegrates after five 
years.  

 
3.26 Chairman Surman asked about conversations with neighbors.  
 
 The applicant said there is nobody but the golf course where the fence is located.  
 
3.27 Chairman Surman said that because of the fence height, it will be up to the Village 

as to what building permits might be necessary.  
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3.28 Mr. Tritsis asked if the fence company that is selling them the fence is also doing 
the installation of the fence.  

 
 The applicant said they were doing sales, design, and installation.  
 
3.29 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
5.1 Mr. Robke thanked the applicant for her efforts to provide additional information. 

The intent is to replicate the existing fence. He can support the request. The 
property is unique with the golf course. It is an existing condition. The standards of 
review are met. He would rather see the fence replaced than having a dilapidated 
fence that could be a safety issue.  

 
5.2 Mr. Boyer added that there are safety issues for the applicant as related to golf balls. 

He agrees with Mr. Robke’s comments. He can support the request.  
 
5.3 Mr. Tritsis said the replacement is in-kind.  
 

6.0 DECISION 
 
6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request or an 18.5’ fence height 

variation and a variation to allow fencing lighter than 11 gauge to permit the 
replacement of a 25.0’ tall wire fence in the side and rear yard at 154 Maple Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
 6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
  Acting Chairman Bob Surman Yes 
  Chairman Patrick Duffy  Not Present 
  Mike Boyer    Yes 
  John Kolleng    Not Present 
  Michael Robke   Yes 
  Reinhard Schneider   Yes 
  Christopher Tritsis   Yes 
 
  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-51.  
 
   Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
    Motion carried.  
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7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning Ordinance. The 
particular physical conditions of the property, its proximity next to the green of a public 
golf course, imposes upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot. The difficulty is 
peculiar to the property in question and is not shared by others. The difficulty prevents the 
owner from making reasonable use of the property including the safe use of the back yard. 
Because the wire is very open and will abut the golf course, the proposed variations will 
not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The variations, if 
granted, will allow the replacement of a structure that has existed for many years and 
therefore will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
 
The proposed fence is oriented towards a golf course where it will only be visible to those 
using the course; it will not be visible from the street or other nearby residential properties. 
The fence in unique in that it will protect the subject property from golf balls. The proposed 
fence replaces one that has existed for many years. It is not clear when the current fence 
was constructed. It was most likely constructed without a permit however there have been 
no complaints about the current fence. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request or an 18.5’ fence height 
variation and a variation to allow fencing lighter than 11 gauge to permit the replacement 
of a 25.0’ tall wire fence in the side and rear yard at 154 Maple Avenue in accordance with 
the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 Mr. Erich Wefing, architect 
  Wefing Design Studio 
  133 N. Jefferson, Chicago 
 
3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 3.13’ front yard setback variation, a 4.0’ 

side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch setback 
variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 194.14 square foot 
(24.4%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the replacement of a one-story sunroom and construct a new front porch and 
steps on the legal non-conforming structure. The village board will hear this case 
on January 23, 2018.  

 
3.22 Mr. Wefing provided some background. The owners, Jerry and Elaine Lenz, moved 

into the house in 1985. They have already done two projects in the house. The 
applicant has a collection of trains and cars and they built storage for them with an 
attic renovation. The second project was to expand to a two-car garage. They have 
been with St. Francis since 1985. They are civic minded and good neighbors.  

 
 The sunroom is falling off the house and they want to replace as is. The second 

piece is to add a front porch. They want to sit out front of their house. The current 
porch is in disrepair.  

 
 He explained how one arrives at the front yard setback calculation. They are at 32’ 

versus a typical 25’. He showed a 3-D model of the house. A good portion of the 
house is over the setback. He showed which areas were over the front and side yards 
setback. To rebuild this, they are already non-conforming. They are asking for the 
ability to rebuild the sunroom and add a front porch. By code they can go 6’ into 
the front yard. He thinks that the village should relook that and it should be 8’. One 
cannot gather with others on a 6’ porch. A lot of historic porches in the village are 
8’. Architecturally the front porch adds interest to the house and should add a place 
for people to gather. For the porch, they are going 6’ from the face of the sunroom. 
They would not need a variation for the 6’ or the 3’ extension of the stairs if the 
front of the house was not already over the setback.  

 
3.23 Chairman Surman asked if he was saying if the front of the house matched the 

setback then they could build the porch.  
 
 Mr.Wefing said they could build the porch and stairs.  
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3.24 Chairman Surman said that the dimension they are talking about is 2’-10.5”.  
 
 Mr. Wefing talked about the standards of review. The house existed since 1922 in 

the current condition. That is the hardship – the preexisting non-compliance of the 
house. Standard two – unique circumstances – the unique circumstances were that 
they bought the house and bought it before the zoning code changed and the front 
yard setback was then non-conforming. That is a unique condition. Regarding 
difficulty or hardship being peculiar to the property in question…, it is a unique 
condition due to the age of the house. Along that street, there are varying conditions. 
The applicants are on a corner lot that is over on both sides.  

 
 If one looks at the site plan, they have not built in an entire area. It’s as if the house 

was shifted over. If it had been moved in a different direction the requests would 
not require variations. If it was shifted to the north and to the west they would have 
been fine.  

 
3.25 Chairman Surman asked about the current foundation below the porch and whether 

it was adequate.  
 
 Mr. Wefing said that it was not adequate.  
 
3.26 Mr. Boyer noted that there are five variance requests. Three deal with the original 

siting of the house and two of them deal with the new porch being added.  
 
 Mr. Wefing said that the hardship related to maintaining the value of the house is 

related to where the existing sunroom is sited.  
 
3.27 Mr. Boyer said he assumes that the sunroom was an original porch.  
 
 Mr. Wefing said that one could say that. It was not really built as living space and 

now the foundation is failing. 
 
3.28 Mr. Boyer said that the board’s discussion will focus on hardship among other 

things.  
 
 Mr. Wefing said that the hardship is that it is unique to this property and the house 

is built over the setback.  
 
3.29 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.7, plan of the replacement of the sun room and addition 

of the porch. If he understands, they are replacing the sunroom because it is falling 
apart. They want to replace the entrance deck and the stairs. The incremental 
addition is the front porch, which results in the variation requests 3 and 4. One ask 
could have been to indicate that the sunroom is failing and is obsolete and they need 
to replace it, as well as the walkway and the stairs. In addition to that they want to 
ask for an incremental area called the porch.  
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 Mr. Wefing said that if the setback had been 25’ instead of 32’ they would be 
conforming.  

 
3.30 Mr. Robke said that if the porch had not been converted to a sunroom then they 

would have a porch that conforms. The sunroom was likely a porch in the past.  
 
 Mr. Wefing said it was used as a living room. They are well under FAR.  
 
3.31 Chairman Surman said it seems like most of the board would approve replacing the 

sunroom. The issue of adding another porch is something that he not sure that is 
supported. The board looks at different codes and interprets them as best they can. 
When one looks at the setbacks and he was at the house this afternoon, the sunroom 
goes out further than most homes on the block. A hardship cannot be that one wants 
a larger living room. The board understands the request for the seating, but there is 
hesitation on the part of the board. The village encourages porches for aesthetics.  

 
3.32 Mr. Boyer said he counted one new house on the block that was included in the 

front yard setback calculation. Is that correct?  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that front yard setbacks are set in time – 2003. Even if a new home 

goes in the setback isn’t changed.  
 
3.33 Mr. Boyer said that the house before this house may have had a setback that was a 

lot closer than where it sits now.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that is possible.  
 
3.34 Mr. Boyer asked where the original house was sitting on the lot for the home that 

is now new construction.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said she could look this up.  
 
3.35 Mr. Boyer said that house may now be lined up with other houses, but wasn’t 

before.  It further exacerbates the look of the non-conformity.  
 
3.36 Chairman asked if the current sunroom was in good condition and they were not 

doing work to it and they said they want to add a porch to the front of the house, 
could they do it then? 

 
 Ms. Roberts said that they could do it then. If they were just doing the porch and 

not replacing the sunroom, the porch alone would qualify for administrative review.  
 
3.37 Chairman Surman said that if this was two separate projects it would get approved.  
 
3.38 Mr. Robke asked if it would get approved or reviewed.  
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 Ms. Roberts said she believes that the administrative committee would have 
supported it and it would then be noticed to neighbors who would have an 
opportunity to provide input.  

 
 Mr. Wefing said he completely thrown off about this. They chose to bundle them 

together instead of just asking for the sunroom and then asking for the porch.  
 
3.39 Mr. Tritsis said that Mr. Wefing said that there was room on the side to build. Did 

they ever consider that? 
 
 Mr. Wefing said it would be a different look. The applicants like the house the way 

it is. It would involve reconfiguring the downstairs.  
 
3.40 Mr. Tritsis was talking about the porch piece.  
 
3.41 Mr. Boyer said there are porches that wrap on the side instead of across the front.  
 
 Mr. Wefing said they looked at some options to do that. They want to see the view 

down Oakwood. They wanted more public interaction.  For the applicants, they 
haven’t liked the look of the front of the house.  

 
3.42 Mr. Boyer said that the lot is 109’ deep. How many 100’ lots are there in this part 

of the village? 
 
 Ms. Roberts said that it was probably less than 12 and this is not a typical situation.  
 
3.43 Chairman Surman said they don’t have much of a rear yard.  
 
 Mr. Wefing said properties in the village that have corner lots are unique. Having 

diversity of property types is interesting, but difficult when one wants to build.  
 
(After section 4.0) 
3.44 The board had no questions and the applicant had no further comments.  
 

4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
 4.11 Ms. Siobhan Nibhuachalla 
  427 9th Street 
 
 4.12 Ms. Mary Beth Cummings 
  834 Oakwood Avenue 
 
 4.13 Mr. Frank Paul 
  904 Oakwood Avenue 
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4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
4.21 Ms. Nibhuachalla said she lives four houses to the north of the subject house. She 

is at the meeting on behalf of her husband and several neighbors unable to attend. 
Everyone completely supports the application. It will enhance the applicants’ lives 
and the neighborhood. The house will look nicer from the outside. She said that 
sunroom is technically a sunroom but is the living room of their house. The bow 
window is the dining room. The actual living room is small and not functional. The 
‘sunroom’ needs to be rebuilt to have proper heating with proper insulation. Adding 
the porch is a safety issue and one can see who is coming to their door. Regarding 
wrapping the porch to the side, this is not doable. The sun room could not be 
integrated as part of a porch. It is really a living room. She asked the board to 
approve the request.  

 
4.22 Ms. Cummings said she is representing her husband and lives across the street from 

the applicant to the east. She grew up at 834 Oakwood Avenue. The applicants have 
done great renovations to the house. It is a beautiful old house they enhanced. The 
new project will continue the enhancements. They will use the porch space. They 
are an important part of the neighborhood and are wonderful neighbors. The 
proposed porch seems like an appropriate enhancement to the house. The sunroom 
needs some work. She supports the entire project. The lot is a corner lot and the 
corner provides room for extra space. All four corners of the block are the shortened 
lots.  

 
4.23 Mr. Paul said he is the neighbor to the west. His lot was subdivided into the four 

houses there are now. His house was built in the 1800s. He supports the proposal. 
They have been neighbors for 25 years. The improvements the applicants made to 
their house have been very nice and have also improved the neighborhood. He is 
confident that the proposal will be an improvement to their house and the 
neighborhood. He does not want the applicants to tear the house down. He already 
went through a building nightmare with the house behind his to the north and Mr. 
Paul’s house sustained damage as did his property. He is in favor of improvement 
over a tear down. He has a short lot and it’s been a problem. It will improve the 
applicants’ ability to live in their house that is safe and habitable. He talked about 
the damage to his house and to his property which was extensive.  

 
 Chairman Surman asked Mr. Paul if he had an issue with the porch coming out a 

little further than it is right now.  
 
 Mr. Paul had no problem with this.  
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
5.1 Mr. Boyer said there are five variance requests. Requests 1, 2, and 5 deal with the 

siting of the house. He has no problem with those variances. They are rebuilding 
the sunroom. The hardship is the siting of the home and the request gets caught in 
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new zoning ordinances. Requests 2 and 3 caused more concern, especially 
regarding how far the new front porch would stick out as this is a corner lot. 
Regarding the hardships the house has, his decision turns on the small lot size and 
original home siting. He is comfortable with the amount they are asking over the 
front yard porch and step setbacks. It is roughly 3’ over. Although the board does 
not look at precedent, there are many homes on smaller lots that needed complete 
reconstruction and rehab and had multiple variances to have rehab done. 
Considering what he believes is a relatively small ask and a sympathetic addition 
to the original home, he can support this.  

 
5.2 Mr. Robke added that he was troubled by the front porch and the corner sticking 

out like that, but realized that it is a small ask. The neighbors offered strong support. 
He can support the request.  

 
5.3 Mr. Schneider agreed with the above. It is a small request and the changes will be 

a good addition to the neighborhood. He can support this.  
 
5.4 Mr. Tritsis said that the neighbors gave very strong support. That speaks for itself. 

He can support the request. He has a small lot, so he empathizes.  
 
5.5 Chairman Surman agrees with the above comments. There are many things that 

contribute to the need for the variations including lot size, siting of the property and 
he appreciates that the representative looked at the depth of the porch and went with 
6’ although 8’ would be ideal. It is a nice design. The porch is not overdone. He 
can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 

 
6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 3.13’ front yard setback 

variation, a 4.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard 
porch setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 
194.14 square foot (24.4%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the replacement of a one-story sunroom and construct 
a new front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming structure at 900 Oakwood 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

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



2018-Z-03 900 Oakwood Avenue January 3, 2018 

7 
 

6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case 2018-Z-03.  

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

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 lot size and the 
siting of the house on the lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of 
the owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique circumstances of the lot. The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with an improved 
sunroom addition and a functional front porch. The proposed variations for the sunroom 
allow for the replacement of an existing condition, which will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent neighbors. The porch is open and likewise will not impact 
light and air. Similarly, the variations will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood. The new porch will enhance the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 3.13’ front yard setback 

variation, a 4.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch 
setback variation, a 3.13’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 194.14 square foot 
(24.4%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
replacement of a one-story sunroom and construct a new front porch and steps on the legal 
non-conforming structure at 900 Oakwood Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE-SPECIAL ZONING COMMITTEE 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 2017 

7:00 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, Wilmette 

I. Call to Order. 

Chairman Leonard called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 

II. Approval of Minutes.

Trustee Dodd moved to approve the minutes of the July 10, 2017 Land Use Committee
meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee Sullivan. Voting yes: Chairman Leonard,
Trustee Dodd, and Trustee Sullivan. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

III. 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

The Special Zoning Committee meeting was called to order at 7:04 p.m.

Mr. Adler clarified that the only new item on this matter is a memo dated September 8,
2017 from Mr. Adler. The memo containing the bulk of the proposed changes had been
included as an attachment to the July 10, 2017 committee minutes.

Mr. Adler said the current memo addresses the definition of the rear lot line for lakefront
lots. It had been intended to be included in the July memo but was not. The 579’ elevation

3.3 
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is what has been used as the rear lot line for lakefront homes since 2002. It has worked 
fairly well. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked what the importance of the regulation was. 
 
Mr. Adler said prior to 2002, for new homes and additions, the lot area was determined by 
the water line at the time the survey was done. This resulted in lots varying by thousands 
of square feet depending on the lake level. In 2001 and 2002, the village reviewed the 
lakefront regulations because we saw a number issues that were going to come up with 
new construction. For example, new homes being built conforming and then six months 
later, the water level had changed and they became non-conforming. At that time, staff 
proposed using an elevation of 585’ as the rear lot line. It made sense because 585’ is the 
elevation below which Army Corps and IDNR won’t allow construction without special 
permission. Three out of 18 lakefront property owners were agreeable to this. But others 
pointed out that they owned more land than that. The compromise was to average the high 
water mark and the low water mark, which was 579’. That’s been in place without 
complaints since 2002. The only negative recently was a bad storm that affected 430 
Sheridan; they had stairs to the lake and the sand underneath them was washed away. That 
was the first time where 579’ had changed. Staff has been told that the sand will likely 
come back through natural patterns. At this point, the staff doesn’t have anything better 
than the 579’ elevation. If this were to be changed, the staff would recommend a process 
that involved all the lakefront property owners. The lakefront property owners didn’t want 
to change where the rear lot line was. Their ownership is to the water line. The staff was 
fine with this as long as for zoning purposes, the line was 579’. There were three other 
things the staff recommended to do to protect lakefront homeowners, to prevent building 
so far out on their properties that they would block each other’s views, but the owner’s 
didn’t support that. 
The ordinance currently from the 2014 amendment does dictate the rear lot line at 579’. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if 579’ was applied to 1006 Michigan that was discussed at a recent 
Village Board meeting. 
 
Mr. Adler said yes but no portion of the beach house could go below 585’. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked how one knows where 579’ falls on a property. 
 
Mr. Adler said the applicant needs to provide a topographic survey identifying the 579’ 
elevation when they apply for the permit. Right now, the 579’ elevation is in the water. Up 
until maybe the summer of 2016, the water was further out, maybe closer to 576’. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked the elevation of the water now. 
 
Mr. Adler said it’s a little higher than 579’. He’s not sure what the water level is now. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the owners would need to have a topographic survey for their own 
use. 
 
Mr. Adler said they are going back to the way it previously had been written, though how 
it’s been applied hasn’t changed. The lot sizes aren’t being altered by the normal fluctuation 
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of the water. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked how often this issue comes up. There are four new lakefront homes 
going on now. 
 
Mr. Adler said there may be another three lakefront homes that could be teardowns in the 
near future.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said that of the four new homes in progress, no one had complained about 
the lot calculation. 
 
Mr. Adler said it’s logical. Until very recently, the water was farther out, when they might 
argue that their lot was bigger, and nobody complained then. The lots are still huge. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said a builder will caution from building too close anyway. 
 
Mr. Adler said they can’t build too close. They have to keep construction above 585’. The 
boat house at 1100 Michigan might be pushing it but it was conforming. In 2002, staff had 
proposed a rear yard setback of 150’ instead of 50’, which you generally can’t build in 
anyway. The neighbors understood that something like the boat house at 1100 Michigan 
could happen but they didn’t want to put that limit on themselves or their neighbors.   
 
Chairman Leonard said this is a technical correction to clean up the text. It had been 
intended to be included in the changes the committee saw earlier in the year.  
 
Mr. Adler said it’s been added to “lot area” under the measurements section of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  
 
Trustee Sullivan moved to recommend the proposed text amending the Zoning Ordinance. 
The motion was seconded by Trustee Dodd. Voting yes: Chairman Leonard, Trustee Dodd, 
and Trustee Sullivan. Voting no: none. The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Adler said staff will be correcting the residential and commercial use tables. The tables 
include a reference to where the individual use standards are located elsewhere in the 
ordinance. In 2016 when car sharing was added, some of the numbering changed and the 
references in the tables were not updated. Staff has been told that this is a scrivener’s error, 
which technically doesn’t need to be brought before the committee, but they wanted to 
bring it up since the committee was together. 
 
Ms. Roberts said the draft previously reviewed by the committee referenced shed dormers 
regarding measuring flat roof area. Corporation counsel Jeff Stein recommended that a 
definition of shed roof be added to the ordinance. She didn’t have any text to share with 
the committee but could prepare something for the next meeting or email it to them for 
consideration. 
 
Mr. Adler said, if the committee was agreeable, the staff could prepare something for the 
ordinance and if they had concerns about reviewing it, the staff and committee could 
discuss it in detail at another time. 
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Trustee Sullivan said he was in favor of the staff preparing whatever was necessary since 
they are the experts on dormers and other things. 
 
Chairman Leonard said that for technical issues, he didn’t see the committee second 
guessing staff. They are not policy issues. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if the committee wasn’t meeting, could staff email the committee and 
they could just approve such these things.  
 
Mr. Adler said that might have been a possibility but since the committee was meeting 
anyway, it was an opportunity to talk it through.  
 
Ms. Roberts noted that going forward, Mr. Stein will review text amendments before they 
go to committee so that any issues are addressed before committee review. 

 
 The Special Zoning Committee was adjourned at 7:20 p.m. 
 
IV.  Review of Permit Extension Fee 
 

Mr. Adler said that the committee received a confidential memo from Mr. Stein and a staff 
memo from Ms. Roberts. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked for an explanation of how permit fees are calculated. 
 
Trustee Dodd said there are a lot of smaller fees but it’s generally 2% of the permit cost. 
 
Mr. Adler agreed. He said for larger projects, the permit costs approximately 2.2% to 2.4% 
of the construction cost per year. 
 
Chairman Leonard said for an 18-month permit, this could be 3.6% to 4%. 
 
Mr. Adler said Chris Canning and Morgante-Wilson aren’t the first ones to raise this issue. 
Morgante-Wilson has represented more than one lakefront owner. The staff have had 
discussions for a couple of years now with a new home owner who questioned why the 
fees continued to escalate. In that case, they were able to issue a certificate of occupancy, 
at which point the project was considered done and no further extension fees were applied. 
At that point, the owner didn’t feel that they needed to take any further action. If they hadn’t 
gotten as far along as they were, it likely would have become an issue. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if there were reasons why they were not as far as they wanted to be. 
The point is to provide motivation to keep projects moving forward. 
 
Trustee Dodd said they want this for the people who live around the projects who want 
them done; it is an inconvenience for them. The inconvenience was raised at a recent 
Village Board meeting by a neighbor. 
 
Chairman Leonard said that since the interested party for this matter, Mr. Chris Canning, 
was not at the meeting yet, the item would be set aside for later in the meeting. 
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VI. New Business 
  
Trustee Sullivan said he mentioned at the September 12 Village Board meeting, they have 
been struggling to have full attendance at the Zoning Board, which is making the cases harder 
on everyone. He asked what can be done to resolve that. 
 
Mr. Adler said briefly reviewed with Mr. Stein the idea of having Zoning Board member 
alternates. Mr. Stein had some concerns about that. Another idea is to get rid of the 
requirement for a supermajority to overturn a negative recommendation. The previous Land 
Use Committee, with Carol Ducommon and Ted McKenna, wasn’t interested in doing this. 
They felt the supermajority has a reason and a purpose. So the next question is, what about in 
cases where the recommendation is not a majority negative, 3-1 or 3-2, maybe in those cases, 
you don’t need a supermajority of the Village Board. That would probably help.   
 
Chairman Leonard asked what the issue is with not getting attendance. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that board members have had work commitments come up, they are out of 
town or at meetings. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked for the rationale for seven members on the ZBA. Could the number be 
reduced to five on a rotation? 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he thinks seven is a good number because you get a good variety of 
opinions and feedback. He said that’s where he as a trustee struggles with only getting four or 
five opinions, sometimes with less experienced board members, it becomes difficult. 
Attendance was an issue when he was on the board as well, so it’s not a new issue. Though it 
seems lighter than in the past. It delays everyone. He said he wasn’t sure what the solution is 
but challenged the group to think of something. 
 
Mr. Adler said this review will require a referral because voting is provided for in the zoning 
code. He said the staff would present the referral to the Village Board and put something 
together for review by the Committee, whether it’s getting rid of the supermajority or 
changing the way the supermajority is invoked. 
 
Chairman Leonard said another avenue is to do something about the attendance; emphasize 
to members that they need to attend meetings. He would feel more comfortable doing that 
than changing the codes. 
 
Ms. Roberts said that the Village Code says that three absences is deemed to be a resignation 
though this has not been enforced. 
 
Trustee Sullivan acknowledged that Mr. Canning joined the meeting. 
 
Mr. Canning said it was first a challenge to find people during the recession. People wouldn’t 
be able to turn down work to attend meetings. There were lots of vacancies on boards and 
commissions from 2009 to 2012. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if there was a queue to join ZBA. 
 



                                  

6 
September 13, 2017 Land Use Committee Minutes Approved February 5, 2018 

Mr. Adler said he didn’t think so. They’ve been having trouble getting Plan Commission 
members. For the first time in probably thirty years, there is no architect on the commission. 
 
Mr. Canning said his goal with the ZBA was to always have at least two architects so one was 
always there. 
 
Mr. Adler said there are currently three, based on education. He said he could talk to 
administration and to President Bielinski about the best way to do this. The staff are thankful 
for any people to volunteer. It causes difficulty for petitioners and puts the Village Board in a 
difficult position. 
 
Mr. Adler asked if the chairman, Patrick Duffy, had stressed anything about attendance. 
 
Ms. Roberts said not to her knowledge. 
 
Mr. Adler said staff could also talk to Mr. Duffy about stressing to the ZBA members the 
importance of attendance. 
 
Ms. Roberts said when there are only four or five expected, staff will contact the applicants 
and give them some guidance on whether they might want to continue, if they are able. 

 
IV.  Review of Permit Extension Fee 

 
With Mr. Canning joining the meeting, Chairman Leonard introduced the discussion of 
permit fees. He asked Ms. Roberts to walk through the staff memo. 
 
Ms. Roberts said the original point of the permit extension fee was to encourage applicants 
to complete their project within a timely manner since construction projects can be a 
nuisance for the neighborhood.  
 
There are 10 lakefront and larger property homes that will be hitting the 18-month mark in 
2017. All will need some permit extension. In advance of these applicants complaining that 
their permit extension fees will result in a total of fees two or three times their original 
permit fee, the staff raised this issue with the Committee for thoughts on how else permit 
extensions might be handled. 
 
She said Mr. Canning and his clients have also been involved in this issue, doing some 
research and sharing it with staff. Morgante-Wilson has provided staff with one piece of 
research they were working on. The staff has also proposed two additional alternatives. 
Some research has been done but the staff was looking for feedback before getting too 
much further with development and testing. The staff is also happy to research other ideas 
if this discussion sparks other ideas of interest.  
 
The staff memo includes some additional discussion points beyond the basic idea of 
modifying the permit extension fee for larger/high value construction projects. The staff is 
proposing that the dividing line for a different extension fee schedule apply to projects 
valued at $1,000,000 million or greater and 8,000 square feet or greater in floor area. 
Projects with a lesser construction value and lesser floor area have generally been able to 
be completed within 18 months or fairly close to this. 
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Chairman Leonard said he had a question about the construction value. To build a new 
home in Wilmette is likely to cost close to $1 million. Is $1 million the right number? There 
are homes in Wilmette that are valued less than that but they tend not to be new homes. 
 
Mr. Adler said it’s the difference between construction value and market value. A spec 
house will have a construction value of less than $1 million; more like the $500,000 to 
$700,000 range. This becomes a sale price of $1.5 to $2 million dollars, but that’s including 
land value. The new homes on Wilmette Circle had a construction value of about $500,000 
but were sold $1.3 million or so. 
 
Mr. Adler said the staff has not yet tested the idea from corporation counsel about applying 
the permit fee to the remaining construction value. Morgante-Wilson has a couple of 
projects where they could check their records to see what construction value was left after 
18 months of construction to figure out what the fee would look like if applied to remaining  
construction value compared to what was actually charged. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he liked the idea of applying a permit extension fee to just the 
remaining construction value. 
 
Trustee Dodd said the permit fee is based on the initial construction value but what happens 
if the value changes. 
 
Mr. Adler said when the plan reviewer reviews the construction plans, he looks at the 
proposed construction value, and if he feels it’s a fair estimation of the value, he will accept 
it. This is the number that is in place throughout the project; we’re not going to ask for 
more later and the applicant isn’t going to come back and request a partial refund. In one 
case, an applicant was adamant that their estimated $450,000 was correct. The plan 
reviewer felt that it was going to be more than that. In this case, the staff arranged with the 
applicant to accept the original construction value but the applicant would provide a final 
statement of the value and pay additional fees if the value was higher. The applicant 
submitted the statement as agreed to and the actual construction value was about $100,000 
more than originally stated. So the applicant paid the additional permit fee before getting 
their certificate of occupancy. 
 
This is not typically how construction value and fees are handled. In Evanston, we believe 
this is how they do it for every project, where the applicant provides a final, actual number 
and if the actual is less, they get a refund, and if it’s more, they pay the additional fee. It’s 
not a common way to do things because it’s a lot of work. The main thing is if the plan 
reviewer feels comfortable with the value that is proposed. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said they probably see this on the smaller projects. These large projects 
are going to know fairly accurately what the construction costs are going to be.  
 
Mr. Adler said the plan reviewer has sat down with contractors and gone through the 
expected costs. In this case, the plan reviewer’s number was a bit high, about $600,000, 
and the applicant’s number was too low at $450,000, and the actual number was in between. 
It wasn’t necessarily a case of someone intentionally using a low number, it was just that 
the two estimates were too far apart. That doesn’t happen a lot. 
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Chairman Leonard suggested discussing the strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives 
discussed in the memo. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he would expect that the costs for big bulky items, framing and 
concrete, would largely be incurred by 18 months into construction. 
 
Mr. Adler said that cabinets and other finishes could be hundreds of thousands of dollars. 
516 Sheridan had extensive foundation work that was probably a substantial portion of the 
construction budget. He agreed that after a year and a half, the remaining portion of 
construction value is going to be diminished relatively significantly. Morgante-Wilson’s 
experience should provide some idea of how that actually works out. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked to clarify what the goal is of this review. Is the concern that permit 
fees are too high? Are we then trying to shift who’s paying what? Or are we trying to reduce 
this revenue? As we look at how fees are set and the village’s costs, what is the issue? 
 
Chairman Leonard said he didn’t think there is a problem with the bulk of the new home 
permits. He thought you could build most homes in the community in under 18 months. 
He doesn’t think the fees are off on the typical new construction projects. From what 
research he’s seen, Wilmette is in keeping with other communities and within the law. 
We’re really just talking about the very lengthy, very large projects. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she doesn’t disagree. She would like to look at total costs and what it 
costs staff to support it. She wants to make sure whatever is done, they don’t want to be 
too revenue generating but they need to cover the staff cost. Some of the alternatives are a 
significant reduction of the total amount of permit fees collected. She clarified that if they 
address permit fees for the large projects, they will be reducing revenue or need to make it 
up somewhere else. 
 
Chairman Leonard said they have to be careful because it’s about expenses not revenue. 
 
There was agreement. 
 
Chairman Leonard said they should focus on what is fair and appropriate for these 
extraordinary circumstances. 
 
Mr. Adler said the Community Development department has other functions not directly 
related to building permits, including code enforcement, economic development, historic 
preservation, and housing. When you look at the cost to run the entire department, even 
during the recession when hours and staff were reduced, the cost of the building function 
has been covered by permit revenue. While the department wasn’t generating revenue, it 
also wasn’t costing the tax payers anything to run the department. When things are good, 
revenue is generated. There is recurring revenue, what is expected for typical permit 
activity each year. Then there are these large permits that Finance identifies as being 
atypical, putting these in the budget as non-recurring. You don’t want to budget to collect 
$2.7 million with no large projects proposed. The permit activity for projects less than 18 
months isn’t changing. What is proposed is not looking at recurring permits that generate 
income. It really gets difficult to look at permits for less than 18 months because then it 
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might be affecting ability to meet budget goals. If 18 months stays the same for large 
projects and small projects, it is still 3% of a large construction value. A $5 million project 
will generate a permit fee of $150,000, not including inspections. These projects will still 
be reported as non-recurring permits because they are such a large permit fee even without 
extensions. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it comes down to what is appropriate for these handful of 
extraordinary circumstances.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said the village wants to encourage them being built.  
 
Chairman Leonard said the question is, what is done for these longer term homes. They 
can look at it as an extension and they can talk about what is fair and appropriate. Or they 
can take a step back and look at it differently. He likes the idea of working with the 
contractor before any permit is issued, and talking about a construction schedule that 
everyone agrees to. You then find an appropriate fee based on the anticipated construction 
time; that is fair as a reflection of the costs and term. He doesn’t think a 3-year construction 
time frame project should have the same fee per square foot or construction value as an 18-
month project. There’s definitely damage and the nuisance factor in the second 18 months 
that needs to be recognized in the fee. If everyone knows that it’s going to take 30 months 
to be build the house and it’s impossible to build it faster, why are permits done in 12 or 
18 month increments?  The conference survey was helpful. It was interesting that none of 
those communities have a construction schedule discussion. 
 
Mr. Adler said he liked the idea but they would have to come up with a 2 year, 2.5 year 
permit, and 3 year permit fee. The applicant should know how long it will take to build the 
home. If it will fall between 2.5 and 3 years, they get a three year permit. It wouldn’t be 3 
times the one year permit fee, it would be something else.  
 
Mr. Canning said to Trustee Dodd’s question, in 2006 adopted the new ordinance. What 
they are dealing with in 2017 is the unintended consequences of the ordinance. The one 
Michigan Avenue case took forever and it was nowhere near the size or scope of the houses 
Morgante-Wilson is working on. So the unintended consequence is, this was put in as a 
penalty and it was never anticipated that some homes would need to take so long. John’s 
done a great job with staff and managing the process. For example, excluding the 
foundation work from the permit time. It comes back to what Chairman Leonard said, 
what’s the fair thing to do here because while it was intended to be a penalty, some new 
houses just take longer. 
 
Mr. Canning said, to Mr. Adler’s point about non-recurring revenue, using the per-square-
foot model by Morgante-Wilson will result in some reduction in revenue. It hasn’t been 
modeled out yet but they are willing to help with that. Similarly, the permit fees are big 
numbers for projects like 611 Green Bay and Loyola Academy’s new natatorium. They are 
likely asking the same questions about their permit fees. 
 
Mr. Canning said when he came into office in 2005, Community Development was not 
even breaking even. In working on the budget then, they didn’t want everything to be a 
profit center but they wanted to make sure the fees covered the costs. He thinks they were 
able to right size the permit process in 2005 to 2009. Once the recession hit, everyone was 
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tightening their belt. Then post-recession, there is the challenge of bigger homes. It seems 
like a windfall when it was never intended to be that.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said when Mr. Canning says to model out the lost revenue, couldn’t one 
argue that the “lost” revenue of reducing extension fees on these large homes will be made 
up for in the increased assessed value, which is a recurring tax basis. 
 
Mr. Canning said he called all the communities and did his own little survey. Those 
conversations were interesting. He was told, “we don’t have that issue,” or “we meet with 
people and just kind of decide.” In doing his own modeling, he asked the director of finance 
Melinda Molloy, if there was a change, what would the tax levy need to increase by. 
Though you would see value down the road, you wouldn’t see it immediately. 
 
Trustee Dodd clarified that Mr. Canning was wondering what the impact on the tax levy 
would be with a reduction in permit fees? 
 
Mr. Adler said the difficulty of having this discussion, he said the natatorium addition at 
Loyola Academy is a good example. He asked Mr. Canning what the estimated value of 
that project is. 
 
Mr. Canning said there aren’t final numbers but perhaps in the $11- to $15-million range. 
 
Mr. Adler said because the project is not single-family residential, there is no extension fee 
that applies. At $11 million, the permit fee is $220,000. The Village doesn’t know if this 
revenue will come in or not. If the Chase property at 1200 Central were to be redeveloped, 
that would be a substantial permit fee, say a $40 million project with $800,000 in permit 
fees. They don’t know what projects will come in and how they will affect the tax levy. 
 
Mr. Canning said taking $700,000, 5% of the levy, over 3 years, $233,000 per year. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she calculated permit revenue at about 7 percent of the village’s revenue.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said this is the challenge when talking about wanting to slow down or stop 
development west of Ridge. It’s easy to say. The loss of permit revenue at some point will 
result in the property taxes needing to be increased. 
 
Mr. Canning said there are real world implications, not only for the individual home owners 
and their project but also for the village tax levy. 
 
Chairman Leonard said they were not talking about revenue, they were talking about 
covering costs. They can’t talk about permits as a revenue source. It is a permit fee, not a 
tax. The fee is a function of the village’s costs. 
 
Trustee Dodd said one would assume that the total fees in place across all permits is in 
some degree covering costs. If you reduce the permit fees and thus permit revenue by say 
one-third, you have an issue. There is some revenue generation because there are 
fluctuations in permits; it is revenue generating to some degree. It’s not just Community 
Development, there are also the costs of inspections by Engineering. It’s a legitimate issue 
whether the village is overcharging these projects. They want to encourage these projects 
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as Dan said. She asked if they were trying to make this cost neutral. It sounds like maybe 
not. And that will have an impact to the village budget. 
 
Mr. Canning said the policy started off as a way to encourage quicker development. There 
was some penalty implication. With the unintended consequences, they have to revisit the 
policy. They can take into account revenues and expenses; it’s not the driver of the decision 
but what is the goal of the policy. 
 
Chairman Leonard said they can take into account the cost of providing the service; they 
can’t take into account the revenue needs of the community and how to generate more 
revenue. They have to think about the cost of the private service. If what they come up with 
has a negative effect on the budget, that’s something that needs to be talked about within 
the confines of that discussion.   
 
Mr. Adler said non-recurring revenue, by its nature, is not reoccurring. One can’t predict 
what comes the next year. In 2018 there could be no non-recurring permits.  
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if there has ever been a year without non-recurring permits. 
 
Mr. Adler said he didn’t think so. Probably not much during the recession but even at that 
time, over a million dollars in permit fees were generated. Contrast that with 2007 when 
the department couldn’t keep up with all the new homes and other permits. The current 
quantity of 40 to 50 new homes is manageable; not like the 80 per year before the recession 
or the 10 per year during the recession. Its revenue and it’s helping the tax base. It’s not so 
much that people are alarmed about the quantity of homes being demolished and replaced. 
 
Chairman Leonard suggesting reviewing the pros and cons of each option discussed in the 
staff memo.  
 
Mr. Adler said that the “remaining value assessment” is the alternative preferred by 
corporation counsel Jeff Stein. The permit extension fee would be based on the 
construction value of work remaining after 18 months of construction. We haven’t run any 
tests on this because we don’t have any information about how much value has been 
remaining. This is why Morgante-Wilson’s input would be helpful. He thought Karen 
Stromholm had indicated they had this information for three of their projects. These types 
of homes always have an owners’ statement of a payout, it’s not going to be difficult to see 
where the project stands.  
 
Chairman Leonard said using an example of a three-year time frame; at the end of 18 
months, how much is left? Is it a straight line?  
 
Mr. Adler said it depends on the project. 516 Sheridan had substantial foundation work, 
that project would have had a lot more of the construction cost being incurred in the first 
18 months. Without more information, it’s hard to guess. 
 
Chairman Leonard said for the sake of discussion to assume it’s a straight line. So 50% of 
the original construction cost remains at 18 months. For a project that is $5 million in 
construction value, at the beginning of the time frame, they are charged a fee on the $5 
million, which is about 3.5%. In the 19th month, they pay 3.5% on half of that value, $2.5 
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million, to extend for the same time frame of another 18 months. He proposed that if there 
was agreement about the construction time based on the construction schedule and it is 
agreed to be a 3-year project, why not charge 100% on the first 18 months, then another 
50% on the second 18 months. He asked the committee members what they thought. 
 
Trustee Dodd said the permit fees should be based on the work of the staff. Where is the 
time spent by staff?  
 
Mr. Adler said most inspections will come later. There might be 40 inspections on the 
foundation because they are poured in a number of different sections. The rough and final 
inspections will be the majority. The inspections are paid for up front. When they charge 
another 100% for an extension, that is charging again for every inspection. If the plan 
reviewer is estimating the correct number of inspections, it doesn’t really matter whether 
the inspections take place at the beginning or the end of construction since they are paid 
for up front. If they require 500 inspections and the first 100 are used in the first 18 months 
and the remaining 400 are used in the last 18 months, the village is still paid up front. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she is looking to staff to say which of the three alternatives is most 
relevant to accurately describe the cost of the department relative to the alternatives.  
 
Mr. Adler said the type and quality of construction is not necessarily built in to the square 
footage calculation. One house that’s 7,000 square feet could be built in 4 months and 
another house that’s 1,000 square feet could be built in 4 years. Using construction value, 
for example $3 to $5 million, there’s additional work taking place by inspectors. He 
believes construction value is more equitable. The complexity of construction, the plan 
review and the inspections, for a home that is $3 to $5 million and 10,000 square feet is 
greater than a home of $500,000 that is 10,000 square feet.  
 
Chairman Leonard said there are costs in addition to staff time. There is wear and tear on 
streets. There is a nuisance factor, which is hard to quantify, and many other things that 
need to get paid for. He has seen the wear on his own street from the construction across 
from him. There are trucks that were not meant to be on the street and they are in the 
neighborhood for 36 months.  
 
Trustee Sullivan asked Chairman Leonard to repeat his comment about a $5 million home 
with a 3% permit fee for 18 months. What was the rest of that? 
 
Chairman Leonard said he was talking about levying another fee for the second 18 month 
permit based on the percentage of the home that is still to be built. Assuming 50% has yet 
to built at the 18-month mark. The original permit fee for the first 18 months is $5 million 
times 3% for $150,000. At 18 months, there’s $2.5 million construction value remaining 
to be built. That value times 3% is $75,000 as opposed to 100% of the original $150,000 
fee. 
 
Mr. Canning said this contrasts with the current practice of being charged 1/5th of the 
original fee. He said Mr. Adler said that he doesn’t care whether the inspections are in the 
first 18 months or the second 18 months. If a project includes 500 inspections, to be fair, 
do you really need to be charged for 1,000 inspections? 
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Trustee Sullivan used another example of a $5 million home with only $1 million worth of 
construction remaining at month 19. They would be charged 3% on the $1 million? 
 
Trustee Dodd said they’ve been assuming a project is only half finished at 18 months. They 
could have only 2 months left.  
 
Chairman Leonard said that they don’t know what that curve is, if it’s a straight line or not. 
It’s just an assumption for the discussion. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if the idea was to allow for a shorter permit period after the first 18 
months; for example for a 6 month permit. 
 
There was agreement. 
 
Mr. Adler said he likes the idea of sitting down with the applicant to review the construction 
schedule. If they know it’s going to be three years, the fees for the first 18 months are set; 
the second 18 months depends on how far along the project is. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said projects of this size will have a construction schedule, unlike small 
projects like his current remodel. So the contractor should be able to model out what to 
expect.  
 
Chairman Leonard said we should require the applicant to submit a schedule and not just 
accept it. So the in-house person should be able to look at this critically, whether it makes 
sense. 
 
Mr. Adler suggested that if a project goes past their expected 3 years, they should be 
charged monthly. When they are paying $4,000 a month, that’s an incentive to get things 
done.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said he would expect the contract between the owner and the builder will 
already have penalties built in for exceeding the expected delivery date. The builders are 
incented to complete on time. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he didn’t think there should be a penalty for small errors, a month 
or two. But there are lots of reasons to be punitive for other situations. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked the committee members what they thought about evaluating at 
the end of 18 months and charging the same rate on the remaining on the construction 
value. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if this was only applying to over $1 million in value and over 8,000 
square footage projects. 
 
Chairman Leonard said there is a relationship between the value of construction and the 
time it takes to build. The current 18 month schedule works. This will only apply to new 
home projects that will take longer than 18 months. 
 
Mr. Adler suggested for the extension fee for these projects to only charge the base fee 
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again, just the $20.16 per $1,000. The inspections have already been included, the fixtures 
have already been included; these don’t need to be double counted. If additional inspections 
are necessary beyond what was original planned, the fee for these can always be added. 
 
There was agreement. 
 
Chairman Leonard said what was the downside. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the down side is lost revenue of non-recurring projects. 
 
Ms. Roberts said this alternative is dependent upon the applicant providing the information 
at the end of 18 months and it’s dependent upon the plan reviewer being able to assess that 
information. 
 
Chairman Leonard said if the applicant didn’t provide the information, the project would 
be stopped. 
 
Mr. Adler said that if an applicant didn’t want to provide this information, they could 
continue to pay the extension fees at the calculated monthly rate. The Village is fortunate 
to currently have a very good plan reviewer who is comfortable making these types of 
assessments. If this person leaves, we’ll find someone just a qualified. These types of 
homes will have that kind of tracking. 
 
Chairman Leonard moved on to the square foot calculations. 
 
Mr. Canning said the impetus behind this was inspired by the fact that the Village is always 
checking the proposed FAR. One can play games with the cost numbers but you can’t really 
do that with the FAR. Using the FAR and apply a dollar amount, it becomes a straight-
forward calculation right from the beginning. This alternative hasn’t been modeled out. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if this concept would affect current permit fees. 
 
Chairman Leonard clarified Trustee Dodd was referring the original 12-month permit fee. 
 
Trustee Dodd said yes, this proposal seems to be changing how permit fees are calculated. 
The other option only changes the calculation of the extension. Does this change recurring 
revenue? 
 
Mr. Adler said a new community might start off calculating this way and some places do 
this. The staff’s concern is that it would be very difficult to determine how this method 
would impact recurring fees. Morgante-Wilson may have been proposing this for only 
those projects over a certain size or construction time frame.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said he didn’t think this could be written into the code to only apply to 
new homes over a certain value. Perhaps Mr. Canning as lawyer would have some idea 
about that. 
 
Mr. Canning said this proposal was also tied to project duration. You pay more per square 
foot if the work is taking longer.  
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Chairman Leonard said he is not a fan of this alternative from a fairness perspective. If 
someone wants to build a 2,000 s.f. addition as a ballroom compared to 2,000 s.f. for a six-
bedroom house, that’s two very different processes of inspection and staff involvement and 
time.  
 
Trustee Dodd said that ties in with her earlier point about fees being commensurate with 
staff costs. Square footage doesn’t necessarily get at that. On the other hand, it is easy; 
FAR is already calculated. Having a skilled person who can evaluate the construction 
schedule as discussed with option 1 is great but if there isn’t that person on staff, there are 
some challenges. 
 
Chairman Leonard said that if we lose that skilled person, that skill can be hired from the 
outside. 
 
Mr. Canning said to the question of the village covering its costs, you should be able to 
figure out what your costs are then determine what fees are appropriate. The numbers 
prepared by Morgante-Wilson were for discussion. These can be calculated and adjusted. 
 
Mr. Adler said the research to do this would still be difficult. For remodeling, the square 
footage is more difficult to determine than for an addition.  
 
Mr. Canning asked if square footage is tracked in Munis. 
 
Mr. Adler said one would have to review the actual plans. 
 
Mr. Canning said a simplistic way to look at it would be to figure out how much square 
footage is being constructed/remodeled in a year and then divide that by the department 
costs, you would know the dollar per square foot to cover per cost. He’s not suggesting if 
that’s the right way or the wrong way but it’s a solvable number. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it has to be a cost accounting exercise; it’s not just the Community 
Development department. Other departments, Tim Frenzer’s time, overhead, are just some 
of the considerations. It’s a big number. 
 
Trustee Dodd said if they were starting from the very beginning, they could be looking at 
true FTE costs that would take into account these things. The reason she likes construction 
cost over square footage is because construction cost drives the time and department 
involvement. It’s the most direct correlation without doing a full FTE analysis, which 
would take time. 
 
Mr. Canning said the Community Development department’s budget for 2017 is $1.3 
million. Assume the village cost is $2.6 million including all other allocations divided by  
40 homes times 3,500 square feet. $2.6 million divided by 140,000 = $18.57 cost per square 
foot. This excludes additions and remodeling. 
 
Trustee Dodd said another advantage to the first alternative is that it is consistent across all 
projects and fees.  
 
Mr. Adler said a permit fee per square foot for typical new construction wouldn’t be 
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difficult. The construction cost per square foot isn’t varying much. A typical spec home 
has a stated construction value of $500,000.  
 
Mr. Adler said the village has a fee structure that people accept and that covers the 
department’s costs. The exercise was to look at extension fees for large projects; this 
expands the exercise. If the committee wants to look at permit fees in general, then there’s 
a lot more work that would need to take place. 
 
Chairman Leonard moved on to the graduated percentage. After the first 18 months, the 
next 6 months might be charged at 30% of the original permit fee instead of the current 
50%. The following 6 months might be 20%. He asked the committee what they thought. 
 
Mr. Adler said if Morgante-Wilson had a few examples and they all showed that 
construction is typically 50% finished after 18 months, then we might just have a set 
percentage instead of asking each applicant to provide a statement at that point. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it comes back to modeling all these options out. 
 
Trustee Sullivan suggested modeling just alternatives 1 and 3. Both are going to reduce the 
cost to the homeowner.  
 
Chairman Leonard said he wanted to offer a fourth alternative of the concept of mutual 
agreement on a term. For example, for a 3 year project, 150% of the 18 month permit value 
will be charged up front for the entire 3-year project. It’s done upfront, everyone agrees to 
it, it’s straight-forward, it’s revenue negative because right now it’s 200%. One challenge 
is that the applicant needs to have a construction schedule and the staff has to be able to 
evaluate it. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked what happens when the project takes longer than the agreed-upon 3 
years. Is there a fee? 
 
There was general agreement that there should be a fee. 
 
Chairman Leonard suggested two 1-month extensions for 1/36th of the original fee. After 
that, it could be more punitive. The number of homes that will take more than 18 months 
is very small. The number of homes that will take more than 36 months would be even 
smaller. 
 
Mr. Canning said he wouldn’t say it will be de minimus. If there are 40 new homes each 
year, say 10 per year are over several million dollars, that 25% of the homes. 
 
Chairman Leonard said a 37-month home is once every 20 years. 
 
Mr. Adler said the longest ones so far have been 41 months, then 32 months, then 27 
months. 
 
Trustee Dodd clarified that Chairman Leonard was using 3 years as an example but the 
agreed-upon construction schedule could be 24 months or 30 months or whatever. 
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Mr. Adler said this is why it would be beneficial to know how long construction projects 
are expected to take.  
 
Mr. Canning referenced what Mr. Adler does with footings. 
 
Mr. Adler clarified that some of the properties have to do extraordinary site work before 
they can even put in footings. This work is on a separate permit with a fee based on just 
that portion. It is also based on the value of the construction. One project had $1,000,000 
of site work just so they could start putting in the basement.  
 
Mr. Canning said the question he would have then is how do you define construction. What 
is the first act of construction? 
 
Mr. Adler said if there is no site work necessary, it’s when you get your permit and start 
working on the foundation. For projects like these with site work, it’s when the site work 
is done and they are ready to start the foundation work. For one of Mr. Canning’s clients, 
some foundation work was permitted during the site preparation because it was such an 
extensive foundation. 
 
Mr. Canning asked if it would be better to include such site work in the new construction 
permit. 
 
Mr. Adler said many of the homes don’t need that so it’s not equitable for those properties 
that do. 
 
Mr. Canning said this approach has been well received but if the various options are going 
to be modeled, we want to be consistent and complete. 
 
Mr. Adler said requiring a separate site permit eliminates confusion on what the scope is 
and what project the inspections are for. When the new home construction starts, the site 
preparation permit is completed and closed. These generally take less than a year. 
 
Trustee Dodd said in the fourth alternative, the example has been to agree to 36 months. 
So if a project has a 24-month timeline, is the fee something different? Is it a flat percentage 
for anything between 18 months and three years or does it vary? 
 
Chairman Leonard said 1.5% if it’s more than 18 months. It would have to be explored and 
see what makes sense. If a project takes 19 months, is it fair to charge 1.5%? That seems 
punitive. They will have to think about what makes sense. It should be more than 100%. 
 
Trustee Dodd said there have been a lot of projects that are in between 20 and 30 months. 
This might best be addressed with a sliding scale. 
 
There was general agreement for a sliding scale. The goal is to be reasonable and fair. 
 
Trustee Dodd said some residents might ask why is the Village encouraging these really 
large homes. Some people don’t like these homes. They have to be a little careful if they 
reduce the amount that these projects will pay but not for other projects. 
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Mr. Adler said he thinks most people’s complaints are going to be for those homes built 
under the 18-month timeframe. Since 1990, almost every new home has been built up to 
the maximum floor area. There’s probably 600 of them. 
 
Trustee Dodd said a negative to this concept is that the village is giving larger development 
homes a relative break on their permit fees. 
 
Mr. Adler said with homes this size, the floor area is limited to 30% of the lot area. That’s 
important because on smaller and more typical lots, those may be permitted 40% to 50% 
floor area because of the way the formula works. Lots over around 18,000 square feet are 
capped at 30%. On these huge lots, they are not covering as much as on smaller lots. 
 
Chairman Leonard clarified that the permit fee extension proposals were not affecting floor 
area rights in any way.  
 
Chairman Leonard suggested discussing the five alternatives. The first one is to do nothing.  
On a 36 month project, the applicant is paying 200% of the permit cost. The positive of 
this option is the revenue generation. The negative is fairness and appropriateness. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said for new projects that have not yet been issued. Any project already 
underway knew what they were getting into. 
 
Chairman Leonard agreed. He said the village would not be refunding current projects that 
would qualify under the revised extension fees. It would apply to new projects being issued. 
 
Mr. Adler said the plan was for the projects that are currently underway to pay through the 
18 months and by that time, the committee would have figured out the rest of their 
extension fees. This was brought forward by Mr. Canning and others on behalf of their 
clients, who knew what the fees were going to be if there is no change made to the extension 
fees. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked for any other comments on this option. There were no additional 
comments. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the next option to discuss is calculating an extension fee based on 
the remaining value. This was Mr. Stein’s preference. The positive is that this seems most 
fair. The negative is that the applicant must provide the value information. This will be 
more work on the part of the applicant and more work on the part of staff to evaluate it. It 
will have a negative impact on non-recurring revenue. 
 
Chairman Leonard said regarding the per square foot option, it’s the simplest and most 
straight-forward. It does require a change in the overall permit fee calculation so not just 
the timeframe after 18 months, it’s reinventing the entire process. He said he’s not sure if 
that’s a positive or a negative. As a negative, he thought there was a fairness problem 
because 1,000 square feet may not the same between homes. 
 
Trustee Dodd said as a negative, for options 2, 3, 4, and 5, all have a negative impact on 
non-recurring revenue.  
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Chairman Leonard said regarding the graduated fees, they can’t really talk about it until it 
is modeled, to determine whether it is revenue negative or positive. 
 
Chairman Leonard said regarding the concept of having a construction schedule up front, 
it requires a construction schedule to be presented. This shouldn’t be an additional burden 
on the applicant since they should already have a schedule. It will require staff expertise 
and time to evaluate. The positives are it’s easy and the applicant knows upfront what the 
fees will be, which is a benefit. 
 
Trustee Dodd thanks Chairman Leonard for the summary of the options and their impacts.  
 
Chairman Leonard said next step is to wait for the models. He thought it was a good 
conversation. He asked if there were any other comments on this item. There were no other 
comments. 
 

V. Status of Pending Committee Items 
 
Mr. Adler said that there are a couple of items that will need to be referred to the Land Use 
Committee. One is the review of Michigan Avenue fence requirements, which was 
discussed briefly by the Village Board. Another item that would need to be referred, if the 
committee wants to take it up, is looking at the supermajority requirement for Zoning Board 
cases.  
 
Mr. Canning asked when Boys Hope/Girls Hope will be before the Land Use Committee. 
 
Mr. Adler said the amendments that the committee finished at the meeting need to be 
approved by the Village Board to correct the notification process. Once that’s done, they 
can be scheduled and give notice. 

 
VI. New Business 
 
 There was no new business.  

 
VII. Public Comment 

 
There was no public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee Dodd seconded the motion and 
the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 8:58 p.m.  

 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lisa Roberts, Assistant 
Community Development 
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE-SPECIAL ZONING COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2017 

5:30 P.M. 
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

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: Jamie Baisley, Chicago 
Peter Beale-DelVecchio, Chicago 
Dave Bryla, 2109 Chestnut Avenue, Wilmette 
Patrick Duffy, 932 Illinois Road, Wilmette 
Chris Canning, 1000 Skokie Boulevard, Wilmette 
Michalle Fain, Chicago 
Tony Lorenz, Wilmette 
Greg Miller, Evanston 
Dave Morrison, 700 Greenwood Avenue, Wilmette 
Jennifer O’Shaughnessy, Evanston 
Elizabeth Schuster, Chicago 
Dishawnti Stokes, Chicago 

I. Call to Order. 

Chairman Leonard called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m.  

The Special Zoning Committee meeting was called to order at 5:35 p.m. 

II. 2017-SZC-01 Review of Group Homes for Private Schools
Request by Boys Hope/Girls Hope to review adding group homes for private school
students as a permitted or special use in the residential zoning districts.

3.4 
2-13-18 
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Trustee Sullivan said he has a history with the Boys Hope organization. He was on their 
board for a period of time. He donates to them occasionally. He is not affiliated with them 
today. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it was his understanding from Corporation Counsel Jeff Stein, 
affiliation is good to know but there is no conflict of interest. He thanked Trustee Sullivan 
for bringing this to the Committee’s attention. 
 
Mr. Canning said Peter DelVecchio, the executive director of Boys Hope/Girls Hope, will 
lead the presentation. They will show a video about the organization. Then they will go 
through history of Boys Hope/Girls Hope and the history of this request. Mr. DelVecchio 
will introduce everyone who is present. They are available to answer questions.  
 
Mr. DelVecchio thanked the Committee for hearing their request. He said they have a 
diverse group of constituencies at the meeting to give the committee different perspectives 
on the program. He introduced those who were in attendance.  
 
Jamie Baisley is the current Board Chairman; Dave Bryla is a current board member and a 
Wilmette resident; Dave Morrison has fulfilled many roles over the years including being 
a board and advisory board member and is a Wilmette resident; Greg Miller is the neighbor 
immediately to the south of the girls’ home in Evanston; Elizabeth Schuster is the president 
of Regina Dominican High School where the girls go to school; Tony Lorenz is a new 
board member and a Wilmette resident; Michalle Fain is an alumna of their program; 
Jennifer O’Shaughnessy is the Immediate Past Board Chairman; and Dishawnti Stokes is 
a current Girls Hope scholar. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they are a college access and persistence program that started in 1977 
in St. Louis. It was founded by a Jesuit priest-in-the-making. If the kids could get out of 
their tough neighborhood or family situation, they could do really well; go to college and 
do well. Someone, a coach, a teacher, a school counselor identifies a student who is highly 
motivated and with academic potential but has issues that keep them from focusing on 
academics. They currently have three homes in Evanston; two for boys and one for girls. 
They have expanded since 1977 to 15 different cities including two international sites, in 
Guatemala City and outside Monterey, a couple of hours from Mexico City. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said the students are recommended to the program by someone who knows 
the student well, who thinks they could succeed in a rigorous academic environment like 
Loyola and Regina. Occasionally, a junior high school student is recommended. The three 
school partners they work with are Loyola Academy and Regina Dominican in Wilmette 
and St. Athanasius grade school in Evanston. They’ve been working with Loyola for 38 
years, since 1979, and the girls have been going to Regina for 21 years, since 1996. There’s 
a whole process including interviewing the students; why do they want to be in the 
program, is college their end game. There’s a whole psycho-educational component as well 
because the organization isn’t staffed to handle students with significant learning 
differences. They don’t take wards of the state; that would require a different level of state 
licensing than they have. The students are all from families that are choosing on their own 
to participate in the program. They interview the parents. If they are going to high school, 
the students have to pass the entrance exams for Loyola or Regina before they can be 
considered to be entered into Boys Hope/Girls Hope. 
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Mr. DelVecchio said regarding their successes, they have a 75% college graduation rate. 
Compared to National Center for Education for 6 year cohorts, national average regardless 
of socio-economic status is about 34%. Extend out to 6 years, it becomes 59%, 75% is very 
good compared to national average. Factor in socio-economic aspects, race and ethnicity, 
their graduation rate is 20 to 30 points higher than the average. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio presented a video that explained the program and featured interviews with 
student scholars. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio talked briefly about some of the students featured in the video and where 
they subsequently went with their college and careers. 
 
Ms. Fain said she was one of the students in the video. She is now a teacher. She was a 
junior in high school when the video was made and in the video she said that 5 years from 
then, she saw herself teaching at her old middle school. She has accomplished this. Her 
dreams came true. She is in her second year teaching kindergarten. Next year, she has 
committed to teaching second grade at the school, which was her ultimate goal. Girls Hope 
helped her apply to the best schools with teaching programs. She ended up going to 
Marquette University. She graduated in May of 2016 with her teaching degree. She went 
to Regina Dominican, she loved it. When she wasn’t staying late at school for dance or 
newspaper or lacrosse, they would call the house parents and request permission to stay in 
Wilmette and walk to Edens Plaza, go to the Borders and Starbucks before going back to 
the house. She loved Wilmette. A lot of the girls come from unsafe neighborhoods. Being 
able to walk around and feel safe, the neighbors were very friendly. One neighbor with his 
dog would say hello to them when they got off the bus in the morning. The house parents 
helped them be good neighbors in Evanston. She would babysit for some of the neighbors 
and invite neighbors to events at the Girls’ house. The neighbor kids would sometimes join 
them if they played outside. She loves Boys Hope/Girls Hope and would have loved to live 
in Wilmette if that had been an option. The girls have to take a train and then a bus to get 
from the house in Evanston. If the house was in Wilmette, she could have stayed in 
Wilmette longer and had a shorter commute. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said the house parents Michalle and the kids in the video referred to are 
formally titled “residential counselors.” They live and work in the house with the scholars, 
who are supervised 24/7. 
 
Mr. Bryla said he lived in Wilmette for 15 years. He is one of many board members from 
Wilmette. He’s been on the board for four years. When we get together formally and 
informally, we talk about how many great, deserving kids there are and we only have so 
many spots in the houses that they have. What a great opportunity to expand and provide 
more hope to these kids. It’s amazing. It’s an honor for him to be part of the organization. 
Two schools are in Wilmette, why don’t we look to get the kids closer to the schools. The 
kids are in some ways more disciplined than his own; he has one in college and a senior in 
high school. They both went to New Trier. The kids in the program are very active. He 
visits the houses for dinner and sees the time they are putting in and their desire to succeed. 
 
Mr. Morrison said he is a long-time resident of Wilmette. His family is 5th generation 
Wilmette. He joined the board because his kids were going to schools with some of the 
scholars. His kids brought the scholars to his house and he learned who they were. He knew 
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some people on the board and he’s been a part of it for 25 years. He was part of the group 
that bought the girls’ home in Evanston. He went through that zoning process. He heard 
the concerns of the neighbors there. It’s amazing how supportive those neighbors have 
become over the years. The girls, and the boys too, you hardly know they are there. They 
contribute to the neighborhood. He heartily endorses the program. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said the schedule is, they get up at 6 a.m. and get ready for school, out the 
door by 6:45 am to the train or the bus that drops them at Regina or Loyola, they are in 
school all day, then extracurricular activities, dinner is at 5:30 p.m., after dinner, there are 
chores, and then mandatory study from 7 to 9 p.m., some have to study longer than that, at 
10:30 p.m. they have to turn in their electronics, and then everyone is up in their room, it’s 
not exactly lights out but kids can study or whatever, usually the house is quiet by 11 p.m., 
and then they get up and do it all over again. Every other weekend, they are home with 
their family. 
 
Mr. Miller said he and his wife and son have been living next door to the girls for a little 
over 5 years. They are absolutely fantastic in lots of ways. He knows lots of kids, he’s been 
a Northwestern University professor for the last 20 years. The kids in the home are the best 
of the best. They are smart, energetic, they have great personalities. They are part of the 
community. Spectacular young people and fantastic neighbors. He provided some 
examples. When his family moved to the block, there was no organized snow plowing 
through the alley. A lot of the neighbors were not interested, they walk to work or park on 
the street, they are on the end of the alley, they have an SUV and don’t need help with the 
alley. They spent a number of months trying to cajole the 10 neighbors into chipping in for 
snow plow services. $50 per year. Within a day of the email being sent out, the girls’ house 
had the check in his mailbox and every year, they are the first to pay. Every week during 
the summer, the girls’ lawn gets mowed. He gets a text from the house parent saying ‘I’m 
sorry there are some grass clippings on the driveway; the next shift is coming in and 
promise the clippings will be gone by 4 p.m. When they’ve had issues with trees coming 
down, Pete is often on the phone with him before he has a chance to call, saying what are 
we going to do, let’s split the cost. He lives on a block where everyone has the resources 
to the do the right thing yet consistently the girls’ house has the walk cleared, there’s no 
ice, the yard is taken care of, the grass is cut. They are involved in the neighborhood. 
They’re the kind of neighbors you expect to see in an affluent neighborhood. That’s not 
always the case. On a personal level, the girls have been involved with his family. When 
he moved there, his son was six years old. A bunch of the girls have been babysitters, they 
take him out, they play ball in the yard, just like any neighbors would be. It’s been a 
fantastic experience for him and his family. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked Mr. Miller if before he bought the home, did you know that you 
were going to be living next to Girls’ Hope, or did you find out after you closed? 
 
Mr. Miller said they moved from Vancouver and they didn’t know until after they had 
bought the house. It was mentioned to them and they asked their real estate agent more 
about it. The agent surveyed three or four houses all around it and compiled a bunch of 
email comments and sent them to him. The feedback was exceptionally positive to neutral.  
 
Trustee Sullivan clarified that Mr. Miller received that before they closed on the home and 
that it didn’t change his mind. 
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Mr. Miller said that was right. He added that if the girls’ house moves, it will be a huge 
loss to him. 
 
Mr. Sullivan asked what was precipitating their request to be able to locate in Wilmette. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they recruit to their profile in terms of expanding the number of feeder 
programs. What they have found is that there are a lot of girls that had to be turned away. 
They believe there is demand for another house. Long-term their hope, their goal, is to have 
two houses for boys and two for girls. This is one of the first steps in the process. 
 
Mr. Canning said it would be good at this point in the discussion to explain how this 
application came before the committee and the process they are going through. The 
ordinance doesn’t provide for a use like this. There is also a notice issue. He asked Mr. 
Adler to explain these. 
 
Mr. Adler said he discussed with Mr. DelVecchio and Ms. O’Shaughnessy when they first 
came in that the group home definition really deals with persons with disabilities and 
providing a group home setting for them. Up to 5 persons is a permitted use. Staff started 
the process for a text amendment thinking it could be before the board relatively quickly. 
Then two things came up. The first issue was when the ordinance was amended in 2014, 
personal notice for text amendments was added. It’s problematic for many reasons. You 
don’t necessarily know what sites you’ll be looking at. The size of the notification area, if 
Loyola or Regina were to join in the application, they could do a 250’ notice from those 
site, which doesn’t necessarily make sense since they may not have this sort of use in that 
area. Once staff found this notice issue for text amendments, staff was going to correct it 
anyway. The correction wasn’t made for Boys Hope/Girls Hope; it needed to be done 
anyway. They discussed it with corporation counsel and very few communities require 
personal notice for text amendments.  
 
Second, because Boys Hope/Girls Hope doesn’t own property in town, they don’t have 
standing to file a text amendment request. Talking to corporation counsel, Boys Hope/Girls 
Hope had to go back and get Loyola or Regina or someone else who lives in town to have 
standing to join the application. The application now has two residents who have joined in 
and have standing.  
 
When the application originally came in, they were requesting to have up to 10 scholars in 
a home. They have now amended the application down to eight. As their application letter 
indicates, they originally requested 10 because that’s how the state defines these type of 
group homes for children. 
 
Mr. Canning said Mr. DelVecchio can speak to the state law and the licensing. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he wants to understand what is to be accomplished at the meeting. 
They are not approving Boys Hope/Girls Hope, they are considering the language for the 
definition of a group home for the students and the three proposed use standards.  
 
Mr. Adler said the applicants didn’t specify in the application whether the use would be a 
permitted or a special use. In talking to the applicant, it’s pretty clear this would be brought 
in as a special use. If the text is amended to allow this type of use as a special use in 
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residential districts, once a location is identified, they would request a special use that 
would go to the Zoning Board and then the Village Board, for approval at a specific site. 
 
Trustee Sullivan clarified that the committee is looking only at the proposed definitions. 
 
Trustee Dodd said the definitions are broad enough to apply to more than Boys Hope/Girls 
Hope. 
 
Mr. Adler said that was correct. The applicant may know of other organizations that have 
similar programs. Corporation counsel expressed concern that it might be challenged if the 
use is limited to just private school scholars.  
 
Chairman Leonard said his sense was that counsel was more than just concerned. 
 
Mr. Canning said he thinks counsel’s question is a fair one. If someone wanted to operate 
the same model, a non-profit sponsoring scholars to attend New Trier high school, why 
should they be treated any differently. The only difference he can see is the impact on the 
public school system. He added that the phrase “placed by” in the draft ordinance doesn’t 
quite apply. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy clarified that the scholars are selected for the program through a 
competitive process, they are not by placed by any agency. Boys Hope/Girls Hope is the 
state licensed child welfare agency. They are not being placed by DCFS; DCFS regulates 
Boys Hope/Girls Hope and they comply with all guidelines for the care of children. The 
wording “placed by” sounds like they are taking custody of the students, but that is not the 
case. 
 
Mr. Canning said they are asking that the phrase “placed by” be struck so that it reads 
“…no more than eight (8) children under 21 years of age, under the supervision of…” 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said, to the question of whether there is another organization that does 
what they do, the answer is no. She is not aware of anything. They are entirely privately 
funded. They raise all the money for the scholars through grants and individual donations. 
More than one hundred Wilmette residents contribute. There is Wilmette interest in the 
program. But it is expensive. They spend upwards of $55,000 per year per scholar. She 
doesn’t think there’s going to be a big rush of similar organizations coming forward. It’s 
unique the way it’s grown. There are a lot of organizations in Chicago that do college 
persistence but not in the family oriented way that Boys Hope/Girls Hope does; they do it 
as an after school program or Saturday program for example.  
 
Mr. DelVecchio said he asked that question of their DCFS licensing representative, 
Gregory Bright, and he said in the last five years, there’s been 4 applications; two are 
already out of business, and two are for people with eating disorders. One is in a high-rise 
in downtown Chicago and the other is in a $2.5 million mansion in Glenview. He said 
nobody does what Boys Hope/Girls Hope does; it’s too expensive. 
 
Mr. Canning said he understand corporation counsel’s concern about referencing “private” 
education. If the preference is to remove that, Boys Hope/Girls Hope is indifferent as it 
won’t affect their program. 
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Chairman Leonard said from the applicant’s perspective, that makes sense. From the 
perspective of the community, they have to take a hard look at what happens if this does 
become a public school program. He would want to talk to the school district to see how 
this affects them. The applicants might be sponsoring only eight kids but there’s no limit 
on the number of these group homes and people do go out of their way to find a way into 
the New Trier school system. He’s not commenting on it, it’s just a potential unintended 
consequence that should be considered. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if the applicant had anything more to add. She had many questions but 
want to make sure they were finished first. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the proposal is to amend the text and then, if Boys Hope/Girls Hope 
finds a site, they will come before the Zoning Board and Village Board for approval. 
 
Trustee Dodd said they won’t be able to amend the text tonight because they won’t get all 
their questions answered at the meeting. They also want to talk to corporation counsel who 
was not at the meeting. 
 
Mr. Duffy said he’s a resident and also the chair of the Zoning Board. He said that the 
organization is a non-profit, a 501(c)(3), so any property they buy goes off the take rolls. 
 
Chairman Leonard and Trustee Sullivan both said they had that question.  
 
Chairman Leonard said it’s a big issue. This use could potentially take numerous homes 
off the tax rolls and add a bunch of public school kids who are not be paying to go to the 
schools. 
 
Trustee Sullivan suggested that something could be written in. Mather Place was off the 
tax rolls and was put back on when they expanded. 
 
Mr. Bryla said it could be part of the special use permit that the kids not attend public 
schools. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he didn’t think they could do that. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said that’s how their agreement with Evanston works. 
 
Chairman Leonard said they met with corporation counsel and they asked him that 
question. Counsel said he didn’t think that would work. 
 
Mr. Canning said Boys Hope/Girls Hope could provide corporation counsel with a copy of 
their Evanston agreement for his review. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they make a payment in lieu of taxes on their boys’ homes. They pay 
$1,500 per year for city services. They do pay taxes on the girls’ house; that was stipulated 
at the time. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if it’s a non-profit, do they still pay for sewer and water and other 
things?  
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Mr. Adler said yes. They would pay for utilities and garbage pick-up. If it’s separate from 
the property tax, they would pay it. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said that’s the point of the payment in lieu, to cover fire service and 
other things that aren’t billed separately. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it would cover public schools, which are 60% of the property tax 
bill. 
 
Mr. Adler said the girls’ home does pay taxes. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said yes, that was part of the agreement of the special use. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked if they had anything else to add. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they have asked for 8 scholars instead of 10 because that is the way 
they operate now. It works really well for them. 
 
Mr. Canning asked Mr. DelVecchio to speak about how the home is staffed and use of 
vehicles, since that speaks to community impact. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they have two vehicles for each house. The staff are picking up the 
kids from practice, anything a normal family would do. They use those vehicles when they 
go out together to do a service project. Even though some of the scholars do get their 
license, they don’t bring cars to the house. They probably have less of a traffic impact than 
a large family with three or four cars might. They make sure they cut the grass and shovel 
the snow. The kids babysit; some of the kids have worked for the park district. They shop 
in Wilmette. The staff buy food locally. They are a lot like any large family and maybe 
with even less of an impact. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said once the kids graduate high school, they leave the home and go on to 
college. He asked if they have any kids that go over the age of 18 or 19. The proposed use 
says age 21; how did they come up with 21? 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they drew from the state definition. If there is a concern, they could 
probably drop the age. He thinks 19 is the oldest scholar they had. Typically they are 17 or 
18 when they graduate. 
 
Mr. Canning asked if the scholars are there during the summer. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they are for six weeks of summer school. When school ends, they are 
with their families for a week or so, then summer school starts. Typically summer school 
is a shorter day. They require the kids have 8 productive hours a day, so classes in the 
morning, they still have mandatory study time, and typically they’ll do a sports camp at the 
school, so they have a full day. Dinner at night and sometimes the older students, the juniors 
and seniors might have a job. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked about weekends during the school year. 
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Mr. DelVecchio said the kids often have extracurricular activities that they are involved in, 
a good chunk of the day is study time though not as formal as during the week. They do a 
number of service projects throughout the year. They’ll go as a group. A few weeks 
previously, the group did the Greater Chicago Food Pantry walk. The staff is with them. If 
they go to the movies or some other unsupervised activity, they are required to check in 
every three hours. If plans change, they have to tell the house parents. They’ll have movie 
night at home. Sometimes friends come to the house. On Sundays, the kids are encouraged 
to attend whatever religious service meets their needs.  
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said that all the scholars have a life mentor. The weekends are often 
the time when they meet with their mentor. They might go and have lunch and check in. 
When they are juniors, they also have a college mentor helping them facilitate the college 
process. They meet this mentor or go visit schools on the weekends. It’s the same way you 
would interact with any teenagers, spending more time on the weekends. Then two 
weekends a month, they are back with their families at home. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if there is a curfew on the weekends and who monitors that. 
 
Ms. Stokes said she lives in Evanston house. They follow the city curfew. She said they 
are always monitored and never push curfew. They are often back at least 30 minutes before 
curfew. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said as with any family, there are consequences if you violate the rules. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked what happens if there is problem with a scholar. There must be 
times when someone is a problem or just doesn’t work out. How is that handled? 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said there have been scholars who have been dismissed before. Sometimes 
it’s an academic issue, sometimes it’s just too much of an adjustment into the new 
environment. They give them a couple of chances and try to work with them. Everybody 
has a service plan, which is a DCFS-mandated document. There are goals that have to be 
met during the semester. Their parents are a part of that and they will come and meet with 
staff to develop the goals. If they are not meeting the goals, they can be revised, but if it’s 
clear that’s not going to happen, then the decision is made that they have to go. 
 
Mr. Miller said in the five years he’s lived next door to the girls’ house, there has never 
been a single noise incident, there’s never been a single discipline incident, there’s never 
been anything in the yard, and that’s not true in general of the neighborhood. The house 
parents are also fantastic. They are great neighbors.  
 
Trustee Sullivan asked what the process was when the bought the Evanston homes.  
 
Mr. Bryla said Evanston had an ordinance for group homes but had to get a special use 
permit. They made the application and went before the board. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if they bought the home before they went through the process. 
 
Mr. Bryla said that was his recollection; he could be wrong. They went through the process. 
But Evanston already had an ordinance that they fit under. 



                                  

10 
October 30, 2017 Land Use Committee Minutes Approved February 5, 2018 

Trustee Dodd said they have an amazing organization and thanked them for their 
presentation. 
 
Chairman Leonard said there will be a lot of discussion about this item. Adding it to the 
code will affect the village in potentially a larger way than just this wonderful organization 
they are discussing tonight.  
 
Trustee Dodd said she had some questions for Mr. Adler. The current definition of group 
home allows for 2 to 5 people with disabilities. How long has that been in place? 
 
Mr. Adler said it was added in 1990. It was a special use at that time. One was processed 
as a special use. It was probably 6 to 10 years later that the code was amended to make that 
a permitted use. There is a licensing process in place and staff has looked recently at 
changing that. If you meet the definition, it is a permitted use. It hasn’t been a problem. 
There have been a couple that have opened. A new one just opened up on Manor. A 
neighbor has said they have no issue with it. 
 
Trustee Dodd said it would be helpful to get feedback from the residents who have lived 
around the group home on Manor or elsewhere.  
 
Trustee Dodd asked if they were to create this new use, would it apply to college students, 
for example attending Northwestern? Evanston has a very different character and they are 
used to this type of use. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said as a special use, any application would need to come before the 
Village Board. 
 
Mr. Adler said the assumption is, if this use is created, it will be considered a special use. 
The text amendment application doesn’t actually specify permitted or special use. He 
expects that the applicant will be fine with the use being a special use. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said Northwestern students wouldn’t fall under their DCFS licensing. 
 
Mr. Adler said the way it’s drafted, it provides only for primary and secondary education. 
Right now, it says under 21 years of age. The applicant mentioned earlier maybe lowering 
it to 19. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked what sort of work they need to do to prepare a home?  
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said they walk through a lot of homes looking for the right space. One 
thing they have to do is add fire doors to all the bedrooms; these are thicker metal doors. 
She’s not sure about Wilmette but in Skokie and Evanston, they would have to add an 
integrated sprinkler system. DCFS requires the house parents to have a separate bathroom 
from the scholars so it might be necessary to move some walls to create those spaces. That’s 
about it. The committee is welcome to come and visit any of the houses. The girls’ house 
is a Victorian that looks from the street like all the rest. The house parents live on the third 
floor and the girls live on the second floor.  
 
Trustee Dodd asked if there was an adult on the property all the time. 
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Ms. O’Shaughnessy said yes. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if they’ve ever had issues with the house parents. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they have a program for supervising the house staff and there’s a lead 
house parent in each house. There have been staff members that haven’t worked out for 
whatever reason. Living with eight teenagers takes a special person. People will self-select 
out. The program director is there all the time.  
 
Chairman Leonard asked if they have any signage on the houses. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said there is no signage and their special use with Evanston 
specifically does not allow it. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked the committee to talk about positives and negatives. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the question is about adding this new definition. His worry is that 
while the discussion has focused on Boys Hope/Girls Hope, which has a great history of 
success, are they opening things up for another organization that might not have as good a 
history. The new definition is not specific to just Boys Hope/Girls Hope. He said he just 
doesn’t know enough information yet. He likes the fact that it’s a special use. He doesn’t 
expect that there will be much feedback on this until it happens in someone’s 
neighborhood. What happens if someone buys a house and then the special use is denied? 
The definition is broad. One could argue that such a request will alter the character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Miller said he was thinking about Trustee Sullivan’s question to him and he recalled 
that he was under contract to purchase the house when he learned about the girls’ house 
next door. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the changes that have been discussed, reducing the age, might help 
limiting it to high school age and not for college students. He is concerned about losing a 
house from the tax rolls. There are some options there. He is concerned about the 
appearance of not paying their fair share relative to the neighbors. This is not to speak 
against the Boys Hope/Girls Hope organization. 
 
Chairman Leonard said they have to separate out the legislation from the organization. It’s 
not about the organization. He could not see anyone siting through this presentation and 
saying this is something they would not want to see in Wilmette; it’s a great organization. 
But the question before them is bigger than that. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she agrees with Trustee Sullivan. Regardless of what the committee or 
the Village decide, their organization does great work. If someone were to ask her, without 
having seen their presentation, would she want eight teenagers living next door to her, she 
wouldn’t even want the three that she has. That is a downside. She doesn’t know enough 
about the financial impact but that is a concern as well. She would like to hear from legal 
counsel about how to limit that. To start discussion, she would like to see the age reduced 
as has been mentioned. She would also like to see the number of students reduced though 
she is aware that that doesn’t fit with their model. Eight students plus two house parents 
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plus two part-time staff; 12 people is a lot.  
 
Mr. DelVecchio clarified that the part-time staff do not live in the house. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she wants the use to be successful on a slightly smaller scale. They have 
been successful in Evanston but Evanston is a different community. They have fraternity 
houses and the like. The boys’ homes are near Northwestern and that’s different than any 
neighborhood in Wilmette. The board has recently spent a lot of time on requests for Loyola 
Academy and St. Francis School. She wants to support it but she can see this being an issue 
in whatever neighborhood it is located. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the girls’ home in Evanston is located near three grocery stores 
where trucks are coming and going. It’s a different environment than in Wilmette. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said she lives in the neighborhood where the girls’ house is; it is in the 
Evanston historic district. It is very similar to parts of Wilmette. Certainly there are parts 
of Evanston that are very dense. The neighborhood where the boys’ houses are is just as 
Trustee Dodd described. The girls’ house is in a neighborhood where the median value is 
over $1 million. These are beautifully maintained homes. The grocery store is two blocks 
away but it’s not the more urban part. What they want to do is in character with Wilmette 
and the neighborhoods where their board members live. She said that maybe they have a 
drafting task to make the text as narrow as possible to limit unintended consequences. 
 
Mr. Canning said regarding the language about having a state-licensed child welfare 
agency, there aren’t any. Let’s say someone wants to open a home for eight kids to go to 
New Trier. The barrier to entry is the home price. Let’s say they are able to pay that. They 
also have to get through the state to be licensed. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio said they have a monitoring visit every year and every four years, they 
have to renew their license for the office and each of the homes individually. They have to 
comply with having emergency plans, conducting background checks; it’s very extensive. 
He would be happy to provide the list to the committee. It’s not an easy thing to comply 
with. It might actually be easier to raise the $1 million dollars to buy the house. It’s also 
the sustainability. It’s really expensive to run the program. They have to do extensive 
fundraising each year to make it sustainable. They wouldn’t move forward if they didn’t 
think they could raise money year in and year out. The last thing they want to do is open 
the doors and then have to close down two or three years later and send the girls home. The 
barrier to entry is really high. The risk of another organization coming in and doing 
something else is pretty low. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked why don’t send kids to Evanston high school. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said their special use does not allow them to send kids to Evanston 
high school. 
 
Mr. Canning said he can provide the committee with a copy of the approving ordinance 
from Evanston. 
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said they had a student who wasn’t as academically successful as they 
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would have liked attending Loyola. They would have loved to keep him in the house, he 
was a great kid, but they weren’t able to send him to Evanston high school instead. It’s not 
their goal to have kids in the public schools. 
 
Chairman Leonard said his concern is the neighborhoods and the NIMBY affect. If 
something is to be drafted, he wants to expand the notice area. Currently, it’s 250’, which 
is not that far. And people often don’t read notices, especially if it comes from the Village. 
He has spoken to corporation counsel about this and understands that they can increase the 
notice area as long as it is consistent. There should be local meetings through the special 
use process. Invite the neighbors to come and talk and buy into the program, or express 
their concerns. In general, you solve these problems, you take away the unintended 
consequences, you find a street or community that is welcoming, it’s a great addition to 
our community and it’s something that should be encouraged. 
 
Trustee Dodd said regarding the financial issues such as how it’s handled in Evanston, she 
would like more information about that. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he would like to reach out to the schools. If the homes are going to 
be taken off the tax rolls, not that they should be vetoing this concept, but we should partner 
with them to understand the implications.  
 
Mr. Adler said staff will work with corporation counsel and the applicant to create language 
that the committee will be comfortable with. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio and Mr. Canning offered assistance with providing documentation from 
Evanston and answering any other questions. 
 
Mr. Adler said they might have to talk to Evanston. An applicant can accept a condition 
that isn’t necessarily legal. He asked if in Evanston they asked the applicant to accept a 
condition and it didn’t impact the organization, so they accepted it, but if it was a different 
organization, someone wanting to put the kids in the public schools, could they have said 
they weren’t accepting that condition. Since the program is not the guardians of the 
scholars, is their residency still considered with their families or is it the scholar home? He 
doesn’t know how the schools work. Would the school district even consider the kids 
eligible to enroll? 
 
Mr. Canning said the question is, what are the earmarks for residency? New Trier has a 
laundry list of things that they look it. The scholars may not be deemed residents especially 
when there is another residency location or they have driver’s license. On the notice issue, 
they need corporation counsel to weigh in on that. The development at Wilmette and Ridge, 
it’s a PUD but what’s the notice area for that? 
 
Mr. Adler said the notice area is 250’. He said they did talk to corporation counsel and as 
long as it applies to all applicants for this type of group home, the notice area can be greater. 
 
Mr. Canning said it does seem to be creating a new class.  
 
Mr. Adler said in the staff discussion with corporation counsel, he didn’t have a problem 
with that, as long as everyone in that class is treated similarly. 
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Mr. Canning said that class of special use applicant is now being treated differently than 
every other special use applicant. 
 
Mr. Adler said they have talked about increasing the notification requirements for PUDs. 
There have been instances where the village has asked and the applicant has voluntarily 
agreed to notify an area greater than required. 
 
Mr. Canning said he didn’t think the village would want to increase the notice area for all 
special uses.  
 
Mr. Adler said no. 
 
Mr. Canning said they are creating this one special use that you are treating different than 
everything else. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the use has a very different implication than all the others. 
 
Mr. Adler said it could be that any special use in a residential district should have an 
expanded notice area. Arguably a school like Loyola or St. Francis should maybe have a 
notice area larger than 250’. There might be a way to write it such that a special use that 
impacts a residential neighborhood has a larger notification requirement. If corporation 
counsel re-thinks this and ultimately doesn’t have a problem. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he understands. There’s probably people who will say they would 
have liked to receive notice about the project at Wilmette and Ridge. 
 
Mr. Adler said the village could apply to put a police station in a residential neighborhood 
and it would only require 250’. Likely the village would do a wider notice, but it wouldn’t 
be required. 
 
Mr. Canning said when Highcrest did there expansion, they only did a 250’ notice. 
 
Mr. Adler said all it takes is one really interested neighbor to get the word out and attract 
others who might not otherwise get notice. They saw this on the PUD for the hotel. 
 
Trustee Dodd said they want this use to be successful if it goes in.  
 
Ms. O’Shaughnessy said when they are looking at properties, they want to reach out to 
potential neighbors, so they can learn more about what they do. The worst thing for them 
is to have the story out there about them be wrong. 
 
Mr. DelVecchio thanked the committee for their consideration. He invited them to have 
dinner at any of the houses. 
 

IV. 2017-SZC-05 Review the Village Board Vote Requirements for Zoning Board of 
Appeals Recommendations 
Review the Village Board vote requirements for Zoning Board of Appeals 
recommendations. 
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Trustee Sullivan said he originally suggested that this be reviewed because his history is 
that they get very good outcomes when there are 6 and 7 ZBA members there. As of late, 
it seems that attendance is light. He respects that it’s hard, that it’s a time commitment. 
 
He said this was not to circumvent to due process, this was not to make it easier to get 
variations by any stretch. This was to make this a better process for residents who are trying 
to invest money in their homes, that they get their projects moving along. The ZBA is 
advisory only. It’s still the trustees have the final say. This was trying to keep applications 
moving rather than applicants having to delay, sort of gaming the system. 
 
Mr. Duffy clarified that it’s not gaming the system.  
 
Trustee Dodd said she agrees that residents get frustrated with how long it can take. If they 
think their request is controversial or they’re not sure, and they hear that not all ZBA 
members will be there, they will wait another two weeks. What happened with St. Francis 
doesn’t reflect well on the community. Father Sheridan sent out an invitation to every 
parishioner to please show up to the Zoning Board on this date, then 3 days later he has to 
send out another note, and then 2 weeks later he has to do the same thing. It looks like we 
don’t know what we’re doing. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said there’s no advantage to delaying the Zoning Board but if the Zoning 
Board gives a negative recommendation, there’s no advantage for the applicants to come 
before the Village Board, they can continually delay. It took a year for the case on Laurel 
to be heard by the Village Board. There are people who come with a negative 
recommendation, 3-1 or 3-2, the Village Board put stipulations on their approval instead 
of sending them back and wait for ZBA approval. 
 
Mr. Duffy said St. Francis is one of the unique cases that come each year. Most are garage 
requests or additions. The applicants don’t understand that some of these are pretty 
standard and will get through even with 4 or 5 ZBA members. The Village Board looks 
into a vote of 3-2 or 3-1. It’s likely to be easy to overturn the ZBA with 5 Village Board 
votes. One of the solutions is getting rid of the 4 affirmative votes. He doesn’t think that’s 
a good idea. You need that significant support but in order to get there, maybe the solution 
is to add some more members to the board. 
 
Trustee Dodd suggested the possibility of alternates. 
 
Mr. Duffy said the problem with alternates is, those people will invest in preparing for the 
meeting, reading the packets, driving around to look at properties, and then not be asked to 
the come to the meeting. That’s a hard thing. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked Mr. Duffy what is going on with the attendance. Why are people 
not coming? Are they making the commitment and then not living up to it? 
 
Mr. Duffy said that is some of it. The commitment one makes as an elected official is 
greater than one would make as an appointed official. Board members work to get elected 
and participation is a priority. Appointed officials may not see it as high of a priority. 
There’s also life changes. One member when he was appointed had a steady job with a 
little travel. That business closed and he got laid off. Now, he works as a consultant for 
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restaurants and bars; the only time he can meet clients is in the evenings, and sometimes 
that’s a conflict. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked how difficult is it to get new members? 
 
Mr. Duffy said it is difficult to find someone to volunteer. The last member appointed 
expressed an interest in serving on the Zoning Board. It was suggested that he start on 
another board to get some experience, but he declined saying he only wanted to be on the 
ZBA. There wasn’t anyone else at that time who wanted to serve so he was brought in with 
no previous board experience. He himself got on the board because he was complaining to 
Mr. Canning about something and Mr. Canning asked him why he didn’t do something 
about it. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if it was known if/how many people have submitted a talent bank 
questionnaire to serve on the ZBA. 
 
Mr. Adler said the staff wasn’t sure. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked what kind of efforts are made to recruit interested parties. 
 
Mr. Adler said he thought there would be something periodically in the Communicator and 
in email blasts. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said in his observation, this last 12 months has to be the worst run of ZBA 
attendance in the last 11 to 12 years. When you have something like a life-changing event, 
you should acknowledge that you can’t participate anymore and step down. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked how many members sit on the ZBA. 
 
Mr. Duffy said seven. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if it was one or two members only that are more specifically poor with 
attendance.  
 
Mr. Duffy said he hasn’t asked to look at the numbers but his sense is that there is one 
person with poor attendance and two others who are slightly better but still have absences. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said it they changed the ordinance so that majority positive is a positive 
vote, a vote of 3 to 1 works with 4 in attendance. If the other 3 were in attendance, there’s 
a high probability that at least one of the three would also vote in favor.  
 
Mr. Duffy suggested saying if there are less than 6 members present, an application needs 
X to be a positive vote. 
 
Mr. Adler said he spoke to corporation counsel who talked to president Bielinski about the 
issue. They were discussing leaving the process as is for when all 7 ZBA members are 
present. In that case, a negative vote would still require a supermajority. When fewer than 
7 are in attendance, the request would still require 4 votes to be positive but a supermajority 
would not be required to overturn. If someone gets a 3-3 vote as a negative 
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recommendation, it wouldn’t require a supermajority at the Village Board. So there would 
be no reason to postpone at the Village Board. The only reason they postpone the Village 
Board is if they are worried about getting 5 votes if there is an absence at that board. 
 
Mr. Duffy said the Village Board has a better track record of getting at least 6 in attendance 
compared to the Zoning Board. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked that it would be changing on the Village Board side and not the Zoning 
Board side? 
 
Mr. Adler said in this scenario, an application would only need a supermajority if the 
request received a negative recommendation with all 7 Zoning Board members present. 
 
Trustee Dodd said it didn’t sound like a good idea to her. 
 
Mr. Adler said maybe a better way to do it is if a request gets 4 negative votes, then a 
supermajority is needed at the Village Board. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she felt that the answer was really to get the right number of people at 
the Zoning Board meetings. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the request on Sheridan Road had a vote of 2-3. So in this case, that 
request would only need 4 trustee votes to be approved? 
 
Mr. Adler said yes in the way he was just describing. But it could be done however the 
committee likes. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he would prefer that a request with a majority negative vote still need 
a supermajority at the Village Board. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked Mr. Duffy if the ZBA members would be more likely to show up 
if there were fewer meetings. 
 
Mr. Duffy said he didn’t think fewer meetings was a good idea because of the volume of 
cases. The last two meetings have gone to 11 p.m. and 12 a.m. If 10 cases are crammed 
into an evening, they’ll be there till 1 a.m. He thinks they would have a harder time getting 
people to come. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if there was a way to reduce the number of cases going to the Zoning 
Board. 
 
Mr. Adler said they have done quite a bit to expand administrative cases. They are always 
looking for other types of requests. There have been over 40 administrative cases this year, 
the most so far.  
 
Trustee Dodd asked about combining the Plan Commission and the Zoning Board. 
 
Mr. Adler said all you do is put a greater workload on them. There are times when the Plan 
Commission is not very busy but there are also times when they have a PUD or a 
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subdivision. Even one more case is adding to their workload. 
 
Trustee Dodd said that a Plan Commission member is probably adept at zoning issues. If 
that’s the case, could a Plan Commission member be an alternate for the ZBA. 
 
Mr. Adler said some Plan Commission members are more familiar with zoning than others. 
He said corporation counsel was really not supportive of the idea of alternates. 
 
Mr. Duffy suggested doing outreach to find at least one more person for the board. 
 
Mr. Adler said he didn’t know what kind of conversation President Bielinski has with 
prospective ZBA members. He assumes they know that it’s a commitment. The days that 
they meet are set and known. If they can’t make a meeting that is changed for a holiday, 
that’s understandable. Otherwise, they should know they will be asked to meet the first and 
third Wednesday of every month. If every member could commit to attending 75% or 80% 
of the meetings, that would go a long way. 
 
Mr. Duffy said they could add an eighth person as an alternate. They would get the packet 
and prepare for the meeting. It gives the opportunity for someone else not to attend a 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Adler said how would it be handled if a meeting is continued and not all the same 
members are available. 
 
Mr. Duffy asked how that was any different when cases are continued now. 
 
Trustee Dodd said the chairman could decide which 7 people will attend. 
 
Mr. Duffy said he didn’t think that was a good idea. He would be concerned about being 
accused of being unfair. If all 8 are available, let staff decide; the last one to respond is out 
or whatever. It has to be an impartial selection. 
 
Chairman Leonard suggested there could be a process by which you are selected as the 
eighth person. He liked the idea of there being more people. 
 
Mr. Duffy said it improves the odds of getting 6 or 7 people at the meeting. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked if there was someone on another commission that could be moved 
over. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said it’s a huge time commitment. 
 
Mr. Duffy said when you find someone with good experience on their talent bank form, 
you go after them. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it’s kind of a passive thing. People need to be recruited, they need 
to be asked. Maybe the village needs to be more active in seeking out volunteers. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked how many ZBA members are in their second term or may be going 
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off after either 5 or 10 years. 
 
Mr. Duffy said he thought he and Mike Boyer had two or three years left. 
 
Mr. Adler said the staff knows the committee likes the alternate idea. Staff will ask 
corporation counsel to address this is in a memo. But if counsel recommends against this 
and if the committee agrees, he asked if the committee was open to the idea if a request 
comes with a majority vote against it, it requires a supermajority to approve. If it’s 2 to 3, 
1 to 3. They would have to figure out what to do with a tie. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he thinks they are much better off by following the existing rules 
and getting better participation or an additional member.  
 
Chairman Leonard asked how many times do members bail at the last minute versus ahead 
of time. 
 
Mr. Duffy asked Ms. Roberts how many people call in advance about their attendance as 
opposed to how many she has to chase on that Monday or Tuesday. 
  
Ms. Roberts said she chases 6 members. 
 
Mr. Duffy said they don’t know until the last minute who will be coming. When we have 
to cancel a meeting or someone wants to continue because of attendance, the board 
members have already done the work. That’s what will happen with an alternate. It would 
just be better to have a bigger pool. 
 
Trustee Dodd said they should try to get 8 members and see how it goes. 
 
Mr. Adler said the staff will have to come back some information for the committee to 
review and an opinion from corporation counsel. 
 
Trustee Dodd said they are not proposing an alternate, they are proposing that the number 
of members be increased to 8 but only 7 sit at a meeting. She said an alternate implies that 
the same person is the alternate every time. She and Mr. Duffy talking about having 8 
members but only 7 will vote. 
 
Mr. Adler clarified that the committee was not interested in looking at the way a 
supermajority is invoked at the Village Board. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the Zoning Board doesn’t like being short on attendance either. They 
do all the work to prepare and then applicant wants to post-pone.  
 
Mr. Adler asked if they thought St. Francis would have gone with only 4 members if they 
didn’t need a supermajority for a 3-1 vote or a 2-2 vote. 
 
Mr. Duffy said St. Francis was going to make sure they had enough votes in a favor so they 
wouldn’t need a supermajority. They already gotten told no once and been given feedback 
from the members on what they could modify to get enough votes from the Zoning Board.  
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Trustee Dodd said she didn’t know but it would make sense that they would want the same 
5 Zoning Board members there to hear it the second time. 
 
Mr. Adler said if there were 8 members, the applicant would have no idea who would be 
at the meeting or if it would be the same members at a subsequent meeting. If St. Francis 
would have gone that night with only 4 members because they knew they wouldn’t need a 
supermajority for a vote of 3-1 or 2-2, that helps solve the concern about people asking 
about continuances. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she didn’t like removing the supermajority for 2-2 but could be 
convinced for 3-1. 
 
Mr. Canning suggesting looking at a more typical garage request rather than St. Francis. 
With 4 members present, they get a 3-1 vote and now a supermajority is necessary.  
 
Mr. Adler said that’s when the applicant will wait for a full Village Board. They ask for a 
delay at the Zoning Board and then they ask for a delay at the Village Board. Even when 
there is a quorum and there are 5 or 6 ZBA members, they still have these issues. 
 
Chairman Leonard summarized saying the first choice is to figure out how to increase the 
numbers on the board, request people to be more involved and make more of a 
commitment, and to be more active to find people who are able to make that commitment 
and be more involved. The second priority, if that’s not possible, is to then think about how 
to make Village Board vote a little less difficult if you have a positive vote with less than 
perfect attendance. 

 
Trustee Dodd asked Mr. Duffy how often people come before the Zoning Board multiple 
times.  
 
Mr. Duffy said not many. Applicants will hear that there are only 5 members and they 
choose to continue without being heard. 
 
Trustee Dodd said it not such a big concern to have the same members available to hear a 
case multiple times. There is something to be said for 8 members. She likes the idea of 
using a regular majority, 3-1 or 3-2 doesn’t require a supermajority. 
 
Mr. Canning suggested they focus on the latter as opposed to the former. He heard this 
from President John Jacoby and President Nancy Canafax and from his experience being 
village president for 8 years: it’s really hard to find people. Especially on the Zoning Board, 
you want a particular set of skills. Many of the people that you want do not want to be on 
the Zoning Board because they could be represent the homeowner in front of the Zoning 
Board and earn a fee. He asked many architects to be on the board because of their useful 
expertise; almost all of those who turned him down said was going to harm their practice.  
 
They recalled some past Zoning Board members who were architects and that there were 
issues when they had clients who needed to come before the board.  
 
Trustee Sullivan suggested changing the term limits. Why two five-year terms?  
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Mr. Adler said there is now a provision that applies to all other commissions except the 
Zoning Board, Plan Commission, and Appearance Review Commission that allows 
members to stay on until a replacement is found. He said he thinks that’s a legal issue. 
 
Ms. Roberts asked if more people might be interested with a shorter term such as three 
years. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said maybe. It takes time for people who aren’t familiar with zoning to 
get up to speed and three years might not be enough. 
 
Chairman Leonard thanked Mr. Duffy for attending the meeting. 

 
III. 2017-SZC-04 Review Front Yard Fence Regulations for Properties that Adjoin Lake 

Michigan 
 Review front yard fence regulations for properties that adjoin Lake Michigan. 

 
Mr. Adler said this item is before the committee because of the recent zoning case for a 
front yard fence at 1006 Michigan Avenue. At the Village Board meeting, the board felt 
like it was worth looking at whether it would be worth allowing different fence 
requirements for all lots along the lakefront. There’s information from staff and an email 
from a resident, Peter Baugher. 
 
Chairman Leonard said this was his request at the Village Board meeting. He had no 
problem granting the variation request for that applicant but didn’t want it to be about the 
applicant. If it’s good for him, it should be available for other people. Since then, there’s 
been some feedback about whether it’s appropriate or necessary to change the fence 
requirements. 
 
Mr. Adler said staff sent notification to all the owners of properties along Lake Michigan 
from Sheridan and Michigan. Canterbury and Linden were not included because of the way 
their lots are oriented. He received a couple of phone calls and emails. The email from Mr. 
Baugher says he thought the variation process worked fine and there aren’t a lot of people 
clamoring for this change. The owner of 1000 Michigan was at the committee meeting 
earlier. He is happy with his 4’ tall fence but wanted to make sure things weren’t getting 
more restrictive. He left the meeting because he had somewhere to be and he knew this 
item would be later on the agenda. Another resident he talked to wanted to make sure that 
the historic wrought iron fence south of the recent variation wasn’t going to be taken from 
them. If anything, this discussion is about making such a fence closer to being legal. Most 
people weren’t concerned either way. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she will support whatever the residents want. If they feel the process is 
working fine as is, she is inclined to keep the regulations as they are and deal with requests 
as they come in, unless and until it becomes an issue where it does look like it’s more about 
the person. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the case came before the Village Board and they talked some about 
the applicant. He agrees it should not be about the person though he has heard since that it 
was not unreasonable to consider the person in this case. He asks himself, would he have 
approved such a request for another person? Probably. The way it was designed, the fence 
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would have limited impact. He felt it met the 7 criteria and was comfortable approving it. 
The process worked. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he agreed. His feeling was that there should be no change to fence 
regulations. 
 
The consensus of the Committee was to recommend to the Village Board no action to 
change the fence regulations as they pertain to lakefront properties. 
 

V. Review of Permit Extension Fee 
 
 Mr. Adler said the last time the committee met, the staff was asked to look at the impact of 

the three alternatives that had been identified including Chairman Leonard’s suggestion of 
getting an estimate up front and charging for the permit based on that estimated length of 
time. 
 
Chairman Leonard said knowing the expected construction time makes a difference. 
Knowing that a project will take 30 months is different than a project that is expected to be 
12 months and takes 30 months. That’s the situation they want to address. 
 
Trustee Dodd said that a 30 month project will have a significant impact on the people who 
live near it. 
 
Chairman Leonard agreed and said that they will also pay a much bigger permit fee. 
 
Mr. Adler said just by the nature of construction value, the large homes are paying more. 
The most expensive single-family project had a construction value of $11,000,000. Their 
one-year permit fee is $250,000, which is over 10 times more than what a typical new home 
permit fee would be. A typical house is most likely on a narrower lot. Theoretically, this 
could have more impact because the house is only 5’ from the lot line instead of 10’ or 20’ 
like on a larger lakefront lot or on Indian Hill Road. Those properties have more of an 
ability to do some of the staging on their own property and in some ways may have less 
impact than on a smaller lot.  
 
He said looking at Exhibit 1 in the staff memo, the very first spreadsheet, he thinks this is 
a pretty good way of looking at it. If this project takes 30 months, that’s $538,000 in permit 
fees. 
 
Ms. Roberts said the basic information for each project is at the top including the approved 
floor area, construction value, 12-month permit fee, extension basis, and a place-holder for 
construction period. She said staff was not able to get estimates from Morgante-Wilson. 
The first option is the current process. Extending out to 30 months, the fees would be 
$538,722. The second option is the current process through 18 months and then looking at 
remaining value starting at 19 months. Staff used a place-holder of 30% value remaining; 
staff doesn’t really know what is realistic or a typical percentage. The remaining value 
multiplied by just the base fee of $20.16 per $1,000 construction value, results in total 
permit fees of $390,423. The third option also uses the current process through 18 months 
and then using reduced percentages for each 6-month period after that to get total permit 
fees of $431,035 for 30 months. In each case, using the remaining value at 18 months was 
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much lower than the current process and what the graduated fees are. She noted that without 
realistic months to completion and realistic percentages of work remaining, the numbers 
are very rough comparisons. 
 
Chairman Leonard said there are two purposes of the extension fee. The impact on the 
community and the cost of service and then there is the incentive to get the work done as 
quickly as possible, almost a penalty for not going as quickly as it should be done. He asked 
if there was anything else trying to be achieved? 
 
Mr. Adler said that was it. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked about the concept of knowing we had a 30-month project and 
coming up with a fair fee at the beginning and then seeing what happens in month 31. He 
asked how that would play out. 
 
Ms. Roberts asked what they think is a fair fee. 
 
Chairman Leonard suggested for 30 months paying up front 150%. 
 
Mr. Adler said the graduated schedule shows 200% for a 30-month permit fee. That is 
similar to what Chairman Leonard is talking about. They need to find what they feel 
comfortable with at each month range.  
 
Mr. Canning asked if that was for a fair fee or was that incenting to get done in 30 months 
fee? 
 
Mr. Adler said that’s still an incentive. If someone comes in with a proposal to take 4 years 
but staff thinks it will take 30 months, they are going to pay a lot more permit fees. They 
will end up paying more. He thinks you will find most people will honestly estimate their 
time and pay their permit fees. He likes the idea of paying the total up front. This is what 
Mr. Canning’s client was asking for. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if Mr. Adler thought people would want to pay that whole amount up 
front. 
 
Mr. Adler said that was part of the way you justify reducing the total, allowing people to 
pay up front. He also likes the idea previously discussed of giving an applicant two months 
flexibility.  
 
Trustee Dodd agreed but said if a project goes a whole additional year, she thought they 
should be charged and it should be substantially more. 
 
There was agreement. 
 
Mr. Adler said they could do what they do for other projects and charge 1/12th of the 
original permit fee for each month after. In the first example in the memo, that’s $16,000 
per month. That’s an incentive. That adds up. 
 
Mr. Canning said his clients approached him because they wanted to just write a check at 
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the beginning of the process. They thought that if they paid it all up front, they didn’t want 
to pay 3 times a year.  
 
Trustee Dodd asked if the last page of the staff memo showed the total impact. 
 
Mr. Adler said it shows revenues from building permit fees and extension fees. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if there was any information on how the changed extensions would 
impact the budget totals. 
 
Ms. Roberts said she didn’t look at that. 
 
Trustee Dodd and Chairman Leonard agreed that that would be an important consideration. 
 
Mr. Canning said one of the things from the last meeting was get a better understanding of 
department cost. 
 
Mr. Adler said the memo shows the revenue of the department. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked what it takes to run the department. 
 
Mr. Adler said it’s difficult to calculate. We know the cost to run the entire Community 
Development department; just over a million dollars. That doesn’t include a cost for renting 
the space. 
 
Trustee Dodd said it probably doesn’t include the engineering staff who work on permits. 
 
Mr. Adler said you could probably throw a couple hundred thousand dollars for 
engineering department costs. The Village paid Safebuilt about $200,000 for the inspector 
and reviewer. For Community Development, that entire department includes code 
enforcement not related to construction issues, and administration of housing, economic 
development, and historic preservation functions. 
 
Chairman Leonard said it doesn’t include the construction wear and tear on the streets. The 
trucks that have been coming to the property across the street from him have destroyed the 
street.  
 
Mr. Canning said that gets to the fairness of the fee. The first building block is the 
department, then whatever the impact is on the neighborhood, then the incentive to 
complete construction on time. Then let’s test this fee. Is this rational?  
 
Chairman Leonard asked how they get to that number. He said he didn’t see them getting 
to this number at the meeting tonight. 
 
Mr. Adler said the total permit revenue from 2013 to 2016 exceeded $2 million each year. 
No matter how you look at it, the department’s costs were more than covered. 
 
Trustee Dodd said you have to be careful not to look at the department costs for just one 
year because the permits fluctuate year to year. They want to make sure whatever process 
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is somewhat accurate reflection of costs, that they don’t overcharge and they don’t 
undercharge. 
 
Mr. Adler said these large projects are considered non-recurring and not budgeted for.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said they need to incentivize for these projects because the Village needs 
this revenue to fund some of the budget needs. He said that the incremental bump to the 
tax base from the new homes; the amount of taxes from the old homes to the new homes, 
is going to be critical. The village gets 11% of a greater dollar. 

 
 Mr. Canning said maybe, maybe not. Just because the new home parcel gets assessed 

higher, it doesn’t mean some other parcel isn’t going to be reassessed lower. It doesn’t 
necessarily impact the total EAV for the village.  

 
 Trustee Leonard said the last few years have been very prosperous. 2008 and 2009 are not 

included; 2010 wasn’t great. They have to be gaining revenue to take the village through 
bad times. 

 
 Trustee Sullivan said that gets to one of his issues. There are only so many lots that will 

support projects like these. 
 
 Mr. Canning said it comes back to the fundamental fairness of the fees, which should be 

the same regardless of the economic conditions. 
 
 Chairman Leonard said a portion of the justification is actual out-of-pocket expenses, a 

portion is wear and tear, a portion is an overlay, a sinking fund for the bad times, all of that 
is part of fairness. 

 
 Mr. Canning said he went 8 years without appealing his taxes and his house became the 

second highest taxed house on the block. He took no action to appeal unlike his neighbors. 
His taxes went up and all his neighbors’ taxes went down. Does that mean his street is 
taxed a little high, a little low? It’s hard to know. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked what are they trying to achieve. He said from his perspective, 
trying to achieve a conceptual framework, not an exact number, identifying through a joint 
process between village and builder, the construction time frame should be, and finding an 
upfront fee associated with that time frame, and a penalty for going over that time frame. 
He asked the other committee members for their response. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she was comfortable with that. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the next question is how to get to that number. 200% of the one 
year number, do they say 150%? That maybe needs to come from staff. 
 
Trustee Sullivan used as an example a 30 month permit with a fee of 431,000. If you 
include a two month grace period, it’s really 32 months. In month 33, someone would pay 
1/12th of the original permit fee? 
 
Chairman Leonard suggested 1/3 or 1/4 of the original permit fee. 
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Trustee Dodd asked if the plan was to apply to any project over 12 months. 
 
Mr. Adler said the proposal is to not change what has been done as it relates to the first 18 
months of construction. The majority of projects finish within 18 months. What we are 
charging is after 18 months. 
 
Mr. Canning said on the remaining value concept, if they tell the owner  they can pay 
$412,000 up front instead of $538,000 under the current situation, they’re getting a 30% 
break. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if the idea was to only get a break on the extension fees if the total is 
paid up front. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he didn’t think so. He thinks everybody should be required to pay 
up front for more than 18 months.  
 
Trustee Dodd asked if applicants will want to pay up front. She asked why we would 
require that instead of paying every year. The way it works right now, people pay every 
year. 
 
Chairman Leonard said everyone pays for their permit fees up front. 
 
Mr. Adler said the way it works currently, applicants pay for a 12-month permit. For the 
larger projects we have them pay the extension fee every 6 months or year, however it 
works out. For smaller projects, they pay every month. 
 
Trustee Dodd said paying the entire fee up front seems burdensome and that paying each 
year seems more reasonable. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked why paying three times is better than paying up front. 
 
Trustee Dodd said that is what people are doing now. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said applicants don’t like having to come in and pay multiple times. 
 
Mr. Adler said the one owner represented by Mr. Canning doesn’t like it; it’s unknown 
whether other owners have an issue or not. 
 
Trustee Dodd said they don’t like the unknown. 
 
Chairman Leonard said the more functional process is to identify the additional permit fees, 
take the money at the time of issuance, issue the permit, and hold them to the responsibility 
of finishing on time. If they don’t finish on time, that’s a different discussion. It doesn’t 
make sense to him for an applicant to keep coming in to renew their permit when there are 
no other issues. Why should they pay three times instead of once if it’s all the same 
number? If the total fees are $412,000, why make them pay in three chunks? 
 
Trustee Sullivan said if he comes in for a kitchen permit, he pays his fee and the permit is 
good for 12 months. The village doesn’t care if it takes three months or 12 months; that’s 
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between him and the builder. For projects that expect to go over 18 months, if 30 months 
is a good number, $412,000 is the entire fee and you pay all at once. 
 
Chairman Leonard said by having applicants pay the fees over time, it is basically financing 
the fee for them. He doesn’t think the village should be in the business of financing the 
fees. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he is fine with months 32 through 44, at a rate of 1/12 or whatever, 
but in the second year past the expected completion date, the extension fees need to 
increase. 
 
Chairman Leonard said at that point, the fees should be punitive. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said it shouldn’t take 5 years. If someone runs out of money, punitive isn’t 
going to work anyway. The owner will sell the house or go bankrupt or do something else. 
 
Chairman Leonard said if the fee is accruing during that time, at the time work re-
commences, the village will get that fee. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said if you have someone who hits hard times, they sell the house and 
someone buys it, they’re not probably going to want to do the same work. If they have to 
pay fees, you’re penalizing someone for buying the house and trying to make it right. 
 

  Chairman Leonard said the outstanding fee would play into the value of the house and 
would be collected when the property is sold and. The outstanding fee would become a 
lien. It doesn’t hurt the person who is buying the property, it hurts the person who is selling 
it if there are $100,000 in unpaid fees. 

 
  Trustee Sullivan said what do you do if the house is 80% finished; do they come in and 

apply for another permit? 
 
  Chairman Leonard said yes and you want them to because the circumstances have changed. 
 

Mr. Adler said if construction stops, at some point, you could say they no longer have a 
permit. The incentive, with every other lot in the village, we charge 1/12 of the original 
permit fee. That’s the hammer. He said it shouldn’t be any different. It was $18,000 per 
month on one of the projects tested in the staff memo. If a project in the middle of a 40,000 
square foot lot stops construction, that will have less impact on the neighbors than one on 
a 50’wide lot, who is being charged an extension fee of $1,500. He suggested at that point, 
we tell the applicant that they are no longer getting the graduated fees; we’ve charged less 
and now it’s 100% of the original fee. That’s a hammer. That’s what is done with every 
other project. 
 
Mr. Canning asked if Mr. Adler was aware of any community that offer refunds. 
 
Mr. Adler said in Evanston, they do an audit upon completion and if it’s more or less, they 
charge more or refund the difference. 
 
Mr. Canning said they could offer an incentive to get some money back if the project 
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doesn’t take as long as was originally proposed.  
 
Chairman Leonard said that would invite applicants to play games with their schedule 
initially.  
 
Mr. Canning said that’s why they came up with the square foot calculation. You can game 
construction value too. What are other levers that different communities use to try to get 
compliance? 
 
Mr. Adler said Wilmette is unique in this. 
 
Chairman Leonard staff needs to find the right number. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if the consensus is to go with the graduated percentage option with a 
one month grace period and then 1/12th of the cost from there for the first 12 months and 
the staff will come up with another from 12 to 24. 
 
Mr. Adler said after the one month grace period, then the fee is charged 1/12th of the 
original permit fee until they are finished. 
 
Trustee Dodd said that two months was fine. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he would be okay with a two month grace period. 
 
Chairman Leonard said he was fine with a two month grace period provided if the work 
continues after that grace period, an extension fee is charged for those two months as well 
as after. 
 
Mr. Adler said under the plan to charge up front based on the construction schedule, instead 
of 24 months or 30 months, it might be 31 months. They would have to figure out 
percentages going out to some timeframe where realistically it’s never going to take that 
long. They will be charged up front and then if they go beyond that, that’s when the 1/12th 
will be charged. They will have to figure out how this graduates down. He said he was 
trying to get his arms around what the percentages should be. They have to be able to 
defend it whatever it is. There were times when they were covering staff costs, probably 
including engineering, but just barely. It wasn’t generating revenue to help with street costs 
and the like. 
 
Trustee Dodd said Chairman Leonard’s point about the impact on streets is a good one. 
The long projects have an impact on the streets other things. It’s not about other revenue 
or village spending. 
 
Trustee Dodd suggested calculating the amounts based on how far along you are in each 
six-month phase, to calculate the amounts. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said in effect, they are creating a 12-month, 18-month, and 30-month 
permits. 
 
Mr. Canning asked if they you selling a 36-month permit? 
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Mr. Adler said after 3 years, the discount is gone. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if a resident is waiting for something to be decided on this matter. 
 
Mr. Adler said yes. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if this was holding up the resident or holding up revenue to the 
Village. 
 
Mr. Adler said it was not holding up the resident. In maybe two to three months, it will be 
holding up revenue. 

 
VI. Status of Pending Committee Items 
 
 There was no discussion. 
 
VII. New Business 

  
Mr. Adler said that Administration wanted to let the committee know that the discussion of 
Airbnb will be returning to the committee. Staff will work with Jeff Stein on this. There is no 
time frame but perhaps trying to get done in the first half of 2018. 
 
Chairman Leonard asked what was driving that. 
 
Mr. Adler said a complaint was received about a property on Golf Terrace. The complaint has 
since been resolved. There was recently a shooting in Lake Forest that might have been at an 
Airbnb though that’s not certain. Other communities like Lake Bluff have been struggling 
with this topic. It hasn’t been a hot issue in Wilmette. The one on Walden ceased operation. 
 

VIII. Public Comment 
 
There was no public comment. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 

Trustee Dodd moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee Sullivan seconded the motion and 
the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m.  

 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director 
Community Development 
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Report to the Village Board 

from the  

Appearance Review Commission 

 

Recommendation: The Commission recommends granting an 18 square foot sign area 

variation to display a new ground sign. 

 

Case Number: 2017-AR-25 

 

Property: 1740 Lake Avenue 

 

Zoning District: R1-D, Single-Family Residential District 

 

Petitioner: St. Joseph’s School 

 

Request: The petitioner requests an 18 square foot sign area variation and 

an Appearance Review Certificate to display a ground sign and 

install new fencing and landscaping. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 

Ordinances: 20-5.5, Sign Variation Authority 

 

Meeting Date:    September 11, 2017 

January 8, 2018 

 

Date of Application: November 13, 2017 

 

Appearance Review    Chairman Bradford  Yes 

Commission Vote:   Commissioner Andric  Yes 

     Commissioner Elkins  Yes 

     Commissioner Miller  Yes 

     Commissioner Phillips  Yes 

     Commissioner Woleben-Meade Yes 

 

Village Board Date: February 13, 2018 

 

Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, December 18, 2017 

     Published in the Wilmette Beacon, December 21, 2017 

     Affidavit of Personal Notice, December 21, 2017 

 

Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 

 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located in the R1-D, Single-Family Residential District.  The surrounding uses 

include a two-story commercial use to the north, single-family homes to the east, an associated church across 

Lake Avenue to the south, and a mix of commercial uses to the west. 

 

Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an 18 square foot sign area variation and an Appearance Review Certificate to 

display a ground sign and install new fencing and landscaping. 

 

The proposed ground sign is 28 square feet in area (7’w by 4’h).  The zoning ordinance permits ground 

signs for institutional uses in residential districts at a maximum of 10 square feet in area, therefore, an 

18 square feet sign area variation is required. 

 

Action Required 

The Village Board may grant a sign variation provided they determine the proposal meets the following 

standards of review. 

 

Sign Variation Standards of Review 

 

Unusual Circumstances: 

 

A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location, 

topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the 

neighboring property which directly affects the petitioner’s property. 

 

Character and Appearance: 

 

A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the 

essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property. 

 

Not Self-Created: 

 

The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will 

impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject 

property. 

 

Health, Safety and Welfare: 

 

A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of neighboring 

properties’ signage. 

 

Purpose of Ordinance: 

 

A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance. 
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Case File Documents 

Location Maps and Plans 
 

2.1 Sign Elevations per ARC Recommendation, dated 1/31/18 

2.2 Aerial Map 

2.3 Plat of Survey 

2.4 Proposed Site Plan 

2.5 Proposed Sign Elevations 

2.6 Proposed Side Elevation and Fence Elevation 

2.7 Lighting Specification Sheet 

 

Case Minutes 
 

September 11, 2017 1740 Lake Avenue 

St. Joseph’s School 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. Joes Men’s 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. 

 

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 chain-link. 

 

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 
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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. 

 

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. 
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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. 

 

January 8, 2018 1740 Lake Avenue 

St. Joseph’s School Sign Variation 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-25, 1740 Lake Avenue, St. Joseph’s School, for a sign variation 

to permit the display of a ground sign and an Appearance Review Certificate to install paving, 

landscaping and fencing. 

 

Mr. Jay Harron introduced himself as a member of the St. Josephs Men’s Club who was organizing 

the installation of new signage and landscaping for the school and church. 

 

Mr. James O’Brien introduced himself as the contractor who would likely be completing the project. 

 

Mr. Harron provided photos of copper roofs used elsewhere as an example of what they wanted to 

install.  Alternatively, he also provide photos of examples where a stone cap was used on top of a 

sign.  He remembered some commissioners were not in favor of the proposed copper roof of the 

sign.  They propose to install landscaping around the sign, but at this point they aren’t certain what 

type of plant species they would use. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the plans presented could be approved and then in the future when they had a 

clear direction they could come back to the commission requesting approval for any revisions. 

 

Mr. Harron asked Mr. Sivertsen to confirm the amount of the required variation. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the area of the proposed sign is 28 square feet.  The zoning ordinance permits 

signs for institutional uses in residential districts to be a maximum of 10 square feet in area, therefore 

an 18 square feet variation would be required. 

 

Mr. Harron provided a sample of the proposed light fixture that would illuminate the sign at night 

as shown in the site plan.  It would be set on a timer to turn off late at night.  It differed slightly from 

what was in the submitted cut-sheet.  He also showed a sample of the brick that would be used for 

the sign.  It would match the school as much as possible.  He said there might be a possibility of 

using bricks from the existing convent, but that would be dependent on how quickly plans move 

forward to demolish the convent. 

 

Ms. Andric asked about the stone sample. 
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Mr. Harron said they were proposing to use limestone that would be etched to create the lettering 

for the sign. 

 

Mr. Miller asked if the stone would be flush with the brick. 

 

Mr. O’Brien said the stone would be slightly recessed to give the sign some relief. 

 

Ms. Andric asked if they were still proposing to use a copper roof on top of the sign. 

 

Mr. Harron said they preferred having a copper roof on the sign to match the existing school 

building.  They weren’t completely sure how it would be designed, but they liked the look. 

 

Mr. O’Brien said they would still need to determine how to design a gutter so rainwater coming off 

the copper won’t stain the sign. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she had a concern over the side elevation of the copper roof. 

 

Mr. Elkins told the applicant they don’t need to be that literal when trying to match the school 

building.  The roof of the sign does not need to match the roof of the building for there to be 

consistency.  The limestone would look great.  It would be cleaner and they wouldn’t need to worry 

about the copper staining the brick. 

 

Mr. Bradford said a stone cap should be 4 inches thick so that it is in scale with the sign. 

 

Mr. Elkins suggested putting a slight slope on the cap so that it slopes from front to back.  4 inches 

in front and 3 ¾ inches in back would give it just enough pitch for the rainwater to drain to the rear.  

This will prevent dirt that has accumulated on top of the sign from draining down the front of the 

sign when it rains. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they were proposing to put something on the back of the sign facing 

the parking lot. 

 

Mr. Harron said they were just proposing to install landscaping on the back side. 

 

Ms. Andric asked what type of pavers were proposed. 

 

Mr. O’Brien said they were proposing Brussels block pavers on the back side.  Potentially donors 

would have their names inscribed on the pavers.  There wouldn’t be any border between the parking 

lot and pavers.  The asphalt would just be saw cut.  On the street side, the pavers would meet up 

with new poured concrete that would meet up with the public sidewalk. 

 

Ms. Andric asked Mr. Sivertsen if the Village would have a problem extending the donor pavers 

closer to the public sidewalk than shown. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said he thought that would be fine. 
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Mr. Harron suggested maybe installing some bollards to dissuade motorists from driving into the 

sign. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked about the stones shown on the site plan that were at the edge of the landscaping 

where it meets the concrete.   

 

Mr. O’Brien said the stones would help prevent soil in planting area from washing onto the walk. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen pointed out the property lines on each side were a little difference.  The property line 

along Ridge is right at the sidewalk whereas the property line along Lake is roughly three feet back 

from the sidewalk.  In order to install the fence as proposed the applicant would need to obtain a 3 

foot setback along the Lake Avenue frontage.  They are in the process of applying for this variation. 

 

Mr. Elkins said they could use an off-set footing so the mass of the footing does not extend past the 

pier and over the property line. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he thought the proposal was great and would be a big improvement.  He felt the 

proposed sign was in keeping with the scale and character of other signs installed by schools and 

churches. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2017-AR-25, 1740 Lake 

Avenue, to install a new ground sign, landscaping and fencing as submitted, with the conditions 

that: 1) the area shown as pavers to the southwest of the sign will actually be concrete, 2) the items 

identified as accent logos shall be limestone inscribed with the St. Joseph’s logo, 3) the area 

identified as dedication stones shall be Brussels block, 4) three bollards will be installed at the 

boarder of the parking where it meets the dedication stones, 5) there will be cobble stones installed 

along the southeast and northwest sides to segregate the soil of the planting area from the paved 

area, 6) the cap of the ground sign will be 4 inch thick limestone nominally sloped to the rear of the 

sign, 7) the finish of the aluminum fence will be black, and 8) the light fixtures will have a black 

finish as presented.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford 

and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

Findings of Fact 

The commission found the proposed sign is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the sign 

ordinance.  It is consistent with other variations granted for institutional uses in residential districts.   

 

Decision 

Mr. Elkins moved to recommend granting an 18 square foot sign area variation to install a ground 

sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and Commissioners 

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

 

Mr. Elkins moved to authorize Chairman Bradford to prepare the report and recommendations from 

the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2017-AR-25, 1740 Lake Avenue.  The motion was 

seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, 

Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

request for a special use for a personal services 
establishment (reflexology services) at 1109 Central 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. The use 
shall run with the use. 

 
Case Number:   2017-Z-64 
 
Property: 1109 Central Avenue 
 
Zoning District: VC, Village Center Business District 

Pedestrian Commercial East Frontage 
 
Applicant:    Yajuan Liu 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a special use for a personal services 

establishment (reflexology services) 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.3 

Section 10.3 
Section 10.5 

 
Hearing Date: January 17, 2018 
 
Date of Application: October 9, 2017 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Yes  
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke  Yes 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, December 26, 

2017. Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette 
Beacon, December 28, 2017. Posted on the property, 
December 28, 2017. Affidavit of compliance with notice 
requirements dated December 21, 2017. 

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the south side of Central Avenue approximately 90’ west of 
11th Street. The Subject Property has approximately 50’ of frontage on Central Avenue and is 
approximately 200’ in depth with an area of approximately 10,000 square feet. The Subject 
Property is improved with a one-story commercial building with parking at the rear. The other 
current tenants in the building are The Big Tomato Pizzeria (1109A) and a fitness studio named 
Art Body (1111). The subject tenant space was most recently occupied by Craig Scott Opticians 
in 2015.  
 
The Subject Property is surrounded by other properties zoned VC, Village Center. To the north 
are a four-story commercial building and condominium building, to the east is a two-story 
commercial building, to the west is Veterans Park, and to the south is Scott Funeral Home. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to operate a reflexology establishment. Because the Zoning Ordinance 
defines such a use as a person service establishment, which is a special use in the Pedestrian 
Commercial East street frontage of the Village Center zoning district, special use approval is 
necessary to operate the reflexology establishment. 
 
Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
1111 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (a fitness studio) in the Village 
Center Business District (would now be categorized as an Arts Studio) 
 
1109 Central Avenue Case 2010-Z-22 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use to allow a limited service restaurant (The Big Tomato Pizzeria) 
 
1109 Central Avenue Case 2000-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use to permit the operation of an office use (real estate office) at street level in 
the Village Center (approved but never occupied) 
 
Other Village Center Personal Service Requests 
 
1187 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (High Touch) 
 
1177 Wilmette Avenue Case 2014-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Denied 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (dentist office) 
 
1100 Central Avenue Case 2013-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (dentist office) 
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1189 Wilmette Avenue Case 2013-Z-42 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (UPS Store) 
 
1105 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-53 ZBA: Withdrawn 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (skin/nail spa) 
 
1100 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (fitness studio) and a 4-space parking 
variation to permit the establishment of a personal training and fitness studio 
 
1111 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (a fitness studio) in the Village 
Center Business District 
 
1131 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2011-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (dance, acting and music instruction) in the 
Village Center zoning district. 
 
1150 Central Avenue Case 2011-Z-22 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use to allow the operation of a personal service use (music instruction) at grade 
level in the VC, Village Center Business District 
 
545 Green Bay Road Case 2009-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use to allow the operation of office and personal service uses at grade level in 
the VC, Village Center Business District 
 
1225 Wilmette Avenue Case 2008-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use (personal service) to 
operate a dog day care at 1225 Wilmette Avenue in accordance with information submitted. The use 
shall run with the use. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.3 outlines the special use procedures. 
 
Section 10.3 references figure 10-1, which designates the Subject Property in the Pedestrian 
Commercial East Street Frontage. 
 
Section 10.5 references table 10-2, which lists Personal Services Establishment as a special use in 
the Pedestrian Commercial East Street Frontage of the Village Center Zoning District. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a special use for a personal services establishment 
(reflexology services) at 1109 Central Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted. The Zoning 
Board must determine if the special use should run with the land or the use. 
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(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-64. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Aerial Map 
1.4 Tenant Space Plan 

 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
   2.0 Completed application form 
   2.1 Letter of application 
   2.2 Proof of ownership 

2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 
December 26, 2017 

   2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
December 28, 2017 

   2.5 Certificate of publication 
   2.6 Certificate of posting, dated December 28, 2017 
   2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, December 21, 2017 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 Ms. Yajuan Liu, applicant 
  1109 Central Avenue 
 
3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for a personal services 

establishment (reflexology services). The Village Board will hear this case on 
February 13, 2018.  

 
3.22 The applicant said they are opening a reflexology spa.  
 
3.23 Chairman Duffy asked about reflexology.  
 
 The applicant explained what reflexology was. It helps with stress reduction, low 
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energy, and having a better life.  
 
3.24 Chairman Duffy asked about the number of employees.  
 
 The applicant said that she is trying to get new staff from China who have better 

skills and management background. They currently have 10 employees. She is 
opening two sites in the village – one being discussed tonight and one on Lake 
Avenue. After the business opens they will probably interview more staff.  

 
3.25 Chairman Duffy said that he asked about the number of employees as it relates to 

parking in the area. In an email the applicant said she was allotted three spaces.  
 
 The applicant said that they have three spaces behind the building and 2 to 3 cars 

will park there. Employees will carpool to the site.  
 
  3.26 Chairman Duffy said that there is a public lot behind memorial park.  
 
  3.27 Mr. Schneider asked about the current use of the space.  
 

 The applicant said it used to be an eye doctor’s office. It has been empty for about 
two years.  

 
3.28 Mr. Surman asked if 10 employees would be for two locations.  
 
 The applicant said that 10 employees would be for two locations.  
 
3.29 Mr. Surman asked if employees would park behind the building.  
 The applicant said that most employees do not drive, but there will be carpools. She 

doesn’t need more than three spaces for the employees.  
 
 She said that she could prepare more information if this was requested by the board.  
 
3.30 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
5.1 Mr. Boyer said this business will be a good fit in the downtown area and there are 

no parking concerns. The board looks as if there is a lot of parking needed due to 
the number of employees or if a customer stays for a long time. This type of 
business would allow additional shopping opportunities for other businesses. 
Standards of review are met and he can support the request.  

 
5.2 Mr. Robke agreed with the above and can support the request.  
 
5.3 The board had no additional comments.  
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6.0 DECISION 
 
6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for a personal 

services establishment (reflexology services) at 1109 Central 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 Yes 
  Mike Boyer   Yes 
  John Kolleng   Yes 
  Michael Robke  Yes 
  Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
  Bob Surman   Yes 
  Christopher Tritsis   Not Present 
 

Motion carried. 
 
6.2 Mr. Boyer moves to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-64.  
 

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

 
Motion carried.  
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7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the 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 and 
operation of the proposed use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, 
safety and welfare. The proposed use in the specific location will not be injurious to the 
use or enjoyment of nor impede the normal and orderly development of surrounding 
properties. The proposed use will not substantially diminish property values. Adequate 
utilities, road access, and other facilities already will be provided upon completion of the 
building. Adequate measures will be taken to provide ingress and egress in a manner that 
minimizes traffic congestion. A number of parking spaces are provided on-site; there are 
also public off-site parking space adjacent to the property as well as street parking. The 
proposed use in the specific location will be consistent with the community character. The 
proposed use will not adversely affect a known archaeological, historical or cultural site. 
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 services establishment (reflexology services) at 1109 Central Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use. 
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SUBJECT: JANUARY 2018 Monthly Disbursements     
 
MEETING DATE:  February 13, 2018   
 
FROM:   Melinda Molloy, Finance Director  

 
Not Applicable  
  

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 

Move to approve the disbursements for the month of January 2018. 
 
Background 

Section 6-5.2 of the Village Code reads as follows: 
 
All bills shall be paid as promptly as practicable after submission to the Village, unless the 
Village Manager directs otherwise or unless prior approval by the Board of Trustees is required. 
 
An itemized report of all bills paid pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Section 6-5.2 shall be 
submitted to the Board of Trustees during the month immediately following the month of 
payment. The report shall include a certification by the Finance Director that all bills shown in 
the report were due and payable and that the funds were appropriated for expenditure in 
accordance with the provisions of ILCS, Ch. 65, Act 5. The Board of Trustees shall approve 
the bills listed in the report, with such exceptions as considered necessary by the Board. If the 
Board of Trustees withholds approval from any bill listed in the report, the Board shall provide 
for such corrective measures as the Board considers appropriate. 
 
Section 6-6 of the Village Code outlines specific procurement guidelines for Village purchases: 
 

 Purchases below $1,000 may be made without any formal or informal price quotes.  

 Purchases between $1,000 and $20,000 require three quotes prior to such purchase 
(unless the item is a single source item, professional service or an emergency 
purchase) and can be approved by the Village Manager.  

 Purchases in excess of $20,000 require specific approval by the Village Board. 
 

Finance Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:molloym@wilmette.com
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Discussion 
 
The accompanying report lists disbursements that were all due and payable and the payments 
were processed in accordance with State and Local guidelines.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



January 2018 Disbursements Summary

to be approved by the Village Board of Trustees

at the February 13, 2018 Village Board meeting

January 12, 2018 Payroll Disbursements 858,009.09      

January 31, 2018 Payroll Disbursements 938,598.29      

January 31, 2018 Payroll Disbursements - Fire and Police Pension 597,215.48      

TOTAL 2,393,822.86$ 

January 2018 Accounts Payable Disbursements (See attached Disbursement Report sorted by amount paid to Vendor):

1/4/18 MUNIS Warrant # 010318-1 27,018.88        

1/4/18 MUNIS Warrant # 010318-2 1,279,504.97   

1/4/18 MUNIS Warrant # 010318-3 18,400.00        

1/10/18 MUNIS Warrant # 011018-1 34,051.05        

1/10/18 MUNIS Warrant # 011018-2 287,450.92      

1/10/18 MUNIS Warrant # 011018-3 15,400.00        

1/18/18 MUNIS Warrant # 011718-1 46,422.59        

1/18/18 MUNIS Warrant # 011718-2 401,895.60      

1/18/18 MUNIS Warrant # 011718-3 15,389.00        

1/25/18 MUNIS Warrant # 012418-1 32,187.69        

1/25/18 MUNIS Warrant # 012418-2 931,889.06      

1/31/18 MUNIS Warrant # 013118-1 24,508.48        

1/31/18 MUNIS Warrant # 013118-2 115,366.43      

1/31/18 MUNIS Warrant # 013118-3 8,000.00          

1/31/18 Void check #64572 (2,824.00)         

TOTAL 3,234,660.67$ 

January 2018 Other Disbursements:

Transfers - Wire & ACH:

North Suburban Employee Benefit Co-Op (12/17 premium) 169,567.00      

North Suburban Employee Dental Co-Op (1/18 premium) 17,144.00        

HMO-Illinois (1/18 premium) 112,351.67      

IMRF - January 2018 Employee & Employer Contribution 166,351.23      

IEPA Loan L17-4005 21,443.57

IEPA Loan L17-5100 21,518.90

IEPA Loan L17-4672 23,707.20

TOTAL 532,083.57$    

Banking Debits:

Chase Merchant Service Charges (12/17) 3,550.44          

Transfers to the Section 125 Reimbursement Account 31,480.85        

NSCB Service Charges (12/17) 3,096.14          

TOTAL 38,127.43$      

Total January 2018 Disbursements 6,198,694.53   



Invoice 

Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - January 2018

id_line_number

3167 ABBEY PAVING & SEALC

11/30/17 PUBLIC WORKS YARD IMPROVEMENTS  942,226.7111952070 460700 64283 72364  1

11/30/17 PUBLIC WORKS FUEL TANKS  148,000.0011952070 460700 64283 72364  2

 1,090,226.71 2,011,920.73YTD Vendor Total Total

925 GLOBAL EMERGENCY PRODUCTS INC

1/12/18 FIRE VEHICLES  625,235.0011960070 480400 64570 72904  1

12/26/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  992.7911273030 430110 64425 72654  1

 626,227.79 626,310.42YTD Vendor Total Total

1446 SUBURBAN GENERAL CONSTRUCTION

12/6/17 Sewer Main Repairs  109,899.4840807090 470400 64475 72500  1

12/6/17 INFRA-WTRMNS-VALVE INSTALLATIN  49,487.6041838090 470550 64475 72500  2

 159,387.08 280,575.33YTD Vendor Total Total

908 ADVANCED DISPOSAL-NORTHBROOK-T4

12/31/17 REFUSE COLLECTION  81,525.0411243030 427000 64560 72723  1

12/31/17 RECYCLING COLLECTION  63,492.0111243030 427100 64560 72723  3

12/31/17 LEASE LEAF PACKERS  12,500.0011233030 427400 64560 72723  2

12/31/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  557.0011233030 421000 64560 72875  1

12/31/17 REFUSE COLLECTION  445.9011243030 427000 64560 72723  5

12/31/17 REFUSE COLLECTION  200.2011243030 427000 64560 72723  4

 158,720.15 2,123,386.52YTD Vendor Total Total

85 CHICAGOLAND PAVING CONTRACTORS

12/11/17 RETAINING WALL REPAIRS  62,569.1211202035 425105 64471 72516  1

1/11/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  23,829.7140807090 421000 64632 72869  1

1/11/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  21,932.0541838090 421000 64632 72869  2

 108,330.88 217,518.33YTD Vendor Total Total

3205 DYNEGY ENERGY SERVICES, LLC

9/27/17 WATER PLANT POWER  33,905.4441818090 430530 64366 70762  1

11/27/17 WATER PLANT POWER  23,071.5141818090 430530 64567 72006  1

11/14/17 STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER  2,766.2040847090 430540 64366 71704  1

11/14/17 WATER PLANT POWER  1,921.6041818090 430530 64366 71703  1

 61,664.75 199,286.63YTD Vendor Total Total

22225 SWANCC TRUST, #35883008

12/1/17 PREPAID EXPENSES  30,290.5911000000 160000 64295 72379  1

1/1/18 LANDFILL TIPPING FEES  30,290.5911243030 427200 64476 72559  1

 60,581.18 398,524.46YTD Vendor Total Total
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Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - January 2018

id_line_number

1778 K.L.F. TRUCKING CO.

12/8/17 LEAF DISPOSAL  26,201.5011233030 427450 64292 72305  1

12/2/17 LEAF DISPOSAL  23,517.0011233030 427450 64292 72304  1

12/11/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  1,800.0041838090 421000 64292 72447  2

12/5/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  900.0040807090 421000 64292 72385  1

12/5/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  900.0041838090 421000 64292 72385  2

11/22/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  675.0040807090 421000 64292 72384  1

11/22/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  675.0041838090 421000 64292 72384  2

12/11/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  450.0040807090 421000 64292 72447  1

 55,118.50 162,280.75YTD Vendor Total Total

24610 WILMETTE PARK DISTRICT

12/19/17 GAS & OIL  39,041.7111273030 430700 64378 72437  1

1/8/18 GAS & OIL  842.6411273030 430700 64559 72841  1

 39,884.35 41,559.35YTD Vendor Total Total

2580 SPEER FINANCIAL, INC.

11/22/17 BOND ISSUANCE COSTS  37,238.3011952070 450020 64376 72713  1

 37,238.30 37,238.30YTD Vendor Total Total

789 HUTCHINSON DESIGN GROUP

9/25/17 VILLAGE HALL ROOF REPLACEMENT  18,350.0011952070 460600 64290 72373  1

12/17/17 MUSEUM ROOF REPLACEMENT  12,885.0011952070 460950 64368 72372  1

12/17/17 VILLAGE HALL ROOF REPLACEMENT  5,022.5011952070 460600 64368 72374  1

12/18/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  200.0011342035 421000 64368 72286  1

 36,457.50 43,632.50YTD Vendor Total Total

5881 COOK COUNTY COLLECTOR

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - CDBG  35,428.0011000000 231010 64365 72682  1

 35,428.00 35,428.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23590 VILLAGE OF GLENVIEW

1/2/18 C.A.D. SOFTWARE SUPPORT  35,020.0011434020 421510 64480 72592  1

 35,020.00 84,316.26YTD Vendor Total Total

1780 AMERICAN UNDERGROUND INC

10/30/17 SEWER MAINTENANCE  17,399.9840807090 425300 64467 72517  1

10/30/17 SEWER MAINTENANCE  11,730.7440807090 425300 64467 72499  1

 29,130.72 250,364.22YTD Vendor Total Total
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Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - January 2018

id_line_number

3880 CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERS

11/17/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  5,794.1911202035 420400 64469 72503  1

10/25/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  5,723.3411202035 420400 64469 72508  1

1/12/18 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  5,704.2411202035 420400 64562 72879  1

12/19/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  3,823.6111202035 420400 64469 72504  1

11/17/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  1,433.2511202035 420400 64469 72507  1

12/19/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  1,171.5511202035 420400 64469 72512  1

1/12/18 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  955.5011202035 420400 64562 72880  1

11/17/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  887.2511202035 420400 64469 72506  1

12/19/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  875.4911202035 420400 64469 72511  1

10/25/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  567.0011202035 420400 64469 72509  1

10/25/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  443.1011202035 420400 64469 72510  1

11/17/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  204.7511202035 420400 64469 72505  1

 27,583.27 222,140.41YTD Vendor Total Total

2674 ILLINOIS PUMP REPAIR, INC.

12/6/17 INFRA-WTRPLNT-REBLD HILIFT PMP  26,106.0041818090 470530 64291 72375  1

 26,106.00 62,398.00YTD Vendor Total Total

22715 TEMPLE DISPLAY LTD

1/9/18 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  18,292.3411091846 420450 64639 72874  1

1/9/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.  3,202.0023753090 421175 64639 72874  2

1/9/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  2,005.6623763090 421000 64639 72874  3

1/9/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  1,140.0011333030 421000 64639 72884  1

12/1/17 SUPPLIES  999.0011333030 430075 64276 72326  1

 25,639.00 49,576.20YTD Vendor Total Total

1333 MORGAN STANLEY SMITH BARNEY

12/5/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  4,963.0334000095 420020 64636 73083  1

12/5/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  4,792.4733000095 420020 64636 73084  1

12/5/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  4,785.2434000095 420020 64636 73081  1

12/5/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  4,574.1433000095 420020 64636 73086  1

12/5/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  3,077.4734000095 420020 64636 73082  1

12/5/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  3,009.5333000095 420020 64636 73085  1

 25,201.88 125,562.38YTD Vendor Total Total

2950 BAXTER & WOODMAN, INC.

12/14/17 Skokie/Hibbard Rd Improvements  21,969.4411202035 425250 64468 72514  1

 21,969.44 473,510.85YTD Vendor Total Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - January 2018

id_line_number

2455 BADGER METER, INC.

12/18/17 WATER METERS - AMR PROG.  12,009.9641828090 430930 64364 72410  1

12/18/17 WATER METERS - AMR PROG.  6,200.0041828090 430930 64364 72409  1

12/13/17 WATER METERS - COST OF SALES  2,005.7041828090 430900 64239 72248  1

 20,215.66 115,028.97YTD Vendor Total Total

11750 NELS J. JOHNSON, INC.

12/12/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  11,911.5011303030 424100 64369 72319  1

12/26/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  4,115.0011303030 424100 64473 72650  1

12/11/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  3,740.0011303030 424100 64369 72318  1

12/29/17 EAB TREE REMOVALS & PKWY EXP  255.0011303030 424100 64603 72772  2

12/29/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  127.5011303030 424100 64603 72772  1

 20,149.00 131,387.50YTD Vendor Total Total

1337 REGIONAL EMERGENCY DISPATCH CENTER

12/15/17 CONTR. FIRE DISPATCH SERVICES  19,977.9611434020 420020 64375 72565  1

 19,977.96 261,741.12YTD Vendor Total Total

2500 SAFEBUILT

10/31/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  8,519.0811091845 420400 64577 72882  1

12/31/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  7,685.3111091845 420400 64577 72717  1

12/31/17 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  1,029.6011091845 420400 64577 72716  1

 17,233.99 175,232.83YTD Vendor Total Total

16970 NIPSTA

12/8/17 N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTRIBUTION  7,304.0011414020 447050 64372 72558  2

12/8/17 N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTRIBUTION  7,304.0011515020 447050 64372 72558  3

12/8/17 N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTRIBUTION  1,500.0011233030 447050 64372 72558  1

 16,108.00 55,407.00YTD Vendor Total Total

680 WINKLER'S TREE SERVICE

12/2/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  6,467.1011303030 424100 64379 72321  1

12/15/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  5,400.9011303030 424100 64379 72323  1

12/13/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  3,385.5011303030 424100 64379 72322  1

12/2/17 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  559.8011303030 424100 64379 72320  1

 15,813.30 193,468.50YTD Vendor Total Total

379 AVALON PETROLEUM CO.

12/15/17 GAS & OIL  13,442.2411273030 430700 64285 72425  1

 13,442.24 25,928.35YTD Vendor Total Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - January 2018

id_line_number

2815 GAS DEPOT INC

12/13/17 GAS & OIL  12,056.1611273030 430700 64289 72309  1

 12,056.16 82,642.26YTD Vendor Total Total

450 WAYNE ENDRE CONTRACTING, INC.

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL SNOW REMOVAL  7,284.9411233030 421200 64568 72842  1

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL SNOW REMOVAL  2,784.3023753090 421200 64568 72842  2

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL SNOW REMOVAL  1,656.3223763090 421200 64568 72842  3

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  193.7823773090 421000 64568 72842  4

 11,919.34 71,670.10YTD Vendor Total Total

1979 LINDCO EQUIPMENT SALES, INC.

12/15/17 SNOW PLOWS  8,489.5511233030 490450 64293 72370  1

12/14/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  872.5011273030 430100 64293 72311  1

12/22/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  872.5011273030 430100 64438 72653  1

 10,234.55 13,756.40YTD Vendor Total Total

524 MIDWEST BRICK PAVING INC.

1/3/18 BRICK STREET MAINTENANCE  9,985.0011202035 425230 64573 72886  1

 9,985.00 9,985.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3071 STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES, INC

12/19/17 INFRASTRUCTURE - STORM SEWER  9,961.3340957090 470500 64578 72871  1

 9,961.33 139,822.30YTD Vendor Total Total

2670 TOTAL PARKING SOLUTIONS, INC.

12/14/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.  5,280.0023753090 421175 64478 72588  1

12/14/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.  3,840.0023753090 421175 64478 72587  1

1/4/18 PARKING METER PARTS - RR  595.0023753090 430810 64553 72751  1

 9,715.00 19,900.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1638 DJS SCUBA LOCKER, INC

12/29/17 SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.  7,500.0011515020 430177 64566 72901  1

12/29/17 SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.  1,818.4811515020 430177 64566 72902  1

 9,318.48 9,318.48YTD Vendor Total Total

3306 OZINGA MATERIALS, INC.

12/2/17 PUBLIC WORKS YARD IMPROVEMENTS  7,565.0011952070 460700 64575 72996  1

12/1/17 PUBLIC WORKS YARD IMPROVEMENTS  1,060.0011952070 460700 64575 72995  1

 8,625.00 8,625.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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2372 TYCO INTEGRATED SECURITY

12/9/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  5,824.9911342035 421000 64479 72579  1

12/9/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  612.0011342035 421000 64479 72585  1

12/9/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  432.0011342035 421000 64479 72580  1

12/9/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  432.0011342035 421000 64479 72581  1

12/9/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  432.0011342035 421000 64479 72582  1

12/9/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  432.0011342035 421000 64479 72583  1

12/9/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  432.0011342035 421000 64479 72584  1

 8,596.99 19,933.98YTD Vendor Total Total

1801 AT&T

12/13/17 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  2,678.8811051210 428100 64284 72463  3

1/7/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  933.3341848090 428000 64501 72856  2

1/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  907.4311515020 428100 64501 72856  1

12/19/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  649.6511061410 428000 64238 72460  1

1/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  551.4311515020 428100 64501 72855  1

12/22/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  442.9041848090 428000 64316 72464  2

12/13/17 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS - CAD  406.9211434020 428105 64284 72463  1

12/16/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  371.2341848090 428000 64238 72461  1

1/16/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  371.2341848090 428000 64583 73072  1

12/13/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  322.1541848090 428000 64284 72463  2

12/22/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  304.3711061410 428000 64316 72464  1

12/19/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  216.0041848090 428000 64238 72460  2

12/19/17 MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM  70.4111434020 422300 64238 72460  3

12/16/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  39.3711061410 428000 64238 72462  2

1/16/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  39.3711061410 428000 64583 73071  2

12/16/17 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  38.0111000000 235000 64238 72462  1

1/16/18 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  38.0111000000 235000 64583 73071  1

12/16/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  13.1241848090 428000 64238 72462  3

1/16/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  13.1241848090 428000 64583 73071  3

1/4/18 TELEPHONE-LONG DISTANCE  10.7311061410 428030 64502 72848  1

 8,417.66 127,807.31YTD Vendor Total Total

646 CDW GOVERNMENT, INC

12/19/17 PREPAID EXPENSES  8,100.0011000000 160000 64470 72539  1

 8,100.00 83,506.83YTD Vendor Total Total

5640 COMPLETE CLEANING CO

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL CUSTODIAL SERVICES  6,037.1711342035 421125 64563 72575  1

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL CUSTODIAL SERVICES  915.0041818090 421125 64563 72575  2

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.  228.9923753090 421175 64563 72575  3

 7,181.16 93,355.08YTD Vendor Total Total
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2585 BENISTAR

12/20/17 HEALTH INSUR. - RETIREES  5,588.0039000095 413040 64561 72994  1

12/20/17 SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.  1,524.0039000095 417500 64561 72994  2

 7,112.00 74,812.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3318 PAUL FALLON

12/22/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  4,000.0011091845 420020 64367 72498  1

1/2/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  3,000.0011091845 420020 64569 72605  1

 7,000.00 11,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2269 USALCO, LLC

12/20/17 INVENTORY - CHEMICALS  6,946.0841000000 162000 64377 72418  1

 6,946.08 52,903.97YTD Vendor Total Total

1005 CORE & MAIN

11/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  2,065.0041838090 421000 64288 72380  1

1/4/18 MATERIALS  1,658.9741838090 430400 64565 72770  1

1/3/18 MATERIALS  1,176.0041838090 430400 64565 72769  1

1/11/18 MATERIALS  660.0041838090 430400 64592 72949  1

11/28/17 MATERIALS  576.0041838090 430400 64288 72381  1

12/11/17 MATERIALS  365.0041838090 430400 64288 72382  1

11/28/17 MATERIALS  325.8041838090 430400 64288 72383  1

 6,826.77 22,449.63YTD Vendor Total Total

1174 MUNICIPAL GIS PARTNERS, INC

12/31/17 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  2,229.1411051210 420020 64574 72715  1

12/31/17 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  2,229.1440807090 420020 64574 72715  2

12/31/17 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  2,229.1441838090 420020 64574 72715  3

 6,687.42 86,755.83YTD Vendor Total Total

1066 PROFESSIONAL BENEFIT ADMINISTRATORS, INC

1/12/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  6,550.0011061410 420020 64637 72912  1

 6,550.00 13,100.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1683 MICROSYSTEMS, INC

12/14/17 DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT  6,549.0411960070 420030 64294 72294  1

 6,549.04 13,918.83YTD Vendor Total Total

6142 CUMMINS NPOWER LLC

12/27/17 MAINT.-EQUIPMENT  5,955.4441818090 422400 64472 72634  1

12/18/17 Maint. of Emergency Vehicles  100.0011273030 422400 64516 72756  1

 6,055.44 18,972.52YTD Vendor Total Total
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1292 ADAMS ELECTRIC

1/12/18 PUBLIC WORKS VEHICLE HOISTS  2,600.0011952070 460700 64631 73110  1

12/21/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  995.0011342035 421000 64396 72619  1

1/12/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  965.0011342035 421000 64631 72936  1

1/15/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  464.9911342035 421000 64631 72937  1

10/20/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  406.6011342035 421000 64396 71297  1

1/8/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  239.3011342035 421000 64497 72826  1

1/8/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  156.3211342035 421000 64497 72827  1

1/8/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  105.4411342035 421000 64497 72825  1

 5,932.65 15,514.27YTD Vendor Total Total

1253 AIR ONE EQUIPMENT INC

12/20/17 PROTECTIVE CLOTHING  3,380.0011515020 430055 64363 72492  1

12/18/17 MAINT.-BREATHING EQUIPMENT  567.0011515020 422420 64236 72421  1

12/11/17 SUPPLIES - FIRE HOSE  509.0011515020 430175 64236 72422  1

12/13/17 MAINT.-BREATHING EQUIPMENT  329.5011515020 422420 64236 72334  1

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.  313.5011515020 430177 64236 72335  1

12/11/17 SUPPLIES - FIRE HOSE  255.0011515020 430175 64236 72420  1

12/15/17 MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.  50.0011515020 422440 64236 72336  1

 5,404.00 67,106.48YTD Vendor Total Total

2739 CITY ELECTRIC SUPPLY CO.

12/4/17 SUPPLIES - LIGHT POLES & PARTS  5,078.2811333030 430124 64286 72378  1

12/20/17 SUPPLIES  279.4411333030 430075 64320 72438  1

 5,357.72 7,595.38YTD Vendor Total Total

2152 22ND CENTURY MEDIA, LLC

12/7/17 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  4,930.0011091846 420450 64361 72609  1

12/31/17 LEGAL NOTICES  214.9711091845 443020 64582 72921  2

12/31/17 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  31.5411091846 420450 64582 72921  1

 5,176.51 11,398.01YTD Vendor Total Total

19160 RAYNOR DOOR CO

12/23/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  3,698.4011342035 421000 64374 72501  1

12/14/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  497.6411342035 421000 64269 72289  1

12/11/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  286.3311342035 421000 64269 72291  1

12/23/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  241.6011342035 421000 64449 72632  1

1/9/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  173.8811342035 421000 64622 72942  1

12/11/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  110.4011342035 421000 64269 72290  1

 5,008.25 9,196.74YTD Vendor Total Total
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3322 STAR-TECH GLASS INC

12/22/17 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  4,900.0041848090 430350 64579 72900  1

 4,900.00 4,900.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23380 UNITED STATES POSTMASTER

1/18/18 NEWS LETTERS  1,790.2711041010 443010 64581 72888  1

1/18/18 POSTAGE  1,400.0011061410 420160 64581 72887  1

12/20/17 POSTAGE  700.0011061410 420160 64462 72738  1

12/20/17 POSTAGE  450.0011061410 420160 64354 72709  1

12/20/17 POSTAGE  225.0011061410 420160 64462 72737  1

 4,565.27 26,537.56YTD Vendor Total Total

2184 RJN GROUP

1/4/18 Princeton Place Outfall  4,551.2940957090 470500 64576 72877  1

 4,551.29 218,335.52YTD Vendor Total Total

5530 COMMONWEALTH EDISON CO.

11/29/17 LEASED LIGHTING POWER  1,491.7211333030 430500 64510 72007  1

11/29/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  971.0111333030 430510 64511 72008  1

12/27/17 STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER  487.7440847090 430540 64246 72548  1

11/22/17 METRA STATION POWER  446.4423753090 430515 64412 71810  1

11/27/17 PARKING LOT LIGHTING POWER  424.8623753090 430520 64411 71809  1

11/27/17 CONTINGENCY - REGULAR  297.6111191060 449500 64410 72797  1

11/27/17 PARKING LOT LIGHTING POWER  123.8923773090 430520 64409 71811  1

12/27/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  64.1511333030 430510 64245 72552  1

11/27/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  62.2811333030 430510 64408 71814  1

11/27/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  59.7911333030 430510 64407 71813  1

11/22/17 STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER  31.9040847090 430540 64244 71807  1

12/27/17 STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER  31.9040847090 430540 64590 72547  1

 4,493.29 55,390.95YTD Vendor Total Total

13040 F.J. KERRIGAN PLUMBING COMPANY

12/19/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  4,050.0011342035 421000 64370 72513  1

 4,050.00 11,694.11YTD Vendor Total Total

29827 HEALY RICE

1/29/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  3,000.0011000000 231000 64643 73065  1

1/29/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64643 73066  1

 4,000.00 4,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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17050 NORTHERN WEATHERMAKERS HVAC

12/19/17 HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS  1,173.2411342035 423000 64373 72402  1

1/4/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  1,161.5011342035 421000 64538 72828  1

12/26/17 HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS  1,158.6511342035 423000 64373 72466  1

12/18/17 HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS  200.0311342035 423000 64373 72404  1

12/20/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  109.3511342035 430140 64373 72403  1

12/26/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  92.7011342035 430140 64373 72467  1

 3,895.47 81,318.71YTD Vendor Total Total

8743 GASAWAY DISTRIBUTORS INC

12/26/17 MATERIALS - SALT  1,938.4411233030 430420 64423 72484  1

12/18/17 MATERIALS - SALT  1,935.8611233030 430420 64324 72325  1

 3,874.30 7,744.30YTD Vendor Total Total

28293 ILT VIGNOCCHI

11/30/17 LNDSCP&MAINT-PUB RIGHT-OF-WAYS  1,328.0011233030 423300 64296 72451  1

11/30/17 LNDSCP&MAINT-PUB RIGHT-OF-WAYS  1,000.0011233030 423300 64296 72452  1

11/30/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.  649.0023753090 421175 64296 72451  2

11/30/17 CONTRACTUAL GROUNDS MAINT.  310.0023763090 421150 64296 72452  3

11/30/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.  310.0023753090 421175 64296 72452  2

11/30/17 CONTRACTUAL GROUNDS MAINT.  70.0023763090 421150 64296 72451  3

11/30/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  14.0023773090 421000 64296 72451  4

 3,681.00 46,856.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3043 MIDWEST ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING SERVICES

1/9/18 CONTINGENCY - REGULAR  3,440.0011191060 449500 64635 72878  1

 3,440.00 31,750.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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5470 COMCAST

12/15/17 HIGH SPEED ETHERNET SERVICE  1,529.1311151060 428120 64287 72238  1

1/11/18 CONTRACTUAL INTERNET EXPENSE  314.3511051210 421520 64589 73077  1

1/1/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  220.8211061410 428000 64509 72703  2

1/1/18 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  213.4911000000 235000 64509 72703  1

12/15/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  211.9011061410 428000 64287 72239  2

12/15/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  211.9011061410 428000 64287 72240  2

12/15/17 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  204.8611000000 235000 64287 72239  1

12/15/17 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  204.8611000000 235000 64287 72240  1

1/1/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  74.0041848090 428000 64509 72703  3

12/15/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  71.0041848090 428000 64287 72239  3

12/15/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  71.0041848090 428000 64287 72240  3

12/25/17 TELEPHONE SERVICE  69.4511061410 428000 64321 72707  1

12/23/17 INCIDENTALS  10.5011414020 441000 64508 72860  1

 3,407.26 43,561.72YTD Vendor Total Total

2659 THIRD MILLENNIUM ASSOCIATES, INC.

1/4/18 BANK CHARGES  995.0011061410 420150 64477 72718  1

1/4/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  995.0011061410 421000 64477 72722  1

1/4/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  650.0011061410 421000 64477 72721  1

1/4/18 BANK CHARGES  450.0011061410 420150 64477 72720  1

1/4/18 BANK CHARGES  300.0011061410 420150 64477 72719  1

 3,390.00 29,653.72YTD Vendor Total Total

17263 OFFICE EQUIPMENT LEASING

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  466.2711041010 420040 64474 72542  1

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  463.1511061410 420040 64474 72543  4

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  445.2711061410 420040 64474 72541  1

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  320.4611061410 420040 64474 72544  2

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  274.9511233030 420040 64474 72543  1

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  274.9511424020 420040 64474 72543  2

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  274.9511515020 420040 64474 72543  3

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  274.3211041010 420040 64474 72544  1

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  234.0611424020 420040 64474 72545  1

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  155.6011233030 420040 64474 72545  3

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  95.2011061410 420040 64474 72545  4

12/28/17 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  48.5111515020 420040 64474 72545  2

 3,327.69 47,777.50YTD Vendor Total Total

3311 TOUCAN DIVE

11/13/17 SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.  3,186.0011515020 430177 64580 72903  1

 3,186.00 3,186.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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5882 COOK COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPT.

1/3/18 MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS  3,173.2511202035 422100 64564 72773  1

 3,173.25 15,893.25YTD Vendor Total Total

171 KATHY T. KRUEGER

12/31/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  2,115.0011061410 420020 64333 72711  1

1/29/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  1,035.0011061410 420020 64606 73087  1

 3,150.00 20,981.25YTD Vendor Total Total

3342 A.S.K. CONSULTING GROUP

12/11/17 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  3,100.0011091846 420450 64362 72610  1

12/11/17 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  46.7611091846 420450 64394 72741  1

 3,146.76 3,146.76YTD Vendor Total Total

23203 USA BLUE BOOK

12/22/17 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  797.5511233030 430430 64355 72442  1

12/19/17 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  676.4711233030 430430 64355 72444  1

1/9/18 SUPPLIES  499.8741828090 430075 64626 72898  1

12/12/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  362.5041838090 421000 64278 72435  1

1/9/18 SUPPLIES  296.8541818090 430075 64626 72897  1

12/5/17 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  195.0111233030 430430 64278 72327  1

12/20/17 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  185.7811233030 430430 64355 72443  1

 3,014.03 19,673.17YTD Vendor Total Total

1937 MAKE IT BETTER, LLC

11/24/17 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  3,000.0011091846 420450 64634 72919  1

 3,000.00 3,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

26450 CYRUS HOMES

2/22/13 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  3,000.0011000000 231000 64382 72388  1

 3,000.00 3,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

27676 AAA RODRIGUEZ PLUMBING

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64297 72520  1

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64297 72521  1

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64482 72806  1

 3,000.00 10,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

28337 DANLEY LUMBER CO INC

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64301 72525  1

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64383 72689  1

1/29/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64641 73063  1

 3,000.00 18,095.45YTD Vendor Total Total
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17243 NORTHSHORE OMEGA

12/8/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  843.0011414020 420210 64343 72394  1

12/11/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  264.0011414020 420210 64343 72395  1

12/16/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  264.0011414020 420210 64539 72781  1

12/26/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  264.0011414020 420210 64618 73007  1

12/27/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  264.0011414020 420210 64618 73008  1

12/27/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  264.0011414020 420210 64618 73009  1

12/27/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  264.0011414020 420210 64618 73010  1

12/11/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  56.0011401020 420020 64343 72608  1

12/12/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  56.0011401020 420020 64343 72606  1

12/12/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  56.0011401020 420020 64343 72607  1

12/19/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  44.0011414020 420210 64539 72779  1

12/21/17 MEDICAL EXAMS  44.0011414020 420210 64539 72780  1

 2,683.00 20,589.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2037 GALLAGHER MATERIALS, INC.

1/6/18 MATERIALS  1,997.1641838090 430400 64633 72751  2

1/6/18 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  660.0011233030 430430 64633 72751  1

 2,657.16 14,274.48YTD Vendor Total Total

7503 E J EQUIPMENT

12/22/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  996.2211273030 430100 64322 72428  1

10/6/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  667.4811273030 421000 64418 72477  1

10/6/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  460.0011273030 421000 64418 72477  2

1/3/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  411.4511273030 430100 64519 72765  1

1/4/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  103.6211273030 430100 64519 72764  1

 2,638.77 24,312.39YTD Vendor Total Total

11484 J G UNIFORMS

12/27/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  656.2611414020 430050 64433 72668  1

12/27/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  656.2511414020 430050 64433 72667  1

12/27/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  656.2511414020 430050 64433 72669  1

1/5/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  289.7511414020 430050 64602 73098  1

12/12/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  59.7511414020 430050 64330 72389  1

12/12/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  55.9511414020 430050 64330 72390  1

12/12/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  55.9511414020 430050 64330 72391  1

12/20/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  46.0011414020 430050 64433 72486  1

1/10/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  35.5011414020 430050 64602 73095  1

12/21/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  33.7811515020 430050 64330 72493  1

 2,545.44 67,425.98YTD Vendor Total Total
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11882 JUST TIRES

12/28/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  2,519.1611273030 430100 64571 72758  1

 2,519.16 15,415.31YTD Vendor Total Total

4050 CARUS CHEMICAL CO

12/18/17 INVENTORY - CHEMICALS  2,498.2341000000 162000 64318 72412  1

 2,498.23 81,530.59YTD Vendor Total Total

3366 ZERO9 SOLUTIONS LTD

12/29/17 MAINT.-RADIOS  2,492.2511414020 422410 64630 73012  1

 2,492.25 2,492.25YTD Vendor Total Total

2248 RELADYNE

12/8/17 GAS & OIL  707.5511273030 430700 64270 72312  1

12/15/17 GAS & OIL  702.5511273030 430700 64270 72433  1

12/15/17 GAS & OIL  577.7011273030 430700 64270 72432  1

12/7/17 SUPPLIES  230.4841818090 430075 64270 72256  1

12/14/17 SUPPLIES  134.5241818090 430075 64450 72639  1

12/1/17 SUPPLIES  103.8041818090 430075 64270 72255  1

 2,456.60 12,266.67YTD Vendor Total Total

2519 GHA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

12/29/17 CONTRACTUAL SOFTWARE SUPPORT  2,304.0011051210 421510 64424 72596  1

 2,304.00 7,952.00YTD Vendor Total Total

8512 FOX VALLEY FIRE & SAFETY CO

11/2/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  518.0011342035 421000 64422 72622  1

10/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  300.0011342035 421000 64422 72625  1

10/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  300.0011342035 421000 64422 72629  1

10/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  250.0011342035 421000 64422 72624  1

10/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  225.0011342035 421000 64422 72623  1

10/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  225.0011342035 421000 64422 72626  1

10/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  225.0011342035 421000 64422 72627  1

10/28/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  225.0011342035 421000 64422 72628  1

 2,268.00 12,452.15YTD Vendor Total Total

2782 LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING, LLC

12/5/17 TRAINING  2,250.0011414020 442000 64436 72570  1

 2,250.00 2,470.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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2548 RUSH TRUCK CENTERS

12/29/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  572.6011273030 421000 64455 72655  1

12/11/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  344.7411273030 430100 64271 72314  1

1/3/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  245.7611273030 430100 64545 72767  1

12/18/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  242.9611273030 430100 64348 72313  1

12/13/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  231.4611273030 430100 64271 72315  1

12/26/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  211.9611273030 430100 64455 72656  1

1/9/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  190.6111273030 430100 64545 72838  1

12/28/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  82.8211273030 430100 64545 72759  1

1/10/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  72.3211273030 430100 64545 72839  1

 2,195.23 87,377.60YTD Vendor Total Total

8310 FISHER SCIENTIFIC

11/22/17 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  2,073.9241818090 430210 64521 72728  1

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  2,070.2241818090 430210 64421 72635  1

12/12/17 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  103.6241818090 430210 64521 72983  1

12/14/17 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY -2,073.9241818090 430210 64521 72982  1

 2,173.84 7,552.42YTD Vendor Total Total

9010 NAPA GLENBROOK AUTO PARTS

12/30/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  1,849.3011273030 430100 64614 72955  1

12/30/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  274.0911273030 430110 64614 72955  2

12/30/17 GAS & OIL  47.9411273030 430700 64614 72955  3

 2,171.33 52,108.24YTD Vendor Total Total

2740 SNAP ON DIAGNOSTICS

12/21/17 CONTRACTUAL SOFTWARE SUPPORT  2,135.7611051210 421510 64456 72597  1

 2,135.76 4,368.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15073 MEADE ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.

12/31/17 MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS  2,115.0011202035 422100 64529 72775  1

 2,115.00 42,771.61YTD Vendor Total Total

3362 WAUSAU EQUIPMENT COMPANY

1/3/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  2,102.2911273030 430100 64629 72961  1

 2,102.29 2,102.29YTD Vendor Total Total

10923 ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL LEAGUE

1/2/18 MEMBERSHIPS  2,000.0011011010 420010 64328 72557  1

 2,000.00 4,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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18470 UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE

1/9/18 POSTAGE  2,000.0011061410 420160 64353 72710  1

 2,000.00 18,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

28696 SLAWOMIRE SIENKIEWICZ

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64310 72534  1

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64310 72535  1

 2,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

44354 MCKIRNAN GROUP LLC

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64392 72687  1

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64493 72816  1

 2,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2314 CHAMPION SCREENPRINTING & EMBROIDERY, INC.

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  1,096.3111091845 430250 64404 72742  1

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  547.1211342035 430050 64506 72981  1

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  191.1511202035 430250 64404 72742  3

 1,834.58 6,763.69YTD Vendor Total Total

553 DELL MARKETING L P

12/19/17 OFF. FURN.&EQUIP.-V.H.-COMPUT.  1,686.4211051210 490100 64517 72823  1

11/16/17 SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS  35.9911051210 430150 64517 72822  1

12/7/17 SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS  32.9811051210 430150 64517 72821  1

 1,755.39 32,518.25YTD Vendor Total Total

3345 BAYLESS COMMUNICATIONS LLC

12/29/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  1,691.2540807090 420020 64401 72604  1

 1,691.25 1,691.25YTD Vendor Total Total

1184 J P SALES, INC

12/21/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  470.0011233030 430050 64331 72478  1

12/21/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  459.5211273030 430050 64331 72478  2

12/21/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  300.0040807090 430050 64331 72478  4

12/21/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  300.0041838090 430050 64331 72478  5

12/21/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  150.0011333030 430050 64331 72478  3

 1,679.52 1,679.52YTD Vendor Total Total
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23935 WAREHOUSE DIRECT

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  832.7611342035 430140 64280 72408  1

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  298.2211342035 430140 64280 72407  1

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  250.7611342035 430140 64356 72406  1

1/9/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  136.5811342035 430140 64628 72829  1

12/22/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  132.7811342035 430140 64356 72469  1

12/22/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  28.1411342035 430140 64356 72468  1

 1,679.24 12,580.13YTD Vendor Total Total

6025 DANIEL CREANEY CO

11/6/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  1,650.0011202035 420020 64515 72866  1

 1,650.00 9,850.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1162 ILLINOIS PUBLIC SAFETY AGENCY NETWORK

12/1/17 L.E.A.D.S./P.I.M.S. PROGRAM  1,500.0011424020 426100 64429 72569  1

 1,500.00 4,500.00YTD Vendor Total Total

30539 BERGER EXCAVATUBG CONTR

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,500.0011000000 231000 64483 72818  1

 1,500.00 1,500.00YTD Vendor Total Total

29402 SUBURBAN GENERAL CONSTRUCTION

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,500.0011000000 231000 64495 72805  1

1/15/18 SALES OF WATER - OTHER -11.0041000001 350240 64495 72805  2

 1,489.00 1,489.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2923 KATRINA KELLY DESIGN

11/28/17 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  1,475.0011091846 420450 64332 72611  1

 1,475.00 3,350.00YTD Vendor Total Total

17731 CASIMIR PATERKIEWICZ

1/9/18 WORKERS' COMP. DEDUCTIBLES  1,471.2019920050 450140 64345 72708  1

 1,471.20 20,766.80YTD Vendor Total Total

2883 CALL ONE

1/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  660.1411061410 428000 64585 73068  1

1/15/18 MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM  360.2711434020 422300 64585 73068  5

1/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  220.0041848090 428000 64585 73068  2

1/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  144.1441848090 428000 64585 73068  3

1/15/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  50.2523773090 421000 64585 73068  4

 1,434.80 18,687.16YTD Vendor Total Total
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1651 GEAR WASH & MILWAUKEE PPE PRODUCTS

12/11/17 MAINT.-EQUIPMENT  1,432.9311515020 422400 64254 72340  1

 1,432.93 2,475.22YTD Vendor Total Total

3347 RESCUEDIRECT, INC.

11/17/17 SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.  1,432.0011515020 430177 64452 72663  1

 1,432.00 1,432.00YTD Vendor Total Total

7100 DOUGLAS TRUCK PARTS

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  920.8811273030 430100 64518 72832  1

12/26/17 GAS & OIL  495.0011273030 430700 64518 72833  1

 1,415.88 4,473.90YTD Vendor Total Total

3013 MARK CACCHIONE

1/3/18 SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.  1,406.4439000095 417500 64402 72844  1

 1,406.44 5,510.61YTD Vendor Total Total

20895 SKOKIE VALLEY MATERIAL COMPANY

11/30/17 MATERIALS  1,399.8341838090 430400 64273 72386  1

 1,399.83 17,106.38YTD Vendor Total Total

7180 DULTMEIER SALES

12/26/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  1,351.2811273030 430100 64417 72476  1

12/11/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  26.5911273030 430100 64249 72308  1

 1,377.87 6,455.13YTD Vendor Total Total

23503 VERIZON WIRELESS

1/7/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE - CELLULAR  692.0711061410 428020 64558 72987  2

1/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  269.1411515020 428100 64558 72987  5

1/7/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE - CELLULAR  230.6941848090 428020 64558 72987  3

1/7/18 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  125.1011051210 420020 64558 72987  6

1/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  25.0241818090 428100 64558 72987  4

1/7/18 IWIN PROGRAM  25.0211434020 426110 64558 72987  1

 1,367.04 20,685.24YTD Vendor Total Total

17022 NICOR GAS

11/30/17 HEATING - GAS  618.1441818090 430560 64340 72001  1

12/22/17 HEATING - GAS  347.8540847090 430560 64616 72697  1

11/30/17 HEATING - GAS  239.5411342035 430560 64339 72002  1

12/22/17 HEATING - GAS  141.0123753090 430560 64615 72696  1

 1,346.54 28,901.65YTD Vendor Total Total
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1072 KIMBALL MIDWEST

1/8/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  548.4911273030 430100 64605 72957  1

12/13/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  546.6911273030 430100 64258 72310  1

12/26/17 MATERIALS  152.3441838090 430400 64435 72652  1

 1,247.52 7,120.45YTD Vendor Total Total

1928 JOSEPH D FOREMAN & COMPANY, INC.

1/12/18 MATERIALS  528.3241838090 430400 64596 72950  1

11/30/17 MATERIALS  417.6441838090 430400 64252 72328  1

1/12/18 MATERIALS  283.4441838090 430400 64596 72951  1

 1,229.40 10,936.10YTD Vendor Total Total

2735 SNAP-ON INCORPORATED

12/19/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  1,225.0011273030 430110 64349 72434  1

 1,225.00 2,398.80YTD Vendor Total Total

3575 BREDEMANN FORD IN GLENVIEW

1/5/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  811.1311273030 421000 64504 72763  1

12/29/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  434.2511273030 430100 64504 72755  1

1/5/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS -50.9411273030 430100 64504 72762  1

 1,194.44 10,629.93YTD Vendor Total Total

11631 LEE JENSEN SALES CO., INC.

12/15/17 MATERIALS  945.0040807090 430400 64257 72445  1

12/15/17 MATERIALS  92.5040807090 430400 64257 72446  1

12/15/17 MATERIALS  92.5041838090 430400 64257 72446  2

 1,130.00 2,081.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1301 JAMES O'BRIEN & CO.

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64309 72533  1

 1,000.00 4,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3033 LEAD INSPECTOR USA

11/25/17 FIRE HYDRANT PAINTING  1,000.0041838090 470550 64437 72649  1

 1,000.00 4,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3218 KRISTINA AND BRENT HENDRICKS

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64387 72681  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3284 FLADER PLUMBING

12/19/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64487 72261  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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3314 HILL MECHANICAL

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64388 72684  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

26534 F J KERRIGAN PLUMBING CO

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64491 72814  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

27217 NATURE'S PERSPECTIVE

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64308 72532  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

27695 ANDREW KRUSZEWSKI

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64390 72685  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

29125 ALLEN SMITH

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64311 72536  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

29383 AMERICAN VINTAGE HOME INC

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64298 72522  1

 1,000.00 3,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

29425 EUGENE GREINER

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64386 72679  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

29744 SCOTT GENKE

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64488 72811  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

29813 THE KRUPA COMPANIES, LTD

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64492 72815  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

30895 JOANN TEUBER

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64313 72538  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31009 A PERRY BUILDERS

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64481 72807  1

 1,000.00 5,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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31400 KAPLAN PAVING

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64490 72813  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31485 KATHLEEN CIULLA

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64299 72523  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31529 DENDOR CONSTRUCTION

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64384 72676  1

 1,000.00 3,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31539 MAGIC TOUCH BUILDERS LLC

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64306 72530  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31612 DAVID JESSE

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64304 72528  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31642  BARBARA WU

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64393 72688  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31645 MATT HAYES

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64303 72527  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31681 DANIEL MCINTYRE

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64307 72531  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31703 DINA DANIELI

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64300 72524  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31719 JEFF DOUTHIT

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64486 72810  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31739 SARA AND B J COTTER

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64381 72675  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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31763 SHAW HOMES

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64494 72817  1

 1,000.00 3,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31766 ACCUBUILD DEVELOPMENT INC

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64380 72674  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31774 STANELY SWIDES

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64312 72537  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31792 BERLIANT BUILDERS

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64484 72808  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31820 DAVID WEEKLEY HOMES

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64485 72809  1

 1,000.00 3,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

32196 MARK LUNDELL

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64391 72686  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

32209 DRIMALLA AND MESSINA HOME BUILDERS

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64385 72677  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

32232 SOUTHPAW LLC

1/29/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64644 73067  1

 1,000.00 2,815.00YTD Vendor Total Total

32285 HEIDI AND JASON MONTBLANC

1/29/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64642 73064  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

44425 MICHAEL BRENT

1/29/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64640 73062  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

44493 GARY A KAHN

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 64305 72529  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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22960 TRAFFIC CONTROL & PROTECTION

12/26/17 MATERIALS - TRAFFIC SIGNS  998.1011233030 430410 64461 72474  1

 998.10 8,765.70YTD Vendor Total Total

24465 WILMETTE AUTO BODY

11/21/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  993.1011273030 421000 64358 72436  1

 993.10 2,107.48YTD Vendor Total Total

4755 CHICAGO COMMUNICATION LLC

12/8/17 MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM  975.0011434020 422300 64405 72567  1

 975.00 10,785.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15149 MENARDS

12/21/17 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  315.9511233030 430430 64338 72482  1

12/5/17 MATERIALS  251.2440807090 430400 64261 72329  1

12/5/17 MATERIALS  251.2441838090 430400 64261 72329  2

12/8/17 MATERIALS  219.5040807090 430400 64261 72331  1

12/8/17 MATERIALS  219.5041838090 430400 64261 72331  2

1/3/18 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  52.9211233030 430430 64532 72752  1

12/21/17 SUPPLIES  44.7011333030 430075 64338 72481  1

1/1/18 MATERIALS  37.8041838090 430400 64532 72771  1

12/18/17 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  33.7311233030 430430 64337 72440  1

12/18/17 SUPPLIES  29.8011333030 430075 64338 72441  1

12/8/17 MATERIALS -244.5040807090 430400 64261 72330  1

12/8/17 MATERIALS -244.5041838090 430400 64261 72330  2

 967.38 4,812.15YTD Vendor Total Total

10565 IMLA

12/13/17 TRAINING  950.0011041010 442000 64326 72556  1

 950.00 1,575.00YTD Vendor Total Total

17073 NORTHFIELD PLUMBING

12/19/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  656.8011342035 421000 64342 72405  1

12/12/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  281.4011342035 421000 64266 72288  1

 938.20 16,642.97YTD Vendor Total Total

5200 CIVILTECH ENGINEERING, INC.

1/10/18 Non-Oper. Plan Review & Inspec  936.6011202035 420410 64588 72905  1

 936.60 936.60YTD Vendor Total Total

19570 RHOMAR INDUSTRIES INC

12/22/17 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  920.0011233030 430430 64347 72483  1

 920.00 1,842.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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763 TRAN SYSTEMS CORP.

12/8/17 FUND BAL. - RSVD-ENCUMB.  901.4011000000 290600 64554 72376  1

 901.40 93,181.14YTD Vendor Total Total

2547 MUTUAL ACE HARDWARE

12/11/17 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  495.9911342035 430350 64264 72287  1

12/20/17 HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS  400.0011342035 423000 64444 72631  1

 895.99 2,326.86YTD Vendor Total Total

2197 HUFF & HUFF, INC.

11/2/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  867.6011202035 420020 64427 72365  1

 867.60 10,510.33YTD Vendor Total Total

3275 RESCUE RESPONSE GEAR INC.

12/5/17 SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.  864.7511515020 430177 64451 72664  1

 864.75 864.75YTD Vendor Total Total

3344 STEWART PROCESS SUPPLY, LLC

12/15/17 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  846.0041818090 430475 64460 72640  1

 846.00 846.00YTD Vendor Total Total

20175 SAUBER MFG CO

12/22/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  846.0011273030 421000 64546 72760  1

 846.00 5,988.81YTD Vendor Total Total

2063 ZOLL MEDICAL

12/20/17 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  840.0011515020 430176 64360 72424  1

 840.00 6,183.05YTD Vendor Total Total

1954 ENVIROSAFE PEST MANAGEMENT

12/1/17 Cont. Animal Control & Removal  235.0011414020 421300 64251 72471  1

12/1/17 Cont. Animal Control & Removal  200.0011414020 421300 64251 72470  1

12/1/17 Cont. Animal Control & Removal  200.0011414020 421300 64594 72923  1

12/1/17 Cont. Animal Control & Removal  200.0011414020 421300 64594 72924  1

 835.00 9,929.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1178 CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY

12/1/17 LEASED LIGHTING POWER  375.8511333030 430500 64513 72108  1

11/25/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  164.7011333030 430510 64414 72004  1

11/25/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  145.8911333030 430510 64414 72005  1

12/1/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  98.1411333030 430510 64513 72109  1

11/23/17 STREET LIGHTING POWER  47.6311333030 430510 64414 71815  1

 832.21 318,738.04YTD Vendor Total Total
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3338 RYAN ZIMMERMAN

12/22/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  810.0011233030 421000 64357 72475  1

 810.00 810.00YTD Vendor Total Total

18460 PORTER LEE CORP.

12/1/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  804.0011424020 420020 64447 72571  1

 804.00 2,831.84YTD Vendor Total Total

2557 IPPFA

1/1/18 OTHER PENSION ADMIN. EXPENSE  795.0034000095 447550 64526 72706  1

 795.00 3,540.00YTD Vendor Total Total

10575 I.P.E.L.R.A.

1/11/18 TRAINING  195.0011041010 442000 64601 72731  1

1/11/18 TRAINING  195.0011041010 442000 64601 72732  1

1/11/18 TRAINING  195.0011041010 442000 64601 72733  1

1/11/18 TRAINING  195.0011041010 442000 64601 72734  1

 780.00 1,110.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1408 SKF RELIABILITY SYSTEMS

11/29/17 MAINT.-EQUIPMENT  760.0041818090 422400 64272 72257  1

 760.00 5,814.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1789 S STEIN & COMPANY

1/2/18 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  755.0011342035 430350 64551 72633  1

 755.00 3,855.00YTD Vendor Total Total

4503 CENTRAL PARTS WAREHOUSE

12/11/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  455.3811273030 430100 64240 72306  1

12/18/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  239.5211273030 430100 64319 72426  1

12/19/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  50.5811273030 430100 64319 72427  1

 745.48 5,022.76YTD Vendor Total Total

3255 AGS ASSOCIATES, LLC

11/2/17 MAINT.-EQUIPMENT  725.0041818090 422400 64443 72645  1

 725.00 725.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1256 AVS

1/8/18 MAINT.-OFFICE EQUIPMENT  719.1911151060 422000 64584 72799  1

 719.19 5,793.31YTD Vendor Total Total
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900 DOCUMENT IMAGING DIMENSIONS, INC

12/27/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  266.0011061410 430230 64416 72540  4

12/27/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  168.0011424020 430230 64416 72540  3

12/27/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  156.0011151060 430230 64416 72540  1

12/27/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  128.0011041010 430230 64416 72540  2

 718.00 9,226.00YTD Vendor Total Total

14812 ALEXA MARKOFF

12/6/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  250.0011091845 420020 64336 72612  1

12/20/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  250.0011091845 420020 64336 72613  1

1/3/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  200.0011091845 420020 64611 72930  1

 700.00 7,450.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2616 CONNEXION

12/22/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  174.4011342035 430140 64413 72621  1

12/4/17 SUPPLIES  170.1041818090 430075 64247 72250  1

1/5/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  151.7041848090 430140 64591 72899  1

12/29/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  79.3041848090 430140 64512 72727  1

12/11/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  73.0011342035 430140 64247 72400  1

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  29.1511342035 430140 64247 72399  1

 677.65 7,731.13YTD Vendor Total Total

1988 STAPLES ADVANTAGE

12/16/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  155.6711424020 430230 64550 72783  1

12/2/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  142.9811424020 430230 64350 72393  1

12/16/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  123.1411202035 430230 64458 72617  1

12/9/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  98.9911424020 430230 64350 72392  1

12/16/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE - WATER  40.3641858090 430240 64550 72986  1

12/23/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  32.1711424020 430230 64624 72963  1

12/2/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  22.9911424020 430230 64350 72397  1

12/13/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  21.3711233030 430230 64350 72479  1

11/22/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  19.9911233030 430230 64275 72302  1

11/22/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  13.5011233030 430230 64275 72301  1

12/30/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  2.9911424020 430230 64624 73011  1

 674.15 9,954.42YTD Vendor Total Total
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17260 OFFICE DEPOT INC

12/28/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  144.8211041010 430230 64541 72598  1

1/5/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  139.0811233030 430230 64619 72831  1

12/26/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  134.9911424020 430230 64540 72670  1

12/21/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  91.9911424020 430230 64446 72491  1

1/3/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  58.7711041010 430230 64619 72804  1

12/14/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  34.5711202035 430230 64344 72258  1

12/28/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  21.9311041010 430230 64541 72599  1

1/8/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  18.3911041010 430230 64619 72917  1

12/18/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  17.9911202035 430230 64446 72615  1

12/13/17 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  4.8011233030 430230 64344 72303  1

 667.33 9,316.28YTD Vendor Total Total

1731 AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION

12/12/17 MEMBERSHIPS  644.0011091845 420010 64237 72564  1

 644.00 2,869.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3290 DIRECT COMMERCE GROUP

12/15/17 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  637.5011342035 430350 64267 72279  1

 637.50 637.50YTD Vendor Total Total

5927 CORRPRO COMPANIES, INC

12/13/17 MAINT.-STANDPIPE  635.0041828090 422560 64514 72890  1

 635.00 635.00YTD Vendor Total Total

5568 TECHNOLOGY MANAGEMENT REVOLVING FUND

12/12/17 IWIN PROGRAM  634.7811434020 426110 64625 72964  1

 634.78 8,256.64YTD Vendor Total Total

13956 LECHNER & SONS

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  210.8041818090 430050 64527 72729  1

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  132.0011273030 430050 64527 72749  1

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  108.0011233030 430050 64527 72750  1

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  68.6040807090 430050 64527 72747  1

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  68.6041838090 430050 64527 72747  2

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  21.6511342035 430050 64527 72630  1

12/31/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  20.8711303030 430050 64527 72748  1

 630.52 8,118.78YTD Vendor Total Total
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2285 CHICAGO FILTER SUPPLY

1/12/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  326.6011342035 430140 64586 72938  1

12/7/17 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  295.6441818090 430475 64241 72249  1

 622.24 1,794.59YTD Vendor Total Total

950 ACTIVE ELECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY

1/4/18 SUPPLIES  280.8011333030 430075 64496 72843  1

12/11/17 SURFACE WASH PIPING REPLACE  226.5541818090 470530 64235 72246  1

12/13/17 SURFACE WASH PIPING REPLACE  59.0441818090 470530 64235 72245  1

12/11/17 SURFACE WASH PIPING REPLACE  55.6541818090 470530 64235 72247  1

 622.04 4,524.93YTD Vendor Total Total

686 HEALTH ENDEAVORS SC

1/9/18 MEDICAL EXAMS  440.0011515020 420210 64597 73061  1

1/10/18 MEDICAL EXAMS  60.0011515020 420210 64597 72977  1

1/12/18 MEDICAL EXAMS  60.0011515020 420210 64597 72974  1

1/12/18 MEDICAL EXAMS  60.0011515020 420210 64597 72975  1

 620.00 20,209.00YTD Vendor Total Total

20445 SECRETARY OF STATE

12/27/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  500.0011061410 420020 64548 72824  1

1/11/18 LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES  101.0011273030 446000 64547 72840  1

 601.00 2,826.00YTD Vendor Total Total

20798 SISTER CITIES INTERNATIONAL

12/18/17 MEMBERSHIPS  595.0011011010 420010 64623 72999  1

 595.00 1,185.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3354 MACMUNNIS INC. AAF COMED

1/1/18 RENT - COMMONWEALTH EDISON  575.0011515020 448800 64439 72795  1

 575.00 575.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15490 MILLEN HARDWARE

12/31/17 SUPPLIES  358.7141818090 430075 64535 72990  7

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  86.3511515020 430250 64535 72990  5

12/31/17 INCIDENTALS  30.0641838090 441000 64535 72990  6

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  28.7811091845 430250 64535 72990  1

12/31/17 SUPPLIES  23.1641828090 430075 64535 72990  8

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  20.1811273030 430110 64535 72990  2

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  19.6211273030 430100 64535 72990  3

12/31/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  4.6311342035 430140 64535 72990  4

 571.49 6,412.87YTD Vendor Total Total
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21643 STEINER ELECTRIC CO

12/22/17 SUPPLIES  311.0011333030 430075 64459 72648  1

12/19/17 SUPPLIES  243.2811333030 430075 64351 72473  1

 554.28 1,903.87YTD Vendor Total Total

2005 ASCE

9/13/17 MEMBERSHIPS  275.0011202035 420010 64315 72562  1

1/2/18 MEMBERSHIPS  275.0011202035 420010 64315 72576  1

 550.00 1,130.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1312 ALERT-ALL CORP

1/4/18 MATERIALS - PUBLIC EDUCATION  540.0011515020 430440 64397 72791  1

 540.00 3,214.10YTD Vendor Total Total

3056 NETWORKFLEET INC.

1/1/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  515.6811233030 420020 64537 72753  2

1/1/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  18.9511273030 430100 64537 72753  1

 534.63 8,444.34YTD Vendor Total Total

9370 HACH COMPANY

12/11/17 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  512.6741818090 430475 64255 72252  1

 512.67 5,500.04YTD Vendor Total Total

407 WELLS FARGO BANK

12/5/17 BOND ISSUANCE COSTS  500.0011952070 450020 64464 72739  1

 500.00 8,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

7350 E-Z KLEEN MAINTENANCE

12/13/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  495.0011342035 421000 64250 72285  1

 495.00 495.00YTD Vendor Total Total

21040 SOLVENT SYSTEMS

12/22/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  168.0011273030 430100 64457 72657  1

12/22/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  168.0011273030 421000 64549 72761  1

11/7/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  114.3511273030 421000 64274 72316  1

 450.35 2,825.94YTD Vendor Total Total

3340 KLEIN, THORPE AND JENKINS, LTD.

12/19/17 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  443.0011071610 420320 64371 72497  1

 443.00 443.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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10548 I.F.M.A.

1/2/18 MEMBERSHIPS  441.0011342035 420010 64524 72574  1

 441.00 742.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1588 CRITICAL REACH INC

12/5/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  435.0011424020 420020 64415 72568  1

 435.00 870.00YTD Vendor Total Total

9189 GRAYBAR

12/20/17 SUPPLIES  428.1611333030 430075 64325 72480  1

 428.16 2,032.54YTD Vendor Total Total

15350 MID-CENTRAL PRINTING & MAILING

1/9/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  185.0011424020 430230 64612 73016  1

1/1/18 SUPPLIES - PRINTING  135.0011342035 430270 64533 72746  1

1/9/18 SUPPLIES - PRINTING  100.0011342035 430270 64612 72941  1

 420.00 11,367.00YTD Vendor Total Total

17035 NORTHERN SAFETY CO., INC.

12/4/17 SUPPLIES  196.5341818090 430075 64265 72253  1

11/22/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  148.8311233030 430050 64265 72449  1

11/22/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  26.1140807090 430050 64265 72449  3

11/22/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  26.1141838090 430050 64265 72449  4

11/22/17 UNIFORM EXPENSE  20.0011303030 430050 64265 72449  2

 417.58 6,579.36YTD Vendor Total Total

27464 WILMETTE LUCKE PLUMBING

11/2/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  267.0041828090 421000 64465 72644  1

12/18/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  150.0041828090 421000 64465 72643  1

 417.00 1,142.00YTD Vendor Total Total

11398 INTERSTATE BATTERY

12/29/17 SUPPLIES - EMERGENCY EQUIP.  415.8011515020 430177 64431 72792  1

 415.80 1,877.50YTD Vendor Total Total

8470 FORESTRY SUPPLIERS INC

12/20/17 MATERIALS  413.2611303030 430400 64323 72450  1

 413.26 732.30YTD Vendor Total Total

3148 JOHN HASER

1/15/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  400.0011000000 231000 64489 72812  1

 400.00 400.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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31677 DESIGN CONSTRUCTION CONCEPTS

12/29/17 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  400.0011000000 231000 64302 72526  1

 400.00 400.00YTD Vendor Total Total

44415 JAMES MCHUGH CONSTRUCTION CO

1/8/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  400.0011000000 231000 64389 72683  1

 400.00 1,698.87YTD Vendor Total Total

23690 VOLLMAR CLAY PRODUCTS COMPANY

11/3/17 MATERIALS  390.0040807090 430400 64279 72387  1

 390.00 8,631.10YTD Vendor Total Total

10610 IDLEWOOD ELECTRIC SUPPLY

1/10/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  383.4711342035 430140 64599 72939  1

 383.47 877.50YTD Vendor Total Total

3073 JWC MEDIA

1/12/18 BUSINESS PROMOTION ACTIVITIES  375.0011091846 420450 64604 72929  1

 375.00 1,875.00YTD Vendor Total Total

24220 THOMSON REUTERS - WEST

12/1/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  368.4011424020 420020 64352 72396  1

 368.40 4,442.70YTD Vendor Total Total

3092 ZORO TOOLS, INC

10/2/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  365.3311342035 430140 64282 72292  1

 365.33 2,506.32YTD Vendor Total Total

1211 AIRGAS NORTH CENTRAL

12/31/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  333.3511273030 421000 64498 72651  1

 333.35 5,138.07YTD Vendor Total Total

15025 MCMASTER-CARR SUPPLY CO

12/14/17 SUPPLIES  153.9641818090 430075 64260 72416  1

12/22/17 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  97.5441818090 430475 64440 72638  1

12/14/17 SUPPLIES  81.2841818090 430075 64260 72415  1

 332.78 4,445.29YTD Vendor Total Total
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1796 AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSN

9/20/17 MEMBERSHIPS  83.0041848090 420010 64314 72573  1

10/28/17 MEMBERSHIPS  83.0041848090 420010 64314 72572  1

11/26/17 MEMBERSHIPS  83.0041848090 420010 64499 72726  1

11/26/17 MEMBERSHIPS  83.0041848090 420010 64499 72889  1

 332.00 4,047.50YTD Vendor Total Total

10603 I.T.O.A.

9/19/17 TRAINING  325.0011414020 442000 64432 72485  1

 325.00 350.00YTD Vendor Total Total

535 AMAZON.COM

11/28/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  164.6811515020 430250 64399 72367  1

11/30/17 SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS  112.7611051210 430150 64399 72368  1

11/14/17 MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.  46.9611515020 422440 64399 72366  1

 324.40 11,124.73YTD Vendor Total Total

10926 ILLINOIS PAPER CO.

1/8/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  323.9411061410 430230 64600 72819  1

 323.94 9,765.41YTD Vendor Total Total

8137 FIELDS JEEP INC

1/11/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  318.7511273030 430100 64595 72836  1

 318.75 422.69YTD Vendor Total Total

7520 SUPPLYWORKS

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  315.6141848090 430140 64552 72985  1

 315.61 3,262.53YTD Vendor Total Total

2744 ANDERSON ELEVATOR COMPANY

1/1/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  304.0011342035 421000 64500 72744  1

 304.00 4,429.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3188 BUILT BEST FENCE CO.

12/30/17 CONTINGENCY - REGULAR  300.0011191060 449500 64505 72743  1

 300.00 600.00YTD Vendor Total Total

11160 INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS

12/15/17 MEMBERSHIPS  300.0011202035 420010 64329 72563  1

 300.00 600.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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13870 LAW BULLETIN PUBLISHING CO.

12/8/17 SUPPLIES - LEGAL  299.0011071610 430220 64335 72555  1

 299.00 598.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3332 GLOBAL DETECTION SYSTEMS CORP.

12/13/17 SUPPLIES  297.3040847090 430075 64253 72413  1

 297.30 297.30YTD Vendor Total Total

700 PUBLIC AGENCY TRAINING COUNCIL

9/21/17 TRAINING  295.0011414020 442000 64544 72782  1

 295.00 295.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1287 ECS LLC ILLINOIS

1/9/18 BRICK STREET RENOVATION  287.8511202035 425235 64593 72909  1

 287.85 41,008.94YTD Vendor Total Total

16865 NORTH SHORE UNIFORM

12/18/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  265.8511202035 430250 64341 72377  1

 265.85 753.65YTD Vendor Total Total

24540 WILMETTE/KENNILWORTH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

12/21/17 PREPAID EXPENSES  265.0011000000 160000 64359 72614  1

 265.00 1,985.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2574 LANYON REMODELING SERVICES, INC.

1/11/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  261.0011342035 421000 64608 72940  1

 261.00 3,355.00YTD Vendor Total Total

24802 WORLD POINT ECC, INC

10/13/17 TRAINING  258.9711515020 442000 64281 72423  1

 258.97 478.92YTD Vendor Total Total

17880 PDC LABORATORIES INC

12/15/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  240.0041818090 421000 64268 72417  1

11/30/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  15.0041818090 421000 64268 72254  1

 255.00 2,232.00YTD Vendor Total Total

22810 THOMPSON ELEVATOR INSPECTION

12/8/17 Contr. Elevator Inspections  150.0011091845 421010 64277 72298  1

12/7/17 Contr. Elevator Inspections  75.0011091845 421010 64277 72300  1

12/6/17 Contr. Elevator Inspections  30.0011091845 421010 64277 72299  1

 255.00 10,125.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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3326 LOYOLA ACADEMY

1/24/18 ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE CONTROL AC  243.2311000000 140000 64609 72997  1

12/15/17 ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE CONTROL AC  7.9311000000 140000 64528 72235  1

 251.16 251.16YTD Vendor Total Total

1559 CROSSBOW INDUSTRIAL WATER

12/11/17 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  136.6241818090 430210 64248 72251  2

12/11/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  113.2941818090 421000 64248 72251  1

 249.91 749.73YTD Vendor Total Total

515 PIERO'S

12/29/17 INCIDENTALS  147.6011233030 441000 64543 72752  1

12/31/17 INCIDENTALS  99.7541838090 441000 64543 72768  1

 247.35 477.91YTD Vendor Total Total

9171 W.W. GRAINGER, INC.

12/19/17 SUPPLIES  853.8311333030 430075 64426 72439  1

12/28/17 SUPPLIES  221.4241818090 430075 64426 72636  1

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  197.3411273030 430110 64426 72429  1

12/15/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  127.6011273030 430110 64426 72430  1

12/1/17 SUPPLIES - FIRE HOSE  58.5711515020 430175 64426 72341  1

11/9/17 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  48.6641818090 430475 64426 72118  1

12/18/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  42.0011273030 430110 64426 72431  1

12/22/17 SUPPLIES  28.1911333030 430075 64426 72646  1

12/6/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS -1,363.6811273030 430100 64426 72183  1

 213.93 18,750.78YTD Vendor Total Total

13671 LAKE COUNTY PIPE & SUPPLY CO.

12/12/17 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  209.0641818090 430475 64259 72419  1

 209.06 234.18YTD Vendor Total Total

98 THE UPS STORE

1/1/18 INCIDENTALS  181.4911041010 441000 64557 72991  1

1/1/18 POSTAGE  20.9041858090 420160 64557 72991  2

1/1/18 INCIDENTALS  6.2411414020 441000 64557 72991  3

 208.63 1,142.25YTD Vendor Total Total

18379 POLICE EXEC. RESEARCH FORUM

12/12/17 MEMBERSHIPS  200.0011414020 420010 64620 72969  1

 200.00 200.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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1508 ALPHA PRIME COMMUNICATIONS

12/27/17 MAINT.-RADIOS  192.0011414020 422410 64398 72666  1

 192.00 4,680.15YTD Vendor Total Total

23141 TURTLE WAX CAR WASH - A/R

1/5/18 VEHICLE WASHING  190.7711273030 423400 64555 72835  1

 190.77 703.01YTD Vendor Total Total

24665 WILMETTE TRUCK/BUS SERVICE

12/1/17 LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES  120.0011273030 446000 64466 72658  1

10/2/17 LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES  60.0011273030 446000 64466 71414  1

 180.00 2,549.00YTD Vendor Total Total

5130 CINTAS FIRST AID & SAFETY

12/26/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  123.9911414020 430250 64507 72777  1

11/29/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  29.6511342035 430140 64587 72943  1

12/26/17 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  24.2211342035 430140 64406 72620  1

 177.86 2,718.91YTD Vendor Total Total

19590 RIDGEVIEW RESTAURANT

12/20/17 CARE OF PRISONERS  172.9511424020 445000 64454 72672  1

 172.95 1,837.75YTD Vendor Total Total

3962 BUSHNELL INC.

12/19/17 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  169.0041818090 430475 64317 72411  1

 169.00 9,692.11YTD Vendor Total Total

661 PRAXAIR DISTRIBUTION INC

12/29/17 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  73.7511515020 430176 64448 72662  1

12/21/17 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  55.1811515020 430176 64346 72494  1

12/21/17 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  39.5511515020 430176 64346 72495  1

 168.48 1,982.39YTD Vendor Total Total

1490 FIRE SERVICE, INC

1/3/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  132.8511273030 430100 64520 72766  1

12/19/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  33.5111273030 430100 64520 72757  1

 166.36 4,851.83YTD Vendor Total Total

15732 MORTON GROVE AUTOMOTIVE WEST

12/13/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  165.0011273030 430100 64263 72317  1

 165.00 3,701.00YTD Vendor Total Total

Page 35 of 39



Invoice 

Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - January 2018

id_line_number

16775 N.E.M.R.T.

12/27/17 TRAINING  165.0011414020 442000 64536 72778  1

 165.00 4,340.00YTD Vendor Total Total

10509 I.A.C.P.

1/24/18 MEMBERSHIPS  150.0011414020 420010 64598 73013  1

 150.00 600.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15352 MID CENTRAL PEST CONTROL

12/12/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  50.0011342035 421000 64262 72226  1

12/12/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  50.0011342035 421000 64262 72227  1

12/26/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  50.0011342035 421000 64441 72465  1

 150.00 3,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23233 ULINE

11/7/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  145.3411414020 430250 64556 72784  1

 145.34 3,604.23YTD Vendor Total Total

10206 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES

12/14/17 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  133.2111273030 430110 64523 72834  1

 133.21 4,702.12YTD Vendor Total Total

9679 HEARTLAND SERVICES INC

5/31/17 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  130.0011051210 420020 64522 72992  1

 130.00 370.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23575 VILLAGE COLLECTOR - PETTY CASH

12/18/17 INCIDENTALS  69.8011515020 441000 64627 73089  1

12/22/17 INCIDENTALS  40.0011233030 441000 64463 72705  1

12/22/17 INCIDENTALS  9.3611233030 441000 64463 72705  2

 119.16 3,219.54YTD Vendor Total Total

1209 L3  COMMUNICATIONS MOBILE-VISION INC

12/21/17 MAINT.-EQUIPMENT  113.7511414020 422400 64334 72398  1

 113.75 16,767.50YTD Vendor Total Total

3358 CENTURY 21 - KREUSER & SEILER

1/16/18 UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C  67.8440000000 141000 64403 72852  2

1/16/18 UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C  41.7641000000 141000 64403 72852  1

 109.60 109.60YTD Vendor Total Total
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10977 ILLINOIS SECTION AWWA

12/27/17 TRAINING  108.0041848090 442000 64430 72637  1

 108.00 2,603.00YTD Vendor Total Total

477 APCO INTERNATIONAL

11/29/17 MEMBERSHIPS  92.0011434020 420010 64400 72566  1

 92.00 184.00YTD Vendor Total Total

19588 ROBBINS, SCHWARTZ, NICHOLAS, LIFTON & TAYLOR LTD.

12/22/17 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  30.5111071610 420320 64638 72800  1

12/22/17 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  27.5611071610 420320 64638 72801  1

12/22/17 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  18.3811071610 420320 64638 72802  1

12/22/17 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  9.1911071610 420320 64638 72803  1

 85.64 1,297.99YTD Vendor Total Total

956 ACUTE CARE EDUCATION SYSTEM, INC.

11/15/17 MEMBERSHIPS  75.0011434020 420010 64395 72665  1

 75.00 150.00YTD Vendor Total Total

16891 NORTH SUBURBAN CHIEFS OF POLICE

1/23/18 MEMBERSHIPS  75.0011414020 420010 64617 72968  1

 75.00 300.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2761 B&H PHOTO-VIDEO

12/13/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  74.9511414020 430250 64503 72776  1

 74.95 74.95YTD Vendor Total Total

4996 CHICAGO TRIBUNE

12/13/17 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  74.0011233030 430250 64242 72448  1

 74.00 3,677.69YTD Vendor Total Total

1392 PAYPAL, INC

12/31/17 BANK CHARGES  72.8511061410 420150 64542 72704  1

 72.85 745.45YTD Vendor Total Total

3359 RICHARD GOCHNAUER

1/16/18 UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C  71.8741000000 141000 64453 72862  1

 71.87 71.87YTD Vendor Total Total

14435 LUND INDUSTRIES, INC.

1/8/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  71.2011273030 430100 64610 72958  1

 71.20 297.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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2171 ILLINOIS DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE

1/2/18 MEMBERSHIPS  40.0011233030 420010 64327 72561  1

1/2/18 MEMBERSHIPS  30.0011233030 420010 64327 72560  1

 70.00 180.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3327 MEDICAL, VYAIRE

12/15/17 ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE CONTROL AC  63.0011000000 140000 64531 72236  1

12/15/17 ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE CONTROL AC  6.0011000000 140000 64530 72237  1

 69.00 69.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1962 PRINOTH

1/5/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  61.7211273030 430100 64621 72837  1

 61.72 1,431.77YTD Vendor Total Total

973 MIDWEST WATER ANALYSTS ASSOCIATION

1/9/18 TRAINING  60.0041848090 442000 64534 72891  1

 60.00 255.00YTD Vendor Total Total

13703 LAKEVIEW RUBBER STAMP

1/9/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  53.4011061410 430230 64607 72820  1

 53.40 136.20YTD Vendor Total Total

823 MIDWEST ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC PROCUREMENT

12/1/17 MEMBERSHIPS  50.0011061410 420010 64442 72736  1

 50.00 125.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1598 ILLINOIS LOCAL GOVERNMENT LAWYERS ASSN.

12/6/17 INCIDENTALS  50.0011071610 441000 64256 72502  1

 50.00 50.00YTD Vendor Total Total

10550 I.L.C.M.A.

1/2/18 CLASSIFIED ADVERTISEMENTS  50.0011041010 443025 64525 72602  1

 50.00 1,247.75YTD Vendor Total Total

108 I.A.P.P.O., INC.

12/1/17 MEMBERSHIPS  45.0011061410 420010 64428 72735  1

 45.00 215.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15679 MOORE MEDICAL CORP.

1/9/18 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  34.0011515020 430176 64613 72978  1

 34.00 6,962.51YTD Vendor Total Total
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8191 FIREHOUSE MAGAZINE

9/11/17 INCIDENTALS  29.9511515020 441000 64420 72794  1

 29.95 79.85YTD Vendor Total Total

8184 FIRE ENGINEERING

1/12/18 INCIDENTALS  26.0011515020 441000 64419 72793  1

 26.00 68.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2691 COMMERCIAL TIRE SERVICE

12/8/17 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  25.0011273030 421000 64243 72307  1

 25.00 136.50YTD Vendor Total Total

16627 NEWARK ELEMENT 14

12/18/17 SUPPLIES  22.8040847090 430075 64445 72642  1

 22.80 1,679.48YTD Vendor Total Total

13148 KIESLER'S POLICE SUPPLY INC

12/19/17 SUPPLIES - FIRING RANGE  19.6011414020 430170 64434 72490  1

 19.60 7,251.70YTD Vendor Total Total

 3,234,660.67Total Printed Checks
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

Engineering and Public  (847) 853-7660 
Works Department  Fax (847) 853-7701 

MEETING MINUTES  

BIKEWAY ADVISORY GROUP 

Tuesday, December 19, 2017 
7:00 a.m.  

Village Hall, 2nd Floor Training Room 
1200 Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois 

Members Present: Trustee Julie Wolf, Chair 
Commissioner Libby Braband 
Commissioner Christine Norrick 
Commissioner Tim Perry 

Staff Present:  Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Engineering and Public Works Director 
Dan Manis, P.E., Village Engineer  
Danielle Horn, P.E., Engineering Project Manager 
Patrick Collins, Police Department Deputy Chief 

Guests Present: Mary Fausone, 1100 Elmwood 
Piper Rothschild, 1046 Elmwood 
Lucy and Mark Klocksin, 1725 Wilmette 
Steve Wilson, 4040 Bunker 
Ken Schulein, 103 Central Park 
Peggy Smith, 1322 Wilmette 
Benet Haller, 69 W. Washington, Chicago #2300 
Charlie Short, 53 W. Jackson, Chicago  
Kristen Westman, 1731 Wilmette 
John Olvany, 803 Chestnut 

Agenda Item: 3.11
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I. CALL TO ORDER. 
 
Chair Wolf called the meeting to order at 7:01 a.m.  
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 7, 2016 BIKEWAY ADVISORY 
GROUP MEETING 
 
Chair Wolf directed the Commission’s attention to the draft minutes of the 
Bikeway Advisory Group meeting of November 7, 2016.     
 
Commissioner Braband moved that the Committee approve the minutes.  No 
comments were offered. The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote.  
The motion carried.  
 

III. COMPONENTS OF PROPOSED MASTER PLAN 
 
Chair Wolf opened the discussion on the components of the master plan for 
consideration.  She also recapped the intended schedule and stated that funding 
has been included in the 2018 budget for the Master Plan.  
 
Ken Schulein, 103 Central Park, with the Evanston Bike Club, noted that many 
rides start in Wilmette.  One challenge has been with getting through Wilmette 
between the east and west parts of town. He suggested pavement improvements 
and restricting all day parking at schools. 
 
Kristen Westman, 1731 Wilmette, suggested looking at the hierarchy of user 
groups, like bikers and walkers, in order to ensure the Master Plan has the 
greatest benefit for the greatest number of users. She suggested that pedestrian 
needs should be a focal point, and offered the following as potential hierarchy of 
user groups: (1) walking commuters to and from the train, (2) walking school kids, 
(3) biking school kids, (4) recreational cyclists, and (5) recreational walkers. 
 
Commissioner Braband suggested not only looking at numbers, but also conflicts. 
She also pointed out that walkers may be the largest group, but they also have 
few conflicts with traffic due to the nature of walking. Commissioner Braband 
echoed the value of looking at various user groups to give priority to them such as 
commuters and students, but not at the expense of considering alternatives that 
produce a larger improvement in safety for the dollars spent where the most 
conflicts are experienced.   
 
Chair Wolf summarized that this discussion fits in with the Complete Streets 
Policy, which states all forms of transportation are considered during a 
reconstruction project.   
 
Chair Wolf directed the discussion to the master plan summary matrix prepared 
by staff.  Mr. Manis stated the first five communities included an active 
transportation or pedestrian element and the last four are bicycle plans only. He 
also stated that there will be a robust public engagement during the plan 
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development. There will be ample opportunity for the advisory group to review and 
comment on the RFP, which will include detail on the public engagement process. 
Stakeholder meetings are anticipated to be more focused on individual groups.   
 
There was discussion about who the potential stakeholders would be. Discussion 
included the benefit of engaging other communities to find out about their 
programs, as well as providing connectivity, which is a component of a good plan.    
 
Ms. Westman suggested that the residents of Wilmette and those who pay the 
bills are the largest stakeholders. 
 
Mr. Schulein said that it is safer to keep bicyclists off sidewalks and on bike lanes. 
It’s safer for them as well as pedestrians that use the sidewalk. 
 
Ms. Westman believes the focus of the study would be on questions not asked 
yet, as opposed to those already asked and answered, such as bike lanes on 
Wilmette Avenue and on Central Avenue. Another resident mentioned other 
challenges with having bike lanes on Wilmette Avenue, such as delivery cars, 
crossings, etc.   
 
Chair Wolf said the Village understands many residents are not in favor of bike 
only lanes on Wilmette Avenue. Chair Wolf mentioned other successes, such as 
the Sheridan Avenue bike lanes.  
 
Ms. Klocksin, 1725 Wilmette, also said there are only two east-west thoroughfare 
routes that go all the way across Wilmette, whereas Sheridan Road is one of 
many north-south routes. 
 
Commissioner Norrick emphasized that these issues will be looked at in more 
depth by the consultant.   
 
Commissioner Braband stated that Evanston has specific guidelines, and asked if 
Complete Streets gets into the types of treatments that could be used. Mr. Manis 
added that the plan can identify treatment options, but not necessarily specific 
treatments for a specific road.  
 
Commissioner Perry clarified that Complete Streets is written more for new 
construction to give guidelines for how alternative forms of transportation would 
be addressed.  A plan like this would look at existing streetscape, etc.  
 
Ms. Westman said the cost elements in the plan should also include operation 
and maintenance costs, not just the initial capital cost.  
 
Mr. Manis said that the existing conditions need to be reviewed as well as 
identifying destinations, connections, neighboring communities, user groups, and 
levels of service for existing facilities. A review of previous studies and meetings 
would also occur.  
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Ms. Berger-Raish emphasized that this will not be a vehicular study, such as 
looking at signal timing, etc., as it is beyond the budget and scope of this plan. 
 
Mr. Manis said a list of stakeholder groups will be developed within the next 
month so that it could be included in the RFP so that consultants would know who 
they should engage.  
 
Benet Haller, Transportation Manager with the Cook County Department of 
Transportation and Highways, is very interested in being involved.  His focus is on 
all modes of transportation. 
 
Mr. Manis reiterated that there are many public engagement options and no one 
will be excluded.  
 
A link to the sample bike plans will be posted on the Village website under the 
agenda packet.  
 
Commissioner Braband would like the plan to identify funding sources and 
strategies to implement the plan. 
Ms. Berger-Raish mentioned the funding obtained for the Skokie Valley Trail 
through the Invest in Cook grant program through Cook County.  It is a joint effort 
with a number of communities. 
 
Mr. Schulein believes that the policy should be that any kid should be able to get 
to school without parents taking them. He believes this should be one objective of 
the plan. It also reduces auto congestion. 
 
Discussion was held regarding other mass transportation options, such as PACE 
buses in Wilmette. 
 
Mr. Manis recapped the sections that would be included in the RFP based on the 
discussion and what was seen in other plans including: Pedestrian and Bike 
Network Recommendations; Standards and Wayfinding, including design 
standard references; Policy Recommendations; and Implementation, including 
funding items, strategies, O&M costs, capital needs, etc.  
Commissioner Braband requested that the decision making process be well 
documented.  
  
Commissioner Perry reiterated that identifying funding for the plans for 
implementing the projects is a great element to incorporate into the plan.  
 

IV. PROPOSED MASTER PLAN REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) SCHEDULE  
 
Mr. Manis briefly outlined the proposed schedule for the RFP process: 

End of Jan   Reconvene with a draft of RFP 
Feb    Finalize the RFP 
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March    Receive proposals and 2-3 weeks for review 
April    Recommendation for award to Village Board  

 
An evaluation committee of Village staff members would review and score the 
proposals. Staff will bring in two to four consultant teams for interviews. The plan 
development may require twelve months. 

 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
Ms. Westman expressed her thanks for including the residents as part of the 
discussion.  
 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
None  
 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 
None  

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Commissioner Braband moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Norrick. The motion was approved. No further discussion 
occurred on the motion.  
 
The meeting was thereafter adjourned at 8:04 a.m.  
 
Minutes Respectfully Prepared by Danielle Horn, P.E.   
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SUBJECT: Replacement Instrumentation Purchase    
 
MEETING DATE:  February 13, 2018       
 
FROM:   Nabil Quafisheh, Director of Water Management 
   Nate Jordan, Assistant Director of Water Management 

  
Contracts Cost               $27,655.50  
Over/(Under) Budget     $(16,844.50)    

 

 
Recommended Motions 
 

Move to approve a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $27,655.50 with Berg-Johnson 
Associates, Inc. of Mundelein, IL, to furnish new ABB instrumentation transmitters for the Water 
Management Instrumentation Replacement Project. 
 
Background 

The Water Plant has 40 differential pressure (DP) transmitters throughout the Water Plant and 
remote sites that detect and relay information to the Plant Operator through the SCADA system.  
The DP transmitters provide the Water Plant Operator with: 
 

 The amount of flow that is going through each filter and basin. 

 The level of water in each of 1933, 1956 and 1971 clearwell, wetwells and standpipe.  

 The head loss transmitters help in determining when the filters need to be washed.   
 

Additionally, many of the SCADA system automatic controls rely heavily on the readings 
coming from the differential pressure transmitters to perform their functions. 
 
Transmitters can have a useful life between 20 to 30 years. Many of these transmitters have 
either reached or exceeded the useful life. Failure to replace these transmitters will have a 
moderate severity (such as filtration malfunction, disruption in pumping and chemical 
feeding…etc.) impact to the pumping and treatment operations. 
 
Discussion 
 
Village staff obtained price quotations from three leading manufacturers of differential pressure 
transmitters; ABB, Rosemount and Siemens. Below are the results of the quotations for 16 
transmitters proposed to be replaced in 2018. 
 

Water Management 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:quafishehn@wilmette.com
mailto:jordann@wilmette.com


 

Page 2 of 3   AGENDA ITEM: 3.12  

 

 

Vendor Transmitter cost (each) Additional Cost Total 

ABB $27,355.50 $300.00 (Shipping) $27,655.50 

Rosemount $28,038.24 $870.90 (Brackets) $28,909.14 

Siemens $29,953.60 0 $29,953.60 

   
Village staff recommends going with ABB (Berg-Johnson).  Not only does ABB offer the lowest 
overall price, ABB is best suited for our application based on the following reasons: 
 

 ABB transmitters come individually factory calibrated based on information provided by 
staff.  This factory calibration allows for easy installation eliminating calibration once 
installed. 

 ABB transmitters have a built-in feature eliminating the need for aging electronics 
needed for yearly calibration. 

 ABB has exceptional tech support.  

 Installation of ABB transmitters is a streamlined process based on their design.  Using 
ABB transmitters will limit modifications and installation changes that other transmitters 
require.  

 
The installation of the new instruments will be performed by the Water Management staff, and 
should be installed within a month after receiving. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2018 budget for this project is $50,000.  Additional expenses to furnish supplies needed 
to complete the project are anticipated to be $5,500.  A budget savings of $16,844.50 is 
projected. 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Transmitter cost break down by vendor 
2. Vendors Price Quotations 
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SUBJECT: Outdoor Shooting Range Intergovernmental Agreement 

MEETING DATE: February 13, 2018  

FROM:  Kyle Murphy, Police Chief 

2018 Cost $ 8,000 

Over/(Under) Budget 0 

Recommended Motion 

Move to approve Resolution # 2018-R-2 approving an intergovernmental agreement between 
the Village of Wilmette, the County of Lake, and the Sheriff of Lake County to utilize the Lake 
County Sheriff’s Shooting Range. 

Background 

The Lake County Sheriff’s Department operates an outdoor shooting range. They allow 
qualified range officers from outside agencies to administer training at their facilities once an 
intergovernmental agreement is signed.  

Discussion 

The Wilmette Police Department has a longstanding business relationship with the Lake 
County Sheriff’ Department. Staff uses the outdoor range facility to complement training done 
in-house, such as qualifying with duty weapons (rifles) at a distance beyond the Village’s indoor 
range. In order to use the outdoor range, Lake County requires the Village to adopt the 
intergovernmental agreement by Resolution. The term of the agreement is three years.  

Budget Impact 

The cost for the contract is summarized below. Staff anticipates to stay within the budgeted 
amount which provides for approximately 1,000 training hours.  

Use of Shooting Range per Hour $75/Hour 

2018 Budget $8,000 

 Documents Attached 

1. Resolution #2018-R-2

Wilmette Police Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:murphyk@wilmette.com


RESOLUTION NO. 2018-R-2 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, THE COUNTY OF LAKE, AND THE 

SHERIFF OF LAKE COUNTY TO UTILIZE THE LACK COUNTY SHERIFF’S 

SHOOTING RANGE 

 

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

County, Illinois (“Wilmette”), find that Wilmette 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 finds that it is necessary, convenient and in the best 

interests of the residents of the Village of Wilmette to enter into an Intergovernmental Agreement 

by and between the Village of Wilmette, the County of Lake, and the Sheriff of Lake County to 

utilize the Lake County Sheriff’s Shooting Range a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and Board of Trustees 

of the Village of Wilmette as follows: 

SECTION ONE:  The above recitals are incorporated into this section one as if fully set 

forth. 

SECTION TWO:  The Intergovernmental Agreement attached as Exhibit A is hereby 

approved. 

SECTION THREE:  The Village Manager is authorized to execute the agreement. 

Prior to executing the agreement, the Village Manager is authorized to make changes to the form 

of the agreement in his discretion. 

SECTION FOUR:  The Village Manager is authorized to take any action necessary to 

carry out the purpose of this Resolution and this Resolution shall be in full force and effect from 
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and after its passage. 

SECTION FIVE:  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its 

passage. 

ADOPTED on February 13, 2018, pursuant to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: None.      _______________________ 

NAYS: None.           

ABSTAIN: None.           

ABSENT: None.           

 

      ____________________________________ 

      Village Clerk  

 

Approved on February 13, 2018. 

      ____________________________________ 

      Village President 

 

Attest: 

____________________________________ 

Village Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT FOR UTILIZATION OF THE LAKE COUNTY 

SHERIFF’S SHOOTING RANGE  
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 INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT FOR 

UTILIZATION OF THE LAKE COUNTY SHERIFF'S 

SHOOTING RANGE 

 

 This Agreement by and between the County of Lake, a body politic and corporate, hereinafter referred 

to as the "COUNTY", the Sheriff of Lake County, hereinafter referred to as the "SHERIFF", and 

______________________________ municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as the "CONTRACTOR." 

 

 WHEREAS, the COUNTY owns and the SHERIFF operates an outdoor shooting range  and selected 

SHERIFF employees are qualified as range officers for the purpose of administering and teaching small arms 

weapons training and safety; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the CONTRACTOR is desirous of contracting with the COUNTY and the SHERIFF to utilize the 

shooting range and its facilities and equipment for training purposes; and, 

 

 WHEREAS, the COUNTY, SHERIFF and CONTRACTOR are authorized by state statute to enter into 

intergovernmental agreements, ventures and undertakings, to perform jointly any governmental purpose, or 

undertaking, either of them could do singularly. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the covenants contained herein, the parties 

hereby agree that CONTRACTOR shall be allowed to utilize the shooting range subject to the following terms 

and conditions: 

 

1. The SHERIFF, or the CONTRACTOR with prior written approval of the SHERIFF, shall provide a Certified 

Range Officer, certified by the Illinois Law Enforcement Training Standards Board, to be present during 

any and all training sessions. The Certified Range Officer shall have the express right and authority to 

control and direct all operations of the shooting range at all times. 

 

2. The shooting range shall be operated in accordance with the Lake County Sheriffs Firearms Training 

Facility Standard Operating Procedures (S.O.P.) attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein. 
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No person shall be allowed to use, train or shoot on the shooting range until that person has first read the S.O.P. 

and by signature agreed to abide by the S.O.P. 

 

3. The Certified Range Officer shall orient all persons who desire to use, train or shoot at the shooting 

range as to: 

 

 a. Safety Rules and Regulations; 

 b. General Range Information; 

 c. Facilities and Equipment; and 

 d. Rules of Conduct. 

 

4. The SHERIFF or his designee shall be the contact person for receiving queries, complaints, and 

commendations for services provided under this Agreement. In the event of a dispute between the 

parties as to the extent of service, or performance pertaining to the operation of this Agreement, the 

determination of the SHERIFF shall be final and conclusive. 

 

5. The days and times of shooting range operation and the scheduling of training and related activities at 

the shooting range shall be determined by the SHERIFF. No shooting shall be permitted on Sundays. 

 

6. The SHERIFF shall bill the CONTRACTOR monthly for use of the shooting range in accordance with the 

rates cited herein. The CONTRACTOR shall pay within forty-five days of receipt of billing. Failure of the 

SHERIFF to bill in a timely manner shall not effect a waiver of CONTRACTOR’S obligation to pay. 

 

a. The CONTRACTOR shall pay to the COUNTY $75.00 per hour for use of the shooting range when the 
CONTRACTOR utilizes a Certified Range Officer not in the employ of the SHERIFF. 

 
b. The CONTRACTOR shall pay to the COUNTY $90.00 per hour for use of the shooting range when the 

CONTRACTOR utilizes a Certified Range Officer in the employ of the SHERIFF. 
 
c. The billing rates cited above shall be subject to annual review and adjustment based on the cost of 

operating the shooting range. 
 

7. The CONTRACTOR shall provide its own weapons, ammunition, ear protection, eye protection, body 

armor and cleaning equipment. 
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8. The CONTRACTOR shall pay for and/or replace any property or equipment damaged while utilizing the 

shooting range. 

 

9. The CONTRACTOR agrees to indemnify, and save harmless and defend the COUNTY and SHERIFF, its 

officers, agents, and employees against all liability of any kind whatsoever resulting from the acts or 

conduct of the CONTRACTOR, it’s agents or representatives or employees in the performance of this 

agreement or in furtherance  thereof. 

 
10.   Insurance Requirements: 

 
a. The CONTRACTOR shall annually provide to the COUNTY certificates of insurance detailing the 

actual coverages in force and effect during the term of this agreement.  All Certificates of 
Insurance must be accompanied by a separate endorsement which designates as an additional 
insured the “Sheriff and its officers, agents, and employees; Lake County and its officers, agents, 
and employees”.  This endorsement must be signed by an officer of the Insurance Company 
issuing the policy or by an authorized, representative agent of that Insurance Company.   The 
additional insured endorsement shall be provided under ISO (Insurance Services Office) 
additional insured endorsement CG 20 26 11 85 or it equivalent.   

 
b. Limits of Liability 
 

Commercial General Liability Limits 
General Aggregate   $2,000,000 
Each Occurrence   $1,000,000 

   
Workers Compensation & Employers Liability  Limits 

 
   Statutory Limits    
   Disease- Policy Limit   $2,000,000 
   Disease-Each Employee  $1,000,000 
   
  Automobile Liability   Limits 
   Combined Single Limit   $2,000,000 
   Bodily Injury (per accident)  $2,000,000 
   Bodily Injury (per person)  $1,000,000 
   Property Damage   $100,000 
 

c. The Certificate will certify that insurance policies required shall contain a provision that 
coverages afforded under the policies will not be cancelled or non-renewed until the required 
written notice has been given to the COUNTY and SHERIFF.  A mere intent to notify the COUNTY 
and SHERIFF is not acceptable. 
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d. Any acceptance of insurance certificates by the COUNTY and SHERIFF shall in no way limit or 

relieve the CONTRACTOR of the duties and responsibilities assumed by the CONTRACTOR. 
 

e. Acceptance of insurance certificates not in compliance with the provisions of these requirements 
by the COUNTY or SHERIFF shall not effect a waiver of these requirements. 

 
 f. If the CONTRACTOR is self-insured, the CONTRACTOR shall provide, through qualified legal 

counsel, a provision to be inserted that indicates the protection afforded the COUNTY and 

SHERIFF will be equivalent of the insurance protection required in the above requirements.  The 

COUNTY and SHERIFF are not obliged to accept self-insurance by the CONTRACTOR in lieu of any 

of all of the insurance policies or coverages delineated above. 

  

 g. Certificates of Insurance shall be sent to the Training Division; Lake County Sheriff’s Office; 25 S. 

Utica Street; Waukegan, IL 60085. The initial certificate of insurance shall accompany the 

executed copy of this Agreement. 

 

11. The term of this Agreement shall be for a period of three years, provided however, that either party 

shall have an absolute right to terminate this Agreement upon thirty (30) days written notice to the 

other. 

 

12. The CONTRACTOR may accept the terms and conditions of this Agreement only by Resolution or 

Ordinance duly adopted by its legally recognized governing body or board. 

 

13. The foregoing constitutes the entire Agreement between the parties. 

 

14. This Agreement may be amended by mutual written agreement, signed and executed with the same 

formality with which this instrument was executed: 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the County of Lake by a Resolution duly adopted by the County Board of Lake County causes this 

Agreement to be signed by its Chairman and Sheriff and attested to by its Clerk, and the CONTRACTOR by order of its 

Board has caused this Agreement to be executed and attested by the appropriate officials, all on the day and year 

hereafter written. 

 
 
 
 

 
Date: ________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attest: ________________________________ 
Carla N. Wyckoff 

Lake County Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Date:__________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Attest: _________________________________ 
              Municipal Clerk: 
 
 
 

 

 
COUNTY OF LAKE 

 
 
 

By: ____________________________________ 
Aaron Lawlor, Chairman 

Lake County Board 
 
 
 
 
 

By: _____________________________________ 
                                Mark C. Curran 
                           Lake County Sheriff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                            CONTRACTOR: 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:_________________________________ 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

LAKE COUNTY RANGE STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 

The objective of the Lake County Sheriff's Firearms Training Facility is to develop law enforcement officers into 
safe and competent gun handlers. It is the officer's responsibility to conduct themselves in a mature manner 
and use common sense in the safe handling procedures with all duty related weapons and or equipment. The 

following range rules and firearms safety standards will be adhered to by everyone engaged in firearms training 
while at the facility; an item not clearly understood should be brought to the attention of an instructor for 

further explanation. Infractions of, or disregard for, firearms safety will be dealt with promptly. 
 
I.  SAFETY RULES AND REGULATIONS 

1. Each time a weapon is picked up for any purpose, point the weapon in safe direction, open the action 
and make a VISUAL and PHYSICAL inspection to ensure it is unloaded. Consider every weapon as loaded 
until you have personally proven otherwise. Never turn in or accept a weapon unless the cylinder or 
action is open. 

2. Do not leave a loaded weapon unattended.  
3. When transporting unholstered weapons:  

a. Semi-Automatic - The magazine removed, slide locked to the rear, muzzle pointed down, and the 
strong hand holding it by the grip. 

b. Revolver - The cylinder will be in the open position with the strong hand holding it by the grip. 
c. Shotgun - The weapon will be carried in a port arms position, muzzle up, with the action open 

and the safety on. 
d. Rifle - The magazine will be removed, the bolt locked open with the safety on. The weapon will 

be carried in a port arms position, muzzle up. 
e. UZI - The magazine will be removed, the bolt closed and the safety on. 
f. MP-5 - The magazine will be removed, the bolt locked open with the safety on.  The weapon will 

be carried in a port arms position, muzzle up. 
4. Do not place your fingers within the trigger guard until you are pointing the weapon at the target. This is 

especially important when drawing the weapon from the holster. 
5. Do not load a weapon until the command is given.  
6. The muzzles of all weapons will be pointed downrange when not holstered, and at no time will point a 

weapon over the top of the impact berms. 
7. Do not handle a weapon on the firing line while there is someone down range.  Dry firing is allowed only 

on the firing line under the supervision of an instructor. 
8. No conversations are allowed while on the firing line during a course of instruction or firing drill. 
9. If you drop a weapon accidentally do not pick it up- let it lay, report it to an instructor who will 

immediately inspect the weapon to ensure that it can function.  
10. The action of all weapons will be open when being carried to and from the firing line and while in the 

classroom (or the weapon will be holstered/cased). 
11. Never bend over to retrieve dropped ammunition/magazines during loading or unloading procedures. 

You will be permitted to do so after the line has been declared safe. You will then be instructed when to 
pick up speed loaders, loading strips, magazines or other dropped equipment. 

12. Holstered weapons will be secured in the holsters except while in the process of drawing a weapon. 
13. Do not smoke, eat, or drink on the firing line. 
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14. Do not remove any live ammunition from the range. All unfired rounds will be returned to an instructor 
after the day's firing has been completed, with the exception of that ammunition which has been issued 
for duty use. 

15. Anytime you observe an unsafe act which endangers someone, you have the responsibility to call a 
"CEASE FIRE", and report the incident to an instructor. 

16. Any injury sustained during firearms training, regardless of how minor it may seem, will be reported to 
an instructor immediately to assure that proper paperwork regarding the injury is documented. 

17. For your protection, it is MANDATORY that all students wear eye protection, ear protection, and body 
armor while engaged in live fire on the range. 

18. When you are instructed to step up to the firing line remain there unless told to do otherwise. 
19. Do not turn around on the firing line or look behind you. 

 
II.  GENERAL RANGE INFORMATION 

WEAPONS 
1. Prior to being used on the firing line, or for any exercise, all weapons will be inspected by a designated 

range instructor. 
2. All weapons are expected to be clean and in proper working condition prior to being used on the firing 

line or for any exercise. 
3. All support equipment will be inspected and will be in proper working condition prior to being used on 

the firing line or for any exercise. 
4. It is the responsibility of each individual to provide their own cleaning equipment for the purposes of 

cleaning their respective weapons at the completion of the training exercise. 
5. It is the responsibility of each individual to provide proper clothing according to weather conditions on 

the day the training is taking place. 
 
FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 

1. All shooters/students and visitors are asked to park their vehicles in the designated parking lot. 
2. All shooters/students and visitors must check in with a designated range instructor and sign the daily 

range log. Observers are only allowed in designated areas on the range and must wear eye protection 
and ear protection. 

3. Telephones are provided for official calls only. 
4. First-Aid kits and AED are available at the range. 
5. Restrooms are provided. 
6. Smoking, eating and drinking are permitted in designated areas only. Push chairs under table when 

leaving classroom. Do not leave paper, trash or personal belongings on the tables when leaving 
classroom. 

7. Range equipment is not to be abused. Do not step on target turners or target frames. Paper targets 
should be secured so that the wind will not blow them about the range. Any broken equipment should 
be reported to an instructor immediately. 

8. Live ammunition/loaded weapons are not to be taken into the classroom. Clearing barrels located inside 
the main gate are to be used to clear all weapons prior to entering the classroom and reporting to a 
range instructor. 

9. Only factory loaded ammunition will be allowed during any training exercise for all makes, models and 
calibers of those weapons that are being utilized. Reloaded, outdated or old ammunition is prohibited. 

10. All weapons that are currently being utilized by law enforcement agencies are allowed for use on the 
firearms training facility. Any exotic type weapons/calibers must be approved by the Senior Training 
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Officer or Director of Training for the Lake County Sheriff's Police, prior to being used on the training 
facility. All tear gas, O.C. gas, or smoke grenades must also be approved prior to being used on the 
training facility. 

11. All weapons being utilized for any training exercise must be logged by make, model, serial number and 
caliber on the daily log in sheet. 

12. All shooters are responsible for picking up brass after completing the training/firing exercise. Brass 
buckets will be provided on the range. Range clean up and cleanup of brass should only be done when 
directed to do so by an instructor. 

13. No shooting is permitted after 9:30 pm – any day.   
 
RULES OF CONDUCT 

1. No use or possession of alcohol or drugs is permitted either on the site or prior to entry thereto. 
2. No unsafe acts or horseplay are permitted at any time.  
3. Stay on walkways at all times unless otherwise directed by the range instructor in charge. 
4. The driving of vehicles on the range will only be allowed at the direction of a range instructor. 
5. No one is permitted on to the firing line without being instructed to do so by the range instructor in 

charge. Firing of weapons can occur only after the range instructor in charge declares the range "open" 
and "commence firing." The range instructor in charge must declare the range "closed" before entrance 
on to the firing line is permitted. 

 
Sheriff reserves the right to deny immediate and future access for any individuals who violate the rules of 

conduct or are otherwise a threat to safety and security. 
 
SCHEDULING RANGE DATES (Contracted Agencies) 

1. Any agency that holds a current contract with the County of Lake for use of the Firearms Training Facility 
and wishes to reserve training dates must contact the following:  The Lake County Firearms Training 
Facility at (847)395-3042. 

2. Agencies wanting to schedule dates and times for training must reserve those dates two weeks in 
advance of the actual training. 

3. Agencies will be billed for their use of the Firearms Training Facility.   
 

 
                                   SIG 



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.14 
 

 

SUBJECT: Ordinance Approval for Recommended Planned Unit Developments 

MEETING DATE:  Introduction – January 16, 2018; Adoption – February 13, 2018 

FROM:   Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel  

BUDGET IMPACT:  None 

 

 
Recommended Motion 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-07 amending the Wilmette 
Village Code, 1993, as amended, in Chapter 2 Administration.  

Background 

The Corporation Counsel has reviewed the Planned Unit Development (PUD) process and 
recommends minor changes to the Village Code as it relates to that approval process. The 
proposed changes are intended to ensure consistency in the Village’s zoning approval 
process for all relief sought (variations, special uses, Planned Unit Developments). 

A Preliminary Plan for a PUD is originally heard at the Plan Commission and if approved by 
the Village Board, such approval should be in the form of an ordinance. After the approval of 
the Preliminary Plan, the applicant proceeds to the Final Plan.  The Village Code allows a 
Final Plan to be brought to the Village Board upon a recommendation from the Zoning 
Administrator (Community Development Director) that the Final Plan substantially conforms 
to the approved Preliminary Plan and meets all other Village Code requirements. The Village 
Code is silent as to what action the Village Board should take when approving a 
recommended Final Plan. It is the Corporation Counsel’s experience and recommendation 
that the Village Board approve both the Preliminary and Final Plans via an ordinance.   

Discussion 

The Village Code allows for an ordinance receiving a positive recommendation from the 
Zoning Board of Appeals to be adopted at the same meeting in which that ordinance is 
introduced; but is silent as to recommendations from the Plan Commission or the Zoning 
Administrator. Because it is the opinion of the Corporation Counsel that zoning relief to be 
granted by the Village Board be done so in the form of an ordinance, the proposed 
amendment requires adoption of an ordinance to clarify the procedure to approve a 
Preliminary Plan and Final Plan. To be consistent with current zoning variation approvals, 
Preliminary PUD ordinances which have a positive recommendation from the Plan 
Commission are proposed to be able to be adopted at the same meeting in which they are 

Law Department 
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introduced. The same is true for ordinances approving the Final Plan of a PUD that have 
received a positive recommendation from the Zoning Administrator. 

Budget Impact 

No Budget Impact 

Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance No. 2018-O-7 – An Ordinance Amending the Wilmette Village Code 

 



# 644347 

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-07 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE 

(Chapter 2 Administration)  

 

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

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

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

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

Code as it pertains to the administration of the Village is in the best interests of the health, safety 

and welfare of the public; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board is authorized to approve ordinances adopting Special Uses 

recommended for approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals at the Village Board meeting when 

such introduction of the ordinance is made, but not from recommendations from the Plan 

Commission; and 

WHEREAS, a Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) is a type of Special Use that requires the 

Plan Commission’s review and holding of a public hearing prior to any recommendation to be 

submitted to the Village Board; and 

WHEREAS, a PUD should be approved by ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, a PUD has two stages of approval, Preliminary and Final; and 

WHEREAS, a Final Plan of PUD that is recommended for approval by the Zoning 

Administrator that substantially conforms to an approved Preliminary Plan and otherwise 

complies will all Village Code requirements, should be approved by Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board has determined it is the best interests of the health, safety 

and welfare of the public for the Village Board to have the ability to approve a recommended 
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Preliminary Plan and subsequently a recommended Final Plan at the meetings in which the 

respective ordinance is introduced.   

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

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

SECTION 1: Each of the foregoing recitals and findings are hereby made a part of this 

Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in 

Chapter 2, Administration, Section 2-2 Board of Trustees, subsection 2-2.5.4 Ordinance 

Adoption and Reconsideration Procedure, by inserting the new text shown in underlined bold 

type below, so that said further subsection 2-2.5.4 shall hereafter read as follows:  

2-2.5.4  ORDINANCE ADOPTION AND RECONSIDERATION PROCEDURE.   

The preparation, introduction and adoption of all ordinances shall be governed by the 

following rules of procedure: 

 

(a)   Ordinances are to be prepared by the Corporation Counsel at the request of the Board, 

committee of the Board, President, Manager or department head. 

 

(b)   The Corporation Counsel shall refer the ordinance for introduction to the standing 

committee which has jurisdiction of the subject matter of the ordinance. 

 

(c)   Each ordinance to be introduced shall be placed on the Published Agenda for the 

meeting at which the introduction is to be made. An ordinance shall not be introduced at 

any meeting of the Board unless: 

(1)   It has appeared on the Published Agenda for such meeting; or, 

(2)   This rule shall have been waived with respect to the introduction of such ordinance 

at such meeting by a majority vote of the Trustees present at such meeting.   

(d)   No ordinance shall be finally passed by the Board at the same meeting at which it was 

introduced unless: 

      (1)   This rule is suspended by a majority vote of the Trustees present; or, 

(2)   The ordinance is drawn pursuant to a resolution adopted at a previous meeting of 

the Board; or, 

(3)   The ordinance adopts a recommendation of the Zoning Board of Appeals or Plan 

Commission to grant a variation or Special Use, when such recommendation has been 

approved by the Board as submitted by the Zoning Board of Appeals or Plan 

Commission; or 
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(4)  The ordinance adopts a recommendation of the Final Plan of a Planned Unit 

Development, when the Zoning Administrator recommends approval of the Final 

Plan. 

(e)   Subject to paragraph (d), an ordinance shall be placed on the agenda for passage at 

the next regular meeting following its introduction, unless the Board shall otherwise 

indicate.   

(f)   In the event substantial changes or amendments are made to the ordinance between 

readings, then an amended ordinance with the same number shall be introduced by the 

sponsoring committee at the second reading. This becomes the "introduction" of the 

amended proposed ordinance. 

(g)   If the changes or amendments are not of a substantial nature, the Board may proceed 

to vote on the ordinance "as amended" at the second reading. 

(h)   The President of the Board shall be the sole judge of whether the "changes" are 

substantial enough to refer the proposed ordinance back to the originating committee.   

 

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 

13th day of February, 2018, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:  

NAYS:   

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:   

            

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 13th day of February, 

2018. 

            

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 
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Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 

Published in Pamphlet Form February 14, 2018 

 



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.15 
 

 

SUBJECT: Technical Amendment to the Village Code to Replace the Restriction for 
the Use of Groundwater for Potable Purposes  

MEETING DATE:  Introduction – January 16, 2018; Adoption – February 13, 2018 

FROM:   Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel  

BUDGET IMPACT:  None 

 

 
Recommended Motion 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-08 amending the Wilmette 
Village Code, 1993, as amended, in Chapter 9 Housing and Building Regulations.  

Background 

In 2000, the Village Code was amended to include a prohibition from using groundwater as 
potable water.  In 2015, the Illinois Plumbing Code was amended as certain updates were 
recommended to the Village Code.  When those updates were made, the Village Code 
section prohibiting the use of groundwater as potable water was inadvertently removed, 
leaving the Village’s own regulation on this matter silent in the Village Code. 

Per the Assistant General Counsel of the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), 
the need for the Village’s regulations to be in effect, with the express language as previously  
codified, with one addition, is necessary to the IEPA’s environmental remediation 
requirements within the Village.  The addition is an affirmatively stated restriction on the 
Village itself from using groundwater for potable purposes, which comes about from the 
IEPA’s request and change in their rules, but does not change any of the Village’s operations 
or past practices.  

Discussion 

It is the opinions of the Corporation Counsel, the Director of Engineering & Public Works; and 
the Director of Community Development to replace the otherwise inadvertently removed 
provisions of the Village Code.  The replacement of the otherwise missing text does not have 
any impact upon the Village’s operations; however, this is a restriction that the Village should 
have in place to ensure the safe supply of potable water within the Village.   

Budget Impact 

No Budget Impact 

Law Department 
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Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance No. 2018-O-8 – An Ordinance Amending the Wilmette Village Code 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-8 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE 

CODE, 1993, AS AMENDED, AMENDING CHAPTER 9, 

HOUSING AND BUILDING REGULATIONS, SECTION 9-6, 

“PLUMBING CODE,” BY ADDING THERETO A NEW 

FURTHER SUBSECTION 9-6.2, “USE OF GROUNDWATER 

AS POTABLE WATER SUPPLY PROHIBITED” 

 

 

 

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

County, Illinois, find that certain properties located within the corporate limits of the Village of 

Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, have been used over a period of time for commercial and 

industrial purposes, including but not limited to the installation and operation of underground 

storage tanks used to hold petroleum products; and 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that due to such use, 

concentrations of certain chemical constituents in the groundwater beneath the Village of 

Wilmette may exceed Class I groundwater quality standards for potable resource groundwater as 

set forth in 35 Illinois Administrative Code 620, or Tier 1 residential remediation objectives as 

set forth in 35 Illinois Administrative Code 742; and 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that the Village of 

Wilmette desires to limit potential threats to human health from groundwater contamination 

while facilitating the redevelopment and productive use of properties that are the source of said 

chemical constituents; and 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that the Village of 

Wilmette is served by a municipal water system supplied by Lake Michigan, that said water 

system is accessible and available to every property located within the corporate limits of the 
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Village of Wilmette thereby obviating the need to rely on groundwater as a source of potable 

water, and that the public health, safety and welfare would be served by prohibiting the use of 

groundwater as a potable water supply within the corporate limits of the Village of Wilmette; 

and 

WHEREAS, the provisions of regarding the subject of this Ordinance were inadvertently 

removed from the existing Village Code upon the updates to the Illinois Plumbing Code; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board finds it to be in the best interests of the health, safety and 

welfare of the Village to ensure compliance with the provisions of this Ordinance; 

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

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

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals, and each of them, are hereby made a 

part of this Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in 

Chapter 9, Housing and Building  Regulations, Section 9-6, “Plumbing Code,” by adding to said 

Subsection 9-6 a new further subsection 9-6.2, “Use of Groundwater as Potable Water Supply 

Prohibited,” the text of the new further Subsection 9-6.2 to read as follows: 

9-6.2  USE OF GROUNDWATER AS POTABLE WATER SUPPLY 

PROHIBITED. 

a. It shall be unlawful for any person to use or attempt to use as a potable water supply 

groundwater from anywhere within the corporate limits of the village, whether by the 

installation or drilling of wells or by any other method.  This prohibition expressly 

applies to the Village of Wilmette. 

b. For purposes of this Subsection 9-6.2: 

1. “Potable water” shall mean any water used or intended to be used for human or 

domestic consumption or use, including but not limited to water used for such 

purposes as drinking, bathing, swimming, washing dishes or eating utensils or 

preparing of food for human consumption, or the watering of animals ultimately 

intended for human consumption.  “Potable water” does not include water used 
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solely for irrigation purposes unless said water is used to irrigate agricultural 

products ultimately intended for animal or human consumption. 

2. “Person” shall mean any individual, partnership, co-partnership, firm, company, 

limited liability company, corporation, association, joint stock company, trust, 

estate, political subdivision or unit of local government, or any other legal entity, 

or its legal representative, agent or assign. 

c. Any person in violation of this subsection shall be subject to prosecution by the 

Village and a fine or other relief as provided for in the General Penalty provisions of the 

Village Code.   

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: If any portion of this Ordinance, or its application to any person or under any 

circumstances, is adjudged invalid by a court or agency of competent jurisdiction, such adjudication 

shall not affect the validity of the Ordinance as a whole or any remaining portion of it not adjudged 

to be invalid. 

SECTION 5: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage, 

approval and publication as required by law. 

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

13th day of February 2018 , according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:   

            

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
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APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 13th day of February 

2018. 

            

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 
 

        

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 

Published in Pamphlet Form February 14, 2018 

 



REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

request for a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner condenser 
setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner 
and a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation 
variation to permit the retention of a grill island and pergola 
at 3730 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
Case Number:   2018-Z-02 
 
Property:    3730 Lake Avenue 
 
Zoning District:   R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    Steve and Mina Boruta 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner condenser 

setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner 
and a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation 
variation to permit the retention of a grill island and pergola 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3 
     Section 13.4.A.4 
     Section 13.4.K.1 
 
Hearing Date:    January 17, 2018 
 
Date of Application:   November 14, 2017 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
     Mike Boyer   No 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke  No 
     Reinhard Schneider  No 
     Bob Surman   No 
     Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, December 12, 2017.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
December 14, 2017. Posted on the property, December 15, 
2017. Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
December 15, 2017. 

 
Report Prepared By:   Lisa Roberts, AICP 
     Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 

6.11 
2-13-18 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Lake Avenue approximately 1,080’ east of 
Fairway Drive. The property has 60.0’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and is 150.0’ in depth. The 
property is 9,000.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a one-and-two-story single-
family home and attached two-car garage. 
 
To the east and west are properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, and improved 
with single-family homes. To the north is the Wilmette public golf course, zoned R1-A, Single-
Family Detached Residence. To the south are properties within the corporate limits of the Village of 
Glenview that are zoned R-5, Residential District, and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioners are seeking approval to retain an existing air conditioner condenser to the west side 
of the home and to retain an existing grill island and pergola. 
 
The existing air conditioner has a 2.89’ west side yard setback. Because the Zoning Ordinance 
requires a 10.0’ side yard setback, a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation is 
required. 
 
The existing grill island has a west side yard setback of 3.0’. The petitioners propose to complete 
a pergola structure over the existing grill island that will also maintain a 3.0’ side yard setback. 
Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 6.0’ side yard setback, a 3.0’ side yard setback variation 
is required for the grill island and pergola. 
 
The grill island and pergola are separated from the house at a distance of 7.0’. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a minimum of 10.0’ separation between a principal structure and an accessory 
structure, a 3.0’ separation variation is necessary. 
 
Requirement Required Existing/Proposed 
Side Yard Setback – Air Conditioner 10.0’ 2.89’* 
Side Yard Setback – Grill Island and Pergola 6.0’ 3.0’*  
Accessory Structure Separation 10.0’ 3.0’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Air Conditioner Variation Requests 
 
1334 Wilmette Avenue Case 2017-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 23.71’ front yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention 
of two air conditioners 
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1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2016-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation and an 11.5’ side yard swimming 
pool equipment setback variation to permit the installation of a third ventilation unit and swimming 
pool equipment 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 276.05 square foot (5.35%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit 
the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
141 Maple Avenue Case 2015-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.92’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to locate two air conditioner 
condensers for a new home 
 
441 Locust Road Case 2015-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.37’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the retention of a 
replacement air conditioner condenser 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, an 8.21 decibel sound variation, 
and an 11.83’ side yard generator setback variation, to permit the installation a permanently 
installed stand-by generator and two air conditioner condensers for the new home on the property 
 
421 Hibbard Road Case 2014-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 5.8’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of 
two air conditioner condensers 
 
1935 Thornwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.83’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the replacement and 
relocation of two air conditioning condensers 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Denied 
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 [Note: only the air conditioner and generator portion of this request were denied.] 
 
Other Accessory Structure Setback Variation Requests 
 
1136 Chestnut Avenue Case 2011-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a roofed accessory structure in excess of 200 square feet, a 6.5’ side 
yard pergola setback variation, a 6.5’ side yard pergola eave setback variation, and an 833.64 
square foot (2.5%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached pergola on 
the nonconforming structure 
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Other Accessory Structure Separation Variation Requests 
 
431 9th Street Case 2017-Z-62 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 1,268.22 square foot (31.71%) total floor area variation, a 248.14 square foot (6.2%) 
lot coverage variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 17.79’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.45’ side yard setback variation, an 11.51’ front yard porch setback variation, a 13.5’ 
front yard porch step setback variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard stoop and step setback 
variation, a 0.25’ accessory structure separation variation, a 0.42’ detached garage side yard 
setback variation, a 44.51 square foot (3.18%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that a new home provide two enclosed parking spaces, to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home and the 
retention of an existing detached garage 
 
327 3rd Street Case 2016-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a special use to allow the expansion of an existing townhouse and an 8.58’ accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the construction of a detached pergola 
 
161 Prairie Avenue Case 2015-Z-54  ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation, a 3.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 2.83’ accessory 
structure separation variation, a 106.28 square foot (36.97%) rear yard total impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 5.96 square foot (2.07%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a shed 
 
305 17th Street Case 2015-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard eave setback variation, and a 5.0’ 
accessory structure separation variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
347 Oak Circle Case 2015-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 22.78’ rear yard setback variation, a 22.03’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 3.45’ 
accessory structure separation variation, and a 25.57 square foot (1.98%) rear yard total impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit an attached or detached garage 
 
433 8th Street Case 2014-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%) 
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard 
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a 
4.01’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard 
stair setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation 
variation, a 208.06 square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation from the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the 
construction of a new home and one-car detached garage 
 
111 Carriage Way Case 2013-Z-20 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a roofed accessory structure in excess of 200 square feet and a 4.0’ 
accessory separation variation to retain a gazebo (structure was removed because of building code 
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issues) 
 
123 Sheridan Road Case 2013-Z-11 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard 
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an 
emergency standby generator 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum side yard setback of 6.0’ on the 
Subject Property. 
 
Section 13.4.A.4 requires a minimum separation of 10.0’ between a detached accessory structure 
and a principal building. 
 
Section 13.4.K.1 establishes that all mechanical equipment including air conditioning units, when 
located in an interior side yard, may be no closer than 10’ from a lot line. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner and a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 
3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island and pergola at 3730 Lake 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 2018-Z-02. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Plan 
 1.5 Pergola Plan 
 1.6 Grill Island/Pergola Elevation 
 1.7 Photographs 
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 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application with subsequent applicant response 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 

December 12, 2017 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

December 14, 2017 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated December 15, 2017 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, December 15, 2017 
 2.8 Email from Barbara Pearlman, 3736 Lake Avenue, dated 

January 2, 2018 
 2.9 Email with attachments from Barbara Pearlman, 3736 Lake 

Avenue, dated January 16, 2018 
 2.10 Additional materials presented at the meeting by the applicant, 

January 17, 2018 
 
Minutes from the January 3, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that applicant had submitted an email requesting that the 

case be continued to January 17, 2018 due to the number of board members 
at the meeting.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to continue the case to the January 17, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Tritsis seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays 

(Chairman Duffy and Mr. Kolleng were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
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Minutes from the January 17, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Mina Boruta, applicant 
   3730 Lake Avenue 
 
  3.12 Mr. Steve Boruta, applicant 
   3730 Lake Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 7.11’ side yard air conditioner condenser 

setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner and a 3.0’ side yard 
setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill 
island and pergola. The Village Board will hear this case on February 13, 2018.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Boruta said they have lived in the home for over 6 years. Before they moved 

in, the home was vacant for quite some time. The existing patio was caving in, 
which was unsafe. They purchased the home ‘as is.’ There was an ugly chain link 
fence in the rear. They wanted to improve the backyard.  

 
  The current AC unit is on the west side of the home. It has been there for five years. 

She explained that the old unit broke and that the installers suggested putting the 
unit on the west side of the home. She agreed without knowing about the 10’ side 
yard requirement. The unit is very quiet. It is located below their kitchen window. 
They live on Lake Avenue, which is very busy, and that sound would drown out 
any potential AC noise. They have a 6’ along the property line which would deflect 
any potential noise. The neighbor to the west has never complained about noise.  

 
  They are also requesting the 3’ side yard setback variation and 3’ separation to 

allow them to retain the current grill island that has been there for five years. They 
are also asking that they be allowed to continue installing a pergola over the grill 
island as shown in the picture.  

 
  The grill island was done at the same time as the paver patio. An inspector came 

out two times and the grill never came up as being an issue. Both neighbors to the 
east and west never had a complaint.  

 
  The past summer they were replacing a rotting pergola that they had over the sliding 

glass doors. They then thought to add one over the grill. They did not get a permit. 
They did not think that they needed a permit. It was their mistake to not perform 
their due diligence. They are asking the board to approve the variation requests. If 



Case 2018-Z-02 
3730 Lake Avenue 

 

 

9 

they have to move them, it will be a significant financial hardship. They got a 
proposal of what the cost would be. The estimated cost is close to $9,000 with a 
maximum total cost not to exceed $12,500 to break down the grill island and move 
it 3’ and try to relocate the ac unit.  

 
  There are four similar cases that were granted by the board. She knows that every 

case is different and unique. But these were cases where the board had granted the 
retention of an existing ac unit or structure. She reviewed all of the cases. She talked 
about board approval on cases based on financial hardship. She hopes that the board 
will allow them to retain the ac unit and the grill in their current locations.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer said he looked at the back of the house and asked the applicant to 

describe what is inside the two windows and below the two windows.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said that behind the two double hung windows is the dining room. The 

slider to the right is the kitchen. The slider to the left is the living room.  Below is 
a basement.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Boyer asked where the mechanical room was located.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said it is where the ac unit is located on the west side of the house under 

the kitchen. The mechanical is under the laundry room.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked where the prior AC unit was located.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said that it was in the back underneath the double hung window, right 

in the middle.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Surman asked where the units were in the basement. Were they where they are 

now or were they moved?  
 
  Mr. Boruta said they were where they are now.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Boyer said that the mechanicals in the electrical panel is over on the side of the 

house near the laundry room where the ac is now. The original line set went all the 
way through the basement to the mechanical room. The dining room is in the middle 
of the double hungs.  

 
  Mr. Boruta said that the original AC system was 25 years old. All piping was redone 

when they bought the new AC unit.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman referenced an email with a photograph. The existing patio is being 

replaced, but in the email, there is a shaded portion. Was that permitted as well?  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she did not believe that portion was permitted.  
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  Mr. Boruta said that was done at the same time. They did get the permit for that. 
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said he was a little confused. He guesses that the permit was for the 

other shape.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said that it says the permit is to replace existing. Anything 

submitted for the permit did not have the addition on it.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said that they came out, saw the inspection and they got the permit 

during that time. The square footage of the patio is the same and the shape is 
different.  

 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy clarified that the square footage was the same.  
 
  Mr. Boruta described the previous layout. The plat of survey is not accurate.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Schneider asked to see the two pages that Mr. Boruta is discussing.  
 
  Mr. Boruta showed the original plat that they got when they bought the home from 

the bank. It read 12 x 12 for the patio and there was a tree in the middle that is now 
shown. He described the shape of the new patio. But the square footage did not 
change.  

 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said that the permit indicates replace existing, but there is no 

drawing of what they proposed. There is a little bump out where the grill was to go.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Surman said he thinks that the bump out was just showing clearance to walk.  
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy said they did not follow the plan because the grill island is bumped 

out facing the other way. The grill is now equal with the sidewalk down the side of 
the house. The grill island was an addition to what they applied for.  

 
  Ms. Boruta said everything was done at the same time.  
 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy said he asked if the grill island was an addition to what they 

applied for.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said she didn’t know. She explained the permit process and assumed 

they were able to make all changes.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Boyer said that it is conforming as exists in lot coverage and impervious 

surface.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that it was allowed to be replaced as existing because it was 

considered to be maintenance and they do not check to see if it is over on coverage.  
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  Mr. Boruta said it is conforming for lot coverage and square footage.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Boyer asked about the impervious surface.  
 
 3.39 Chairman Duffy said there is no calculation for impervious surface.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the rear yard for zoning purposes is the last 30’. It is hard to 

read the plat, but her guess would be that what is shown on the plan would be 
conforming for the rear yard.  

 
 3.40 Mr. Boyer said no one is sure if what is existing is actually conforming.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Surman said that beyond the pergola near the grill can they have a grill that 

close to the lot line.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that it needs to meet the minimum side yard setback, which is 6’.  
 
 3.42 Mr. Surman asked if it was a portable grill.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is not regulated.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Kolleng asked why this case was before the Board.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said it was her understanding that her neighbor called the Village and 

is not pleased about the pergola.  
 
 3.44 Chairman Duffy said that in a lot of the work done, there are permits. Some they 

did not pull permits for. They are aware of the process now. If someone comes and 
says they want a permanent structure for the grill, when they apply for the patio, 
shouldn’t that be part of the application? 

 
  Ms. Roberts said that it is usually written on the application drawings. There is 

nothing in the electronic file for the permit.  
 
 3.45 Chairman Duffy said he knows that the inspector came out and didn’t say anything. 

But in an application, it is supposed to be there so that the village knows what is 
being built.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that there is a note on the application as well as a note on the 

inspection that there was a code enforcement officer involved. She has no note that 
the grill island was observed.  

 
 3.46 Mr. Surman asked if the grill island had a gas line that runs to it. Is there plumbing?  
 
  Mr. Boruta said there is no plumbing but had a gas line.  
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 3.47 Mr. Schneider said that the paved patio was 3’ from the property line. Does it need 
to be 6’ from the property line?  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that a patio can be 3’ from the property line. 3’ is the minimum. 

If the grill island wasn’t there they could have a patio.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Surman asked how close the pergola could be.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is like an accessory structure and has to meet the 6’ side yard 

setback requirement.  
 
 3.49 Mr. Schneider asked about a fixed grill with a portable umbrella.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the umbrella would not be a problem because it is portable.  
 
 3.50 Mr. Kolleng asked if the pergola was finished.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said that it is not finished.  
 
 3.51 Chairman Duffy asked when they took the photo they submitted.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said it was taken the other day before the snow.  
 
 3.52 Chairman Duffy noted that one side is all mulch except by the gate. How far behind 

the garage do the pavers run? 
 
  Mr. Boruta said they run about 5’ to 6’. Two trash cans sit there.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Schneider asked about the move of the AC unit from the north to the side.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said that Northern Heating said they could move it and she didn’t know 

about a setback. She didn’t know that a permit was needed.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said that when the fence was replaced they were told to get a permit. He 

is referring to the back fence that originally was chain link.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Kolleng clarified that the fence behind the grill was the applicant’s fence. Could 

that fence be 6’ stockade? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that it could be a 6’ high stockade fence.  
 
 3.55 There was discussion about fences on the property.  
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman asked about the contractor building the pergola.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said who was building the pergola and he pulled a permit afterwards. 
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He lives in Wisconsin. 
 
 3.57 Chairman Duffy asked if the paver company was located in Highland Park.  
  Mr. Boruta provided the name of the company who did the grill, the front walk and 

the front porch.  
 
(After section 4.0) 
 3.58 Chairman Duffy asked if any board member had additional questions for the 

applicant from what was brought up by the neighbor. In general, the applicant has 
the chance to respond to neighbor’s questions or comments, but most of them were 
addressed.  

 
 3.59 Mr. Robke said that the term, hardship, has been mentioned. He said that they 

should go back to a time when none of these improvements existed and they came 
to the board with their proposal. What is the hardship?  

 
  Mr. Boruta said that the hardship is that the old unit was under the dining room 

window. They spend a lot of time on their patio. They did not want the units on the 
patio for that reason. It is more efficient on the side.  

 
 3.60 Chairman Duffy clarified that the sliding door by the grill goes to the kitchen. It is 

not convenient to have the grill at the far end of the patio. But that is not a hardship 
and it is a convenience.  

 
 3.61 Mr. Robke noted that the board has not seen convenience as a hardship.  
 
 3.62 Mr. Surman asked if they planned to do more work on the house.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said there were no additional plans for future work.  
 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Barbara Pearlman 
   3736 Lake Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Pearlman lives directly west of the applicants. She has compiled a compendium 

of information and research on this project. It is important to support her objections 
to the request. She was on vacation for over a month and returned to Chicago on 
December 27, 2017. She got her held mail on December 28th and received her 
notification. She quickly responded because the original meeting for the case was 
on January 3, 2018 and the case was rescheduled.  
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  Her first letter was he said/she said. She had not seen any information about the 
application or the application itself. She wanted to get information to the Board 
however. She went to village hall and researched 18 cases that were referred to for 
this case. She went through every drawing submitted for every permit pulled over 
a period of 5 to 6 years for this subject property. Things looked strange to her.  

 
  There were two setback violations done without permits that were there for five 

years. She has a second home in the city. She bought a house on the Wilmette golf 
course, but never moved in. She remained in the city. She loves the village. She has 
wonderful neighbors. She would come out to her Wilmette home on weekends. She 
was somewhat unaware of what on at the applicants’ home. In the winter she could 
see what was going on. She has a hesitation in confronting a neighbor about 
violation of a law.  

 
  Mr. Boyer asked the neighbor to describe the impact on her.  
 
  The neighbor continued and said that in her original letter, she got off track in citing 

all different things going on on the property without permits. That was done to 
demonstrate there is a history of permit violations on the property.  

 
  Regarding tonight, she noticed the air conditioner problem and the build out of the 

grill island.  
 
  She is a former member of the International Interior Design Association for many 

years. She is a design professional who has worked with engineers, architects, cities 
and municipalities for years. She looked out her window in August 2017 and saw 
the pergola being built. She called the village and asked if a permit was pulled. Ted 
Blumenthal quickly came out to find out what is going on. It impacts her because 
there is a situation for a variation request without proper documentation for the 
pergola. A permit was never pulled. It was pulled after Mr. Blumenthal came out 
and saw what was going on. There was no permit for any of the work. There was a 
permit for flat work, but it did not include new flat work that the pergola was set 
on or that other things were set on. This is a continuing concern – no documentation, 
no permits pulled. She wants to know why a resident should have items 
grandfathered in as a result of not following the rules and regulations of the zoning 
ordinance.  

 
  The board should be able to review a case in advance of it being built to ensure that 

it conforms.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked how this negatively impacts the neighbor or is it not 

negatively impacting her. Is the air conditioner or the pergola a hindrance to her?  
 
  The neighbor said that these are not hindrances to her. It is a potential noise 

problem.  
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  Mr. Kolleng asked if the unit was an issue over the past five years.  
 
  The neighbor replied no.  
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the grill was a visual issue.  
 
  The neighbor said no. 
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the pergola under construction creates an issue for her.  
 
  The neighbor said it is only partially built so she has no idea. She agreed that the 

height is already there. It is not creating an issue.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that in general, the board has granted side yard setback 

requests for AC units if it does not impact the neighbor. If someone already located 
it there without a permit and then comes to the board, the board asks themselves if 
they would have granted this if they had come to the board originally. In some 
situations, some board members have said no, and others have said yes. The Village 
Board could read the minutes and review the case and could have objected or 
approved the request. One of the first questions he has about the AC unit is whether 
the board would have approved the request if the applicants had come in before 
building something. There was a case by the lake where the board asked for more 
noise baffling. And they agreed to do this. His concern was similar to hers about 
the patio. Did they follow the application? His concern was about the hired 
contractor who did this. Does the neighbor object to the existing AC unit or the 
existing island for the grill?    

 
  The neighbor objects to it only in the sense that she was not given a chance to 

appear before the board to express an objection.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked her if she would oppose it as it currently is built?  
 
  The neighbor said she would have brought up her concerns about the possibility of 

noise.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked if they had done proper permitting for the pergola and had 

to ask permission to install the pergola in its existing condition, does she object to 
the pergola?  Will it impact light or air to her yard? Will it impact her views? Any 
negative impact? 

 
  The neighbor said that she sees no negative impact from the pergola and she stated 

that it would not in her list of six standards for variation.  
 
  Chairman Duffy complimented the neighbor on the extent of her work so that she 

could make her presentation to the board.  
 
  The neighbor referenced the 1334 Wilmette Avenue property that was cited tonight 
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as an example. There was neighbor support for that proposal. The site plan was 
unusual. There was no objection to the proposal. That case was for a front yard 
setback. It was a replacement where a former AC unit was located.  

  Chairman Duffy said that the neighbor brought up a point in her letter about people 
misconstruing hardship. Hardship is not about how much money something costs 
but is about the uniqueness of the property and the application of the rules to the 
property. In the Wilmette Avenue case, the way that the lot was shaped and where 
the home was sited on the lot made it almost the only location for the AC units. In 
a way, the board had to grant the request. But in tonight’s case, there is not a 
hardship for anything. But in the way that the board looks at AC units as well as 
the grill island, if the applicant had come through proper channels, the board would 
have asked certain questions. He is not sure he would have allowed the grill island 
to go where it is right now. But is it negatively impacting something or someone? 
The board appears to say that there is no negative impact on the neighbor’s 
property.  

 
  Mr. Schneider asked about the decibel level required at the property line for an AC 

unit.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there is no limit for a residential air conditioner.  
 
  Mr. Schneider clarified that there is only a distance requirement.  
 
  Mr. Schneider asked what would be an acceptable decibel level.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she does not have this exact information.  
 
  There was discussion about noise from an AC.  
 
  Mr. Schneider said that the newer technology AC units are fairly quiet.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said they are a little quieter than the older style.  
 
  Mr. Schneider said that at the property line, he does not think that an AC unit would 

exceed 70 decibels, which is acceptable for a generator.  
 
  Mr. Robke said that the generator is an emergency generator and an AC unit runs 

all summer. He does not think that 70 decibels are the appropriate standard. He does 
not think that these units put out anywhere near the 70 figure.  

 
  The neighbor asked about incentive to this owner or any resident of the village be 

to not conform to code and to continue building without permits.  
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5.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said he looks at the case in many ways. He looks at the physical nature 

of where the house is located on the lot, the lot size which is 60’ x 150’, and this is 
a large lot. The house does not have siting issues. There is no side drive or rear 
alley. Everything conforms and is normal. There is not a lot of practical difficulty 
for several requests. He said he takes the AC separately from the grill and pergola. 
The AC is okay with because of the new AC efficiency. The original location of 
the AC was not ideal. The new units have been there for six years without any 
complaints. If the applicant had come to the board five years ago, he would be 
amenable to granting the request.  

 
  Regarding the grill island and pergola, it is hard for the board to see this after the 

fact. If they come with a proposal to put in a grill island and pergola, the board 
looks at reducing the variance request(s). In the discussion, the board might have 
asked them if they would agree to move the grill 3’ in and then they would not need 
the variance request. He is on the fence on this case and wants to hear colleagues’ 
comments.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said he agrees with Mr. Boyer about the AC. Many ACs in the village 

are between homes. He would not have had an issue with this five years ago. There 
have been no noise complaints. He can support the AC location.  

 
  Regarding the grill island and pergola, the application was for the patio and did not 

mention a grill island. This is not the first time that a resident was before the board 
and a permit was pulled but something different was built or more was built. He 
agrees with Mr. Boyer in that if they came today and said they wanted to build what 
is built, the board would ask them to move the location closer if not within the 
setback. But it’s been there for five years and it is expensive to move it. If the grill 
wasn’t there, they could have a portable grill of the same size. The neighbor has not 
voiced any concerns. He does not have an issue with it.  

 
  Regarding the pergola portion, it is mostly air. If the posts negatively impact the 

neighbor, then it should be moved to a conforming location. But he didn’t hear that. 
It will look fine. He does not have an issue. He can also go the other way if everyone 
else thinks it is a bad idea.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said they did things that contravene the zoning code. The contractor, 

whoever is at fault, but it was done. There is a reason to put AC units 10’ from the 
property line. If 10’ is not right, then it should be changed. But 10’ is a requirement. 
The board has made a number of exceptions for various reasons. Regarding the grill 
island, it was done, but should not have been done without a permit. The board 
should not make them fix it. That doesn’t make sense. He recommends that the 
board of trustees consider a sanction when they review this case. A situation like 
this should get a sanction and just because something is in place, that doesn’t mean 
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it is right. They did not get the permits needed.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Robke said he is in the minority on the AC unit. If the AC was so quiet and not 

a problem, then it would not have to be moved from the porch. Most of the time 
when the board approves an AC unit in the side yard setback is that it is a 
replacement unit. Now the variance is being triggered due a maintenance issue. And 
that is looked upon differently. He does not think that the grill or the pergola would 
have been approved if they had come in prior to doing the work. He cannot support 
this. There is no hardship in this case. A point of frustration for him as a board 
member is that there is another step with the village board. They will probably 
approve the requests regardless of the steps that the board takes. Although he thinks 
that the applicants did things in good faith, he cannot support the request and is not 
within the board’s jurisdiction.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Surman agrees with Mr. Robke especially about the AC unit. Even with new 

homes the board requires them to be in the back of the house. The Michigan Avenue 
home was discussed, but there was agreement that a hardship existed in that case. 
One case on Michigan Avenue had to do with a generator and one had to do with 
an AC unit. Sometimes AC units are on the side, and he does not have as much an 
issue with that request.  

 
  Regarding the grill, he agrees with Mr. Kolleng. They could put a grill on wheels 

and move it. He does not have a problem with the grill.  
 
  But he has a problem with the pergola. It seems like a lot of cases coming to the 

board have to do with people building without a permit and then ask for forgiveness. 
If someone did that to the property next door to him, it might block his view. How 
will it be maintained over the years? There is that requirement, so it is not within 
eye shot of the neighbor. He is not sure if there should be sanctions. He does think 
that the pergola should be eliminated and cut it off at the base and allow forgiveness 
for the rest. It will be a future issue if the board approves accessory structures that 
were not permitted.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Robke said that everyone seems to focus on the fact that if it was a movable 

grill it could be put there. If it was a movable grill they could remove it from the 
area if there was a problem. The issue, for him, is that there is no hardship. Based 
on his experience, approval could be granted by the Village Board.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Surman said if they are getting a permit to do work on a patio, he would think 

they would realize they would need a permit to build something that is above the 
ground.  

 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy said he expressed some of his thoughts during the presentation. If 

they had come to the board with this as one project, but it was not – the ac went bad 
and after that they replaced the patio – the board would have seen that placing the 
AC on the side to get it closer to the utility room makes sense. He would be in favor 
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of that if they had come to the board asking for a variance. But he would not be in 
favor of a permanent structure being in the side yard setback. The board would have 
asked for a relocation. It is now done. The way that he looks at the grill is that he 
cannot approve it and will let the village board decide what to do with this situation. 
He agrees with Mr. Schneider is that there is too much asking for forgiveness.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Boyer said it may or may not be a homeowner issue but could be a contractor 

issue or maybe not. The board has looked at the homeowner as asking for 
forgiveness. The contractors might hold more of a burden.  

 
 5.10 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts about responsibility. It is the homeowner’s 

responsibility when they apply for a permit whether the contractor does it for them 
or not. The burden falls to the homeowner. His question to Ms. Roberts was whether 
there is a list of contractors who are building without a permit and then coming to 
ask for one. There is no official list of this.  

 
 5.11 Mr. Boyer said that there should be a list.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that code enforcement officers and building inspectors have 

experience in the field and observe trends. It is not a function of the contractor’s 
license to document code violations and failure to obtain permits. 

 
 5.12 Chairman Duffy said that it is the homeowner’s responsibility to get the permit and 

to adhere to the zoning code and ask for relief from the code when appropriate.  
 
 5.13 Mr. Boyer thinks that the contractor should bear some responsibility.  
 
 5.14 Chairman Duffy agreed, but that is not the way that it works. The homeowner has 

to make sure the contractor is going the right job.  
 
  He is with Mr. Schneider that there is something that falls to the homeowner. If 

they want to take it up with their contractor that is up to the homeowner. If the 
homeowner asks for a permit, they need to follow the plans in the permit and not 
go outside the scope of the plans to make it better or more convenient. But he does 
not know that the board will do that.  

 
 5.15 Mr. Kolleng said that not condoning lack of permits, but it has been there for five 

years without any complaints on visual or noise issues. That says something. 
Regarding the pergola, they could run a 6’ stockade fence although it would not be 
as high as the pergola, but that is more daunting.  

 
 5.16 Chairman Duffy said if the purpose of the pergola is to cover the grill.  
  
 5.17 Mr. Surman said the pergola is just open slats. It is an aesthetic for the grill.  
 
 5.18 Chairman Duffy said that code calls the space under a pergola can trigger FAR and 
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it is a permanent structure. There is no hardship shown.  
 
 5.19 Mr. Schneider said he has a bright yellow umbrella on his Weber grill that he puts 

up when it rains. No one has complained about this.  
 
 5.20 Chairman Duffy said that the board is there to enforce the code.  
 
 5.21 Mr. Schneider has an issue about how they classify pergolas to being with. It is a 

visual element. It does not provide protection. A red umbrella would be more 
obtrusive than a vine-covered pergola.  

 
 5.22 Chairman Duffy agrees, but the pergola falls under the zoning code. He will not 

support tonight’s proposal because he cannot be okay with all elements of the 
application. He will leave it to the board to decide. He would want the board to do 
something for people who do not go through the permitting process or who do not 
follow their plans.  

 
 5.23 Mr. Surman said that the board is an advisory board. The Village Board needs to 

make the decision and resolve the issues in the future.  
 
 5.24 Chairman Duffy said that the board’s role is to interpret zoning code and apply it 

to applications. Sometimes there are gray areas and sometimes not and then the 
board has to vote against something. As Mr. Surman said, it is the village board’s 
decision as to how things turn out.  

 
 5.25 Mr. Schneider said that the village board can impose conditions or consequences, 

but they have not forced applicants to undo something. If the board votes against 
tonight’s proposal, the village board will need a super majority to overturn the 
board’s decision. The village board can impose any penalty that they choose.  

 
 5.26 Chairman Duffy said that the Village Board does not have to impose anything.  
 
 5.27 Mr. Schneider asked if the Village Board could impose sanctions.  
 
 5.28 Mr. Robke asked what the hardship was.  
 
 5.29 Mr. Surman said that board members have to look at their interpretation of the code.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that procedurally someone could make a motion with adding the 

recommendation that a penalty be imposed or a permit surcharge or something. She 
is not sure how much direction the Village Board would need or want.  

 
 5.30 Chairman Duffy said that a permit surcharge is an interesting suggestion.  
 
 5.31 Mr. Robke said they have that in the City of Chicago. It could be double the permit 

fee.  
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  Ms. Roberts said that the village has something like this. It is unusual to implement 
this for work that is five years old. But the village regularly imposes surcharges.  

 
 5.32 Mr. Robke said it is not uncommon to have very long runs on AC systems. They 

are frequently placed on roofs. There is not much of a technical limitation. It should 
not be an issue as the board looks at these moving forward.  

 5.33 Chairman Duffy said if the AC unit is out of the backyard then the backyard can be 
more usable.  

 
 5.34 Mr. Robke said that there is less noise when someone is sitting in the back yard, 

but on the side, is more noise for the neighbor.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 7.11’ side yard air 

conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner 
and a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the 
retention of a grill island and pergola at 3730 Lake Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted.  

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

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 2018-Z-02.  
 
  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 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
conditions of the property that are creating a hardship. There is nothing unique about that 
property that is different from other properties in the neighborhood. There is no hardship 
of the property that is preventing the owners from making reasonable use. If the applicant 
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had sought relief to relocate the air conditioner prior to moving it, it is likely that the Board 
would have supported that request. The siting of the grill island and the pergola would 
likely not have been supported if requested prior to installation. There is no reason that the 
grill island and pergola would need to be as close to the side lot line as they are. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. It is likely that the request for the air 
conditioner would have been supported had relief been sought originally. Newer units are 
quieter, there is a 6’ solid fence to screen it from the neighbor to the west, and the old 
location was in the center of the backyard living space. A portable grill is not regulated so 
a grill could be operated in the current location of 3’ from the west lot line. To relocate the 
grill and the air conditioner at this point will be prohibitively expensive. The pergola is a 
largely open structure. The grill island does not and the pergola will not negatively impact 
the view of the neighbor to the west. The neighbor testified that none of these elements are 
a nuisance to her.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 7.11’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner and a 
3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a 
grill island and pergola at 3730 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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