
        
 

 
 

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 27, 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 February 13, 2018. 
 

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

January 17, 2018. 
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3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Plan Commission meeting held July 6, 2017. 
 

3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Plan Commission meeting held November 7, 
2017. 

 

3.5 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2018-TU-02 to allow Go Green 
Wilmette to hold their annual fair at the Michigan Shores Club, 911 Michigan 
Avenue and Gillson Park on Sunday, March 11, 2018 from 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m. 

 
3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-04, 4080 Bunker Lane 

regarding a request for a special use for an accessory living unit and a 22.7’ 
front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition 
and accessory living unit in accordance with the plans submitted. The use 
shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-13. 

 

3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-05, 1740 Lake Avenue 
regarding a request for a 3.0’ fence pier foundation setback variation to 
permit the installation of fence piers in accordance with the plans submitted; 
adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-14. 

 

3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-06, 3612 Lake Avenue 
regarding a request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large to 
permit the operation of a dental office in accordance with the plans 
submitted. The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-
15. 

 
  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   

  3.9 Presentation of minutes of the Historic Preservation Committee meeting  
   held December 11, 2017. 
 
  3.10 Presentation of minutes of the Administration Committee meeting held  
   January 31, 2017. 
   
  3.11 Appointment of Christine Harmon to the Historic Preservation Commission 
   from February 27, 2018 to February 27, 2022. 
 
  3.12 Recommendation of appointment of Charles Smith to the Appearance  
   Review Commission from March 13, 2018 to March 13, 2023. 
 
  3.13 Adoption of Resolution #2018-R-3 appointing a Representative and  
   Alternate to the Governing Board of the North Suburban Employee Benefit 
   Cooperative.  
   
  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.14  Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $1,460,993 with J.A.  
   Johnson Paving Co, Arlington Heights, IL for the 2018 MFT Road Program. 
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  3.15 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $529,764 with Schroeder 
   & Schroeder, Inc., Skokie, IL for the 2018 Alley Paving Program.  
   
  3.16 Approval of contract in the amount of $393,833 with Atlantic Machinery, Inc., 
   Silver Spring, MD for purchase of one combination sewer cleaner truck. 
 
  3.17 Approval of supplement 2 with Stantec, Chicago, IL in the amount not to  
   exceed $38,468 for engineering services associated with the Separate  
   Storm Sewer System Study.  

 
  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

  
 3.18 Presentation of minutes of the Judiciary Committee meeting held   
  September 18, 2017.  
 
 3.19 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-16 amending Chapter 2 of the Village  
  Code regarding Public Comment Rules for the Village Board and   
  subsidiary public bodies.  
 
 3.20 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-17 amending the Village Code to 
  increase the age to purchase tobacco products to 21 years of age.  
 

4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 
 
 

4.1 Introduction of Christine Harmon who is recommended for appointment to 
the Historic Preservation Commission. 

 
4.2 Introduction of Charles Smith who is recommended for appointment to the 

Appearance Review Commission. 
 

4.3 Request for an Executive Session to discuss pending litigation pursuant to 
 Section 2 (c) (11) of the Illinois Open Meetings Act.  
 

 

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

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

6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
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6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
6.41 Report from Stantec regarding Stormwater Action Plan. 
 
   TIME LIMIT:  15 MINUTES 

 
6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

No Report 
 

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

 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
 

 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
 
 
8.0      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 



2/13/18 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, FEBRUARY 13, 2018. 

The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
Trustees Julie Wolf 

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

 President Bob Bielinski 

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

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Jan Barshis, 1500 Sheridan Road, said Go Green Wilmette supports the creation of 
a stormwater utility fee to finance any of the improvements proposed in the 
Stormwater Action Plan. It is their understanding that the stormwater utility fee would 
base a resident’s fee on the amount of impervious surface on their property which 
makes good sense for long term management of stormwater. By creating an 
incentive for homeowners to maintain pervious surfaces, the utility fee would 
encourage the entire community to contribute to the solution rather than exacerbate 
the problem. Such an incentive would have positive implications well beyond 
installing sewer pipes. 

David Furstra said he is a resident of Wilmette and he is representing the Wilmette 
Community Solar Project which is a small group of citizens who would like to try to 
build a solar installation for the residents of Wilmette and surrounding communities. 

           Agenda Item: 3.1
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The idea is to build a 2 megawatt facility somewhere in the ComEd area under the 
auspices of the Illinois Future Energy Jobs Act. More information can be found at 
wilmettecomunitysolar.org 

 
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Trustee Sullivan moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows: 
 

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. 
 
 
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. 
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  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. 
   

  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.  
 

  Trustee Wolf seconded the motion.  Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Sullivan,   
  Plunkett, Dodd, Kurzman, Leonard and President Bielinski.  Voting no: none. The  
  motion carried. 

 

4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 
 

Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said Stantec would be attending the Regular 
Village Board meeting on February 27, 2018 to answer questions from the 
Village Board regarding the Stormwater Action Plan. 
 
Mr. Frenzer thanked the Public Works staff for their hard work concerning water 
main breaks and clearing the streets and sidewalks during the recent snow 
events. 
 
There was no report from Corporation Counsel. 
 

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
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6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
6.11 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. 
 
 Trustee Leonard moved approval of 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, seconded by 
 Trustee Wolf. 
 
 Mr. Adler reviewed the request from the applicant noting that the 
 primary request for the Village Board to consider is does the 
 requested variations meet the standards of review for approval. If the 
 Village Board finds that the standards have been met and the 
 variations are approved, staff should be directed to assess an 
 appropriate settlement amount for performing the work without a 
 permit. If the answer is negative and the variations are denied, staff 
 will need to ensure compliance with the zoning code. A permit will be 
 required for any new work, including relocation of the grill island and 
 the air conditioners. Staff maintains the authority to enforce the code 
 through Corporation Counsel’s office. 
 
 Trustee Sullivan asked how many of these requests have come 
 before the Village Board in the last year and how many have been 
 denied or granted. 
 
 Mr. Adler said there are a lot of administrative requests that come to 
 staff and that would be a minimum of 5’ between the air conditioner 
 and the property line. He believes a majority of those requests are 
 granted and most times they are replacements of the air 
 conditioners.  
 
 President Bielinski asked if it was in the scope of the administrative 
 process to approve the relocation of an air conditioner from a 
 conforming location to a non-conforming location.  
 
 Mr. Adler said it could be, depending on the reason for the request 
 but he cannot say whether the request would be granted. There is a 
 notice process for neighbors and if anyone objects to the request, 
 then the request would go before the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
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Trustee Dodd asked if there were other types of variances that are 
administratively approved. 

 
Mr. Adler said the administrative variation process was created to 
ease the load on the Zoning Board of Appeals and the Village Board. 
The first items that were eligible for administrative review were 
swimming pools and spas as well as air conditioner condensers. The 
process has been expanded to include second floors over existing 
first floors, porches, and replacement porches.  He believes there 
were 30-40 administrative variations reviewed by staff in 2017. 

 
Trustee Plunkett said the time seems unusual in this case, as the air 
conditioners were installed over five years ago. 

 
Mr. Adler said many times they receive notification that the air 
conditioners were installed without a permit but it is not typical to see 
this type of case. 

 
Steve and Mina Boruta, applicants, said the air conditioner unit 
stopped working and the company that came out to replace it six 
years ago suggested moving the unit to where it is installed now.  
She was not aware that a permit was needed to replace or move the 
air conditioning unit. The grill island was installed at the same time 
as the patio replacement in the back yard and she was recently made 
aware that the patio permit did not cover the grill island. The Village 
inspector came out to inspect the patio so she was under the 
impression that the grill island was fine. They would be willing to 
withdraw the request for the pergola at this time. Ms. Boruta said to 
move the air conditioning unit and grill island would be a financial 
hardship as it is estimated at $8,000 to $12,000. 

 
President Bielinski asked what the hardship is to have the air 
conditioner condensers so close to the lot line. 

 
Mr. Boruta said the company that installed the unit, said it would be 
better for efficiency to have the condensers located where they are 
now and also the units were in the backyard in the middle of the patio 
so it is less noisy on the side of the house. 

 
Trustee Plunkett asked how they were notified that they needed a 
permit for the patio work that had been started. 

 
Mr. Boruta said Village staff came to the house to let them know that 
a permit was needed to replace the patio. 

 
President Bielinski said the patio permit does not mention including 
a grill island. 
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Trustee Leonard asked about the pergola project that the applicant 
started without a permit. 

 
Mr. Boruta said there were two existing type of pergolas near the 
back door when they bought the home and they needed to be 
replaced, so he decided to add a pergola over the grill when he was 
replacing the other structure. He said the structure is only half way 
completed as their neighbor called the Village and they were told a 
permit is needed for the pergola.  

 
Mrs. Boruta said they are willing to withdraw the pergola from the 
application. 

 
Trustee Dodd said she is trying to understand the process for the 
permit. 

 
Mr. Boruta said the air conditioning unit was replaced before the patio 
was replaced.  

 
Trustee Dodd said we try to make the permit process clear and staff 
is available to help the applicant.   

 
President Bielinski noted that there are several structures that have 
been installed in the applicant’s yard that have not had a permit and 
he is struggling with that. 

 
Trustee Plunkett said as backyard structures are becoming more 
popular, is staff identifying that those structures need permits. 

 
Mr. Adler said the Zoning Ordinance specifies outdoor kitchens and 
what is allowable so if someone wants to build an outdoor kitchen all 
the information is easily available. 

 
Trustee Leonard asked what the responsibility is of the contractors 
who do the work without permits and what are the implications of 
their actions in a case like this. 

 
Mr. Adler said it is the Village belief that any contractor that is doing 
work in the Village should have a fairly good understanding of what 
work requires a permit. Most contractors would understand that if you 
are going to remove a patio you would need a permit and it is a 
relatively easy process if it is an exact replacement. He said on 
occasion they do catch contractors who are doing work without a 
permit in the Village.   
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Trustee Leonard asked if there is a process currently for 
consequences for contractors doing work without a permit. 

 
Mr. Adler said the consequences are issuing a citation and going to 
court for working without a permit and having a fine levied.   
 
Trustee Leonard said he would like to review this important issue to 
try to figure out a way of exacting consequences on some of the 
contractors who are licensed in the Village that work without a permit. 
 
Trustee Kurzman said this case reminds him of a previous case 
where work was performed without a permit and came before the 
Village Board, so he agrees with Trustee Leonard’s comments. 
 
Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein said it is important to realize that 
there is dual responsibility and dual liability when it comes to a 
contractor performing the work that is not licensed or doing things in 
violation of our codes but also the entity of the person who is 
receiving the benefit. There is still the responsibility and liability on 
the property owner. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if the Village knows what contractor is 
performing the work when the homeowner comes in to apply for a 
permit. 
 
Mr. Adler said the person applying for the permit must identify the 
contractor on the permit application. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said we should have a penalty for the contractor 
who does projects without a permit. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked if the Village requirements relating to air 
conditioner condensers and grill islands are similar to neighboring 
communities so that most contractors would understand that permits 
are required. 
 
Mr. Adler said contractors should know that air conditioner 
condensers require a permit, grill islands are more recent projects 
and some communities may not address grill islands yet. 
 
Trustee Dodd asked how our inspector would identify discrepancies 
between the permit and what is happening on the property. 
 
Mr. Adler said the first inspection was done when the applicant was 
doing the work without a permit and it would be his guess that nothing 
was extending above grade at that point. The permit for this property 
was issued as an exact replacement of the existing patio and it would 
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be his guess that the inspector at that time did a final inspection and 
if the inspector saw a grill island and fire pit then he would have 
identified that unless he believed they were previously built and he 
would just inspect the patio that the permit was issued for.  The 
project took place five years ago, so he can only guess at what 
happened. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she does not understand why staff did not identify 
the grill island and fire pit as not part of the patio permit and raise a 
red flag. 
 
Mr. Adler said he does not know what the inspector saw and does 
not know what the facts are relating to this permit and inspection but 
if the inspector believes the permit is just a patio replacement then 
he would believe that the grill island and fire pit were already there. 
 
Trustee Wolf said if the applicant was going to withdraw the request 
for a pergola, what would they do with the existing portion of the 
pergola. 
 
Mr. Boruta said the poles are the only part of the pergola installed 
and he would cut the poles off at ground level. The pergolas above 
the back doors had a permit and are installed correctly. 
 
President Bielinski asked if there was anyone present to speak for or 
against the request. 
 
Barbara Pearlman, 3736 Lake Avenue, said she is a neighbor of the 
applicant. She said she is a 50 year veteran of interior design and is 
a licensed architect. She brought the illegal build outs to the Zoning 
Board’s attention on the property as they really affect her property in 
terms of site and they were done without a permit and she did not 
have an opportunity to address the projects. She does not believe 
any of the build outs meet the standards for variance.  She noted that 
she complained over many years but she does not believe it is up to 
a neighbor to complain it is up to the property owner to comply with 
the standards in all cases. 
 
Trustee Plunkett asked if Mrs. Pearlman complained to the Village 
when the air conditioner was moved. 
 
Mrs. Pearlman said she did not make a complaint to the Village when 
the air conditioner was moved, she complained to Mr. and Mrs. 
Boruta but they chose to leave the unit where it was moved to.  The 
air conditioner was moved from the applicant’s back yard to the side 
yard where it is right next to her dining room window. 
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Trustee Wolf asked why Mrs. Pearlman went to Village Hall now. 
 
Mrs. Pearlman said there were other things going on that were out 
of conformance on the property over the years and with the start of 
a pergola under construction, she decided to come to the Village. 
 
Trustee Plunkett noted that the Zoning Board discussed the request 
and wanted the Village Board to ultimately decide. 
 
Trustee Wolf noted that there is a change in the request now since 
the pergola has been withdrawn and would the Zoning Board have 
voted differently without the pergola request. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said had the request come before the Village Board 
five years ago, he would have said no to the request to move the air 
conditioners as it did not meet the standards of review and that is 
where he stands now. 
 
President Bielinski said he agrees with Trustee Sullivan as 
everybody wants their air conditioner not to be in the back yard but 
we do have rules that exist for a reason as it is an imposition 
potentially on a neighbor.  
 
Trustee Leonard said it is pretty clear to him that the standards have 
not been met. He believes it should not be a burden of the neighbor 
to be the factor by which we enforce our rules.  He believes we owe 
it to the community to enforce the rules and send a message to the 
community that permits are needed.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said he believes it is part of our job as neighbors if 
we are experienced in zoning to advise them to call the Village 
regarding the permit process. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she agrees with Trustees Leonard and Sullivan 
that the standards of review have not been met but she struggles 
with why the Village inspector did not see the build outs at the final 
inspection. 
 
President Bielinski said we do not know the facts of what was there 
at the time of the final inspection. 
 
Mr. Adler said we do not know what was there at the final inspection, 
and the permit did not show a request for a grill island or fire pit. 
 
Trustee Plunkett said she has an issue with the request as it is from 
five years ago. She does not believe the standards have been met 
and does not think at the time we would have approved the request 
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but this is a long time past. Are we really going to be policing our 
residents for issues that happened years ago? 
 
Trustee Leonard said he believes there is a difference in policing and 
reacting to a situation we have in front of us that there was a violation, 
and the resident did not get caught until then.  If a violation comes to 
our attention then he does not think the time period is relevant.  
 
Mr. Stein noted that there are no statute of limitations on a municipal 
ordinance violation like this. 
 
Trustee Dodd suggested that possibly the applicant and the neighbor 
could discuss the request and see if there is something they could 
compromise on.  
 
President Bielinski said the Board could make a motion to table the 
item. 
 
Trustee Wolf said she would possibly support that as the applicant 
and neighbor have worked some things out over the years and it 
sounds like the final straw was the pergola and that has been 
withdrawn and possibly a solution could be worked out. 
 
Mr. Stein said it is his opinion that a neighbors’ agreement is not what 
our Zoning Ordinance would allow as a subsequent homeowner may 
not agree. 
 
Trustee Sullivan asked if it was the Village Board’s option this 
evening to approve the request and pay a fine amount or deny the 
request and have the applicant move the air conditioner condensers 
and grill island to conforming location. 
 
Mr. Stein said those are the two options before the Village Board. 
 
Trustee Plunkett said she knows the Village Board has been 
sympathetic in the past to things that have already been put in place 
and the cost it takes to remove them. She believes as a Board they 
are sympathetic to mistakes and human error and new residents 
coming in are relying on their contractors. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she is wondering if there could be a compromise 
with moving one of the items. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said there seems to be a conflict with what was said 
by the neighbor at the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting that the 
placement of the air conditioner and the grill island not bothering her 
and stating tonight that it does bother her.  
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Trustee Leonard said the neighbor was very clear on her position, 
there is a violation of the rules.  He believes the Village Board should 
make the decision not the neighbor and the applicant. 
 
Trustee Plunkett moved to table the item, seconded by Trustee Wolf. 
Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Plunkett, and Dodd.  Voting no: Trustees 
Sullivan, Kurzman, Leonard and President Bielinski.  The motion 
failed.  
 
Mrs. Boruta said she would like to confirm that they are removing the 
request for a pergola and they will also remove the existing portion 
of the pergola from the property this coming weekend. 
 
Trustees Leonard and Wolf withdrew their motion. 
 
Trustee Leonard moved to approve the request as amended, 
seconded by Trustee Dodd. 
 
President Bielinski noted that the request received a negative 
recommendation from the Zoning Board of Appeals and will need five 
votes to overturn the recommendation. 
 
Trustee Plunkett said now that the pergola request has been 
withdrawn, is that a material change and could the applicant 
withdraw the request and file a new request with the Zoning Board 
of Appeals.     
 
Mr. Stein said the applicant could withdraw the application and file a 
new request which would require a new notice period.  He said the 
Village Board could also remand the request back to the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. 
 
Mr. Adler said if the Village Board votes no on the request, the air 
conditioner condensers and grill island would have to be moved to a 
conforming location. If the request was remanded to the Zoning 
Board for further consideration because of the change to the request 
and the applicants were able to get four positive votes, then they 
would need four positive votes from the Village Board to approve the 
revised request.  

   
 The Village Board discussed the request with the pergola withdrawn 
 and the option of remanding or having the application withdrawn 
 noting that the request may receive negative recommendations from 
 the Zoning Board and/or Village Board. 
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 Mr. Stein suggested that the request be remanded back to the 
 Zoning Board of Appeals which may save the applicant time in the 
 process. 
 
 Trustee Sullivan moved to remand the request back to the Zoning 
 Board of Appeals, seconded by Trustee Wolf. 
 
 Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Sullivan, Plunkett and Dodd.  Voting no: 
 Trustees Kurzman, Leonard and President Bielinski.  The motion 
 carried. 
 

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

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

 
6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

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

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

 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
 

No Report 
 

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 Kurzman moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:27 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 17, 2018 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy  
 Mike Boyer  
 John Kolleng  
 Michael Robke 
 Reinhard Schneider 
 Bob Surman 
 
Members Absent: Christopher Tritsis 
  
 
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. 2017-Z-64 1109 Central Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2018-Z-02 3730 Lake Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

3.2 
2-27-18 
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IV. Approval of the December 6, 2017 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the December 6, 2017 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  Motion 
carried. 
 

V. Approval of the December 20, 2017 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the December 20, 2017 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  Motion 
carried. 

 
VI. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 
VII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:53 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 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 

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.  



2017-Z-64 1109 Central Avenue January 17, 2018 

2 
 

 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.  
 

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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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 
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 



2018-Z-2 3730 Lake Avenue January 17, 2018 

2 
 

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.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said that was done at the same time. They did get the permit for that. 
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 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.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said it is conforming for lot coverage and square footage.  
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 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.  
 
 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?  
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  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. 

He lives in Wisconsin. 
 
 3.57 Chairman Duffy asked if the paver company was located in Highland Park.  
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  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.  

 
  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 
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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.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the unit was an issue over the past five years.  
 
  The neighbor replied no.  
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  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 

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.  
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  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.  
 
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 
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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 
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 
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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 
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.  
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 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 

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.  
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 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.  
 
  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.  
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 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 
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. 
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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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MEETING MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION 

THURSDAY, JULY 6, 2017 
7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE HALL TRAINING ROOM 

Members Present: Maria Choca Urban, Chairman 
Michael Bailey  
Homa Ghaemi  
Christine Norrick  
Steven Schwab 

Members Absent: Jeffrey Head  
Michael Taylor 

Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 

I. CALL TO ORDER. 

Chairman Urban called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETING OF JUNE 6, 2017.

Commissioner Ghaemi moved to approve the minutes of the June 6, 2017 meeting.  The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Norrick.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban,
Commissioners Bailey, Ghaemi, Norrick and Schwab.  Voting no: none.  The motion
carried.

III. 2017-P-03    730 Romona Road

A request by 626 Forest LLC for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision

Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend approval of the request for tentative plat
approval of a two-lot subdivision of the property at in conformance with the plat submitted,
with the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being recorded.

Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion.

Agenda Item: 3.3
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The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   No 
 Homa Ghaemi    No 
 Jeffrey Head    Absent 
 Christine Norrick   No 
 Steven Schwab   Yes 
 Michael Taylor   Absent 
        
  The motion failed.  The subject request will be on the July 25, 2017 Village Board 

agenda.  
 
  Mr. Bailey moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-03.   
 
 Ms. Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  The 

motion carried. 
 
Case Minutes are attached.   

 
IV. NEW BUSINESS 

Mr. Adler explained that the next Plan Commission meeting will be held on Thursday, July 
6th because of the 4th of July holiday. A two lot subdivision will be heard at that meeting.  

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

VII. AJDOURNMENT. 

At 8:47 p.m., Commissioner Norrick moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Bailey.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey, Ms. 
Ghaemi, Ms. Norrick and Mr. Schwab.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

The meeting was thereafter adjourned. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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Case Minutes 2017-P-03 – 730 Romona Road 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
3.11 Mr. Derek Schiller, 2709 W. Peterson Avenue, Chicago IL           

 3.2 Summary of comments 
 
3.21 Mr. Adler said the first and only case on the agenda is 2017-P-03, a request for 

tentative plat approval for a two-lot subdivision. 
 
3.22 Mr. Derek Schiller, 2709 W. Peterson Avenue, Chicago IL, explained that he is 

requesting to subdivide 730 Romona into two equal size parcels. Currently the 
parcel measures 140’ wide on Romona and 160’ deep. He seeks to have two 70’ 
wide by 160’ deep lots. The current lot area is 22,400 square feet which is much 
larger than the average sized lots in the neighborhood. The proposed subdivision 
will leave two parcels, 11,200 square feet each, which are sizable lots relative to 
the average lots found throughout the neighborhood. The new parcels considerably 
meet the density and development pattern of the neighborhood. For these reasons 
he believes the request conforms to the standards of review set forth in the Village 
of Wilmette Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Code. 

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Ms. Karen Dexter Rolison, 820 Romona Road 
4.12 Ms. Sharon Greenburg, 722 Romona Road 
4.13 Mr. Charles Schinzer, 732 Romona Road 
4.14 Mr. Joel Greenburg, 722 Romona Road 
4.15 Mr. Sheldon Sandman, 738 Romona Road 
4.16 Ms. Lynne Sandman, 738 Romona Road 
4.17 Mr. Cass Friedberg, 2834 Birchwood Avenue 
4.18 Ms. Mia Schinzer, 732 Romona Road 
4.19 Peg O’Halloran, 183 Walnut Avenue 

 
4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 Ms. Karen Dexter Rolison, 820 Romona Road, asked how often the Board of 

Trustees agrees with the Plan Commission’s recommendation as they are the 
experts and understand zoning more than the Board would. Mr. Adler said on a 
subdivision the Village Board would usually accept the Plan Commission’s 
recommendation. He couldn’t recall a time where a subdivision came to the Village 
Board with a positive recommendation that the Village Board didn’t approve. Ms. 
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Rolison said they have lived in three different houses in Wilmette and they just 
moved east hoping to find a place where retired people could live and stay in the 
Village. When she first moved in she was very ill just coming out of lung cancer 
surgery and that little piece of forest on Romona has been so important to her that 
it broke her heart to see the hearing notice posted. The property has a whole lot of 
greenery and a coolness in the air and that is what is lacking in our overgrown, big 
home village. At the very least she would hope the Plan Commission makes the 
developer keep all the trees possible because that is what Wilmette is really all 
about and we wouldn’t be who we are without it. 

 
4.22 Ms. Sharon Greenburg, 722 Romona Road, just south of the proposed subdivision. 

She has concerns about the request from a different perspective. There are 
numerous trees on the property and removing the trees will be a very noisy activity. 
She is also concerned about the disturbance to the ground with the root structure. 
Some of the Elm trees must be 80-90- years old and she is concerned about what 
might happen to their masonry work, their drainage and sewer systems. The 
Greenburgs recently redid their concrete, which had sunk, so she is concerned about 
that as well as the aesthetic concerns previously expressed so well. 

 
4.23 Mr. Charles Schinzer, 732 Romona Road, said he and his wife, Mia Schinzer, are 

kind of the odd dog in this request. They are not just neighbors but neighbors with 
an easement relationship with the lot currently in front of the commission. The 
Schinzers are the subservient and 730 Romona is the dominant relationship, in legal 
terms. The easement relationship has not been great over the years. The owner of 
the lot in front has refused to do just about everything under the sun and it has been 
very problematic to have to try and manage that relationship. He can’t imagine that 
you are going to tear all that down and have construction trucks coming through 
and utilizing the driveway and there being a way to manage that just as a citizen. It 
will place a burden on the Schinzers to manage a very novel legal relationship. The 
people who live at 730 Romona now don’t do any maintenance. Wherever the 
current residents could get away with something they did and that is something the 
Schinzers need to put a stop to.  

 
The easement calls out in very specific terms that the owners of 730 Romona have 
in and out access over the existing drive. The owners of 730 Romona can’t move 
the drive anywhere along the easement or change the access point. The Schinzers 
are very concerned if the owners of 730 Romona change the way they access the 
drive they will be able to build a 6’ fence in his front yard, 14’ away from his front 
door and still be fully in compliance with city rules. They have a lot of objections 
because they believe it will dramatically change the value of their house negatively. 
Everybody around will be inconvenienced with two houses being put up but they 
will also have to manage an easement  as well as having the prospect of having a 
6’  fence in their front yard and there is no way under the sun they will allow that. 
The Schinzers already have a fence along the back side of their house so they would 
have 6’ fences on both sides of their house and that would make the value of their 
property so low based on all of the things they have done to the house. His wife has 
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put her heart and soul into the house so there is no way under the sun they will let 
that type of thing happen. They have done too much to increase the value of their 
property while the lot in front has gone through total neglect through the past 20 
years and they are going to be in effect rewarded for doing that and that isn’t right.  
 
The Schinzers objection on rezoning is very firm and they have reasons beyond the 
typical person who enjoys the property to object and they will feel the impact 10 
times more. There is no other citizen in Wilmette that has to go through this. He 
asked if any of the Plan Commission members have visited the property. He asked 
if the Commissioners were aware just how poorly the front is maintained. Is there 
any guarantee that the next person is going to do any better? They are at the point 
where only they will speak up for that. If you don’t go and see the property you will 
just say we have rubber stamped 18 of these already this year so let’s keep doing it. 
They are the ones that need to stand up and speak for their property as they keep 
getting taken advantage of. They get the least of city services. They don’t get city 
snowplowing and have to walk 100 yards to put their trash to the street. They need 
to speak up and say no for the right reasons. That is his starting points, there is 
more. Mr. Adler asked Mr. Schinzer to finish his statement. Mr. Schinzer said that 
other people might bring up points that he will want to comment on. 

 
4.24 The location of the Schinzer’s property was clarified for an audience member. 
 
4.25 Mr. Joel Greenburg, 722 Romona Road, has lived there for 40 years with his wife 

Sharon. Right now they have beautiful woods next to their house just as the 
Sandmans to the north do. His read of the Wilmette code is that they are entitled to 
a 7’ setback so it is possible they will go from having woods next to them to a house 
7’ away from their property line. They have no idea what the plans are but they 
could have two houses at that 7’ setback, which would really squeeze them and 
change a property that is sort of magnificent to become a very squeezed ordinary 
subdivision. If there is any power in this organization/commission to stop the 
subdivision, it is something to really look at because the aesthetics of this situation 
will become deplorable. When those two houses are built it will be just an ordinary 
subdivision and the Village will suffer for it.  

 
4.26 Mr. Sheldon Sandman, 738 Romona Road, has lived with his wife Lynne on the 

north side of the property question since 1973. He noticed when it was asked if 
anybody on the Plan Commission visited the property he saw only one nod. He 
believes it is incumbent upon all Commissioners to not just look at a diagram but 
to go and look at the property itself because it is very unique. There are very few 
pieces of property in that area, south of Lake Avenue that exist the way that property 
does and is one of the reasons they moved there in 1973. To go ahead and put in 
two homes will, as Mr. Greenburg said, destroy the symmetry of that area which is 
just north of Birchwood Avenue, where the homes not just on their side of the street 
are very spaciously set apart from one another. The properties on Romona from 
Birchwood to Lake Avenue are very unique with regards to the spaciousness that 
exists between each parcel. He asked each member to take the time to view the 
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property to get a better understanding of what everybody is speaking about. If those 
homes are built the Shinzer property will literally be blocked off in regards to where 
they are and that isn’t right. They thought when the property was sold somebody 
would perhaps tear the existing house down and build a larger house or add on to 
the home. If you were living where they live you wouldn’t want to see two homes 
go there. 

 
4.27 Commissioner Schwab asked the lot widths on the east side of Romona in 

comparison to the 140’ wide subject property. Mr. Adler answered south there are 
three lots around 69’-70’ and one around 74’. North there are lots that are 75’ 82’, 
101’, 100’ and 102’ wide. 

 
4.28 Ms. Lynne Sandman, 738 Romona Road, said the width of the lots on the east side 

of Romona create the uniqueness of this enclave, an enclave that only benefits 
Wilmette. She read the online ads for the house and there was no mention of 
bedroom or baths, the kitchen. It has a very nice kitchen. She was sure that 
decoratively it could be enhanced on the interior. However, the ad for the house is 
talking only about the fact that it could be divided into two new houses and nothing 
is mentioned about a family or a retired couple moving into this one level house. 
How many one level houses on nice wooded lots with friendly neighbors are there. 
She was amazed that she was told that nobody came to look at the house but the 
house wasn’t advertised, the property was.  

 
4.29 Mr. Cass Friedberg, 2834 Birchwood Avenue, said one of the reasons his family 

has enjoyed living in Wilmette where they live is the amount of natural foliage that 
is there. Their objection to the plan is if it is divided into two lots with two houses 
it will destroy a good amount of the trees. If it is kept as one lot, even with the house 
being torn down, anew house could be built retaining some of the existing trees. Of 
course it is the prerogative of the new owner to decide about that. They are certainly 
in favor of the one house instead of the two lot option as it would preserve more 
foliage. 

 
4.30 Ms. Sandman asked if the developer requested zoning changes whereby they could 

make the structure larger. Mr. Adler said no. Ms. Sandman asked if the developer 
could request a variation in the future. Mr. Adler said anybody could request a 
variation but for lots like the ones proposed a variation for a new home wouldn’t 
be granted. 

 
4.31 Commissioner Norrick asked Mr. Adler to clarify that the request was for 

subdivision of one lot into two; and not a rezoning request. Mr. Adler confirmed 
that it is not a rezoning request but a subdivision request.  

 
4.32 Ms. Sandman asked if it could lead to a rezoning request. Mr. Adler said that this 

is not a rezoning request because such a request would be to actually change the 
underlying zoning of the property, which is currently zoned as “single-family”.  He 
said that if the developer wanted to request a variation, for example for a reduced 
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side yard for new construction, he could but he would inform him that the relief 
would not be granted.  

 
4.33 Mr. Schinzer said they are not a crazy bunch foaming at the mouth as there have 

been new homes and additions built nearby and they have never objected to 
improving the neighborhood but this is a novel lot to begin with. The right solution 
is to put one single-family home on the property. If you look at the home located 
two to three doors down where they saved a huge Oak tree in the front, they did a 
tremendous job with that. Mr. Schinzer said that they have lived there 12 years and 
others 40 years so they know what they are talking about when they talk about the 
fabric of the neighborhood and the quality of the neighborhood. The owner has a 
right to sell her property but there are many different ways to stay within what the 
neighborhood is about without going to such extremes where they are worried about 
the valuation of their property. They will have to manage the easement over a year 
and half construction cycle and no other resident has to do that. He encouraged the 
Commissioners to visit the property and listen to what all the neighbors are saying. 

 
4.34 Ms. Rolison spoke and said they have lived all over Wilmette and one of the things 

about west Wilmette is the traffic. She has had to get use to all the noise of Skokie 
Boulevard and Lake Avenue. You also have Romona School and Regina in their 
neighborhood. The addition of those busy intersections, streets, boulevards and 
school traffic means they have an extra need for noise control than east Wilmette 
does. The trees help provide noise abatement. She asked if the plan is totally within 
the zoning laws. Mr. Adler said the subdivision is but they haven’t seen the new 
home plans to confirm that. 

 
4.35 Mr. Greenburg asked what the required front setback was. Mr. Adler said the 

minimum of 25’ or the established setback on that side of the block from Orchard 
to Birchwood. He said the required rear yard is 20% of the lot depth or 32’ for the 
proposed lots. He clarified that the combined side yards need to be 25% of the lot 
width versus 10% for the minimum side yard. 

 
4.36 Commissioner Urban said that the question was asked if the proposed subdivision 

is consistent with the zoning of the neighborhood and the minimum lot width 
requirement of the zoning code is 60’ and 70’ is proposed. The minimum lot area 
is 8,400 square feet and 11,200 square feet is proposed.   

 
4.37 Mr. Schinzer said that is true going south down the road where there are ranch 

houses but not north. Mr. Adler clarified that the Planning and Platting code charges 
the Plan Commission to consider the density and development pattern of the 
neighborhood as defined in the Village’s neighborhood Map. The subject 
neighborhood is bounded by Lake to the north, Locust to the east, Romona to the 
west and the school to the south. Because of this, the Plan Commission cannot just 
consider the lots along Romona Road. 
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4.38 Mr. Schinzer asked how you will get that square footage allotment without taking 
down around 100 trees. Mr. Adler said you can’t deny something that somebody 
has the right to do. The current property owner has the ability to remove those tree 
if they want. The Village does not have a requirement that those trees remain. Mr. 
Adler explained that the Village has a 35% canopy coverage requirement for new 
construction and thought asking the applicant their intention with tree removal may 
make sense. Mr. Greenburg asked how the 35% canopy coverage requirement 
affects the proposed plan. Mr. Adler said that even properties with very little 
existing canopy coverage can meet the requirement with new plantings and 
neighboring trees that overhang the property also count towards the 35% 
requirement. 

 
4.39 Ms. Rolison asked who she could talk to regarding raising the 35% requirement. 

Mr. Adler said the tree canopy requirement would have to be amended by the 
Village Board. She asked if the existing trees were not part of the planning process. 
Mr. Adler said maybe if there was a different tree preservation requirement but it 
wouldn’t be the Plan Commission considering that. He said the subdivision could 
still be granted and staff would make sure the tree preservation requirements were 
met as part of the new home permit process. He said that the tree canopy coverage 
requirement will need to be met but we know that shouldn’t be difficult on the 
subject property. 

 
4.40 Chairman Urban said we set zoning and tree canopy requirements on a 

neighborhood basis but also a village-wide basis. While 35% may feel adequate in 
general across the Village, there may be situations like the proposed subdivision 
where it doesn’t feel like enough, but that is  not the way our ordinance is written. 

 
4.41 Mr. Schinzer asked how the proposed construction will be completed. Are they 

going to use the easement where there will be cement trucks on the drive? Mr. 
Schiller said one concrete truck will be used to pour the foundation and another the 
basement floor. Mr. Schinzer asked if they plan on using the access driveway.   Mr. 
Schiller answered that they would like to keep as many trees as possible and if 
construction access is blocked with trees, the driveway may be the best way to 
access the property. 

 
4.42 Ms. Mia Schinzer said they need to come and go to work and school and they know 

from doing construction that construction trucks will be coming and going for 
hours, weeks and months on end. She will be really upset having to ask construction 
trucks to move all the time. Mr. Schiller said he knows he isn’t allowed to block 
the access drive but at the beginning of the project is when big trucks need to line 
up and that could cause traffic.  

 
4.43 Mr. Adler said using a proposed new driveway to access the property might make 

sense since the trees will need to be removed for that access anyways. With most 
new homes they are coming off the street in front or an alley. Having access through 
an easement is relatively unusual. However, if the subdivision is approved and there 
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is a way to save more trees by using the shared access, discussing that before 
construction starts may make sense.  

 
4.44 Mr. Schinzer said that is a non-starter as they have kids riding up and down the 

driveway. He didn’t think anybody else would ask their neighbor to use their 
driveway to put cement trucks up and down on it. 

 
4.45 Ms. Schinzer said they have kids riding their bikes to and from school and there 

will be construction workers who they do not know. She does not want to have to 
worry about the safety of her children and that will be a huge issue. 

 
4.46 Commissioner Ghaemi said the driveway is just a driveway and she didn’t know 

how the applicant would manage putting trucks on it without blocking the access. 
 
4.47 Commissioner Schwab said regardless if it was a subdivision or one home wouldn’t 

a developer still have access to that driveway. He didn’t see any difference between 
a single lot and double lot in respect to the driveway issue. 

 
4.48 Commissioner Bailey asked the Schinzers and Mr. Schiller to describe what they 

thought the legal relationship was between the two parcels. He asked who has rights 
and who has responsibilities and where do you derive that. 

 
4.49 Mr. Schiller said he doesn’t currently own the property. He plans to buy the 

property with the same rights as the current owner has. As he understands it, the 
easement is a 24’ wide by 160‘ deep parcel adjacent to the 140’ by 160’ lot and 
provides the right to access 730 Romona by using the driveway as easement; and 
the easement is in the legal description of the property. There is mention of needing 
to maintain the property but he wasn’t sure exactly what that was.  

 
4.50 Mr. Schinzer explained they own the property and that 24’ wide was a bit of a 

stretch. What they have is in and out access over the physical existing driveway. 
For the past 20 years the Gills, who live there, have refused to do any maintenance 
work and it is required in the deed. 

 
4.51 Commissioner Bailey asked where it was in the deed. He didn’t see where it said 

who specifically had to provide the maintenance and if one is maintaining does the 
other have an obligation to contribute. Mr. Schinzer said it has been an 
argumentative relationship over the last 12 years they have lived there and in the 
first 3 years the Gills did absolutely nothing.  

 
4.52 Mr. Schinzer talked about a time when the city flagged 3 trees for Dutch Elm 

disease along the property of the drive in the front of their house and the Gills were 
served by the Village. The Gills never talked to them about it, just returning the 
notice to the Village. The Gills had a lawyer send a letter arguing that they are only 
required to maintain the physical drive itself. If you go there today you will see 
from the Gill’s property forward the weeds are very high because the Gills refuse 
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to maintain it. When Mr. Gill was alive Mr. Schinzer agreed to take the area from 
his house to where the Gill driveway begins with the Gills taking everything from 
that point forward. Once Mr. Gill died that went away and that was about 3 years 
ago. It is back to what it was like the first 3 years they lived there with the Gills 
neglecting the property. The Gills will not maintain the land itself and once split 
the cost to repair pot holes in the front. The Gills record of maintaining the drive 
jointly is about as thin as thin can be, next to zero. 

 
4.53 Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Schinzer thought the Gills were in violation of 

the agreement and if so, what is the basis for that. Mr. Schinzer said the easement 
is a contract and most law you will see in relation to easement is on the side of the 
servient side, the Gills, which says if the person who owns it blocks it they will 
have recourse against them. The only time he saw it taken from their perspective is 
if the servient side doesn’t hold up their end of the bargain, in this case joint 
maintenance, then it is enforced as any other contract would be enforced. In this 
case they should kick the Gills off the easement because they are in violation of 
what the terms are which is to jointly maintain it. If you go and see the easement 
there is not a lot of question regarding the amount of maintenance the Gills have 
done. 

 
4.54 Commissioner Bailey asked if the proposal was that the easement still exists after 

the subdivision. Mr. Adler said the subdivision did not impact the easement as the 
easement is a private agreement. Commissioner Bailey asked what Mr. Adler meant 
by saying it does not impact the easement, which parcel will have the easement. 
Mr. Adler said in talking with the Village Attorney the easement would be able to 
be used by the adjoining property but the maintenance responsibility would be 
shared with the entire property. Commissioner Bailey was concerned that none of 
that was addressed in the report.  Mr. Adler said the easement is a private agreement 
between two parties. Chairman Urban said it wasn’t really within the purview of 
the Plan Commission. Mr. Adler said the Village was not involved in the drafting 
of the agreement and did not include it in the original subdivision of the property. 

 
4.55 Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Adler was clear that if a property owner is in 

violation of contract rights with its neighbors we shouldn’t take that into account. 
Mr. Adler said he didn’t know if there was a contract violation and that the Village 
Attorney said this is a private agreement between to property owners. The Village 
was not involved in the negotiation of this. Mr. Adler said it would be like if he and 
Commissioner Bailey lived next door to each other and made some sort of 
agreement, the Village is not going to be part of the agreement. Commissioner 
Bailey said the Village approves the easements. Mr. Adler said no, the Village 
didn’t approve the easement.  

 
4.56 Commissioner Bailey said the Village approved the subdivision into this peculiar 

parcel. Mr. Adler said the subdivision did not require the use of the pole portion of 
the flag lot to access the front lot. 730 Romona Road has access off of Romona 
Road. The Schinzer property is not required to provide access to 730 Romona. The 
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access easement could be abandoned and 730 Romona could still be accessed.  
 
4.57 Commissioner Bailey said now it is required, now it is an easement. Mr. Schinzer 

disagreed because he has to provide that land to them for access. Mr. Adler clarified 
the owner of 730 Ramona could abandon the use of the easement and access the 
property directly from Romona. It is his understanding doing so would not 
necessarily relieve the owner of 730 Romona from needing to continue to 
participate in maintenance of the easement per the agreement. It is unfortunate that 
the original parties to the easement agreement didn’t established something more 
formal maintenance wise. 

 
4.58 Mr. Greenburg felt the language was pretty formal as it states the maintenance will 

be done jointly.  Mr. Adler said the problem is that what constitutes maintenance 
wasn’t defined. 

 
4.59 Mr. Greenburg said the variation ordinance provided for one house in front and one 

house in back and now you are throwing that ordinance out. In 1962 the Village 
passed this ordinance and now the ordinance doesn’t exist by the language that is 
being used. He has not sought legal zoning counsel but the discussion has shined 
more light on the issue. He doesn’t see how the 1962 ordinance doesn’t have 
relevance today so that we can just disregard it. He felt the original ordinance 
needed to be revoked. 

 
4.60 Commissioner Bailey would like clarity on what the relevance of the original 

ordinance was. He doubts that if in 1962 the owner had come in asking to subdivide 
into 3 parcels that it would have been consistent with the ordinance. They divided 
it in a peculiar way 55 years ago, and now there’s a proposal to divide it into 3 
parcels in a manner which the Village probably would never had approved in 1962. 
Is it up to the Plan Commission to disregard this history or do we take it into 
account? He would like clarification on that from the Village Counsel.  

 
4.61 Mr. Adler said the ordinance was included for a reason because it was of interest to 

the request. Staff did have a conversation with the Village Attorney about it. The 
Attorney said there was nothing in the ordinance precluding further subdivision of 
the property. The relief was to allow a 24’ wide flag lot and nothing in the ordinance 
precludes further subdivision of the property.  

 
4.62 Commissioner Bailey said he wasn’t asking if it was precluded but is it an 

appropriate factor to take into consideration. Mr. Adler said in the Village 
Attorney’s opinion it was not and that we needed to look at the two proposed lots 
to see if there was any Village requirement not being met by subdividing the one 
lot into two. Are they meeting the lot width and area requirments? 

 
4.63 Commissioner Bailey said it is not at all clear to him. Mr. Adler said he was asked 

a question and answered based on his conversation with the Village Attorney. 
 



  
   

July 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 12 Approved February 6, 2017 

4.64 Commissioner Bailey said the parcels are completely unique because of what the 
Village did 55 years ago. To say it is consistent with the neighborhood or adjoining 
parcels needs to take into account the unusual nature of these two particular parcels. 
He didn’t think it was appropriate to just look at all the other parcels. When we look 
at the subject parcels, isn’t it appropriate to take account the history of what the 
Village did before in permitting this highly unusual parcel to be created in the first 
place. He doesn’t know the answer but doesn’t think you can completely disregard 
the history. 

 
4.65 Chairman Urban asked if today the Village would permit a subdivision that allowed 

the creation of the Schinzer’s lot. Mr. Adler answered no. Chairman Urban asked 
if the Schinzer’s property is the subject of the subdivision. Mr. Adler answered it 
is not. Chairman Urban asked if, per staff’s conversation with the Village Attorney, 
the easement is not under the Plan Commission purview. Mr. Adler answered 
correct, it is not. Chairman Urban asked if commission members are being ask to 
make a decision on a request to subdivde an existing lot into two conforming lots. 
Mr. Adler answered correct. 

 
4.66 Commissioner Bailey asked if the way the Commission responds to Mr. Shinzer’s 

comment about objecting to the way the easement has been maintained is to say it 
is irrelevant. It wasn’t clear to Commissioner Bailey that it isn’t relevant.  

 
4.67 Chairman Urban said it isn’t irrelevant but is a contract between two private parties. 
 
4.68 Commissioner Ghaemi said she agreed with Commissioner Bailey. It is a 

continuum, certain events happened and certain events are going to happen. You 
can’t take them in a vacuum and separate them. Whatever decision they made in 
the past affects the decisions they are making now and vice a versa.  She agreed 
that you can’t ignore what the ordinance was and just say today we are sitting here 
and the Village allows this. She viewed the property and it will be a change of 
lifestyle, change of character and it might not be her place but she takes issue with 
people thinking they are going to be making so much off of somebody else’s 
misery. Everybody needs to look at that property. It is not the right solution to 
divide it into two. One is acceptable but they need to keep a lot of the character. 
There will be a lot of inconvenience. For whatever reason there was an agreement 
between two owners to use the driveway. 

 
4.69 Chairman Urban said when the two current owners of the two properties bought 

their respective properties they understood what the contractual obligations were. 
Commissioner Ghaemi agreed but said they bought it with one owner owning the 
entire property and having one house on it. Chairman Urban said she was referring 
to the Schinzer property and the large lot that is the subject of the subdivision. 

 
4.70 Ms. Sandman said there is a history of previous owners of both properties 

respecting the agreement. There is something in real estate law that if the land usage 
is such that it continues to be respected so it can’t just be volleyed over the net for 
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the convenience of development. Ignoring something that has been in existence for 
over a generation isn’t progress. It is irresponsible and thoughtless. 

 
4.71 Mr. Schinzer said to Commissioner's Bailey’s point that if you don’t take in to 

consideration the history and how the lots are defined, you are forcing him as a 
Wilmette resident to go to court to say the agreement now is null and void because 
the Village has decided to zone it so they can have two properties. The definition 
of the relationship between the two properties and the easement incorporates the 
survey which has their lot in front and his lot in back, there is no subdivision of 
lots. If the subdivision is allowed the Schinzers are being forced to either 
accommodate somebody’s real estate venture by allowing somebody else’s access 
to the easement and all the construction that will come with it. It also puts him in 
the position to have to enforce the rights of his property and to keep its value they 
will need to go to court and ask a judge to make an interpretation because the city 
has decided to rezone the property. The judge will need to determine if the 
agreement can or cannot be enforced moving ahead. 

 
4.72 Commissioner Bailey couldn’t understand how it is appropriate for the Commission 

to not consider the real property rights of theses property owners. He questioned 
what happens when the property is subdivided. Does the easement still exist? Does 
it exist for parcel one and parcel two? Does extraordinary action need to be taken 
to resolve this? Nothing in the report addresses those questions. The parties seem 
to have different views about what the easement is all about. To him the easement 
while created by the parties was incident to an action the Village took 55 years ago 
to create this highly unusual parcel. To him the fact that these two parcels are 
configured in this unusual way makes this a lot different than the subdivision that 
was recently reviewed by the Commission where there wasn’t this unusual property 
around it or this peculiar history or easement maintenance dispute. Many of these 
questions are not addressed at all in the report. His view is that he cannot vote in 
favor unless these matters are more fully explained 

 
4.73 Chairman Urban asked if we know if the easement in fact was arrived at as a result 

of the original subdivision. Mr. Adler said it was not part of the original subdivision 
but you can see when it was recorded which was right around the same time the 
subdivision was done. Because of this it appears there was a desire to not reestablish 
how 730 Romona would access their property. If they didn’t establish the easement, 
730 would have had to install a new driveway off  Romona Road. He didn’t know 
why it wasn’t part of the subdivision plat but the parties probably decided it made 
more sense to have one access. 

 
4.74 Mr. Adler said the subdivision code now specifically precludes flagged shaped lots 

unless relief is granted. He mentioned a subdivision that was never developed that 
had a flagged shaped lot, and in that case, the access easement was included on the 
approved subdivision plat.  
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4.75 Mr. Schinzer explained why the easement came about for these properties. He said 
that the house in front, being the existing house, already had the drive. He felt if 
they changed the driveway they would have had to change how the garage is 
accessed. Providing the easement was the easiest way to do it. He said the easement 
agreement had been adhered to for almost 60 years. The easement is now a bad deal 
for him as he is the one that gets cited if weeds are too tall and he is liable for what 
happens on the easement. They are at the meeting using their voice to say it is not 
going to happen and there are many reasons why.  

 
4.76 Ms. Greenburg asked about the use of the driveway and aren’t the Schinzers entitled 

to protection from these drastic changes that are going to leave them perhaps 
entirely responsible for maintaining this long driveway. Mr. Adler said if this was 
a developer wanting to build one house and they decided to come off  Romona 
Road with a new drive we would have the same issue and there would be absolutely 
no involvement by the Village. There is a disagreement currently regarding the 
easement maintenance and the Village is not involved in that. If during construction 
the easement is blocked the Village can get involved because it is involved in the 
issuance of the construction permit. He mentioned that even public alleys might be 
blocked temporarily during construction. 

 
4.77 A question was asked if the subdivision impacts the joint maintenance agreement. 

Mr. Adler said that the Village isn’t saying that whatever is required by the 
agreement won’t be required after the subdivision. He said the Schinzers may have 
difficulty with future property owner just as they are having with the current 
property owner. 

 
4.78 Mr. Schinzer said they understand it is a contract and they have to manage that with 

the other parties. Their biggest concern is once you start allowing it, we as citizens 
have to do something and you don’t do that to any other citizen of Wilmette. There 
is that one off-ness they feel. They know it will change the property value of their 
house tremendously if the Village allows what is going to happen with fences 14’ 
way from their front yard. They may say they won’t do it but the next people 20 
years down the road will say it is allowed.  

 
4.79 Commissioner Bailey said that even if the property isn’t subdivided the current 

owner has the right to put up a fence. Mr. Adler agreed. Mr. Schinzer said that a 6’ 
high fence couldn’t be installed there because the house is oriented towards the 
easement. Mr. Adler clarified that the easement does not constitute a public way 
and that the only area they would precluded from installing a 6.5’ fence today would 
be the required front yard off of Romona Road. If the current owner wants to put 
up a 6.5’ high fence out of the required front yard there is nothing stopping them as 
a private access easement does not preclude somebody from doing that.  

 
4.80 Ms. Schinzer said it is 730 Romona's back yard but her front yard. Mr. Adler 

clarified that for the purposes of zoning the front yard of the Schinzer’s property is 
the portion of property that fronts Romona Road and that a private access easement 
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does not prevent a 6.5' tall fence from being installed.  
 
4.81 Mr. Schinzer said they would argue that point until their dying breath. Mr. Schinzer 

said the Village would be lessening the value of their property like no other property 
in the Village. Mr. Adler said there are other flagged shaped lot in the Village where 
this condition exists. Mr. Schinzer reiterated that he will not let that happen. 

 
4.82 Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Schinzer was talking about a fence along the 

side of the easement. Chairman Urban clarified that because the Schinzer’s house 
is oriented towards Romona Road, a fence on 730 Romona between the two 
properties would be 18’ from the Schinzer’s front door. Commissioner Bailey said 
that doesn’t have anything to do with the Plan Commission as that could be done 
with a single parcel currently.  

 
4.83 Commissioner Bailey can see how this subdivision raises a number of questions 

about what this easement means that are not resolved. When you divide the property 
do both parcels have rights to the easement? Do both have responsibilities? That is 
not addressed. He doesn’t think that is an irrelevant matter because you are putting 
the property owners in the difficult situation which may be different than their 
understanding when the easement was created. That is relevant but the fence isn’t 
because a fence can be installed in any event regardless of the subdivision. 

 
4.84 Commissioner Norrick said it would be nice if the parties could voluntarily work 

out an agreement regarding the easement. 
 
4.85 Mr. Greenburg asked if the previous ordinance needed to be repealed or is it 

repealed by operation of the new subdivision. Mr. Adler said the Village Attorney 
did not comment on the ordinance needing to be repealed. Mr. Greenburg said there 
is a certain process for repealing ordinances and somebody should look at that. Mr. 
Adler said the 1962 ordinance granted relief for the width of the rear property 
(currently owned by the Schinzers) so there is nothing in that ordinance that would 
prevent the subdivision of the lot in front of that property, or nothing that makes 
this request different than other routine subdivisions the Plan Commission reviews. 

 
4.86 Commissioner Bailey said the 1962 subdivision changed the neighborhood. This 

funny parcel is part of the neighborhood that the Commission needs to take into 
account. It should not just disregard this parcel in this exercise. 

  
4.87 Mr. Schinzer said it wasn’t just two people making a real estate transaction back in 

1958. The reason why there was enough land back there is because Birchwood 
Avenue bends. It was done with the Villages acknowledgment of what was going 
on. Chairman Urban and Mr. Adler agreed that the Village did approve the previous 
subdivision. 

 
4.88 Mr. Schinzer said the Village Attorney seemed to be on a fishing expedition for - 

well it didn’t say you can’t build public swimming pools over there so let’s just 
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pass it. He knows he is stretching it but he thinks the attorney is stretching it as 
well. 

 
4.89 Commissioner Bailey said what he felt was missing is that there are some legal 

issues related to the request that are relevant to their determination which aren’t 
addressed in the report. The Corporation Counsel’s opinion has just been presented 
informally. He thought there needed to be some higher level of formality on how 
this is worked out. He also would like clarification to what extent it is appropriate 
in their consideration to consider the ordinance that was approved in 1962. Yes it 
was 55 years ago but it is an action that the Village took and he has a hard time 
believing if back than the additional lot was requested that it would have been 
approved that way. Maybe that is irrelevant but what he knows isn’t irrelevant is 
that this unusual parcel is part of the neighborhood when we are considering the 
character of the neighborhood. 

 
4.90 Chairman Urban asked Mr. Adler if the request should be put to a vote or should it 

be continued to get some clarity. Mr. Adler said that question should be asked of 
the applicant. If the request is continued it would be until the first Tuesday in 
August. He explained that if continued we can see about having the Village 
Attorney attend that meeting or if the question is called the Village Attorney will 
be at Village Board meeting. Mr. Schiller asked about process at the Village Board 
meeting. It was explained that the applicant and interested parties will be able to 
address the Village Board. The Village Board may have questions for applicant, 
neighbors or staff.  

 
4.91 Peg O’Halloran, 1831 Walnut Avenue, real estate agent for the property, explained 

that the property owner asked that the property be advertised only for the land and 
that is why the description didn’t contain information on the house. She said that 
access easements can’t be parked on or blocked and she felt Mr. Schiller was well 
aware of that. The easement is not going to change no matter what happens so she 
doesn’t understand why it is part of the Commission’s decision. 

 
4.92 Mr. Schinzer said the easement also includes that land around it, which the Gills 

have not supported for the past 20 years so to think a truck is going to stay on a 
very narrow drive is naive. That they should just believe that the next owners are 
going to just go through the joint maintenance agreement like the Gills did so well 
would be fool hearty on his part. They know the problems with the easement 
because they have lived them for 12 years. Now they are asked to accommodate a 
real estate speculator to put up 2 new residences and to think that it is going to be a 
better situation for him, he didn’t think so. 

 
4.93 Chairman Urban asked Mr., Schiller what his preference was. Mr. Schiller asked 

for an opportunity to talk with Ms. O’Halloran about requesting a continuance or 
not. 
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4.94 Mr. Friedberg asked about the Plan Commission vote. Mr. Adler said four members 
would have to vote “yes” for the subdivision for it to be a positive recommendation 
and that the vote would be taken tonight if the applicant asks for a vote. 

 
4.95 Mr. Schiller wanted to clarify somethings that might have been misconstrued. In 

regards to side yard setback they see having 7.5’ minimum on each side or 15’ 
between buildings. He clarified he was talking about a 7.5’ setback to the south 
property line adjoining the Greenburg property plus whatever setback distance it is 
to the Greenburg house. 

 
4.96 Mr. Sandman asked what the space between the two proposed homes would be. Mr. 

Schiller answered at least 15’. 
 
4.97 Mr. Schiller said on the north the drive easement is 24’ wide and the minimum 

setback they need to maintain is 7’, so there should be a minimum of 35’ between 
homes.  

4.98 Mr. Schiller asked how many votes were needed for the subdivision to receive a 
positive recommendation. Mr. Adler answered four “yes” votes. 

 
4.99 Mr. Schiller would like to work something out with the easement. They are looking 

to improve the property and it sounds like it hasn’t been maintained. 
 
4.100 Mr. Sandman said Mr. Schinzer indicated that his property value would be 

negatively impacted by the requested subdivision. He asked if Mr. Schiller would 
be able to say what the homes would be priced at if two homes are eventually 
allowed to be constructed. Mr. Schiller said over a million dollars each.  

 
4.101 Mr. Schiller said he heard about the objection to the fence but he believes improving 

the values of these lots would raise the value of houses around it. He didn’t think 
one could make an argument that the fence itself will devalue the house itself when 
there could be a net effect of an increase that is greater than that of the fence. It 
might not be something the Shinzers are looking for but he didn’t think the value 
of their house would go down.  

 
4.102 Mr. Schinzer said he doesn’t see anybody building fences around their own house 

to increase the value of their property so he thought it was a strong argument when 
no one else is doing it. They will be clearly looking out their front window at a 6’ 
fence. 

 
4.103 Mr. Greenburg asked how the applicant would deal with the trees. Mr. Schiller said 

he would like to maintain as many trees as possible as that would help when they 
go to sell the property. The houses have not been designed yet but they would like 
to keep as many old growth or large trees as possible.  

 
4.104 Mr. Schiller said there are a lot of plants that aren’t very desirable including 

Buckthorn.   
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4.105 Mr. Schinzer asked about the timeline for the construction of the two houses. Mr. 
Schiller said depending on how they stagger them one house takes anywhere from 
8-12 months but they haven’t decided if they will do one at a time or both together. 
Mr. Schinzer asked if realistically it could take 1.5 years. Mr. Schiller said yes but 
it could depend on how the sale of the first house goes. 

 
4.106 Mr. Sandman asked if Mr. Schiller has built other homes in the area. Mr. Schiller 

answered yes, about 5 houses in the immediate area including 2711 Orchard, 425 
Sunset, 342 Beverly, 2522 Greenleaf and 2539 Greenleaf. A more recent house was 
at 626 Forest Road in Glenview. 

 
4.107 Commissioner Norrick asked if the Commission could place conditions on the 

approval. Mr. Adler said yes, if the applicant is willing to accept the conditions. 
Commissioner Norrick asked if the applicant would be willing to accept conditions 
on the improvement of the easement. Mr. Schiller said it seems that there are two 
sides to this. He is hearing that everybody loves the way the property looks but also 
a big problem is that the property doesn’t look good or isn’t maintained. 
Commissioner Norrick said it appears it is the driveway easement not being 
maintained. Mr. Schiller said they are looking to purchase the property with the 
same rights as the current owner purchased it with.  

 
4.108 Mr. Schinzer said if Mr. Schiller wants the easement it will need to be rewritten 

because the way it is written it has been run over by the past owner. They need to 
decide whether to go to court to have the existing owner kicked off the easement 
because of neglect. Because they have lived with the neglect the last 12 years there 
will need to be something more documented. 

 
4.109 Commissioner Urban said that it seems like all of the points people want to make 

have been made. There are two ways to go. One path is to continue the request to 
give Mr. Adler time to talk with the Village Attorney to get some answers to 
questions raised and give time to discuss with the neighbors their concerns. The 
second path is to call for a vote and proceed to the Village Board. In the interim the 
Village Attorney will hear from Mr. Adler and understand what was discussed at 
the meeting. Mr. Schiller asked for the Plan Commission to vote on the request.  

 
4.110 Chairman Urban closed public testimony. 
 

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 
     
5.10 Commissioner Schwab said the Plan Commission has limited purview as the Chair 

mentioned. Their purview is limited to whether the subdivision is consistent with 
the village ordinances. The proposed lots are conforming. The trees and easement 
are not part of the Commission’s purview. While they are issues that they should 
potentially take into consideration they are properly taken up at the Village Board 
meeting and not before the Plan Commission, which has a limited purview. He is 
in favor of the proposal because of the limited nature of the Commission’s role. 



  
   

July 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 19 Approved February 6, 2017 

5.11 Commissioner Bailey is struck by the very unusual nature of the request and his 
personal view is in light of its unusual nature he isn’t necessarily opposed to the 
subdivision but he thinks there are a number of questions that have not been 
answered. In particular it is not all clear to him that the Commission’s purview is 
as limited as Commissioner Schwab suggests. Zoning says it requires the lot to be 
consistent with the density, which appears to be met, and the existing pattern of 
development. The existing pattern of development is something the Commission 
should take into account. This unusual parcel is part of the existing pattern of 
development and is subdividing this consistent with this parcel, which after all is 
part of the neighborhood and is the part most directly impacted.  

 
5.12 Commissioner Bailey said the idea that the Village wasn’t involved in the easement 

is not clear to him. He didn’t think this unusual parcel could have been created 
without the expectation that the easement would have been there. The Village 
would not have permitted it unless there was some understanding that there would 
have been an easement. By approving this the Village would basically be creating 
a dispute between the neighbors in this area. It is not clear to him that the easement 
isn’t within the Commission’s purview. He thinks it is particularly important 
because the dispute relates to the property rights that are concerned with these 
parcels. It is not like an independent contract, an easement is a property right that 
runs with the land and with these parcels.  He isn’t clear to what extent the Village’s 
prior actions should be taken into as a factor and that is something he would like 
further clarification on from Corporation Counsel. It seems that the Village’s course 
of conduct, even if separated by 55 years, is appropriate to take into consideration 
account particularly because the Village in some respect created this highly unusual 
situation. He isn’t necessarily opposed to the request but to be responsible to the 
community he needs more answers to these questions before he could approve the 
request. 

 
5.13 Commissioner Ghaemi said she is opposed to the request. She visited the property. 

The easement is an issue to her for the same reasons Commissioner Bailey 
mentioned. Taking one piece of property where everybody’s expectations were that 
one house would reside there and turning it into two structures that she hears are 
going to be over a million dollars each is beyond the density in that neighborhood. 
As a Plan Commission their job is to plan and in her heart she can’t vote yes as her 
issue is beyond the easement.   

 
5.14 Commissioner Norrick said like Commissioner Bailey she is concerned about some 

of the unknowns and would like clarification and that is causing her to not be able 
to vote yes.  

 
5.15 Chairman Urban said this is an unusual situation with an unusually shaped lot 

behind the subdivision but in her heart of hearts she believe the Schinzers bought 
the property understanding the unusual circumstances of their home and with their 
eyes wide open as to the existence of an easement related to their property. She 
would agree that the Village today wouldn’t approve a flagged shaped lot today but 
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that doesn’t change the fact that historically the Village did. She agrees with 
Commissioner Schwab that the Commission’s purview is limited to whether the 
subdivision conforms with the Village’s codes and it does and the numbers cited in 
the report suggest that it also conforms to the prevailing character of the 
neighborhood in terms of lot area and lot width and she will be voting in favor of 
the request. 

 
 6.0 DECISION   

 
6.1 Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend granting a request for tentative plat 

approval of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona Road in accordance with the plat, 
with the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being 
recorded. 

    
 6.11 Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion. 
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   No 
 Homa Ghaemi    No      
 Christine Norrick   No 
 Steven Schwab   Yes 
 Jeffrey Head    Absent 
 Michael Taylor   Absent 
   
  Motion failed.  The subject request will be on the July 25, 2017 Village Board 

agenda.  
 
 6.2 Commissioner Bailey moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-03.   
 
 6.21 Commissioner Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays.   
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

 The Plan Commission did not make a recommendation to approve tentative plat approval 
of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona Road.   

 
 The Plan Commission concluded its public hearing and by unanimous motion authorized 

the creation of this report and the transmission of the case to the Village Board for further 
action. By custom, the Plan Commission’s failure to recommend approval of the 
application is treated as a recommendation to deny. 
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MEETING MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2017 
7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

Members Present: Maria Choca Urban, Chairman 
Michael Bailey  
Homa Ghaemi  
Steven Schwab 
Michael Taylor 
Jeffrey Head (left prior to vote) 

Members Absent: Christine Norrick 

Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 
Jeff Stein, Corporation Counsel 
Dan Manis, Village Engineer  

I. CALL TO ORDER. 

Chairman Urban called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

II. 2017-P-04    333-357 Ridge Road

A request by Artis Senior Living 626 Forest LLC for tentative plat approval of a two-lot
subdivision

Commissioner Ghaemi moved to recommend granting a Planned Unit Development
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential
care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail,
zoning district at 333-357 Ridge Road, in conformance with the plans submitted. The
approval conditioned upon the following:

1. The buffer yard to the south being increased in size.
2. No vinyl fencing material will be used on site. A metal picket and brick pier fence

will be installed in all areas where the vinyl fence was proposed except on the west
property line where a wood fence may be installed.

Agenda Item: 3.4
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3. All site plan review comments be addressed.  
 

The use to run with the use. 
    

Commissioner Bailey seconded the motion. 
 

The vote was as follows: 
 
  Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
  Michael Bailey   Yes 
  Homa Ghaemi    No      
  Christine Norrick   Absent 
  Steven Schwab   Yes 
  Jeffrey Head    Absent 
  Michael Taylor   Yes   
   

Motion Passed.  The subject request will be on the December 12, 2017 Village Board 
agenda.  

 
Commissioner Taylor moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-04.   

 
Commissioner Bailey seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   

   
 Case Minutes are attached.   

 
III. NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business.  

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

V. AJDOURNMENT. 

At 9:10 p.m., Commissioner Ghaemi moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Bailey.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey, Ms. 
Ghaemi, Ms. Norrick and Mr. Schwab.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

The meeting was thereafter adjourned. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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Case Minutes 2017-P-04 – 333-357 Ridge Road 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
3.11 Jim Griffin, Attorney for the Applicant, Schain Banks 
3.12 Dean Pappas, Manager of Wil-Ridge Plaza LLC, owner of Subject Property 
3.13 Jay Hicks, Senior Vice President, Artis Senior Living  
3.14 Rick Whitney, Vice President, Fitzgerald Associates Architects 
3.15 Brian Rieger, PE, Civil Engineer, V3 Engineering 

         
 3.2 Summary of comments 

 
3.21 Chairman Urban explained that the purpose of the commission is to review 

proposed plats of subdivision and consolidation, planned unit developments, 
special uses and zoning and comprehensive plan document amendments. Tonight, 
a planned unit development case will be heard. Staff prepared a PowerPoint about 
the PUD process.  

 
3.22 Mr. Adler presented the PowerPoint. He explained what a PUD was and what 

processes were involved. The case is heard by the PC as a special use with final 
approval from the Village Board. When a PUD is requested, zoning relief is 
typically also requested. For that relief to be granted, one must show that a benefit 
to the village will be provided.  The zoning applicant can decide if they want to go 
through the PUD process or the standard zoning process. A developer will generally 
choose the former process if they believe that the relief will lead to a benefit for the 
Village. He explained where the complete PUD process could be found in the 
zoning ordinance.  

 
He talked about purpose – ability to encourage flexibility to allow a creative 
approach to development and to encourage amenities that might not be provided in 
the village if not for the PUD process. That process is divided into three phases. 
There is a pre-application meeting with staff, preliminary approval which is the 
purpose of tonight’s meeting. The PC is the body that makes recommendations to 
the Village Board. The final approval phase rests with the Village Board. This is 
the only time that this request will be in front of the PC.  

 
There will be an applicant presentation at the meeting, as well as public testimony, 
The PC will deliberate and formulate a recommendation to the Village Board. The 
Village Board will also hear the applicant’s presentation, as well as public 
testimony. 

 
He talked about what is a public benefit. He showed a guide to benefits. They are 
in the handout given to meeting attendees.  



  
   

November 7, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 4 Approved February 6, 2018 

He talked about the PC meeting process and that was outlined above. The applicant 
gives their presentation without interruption. The PC can then ask the applicant 
questions they may have. After that, the meeting is open for public testimony, 
everyone wishing to speak can do so. The PC will ask questions of the public if 
needed. After public testimony concludes, the chair will close public testimony. 
The chair will ask for follow up questions with the applicant. The applicant can 
address questions from the PC or the public. After that is completed, the chair will 
entertain a motion. After the motion is made, the PC will deliberate. After 
deliberations a vote will be taken on the motion. The PC will try to end the meeting 
by 10 pm but that depends where they are with this request. If it is 10 pm and the 
public is still testifying, the case could be continued to a later meeting. If the case 
is finalized and a vote is taken tonight, the case will be heard by the Village Board 
on 12/14/17 (corrected below to 12/12/2017). The Village Board takes final action.  
 
Commissioner Head Arrived at approximately 7:05 pm 

 
3.23 Chairman Urban said that based on tonight’s discussion, the PC will make a 

recommendation to the Village Board. She clarified that the Village Board meeting 
is on 12/12/17. The PC’s recommendation to the Board is advisory only and the 
Village Board has final approval. Everyone who plans to address the Commission 
was sworn in. She asked all who were speaking to introduce themselves and if they 
live in the village, please provide an address.  

 
3.24 Mr. Adler said that this is case 2017-P-4. This is request for approval of a planned 

unit development preliminary plan and special use to permit the construction of a 
three-story residential care facility containing 64 units (approximate) located in the 
NR zoning district. There two new items related to the case at members’ seats. 
There is an email from Loryn Kogan. The applicant also got this email. There also 
is a diagram showing physical heights in feet of surrounding buildings.  

 
3.25 Mr. Jim Griffin said he is the attorney representing Artis Senior Living. They want 

to redevelop the Wil-Ridge shopping plaza at 333-357 Ridge Road with an assisted 
living/memory care facility. Artis is under contract to buy the property from Wil-
Ridge Plaza LLC. The proposal is for a 64-unit facility. Artis will demolish the 
existing center in its entirety and building a new building. On behalf of the project 
team, the following are at the meeting – Jay Hicks, Artis Senior Living; Brian 
Rieger, V3 Engineering; Rick Whitney, Fitzgerald Associates Architects; Dean 
Pappas, manager of Wil-Ridge Plaza LLC, owner of the property.  

 
Prior to submitting the application to the village, Artis met with village staff several 
times to introduce the staff to the project. They wanted feedback and 
recommendations from them. They then finalized the design. Artis hosted two 
neighborhood meetings at the center. They sent out written notice to surrounding 
property owners and renters. They did one meeting prior to filing the application 
and another after they filed. They have actively sought feedback and suggestions 
on this project and the feedback was very positive.  
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The subject parcel is zoned Neighborhood Retail. This facility is considered a 
residential care facility under the zoning ordinance. These facilities are allowed as 
a special use in NR. They are seeking Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval. 
The comprehensive plan encourages redevelopment of a commercial site to be done 
through this process. A PUD allows for more flexibility.  

 
He discussed the exceptions. There is some excess lighting that will be cast on the 
building front on the side near the public sidewalk. There are entrance way lights 
that are right on the sidewalk, so some light will be shed onto the sidewalk. They 
are asking for an exception in the size of the buffer yard on the south property line 
to a minimum of 5’ vs. the required 10’. It is 5’ at the smallest and gets larger when 
going east. They designed a greater buffer to the north. The north side is adjacent 
to a gas station and they wanted a more significant buffer.  

 
Another exception is perimeter landscaping. They are asking for a 3’ landscaping 
area vs. the required 5’. This relates to the fact that they placed the entrance on 
ridge road. Due to the building design, it limits the amount of landscaping they can 
place on the front. The three exceptions above are minor. They meet all building 
setbacks.  

 
Another exception is for floor area ratio (FAR) and they are seeking an increase. It 
is not significant. They have an outdoor courtyard that is not under roof. But due to 
zoning ordinance definition, that area counts as FAR. The area under the entrance 
canopy is also counted towards FAR.  

 
They are seeking a height exception. The NR zoning district has a 30’ height 
limitation. They want to go to 49’ with some overruns on the roof that go above 
that. The 30’ height limit for the commercial zoning district is a low height limit. 
The single-family residential district has a height limit of 35’. Any redevelopment 
of the center would likely require a height exception. They spent a lot of time 
looking at building height compared to surrounding properties. They have a 
building that fits well with the neighborhood.  

 
The PUD also requires a public benefit. This is a single parcel, single building site 
so that limits the availability of possible public benefit. Many of the benefits listed 
in the zoning ordinance cannot be attained since this is an infill development that 
is constrained by lot size. They need a building of a certain size for a viable project.  

 
This building will serve an important community need. As the comprehensive plan 
mentions, the village’s population is aging. The need for Alzheimer and dementia 
care is increasing. They will provide a facility in the village that can service village 
residents as well as residents from nearby communities. It can also serve village 
residents with elderly parents. Artis is a for profit company. Market rate care will 
be given. This property will remain on the tax rolls and the property tax will 
significantly increase with redevelopment of the property.  
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Due to limitations that the parcel has, and the inability to provide other benefits, 
Artis proposes to donate $20,000 on the first anniversary of operations of the 
facility to the group that provides financial housing assistance to the elderly. This 
is a good project benefit and is important to the community.  

 
Dean Pappas will review the history of the center. Jay Hicks will provide 
background on Artis. Rick Whitney will go through the site plan.  

 
3.26 Dean Pappas, managing member of Wil-Ridge Plaza LLC, owner of the building, 

said they have owned the building since 1997. He has seen a lot of change to the 
center. He lived in the village for many years. To understand the location, one must 
look at the history of the building itself. It was built over 50 years ago in 1960. It 
was designed and served as a grocery store and drug store. From there, for the center 
to survive, it went through a lot of change and has had to adapt to survive. This has 
been through varying financial market conditions. As the economy changed, the 
center had to change. There was a Red Owl grocery store and it moved. 
Huerbinger’s drug store, that was the initial drug store, remained. It then changed 
hands and became Parkway Drugs. Parkway got sold to another company and then 
to Walgreens.  

 
The grocery space was originally subdivided into larger retail spaces. He talked 
about businesses that were larger retail tenants. As rentals become more difficult 
and for the center to survive, it changed again. Larger retail spaces got subdivided 
and became some retail and personal service uses. Eventually most of the center 
became personal service. Usages such as the nail salon, language school, driving 
school and a fitness center. There are still two restaurants. Those are the only two 
retail functions on site.  

 
They went through the real estate recession and survived through being creative 
and adaptive and working with tenants. The retail has become more of a struggle 
through the years. Online purchasing took hold. Smaller retailers have disappeared 
over time and many of these functions went into big box establishments. As he 
looks at the proposed use, it is personal service, but it will be designed for personal 
service. The building looks very welcoming and is a handsome addition to this key 
location.  

 
3.27 Jay Hicks, Artis Senior Living, talked about the company. Artis specializes in 

memory care assisted living. In today’s world, almost everyone has had 
Alzheimer’s or dementia touch their lives. He gave data about Alzheimer’s and 
dementia. Home care and staying with family is a preferred option but not always 
possible or viable. What differentiates Artis is that they build, own and operate. 
That is their business plan. They believe that Wilmette is underserved. They are 
active in the Chicago area with three developments in the building phase. They 
work with Senior Housing Analytics, the best company who analyzes projects 
feasibility. Conditions are suitable for Artis to be successful. There are other 
providers providing great service.  
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This location is east of 94, which is unique. The site is great for them. Retail has 
changed dramatically. It is an opportunity for them to bring the retail/service 
concept full circle. There is residential in the area and they are not on a highway. 
Their residents lived in neighborhoods that are like the area around the site.  

 
3.28 Mr. Whitney, architect, said he will take the commission through the building. This 

is a three story 64-unit memory care facility. He reviewed the site plan with the 
commission.  The site is on the west side of ridge road and south of Wilmette 
Avenue. There is a gas station to the north. To the west is an American Legion Hall 
that is a two-story building. To the south is a parking lot that serves an apartment 
building.  

 
There are two means of access from Ridge Road. There is a curb cut proposed for 
the northeast corner of the site. That is one way in only access. The police 
department made this recommendation. The other access point is at the southeast 
corner and this is in and out. At the front of the building is an entry drive with ten 
parking spaces intended for visitors and short stay visits. They are proposing a sky 
lit porte cochere. There is a service drive that feeds to the main access drive on the 
south side of the site. The access drive feeds their loading berth that is towards the 
southeast corner of the building. Further towards the back is the first-floor garage 
entrance. There is a service aisle at the southwest end of the site that feeds an onsite 
generator. The electric service transformer and trash collection/storage area will 
also be in that area.   

 
The northwest corner of the site is highly visible from Wilmette Avenue as one 
approaches from the west. They are proposing to do enhanced landscaping in that 
area. Landscape plans are part of the packet. They are proposing a larger setback 
on the north end to separate from the gas station to the north. There are resident 
units located on that side. They want to improve the view from their windows.  

 
There was a request for him to say something about the under building parking 
circulation. It is at the southwest corner of the building and is in and out access.  

 
Regarding the floor plans, he talked about the first floor plan. The entrance is at the 
east end of the site. At the first floor will be a lobby, administrative offices and 
some program spaces for residents. They are at a schematic level of development 
with the floor plans. They must select their amenity spaces.  

 
Artis serves meals and the kitchen will be at the southwest corner of the front 
portion. That is adjacent to a loading berth in the building. That is important for 
supplies and it also feeds the kitchen.  

 
There are 45 spaces in the garage. They are under roof and totally enclosed. The 
parking entrance is in/out in the same location. The loading berth is served from 
the service drive.  
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He talked about the second and third floor plans. The basic planning concept in an 
Artis facility is that the resident units are organized into neighborhoods. At the 
north and the south are individual neighborhoods. Each neighborhood has 16 
memory care units. Going east and to the outside corner, this is an area with a family 
room and dining room. One single kitchen feeds all neighborhoods. Towards the 
center are amenity spaces. He talked about what other Artis amenity spaces contain.  

 
On the other side of vertical circulation, they planned a lounge area on the second 
and third floors. It provides more connection to the outdoors.  

 
At the second floor they are proposing a landscape courtyard with an outdoor 
seating area. The area is nicely landscaped, and gardening can take place. They are 
proposing a looped walking path. The outdoor area provides more contact with 
nature. The square footage of the courtyard is a little under 9000 square feet.  

 
He showed the elevations. He talked about the east elevation that faces Ridge Road 
and is the primary elevation. The center portion is for building entrance and amenity 
spaces. The corners contain the dining rooms and family rooms of each 
neighborhood. The porte cochere will have minimum clearance of 14’. He 
understands that the village’s minimum is 12’.  

 
The primary building materials are brick masonry in three colors. He talked about 
where various colors went. There is an area that is clad in brick at the base and with 
a fiber cement siding on floors two and three. They break up the mass and divide it 
into three focus areas with a separation in the middle. There is a main area in the 
center that is primarily brick masonry with a center area clad in a fibrous cement 
panel. There is a cornice element that runs at the top at the roof level. There are two 
different parapet wall heights. He talked about the parapets. One of the parapets 
will have a screening element on the center roof. The 6’ parapet is high enough to 
block the view of equipment. They are proposing a taller than usual parapet. But 
they are trying to have the equipment screen be more integral to the building. It is 
not a separate feature attached to the roof.  

 
He showed a stair that leads to the roof. There is one stair access to the roof. The 
elevator overrun will occur behind the parapet wall. The elevator does not need a 
roof top penthouse. They need 3-4’ above the roof surface to accommodate the 
overrun. 

 
They are close to 17’ floor heights on the first floor. They want to get taller ceiling 
heights on first floor amenity spaces. The loading berth demands a taller height. 
The second and third floors have a 13’ floor to floor height. Their finished ceiling 
heights are 9’. They need the additional 4’ for floor structure. There is mechanical, 
electrical, and plumbing that goes through that space. They will have central 
systems and really do need the ceilings for distribution across the floors. It pushes 
the floor a little higher, which adds to the proposed building height.  

 



  
   

November 7, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 9 Approved February 6, 2018 

He talked about the west elevation. There is darker brick along the base. The 
openings are primary louvers for ventilating the garage space. He showed 
neighborhood wings and stair towers. The court yard is in the center. They are 
proposing a screen wall at the edge of the court yard that is 8’ high. They want 
some opacity for the wall. There might be a lattice portion to see outside. It does 
also provide privacy.  

 
In the court yard there is a center element that is clad in brick with fibrous cement 
insets. There are other areas of fibrous cement.  

 
Going to the south and north elevation, the north elevation abuts the gas station to 
the north. He talked about the brick colors and fibrous cement siding. They want to 
break up the building and make the elevation less massive.  

 
They are proposing a solid vinyl fence along the property line at the north side. 
There is a landscaped side yard. They are looking for privacy.  

 
The south side is similar in organization to the north side. There is a solid vinyl 
fence adjacent to the parking lot to the south.  

 
He showed the rendered project views and the street level views of the building. 
The way that the gas station and American Legion Hall is sited, the corner of the 
building opens from Wilmette Avenue. They wanted to pay attention to the 
elevations. They are proposing to provide an open metal fence with brick piers at 
the corner.  

 
He showed the view at Ridge Road in front of the building. They are proposing a 
3’ wide landscape buffer in that area to provide screen from the public parking lot 
and the service drive.  

 
There is a view of Ridge Road at the southeast corner.  

 
Where they get closer to the street, they are proposing to change from the solid 
vinyl fence to the open fence with brick piers.  

  
He talked about two aerial views that were in the packet. It shows their building in 
context of surrounding buildings. The view looks along Ridge Road from the 
southeast. Towards the east and west are one and two-story buildings. Along Ridge 
Road there are three and four-story buildings on the side of their building except 
for the gas station on the corner. He talked about the various buildings and 
associated heights, which seem to include 30’+ - 40’. They are proposing a parapet 
height of 49’ with their roof level at 43’. Along this stretch of Ridge Road, they are 
compatible with the scale of the buildings.  

 
That is the end of the applicant’s presentation and said he was available for 
questions.  
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3.29 Commissioner Ghaemi said that the height jumped out at her. Mr. Whitney said 
they need 3-4’ for mechanical.  

 
 Commissioner Ghaemi asked about the structural system. Mr. Whitney said they 

are looking at a steel bar joist with metal deck and concrete floors or they will do a 
steel frame with precast concrete plank. They need to be noncombustible 
construction.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked if they were doing the same for the courtyard. Mr. 
Whitney answered that the courtyard and second floor will probably be planked 
throughout.  

  
Commissioner Ghaemi understands that Artis will own the property, but they may 
want to consider maintenance issues if they go with metal deck or bar joist in the 
courtyard area. Mr. Whitney said they want to stick with the plank system in the 
courtyard area. There will be a fire separation issue between the parking below and 
floors above. For a vegetative roof system, plank is the better way to go.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked if they went with hollow-core for the floor system, 
wouldn’t that reduce the overall floor height. Mr. Whitney said not necessarily. It 
is not just the plank depth itself but the steel below that. The bar joist and the plank 
with steel would probably be the same depth.  

 
3.30 Commissioner Ghaemi had a question about the vinyl fence. She is sure that it is 

an issue of cost, but she would like to see more brick than vinyl. After a few years, 
vinyl won’t look good and brick will age better.  

 
3.31 Commissioner Ghaemi said regarding the location of the generator, she does not 

know how many feet it needs to be from the building, but it is right next to the 
neighbors. It becomes the neighbors’ problem rather than Artis’ problem. Mr. 
Whitney said they meet the separation distance from the building. They have a 5’ 
setback requirement from the property line, which they are meeting. The generator, 
transformer and trash enclosure will be enclosed in a brick structure with 6’ high 
masonry walls.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked the noise level of the generator. Mr. Whitney said 
that the cut sheets for the generator are in the packet.  

 
3.32 Commissioner Bailey asked if the generator was an emergency generator. Mr. 

Whitney answered yes. Commissioner Bailey asked how frequently it would 
operate. Mr. Whitney said in a rare occurrence like a power failure and during the 
monthly testing that needs to be done. It will not run continuously.  
 

3.33 Commissioner Bailey said that the information provided by the applicant says that 
the permeable area has increased because there is virtually none now and that it was 
proposed to be approximately 15%.  How does that compare with the zoning 
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ordinance requirements? Is the only permeable area just the planting areas or are 
there other permeable areas.  

 
Mr. Whitney answered that north side yard and the west yard are all lawn areas. 
The roof court yard will have about 2’ of soil media. There is a drainage connection 
from the court yard. The precipitation that falls in the courtyard will stay within 
that vegetative system. They see that area as permeable as it will not contribute to 
the storm water system.  

 
Commissioner Bailey asked if they were proposing any permeable pavements. Mr. 
Whitney said at present they are not proposing this.  

 
Commissioner Bailey asked if that was consistent with what the zoning ordinance 
would require. Mr. Adler said that the maximum coverage is 60% for structure and 
flat work in the required rear yard. (Correction: the maximum coverage of 60% 
applies to residential property and not the commercially zoned Subject Property, 
which does not have maximum limits in the required yards) 

 
Commissioner Bailey asked what the coverage was for the proposed building. Mr. 
Whitney said he didn’t know offhand. Chairman Urban said the building lot 
coverage is listed at approximately 29,000 sf. Taken over a lot area of 
approximately over 52,000 sf, the lot coverage would be about 60%. Mr. Whitney 
said that number did not include the courtyard. Mr. Adler clarified that the 29,000 
sf was the lot coverage for the actual building and not the impervious surfaces in 
the required rear yard. 
 

3.34 Commissioner Bailey asked if there would be any signage that is part of the 
development. Mr. Whitney said at present they are not showing any. Their 
Lakeview facility has no signage. They need to work that out with Artis.  

 
3.35 Commissioner Bailey asked if they had any views about what development of the 

neighboring parcel would be compatible with their use. There is a lot next to them 
that has been proposed for development. Have they thought about what types of 
other projects would be compatible with the Artis proposal? Mr. Whitney said 
without knowing what exactly will happen there it is hard for them to say. They 
know there is a Legion Hall next to them.  
 
Commissioner Bailey asked if they have reflected at all about how neighboring 
development may impact their proposal. Mr. Whitney said if it is a residential 
project proposed next door, that would be compatible.  

 
3.36 Commissioner Head asked regarding permeability, could thought be given to using 

permeable pavement, particularly in the front of the building as there is a lot of 
blacktop and virtually no green space. Mr. Whitney said they would review that 
with the owner. 
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3.37 Chairman Urban asked if the heights of the surrounding buildings included 
mechanicals on those buildings. Does 40’ on building C translate to 43’ on the 
applicant’s building or equates to the 49’. 

 
Brian Rieger, Civil Engineer, V3 Engineering, said they took an average to give a 
general idea of what the height might be. They measured the highest point they 
could see compared to the grade at the front door. For example, Building D is a four 
story building and is 37’ floor to floor. For a portion of that building the first floor 
is actually below grade, whereas for other portions it is above. They took an average 
to give a general idea of what the heights might be. 

 
3.38 Commissioner Head had a question for Mr. Hicks. The subject of public benefit 

came up during the discussion. As a market rate facility, in other places Artis has 
worked have you had units designated for lower income people or reduced fees 
considered for public benefit? Mr. Hicks said the simple answer is yes. In Fairfax 
County, Virginia, the county has a 3% affordable requirement that is applied to 
everybody who is active in assisted living in that marketplace.  

 
Commissioner Head understands that Artis will provide a cash contribution to an 
affordable housing fund but asked if there could be a longer term contribution they 
could provide for lower income residents of the village. Mr. Hicks said they like 
the idea of contributing to a community affordable housing fund however the 
village sees fit. It is an iterative process and this is their first public appearance 
before the PC. They are open to discussion about a public benefit via a contribution. 

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Mr. Jeff Strange, owner of 307-317 Ridge Road 
4.12 Ms.  Lisa Braganca, 2125 Washington Avenue 
4.13 Mr. Bob Davis, Member of Dry Out West Wilmette 
4.14 Mr. Mitch Klein, Owner of 1837 Wilmette Avenue 
4.15 Ms. Mimi Dray, Cedar Lane 
4.16 Mr. Andy Reese, 411 Pine Manor Drive 

 
4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 Mr. Jeff Strange is the owner of the building to the south of the project (307-317 

Ridge) and the vacant lot between the two buildings. He has lived in the village for 
40 years. He is unhappy with the way the driveway is coming up on the south side 
of the building. The entire burden is placed on his property. There is an ugly vinyl 
fence the length of his parking lot. There is traffic on that side and today there is no 
traffic. There is no landscaping per se except for a couple of trees. The project 
should be moved more towards Wilmette Avenue. His tenants do not want to look 
out their windows and see ambient light at night. He wants to know about the 
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generator. They don’t want to hear the generator running for long time periods as 
there have been times where people have been without power for 3-4 days. The 
building is fine overall, but he does not want to bear the burden of development. 
He wants at least 5’ of landscaping on his side, maybe 7’. He wants to know about 
the lighting on that side of the building because people will becoming all hours of 
the day. All traffic noise will back up to the north side of his building. He has a 
vacant buildable lot and he plans to put in apartments in the future. He doesn’t want 
to be stopped from doing that. This is an NR area. There should be separation 
between buildings.  

 
4.22 Ms. Lisa Braganca, 2125 Washington Avenue, lives a few blocks away from the 

proposed development. She did not receive notice of the neighborhood meetings 
Artis held with or she would have spoken up earlier. In the past when another 
developer was going to build in the area the neighborhood meetings were more 
publicized so lots of people showed up to those. She wants to address the 
fundamental design of the building. Not the physical building, but what it is. This 
is institutional living and not residential. People who live there will not have locks 
on their doors. Decisions such as who comes into their rooms, whether they will 
have a pet or what and when they are going to eat is not left up to residents. She 
knows this because she has visited many of these facilities. She served as class 
counsel in three lawsuits that were brought against the State of Illinois for the over 
institutionalizing of people with disabilities. The goal was to get people to be served 
in the community and not in large institutional settings. This is the wrong direction 
to go. The State of Illinois is moving away from this because of these lawsuits. In 
her role as class counsel she made visits to a lot of nice and less nice facilities. All 
of them, particular ones that are specialized for persons with memory care type 
issues, have inherent problems. Often people are locked onto floors where there is 
no legal basis for doing so. This is just the practice. She understands that it is a 
safety issue but their legal rights are being violated. She does not if Artis does this. 
She did not visit an Artis site. Sunrise is down the street. It is a memory care facility. 
She has never seen one of their residents walking around the neighborhood. She 
has seen the staff walking the resident’s dog and she appreciates that they have a 
dog, but she hasn’t once seen any resident from Sunrise wandering around the 
neighborhood. That would be wonderful. These are lockdown types of institutions. 
There is a fundamental problem with the way these facilities are set up. The plan is 
fundamentally at odds with having a residential neighborhood. These folks will not 
be coming to these meetings and participating in our community. There is already 
one institutional development in the neighborhood for people with Alzheimer’s and 
dementia. She reiterated that this is the wrong direction to go in. It is very 
distressing to see this big of a development proposed here. She understands that we 
want to have a viable business and there are a lot of elderly residents that need to 
be served but this is absolutely the wrong direction to be going in. The right 
direction is to be able to serve in a more integrated environment where people get 
services but are also a part of the community. She encouraged people to visit 
Sunrise and go upstairs and see all the recesses of it. She is sure it is very nice and 
while she has never been inside, she guarantees that there are locks and limitations 
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on what people can do. There is not necessarily a legal basis for doing this. She has 
a child with a disability. She is a disability rights activist.  

 
4.23 Mr. Bob Davis, member of Dry Out West Wilmette, said their issue is with the 

potential impact to the Princeton Place basin of the sanitary sewer. By their 
calculations between the Wilmette Circle subdivision, what may or may not happen 
at 1925 Wilmette Avenue, and the proposed Artis facility, there is at least a 10% 
load increase in the sanitary sewer. On the west side they are struggling with storm 
water. Their opinion is getting to be that there should be no additional development 
done until there is a reliable long-term storm water plan that can be implemented.  

 
4.24 Mr. Mitch Klein, Owner of 1837 Wilmette Avenue, said there is no sales tax from 

this facility. There are no people working in this town or coming into this town to 
visit stores. What benefit does the village get from the facility? He is sympathetic 
with the predicament that Mr. Pappas is in. People shop online. There must be 
something better than the proposed development. The village needs sales tax. The 
town has lost four car dealerships in the past 20 years. The town has lost 34 gas 
stations in the last 40 years. We are down to six gas stations. Gas stations must pay 
higher taxes but Artis does not get a tax. People who live there will not come into 
area stores. There is property tax, but no sales tax. How many times is an ambulance 
going to have to go to this building? They don’t need to go higher with the building, 
they can go down. If the parking is below grade there is no height problem. The 
problem that is being missed is if you give Artis their variances you are going to 
have HODC coming down our throats from the American Legion Post. They are 
going to want their variances and those are variances we cannot afford to have. 
When the size of the property means we can’t have 22 people living on a property 
that size. They can only hope that the PC is there to protect neighbors. He and his 
neighboring businesses want costumers coming in. He is for memory care, but it 
doesn’t have to be in a residential business district. If the PC allows this to happen 
and suggests this is a good thing for the Village, he can’t argue about it because 
hopefully he gets some of the people as customers, but it’s not likely. Security 
sounds good but there are problems in the area. Tax dollars are needed in this area 
through sales tax.  

 
4.25 Ms. Mimi Dray said her family has lived on Cedar Lane for 30 years. She did not 

receive a notice of the community meetings and she would have attended if she was 
aware of the meetings. Did Artis approach HODC to purchase that parcel of land 
to incorporate it into their project?  She believes that providing this memory care 
facility would be a positive. There needs to be places for people to be cared for with 
memory problems that cannot walk the neighborhood anymore. It is not that much 
larger than the current space. It will be a beautifully improved building. It will be a 
good addition for the village.  

 
4.26 Mr. Andy Reese, 411 Pine Manor Drive, questioned if buildings keep getting higher 

where do we stop. This is starting to scream Evanston. It is getting busy and dense. 
There will be more traffic in the area. It is dangerous at Ridge and Wilmette 
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Avenues. The height and variances are key. He is concerned about the height. Do 
we want to be Evanston? He thinks that the area should be more of a family 
residential area. If this does not work out, what else could be in the building? He 
thinks that the commission needs to consider the setbacks. It goes to the height and 
building size. Sales tax revenue is needed. You are losing two restaurants and a 
couple of institutions like the driver’s ed business. This corner is becoming office 
and not service oriented towards the neighbors.  

 
4.27 Seeing there was no more public comment Chairman Urban asked the development 

team to respond to concerns raised.  
 
4.28 Mr. Griffin said this is a shopping center with vacancies. While there is some 

landscaping currently, the proposed project will have significantly more 
landscaping. This is a new building. Regarding how it fits in with neighborhood 
and impact on neighboring properties, the proposed building is a big improvement. 
It will have a positive impact on neighboring properties. It is a new investment in 
an area that needs new investment. They do not think it will negatively impact 
neighboring properties. They want further investment in the community. They will 
be a good neighbor. There are other ways to care for a person with memory care 
issues such as in your home, but that option is not always available. This facility 
provides excellent care. Artis is proud of their work. Regarding flooding, there is a 
building and parking lot designed in the 1960s when there were no storm water 
regulations. This building will meet all modern up to date storm water regulations. 
There will be no issues regarding flooding. That should be a benefit.  

 
Regarding the desire for more sales tax, he understands that the village does want 
this. Unfortunately greater market trends have caused tax producing businesses to 
disappear. The center must adapt or die. This is a good redevelopment for that area.  
 

4.29 Mr. Hicks said regarding Mr. Strange’s comment about lighting, the ordinance has 
a maximum .5-foot candle limit at his property boundary and they will be at .2. In 
looking at the current plans, the building has a 0’ setback today. He talked about 
extending the metal fence with piers across Mr. Strange’s property boundary.  

 
As it relates to notice, they tried to reach out as much as possible. The notices sent 
out mimicked the distances and protocols about what was followed for this meeting. 
The intent was not to keep people out. He received emails from several in the 
community.  

 
Regarding the comment about this being an institution, sometimes memory care is 
an option because in-home care is not. They specialize in this. This is a loving, 
caring residential facility for residents. He talked about past treatment for 
Alzheimer’s and dementia patients, but treatment modalities have changed. 
Residents are free to leave when escorted by family. Family and visitors are allowed 
24/7. They encourage visits and personal interactions if they are able. Residents can 
walk the building freely and be in the court yard freely. They try to bring dignity 
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and respect to the unfortunate circumstances that people are facing.  
 
Regarding the taxation issue, there is a lot to the calculation. He saw what Mr. 
Pappas paid in property taxes, made assumptions about the post-development value 
and tried to get comparables. He is comfortable saying they will be paying twice 
what the current development pays in property tax. The limited amount of sales tax 
currently is a declining trend line on this property.  
 
Regarding HODC next door, it was apparent when speaking with the community 
that there was an interest for them to consolidate lots and come in with as unified 
of a development plan as possible. Either he or a real estate broker reached out to 
the gas station owner and the American Legion owners and asked if they would be 
interested in selling. The gas station was a quick no and with HODC there were 
robust discussion, but in the end, they decided not to sell. Mr. Pappas has some 
timing constraints and contractual issues, he felt that they finally needed to move 
forward.  
 
The plan stands on its own merits. It is a good plan. What they have with the current 
retail center is not sustainable and something will happen. His company provides a 
valuable service and is a positive influence on the tax base. It is needed, attractive 
and low impact from a traffic standpoint.  

 
4.30 Chairman Urban asked the engineer for the development to address storm water, 

parking and traffic impacts.  
 
4.31 Mr. Rieger said there are significant storm water concerns in the village. Much of 

the concern focuses around sanitary sewer and how it gets inundated with storm 
water during large storm events and the sanitary sewer backs up to people’s houses. 
For this facility, they are providing underground storm water detention. There will 
be 120,000-gallon tank under the building. This captures all the storm water from 
the site. It slows it down to a rate that comes out a 2.5” hose.  That goes straight 
into the storm sewer. There is no storm water from this site that will get into the 
sanitary sewer system.  

 
The existing facility probably has downspouts that inundate the sanitary sewer 
during large rain events. In this case, they are separating all that. The storm water 
will go directly into the underground detention facility and then into the storm 
sewer system. Codes have been updated and systems are better.  

 
From a parking perspective, they are providing 55 parking stalls on site, 45 are in 
the garage and ten are on site. That is more than enough to service this facility. 
They figured one space per employee and .5 spaces per bed. Based on Artis’ history, 
there is more than sufficient parking.  

 
4.32 Commissioner Head asked Mr. Rieger to go back to the parking calculation. Mr. 

Rieger said they figured .5 spaces per bed. There are 64 beds in the facility and 32 
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spaces would be required for that portion and the rest are required for the employee 
portion.  

 
4.33 Commissioner Head asked how many people staff a building like this. Mr. Hicks 

said there are various shifts, 7-3, 3-10 and 10-7. The first shift has the highest 
number of employees and that would be 23. Some of the positions straddle the shift. 
The first shift is the controlling shift. Parking is a good topic. There are a variety of 
senior facilities that generate parking demand. If there is a rehab facility also, that 
can bring in a lot of traffic. They are not adding a rehab facility. They have their 
own standards and will also abide by the zoning standards. He is comfortable that 
they have enough parking. 38-42 spaces is the sweet spot for a 64-bed facility. They 
are more than meeting that.  

 
4.34 Commissioner Bailey said that Mr. Hicks indicated that Artis has a 

design/build/operate firm and Commissioner Bailey felt that was favorable as Mr. 
Hicks characterized it as Artis becoming a member of the community. Because of 
this he asked if Mr. Hicks would be willing to share if they had any governmental 
complaints or lawsuits related to their other facilities. Mr. Hicks answered not that 
he was aware of but with the nature of what they do there is always that chance.  

 
4.35 Commissioner Bailey questioned whether Artis had any experience with illegal 

conduct in any of their nine facilities? Mr. Hicks answered no but he cannot 
categorically say that something couldn’t happen. This is an elderly frail population 
at the end of their lives.  

 
4.36 Commissioner Bailey said the neighbor to the south objected to having less 

landscaping on the south than adjacent to the gas station to the north. Why is it 
appropriate to have 5’ of landscaping on the side that benefits the applicant, but on 
the side that impacts the south neighbor having a lesser amount of green space? Mr. 
Hicks said their thoughts were that there is a residential use on the south and 
commercial use on the north, a gas station. There is a 12’ buffer on the north and a 
5’ buffer on the south. He is happy to move the building to the extent that they can 
to provide more buffer on the south and less on the north. He wanted as much 
distance from the gas station as possible. But if the commission wants the applicant 
to re-examine the building placement, they can do that.  

 
4.37 Mr. Whitney said that they have a required setback on both sides, north and south. 

They are at a minimum setback on the north. There is a 32’ setback on the south. 
Mr. Adler clarified that the north side yard adjoins commercial, so they are okay 
with the north side yard being reduced. To the south where they join the residential, 
that is where they would need 12’ minimum. To the north they could have less than 
12’.  

 
4.38 Mr. Hicks said would be happy to take that back and re-examine the building 

placement relative to the property lines on the north and on the south.  
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4.39 Mr. Adler said that Mr. Strange talked about desiring at least a 5’ landscape buffer. 
Right now, they have the fence on the property line instead of 5’ onto the property 
and then landscaping in front of the fencing. They are asking for an amendment to 
what is required to be planted in a buffer yard. The fence should be screened as 
much as possible from the property to the south. Mr. Hicks said they had thought 
about that and will go back and re-look at that element.  

 
Commissioner Head departed the meeting at approximately 8:45 pm. 

 
4.40 Commissioner Schwab asked the applicant to address the height issue again. 

Particularly the suggestion that the height of the building and the variance is an 
issue of their own making. Whether or not below grade parking is feasible or 
analyzed for this project? Was this done? Mr. Whitney said that they did analyze 
below grade parking early on. To get the ramp slopes they need for an underground 
garage, there is limited space on the site to do this. They could not provide 
comfortable slopes for below grade parking.  

 
4.41 Commissioner Bailey said that the staff report contains 38 comments and only 19 

responses from the applicant. Has there been an adequate response? Mr. Adler said 
the applicant received some of the comments late last week and suggested that the 
applicant be asked to answer those questions.  
 

4.42 Mr. Adler said that Dan Manis, the village engineer, is at the meeting tonight if the 
Commissioners have any questions for him.  
 

4.43 Mr. Rieger said they received the comments late Friday. They can go through the 
comments at the meeting. 1-19 were responded to prior to the meeting.  

 
Comment 20 suggests providing a larger radius at the south curb as one exits onto 
Ridge Road. They will look at providing a larger radius or more of a flare section. 
They will work with staff to accommodate this request.  
 
Comment 21 is regarding stop sign location. They can move the stop sign so that it 
is on the west side of the sidewalk.  
 
Comment 22 states they need to clarify hatching to show what is the concrete 
sidewalk in the front and what is not. He sees no issue with this.  
 
Comment 23 is regarding bituminous pavement being shown on the legend as 
something provided but it is not shown on the plan. This is because they are 
providing heavy duty pavement throughout the site to provide for fire truck and 
other truck access.  
Comment 24 states that the grading plan appears to be appropriate.  
 
Comment 25 is regarding MWRD requirements, which they are meeting. He is not 
sure if the Village’s review engineer was provided with the storm water report. This 
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report will be submitted during final design.  
 
Comment 26 is regarding a soil boring test, which they will complete as part of the 
final design phase. 
 
Comment 27 is regarding access ports to the detention vault. They will provide 
access ports to the detention vault as requested.  
 
Comment 28 is regarding building/plumbing permits. They will seek building and 
plumbing review of the water service as requested.  
 
Comment 29 is regarding sanitary sewer size. He submitted a memo regarding 
sanitary sewer capacity as requested.  
 
Comment 30 is regarding turning radius in the loading and parking areas being 
tight. He provided a turning template to staff with their first submission. The service 
trucks can enter the site and maneuver as needed.  
 
Comment 31 is regarding the exact property line location. They will work with staff 
on this.  
 
Comment 32 states that the MWRD will need to issue a permit for the sanitary 
sewer connections. They understand and will comply with that requirement. 
 
Comment 33 is regarding Fire Department review of the plan. The Fire Department 
has reviewed the plans and it was his understanding that they had no objections.  
 
Comment 34 states that a NPDES permit will be required for the project. They will 
obtain the necessary NPDES permit once they get into final design.  
 
Comment 35 is regarding work within the Wilmette Avenue right-of-way (ROW). 
While they are not proposing any work in that ROW, they will secure all necessary 
ROW permits.  
 
Comment 35 is regarding BMPs. He explained they are proposing stone 
underlayment under the underground basin thus allowing storm water at the bottom 
of the basin to infiltrate into the ground.  
 
Comment 37 is regarding paying for a traffic consultant to review the applicant’s 
traffic summary memo. He said the applicant will pay the review fee. 
 
Comment 38 is regarding final engineering needing to be submitted with the Final 
PUD submittal. They will submit final engineering at the time of the final PUD.  

 
Commissioner Bailey said there are a few themes that he discerns. Apparently, the 
staff has some skepticism about whether the parking area is large enough. There 
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was talk about the turning radius and spaces narrowed. Does staff still have a 
concern? Dan Manis, Village Engineer, said the development review consultant has 
since seen the turning radius drawings and deemed them appropriate.  

 
Commissioner Bailey said there is another theme about adequate storm water 
mitigation measures and a recommendation for green infrastructure. Has the 
applicant adequately responded to those concerns? Mr. Manis said that the 
applicant has confirmed that they will follow the MWRD recommendations and 
water shed management ordinance (WMO). That will provide a tremendous benefit 
to the sewer system in this area. The property, as it stands today, is a burden. Storm 
water falling on the site goes to the right of way causing street ponding issues or 
overwhelming the sewer within the right-of-way. Now everything will be captured 
and the volume that reaches sewers will be controlled. They will promote 
infiltration by building an open bottom detention chamber. This is a benefit to the 
storm sewer system. The open bottom is recognized as a green infrastructure 
technique by the MWRD.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said she cannot get over the height issue. She loves steel. 
But they are talking about an extra 5’ at every floor because they are using a system 
that is economically more appropriate for the applicant. Have they considered 
concrete flat plate construction? They can get shallower floor heights. Mr. Whitney 
said they did look at concrete and cost is definitely a factor in the final decision. 
The building does not offer the economy of scale for a concrete system.  
 
Commissioner Ghaemi asked if Mr. Whitney agreed that with height being an issue 
with this building that concrete could be used. Mr. Whitney said concrete could be 
used in the building. Commissioner Ghaemi said they could bring the height down 
if they use concrete. Mr. Whitney agreed to some degree the height could be 
reduced but that he has not calculated how much that would be if they used 
concrete.  

 
Commissioner Bailey talked about the new residential housing structure on Green 
Bay Road. The original proposal was for that to be six stories. The village decided 
to make it five stories. That was a good decision. Six stories would have looked 
massive. Tonight’s case did not strike him like that because there are already 
structures around it which are almost the same height. 

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said one of the nearby building next to the proposed 
building is only 27’ high. Commissioner Bailey clarified that he was talking about 
buildings across the street.  

 
Chairman Urban said that she agrees with Commissioner Bailey in that when one 
looks at the properties on the west side of Ridge Road, there are significant heights. 
Starting at 37’and going to 40’, and this will be 43’ or 49’ depending on what is 
being measured.  
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Commissioner Ghaemi said they are looking to the one to the north that is higher. 
To the east they are much lower. She is bringing this up because she has heard a lot 
of comments about the five-story building on Green Bay Road. There is sensitivity 
to height.  

 
Commissioner Schwab asked if there has been any precedent on FAR relief that 
has been granted in the past. They are seeking a significant amount of relief for 
FAR and it is a 37% increase. Mr. Adler said he has seen floor area variations 
granted in the past on institutional buildings and he mentioned Michigan Shores. It 
is a large building on a lot that is not that large. He spoke about the St. Francis 
expansion. These were zoning variations and not PUDs that came to PC. In the VC 
there is no maximum floor area as the structure size is limited by the maximum 
height and setbacks.  
 
Chairman Urban closed public testimony. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 

     
5.10 Commissioner Bailey moved approval conditioned upon the buffer yard to the 

south being increased in size, no vinyl material being used on the fencing and that 
all staff comments be addressed. Discussion took place regarding the motion being 
made without conditions and the conditions being addressed during Commissioner 
Discussion. 

 
5.11 Chairman Urban clarified that Mr. Bailey was proposing the approval be 

conditioned upon an increase in the southern buffer yard. No vinyl fencing on the 
south property line and that the metal with brick columns fencing be installed 
instead.  

 
Commissioner Ghaemi said the fencing material requirement should be made for 
the entire fence.  
 
Commissioner Bailey said he also wanted a condition that requires that staff’s 
comments be addressed. Mr. Stein, Corporation Counsel, said that because staff’s 
comments are engineering related they must be followed regardless of them being 
a condition of approval. Commissioner Bailey questioned whether all the 
comments were engineering related as some dealt with turning radius and other site 
issues. Mr. Stein felt those were still engineering related. Mr. Adler suggested 
conditioning approval on all site plan review comments being addressed. 

 
Mr. Adler asked for clarification if instead of a vinyl fence, the applicant proposes 
a wood fence on the west side because there is insufficient room to provide 
landscaping. Commissioner Ghaemi would like to see a brick wall instead. 
Chairman Urban said she didn’t have a problem with a wood fence if the setback 
was too tight since there are only so many ways to move the building on the site.  
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Commissioner Schwab said that at least two commissioners are concerned about 
height of the building. A minimal reduction would be appreciated.  

 
Mr. Adler said that one commissioner had to leave so there are five remaining. Four 
members need to vote in the positive to get a positive recommendation to the 
Village Board. This is a special use. It would need a super-majority at the Village 
Board level to overturn a negative recommendation. Mr. Adler asked the applicant 
if they wanted the commission to go to a vote. Do they want to address the height? 
Do they agree with adding landscaping and enlarging the landscaping buffer to the 
south? Do they agree with the fence condition?  

  
Mr. Griffin said that the conditions other than height are something they can agree 
to and will further develop them. Regarding height, there is a possibility that they 
can take the height down 1-2’. It will not be significant. They spent a lot of time on 
building height since they first started meeting with Mr. Adler last summer. They 
know height is a concern.  
 

 6.0 DECISION   
 

6.1 Commissioner Ghaemi moved to recommend granting a Planned Unit 
Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a 
three-story residential care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the 
NR, Neighborhood Retail, zoning district at 333-357 Ridge Road, in conformance 
with the plans submitted. The approval conditioned upon the following: 

 
1. The buffer yard to the south being increased in size. 
2. No vinyl fencing material will be used on site. A metal picket and brick pier 

fence will be installed in all areas where the vinyl fence was proposed 
except on the west property line where a wood fence may be installed. 

3. All site plan review comments be addressed.  
 

The use to run with the use. 
    
 6.11 Commissioner Bailey seconded the motion. 
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   Yes 
 Homa Ghaemi    No      
 Christine Norrick   Absent 
 Steven Schwab   Yes 
 Jeffrey Head    Absent 
 Michael Taylor   Yes  
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  Motion Passed.  The subject request will be on the December 12, 2017 Village 
Board agenda.  

 
 6.2 Commissioner Taylor moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-04.   
 
 6.21 Commissioner Bailey seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes 

and no nays.   
   
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Plan Commission finds that the proposed Planned Unit Development 
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential 
care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, 
zoning meets the Planned Unit Development standards. The height of the structure is 
similar to other buildings in the neighborhood along Ridge Road. The provision of a needed 
housing type will be a benefit to the community. By increasing the buffer yard to the south, 
adjacent properties should not be negatively impacted by the proposed development. The 
applicant has shown that the development should have a positive impact on the Village’s 
storm sewer and no negative impact on the sanitary sewer or adjacent roadways. 
 
A minority of the Plan Commission finds that the proposed Planned Unit Development 
Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential 
care facility containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, 
zoning does not meet the Planned Unit Development standards. The height of the structure 
will be out of character with the neighborhood. While other three story buildings exist in 
the neighborhood, the closest buildings are of heights significantly less than the proposed 
building. The need for the extra height is due in part to the construction type proposed, thus 
the structure can be reduced in height by altering the construction type. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Plan Commission recommends granting a Planned Unit Development Preliminary 
Plan and Special Use to permit the construction of a three-story residential care facility 
containing approximately 64 units located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, zoning district 
at 333-357 Ridge Road, in conformance with the plans submitted. The use to run with the 
use. The approval conditioned upon the following: 
  

1. The buffer yard to the south being increased in size. 
2. No vinyl fencing material will be used on site. A metal picket and brick pier fence 

will be installed in all areas where the vinyl fence was proposed except on the west 
property line where a wood fence may be installed. 

3. All site plan review comments be addressed. 
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SUBJECT: 2018-TU-02 – 911 Michigan Avenue and Gillson Park  

Going Green Matters Fair 
  
MEETING DATE:  February 27, 2018      
 
FROM:   Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Approval of a temporary use to allow Go Green Wilmette to hold their annual fair at the Michigan 
Shores Club at 911 Michigan Avenue and at Gillson Park on Sunday, March 11, 2018 from 7:30 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
 
Background 
 
Section 13.6.C of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Village Board to issue a Temporary Use 
approval for the fair. 
 
Discussion 
 
Go Green Wilmette is holding their annual fair at the Michigan Shores Club and at Gillson Park 
on Sunday, March 11, 2018 from 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., including set-up and clean up time. The 
event itself will run from 12:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. Approximately 1,000 attendees are expected 
with an additional 400 volunteers and exhibitors participating. 
 
Unlike previous years, the applicant proposes to use the Gillson Park beach parking lot for the 
car exhibit, a 10’ x 10’ recycling tent, a bike truck, and a food truck. Event attendees will use the 
other parking lots adjacent to the beach house. The Park District has approved the use of the 
park property. 
 
Since the proposed activity will continue for five (5) days or less, no notice is required. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/911+Michigan+Ave,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.080159,-87.691314,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x880fdacec9bf9b27:0xcb1f9642193e804e
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Gillson+Park/@42.0787056,-87.6888089,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fdac66144f5b9:0x5378dc62ae1b9b36!8m2!3d42.0787016!4d-87.6866202
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com
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Documents Attached 
 

1. Application 
2. Application Letter 
3. Site Plans 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 















REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

use for an accessory living unit and a 22.7’ front yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition and 
accessory living unit at 4080 Bunker Lane in accordance with 
the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use. 

 
Case Number: 2018-Z-04 
 
Property: 4080 Bunker Lane 
 
Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    Mark Lundell 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a special use for an accessory living unit and a 

22.7’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of 
a one-story addition and accessory living unit 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 
 Section 8.2 
 Section 8.3 
     
Hearing Date:    February 7, 2018 
    
Date of Application:   January 5, 2018 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy  Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Yes 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke   Not Present 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, January 16, 2018. 

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
January 18, 2018. Posted on the property, January 19, 2018. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
January 23, 2018. 

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the east side of Bunker Lane at the north end of the street that 
terminates at the Wilmette public golf course. The property is irregular in shape with 118’ of frontage 
on Bunker Lane. For zoning purposes, the lot is 58’ in width and 125.7’ in depth. The lot is 11,086 
square feet in area. The property is improved with a one- and one-half story residence with an attached 
two-car garage. 
 
To the south and west are properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, and improved 
with single-family homes. To the north and east is property zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached 
Residence, and improved with the Wilmette public golf course. 
 
Proposal  
 
The petitioner is proposing to convert the existing attached garage into living space and construct a 
one-story addition to accommodate a new attached garage and a new accessory living unit. The 
proposed addition has overall dimensions of 22.0’ by 34.0’. An accessory living unit is a separate 
dwelling unit within a single-family home while maintaining the appearance of a single-family home. 
Because accessory living units are a special use in the R1-A zoning district, special use approval is 
necessary. 
 
The proposed addition has a front yard setback of 17.3’ to the closest point of the garage. Because the 
Zoning Ordinance requires an established front yard setback of 40.0’, a 22.7’ front yard setback 
variation is required. 
 
The proposed addition conforms to the side yard setback, lot coverage, floor area, impervious surface 
coverage, and height requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Front Yard Setback 40.0’ 40.25’  17.3’ * 

 
* Nonconforming 
 
Other Accessory Living Unit Requests 
Accessory living units were created as a special use in 2001. 
 
1154 Locust Road Case 2008-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a special use to construct an accessory living unit, a variation from the requirement that 
the owner of an Accessory Living Unit must have owned and occupied the subject property for three 
years prior to the unit’s construction, a 2.13’ side yard setback variation, an 8.62’ side yard setback 
variation, a 4.38’ rear yard setback variation, a 628.32 s.f. (2.63%) lot coverage variation, and a 70.21 
s.f. (1.36%) rear yard impervious surface coverage variation, all to allow a one and two story addition 
and accessory living unit. Note: the unit was not constructed. 
  



 Case 2018-Z-04 
  4080 Bunker Lane 
 

4 
 

20-12.3.A Accessory Living Use Standards 
 
1. The principal dwelling or the accessory living unit must be occupied by the owner(s) of the 

subject property as the owner(s) principal place of residence for at least six (6) months of the 
year. 

 
2. The resident of the principal dwelling or the accessory living unit must be fifty five (55) years 

of age or older, or disabled. 
 
3. The maximum size of the accessory living unit is limited to twenty-five percent (25%) of the 

total area of the principal structure. The minimum size of the accessory living unit shall not be 
less than six-hundred (600) square feet. 

 
4. Only one (1) accessory living unit is permitted on any lot. 
 
5.  An accessory living unit must be located wholly within the principal structure on the lot. No 

accessory living unit is permitted in any accessory structure. 
 
6. The principal structure on the lot must maintain a single-family appearance with a single, 

common front entrance on the principal structure shared by the principal dwelling and the 
accessory living unit. 

 
7. Any second entrance for the accessory living unit may be located at the rear or side of the 

principal structure. 
 
8. Only the owner(s) of the subject property may apply for a special use for an accessory living 

unit. 
 
9. An accessory living unit is illegal if it is established without an approved special use permit.  
 
10. If granted by the Village Board, a special use for an accessory living unit automatically expires 

when the Zoning Administrator determines that one (1) or more of the requirements of this 
section have not been met. When a detached single-family dwelling that includes an accessory 
living unit is sold, the special use associated with the accessory living unit continues provided 
that the requirements of this section are met by the new owner(s). 

 
11. The owner(s) granted a special use to establish an accessory living unit must file an affidavit 

with the Village annually, no later than ten (10) days after the date of the anniversary on which 
the Village Board granted the special use, stating that the accessory living unit complies with 
all the provisions of this Ordinance. 

 
Other Front Yard Addition Setback Variation Requests 
 
900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
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 
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replacement of a one-story sunroom and construct a new front porch and steps on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
3110 Hill Lane Case 2017-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised, Granted 
Revised request for a 391.75 square foot (4.28%) total floor area variation, a 19.0’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.71’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 474.37 square foot (20.54%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition 
 
321 Wilshire Drive West Case 2017-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.5’ front yard setback variation, a 0.03’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 2.27’ 
combined side yard setback variation, and a 90.95 square foot (4.49%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition 
 
1617 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.49’ front yard setback variation and a 3.49’ combined side yard setback variation to 
permit the construction of a second-story addition and a 3.84’ combined side yard deck setback 
variation, a 3.84’ combined side yard pergola setback variation, and a 0.96’ combined side yard stair 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new deck and pergola on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
83 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-05 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 20.12’ front yard setback variation for a second-story addition, and a 13.19’ front yard 
setback variation and a 12.27’ front yard chimney setback variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
922 Forest Avenue Case 2016-Z-38 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.18’ front yard setback variation to permit the re-construction and expansion of a one-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
3219 Illinois Road Case 2016-Z-20  ZBA: Deny VB: Revised, Granted 
Revised request for a 6.08’ front yard setback variation, a 2.12’ side yard setback variation, a 1.62’ 
combined side yard setback variation, a 39.62 square foot (1.51%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to permit the 
construction of one-story additions, a front porch, and a front yard parking space 
 
2214 Old Glenview Road Case 2015-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.26’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-story addition 
on the property 
 
201 Westmoreland Drive Case 2013-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.2’ front yard setback variation and a 7.61’ side yard adjoining a street setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and front entry 
 
424 Wilshire Drive  Case 2013-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 19.23’ front yard setback variation, a 0.24’ minimum side yard setback variation, and a 
68.0 square foot (3.7%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction 
of an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure 
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243 Valley View Drive Case 2012-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 15.16’ front yard setback variation, a 0.93’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 
95.29 square foot (4.58%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction 
of a one-story addition 
 
324 Wilshire Drive West Case 2012-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.0’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage 
 
339 Sunset Drive Case 2012-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.91’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car 
garage 
 
828 Leamington Avenue Case 2011-Z-50 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 226.54 s.f. (3.01%) lot coverage variation, an 8.52’ front yard setback variation, a 261.21 
s.f. (12.01%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to eliminate a required 
enclosed parking space, and a variation to retain two parking spaces in a required front yard to permit 
the construction of a one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure and to allow the loss of 
one enclosed parking space 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.2 references Table 8-1, which establishes Accessory Living Units as a special use in the R1-
A zoning district. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a front yard setback of 40.0’ on the Subject 
Property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a special use for an accessory living unit and a 22.7’ front 
yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition and accessory living unit on 
the property at 4080 Bunker Lane, in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Site Plan 
1.5 First Floor Plan 
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1.6 Elevations 
 

 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, January 

16, 2018 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

January 18, 2018 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated January 19, 2018 

2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 
applicant, January 23, 2018 

2.8 Established Front Yard Setback Worksheet for the 4072-4080 
Block of Bunker Lane 

 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mark Lundell 
 
  3.12 Ms. Gigi Lundell 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for an accessory living unit and 

a 22.7’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition 
and accessory living unit. The Village Board will hear this case on February 27, 2018.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Lundell said that the accessory living unit would be attached to their home and 

they are infringing on the setback by 22.7’ from Bunker Lane. They bought the house 
2.5 years ago. This was an English-type cottage that they have done some work on 
already. They added a mud room and sun room. They are improving the house. Ms. 
Lundell’s mother is 88 years old and is more fragile. She lives on the south side. They 
are hoping to create a unit attached to the house that she could live in. The house is on 
.25 acre. The lot is an odd shape. The only place they could do this is to the north. It 
would be away from neighbors. They would use the existing garage for living space 
and create another garage.  

 
  Their current garage is kind of small and it is hard to negotiate even with two compact 

cars. So that is why they are proposing an additional 2’ to the garage. The spoke with 
their neighbors and there was no objection. It will improve the neighborhood. They 
are at the end of the cul de sac. They planted pine trees in that area.  
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 3.23 Mr. Surman clarified that there is no front yard setback variation.  
 
  Mr. Lundell said that the setback is 40’.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider asked if they currently conformed. Do they have a 40’ setback?  
 
  Mr. Lundell said they have a 40’ setback.  
  
 3.25 Mr. Schneider said that the new garage puts them into that 40’ area.  
 
  Ms. Lundell asked if the board has the architect’s rendition.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that the board has this document.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider pointed out that the neighbor most impacted is the one across the street.  
 
  Mr. Lundell said that those neighbors support the request.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said he found reading the accessory living use standards to be 

interesting. They must renew their request annually to community development, but 
not to the board.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Surman asked what happens to the unit in the future.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said if the next home purchaser does not meet the criteria, they must 

remove the kitchen.  
 
  Mr. Lundell confirmed that they could make it into a tv room.  
  
 3.31 Chairman Duffy said that it could not be a living unit.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman said there has not been a request like this in years.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Schneider referenced 625 Park Avenue where there was a unit above the garage, 

but Ms. Roberts had explained that that is a separate building.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that would not qualify as an accessory living unit and is a legal non-

conforming use.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Surman clarified that they cannot have a separate entrance for the unit.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is done to maintain the single-family appearance of the home.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Surman asked if they were well within the FAR.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that they were well within the FAR.  
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 3.36 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.4 and it shows the front yard setback, which is 40’, and 
that is the big issue.  

 
 3.37 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 his initial thought was that this would be a difficult decision. But in 

reading through everything and visiting the site, it makes sense. All standards are met. 
The lot shape, the siting of the home, and the unique location at the end of the road 
are compelling and play into his thought that all standards are met. It is adjacent to the 
golf course. There is no adverse impact to the neighborhood if the request is approved.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng agreed.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said that this is a unique situation as described.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman agreed.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said that they are at the end of the cul de sac and abut the golf course. 

No one is impacted by the request except maybe the neighbor across the street who 
support the request. Those neighbors have a large setback. His first thought was not 
wanting the accessory living unit to provide a townhome feel. After reading the 
requirements and upon further review of the plans, he had no problem with the request. 
There is a minimum size that they had to meet. It must be at least 600 square feet. 
There are age requirements and there is an annual renewal and indication that the 
person still lives there.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Boyer noted that a request like this on a traditional village lot would be much 

more difficult.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy agreed.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a special use for an accessory living unit 

and a 22.7’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story 
addition and accessory living unit at 4080 Bunker Lane in accordance with the plans 
submitted. The use shall run with the use. 

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

 
Motion carried. 

 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation 

for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-04.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
  Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of Section 
5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use 
of an accessory living unit is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The unit will house a 
senior relative within an addition to the existing home and so will not be detrimental to or 
endanger the public health, safety and welfare. Because it will be contained within the single-
family home, the proposed use will not be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property 
in the neighborhood. The establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and 
orderly development and improvement of surrounding properties. The proposed use will not 
substantially diminish property values in the neighborhood. Adequate utilities, road access, 
drainage, and other necessary facilities already exist. With the expansion of the garage and 
driveway, adequate measures will be taken to provide ingress and egress to the proposed use. 
The proposed use will be consistent with the community character of the neighborhood. There 
are no known archaeological, historical or cultural resources to be affected by the special use. 
The standards of Article 5 are or will be met. 

 
The physical conditions of the property, the irregular lot shape and the siting of the home on 
the lot, impose a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner 
and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in 
question. The proposed addition is to accommodate the specific needs of the owner, without 
which the owner will not be able to make reasonable use of the property. The proposed 
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The 
variations will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a special use for an accessory living 
unit and a 22.7’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition 
and accessory living unit at 4080 Bunker Lane in accordance with the plans submitted. The 
use shall run with the use. 

 
 
 
 





















REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

request for a 3.0’ fence pier foundation setback variation to 
permit the installation of fence piers at 1740 Lake Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
Case Number: 2018-Z-05 
 
Property: 1740 Lake Avenue 
 
Zoning District: R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant: St. Joseph School 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 3.0’ fence pier foundation setback variation to 

permit the installation of fence piers 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 
 Section 5.4.F.1.h 
 Section 13.4.H.2.a.vii    
 
Hearing Date: February 7, 2018 
 
Date of Application: January 18, 2018 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 

    Mike Boyer   Yes 
    John Kolleng   Yes 
    Michael Robke  Not Present 
    Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
    Bob Surman   Yes 
    Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 

 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, January 16, 2018.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
January 18, 2018. Posted on the property, January 19, 2018.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
January 23, 2018. 

 
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 at the northeast corner of Lake Avenue and Ridge Road. The 
property has 532.62’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and 345.46’ of frontage on Ridge Road. The 
property is approximately 183,999 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two- and 
three-story church school building, parking lot, and cemetery. 
 
To the north, east, and south are properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Residence, and improved 
with single-family homes. To the west are properties zoned NR, Neighborhood Retail Business, 
and improved with one- and two-story commercial buildings. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to install new fencing along the south (Lake Avenue) and west (Ridge 
Road) lot lines as part of a project that also includes a new conforming ground sign, landscaping, 
and lighting. The proposed fence is 4’ tall aluminum with 4’ tall brick columns located 
approximately every 18’. The petitioner proposes to locate the brick fence piers at the lot line 
with no setback provided. Because the Zoning Ordinance states that fences requiring a footing 
must be setback 3’ from property lines, a variation from this requirement is necessary for the 
proposed brick fence piers.  
 
The proposed fence conforms to the height, openness, and pier width requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance. The fence will be moved to be located entirely on private property and will replace 
the non-conforming chain link fence. The proposed fence and signage was approved by the 
Appearance Review Commission on January 8, 2018. 
 
Other Fence Variation Requests 
 
2441 Iroquois Road Case 2017-Z-58 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
2600 Thornwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1,106.86 square foot (22.68%) total floor area variation, an 89.83 square foot 
(1.84%) lot coverage variation, a 9.1’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 9.0’ front 
yard stoop setback variation, a 9.0’ front yard step setback variation, a 2.89’ side yard adjoining 
a street stoop setback variation, a 7.81’ side yard adjoining a street step setback variation, a 90.92 
square foot (7.34%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 179.3 square foot 
(43.33%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story addition and new front stoop, steps, and walk on the legal non-
conforming structure, and a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit 
the construction of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
1 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
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of 6.5’ tall solid fence in a front yard 
 
1100 Laramie Avenue Case 2017-Z-40 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an expansion of a special use (educational facility, secondary), modification of the 
special use approved by ordinance 93-O-63 regarding enrollment, a 20.0’ side yard setback 
variation, a 3.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 7.0’ light pole height variation, 
a 6.0’ fence height variation, a 3.5’ fence height variation, a fence openness variation, a variation 
to permit a chain link fence in a side yard adjoining a street, a 1.0’ fence pier height variation, 
and a 1.5’ fence pier diameter variation to permit the construction of an addition (natatorium) 
and to relocate existing tennis courts, expand the parking lot, and install new fencing 
 
1006 Michigan Avenue Case 2017-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation to permit the construction of a 6.5’ tall fence in the front 
yard 
 
447 Sandy Lane Case 2017-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit a 6.0’ tall solid 
fence in a side yard adjoining a street (Wilmette Avenue) 
 
907 Pawnee Road Case 2017-Z-13 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit a 6.0’ tall solid 
fence in a front yard 
 
446 Sandy Lane Case 2016-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the repair and 
replacement of a 6.0’ tall stockade fence in the side yard adjoining Wilmette Avenue 
 
233 Lockerbie Lane Case 2016-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
226 Woodbine Avenue Case 2016-Z-28 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the rear yard of a double-frontage lot 
 
2920 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in the front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
3023 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6.0’ high solid fence in a front yard and side yard adjoining a street 
 
733 Chilton Lane Case 2015-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Deny 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention 
of a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
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1149 New Trier Court Case 2015-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
of a 6.5’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
531 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
a 6.0’ high solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street 
 
215 Millbrook Lane Case 2013-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
a 6.0’ high solid fence in a required front yard 
 
3037 Barclay Lane Case 2012-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness variation to permit the replacement 
and new installation of a 6.0’ high solid fence in the rear yard of a double-frontage lot 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 5.4.F.1.h establishes additional variation standards for fence requests. 
 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.vii requires that fences having a footing must be set back 3.0’ from the property 
line.  
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 3.0’ fence pier foundation setback variation to permit 
the installation of fence piers at 1740 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-05. 
 
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 Corner, Column, and Paver Details 
  1.6 Front and Rear Sign Elevations 
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  1.7 Side Sign Elevation and Fence Elevation 
 
 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 

January 16, 2018 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

January 18, 2018 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated January 19, 2018 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant January 23, 2018 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 Ms. Jill Zenkowicz, representing St. Joseph School 
 
 3.12 Mr. Jim O’Brien, representing St. Joseph School 
  O’Brien Landscaping 
 
3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 3.0’ fence pier foundation setback 

variation to permit the installation of fence piers. The Village Board will hear this 
case on February 27, 2018.  

 
3.22 Mr. O’Brien said that they are helping the school with implementation of the plan 

to be discussed at the meeting.  
 
3.23 Ms. Zenkowicz said they are looking to replace the chain link backstop at Lake 

and Ridge. It was her understanding that they can replace the fence, itself, even 
though it is on Village property and that the issue in question are the stone and 
brick pillars that will anchor the fence. There has been a request on the village’s 
behalf to get an additional 3’ from the school’s property line, but that will 
encroach into the parking lot, which is very busy. They are proposing to keep it 
on their property line vs. the village’s property line.  

 
 Mr. O’Brien said that the piers will be right on the property line.  
 
3.24 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.4. The proposed fence runs mainly east/west on the 

south side of the lot and north/south on the west side of the lot. Are they saying 
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that the edge of the pier will abut the property line?  
 
 Mr. O’Brien said that the edge of the pier will abut the property line along Lake 

Avenue and it will be set back on Ridge. They have more room on the Ridge side.  
 
3.25 Mr. Schneider asked how far it would be set back on Ridge.  
 
 Mr. O’Brien said they do not have the exact engineering plans, but it will be 

entirely on St. Joe’s property opposite Treasure Island and not within the setback 
area.  

 
3.26 Mr. Surman asked if the fence was currently on the lot line.  
 
 Mr. O’Brien said that the fence is currently on village property and has been there 

since the 40s. This is a landmark property. The reason why they want to put the 
piers on the property line is otherwise there would be a mess in trying to 
reconfigure the parking lot. This is going to be an amazing beautification project 
for the corner. It will be a great secondary entrance into the village.  

 
3.27  Chairman Duffy referenced 1.5. He talked about the double line diamond shape. 

What is that?  
 
 Mr. O’Brien said those are pour joints for the concrete pattern. It is not a structure.  
 
3.28 Mr. Surman clarified that the drawings were schematic.  
 
 Mr. O’Brien said they will prepare full submittal drawings for the permit.  
 
3.29 Mr. Schneider asked if there was a bus stop along that stretch.  
 
 Ms. Zenkowicz said there is a public bus stop in front of Ridgeview Restaurant.  
 
3.30 Chairman Duffy said that there is a bus stop going the other direction at the 

location of the driveway cut out, which is adjacent to the parking lot on Lake 
Avenue.  

 
3.31 Mr. Schneider said that this is shown on 1.4.  He clarified that the fence would go 

up to the bus stop.  
 
3.32 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.6. He said that there is a 20” high dimension on the 

drawing. Aren’t the piers higher than 20”?  
 
 Mr. O’Brien said the first two piers by the entry planter will be lower. The fence 

will taper down.  
 
3.37 Mr. Schneider said that 1.7 shows the tapering.  
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3.38 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. Kolleng said the fence has been 1.3’ on the village property for a long time. 

There will be a hardship if they must reconfigure things in the parking lot for pick 
up and drop off. It will significantly improve the appearance the chain link fence’s 
appearance. Standards of review are met, and he can support this.  

 
5.2 Mr. Boyer agreed and added this is a unique situation having a school in a 

residential district. All standards are met particularly the one about preventing a 
reasonable use. Putting up a fence to enclose the parking lot and yard is a 
reasonable use.  

 
5.3 Chairman Duffy saw no issue with the request. The corner will be beautified by 

the request. Standards of review are met, and he supports this.  
 
6.0 DECISION 

 
6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 3.0’ fence pier 

foundation setback variation to permit the installation of fence piers at 1740 Lake 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

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

for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-05. 
 

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

 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of 
Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning 
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Ordinance. The physical condition of the property, the location of the existing fence and 
parking lot, imposes upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was 
not created by the owner and is due to the unique development of the lot. The difficulty 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with site improvements 
while still maintaining parking spaces. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air and will improve the current situation by removing the fence from 
the public right-of-way. The variation, if granted, will enhance the essential character of 
the neighborhood and improve the appearance of the property. 
 
The proposed replacement fence faces Lake Avenue and Ridge Road, two streets with 
high volumes of traffic. The proposed fence will improve the appearance of this visible 
intersection. The proposed fence will replace an existing non-conforming fence of chain 
link and relocate the fence entirely onto private property. The proposed fence is otherwise 
conforming in height and openness.  

 
 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 3.0’ fence pier 
foundation setback variation to permit the installation of fence piers at 1740 Lake Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
 

 





















REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large 
to permit the operation of dental office at 3612 Lake 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. The use 
shall run with the use. 

 
Case Number:   2018-Z-06 
 
Property: 3612 Lake Avenue 
  
Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail Business District 
 R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant: Ted Werle, APEX Design Build 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large 

to permit the operation of dental office 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.3 

Section 9.2 
 
Hearing Date: February 7, 2018 
 
Date of Application: January 9, 2018 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Yes 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke  Not Present 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  Not Present 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, January 16, 2018. 

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
January 18, 2018. Posted on the property, January 19, 2018. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
January 17, 2018. 

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
 
  

3.8 
2-27-18 
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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 125’ west of 
Manor Drive. The Subject Property is irregular in shape with 93.9’ of frontage on Lake Avenue, a 
depth of 230.1’. The Subject Property is approximately 24,727.8 square feet in area. The property 
is improved with a two-story office building and parking lot. The south half of the lot where the 
building is located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, zoning district. The north half of the lot where 
the parking lot is located is in the R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, zoning district. 
 
A majority of the subject building is occupied by medical/dental clinic tenants, with a few general 
office tenants.  The subject tenant space was last occupied by a medical clinic over a year ago. 
 
To the north and northeast are properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. To the east and south are properties zoned NR, Neighborhood 
Retail, and improved with a one-story and two-story commercial buildings. To the west are 
properties zoned GC-2, General Commercial 2, and improved with storage and materials 
businesses. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to operate a dentist office in a second floor office space. The proposed 
tenant space is approximately 3,048 square feet. The Zoning Ordinance defines a large 
medical/dental clinic as being greater than 2,000 square feet in gross floor area. Because the 
Zoning Ordinance defines a large medical/dental clinic as a special use in the NR, Neighborhood 
Retail, zoning district, a special use for a large medical/dental clinic is necessary to operate a 
dentist office. 
 
Other Medical/Dental Clinic Special Use Requests 
This use was created with the 2014 zoning ordinance. Prior to that, medical/dental clinics were 
considered personal service uses. Personal service uses up to 4,000 square feet were previously a 
permitted use in the NR zoning district. 
 
1123 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2017-Z-61 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, small to permit the operation of a pediatric 
physical, occupational, and speech therapy practice (Little Steps Pediatric Therapy) 
 
1125 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2017-Z-57 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, small to permit the operation of an 
optometrist’s office 
 
1215 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for medical/dental clinic, small (React Physical Therapy) 
 
114 Skokie Boulevard Case 2017-Z-08 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large (ATI Physical Therapy) 
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705 11th Street Case 2016-Z-05 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, small to permit the operation of a dentist 
office 
 
411 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-58 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large to allow a dentist office 
 
1100 H Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large 
 
Other Personal Service Establishment Requests 
 
1100 Central Avenue Case 2013-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (dentist office) 
 
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: Granted 
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: Granted 
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: Granted 
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: Granted 
Request for a special use to allow the operation of a personal service use (music instruction) at 
grade 
 
328 Linden Avenue Case 2011-Z-28 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted (Not Built) 
Request for a special use for a personal service use in excess of 3,000 square feet (sleep clinic) and 
a special use for a limited service restaurant to permit the establishment of a sleep clinic and limited 
service restaurant 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.3 outlines the special use procedures. 
 
Section 9.2 references table 9-1, which lists Medical/Dental Clinic, Large as a special use in the 
Neighborhood Retail Business District. 
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Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, large to permit 
the operation of dental office at 3612 Lake Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted. The 
Zoning Board must determine if the special use should run with the land or the use. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-06. 
 
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 Proposed Tenant Floor 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 
January 16, 2018 

   2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
January 18, 2018 

   2.5 Certificate of publication 
   2.6 Certificate of posting, dated January 19, 2018 
   2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, January 17, 2018 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Ted Werle, applicant 
   APEX Design Build 
 
  3.12 Mr. Jim Limperis, DMD 
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 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for a medical/dental clinic, 
large to permit the operation of dental office. The Village Board will hear this case 
on February 27, 2018.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Werle said that Dr. Limperis is asking for a special use for a dental office that 

is over 2000 square feet. The building and location are well-suited for the purpose.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked about the previous use.  
 
  Mr. Werle said there was a plastic surgeon in the office previously.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked about the number of employees at any one time.  
 
  Dr. Limperis said that one dentist would be there, a part-time dentist, two more full-

time and four part-time employees, but they won’t all be there at the same time. At 
any one time, maybe there would be six employees and that would be one day per 
week. That would serve four patients.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy noted that there is a lot of parking, but does he foresee any parking 

issues.  
 
  Dr. Limperis said that sometimes it looks very full but there will still be about 12 

to 13 parking spaces.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy asked the length of time that the plastic surgeon office was there.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she does not know that information.  
 
  Mr. Werle said the space has been vacant for at least one year.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Surman said that plastic surgeons were in that space for many years.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman asked the applicant about his current office.  
 
  Dr. Limperis said his current office is in West Lake Plaza. He is outgrowing his 

space.  
 
 3.29 There was no one at the hearing to speak on the case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said that it was a medical office in the past and is being changed to a 

dental office. There is sufficient parking. He can support the request.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said that the proposal makes sense and all standards of review for special 

use are met. He can support the application.  
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 5.3 Chairman Duffy agreed with the above comments.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for a 

medical/dental clinic, large to permit the operation of dental office at 3612 Lake 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Not Present 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   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 2018-Z-06.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use in the specific location is 
consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. While the building is in the NR 
zoning district, its primary use is for medical offices. The proposed use replaces another 
medical use. Therefore, the proposed use will not endanger the public health, safety and 
welfare nor will it be injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property. The proposed use 
will not impede the normal and orderly development of surrounding properties nor will the 
use diminish property values in the neighborhood. Adequate utilities, access and other 
facilities exist on the site and in the neighborhood as do adequate ingress and egress. The 
proposed use will not substantially adversely affect any known archaeological, historical 
or cultural resources. The proposed use will not impact any existing buffers, landscaping 
or public open space. 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 
medical/dental clinic, large to permit the operation of dental office at 3612 Lake Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use. 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Monday, December 11th, 2017 

7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 

Members Present: Bob Furniss 

Melanie Glass  

Charles Hutchinson 

Michael St. Peter 

Joseph Vitu 

Staff Present: Kate McManus, Planner II 

Rachael B. Randolph, Zoning Review Planner 

Guests: Fran and David Dudzinski, 246 Greenleaf Avenue 

I.       CALL TO ORDER 

Ms. McManus called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 

II. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM MAY 3, 2016

The meeting minutes from June 7, 2017 were approved.  Motion by Chairman Hutchinson,

seconded by Commissioner Furniss and approved unanimously.

III. CHAIR’S REPORT
Chair Hutchinson invited public comment. Mr. and Mrs. Dudzinski explained that they concerned

with the number of teardowns occurring in Wilmette and the low quality of new construction

being built. Chair Hutchinson explained the purview of the Commission and provided an

overview of the historic preservation ordinance.

Commissioner St. Peter requested more information on the teardown trend and questioned if most 

demolitions were requested by developers or homeowners. Ms. McManus and Ms. Randolph 

clarified the difference between a National Register District and a Local District and explained 

that the Village currently has no Local Districts. Ms. Randolph stated that there demolitions are 

requested by both developers and individual owners and that there does not seem to be a distinct 

pattern. 

Chair Hutchinson presented the Commission with a summary of dates of construction for all homes 

in the Village based on the County Assessor’s records. He noted that this data can be used to reach 

out to homeowners of historic buildings and recognize them for their stewardship and encourage 

local landmark designation. 

Agenda Item: 3.9
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IV.       STAFF REPORT 
Ms. McManus provided an overview of the National Trust Conference held in Chicago in November 

and provided an update on the status of the Historic Tax Credit. She reviewed updates that were made 

to the Historic Preservation page on the Village’s website and asked the Commission for any 

suggestions or ideas for enhancing the website. She explained that she did a mass mailing to 

homeowners of significant and contributing homes providing information on local landmark 

designation  
 

V. LOCAL LANDMARK UPDATE 
Ms. McManus provided an update on 301 Sheridan Road noting that a building permit was issued 

for an attached garage in October and that no inspections have been completed thus far.   

 

VI. SIGNIFICANT STRUCTURES REPORT 
Ms. McManus provided a summary of demolition requests in 2017. 

 

802 Lake Avenue is one of the oldest homes in the Village and its previous owner considered local 

landmark designation but ultimately decided against it at the request of her children. The home was 

recently purchased and the new owner intends to demolish the house and construct a new one. The 

owner stated that she was willing to donate the house to someone willing to relocate it, but that no 

one has expressed interest in relocating the structure. 

 

2105 Chestnut Avenue, also referred to historically as the Stran-Steel House, was one of several 

homes displayed at the Chicago’s Century of Progress World’s Fair of 1933. It was recently 

purchased by a developer who intends to demolish the house and subdivide the lot. Several groups 

have shown interest in relocating the house and the house will be shown in the next few weeks to 

interested parties. 

 

1635 Lake Avenue is an Italianate-style schoolhouse and is currently under construction for a 2-

story modern addition and modifications to the façade. The proposed changes will likely make the 

historic structure no longer eligible for the National Register or Local Landmark designation. 

 

VII. OLD BUSINESS 

There was no old business discussed. 
 

VIII. REVIEW OF HPC GOAL/STATEGIES FOR 2018 
Ms. McManus asked for the Commission’s input on reinitiating the Historic Preservation Awards. 

The Commission unanimously agreed that the awards should be held and recommended they be 

scheduled in May during Preservation month.  

 

The Commission and Village staff discussed other goals including expanding and updating the 

architectural survey, looking at ways to strengthen the preservation ordinance, creating a National 

Register district of the Village Center, exploring the possibility of creating a local historic district, 

and holding educational events and workshops for the public and the Commission.  

 

Commissioner Vitu suggested reaching out to the realtor community to educate and inform them 

on marketing historic homes.  
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Chair Hutchinson stated that more outreach to owners of historic homes should be done.  

 

Commissioner St. Peter suggested that walking tours of historic homes and neighborhoods be 

made available on the Village’s website.  

 

Commissioner Vitu suggested featuring a historic home each week in the Wilmette Beacon to 

bring attention to historic structures throughout the community.  

 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn at 8:32 p.m. by Chair Hutchinson and seconded by Commissioner Furniss and 

approved unanimously.  The next meeting was scheduled for February 12, 2018. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kate McManus 
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           1200 Wilmette Avenue 
 WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE OF THE VILLAGE BOARD 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 31, 2017 
7:00 P. M. 

TRAINING ROOM, SECOND FLOOR 
________________________________________________________________ 

Members Present: Trustee Julie Wolf, Chair 
Trustee Cameron Krueger 
Trustee Senta Plunkett 

Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Julie Wolf called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m.  Committee 
members Cameron Krueger and Senta Plunkett were present. 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE MEETING
DECEMBER 16, 2015.

Trustee Wolf directed the Committee’s attention to the draft minutes of the
Administration Committee meeting of December 16, 2015 and asked for a
correction to the minutes, noting that she had actually called the meeting
to order on December 16, 2015.

Trustee Krueger moved that the Committee approve the minutes as
corrected. The motion was seconded by Trustee Plunkett.  No further
discussion occurred on the motion. Voting yes: Trustees Krueger, Plunkett
and Wolf.  Voting no:  none.  The motion carried.

               Agenda Item: 3.10
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III. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATION TO BAN THE SALE AND USE OF COAL TAR 
SEALANTS WITHIN THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 

 
Trustee Wolf thanked everyone involved for their work and research 
regarding the proposed ban and use of coal tar. 
 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager, said at the December 13, 
2016 Village Board meeting, the Environmental and Energy Commission 
(EEC) presented its recommendation regarding the environmental 
dangers of coal tar sealants. During the Village Board meeting, there 
appeared to be consensus amongst the Village Board to proceed with an 
ordinance implementing coal tar regulations.  The intent of the meeting 
this evening is to review the proposed draft ordinance to prohibit the sale 
and use of coal tar sealant products within the Village.  He noted that 
there are no exemptions in the proposed ordinance so it would apply to all 
properties in the Village. 
 
Mr. Braiman said the ordinance does recommend banning the sale of coal 
tar. Staff reached out to local businesses and they indicated that they do 
not sell coal tar, and would not be adversely impacted by a ban on the 
sale of the product. 
 
One of the EEC’s recommendations was to license coal tar sealant 
contractors. He noted that the Village’s general contractor licensing 
requirements already require all contractors performing work in Wilmette 
to be licensed by the Village. A review of the Village’s current licensees 
indicates there are 25 paving/asphalt contractors licensed to perform work 
in Wilmette and staff will have reminders for them of what the code is 
regarding coal tar regulations. 
 
The ordinance does not require permits for seal coat maintenance. Permit 
requirements were considered by staff but determined not to be 
appropriate or effective for the following reasons: 
 

• Residential asphalt driveways are typically seal coated every three 
to four years, requiring permits for a maintenance activity would 
present a hardship to residents seeking to maintain their property. 

• Due to the number of asphalt driveways in the community, and the 
frequency at which they are sealed, the volume of permit activity for 
Community Development staff to review and process would be 
problematic with current staffing and permit activity levels. 

• Requiring permits for multi-family and commercial properties may 
disincentivize property owners from re-investing in an adequately 
maintaining their property. 
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The Village will utilize numerous methods to communicate with residents, 
business owners and contractors regarding the prohibition on coal tar 
sealants.  Such methods include but are not limited to direct mailings to 
contractors, business owners and homeowner associations, reminders 
when annual business license renewal forms are mailed, e-news, and the 
Village Communicator. 
 
Communication efforts will be supplemented by the Village’s Code 
Enforcement Officers who will proactively identify ongoing seal coat 
applications and confer with the contractor to ensure they are licensed and 
not utilizing coal tar. 
 
Per the draft ordinance, the fines for the use or sale of coal tar range from 
$250 for a first offense to $750 for a third offense within 12 months. 
 
Trustee Wolf asked how the ban would be communicated to people. 
 
Mr. Braiman said every year the Village sends out business license 
reminders and information regarding the coal tar ban would be included in 
that.  Staff would have reminders in the E-news and The Communicator 
as well as direct mailings to businesses and home owner associations. 
We would also have our Code Enforcement Officers proactively engage 
contractors in the field to make sure they are licensed and what the 
requirements are for coal tar. 
 
Trustee Wolf said she believed Winnetka and Highland Park both have 
bans on coal tar. 
 
Mr. Braiman said Winnetka passed their ban on coal tar in 2014 and 
Highland Park passed their ban in January of 2017. 
 
Trustee Krueger asked what Winnetka’s experience had been with the 
coal tar ban. 
 
John Adler, Director of Community Development, said he spoke with 
Winnetka’s Director of Public Works and in the past two years he has only 
had two calls questioning the ban. 
 
Trustee Krueger suggesting providing residents with alternatives to coal 
tar in future communications. 
 
Trustee Wolf asked if there was anyone present who would like to address 
the Committee. 
 
David Kanter, 342 Ruby St., Clarendon Hills said he is the attorney for 
Pavement Coatings Technology Council (PCTC) Trade association 
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representing companies which make coal tar sealants. He asked if the 
Village tested its stormwater for elements of coal tar.  
 
Mr. Braiman said no the Village has not done any testing. 
 
Mr. Kanter said it seems there is a solution in search of a problem as the 

 Village does not know if there is a problem as there has not been any
 tests for detected or problematic levels of it in any water source. Without 
 evidence of a problem, this seems to be premature. Sealant season 
 begins in mid-April. Winnetka banned coal tar and tested it after the ban 
 and found no coal tar in the stormwater. Simply because coal tar sealant 
 has coal tar in it doesn’t make it reason enough to ban the product. Mr. 
 Kanter identified a number of products readily available in Wilmette that 
 have  higher levels of PAH than in coal tar sealant. He requested that 
 PCTC be permitted to make a presentation to the Board prior to adopting 
 the ordinance. 

 
Greg Beitel said he is a resident of Elgin and he believes the issue is not 

 solely the water sources but the potential contamination of the 
 environment and impact of our houses. He believes it is clear that coal tar 
 sealants are  problematic for the environment. Testing stormwater would 
 not prove whether there is an environmental impact or potential 
 contamination. We  should not be applying products that have potentially 
 cancer causing chemicals. 

 
Peter Brackau, Brackau Sealcoating, said coal tar may be more 

 environmentally friendly than asphalt emulsion. Coal tar lasts three times 
 longer than the emulsion, delaying release into the environment. Asphalt 
 emulsion has a dirty, dingy appearance and attracts dirt, is not as forgiving 
 in bad weather, has longer dry time. Coal tar has been used for 60 plus 
 years and there has been no associated workers compensation cases or 
 detectable cancer.  

 
Nancy Hoying, 901 Forest, said over a year ago she started learning 

 about the dangers of coal tar sealants. The League of Women Voters 
 looked at what many other states and cities have done to ban the product 
 due to the dangers to our water source, children and health. As a 
 community member looking to have her driveway repaved, companies 
 indicated there was an alternative source which was not more costly and 
 had no difference in terms of performance. She believes the studies 
 reviewed by the EEC are in line and indicate a ban for coal tar. 

 
Chris Dunn, Chair of EEC, introduced Linda Kurtz, member of the EEC to 

 discuss the Commission’s research and recommendation. 
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Linda Kurtz, 117 16th St., is a resident and member of the Environmental 
 and Energy Commission. As a chemist, she stated that coal tars 
 associated PAHs are different than those in other products readily 
 available. Coal tar is classified as a carcinogen due to the known 
 compounds in the product. The EEC was concerned of the potential health 
 effects for children and the impact on stormwater which can impact 
 aquatic organisms. The EEC’s goal was to protect human health in the 
 Village and the entire environment. There is a higher incidence among the 
 sealant industry for cancer, it is difficult to make a direct correlation to the 
 use of coal tar but there is evidence of higher rates of cancer for those 
 who work with these products. 

 
Lali Watt, 811 Chilton, thanked the EEC for their enormous amount of 

 work when debating, discussing, calling experts, and reviewing hundreds 
 of pages of materials. She urges the Village to move forward with the coal 
 tar ban.  

 
Anne Finnegan, 930 Oakwood, said she previously worked as an 

 advertiser who worked on the anti-tobacco campaign. The entire State of 
 Minnesota has banned coal tar, the city of Milwaukee banned the product 
 yesterday due to the toxic impact of aquatic animals. Wilmette loves its 
 kids and coal tar sealant gets on children’s shoes, into the air, runs into 
 lawns. We can’t go back in time and fix the problem if we delay 
 implementation of the ban. 

 
Daniel Cohen, 930 Oakwood, said he supports the ban. While there is 

 uncertainty on the extent of the impact to the environment there is at 
 least a potential risk and there has not been proposed a downside to the  

ban. 
 
Jan Barshes, 1500 Sheridan Road, asked if the Village is considering 

 hiring  another code enforcement officer to ensure the ban is enforced. 
 
Mr. Braiman said at this point in time, there are no plans to hire an 

 additional Code Enforcement Officer. The Village reviews its staffing levels 
 every year as part of its budget process and if Community Development 
 identifies a problem enforcing the ordinances, we will review the staffing 
 levels, look at options and make a recommendation to the Village Board. 

 
Trudy Gibbs, 112 Hollywood Court, stated that sealing asphalt driveways 

 while common in Illinois is not common west of the Mississippi and is 
 mostly done for appearance purposes. 

 
David Kanter said there are no studies in medical literature which draws a 

 connection to human exposure to coal tar sealants and disease. There is 
 a movement by PCTC in collaboration with the University of Cincinnati to 
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 submit all of the data to an independent risk assessor to reach a 
 consensus on the impact of coal tar. 

 
Trustee Plunkett said she has not heard from any Wilmette residents who 
are against the ban or any Wilmette business that would be impacted by 
the ban. She is comfortable going ahead with the proposed ordinance 
since the community supports the ban. 
 
Trustee Krueger said he reviewed the EEC report and the scientific 

 articles are compelling. Wilmette does not need to become a superfund 
 site. He said he does sympathize with Mr. Kanter’s statement “is this a 
 solution looking for a problem?” The community has had that discussion in 
 the past on many issues. This is one of those first small steps that moves 
 the Village forward in solving environmental problems in our community. 

 
Trustee Wolf said the EEC has completed a thorough and convincing 

 review and the community has made it clear that they are supportive of 
 the coal tar ban. Based on the consensus amongst the Board, Committee 
 and EEC, it seems to make sense to move forward. She believes the 
 proposed ordinance is not too complicated to administer, not hard to 
 understand, and does the job. 

 
Trustee Plunkett moved to recommend adoption of the proposed 
ordinance to the Village Board, seconded by Trustee Krueger. No further 
discussion occurred on the motion.  Voting yes: Chair Wolf, Trustee 
Plunkett and Trustee Krueger.  Voting no: none. The Motion carried. 

 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 

 
Mr. Braiman said the membership for the Historic Preservation 

 Commission is nine and currently there are five Commission members.  
 The membership was previously increased to nine due to the amount of 
 extra work at the time but the work has since subsided and staff would like 
 to work with the Commission to see if five or seven members would be 
 appropriate. An ordinance would then be prepared to introduce to the 
 Village Board for adoption regarding the change in membership. 

 
Mr. Adler said the Commission’s responsibility is to review requests for 

 local landmarks and historic districts. 
 
Trustee Krueger said he is not entirely comfortable with a smaller group of 

 Commissioners reviewing historic districts. 
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Mr. Adler said the Village does not currently have any local historic 
 districts and the Code states that there must be 75% agreement with all 
 property owners in a certain area which is a daunting task and the final 
 request and approval must go to the Village Board. 

 
The Committee was agreeable to the suggestion of the membership 
change and introducing an ordinance to the Village Board following a 
discussion by Staff with the Historic Preservation Commission.  

 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 
 

At 8:06 p.m., Trustee Plunkett moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion 
was seconded by Trustee Krueger.  No further discussion occurred on the 
motion.  Voting yes:  Chair Wolf, Trustee Krueger and Trustee Plunkett.  
Voting no: none. The Motion carried. The meeting was thereafter 
adjourned. 

 
       
    Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
    Barbara Hirsch 
    Deputy Village Clerk 
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SUBJECT: Appointing Representatives to the North Suburban Employee Benefit 

Cooperative (NSEBC) 
 
MEETING DATE:  February 27, 2018 
 
FROM:   Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 

John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 
    
None 

 
 
 
Recommended Motions 
 
Move to approve Resolution No. 2018-R-3 appointing a representative and alternate to the 
governing board of the North Suburban Employee Benefit Cooperative.  
 
Background 
 
The Village is one of 10 member municipalities in the North Suburban Employee Benefit 
Cooperative (NSEBC) which was formed in 1987 to administer employee health insurance 
plans across multiple municipalities. The purpose of the cooperative is to minimize annual 
fluctuations in employee benefit costs and equalize risk across participating members. The 
NSEBC is governed by a Board of Directors which consists of one representative from each 
member community. Through participation on the NSEBC Board, the Village is afforded one 
vote for decisions such as plan design, rates, and selection of the plan administrator.  
 
Discussion 
 
The Assistant Village Manager has historically served as the Village’s representative on the 
NSEBC Board, with the Assistant Director of Administrative Services serving as the alternate.  
Due to recent changes in the by-laws of the NSEBC, each member entity is asked to approve 
a resolution formally appointing a representative and an alternate who are empowered to take 
action and cast votes on behalf of the Village. The attached resolution will appoint Assistant 
Village Manager Michael Braiman as the Village’s NSEBC representative and Assistant 
Director of Administrative Services John Prejzner as the alternate. 
 
Documents Attached 

1. Resolution No. 2018-R-3 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Village Manager’s Office 

mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com
mailto:prejznerj@wilmette.com
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018-R-3 

RESOLUTION APPOINTING A REPRESENTATIVE AND ALTERNATE TO 
THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE  

NORTH SUBURBAN EMPLOYEE BENEFIT COOPERATIVE 
 
 

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, Article VII, Section 10 of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois 
and the Illinois Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (Illinois Compiled Statutes) provide 
that units of local governments may contract with one another to perform any activity 
authorized by law and with corporations in any manner not prohibited by law; and 

WHEREAS, said Illinois Intergovernmental Cooperation Act specifically provides 
that units of local government may join together for the purpose of establishing self-
insurance programs; and 

WHEREAS, the Village is a member in good standing of the North Suburban 
Employee Benefit Cooperative (“NSEBC”), a self-insurance program formed under the 
Illinois Intergovernmental Cooperation Act;  

WHEREAS, the Village as a member of the NSEBC is required to appoint one 
Representative and one Alternate to the Board; and  

WHEREAS, the Representative to the Board shall have the authority to take 
actions and cast votes regarding the administration and lawful activities of the NSEBC; 
and  

WHEREAS, the President and Trustees of the Village of Wilmette (“Corporate 
Authorities”) find that Michael Braiman has the required qualifications to be the 
Representative to the NSEBC Board for the Village and will fulfill all duties and 
responsibilities of that role; and   

WHEREAS, the President and Trustees of the Village of Wilmette (“Corporate 
Authorities”) find that John Prejzner has the required qualifications to be the Alternate to 
the NSEBC Board for the Village in the absence of the Representative and will fulfill all 
duties and responsibilities of that role; and   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the President and Board of 
Trustees of the Village Wilmette as follows: 
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SECTION 1. Then the Preamble to this Resolution is adopted by this 
reference as if fully set forth herein. 

SECTION 2. That the Corporate Authorities hereby support and consent to 
the appointment of Michael Braiman as Representative to the Board of the North Suburban 
Employee Benefit Cooperative; and  

SECTION 3. That the Corporate Authorities hereby support and consent to 
the appointment of John Prejzner as Alternate to the Board of the North Suburban 
Employee Benefit Cooperative; and  

SECTION 4. This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after 
its passage. 

APPROVED on February 27, 2018, pursuant to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:  ______________________________________________ 

NAYS: ______________________________________________   

ABSTAIN: ______________________________________________   

ABSENT: ______________________________________________  
         

           
      ____________________________________ 

     Village Clerk  

 

           
      ____________________________________ 

     Village President 

 

Attest: 

____________________________________ 

Village Clerk 
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SUBJECT: 2018 Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) Road Program 
 
MEETING DATE:  February 27, 2018       
 
FROM:   Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E. Director of Engineering and Public Works 

Dan Manis, P.E., Village Engineer 
Jorge Cruz, P.E., Assistant Village Engineer 
 

BUDGET IMPACT: Project Cost ............................................... $1,460,993 
 Available Budget ........................................ $1,858,060 
 Kenilworth Contribution ................................... $16,500 
    Over/(Under) Budget         ($413,567) 

 
Recommended Motion 

 
Move to approve a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $1,460,993 with J. A. Johnson Paving 
Co., Arlington Heights, IL, for the 2018 MFT Road Program. 
 
Background 
 
In recent years, the Village Board has committed to advancing engineering design of road and 
alley programs to take advantage of the competitive bidding environment early in the season. 
This approach has been validated with the number of qualified bid submittals (six) and pricing 
well below the engineer’s estimate for the road program this year. 
 
In 2016 the Village Board reviewed Road Program funding and determined that an annual 
funding level of $2 million was appropriate to ensure steady improvement in the Village’s 
roadway system in a fiscally responsible manner.  The 2018 Budget has allocated $2 million 
for road rehabilitation related projects, including the MFT Road Program and the grant projects 
for the Skokie/Hibbard Intersection Improvements, Locust Road Reconstruction, Central 
Avenue Reconstruction, and the Skokie/Lake Intersection Improvements.  In addition to local 
funds, the 2018 Budget also allocates $700,000 in Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) funds for street 
resurfacing.   
 
Village staff uses pavement evaluation software to prioritize street rehabilitation needs on a 
“worst first” basis.    

Engineering & Public Works 
Department 

 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:manisd@wilmette.com
mailto:cruzj@wilmette.com
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The following streets are included in this year’s road program: 
 
Street From To  
Lawler Ave Temple Ln Big Tree Ln 
Big Tree Ln Temple Ln Glenview Road 
Washington Ave Laramie Ave LeClaire Ave 
Ouilmette Ln Lake Ave Washington Ave 
Westwood Ln Lake Ave Sege rave 
Poplar Dr Wilmette Ave Isabella St 
Forest Ave1 7th St 6th St 
Glendenning Rd2 Ashland Ave Greenwood Ave 
1 Asphalt overlaid brick street to be reconstructed in brick. 
2 Includes work on Village of Kenilworth side of street  

 

The 2018 MFT Road Program consists of curb and gutter and sidewalk replacement as 
needed, miscellaneous sewer repairs, asphalt roadway rehabilitation, concrete pavement 
repairs on Glendenning Road, and brick street reconstruction on Forest Avenue. The total 
length of road rehabilitation is approximately 1.52 miles. Concrete pavement repairs on the 
Kenilworth side of Glendenning Road will not proceed until an intergovernmental agreement 
(IGA) with the Village of Kenilworth is approved. An IGA is anticipated to be presented to the 
Village Board in March.        
 
In addition, the bid included asphalt pavement area patching at various locations throughout 
the Village for 800 square yards (Alternative 1) and 1,600 square yards (Alternative 2). 
 
Discussion 
 
The 2018 MFT Road Program was advertised for bid on the Village website on January 4, 2018 
and subsequently in the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) construction bulletin. The 
project was designed by Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD. (CBBEL). The project had six 
qualified bidders. Bids were opened on January 30, 2018 and are summarized below in order 
based on the cost for the Base Bid plus Alternate 2: 
 

Company Base Bid Base + Alt. 1 Base + Alt. 2 

J. A. Johnson Paving $1,397,793.00 $1,431,793.00 $1,460,993.00 

Chicagoland Paving $1,419,981.65 $1,441,481.65 $1,462,981.65 

Peter Baker & Son $1,475,102.05 $1,515,532.05 $1,555,762.05 

Schroeder Asphalt $1,560,525.50 $1,611,025.50 $1,654,725.50 

A Lamp Concrete $1,506,945.00 $1,576,245.00 $1,645,545.00 

Builders Paving, LLC $1,633,700.00 $1,677,600.00 $1,701,500.00 

    

Engineers’ Estimate $1,728,900.00 $1,778,800.00 $1,828,700.00 

   

J.A. Johnson Paving provided the lowest qualified bid of $1,460,993 (base bid plus alternate 
2). They last worked in Wilmette in 2016 and successfully completed the 2016 MFT Road 
Program. CBBEL contacted the Village of Arlington Heights and the Village of Glenview where 
J.A. Johnson Paving completed street resurfacing programs for each municipality. Both 
municipalities were satisfied with the quality of work. For these reasons, the Engineering and 
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Public Works Department recommends awarding the 2018 MFT Road Program to J.A. Johnson 
Paving Co.  
 
The 2018 MFT Road Program is scheduled to begin late March and be completed by mid-June 
2018.  
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2018 MFT Road Program will be paid for as follows: 

Account Name Account Number 
Budget 
Amount 

This 
Project  

Acct. 
Balance 

MFT Street Improv. 22632070-470100-80190 $700,000  $700,000  $0  

Street Resurfacing 11202035-425250 $1,146,985  $733,418  1$413,567  

Sewer Main Repairs 408007090-470400-80707 $11,075  2$11,075  $0  

Subtotal Village Budget  $1,858,060 $1,444,493 $413,567 

Kenilworth Contribution $16,500 3$16,500 $0 

Total Program  $1,874,560 $1,460,993 $413,567 

 
1 Balance of funds in the road program will be used for construction materials testing for 2018 
programs and topographic surveying, geotechnical engineering, and design engineering 
services as needed for 2019 programs at an estimated total cost of $195,000.  Engineering 
staff will prepare options for using the approximate remainder of $220,000 of available budget 
once more cost certainty is achieved for these other road rehabilitation related expenses.  
 
2 $11,075 is for combined sewer repairs on Poplar Drive. 
 
3 $16,500 to be reimbursed by the Village of Kenilworth for work on the Kenilworth side of 
Glendenning Road.  
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. CBBEL Bid tabulation  
2. Phone Conversation Log  
3. Bid report 
4. CIP Project Sheet 



Christopher B. Burke Engineering
9575 W. Higgins Road    Suite 600
Rosemont, IL 60018

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
2018 ROAD PROGRAM 
VILLAGE PROJECT NO.: 18001
CBBEL PROJECT NO.: 16-0375
BID TAB
DATE: January 30, 2018

BASE BID
ITEM # ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST

20101100 TREE TRUNK PROTECTION EACH 230 100.00$         23,000.00$        65.00$           14,950.00$        50.00$           11,500.00$        55.00$           12,650.00$        80.00$           18,400.00$        50.00$           11,500.00$        145.00$         33,350.00$        
20101200 TREE ROOT PRUNING EACH 42 150.00$         6,300.00$          45.00$           1,890.00$          140.00$         5,880.00$          125.00$         5,250.00$          132.00$         5,544.00$          50.00$           2,100.00$          125.00$         5,250.00$          
20101300 TREE PRUNING (1 TO 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 16 150.00$         2,400.00$          45.00$           720.00$             100.00$         1,600.00$          90.00$           1,440.00$          95.00$           1,520.00$          100.00$         1,600.00$          90.00$           1,440.00$          
20101350 TREE PRUNING (OVER 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 16 150.00$         2,400.00$          45.00$           720.00$             200.00$         3,200.00$          180.00$         2,880.00$          190.00$         3,040.00$          200.00$         3,200.00$          180.00$         2,880.00$          
20200100 EARTH EXCAVATION CU YD 250 50.00$           12,500.00$        65.00$           16,250.00$        35.00$           8,750.00$          75.70$           18,925.00$        48.00$           12,000.00$        62.00$           15,500.00$        65.00$           16,250.00$        
20201200 REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL CU YD 250 50.00$           12,500.00$        90.00$           22,500.00$        35.00$           8,750.00$          56.50$           14,125.00$        49.00$           12,250.00$        15.00$           3,750.00$          135.00$         33,750.00$        
*20800150 TRENCH BACKFILL, SPECIAL CU YD 100 100.00$         10,000.00$        40.00$           4,000.00$          41.50$           4,150.00$          40.00$           4,000.00$          42.00$           4,200.00$          36.00$           3,600.00$          40.00$           4,000.00$          
21001000 GEOTECHNICAL FABRIC FOR GROUND STABILIZATION SQ YD 4,500 2.00$             9,000.00$          1.00$             4,500.00$          1.15$             5,175.00$          0.65$             2,925.00$          1.15$             5,175.00$          1.00$             4,500.00$          1.10$             4,950.00$          
*21101600 TOPSOIL FURNISH AND PLACE, VARIABLE DEPTH CU YD 800 10.00$           8,000.00$          1.00$             800.00$             27.00$           21,600.00$        0.10$             80.00$               50.00$           40,000.00$        25.00$           20,000.00$        0.10$             80.00$               
*25200110 SODDING, SPECIAL SQ YD 7,010 15.00$           105,150.00$      10.00$           70,100.00$        11.00$           77,110.00$        15.50$           108,655.00$      15.00$           105,150.00$      5.00$             35,050.00$        15.50$           108,655.00$      
25200200 SUPPLEMENTAL WATERING UNIT 40 100.00$         4,000.00$          25.00$           1,000.00$          0.01$             0.40$                 0.10$             4.00$                 105.00$         4,200.00$          10.00$           400.00$             0.10$             4.00$                 
28000510 INLET FILTERS EACH 82 120.00$         9,840.00$          100.00$         8,200.00$          105.00$         8,610.00$          35.00$           2,870.00$          100.00$         8,200.00$          15.00$           1,230.00$          100.00$         8,200.00$          
*30300001 AGGREGATE SUBGRADE IMPROVEMENT CU YD 650 50.00$           32,500.00$        1.00$             650.00$             30.00$           19,500.00$        30.00$           19,500.00$        56.00$           36,400.00$        15.00$           9,750.00$          1.00$             650.00$             
*35102400 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 12" (SPECIAL) SQ YD 1,250 20.00$           25,000.00$        19.00$           23,750.00$        12.50$           15,625.00$        20.60$           25,750.00$        28.00$           35,000.00$        14.75$           18,437.50$        24.00$           30,000.00$        
35800100 PREPARATION OF BASE SQ YD 4,900 1.25$             6,125.00$          0.50$             2,450.00$          1.00$             4,900.00$          1.80$             8,820.00$          1.20$             5,880.00$          1.25$             6,125.00$          1.20$             5,880.00$          
35800200 AGGREGATE BASE REPAIR TON 285 10.00$           2,850.00$          18.40$           5,244.00$          20.00$           5,700.00$          16.00$           4,560.00$          26.00$           7,410.00$          25.00$           7,125.00$          22.00$           6,270.00$          
40600290 BITUMINOUS MATERIALS (TACK COAT) POUND 10,050 0.50$             5,025.00$          0.01$             100.50$             0.01$             100.50$             1.00$             10,050.00$        0.01$             100.50$             1.05$             10,552.50$        0.70$             7,035.00$          
40600625 LEVELING BINDER (MACHINE METHOD), N50 TON 780 85.00$           66,300.00$        78.00$           60,840.00$        80.00$           62,400.00$        76.00$           59,280.00$        81.50$           63,570.00$        83.00$           64,740.00$        79.00$           61,620.00$        
40600982 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL - BUTT JOINT SQ YD 150 5.00$             750.00$             3.00$             450.00$             10.00$           1,500.00$          5.00$             750.00$             8.00$             1,200.00$          8.00$             1,200.00$          20.00$           3,000.00$          
40603080 HOT-MIX ASPHALT BINDER COURSE, IL-19.0, N50 TON 925 75.00$           69,375.00$        68.00$           62,900.00$        75.00$           69,375.00$        63.00$           58,275.00$        75.00$           69,375.00$        70.00$           64,750.00$        67.00$           61,975.00$        
40603335 HOT MIX ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE, MIX D, N50 TON 2,010 85.00$           170,850.00$      73.50$           147,735.00$      78.00$           156,780.00$      72.00$           144,720.00$      81.50$           163,815.00$      78.50$           157,785.00$      72.00$           144,720.00$      
40800050 INCIDENTAL HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACING TON 0 150.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
42400200 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 5 INCH SQ FT 9,150 5.00$             45,750.00$        6.00$             54,900.00$        5.70$             52,155.00$        5.50$             50,325.00$        6.00$             54,900.00$        5.40$             49,410.00$        6.50$             59,475.00$        
42400300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 6 INCH SQ FT 2,450 6.00$             14,700.00$        6.00$             14,700.00$        5.70$             13,965.00$        5.50$             13,475.00$        6.00$             14,700.00$        6.50$             15,925.00$        6.50$             15,925.00$        
*42400800 DETECTABLE WARNINGS SQ FT 460 35.00$           16,100.00$        35.00$           16,100.00$        36.00$           16,560.00$        35.00$           16,100.00$        36.75$           16,905.00$        25.00$           11,500.00$        36.00$           16,560.00$        
44000157 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL, 2" SQ YD 16,100 2.00$             32,200.00$        3.75$             60,375.00$        2.15$             34,615.00$        3.02$             48,622.00$        2.80$             45,080.00$        2.60$             41,860.00$        3.40$             54,740.00$        
44000500 COMBINATION CURB AND GUTTER REMOVAL FOOT 4,925 5.00$             24,625.00$        5.50$             27,087.50$        4.00$             19,700.00$        5.00$             24,625.00$        5.30$             26,102.50$        3.40$             16,745.00$        5.40$             26,595.00$        
44000600 SIDEWALK REMOVAL SQ FT 11,600 2.00$             23,200.00$        1.50$             17,400.00$        1.00$             11,600.00$        1.00$             11,600.00$        1.10$             12,760.00$        1.00$             11,600.00$        1.20$             13,920.00$        
*44002208 HOT-MIX ASPHALT REMOVAL OVER PATCHES, 2" SQ YD 0 2.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*44002216 HOT-MIX ASPHALT REMOVAL OVER PATCHES, 4" SQ YD 0 4.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44200929 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE I, 8 INCH SQ YD 15 70.00$           1,050.00$          95.00$           1,425.00$          98.00$           1,470.00$          95.00$           1,425.00$          100.00$         1,500.00$          95.00$           1,425.00$          95.00$           1,425.00$          
44200934 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE II, 8 INCH SQ YD 40 70.00$           2,800.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          67.00$           2,680.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          70.00$           2,800.00$          90.00$           3,600.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          
44200942 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE III, 8 INCH SQ YD 40 70.00$           2,800.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          67.00$           2,680.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          70.00$           2,800.00$          75.00$           3,000.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          
44200944 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE IV, 8 INCH SQ YD 375 70.00$           26,250.00$        60.00$           22,500.00$        62.00$           23,250.00$        60.00$           22,500.00$        65.00$           24,375.00$        70.00$           26,250.00$        60.00$           22,500.00$        
44201670 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 2 INCH SQ YD 0 55.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201672 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 2 INCH SQ YD 0 55.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201674 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 2 INCH SQ YD 0 55.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201676 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 2 INCH SQ YD 0 55.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201690 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 4 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201692 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 4 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201694 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 4 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201696 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 4 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201713 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 6 INCH SQ YD 555 60.00$           33,300.00$        15.00$           8,325.00$          45.00$           24,975.00$        40.00$           22,200.00$        47.00$           26,085.00$        65.00$           36,075.00$        48.00$           26,640.00$        
44201717 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 6 INCH SQ YD 560 60.00$           33,600.00$        15.00$           8,400.00$          45.00$           25,200.00$        40.00$           22,400.00$        46.00$           25,760.00$        61.00$           34,160.00$        46.00$           25,760.00$        
44201721 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 6 INCH SQ YD 550 60.00$           33,000.00$        15.00$           8,250.00$          35.00$           19,250.00$        40.00$           22,000.00$        45.00$           24,750.00$        53.00$           29,150.00$        44.00$           24,200.00$        
44201723 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 6 INCH SQ YD 550 60.00$           33,000.00$        15.00$           8,250.00$          35.00$           19,250.00$        40.00$           22,000.00$        44.00$           24,200.00$        48.00$           26,400.00$        42.00$           23,100.00$        
*59300100 CONTROLLED LOW-STRENGTH MATERIAL (CLSM), SPECIAL CU YD 50 200.00$         10,000.00$        250.00$         12,500.00$        260.00$         13,000.00$        250.00$         12,500.00$        270.00$         13,500.00$        170.00$         8,500.00$          250.00$         12,500.00$        
60108106 PIPE UNDERDRAINS, TYPE 1, 6" FOOT 40 50.00$           2,000.00$          35.00$           1,400.00$          36.25$           1,450.00$          35.00$           1,400.00$          40.00$           1,600.00$          40.00$           1,600.00$          35.00$           1,400.00$          
*60200205 CATCH BASINS, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, CLOSED LID EACH 8 2,000.00$      16,000.00$        3,700.00$      29,600.00$        4,150.00$      33,200.00$        4,000.00$      32,000.00$        4,200.00$      33,600.00$        3,375.00$      27,000.00$        4,100.00$      32,800.00$        
*60218400 MANHOLES, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, CLOSED LID EACH 8 3,000.00$      24,000.00$        4,700.00$      37,600.00$        5,175.00$      41,400.00$        5,000.00$      40,000.00$        5,250.00$      42,000.00$        3,000.00$      24,000.00$        5,100.00$      40,800.00$        
*60234200 INLETS, TYPE A, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 8 1,000.00$      8,000.00$          1,200.00$      9,600.00$          1,245.00$      9,960.00$          1,200.00$      9,600.00$          1,260.00$      10,080.00$        1,800.00$      14,400.00$        1,300.00$      10,400.00$        
*60406000 FRAMES AND LIDS, TYPE 1, OPEN LID EACH 8 300.00$         2,400.00$          280.00$         2,240.00$          290.00$         2,320.00$          280.00$         2,240.00$          300.00$         2,400.00$          450.00$         3,600.00$          290.00$         2,320.00$          
*60406100 FRAMES AND LIDS, TYPE 1, CLOSED LID EACH 8 300.00$         2,400.00$          280.00$         2,240.00$          290.00$         2,320.00$          280.00$         2,240.00$          300.00$         2,400.00$          450.00$         3,600.00$          290.00$         2,320.00$          
60603800 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE B-6.12 FOOT 3,770 20.00$           75,400.00$        22.50$           84,825.00$        22.15$           83,505.50$        21.50$           81,055.00$        22.60$           85,202.00$        20.00$           75,400.00$        24.50$           92,365.00$        
60608562 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE M-4.12 FOOT 1,175 18.00$           21,150.00$        22.50$           26,437.50$        22.15$           26,026.25$        21.50$           25,262.50$        22.60$           26,555.00$        20.00$           23,500.00$        24.50$           28,787.50$        
67100100 MOBILIZATION L. SUM 1 75,000.00$    75,000.00$        67,060.00$    67,060.00$        42,500.00$    42,500.00$        70,960.00$    70,960.00$        5,000.00$      5,000.00$          90,000.00$    90,000.00$        96,000.00$    96,000.00$        
70102620 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701501 L. SUM 1 25,000.00$    25,000.00$        39,752.00$    39,752.00$        10,000.00$    10,000.00$        12,250.00$    12,250.00$        15,000.00$    15,000.00$        80,000.00$    80,000.00$        19,007.70$    19,007.70$        
70102635 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701701 L. SUM 1 5,000.00$      5,000.00$          1.00$             1.00$                 100.00$         100.00$             100.00$         100.00$             1.00$             1.00$                 1.00$             1.00$                 200.00$         200.00$             
70102642 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701801 L. SUM 1 5,000.00$      5,000.00$          1,200.00$      1,200.00$          100.00$         100.00$             100.00$         100.00$             1.00$             1.00$                 1.00$             1.00$                 200.00$         200.00$             
78000200 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 4" FOOT 2,360 2.50$             5,900.00$          0.80$             1,888.00$          0.95$             2,242.00$          0.58$             1,368.80$          1.00$             2,360.00$          0.65$             1,534.00$          0.58$             1,368.80$          
78000400 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 6" FOOT 1,420 3.00$             4,260.00$          1.25$             1,775.00$          1.45$             2,059.00$          1.10$             1,562.00$          1.30$             1,846.00$          1.20$             1,704.00$          1.10$             1,562.00$          
78000600 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 12" FOOT 800 5.00$             4,000.00$          2.50$             2,000.00$          3.00$             2,400.00$          2.50$             2,000.00$          2.60$             2,080.00$          2.75$             2,200.00$          2.50$             2,000.00$          
78000650 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 24" FOOT 210 7.50$             1,575.00$          5.00$             1,050.00$          5.80$             1,218.00$          5.00$             1,050.00$          5.10$             1,071.00$          5.50$             1,155.00$          5.00$             1,050.00$          
81028200 UNDERGROUND CONDUIT, GALVANIZED STEEL, 2" DIA. FOOT 320 30.00$           9,600.00$          5.00$             1,600.00$          20.00$           6,400.00$          39.00$           12,480.00$        10.00$           3,200.00$          40.00$           12,800.00$        25.00$           8,000.00$          
*X0540000 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND RESET, SPECIAL SQ FT 11,250 16.00$           180,000.00$      7.50$             84,375.00$        8.15$             91,687.50$        7.50$             84,375.00$        8.50$             95,625.00$        9.00$             101,250.00$      9.00$             101,250.00$      
*X1200016 SEWER SERVICE R & R, SPECIAL EACH 1 250.00$         250.00$             1,800.00$      1,800.00$          1,865.00$      1,865.00$          1,800.00$      1,800.00$          1,920.00$      1,920.00$          4,000.00$      4,000.00$          1,900.00$      1,900.00$          
*X4021000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (PRIVATE) EACH 74 50.00$           3,700.00$          30.00$           2,220.00$          100.00$         7,400.00$          19.00$           1,406.00$          35.00$           2,590.00$          25.00$           1,850.00$          120.00$         8,880.00$          
*X4022000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (COMMERCIAL) EACH 14 100.00$         1,400.00$          35.00$           490.00$             150.00$         2,100.00$          37.00$           518.00$             40.00$           560.00$             20.00$           280.00$             150.00$         2,100.00$          
*X4401198 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL, VARIABLE DEPTH SQ YD 6,150 4.00$             24,600.00$        6.85$             42,127.50$        4.25$             26,137.50$        6.30$             38,745.00$        4.25$             26,137.50$        5.10$             31,365.00$        5.60$             34,440.00$        
*XX000406 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT SQ FT 800 20.00$           16,000.00$        12.00$           9,600.00$          15.50$           12,400.00$        12.00$           9,600.00$          16.25$           13,000.00$        14.00$           11,200.00$        13.50$           10,800.00$        
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED EACH 53 300.00$         15,900.00$        300.00$         15,900.00$        310.00$         16,430.00$        300.00$         15,900.00$        315.00$         16,695.00$        325.00$         17,225.00$        310.00$         16,430.00$        
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED, SPECIAL EACH 45 325.00$         14,625.00$        600.00$         27,000.00$        625.00$         28,125.00$        600.00$         27,000.00$        630.00$         28,350.00$        200.00$         9,000.00$          610.00$         27,450.00$        
*XX003435 PCC DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 700 60.00$           42,000.00$        55.00$           38,500.00$        56.75$           39,725.00$        55.00$           38,500.00$        58.00$           40,600.00$        56.00$           39,200.00$        56.00$           39,200.00$        
*XX004360 BY-PASS PUMPING, SPECIAL L. SUM 1 5,000.00$      5,000.00$          2,000.00$      2,000.00$          2,075.00$      2,075.00$          2,000.00$      2,000.00$          2,300.00$      2,300.00$          3,000.00$      3,000.00$          2,000.00$      2,000.00$          
*XX004774 BRICK DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 625 100.00$         62,500.00$        100.00$         62,500.00$        135.00$         84,375.00$        100.00$         62,500.00$        122.00$         76,250.00$        125.00$         78,125.00$        118.00$         73,750.00$        
*XX006947 HMA DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 875 50.00$           43,750.00$        39.00$           34,125.00$        30.00$           26,250.00$        45.65$           39,943.75$        32.00$           28,000.00$        44.00$           38,500.00$        49.00$           42,875.00$        
*XX007079 CONCRETE RIBBON FOOT 175 50.00$           8,750.00$          35.00$           6,125.00$          36.00$           6,300.00$          35.00$           6,125.00$          37.00$           6,475.00$          20.00$           3,500.00$          37.00$           6,475.00$          
*XX008190 COMBINED SEWER REPAIR R & R, SPECIAL, 15" (APPROX. 5.5' DEEP) FOOT 8 100.00$         800.00$             450.00$         3,600.00$          465.00$         3,720.00$          450.00$         3,600.00$          475.00$         3,800.00$          575.00$         4,600.00$          500.00$         4,000.00$          
*Z0013798 CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT L. SUM 1 25,000.00$    25,000.00$        7,000.00$      7,000.00$          7,500.00$      7,500.00$          4,900.00$      4,900.00$          10,300.00$    10,300.00$        10,000.00$    10,000.00$        12,000.00$    12,000.00$        
*Z0018700 DRAINAGE STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED EACH 8 400.00$         3,200.00$          100.00$         800.00$             105.00$         840.00$             100.00$         800.00$             110.00$         880.00$             400.00$         3,200.00$          110.00$         880.00$             
*Z0048665 RAILROAD PROTECTIVE LIABILITY INSURANCE L. SUM 1 25,000.00$    25,000.00$        4,000.00$      4,000.00$          6,000.00$      6,000.00$          10,000.00$    10,000.00$        5,000.00$      5,000.00$          5,000.00$      5,000.00$          4,000.00$      4,000.00$          
*Z0055905 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION FENCE FOOT 2,800 5.00$             14,000.00$        2.00$             5,600.00$          1.50$             4,200.00$          1.35$             3,780.00$          7.00$             19,600.00$        1.00$             2,800.00$          3.00$             8,400.00$          

*NA FINAL SEWER VIDEO INSPECTION, SPECIAL L. SUM 1 5,000.00$      5,000.00$          4,000.00$      4,000.00$          4,150.00$      4,150.00$          4,000.00$      4,000.00$          4,300.00$      4,300.00$          3,500.00$      3,500.00$          4,000.00$      4,000.00$          
*NA ROOT INHIBITOR FABRIC SQ FT 1,000 10.00$           10,000.00$        3.00$             3,000.00$          2.50$             2,500.00$          11.50$           11,500.00$        9.40$             9,400.00$          5.00$             5,000.00$          11.60$           11,600.00$        
*NA SPRINKLER SYSTEM HEAD EACH 40 100.00$         4,000.00$          10.00$           400.00$             50.00$           2,000.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          100.00$         4,000.00$          71.50$           2,860.00$          65.00$           2,600.00$          
*NA SPRINKLER SYSTEM LINE FOOT 800 25.00$           20,000.00$        20.00$           16,000.00$        4.00$             3,200.00$          10.20$           8,160.00$          13.00$           10,400.00$        11.25$           9,000.00$          10.30$           8,240.00$          
*NA STRUCTURE RECONSTRUCTION EACH 1 500.00$         500.00$             1,200.00$      1,200.00$          1,245.00$      1,245.00$          1,200.00$      1,200.00$          1,300.00$      1,300.00$          1,500.00$      1,500.00$          1,350.00$      1,350.00$          

*INDICATES SPECIAL PROVISION TOTAL = 1,728,900.00$   TOTAL = 1,397,793.00$   TOTAL = 1,419,981.65$   TOTAL = 1,475,102.05$   TOTAL = 1,560,525.50$   TOTAL = 1,506,945.00$   TOTAL = 1,633,700.00$   

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE J.A. JOHNSON PAVING
CHICAGOLAND PAVING 

CONTRACTORS, INC.
PETER BAKER & SON CO. BUILDERS PAVING, LLC.

A LAMP CONCRETE 
CONTRACTORS, INC.

SCHROEDER & SCHROEDER 
ASPHALT
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Christopher B. Burke Engineering
9575 W. Higgins Road    Suite 600
Rosemont, IL 60018

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
2018 ROAD PROGRAM 
VILLAGE PROJECT NO.: 18001
CBBEL PROJECT NO.: 16-0375
BID TAB
DATE: January 30, 2018

ALTERNATE 1 BID
ITEM # ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST

20101100 TREE TRUNK PROTECTION EACH 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20101200 TREE ROOT PRUNING EACH 0 150.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20101300 TREE PRUNING (1 TO 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 0 150.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20101350 TREE PRUNING (OVER 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 0 150.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20200100 EARTH EXCAVATION CU YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20201200 REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL CU YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*20800150 TRENCH BACKFILL, SPECIAL CU YD 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
21001000 GEOTECHNICAL FABRIC FOR GROUND STABILIZATION SQ YD 0 2.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*21101600 TOPSOIL FURNISH AND PLACE, VARIABLE DEPTH CU YD 0 10.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*25200110 SODDING, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 15.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
25200200 SUPPLEMENTAL WATERING UNIT 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
28000510 INLET FILTERS EACH 0 120.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*30300001 AGGREGATE SUBGRADE IMPROVEMENT CU YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*35102400 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 12" (SPECIAL) SQ YD 0 20.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
35800100 PREPARATION OF BASE SQ YD 0 1.25$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
35800200 AGGREGATE BASE REPAIR TON 0 10.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40600290 BITUMINOUS MATERIALS (TACK COAT) POUND 0 0.50$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40600625 LEVELING BINDER (MACHINE METHOD), N50 TON 0 85.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40600982 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL - BUTT JOINT SQ YD 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40603080 HOT-MIX ASPHALT BINDER COURSE, IL-19.0, N50 TON 0 75.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40603335 HOT MIX ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE, MIX D, N50 TON 0 85.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40800050 INCIDENTAL HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACING TON 10 150.00$         1,500.00$          220.00$         2,200.00$          150.00$         1,500.00$          173.00$         1,730.00$          200.00$         2,000.00$          300.00$         3,000.00$          350.00$         3,500.00$          
42400200 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 5 INCH SQ FT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
42400300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 6 INCH SQ FT 0 6.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*42400800 DETECTABLE WARNINGS SQ FT 0 35.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44000157 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL, 2" SQ YD 0 2.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44000500 COMBINATION CURB AND GUTTER REMOVAL FOOT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44000600 SIDEWALK REMOVAL SQ FT 0 2.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*44002208 HOT-MIX ASPHALT REMOVAL OVER PATCHES, 2" SQ YD 400 2.00$             800.00$             1.00$             400.00$             5.00$             2,000.00$          2.00$             800.00$             19.00$           7,600.00$          6.50$             2,600.00$          1.00$             400.00$             
*44002216 HOT-MIX ASPHALT REMOVAL OVER PATCHES, 4" SQ YD 400 4.00$             1,600.00$          1.00$             400.00$             10.00$           4,000.00$          3.00$             1,200.00$          24.00$           9,600.00$          13.00$           5,200.00$          1.00$             400.00$             
44200929 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE I, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44200934 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE II, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44200942 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE III, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44200944 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE IV, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201670 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 2 INCH SQ YD 100 55.00$           5,500.00$          32.50$           3,250.00$          15.00$           1,500.00$          39.00$           3,900.00$          30.00$           3,000.00$          65.00$           6,500.00$          25.00$           2,500.00$          
44201672 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 2 INCH SQ YD 100 55.00$           5,500.00$          32.50$           3,250.00$          15.00$           1,500.00$          34.00$           3,400.00$          30.00$           3,000.00$          55.00$           5,500.00$          25.00$           2,500.00$          
44201674 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 2 INCH SQ YD 100 55.00$           5,500.00$          32.50$           3,250.00$          10.00$           1,000.00$          28.00$           2,800.00$          29.00$           2,900.00$          50.00$           5,000.00$          25.00$           2,500.00$          
44201676 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 2 INCH SQ YD 100 55.00$           5,500.00$          32.50$           3,250.00$          10.00$           1,000.00$          25.00$           2,500.00$          28.00$           2,800.00$          45.00$           4,500.00$          25.00$           2,500.00$          
44201690 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 4 INCH SQ YD 100 60.00$           6,000.00$          45.00$           4,500.00$          25.00$           2,500.00$          74.00$           7,400.00$          50.00$           5,000.00$          100.00$         10,000.00$        49.00$           4,900.00$          
44201692 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 4 INCH SQ YD 100 60.00$           6,000.00$          45.00$           4,500.00$          25.00$           2,500.00$          65.00$           6,500.00$          50.00$           5,000.00$          95.00$           9,500.00$          49.00$           4,900.00$          
44201694 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 4 INCH SQ YD 100 60.00$           6,000.00$          45.00$           4,500.00$          20.00$           2,000.00$          54.00$           5,400.00$          48.00$           4,800.00$          90.00$           9,000.00$          49.00$           4,900.00$          
44201696 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 4 INCH SQ YD 100 60.00$           6,000.00$          45.00$           4,500.00$          20.00$           2,000.00$          48.00$           4,800.00$          48.00$           4,800.00$          85.00$           8,500.00$          49.00$           4,900.00$          
44201713 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201717 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201721 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201723 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*59300100 CONTROLLED LOW-STRENGTH MATERIAL (CLSM), SPECIAL CU YD 0 200.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
60108106 PIPE UNDERDRAINS, TYPE 1, 6" FOOT 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60200205 CATCH BASINS, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, CLOSED LID EACH 0 2,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60218400 MANHOLES, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, CLOSED LID EACH 0 3,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60234200 INLETS, TYPE A, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 0 1,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60406000 FRAMES AND LIDS, TYPE 1, OPEN LID EACH 0 300.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60406100 FRAMES AND LIDS, TYPE 1, CLOSED LID EACH 0 300.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
60603800 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE B-6.12 FOOT 0 20.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
60608562 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE M-4.12 FOOT 0 18.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
67100100 MOBILIZATION L. SUM 0 75,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
70102620 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701501 L. SUM 0 25,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
70102635 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701701 L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
70102642 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701801 L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000200 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 4" FOOT 0 2.50$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000400 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 6" FOOT 0 3.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000600 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 12" FOOT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000650 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 24" FOOT 0 7.50$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
81028200 UNDERGROUND CONDUIT, GALVANIZED STEEL, 2" DIA. FOOT 0 30.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X0540000 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND RESET, SPECIAL SQ FT 0 16.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X1200016 SEWER SERVICE R & R, SPECIAL EACH 0 250.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X4021000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (PRIVATE) EACH 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X4022000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (COMMERCIAL) EACH 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X4401198 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL, VARIABLE DEPTH SQ YD 0 4.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX000406 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT SQ FT 0 20.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED EACH 0 300.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED, SPECIAL EACH 0 325.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX003435 PCC DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX004360 BY-PASS PUMPING, SPECIAL L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX004774 BRICK DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX006947 HMA DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX007079 CONCRETE RIBBON FOOT 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX008190 COMBINED SEWER REPAIR R & R, SPECIAL, 15" (APPROX. 5.5' DEEP) FOOT 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0013798 CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT L. SUM 0 25,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0018700 DRAINAGE STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED EACH 0 400.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0048665 RAILROAD PROTECTIVE LIABILITY INSURANCE L. SUM 0 25,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0055905 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION FENCE FOOT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   

*NA FINAL SEWER VIDEO INSPECTION, SPECIAL L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA ROOT INHIBITOR FABRIC SQ FT 0 10.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA SPRINKLER SYSTEM HEAD EACH 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA SPRINKLER SYSTEM LINE FOOT 0 25.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA STRUCTURE RECONSTRUCTION EACH 0 500.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   

*INDICATES SPECIAL PROVISION TOTAL = 49,900.00$        TOTAL = 34,000.00$        TOTAL = 21,500.00$        TOTAL = 40,430.00$        TOTAL = 50,500.00$        TOTAL = 69,300.00$        TOTAL = 33,900.00$        

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE J.A. JOHNSON PAVING
CHICAGOLAND PAVING 

CONTRACTORS, INC.
PETER BAKER & SON CO. BUILDERS PAVING, LLC.

A LAMP CONCRETE 
CONTRACTORS, INC.

SCHROEDER & SCHROEDER 
ASPHALT
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Christopher B. Burke Engineering
9575 W. Higgins Road    Suite 600
Rosemont, IL 60018

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
2018 ROAD PROGRAM 
VILLAGE PROJECT NO.: 18001
CBBEL PROJECT NO.: 16-0375
BID TAB
DATE: January 30, 2018

ALTERNATE 2 BID
ITEM # ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST

20101100 TREE TRUNK PROTECTION EACH 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20101200 TREE ROOT PRUNING EACH 0 150.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20101300 TREE PRUNING (1 TO 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 0 150.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20101350 TREE PRUNING (OVER 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 0 150.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20200100 EARTH EXCAVATION CU YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
20201200 REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL CU YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*20800150 TRENCH BACKFILL, SPECIAL CU YD 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
21001000 GEOTECHNICAL FABRIC FOR GROUND STABILIZATION SQ YD 0 2.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*21101600 TOPSOIL FURNISH AND PLACE, VARIABLE DEPTH CU YD 0 10.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*25200110 SODDING, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 15.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
25200200 SUPPLEMENTAL WATERING UNIT 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
28000510 INLET FILTERS EACH 0 120.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*30300001 AGGREGATE SUBGRADE IMPROVEMENT CU YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*35102400 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 12" (SPECIAL) SQ YD 0 20.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
35800100 PREPARATION OF BASE SQ YD 0 1.25$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
35800200 AGGREGATE BASE REPAIR TON 0 10.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40600290 BITUMINOUS MATERIALS (TACK COAT) POUND 0 0.50$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40600625 LEVELING BINDER (MACHINE METHOD), N50 TON 0 85.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40600982 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL - BUTT JOINT SQ YD 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40603080 HOT-MIX ASPHALT BINDER COURSE, IL-19.0, N50 TON 0 75.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40603335 HOT MIX ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE, MIX D, N50 TON 0 85.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
40800050 INCIDENTAL HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACING TON 20 150.00$         3,000.00$          240.00$         4,800.00$          150.00$         3,000.00$          173.00$         3,460.00$          200.00$         4,000.00$          300.00$         6,000.00$          350.00$         7,000.00$          
42400200 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 5 INCH SQ FT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
42400300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 6 INCH SQ FT 0 6.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*42400800 DETECTABLE WARNINGS SQ FT 0 35.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44000157 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL, 2" SQ YD 0 2.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44000500 COMBINATION CURB AND GUTTER REMOVAL FOOT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44000600 SIDEWALK REMOVAL SQ FT 0 2.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*44002208 HOT-MIX ASPHALT REMOVAL OVER PATCHES, 2" SQ YD 800 2.00$             1,600.00$          1.00$             800.00$             5.00$             4,000.00$          2.00$             1,600.00$          18.00$           14,400.00$        6.50$             5,200.00$          1.00$             800.00$             
*44002216 HOT-MIX ASPHALT REMOVAL OVER PATCHES, 4" SQ YD 800 4.00$             3,200.00$          1.00$             800.00$             10.00$           8,000.00$          3.00$             2,400.00$          22.00$           17,600.00$        13.00$           10,400.00$        1.00$             800.00$             
44200929 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE I, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44200934 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE II, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44200942 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE III, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44200944 CLASS B PATCHES, TYPE IV, 8 INCH SQ YD 0 70.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201670 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 2 INCH SQ YD 200 55.00$           11,000.00$        31.00$           6,200.00$          15.00$           3,000.00$          39.00$           7,800.00$          27.00$           5,400.00$          65.00$           13,000.00$        25.00$           5,000.00$          
44201672 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 2 INCH SQ YD 200 55.00$           11,000.00$        31.00$           6,200.00$          15.00$           3,000.00$          34.00$           6,800.00$          27.00$           5,400.00$          55.00$           11,000.00$        25.00$           5,000.00$          
44201674 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 2 INCH SQ YD 200 55.00$           11,000.00$        31.00$           6,200.00$          10.00$           2,000.00$          28.00$           5,600.00$          26.00$           5,200.00$          50.00$           10,000.00$        25.00$           5,000.00$          
44201676 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 2 INCH SQ YD 200 55.00$           11,000.00$        31.00$           6,200.00$          10.00$           2,000.00$          25.00$           5,000.00$          26.00$           5,200.00$          45.00$           9,000.00$          25.00$           5,000.00$          
44201690 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 4 INCH SQ YD 200 60.00$           12,000.00$        40.00$           8,000.00$          25.00$           5,000.00$          74.00$           14,800.00$        48.00$           9,600.00$          100.00$         20,000.00$        49.00$           9,800.00$          
44201692 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 4 INCH SQ YD 200 60.00$           12,000.00$        40.00$           8,000.00$          25.00$           5,000.00$          64.00$           12,800.00$        48.00$           9,600.00$          95.00$           19,000.00$        49.00$           9,800.00$          
44201694 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 4 INCH SQ YD 200 60.00$           12,000.00$        40.00$           8,000.00$          20.00$           4,000.00$          54.00$           10,800.00$        45.00$           9,000.00$          90.00$           18,000.00$        49.00$           9,800.00$          
44201696 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 4 INCH SQ YD 200 60.00$           12,000.00$        40.00$           8,000.00$          20.00$           4,000.00$          48.00$           9,600.00$          44.00$           8,800.00$          85.00$           17,000.00$        49.00$           9,800.00$          
44201713 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE I, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201717 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE II, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201721 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE III, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
44201723 CLASS D PATCHES, TYPE IV, 6 INCH SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*59300100 CONTROLLED LOW-STRENGTH MATERIAL (CLSM), SPECIAL CU YD 0 200.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
60108106 PIPE UNDERDRAINS, TYPE 1, 6" FOOT 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60200205 CATCH BASINS, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, CLOSED LID EACH 0 2,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60218400 MANHOLES, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, CLOSED LID EACH 0 3,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60234200 INLETS, TYPE A, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 0 1,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60406000 FRAMES AND LIDS, TYPE 1, OPEN LID EACH 0 300.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*60406100 FRAMES AND LIDS, TYPE 1, CLOSED LID EACH 0 300.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
60603800 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE B-6.12 FOOT 0 20.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
60608562 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE M-4.12 FOOT 0 18.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
67100100 MOBILIZATION L. SUM 0 75,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
70102620 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701501 L. SUM 0 25,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
70102635 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701701 L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
70102642 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION, STANDARD 701801 L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000200 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 4" FOOT 0 2.50$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000400 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 6" FOOT 0 3.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000600 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 12" FOOT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
78000650 THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 24" FOOT 0 7.50$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
81028200 UNDERGROUND CONDUIT, GALVANIZED STEEL, 2" DIA. FOOT 0 30.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X0540000 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND RESET, SPECIAL SQ FT 0 16.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X1200016 SEWER SERVICE R & R, SPECIAL EACH 0 250.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X4021000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (PRIVATE) EACH 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X4022000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (COMMERCIAL) EACH 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*X4401198 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL, VARIABLE DEPTH SQ YD 0 4.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX000406 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT SQ FT 0 20.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED EACH 0 300.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED, SPECIAL EACH 0 325.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX003435 PCC DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 60.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX004360 BY-PASS PUMPING, SPECIAL L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX004774 BRICK DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX006947 HMA DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX007079 CONCRETE RIBBON FOOT 0 50.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*XX008190 COMBINED SEWER REPAIR R & R, SPECIAL, 15" (APPROX. 5.5' DEEP) FOOT 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0013798 CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT L. SUM 0 25,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0018700 DRAINAGE STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED EACH 0 400.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0048665 RAILROAD PROTECTIVE LIABILITY INSURANCE L. SUM 0 25,000.00$    -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*Z0055905 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION FENCE FOOT 0 5.00$             -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   

*NA FINAL SEWER VIDEO INSPECTION, SPECIAL L. SUM 0 5,000.00$      -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA ROOT INHIBITOR FABRIC SQ FT 0 10.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA SPRINKLER SYSTEM HEAD EACH 0 100.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA SPRINKLER SYSTEM LINE FOOT 0 25.00$           -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   
*NA STRUCTURE RECONSTRUCTION EACH 0 500.00$         -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   -$               -$                   

*INDICATES SPECIAL PROVISION TOTAL = 99,800.00$        TOTAL = 63,200.00$        TOTAL = 43,000.00$        TOTAL = 80,660.00$        TOTAL = 94,200.00$        TOTAL = 138,600.00$      TOTAL = 67,800.00$        

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE J.A. JOHNSON PAVING
CHICAGOLAND PAVING 

CONTRACTORS, INC.
PETER BAKER & SON CO. BUILDERS PAVING, LLC.

A LAMP CONCRETE 
CONTRACTORS, INC.

SCHROEDER & SCHROEDER 
ASPHALT

N:\wilmette\160375\2018\Civil\Spreadsheets\Bid Tab_Road.xlsx
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CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING, LTD. 
9575 W Higgins Road, Suite 600  Rosemont, Illinois 60018-4920  Tel (847) 823-0500  Fax (847) 823-0520 

DATE: 2-5-18     
 
PERSON (Contacted/Calling): Ariana Webb 
 
AFFILIATION: Village of Glenview 
 
PHONE NUMBER: 847-724-1700 
 
CBBEL REPRESENTATIVE: Jeff E. Househ     
 
PROJECT NAME/NUMBER: Wilmette – 2018 Road Program     
 
NOTES:   
What was your title or role on this project?  
Project Manager (2017 Street Resurfacing) 
Was the contractor the General Contractor or a Subcontractor? 
General Contractor (J.A. Johnson Paving Company) 

What was the type of work and approximate cost? 

• Roadway Resurfacing 

• $1.6 million 

Was the job completed on time and within budget? 

• Yes 

• Yes 

Were there any change orders? If yes, for what? 

• No 

Were you satisfied with the quality of work performed? 

• Yes 

Were they easy to work with? Would you recommend using them? 

• Yes 

• Yes 

 



PHONE CONVERSATION LOG 

N:\wilmette\160375\2018\Admin\reference phone check Rd_Bridget Schwab.docx 
 

CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING, LTD. 
9575 W Higgins Road, Suite 600  Rosemont, Illinois 60018-4920  Tel (847) 823-0500  Fax (847) 823-0520 

DATE: 2-5-18     
 
PERSON (Contacted/Calling): Bridget Schwab 
 
AFFILIATION: Village of Arlington Heights 
 
PHONE NUMBER: 847-368-5257 
 
CBBEL REPRESENTATIVE: Jeff E. Househ     
 
PROJECT NAME/NUMBER: Wilmette – 2018 Road Program     
 
NOTES:   
What was your title or role on this project?  
Project Manager (2017 Street Reconstruction) 
Was the contractor the General Contractor or a Subcontractor? 
General Contractor (J.A. Johnson Paving Company) 

What was the type of work and approximate cost? 

• Street Reconstruction 

• $4.2 million 

Was the job completed on time and within budget? 

• Yes 

• Yes, under budget. 

Were there any change orders? If yes, for what? 

• Unforeseen change order due to heavy rainfall 

Were you satisfied with the quality of work performed? 

• Yes 

Were they easy to work with? Would you recommend using them? 

• Yes 

• Yes 
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Engineering            
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Road Program 2018          $2,000,000 Dedicated/MFT 
Streets, Sidewalks, and Alleys 2020          $2,073,900 

2021          $2,065,200 
2022          $2,069,900 

X Critical  
- Recommended  
- Contingent on Funding 
 
Original Purchase Date & Cost  
 
N/A 
 
Funding History   
2017      $2,096,276 
2016 $1,210,511 
2015      $1,164,000 
2014      $ 848,000  
2013 $1,370,000  
2012  $1,002,000  
2011 $1,586,000   
 
With the passage of the .75% increase in Home Rule Sales Tax in 2014, a portion of the proceeds was 
dedicated for street, sidewalk, and alley programs. Approximately $1.5 million annually was made 
available in 2015 between dedicated revenues and the Motor Fuel Tax fund.  
 
As part of the FY 2017 Budget, the Village Board committed to an annual $2 million road program 
and increased the property tax rate by 0.90% as well as the local gasoline tax by $0.03 for street 
improvements.  For FY 2017, $125,000 in General Fund reserves were used to fund the road program 
at $2 million, thus the Village must identify an additional $125,000 in recurring funding for 2018 and 
beyond. The Village’s commitment to steadily improving the condition of roads in a fiscally 
responsible manner includes additional funding beginning in 2023 and 2024 via retired debt service.  
 
Project Description & Justification 
 
This program is to rehabilitate streets throughout the Village.  
 
Many of the Village’s roads were built in the post-World War II development boom.  The accelerated 
street-resurfacing program (1998 through 2008) allowed the Village to rehabilitate more streets 
each year and ultimately improve the average pavement condition to a “good,” “very good” or 
“excellent” condition. Over the past years, streets that were candidates for construction, were 
selected from a pavement evaluation program developed by an outside consultant. Beginning in 2013 
as part of a cost saving initiative, the Engineering Department prioritized street rehabilitation needs 
using recently purchased PAVER pavement evaluation software. The widely used program is 
managed in-house by existing engineering staff utilizing the assistance of engineering interns during 
the summer months.    
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At the end of the accelerated program in 2008, the Engineering Department recommended reducing 
the annual funding allocation from $3.1 million to $2 million.  This funding level was intended to keep 
the average street condition in the “good or better” category.  Below is a table displaying surface 
conditions, corresponding pavement ranking and estimated life: 
 

Surface Condition Pavement Rating Relative Remaining Life 
Excellent 100 – 85 12 – 15 years 
Very Good 84 – 80 10 – 12 years 
Good 79 – 70 8 – 10 years 
Fair 69 – 60 6 – 8 years 
Poor 59 – 40 3 – 6 years 
Very Poor 39-0 < 3 years 

 
Since the completion of the accelerated road program, the annual expenditure has averaged 
$879,000, approximately $1,121,000 below the Department recommendation. The Pavement 
Condition Index (PCI) has dropped from 77 to 69 since 2008.   Underfunding the road program has 
resulted in a need to increase the annual expenditure to maintain a 70 or better pavement condition.  
 
Brick Streets Overlaid in Asphalt 
 
In 2002, the Village adopted a policy on brick streets that have been overlaid with asphalt. The 
requirements include: 
 

• The street must contain original clay fired bricks. 
• Segment must be included in an annual rehabilitation program. 
• More than 65% of the residents must be in favor of the brick street surface. 
• A minimum of a contiguous three block segment must endorse the brick surface.   
• The renovation plan be completed in shorter segments so the road program budget is not 

dominated by the rehabilitation of the brick street. 
 
The scope of work includes removing the existing asphalt surface and reconstructing the street in 
brick.  It is recommended that these streets be reconstructed one block at a time.  This policy was 
endorsed by the Municipal Services Committee in 2012, 2015 and 2016.  
 
Forest Avenue from 5th Street to 6th Street was reconstructed in brick in 2017.  The 2018 project 
includes Forest Avenue from 6th Street to 7th Street. 
 
The tentative road program schedule is shown in the table below.  Note that the schedule is fluid 
and expected to change as street condition ratings are updated annually.  In addition, the annual 
road program funding will likely be used toward the local share of the Village’s federal grant 
projects.  Central Avenue and Locust Road are both programmed for construction in 2019.   
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2018 
Name From To Surface Length 

(ft) 
Condition Cost Estimate1 

Forest Ave3 6th St 7th St ABR2 530 Very Poor $374,940 
Poplar Dr3 Isabella St Wilmette Ave AC 2864 Very Poor $646,350 

Lawler Ave3 Big Tree Ln Temple Ln AC 423 Very Poor $91,790 
Glendenning Rd Greenwood Ave Ashland Ave PCC 696 Very Poor $29,900 
Ouilmette Ln3 Washington Ave Lake Ave AC 1184 Poor $264,410 
Big Tree Ln3 Glenview Rd Lawler Ave AC 925 Poor $206,580 

2018 STP Locust, Lake/Skokie, Central    $289,300 
6,622 ft (1.25 miles)    TOTAL:  $1,903,270 

Brick Purchase $27,000 
   TOTAL +3% annual inflation since 2017: $1,988,180  

2019 
Central Ave Green Bay Sheridan APC 5478 Poor $6,454,600 
Locust Rd Lake Wilmette AC 2600 Poor $2,307,615 

2020 
Prairie Ave  Wilmette Ave Central Ave ABR2 665 Very Poor $444,000 

Garrison Ave4 S. Village Limit North End APC 200 Very Poor $43,400 
Ridge Rd5 Isabella St Wilmette Ave AC 1249 Very Poor $398,900 

Hunter Rd6 Elmwood Ave Thornwood Ave PCC 790 Poor $80,230 
Laurel Ave Sheridan Rd West End AC 689 Poor $166,170 
Cardinal Ln Illinois Rd Cul-de-sac PCC 613 Poor $76,390 

5th St Gregory Ave  Greenleaf Ave AC 1807 Poor $424,040 
Valley View Ct Valley View Dr Cul-de-sac AC 220 Poor $43,920 
Valley View Dr Hartzell St Glenview Rd AC 777 Poor $188,840 

7,010 ft (1.33 miles)    TOTAL:  $1,865,890 
Brick Purchase $32,000 

TOTAL +3% annual inflation since 2017: $2,073,900 
2021 

Prairie Ave7 Isabella St Catalpa Pl ABR2 725 Very Poor $561,300 
Hill St Hibbard Rd East End AC 604 Poor $129,390 
4th St Central Ave Lake Ave APC 810 Poor $166,290 

Washington Sheridan Rd Michigan Ave AC 361 Poor $68,940 
Central Ave Hibbard Rd Lavergne Ave AC 1279 Poor $344,150 

Kenilworth Ave 21st St Ridge Rd PCC 866 Poor $87,950 
Wilmette Ave Green Bay Rd Prairie Ave AC 1093 Poor $436,410 

5,823 ft (1.10 miles)    TOTAL:  $1,794,430 
Brick Purchase $40,400 

TOTAL +3% annual inflation since 2017: $2,065,200 
2022 

Prairie Ave Catalpa Pl Maple Ave ABR2 810 Very Poor $638,100 
Lake Ave Wilmette Ave 260’ E. of 5th St AC 3327 Poor $895,230 

Kilpatrick Ave Hartzell St Glenview Rd AC 630 Poor $174,990 
20th St Central Ave Highland Ave PCC 308 Poor $31,280 
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5,075 ft (0.96 miles)    TOTAL: $1,739,600 
Brick Purchase $45,900 

TOTAL +3% annual inflation since 2017: $2,069,900 
 

1 Estimated costs are based on current 2017 construction pricing and do not include an annual cost 
increase (index), engineering (soft) costs (such as pavement cores, topography, or material testing). 
2 ABR are constructed one block per year per policy discussion at MSC on 11-3-16 which was intended 
to minimize the impact of the brick replacement project within the annual road program.  28 blocks 
were determined eligible of which 14 are very poor, 7 are poor, 2 are fair, 4 are excellent and 1 is 
unrated.  Since Forest from 5th to 6th is under construction in 2017, 27 blocks remain and another 13 
years are needed to complete the very poor ABR streets.  
3 Design contract RFP No. 16-M-0010 CBBEL. 
4 Street improvement requires coordination with Evanston. 
5 Water main replacement and redevelopment of 333 Ridge Road may move resurfacing to 2020. 
6 Stormwater action plan may move resurfacing to a later year. 
7 Traffic calming eligible. 
 
Surface Description 
ABR=Asphalt over brick 
APC=Asphalt over concrete 
AC=Asphalt Street 
PCC=Concrete Street 
 
In 2019 the Village will be reconstructing Central Avenue and Locust Road as part of grant projects. 
Due to the Village’s share for the projects being over $2 million, these projects will account for the 
entirety of the 2019 Road Program.   
 
Project Update 
 
The Village’s net cost of the Surface Transportation Program (STP) projects is shown in the 2018 
table above only which is funded out of the road program.  The funding amount of $2,000,000 has 
been added to 2022.   
 
In 2017, the following funds were utilized for the Road Program: 
MFT:            $700,000 
Dedicated Revenues:          $954,582 
Sewer Repair                        $375,620 
Park District                            $66,073 
Total:                                 $2,096,276 
 
In 2016, the following funds were utilized for the Road Program: 
 
MFT: $883,500 
Dedicated Revenues: $327,011 
Total: $1,210,511 
 
In 2015, the following funds were utilized for the Road Program: 
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MFT: $820,000 
Dedicated Revenues: $344,000 
Total: $1,164,000 
 
In 2014, the following funds were utilized for the Road Program: 
 
MFT: $800,000 
Dedicated Revenues: $48,000 
Bond Proceeds $0 
Total $848,000 
 
In 2013, the following funds were utilized for the Road Program: 
 
MFT: $800,000 
Dedicated Revenues: $570,000 
Bond Proceeds $0 
Total $1,370,000 
 
Project Alternative  
 
The alternative to pavement rehabilitation is patching on an emergency basis.  While patching will 
slow down the progression of potholes, it creates joints in the pavement that will eventually result in 
further deterioration.  The second alternative is not to perform any roadway maintenance, which will 
result in total pavement failure.  Once the roadway base is impacted from lack of maintenance, the 
road has to be reconstructed typically at three to four times the cost of resurfacing.    
 
The Village Board approved a Special Service Areas (SSA) policy in 2016 which allows residents to 
petition for their street rehabilitation to be accelerated at a shared cost.    
 
Operating Budget Impact 
 
Is this purchase routine __X___ or ______non-routine? 
 

ROUTINE 
Department Budget General Fund Capital 
Account Number Description Road Program 
Account Number 11202035—80100 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.15 
 

 
  
 

       

SUBJECT: 2018 Alley Program  
 
MEETING DATE:  February 27, 2018       
 
FROM:   Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E. Director of Engineering and Public Works 

Dan Manis, P.E., Village Engineer 
Jorge Cruz, P.E., Assistant Village Engineer 
 

BUDGET IMPACT: Project Cost ..................................................  $529,764 
 Available Budget ...........................................  $544,700 
 Over/(Under) Budget ....................................... ($14,936) 
 

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve a contract in the amount not-to-exceed $529,764 with Schroeder & 
Schroeder, Inc., Skokie, IL, for the 2018 Alley Paving Program. 
 

Background 
 
In recent years, the Village Board has committed to advancing engineering design of road and 
alley programs to take advantage of the competitive bidding environment early in the season. 
This approach has been validated with the number of qualified bid submittals (10) and pricing 
well below the engineer’s estimate for the alley program this year. 
 
The alley program is developed from the Engineering Division’s evaluation of the Village’s 
entire alley network. Rankings are generated based on pavement condition and drainage 
characteristics, including how alley drainage impacts adjacent rear yards. The following table 
shows the criteria for the rating. 
 

Rating
  

Pavement  Drainage 

   A Like New Excellent 

   B Minor Cracking Minor Standing Water 

   C Pronounced Cracking  Standing Water   

   D Major Cracking and Pavement Settling Major Standing Water  

   E Failed Pavement   Flooding and Hazardous 
Conditions 

 

Engineering & Public Works 
Department 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:manisd@wilmette.com
mailto:cruzj@wilmette.com
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The Village reconstructs alleys on a “worst-first” basis. All four alleys recommended for award 
in the 2018 program have a pavement rating of “E” and drainage rating of “D”.     
 
The following alleys were included in the bid for the 2018 Alley Program:   
 

Location From To Rating 

   Pavement Drainage 

700 Linden * 7th St 8th St E D 

400 Greenleaf * 4th St 5th St E D 

500 Greenleaf * 5th St 6th St E D 

700 Greenleaf ** 7th St 8th St E D 

1900 Schiller *** Ridge Road 20th St D D 

 
*Included in Base Bid 
**Alternate 2 (recommended for award) 
***Alternate 1 (not recommended for award) 

 
The scope of work for the alley program consists of removing the existing pavement and 
deteriorated base and rebuilding the alley with a new gravel base and eight inches of concrete 
pavement. The project also includes sewer installation on the 500 Greenleaf alley to ensure 
proper drainage of the pavement surface, and related driveway apron replacement and 
restoration.  
 
Discussion 
 
The 2018 Alley Program was advertised for bid on the Village website on January 4, 2018. The 
project was designed by Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD. (CBBEL). The project had 
ten qualified bidders. Bids were opened on January 30, 2018 and are summarized below in 
order based on the cost for the Base Bid plus Alternate 2: 
 

Company Base Bid Base+Alt 1 Base+Alt2 Base+Alt 1&2 

Schroeder & Schroeder $402,221.25 $539,507.75 $529,763.75 $667,050.25 

A Lamp Concrete Contractors $403,473.75 $555,222.50 $543,183.75 $694,932.50 

Triggi Construction $494,768.00 $686,786.50 $666,831.50 $858,850.00 

Copenhaver Construction $498,150.03 $703,067.04 $669,525.04 $874,442.05 

Sumit Construction Co. $499,157.50 $684,400.00 $673,397.50 $858,640.00 

Martam Construction $543,975.00 $745,034.00 $732,870.00 $933,237.75 

Alliance Contractors $546,449.55 $742,193.55 $734,189.05 $929,933.05 

Larusso Cement Contractors $565,456.752 $789,414.50 $774,280.00 $988,237.75 

G&M Cement Construction $592,327.53 $833,147.54 $798,587.54 $1,039,407.55 

Landmark Contractors $630,304.65 $854,527.65 $844,219.15 $1,068,422.15 

     

Engineer’s Estimate $508,110.00 $690,817.50 $686,335.00 $869,042.50 
 

Staff recommends that the base bid and alternate 2 be awarded since the alley included in 
alternate 2 is in worse condition than the alley included in alternate 1.  Both alternates stay 
within budget.   
 
Schroeder & Schroeder provided the lowest qualified bid of $529,763.75.  They last worked in 
Wilmette in 2017 and successfully completed the 2017 Brick Renovation & Repair Program. 
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CBBEL contacted the Village of Schaumburg and the Village of Itasca where Schroeder & 
Schroeder also completed work in 2017. Both municipalities were satisfied with the quality of 
work. For these reasons, the Engineering and Public Works Department recommends 
awarding the 2017 Alley Program to Schroeder & Schroeder, Inc.  
 
The 2018 Alley Program is scheduled to begin in early July and be completed by late 
September 2018.  
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2018 Alley Program will be paid for as follows: 
 

Alley Program (11202035-425200) Amount 

Available Budget $544,700 

Project Amount $529,764 

Over/(Under Budget) ($14,936) 
 

Documents Attached 
 

1. CBBEL Bid tabulation  
2. Phone Conversation Log  
3. Bid report 
4. CIP Project Sheet 



Christopher B. Burke Engineering
9575 W. Higgins Road    Suite 600
Rosemont, IL 60018

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE

2018 ALLEY PROGRAM

CONTRACT NO.: 18002

BID TAB
DATE: January 30, 2018

BASE BID
ITEM # ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST

20101200 TREE ROOT PRUNING EACH 6 150.00$            900.00$            150.00$            900.00$            50.00$             300.00$            275.00$            1,650.00$         30.00$             180.00$            125.00$            750.00$            450.00$            2,700.00$         500.00$            3,000.00$         275.00$            1,650.00$         150.00$            900.00$               150.00$            900.00$               
20101300 TREE PRUNING (1 TO 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 6 150.00$            900.00$            100.00$            600.00$            100.00$            600.00$            150.00$            900.00$            30.00$             180.00$            75.00$             450.00$            100.00$            600.00$            100.00$            600.00$            198.00$            1,188.00$         85.00$             510.00$               100.00$            600.00$               
20101350 TREE PRUNING (OVER 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 6 200.00$            1,200.00$         190.00$            1,140.00$         200.00$            1,200.00$         300.00$            1,800.00$         30.00$             180.00$            125.00$            750.00$            150.00$            900.00$            200.00$            1,200.00$         275.00$            1,650.00$         95.00$             570.00$               190.00$            1,140.00$            
20200100 EARTH EXCAVATION CU YD 575 45.00$             25,875.00$       22.00$             12,650.00$       54.00$             31,050.00$       55.00$             31,625.00$       41.00$             23,575.00$       55.00$             31,625.00$       55.00$             31,625.00$       10.00$             5,750.00$         43.50$             25,012.50$       54.00$             31,050.00$          72.30$             41,572.50$          
20201200 REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL CU YD 115 50.00$             5,750.00$         22.00$             2,530.00$         15.00$             1,725.00$         55.00$             6,325.00$         41.00$             4,715.00$         65.00$             7,475.00$         55.00$             6,325.00$         10.00$             1,150.00$         45.25$             5,203.75$         80.00$             9,200.00$            92.25$             10,608.75$          
*20800150 TRENCH BACKFILL, SPECIAL CU YD 50 50.00$             2,500.00$         10.00$             500.00$            32.00$             1,600.00$         50.00$             2,500.00$         43.00$             2,150.00$         35.00$             1,750.00$         51.00$             2,550.00$         1.00$               50.00$             60.25$             3,012.50$         65.00$             3,250.00$            60.60$             3,030.00$            
21001000 GEOTECHNICAL FABRIC FOR GROUND STABILIZATION SQ YD 375 3.00$               1,125.00$         1.00$               375.00$            1.50$               562.50$            1.50$               562.50$            3.00$               1,125.00$         2.50$               937.50$            3.00$               1,125.00$         1.00$               375.00$            3.00$               1,125.00$         3.00$               1,125.00$            1.60$               600.00$               
21101615 TOPSOIL FURNISH AND PLACE, 4" SQ YD 300 5.00$               1,500.00$         5.00$               1,500.00$         4.00$               1,200.00$         1.00$               300.00$            5.00$               1,500.00$         5.50$               1,650.00$         6.00$               1,800.00$         0.10$               30.00$             11.00$             3,300.00$         10.00$             3,000.00$            0.10$               30.00$                 
21301072 EXPLORATION TRENCH 72" DEPTH FOOT 75 50.00$             3,750.00$         25.00$             1,875.00$         10.00$             750.00$            50.00$             3,750.00$         10.00$             750.00$            65.00$             4,875.00$         62.00$             4,650.00$         1.00$               75.00$             30.00$             2,250.00$         110.00$            8,250.00$            30.00$             2,250.00$            
25100125 MULCH, METHOD 3 SQ YD 300 10.00$             3,000.00$         3.50$               1,050.00$         2.50$               750.00$            5.00$               1,500.00$         1.00$               300.00$            7.00$               2,100.00$         4.00$               1,200.00$         5.00$               1,500.00$         6.00$               1,800.00$         55.00$             16,500.00$          5.00$               1,500.00$            
25100630 EROSION CONTROL BLANKET SQ YD 300 5.00$               1,500.00$         2.50$               750.00$            1.00$               300.00$            5.00$               1,500.00$         1.00$               300.00$            3.25$               975.00$            4.00$               1,200.00$         5.00$               1,500.00$         6.00$               1,800.00$         10.00$             3,000.00$            5.00$               1,500.00$            
*25200110 SODDING, SPECIAL SQ YD 300 20.00$             6,000.00$         12.50$             3,750.00$         5.00$               1,500.00$         25.00$             7,500.00$         8.00$               2,400.00$         12.00$             3,600.00$         20.00$             6,000.00$         38.00$             11,400.00$       27.50$             8,250.00$         20.00$             6,000.00$            38.00$             11,400.00$          
25200200 SUPPLEMENTAL WATERING UNIT 3 100.00$            300.00$            100.00$            300.00$            10.00$             30.00$             1.00$               3.00$               0.01$               0.03$               50.00$             150.00$            20.00$             60.00$             0.10$               0.30$               66.00$             198.00$            0.01$               0.03$                   0.10$               0.30$                   
28000510 INLET FILTERS EACH 2 150.00$            300.00$            125.00$            250.00$            15.00$             30.00$             200.00$            400.00$            30.00$             60.00$             150.00$            300.00$            225.00$            450.00$            150.00$            300.00$            200.00$            400.00$            200.00$            400.00$               151.55$            303.10$               
28200200 FILTER FABRIC SQ YD 225 3.00$               675.00$            1.50$               337.50$            5.00$               1,125.00$         2.00$               450.00$            3.00$               675.00$            3.00$               675.00$            3.00$               675.00$            1.00$               225.00$            5.00$               1,125.00$         5.00$               1,125.00$            1.60$               360.00$               
*30300001 AGGREGATE SUBGRADE IMPROVEMENT CU YD 115 60.00$             6,900.00$         18.00$             2,070.00$         15.00$             1,725.00$         50.00$             5,750.00$         30.00$             3,450.00$         40.00$             4,600.00$         82.00$             9,430.00$         25.00$             2,875.00$         66.80$             7,682.00$         80.00$             9,200.00$            67.90$             7,808.50$            
35101800 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 6" SQ YD 2,725 10.00$             27,250.00$       7.00$               19,075.00$       7.25$               19,756.25$       10.00$             27,250.00$       8.00$               21,800.00$       8.00$               21,800.00$       14.00$             38,150.00$       3.25$               8,856.25$         9.40$               25,615.00$       9.00$               24,525.00$          17.15$             46,733.75$          
*35102400 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 12" (SPECIAL) SQ YD 15 25.00$             375.00$            13.00$             195.00$            15.00$             225.00$            25.00$             375.00$            25.00$             375.00$            11.00$             165.00$            24.00$             360.00$            16.00$             240.00$            33.00$             495.00$            40.00$             600.00$               38.35$             575.25$               
40600982 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL - BUTT JOINT SQ YD 75 20.00$             1,500.00$         25.00$             1,875.00$         8.00$               600.00$            25.00$             1,875.00$         20.00$             1,500.00$         6.00$               450.00$            33.00$             2,475.00$         25.00$             1,875.00$         10.30$             772.50$            15.00$             1,125.00$            20.00$             1,500.00$            
*42000300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT 8" SQ YD 2,725 62.50$             170,312.50$     58.00$             158,050.00$     55.00$             149,875.00$     62.50$             170,312.50$     63.00$             171,675.00$     64.00$             174,400.00$     66.00$             179,850.00$     65.00$             177,125.00$     62.00$             168,950.00$     68.00$             185,300.00$        67.35$             183,528.75$        
42400200 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 5 INCH SQ FT 250 7.50$               1,875.00$         6.00$               1,500.00$         7.75$               1,937.50$         6.50$               1,625.00$         10.00$             2,500.00$         10.00$             2,500.00$         7.00$               1,750.00$         7.50$               1,875.00$         12.00$             3,000.00$         10.00$             2,500.00$            7.90$               1,975.00$            
42400300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 6 INCH SQ FT 150 10.00$             1,500.00$         6.25$               937.50$            9.00$               1,350.00$         7.50$               1,125.00$         11.00$             1,650.00$         12.00$             1,800.00$         8.00$               1,200.00$         8.00$               1,200.00$         15.00$             2,250.00$         12.00$             1,800.00$            8.25$               1,237.50$            
*42400800 DETECTABLE WARNINGS SQ FT 40 40.00$             1,600.00$         37.00$             1,480.00$         25.00$             1,000.00$         25.00$             1,000.00$         29.00$             1,160.00$         32.00$             1,280.00$         31.00$             1,240.00$         25.00$             1,000.00$         38.50$             1,540.00$         70.00$             2,800.00$            24.25$             970.00$               
*44000100 PAVEMENT REMOVAL SQ YD 2,750 15.00$             41,250.00$       10.00$             27,500.00$       8.00$               22,000.00$       22.50$             61,875.00$       15.00$             41,250.00$       21.00$             57,750.00$       16.00$             44,000.00$       30.00$             82,500.00$       15.00$             41,250.00$       20.00$             55,000.00$          18.20$             50,050.00$          
44000500 COMBINATION CURB AND GUTTER REMOVAL FOOT 325 10.00$             3,250.00$         3.00$               975.00$            4.70$               1,527.50$         7.50$               2,437.50$         7.00$               2,275.00$         7.00$               2,275.00$         10.00$             3,250.00$         30.00$             9,750.00$         16.00$             5,200.00$         10.00$             3,250.00$            19.30$             6,272.50$            
44000600 SIDEWALK REMOVAL SQ FT 250 5.00$               1,250.00$         1.00$               250.00$            2.00$               500.00$            2.00$               500.00$            4.00$               1,000.00$         2.00$               500.00$            2.00$               500.00$            3.00$               750.00$            10.00$             2,500.00$         3.00$               750.00$               4.35$               1,087.50$            
*44201723 CLASS D PATCHES, 6 INCH (SPECIAL) SQ YD 60 75.00$             4,500.00$         63.50$             3,810.00$         65.00$             3,900.00$         75.00$             4,500.00$         69.00$             4,140.00$         45.00$             2,700.00$         116.00$            6,960.00$         115.00$            6,900.00$         98.00$             5,880.00$         150.00$            9,000.00$            200.00$            12,000.00$          
48101600 AGGREGATE SHOULDERS, TYPE B 8" SQ YD 225 25.00$             5,625.00$         22.00$             4,950.00$         17.00$             3,825.00$         15.00$             3,375.00$         14.00$             3,150.00$         10.00$             2,250.00$         23.00$             5,175.00$         35.00$             7,875.00$         13.60$             3,060.00$         12.00$             2,700.00$            39.45$             8,876.25$            
550B0040 STORM SEWERS, CLASS B, TYPE 1, 10" FOOT 225 70.00$             15,750.00$       75.00$             16,875.00$       54.00$             12,150.00$       70.00$             15,750.00$       55.00$             12,375.00$       70.00$             15,750.00$       57.00$             12,825.00$       160.00$            36,000.00$       84.00$             18,900.00$       110.00$            24,750.00$          133.40$            30,015.00$          
550B0050 STORM SEWERS, CLASS B, TYPE 1, 12" FOOT 0 80.00$             -$                 76.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 70.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 160.00$            -$                 96.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
55100400 STORM SEWER REMOVAL  10" FOOT 225 10.00$             2,250.00$         10.00$             2,250.00$         1.00$               225.00$            5.00$               1,125.00$         10.00$             2,250.00$         5.00$               1,125.00$         10.00$             2,250.00$         1.00$               225.00$            42.00$             9,450.00$         20.00$             4,500.00$            14.00$             3,150.00$            
*59300100 CONTROLLED LOW-STRENGTH MATERIAL (CLSM), SPECIAL CU YD 50 150.00$            7,500.00$         150.00$            7,500.00$         50.00$             2,500.00$         200.00$            10,000.00$       125.00$            6,250.00$         200.00$            10,000.00$       167.00$            8,350.00$         1.00$               50.00$             242.00$            12,100.00$       190.00$            9,500.00$            127.10$            6,355.00$            
*60200105 CATCH BASINS, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 0 3,500.00$         -$                 3,340.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                 5,000.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 5,000.00$         -$                 5,800.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*60234200 INLETS, TYPE A, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 0 1,750.00$         -$                 1,480.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                 1,500.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 2,500.00$         -$                 2,540.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
60603800 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE B-6.12 FOOT 400 30.00$             12,000.00$       20.00$             8,000.00$         25.00$             10,000.00$       25.00$             10,000.00$       25.00$             10,000.00$       27.00$             10,800.00$       31.00$             12,400.00$       35.00$             14,000.00$       26.00$             10,400.00$       30.00$             12,000.00$          36.15$             14,460.00$          
67100100 MOBILIZATION L. SUM 1 15,000.00$       15,000.00$       17,500.00$       17,500.00$       20,000.00$       20,000.00$       15,000.00$       15,000.00$       39,000.00$       39,000.00$       10,000.00$       10,000.00$       18,000.00$       18,000.00$       52,610.00$       52,610.00$       12,600.00$       12,600.00$       25,000.00$       25,000.00$          43,800.00$       43,800.00$          
*70101700 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION L. SUM 1 15,000.00$       15,000.00$       20,000.00$       20,000.00$       22,000.00$       22,000.00$       7,500.00$         7,500.00$         34,000.00$       34,000.00$       20,000.00$       20,000.00$       20,000.00$       20,000.00$       1,400.00$         1,400.00$         6,400.00$         6,400.00$         10,000.00$       10,000.00$          2,600.00$         2,600.00$            
78001100 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LETTERS AND SYMBOLS SQ FT 100 10.00$             1,000.00$         15.00$             1,500.00$         7.00$               700.00$            10.00$             1,000.00$         16.00$             1,600.00$         6.00$               600.00$            6.00$               600.00$            11.00$             1,100.00$         16.50$             1,650.00$         25.00$             2,500.00$            15.00$             1,500.00$            
78001110 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE  4" FOOT 200 2.00$               400.00$            2.50$               500.00$            0.75$               150.00$            2.00$               400.00$            5.00$               1,000.00$         0.50$               100.00$            1.00$               200.00$            2.25$               450.00$            3.00$               600.00$            3.50$               700.00$               2.50$               500.00$               
78001130 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE  6" FOOT 200 4.00$               800.00$            3.75$               750.00$            1.00$               200.00$            3.00$               600.00$            8.00$               1,600.00$         0.80$               160.00$            1.50$               300.00$            2.75$               550.00$            4.00$               800.00$            4.50$               900.00$               3.75$               750.00$               
78001150 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 12" FOOT 50 6.00$               300.00$            7.50$               375.00$            2.00$               100.00$            6.00$               300.00$            15.00$             750.00$            2.00$               100.00$            3.00$               150.00$            5.50$               275.00$            8.00$               400.00$            9.00$               450.00$               7.50$               375.00$               
78001180 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 24" FOOT 20 8.00$               160.00$            15.00$             300.00$            7.00$               140.00$            12.00$             240.00$            30.00$             600.00$            4.00$               80.00$             6.00$               120.00$            11.00$             220.00$            16.50$             330.00$            18.00$             360.00$               15.00$             300.00$               
*X0540000 BRICK PAVER RESET, SPECIAL SQ FT 105 30.00$             3,150.00$         10.00$             1,050.00$         18.00$             1,890.00$         15.00$             1,575.00$         11.00$             1,155.00$         16.00$             1,680.00$         19.00$             1,995.00$         14.00$             1,470.00$         38.50$             4,042.50$         30.00$             3,150.00$            14.00$             1,470.00$            
*X4021000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (PRIVATE ENTRANCE) EACH 33 150.00$            4,950.00$         100.00$            3,300.00$         25.00$             825.00$            150.00$            4,950.00$         150.00$            4,950.00$         75.00$             2,475.00$         320.00$            10,560.00$       1.00$               33.00$             350.00$            11,550.00$       100.00$            3,300.00$            165.00$            5,445.00$            
*XX000406 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT SQ FT 75 30.00$             2,250.00$         14.00$             1,050.00$         28.00$             2,100.00$         20.00$             1,500.00$         20.00$             1,500.00$         18.00$             1,350.00$         25.00$             1,875.00$         18.00$             1,350.00$         48.00$             3,600.00$         40.00$             3,000.00$            18.00$             1,350.00$            
*XX001621 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL, SPECIAL SQ FT 105 10.00$             1,050.00$         3.25$               341.25$            10.00$             1,050.00$         5.00$               525.00$            3.00$               315.00$            6.00$               630.00$            6.00$               630.00$            5.00$               525.00$            12.00$             1,260.00$         10.00$             1,050.00$            5.00$               525.00$               
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED, SPECIAL EACH 0 325.00$            -$                 650.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 750.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 500.00$            -$                 720.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*XX003435 PCC DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 700 70.00$             49,000.00$       50.00$             35,000.00$       58.00$             40,600.00$       65.00$             45,500.00$       56.00$             39,200.00$       70.00$             49,000.00$       69.00$             48,300.00$       90.00$             63,000.00$       99.00$             69,300.00$       69.00$             48,300.00$          81.10$             56,770.00$          
*XX004774 BRICK DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 65 100.00$            6,500.00$         85.00$             5,525.00$         250.00$            16,250.00$       150.00$            9,750.00$         95.00$             6,175.00$         160.00$            10,400.00$       122.00$            7,930.00$         126.00$            8,190.00$         400.00$            26,000.00$       170.00$            11,050.00$          168.50$            10,952.50$          
*XX006571 REMOVE AND REPLACE BOLLARDS EACH 3 1,000.00$         3,000.00$         500.00$            1,500.00$         850.00$            2,550.00$         500.00$            1,500.00$         1,000.00$         3,000.00$         600.00$            1,800.00$         1,600.00$         4,800.00$         1,500.00$         4,500.00$         1,180.00$         3,540.00$         900.00$            2,700.00$            1,050.00$         3,150.00$            
*XX006947 HMA DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 110 65.00$             7,150.00$         48.00$             5,280.00$         50.00$             5,500.00$         65.00$             7,150.00$         39.00$             4,290.00$         60.00$             6,600.00$         56.00$             6,160.00$         90.00$             9,900.00$         55.00$             6,050.00$         70.00$             7,700.00$            142.50$            15,675.00$          
*Z0013798 CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT L. SUM 1 10,000.00$       10,000.00$       7,500.00$         7,500.00$         7,000.00$         7,000.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         8,900.00$         8,900.00$         10,000.00$       10,000.00$       7,800.00$         7,800.00$         5,750.00$         5,750.00$         10,400.00$       10,400.00$       15,000.00$       15,000.00$          5,900.00$         5,900.00$            
*Z0018700 DRAINAGE STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED EACH 1 500.00$            500.00$            300.00$            300.00$            400.00$            400.00$            200.00$            200.00$            350.00$            350.00$            300.00$            300.00$            380.00$            380.00$            500.00$            500.00$            960.00$            960.00$            500.00$            500.00$               365.00$            365.00$               

*NA EDGE SLOPE ADJUSTMENT FOOT 750 10.00$             7,500.00$         5.00$               3,750.00$         1.00$               750.00$            7.50$               5,625.00$         15.00$             11,250.00$       10.00$             7,500.00$         15.00$             11,250.00$       1.00$               750.00$            19.00$             14,250.00$       10.00$             7,500.00$            11.70$             8,775.00$            
*NA TENSAR GEOGRID SQ YD 2,725 7.50$               20,437.50$       4.00$               10,900.00$       2.00$               5,450.00$         2.50$               6,812.50$         5.00$               13,625.00$       3.00$               8,175.00$         4.00$               10,900.00$       5.00$               13,625.00$       5.40$               14,715.00$       5.50$               14,987.50$          6.50$               17,712.50$          

*INDICATES SPECIAL PROVISION TOTAL = 508,110.00$     TOTAL = 402,221.25$     TOTAL = 403,473.75$     TOTAL = 494,768.00$     TOTAL = 498,150.03$     TOTAL = 499,157.50$     TOTAL = 543,975.00$     TOTAL = 546,449.55$     TOTAL = 565,456.75$     TOTAL = 592,327.53$        TOTAL = 630,304.65$        

COPENHAVER 
CONSTRUCTION

TRIGGI CONSTRUCTIONENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
SCHROEDER & SCHROEDER, 

INC.
SUMIT CONSTRUCTION CO.A LAMP CONCRETE

ALLIANCE CONTRACTORS, 
INC.

LARUSSO CEMENT 
CONTRACTORS, INC.

G&M CEMENT CONSTRUCTION, 
INC.

LANDMARK CONTRACTORS, 
INC.

MARTAM CONSTRUCTION
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Christopher B. Burke Engineering
9575 W. Higgins Road    Suite 600
Rosemont, IL 60018

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE

2018 ALLEY PROGRAM

CONTRACT NO.: 18002

BID TAB
DATE: January 30, 2018

ALTERNATE 1 BID
ITEM # ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST

20101200 TREE ROOT PRUNING EACH 12 150.00$            1,800.00$         120.00$            1,440.00$         10.00$             120.00$            275.00$            3,300.00$         30.00$             360.00$            125.00$            1,500.00$         450.00$            5,400.00$         350.00$            4,200.00$         250.00$            3,000.00$         150.00$            1,800.00$            120.00$            1,440.00$            
20101300 TREE PRUNING (1 TO 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 9 150.00$            1,350.00$         100.00$            900.00$            100.00$            900.00$            150.00$            1,350.00$         30.00$             270.00$            75.00$             675.00$            100.00$            900.00$            100.00$            900.00$            200.00$            1,800.00$         85.00$             765.00$               100.00$            900.00$               
20101350 TREE PRUNING (OVER 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 3 200.00$            600.00$            190.00$            570.00$            200.00$            600.00$            300.00$            900.00$            30.00$             90.00$             125.00$            375.00$            150.00$            450.00$            200.00$            600.00$            275.00$            825.00$            95.00$             285.00$               190.00$            570.00$               
20200100 EARTH EXCAVATION CU YD 275 45.00$             12,375.00$       22.00$             6,050.00$         54.00$             14,850.00$       55.00$             15,125.00$       41.00$             11,275.00$       55.00$             15,125.00$       55.00$             15,125.00$       10.00$             2,750.00$         43.50$             11,962.50$       54.00$             14,850.00$          72.75$             20,006.25$          
20201200 REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL CU YD 55 50.00$             2,750.00$         22.00$             1,210.00$         15.00$             825.00$            55.00$             3,025.00$         41.00$             2,255.00$         65.00$             3,575.00$         55.00$             3,025.00$         10.00$             550.00$            45.25$             2,488.75$         80.00$             4,400.00$            92.65$             5,095.75$            
*20800150 TRENCH BACKFILL, SPECIAL CU YD 120 50.00$             6,000.00$         10.00$             1,200.00$         32.00$             3,840.00$         50.00$             6,000.00$         43.00$             5,160.00$         35.00$             4,200.00$         51.00$             6,120.00$         1.00$               120.00$            60.25$             7,230.00$         65.00$             7,800.00$            60.65$             7,278.00$            
21001000 GEOTECHNICAL FABRIC FOR GROUND STABILIZATION SQ YD 175 3.00$               525.00$            2.00$               350.00$            1.50$               262.50$            1.50$               262.50$            3.00$               525.00$            2.50$               437.50$            3.00$               525.00$            1.00$               175.00$            3.00$               525.00$            3.00$               525.00$               1.60$               280.00$               
21101615 TOPSOIL FURNISH AND PLACE, 4" SQ YD 100 5.00$               500.00$            5.00$               500.00$            4.00$               400.00$            1.00$               100.00$            5.00$               500.00$            5.50$               550.00$            6.00$               600.00$            0.10$               10.00$             11.00$             1,100.00$         10.00$             1,000.00$            0.10$               10.00$                 
21301072 EXPLORATION TRENCH 72" DEPTH FOOT 25 50.00$             1,250.00$         25.00$             625.00$            10.00$             250.00$            50.00$             1,250.00$         10.00$             250.00$            65.00$             1,625.00$         62.00$             1,550.00$         1.00$               25.00$             30.00$             750.00$            110.00$            2,750.00$            30.00$             750.00$               
25100125 MULCH, METHOD 3 SQ YD 100 10.00$             1,000.00$         3.50$               350.00$            2.50$               250.00$            5.00$               500.00$            1.00$               100.00$            7.00$               700.00$            4.00$               400.00$            5.00$               500.00$            6.00$               600.00$            55.00$             5,500.00$            5.00$               500.00$               
25100630 EROSION CONTROL BLANKET SQ YD 100 5.00$               500.00$            2.50$               250.00$            1.00$               100.00$            5.00$               500.00$            1.00$               100.00$            3.25$               325.00$            4.00$               400.00$            5.00$               500.00$            6.00$               600.00$            10.00$             1,000.00$            5.00$               500.00$               
*25200110 SODDING, SPECIAL SQ YD 100 20.00$             2,000.00$         12.50$             1,250.00$         5.00$               500.00$            25.00$             2,500.00$         8.00$               800.00$            12.00$             1,200.00$         20.00$             2,000.00$         38.00$             3,800.00$         27.50$             2,750.00$         20.00$             2,000.00$            38.00$             3,800.00$            
25200200 SUPPLEMENTAL WATERING UNIT 1 100.00$            100.00$            100.00$            100.00$            10.00$             10.00$             1.00$               1.00$               0.01$               0.01$               50.00$             50.00$             20.00$             20.00$             150.00$            150.00$            66.00$             66.00$             0.01$               0.01$                   150.00$            150.00$               
28000510 INLET FILTERS EACH 1 150.00$            150.00$            125.00$            125.00$            15.00$             15.00$             200.00$            200.00$            30.00$             30.00$             150.00$            150.00$            225.00$            225.00$            150.00$            150.00$            200.00$            200.00$            200.00$            200.00$               152.00$            152.00$               
28200200 FILTER FABRIC SQ YD 100 3.00$               300.00$            1.00$               100.00$            5.00$               500.00$            2.00$               200.00$            3.00$               300.00$            3.00$               300.00$            3.00$               300.00$            1.00$               100.00$            5.00$               500.00$            5.00$               500.00$               1.60$               160.00$               
*30300001 AGGREGATE SUBGRADE IMPROVEMENT CU YD 55 60.00$             3,300.00$         18.00$             990.00$            15.00$             825.00$            50.00$             2,750.00$         30.00$             1,650.00$         40.00$             2,200.00$         82.00$             4,510.00$         25.00$             1,375.00$         66.80$             3,674.00$         80.00$             4,400.00$            73.50$             4,042.50$            
35101800 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 6" SQ YD 650 10.00$             6,500.00$         7.00$               4,550.00$         7.25$               4,712.50$         10.00$             6,500.00$         8.00$               5,200.00$         8.00$               5,200.00$         14.00$             9,100.00$         3.25$               2,112.50$         9.40$               6,110.00$         9.00$               5,850.00$            18.25$             11,862.50$          
*35102400 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 12" (SPECIAL) SQ YD 0 25.00$             -$                 13.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 25.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 16.00$             -$                 33.00$             -$                 18.00$             -$                    -$                 -$                     
40600982 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL - BUTT JOINT SQ YD 25 20.00$             500.00$            25.00$             625.00$            8.00$               200.00$            25.00$             625.00$            20.00$             500.00$            8.00$               200.00$            33.00$             825.00$            25.00$             625.00$            10.30$             257.50$            15.00$             375.00$               25.00$             625.00$               
*42000300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT 8" SQ YD 650 62.50$             40,625.00$       58.00$             37,700.00$       55.00$             35,750.00$       62.50$             40,625.00$       67.00$             43,550.00$       64.00$             41,600.00$       66.00$             42,900.00$       65.00$             42,250.00$       62.00$             40,300.00$       68.00$             44,200.00$          68.35$             44,427.50$          
42400200 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 5 INCH SQ FT 75 7.50$               562.50$            6.00$               450.00$            7.75$               581.25$            6.50$               487.50$            11.00$             825.00$            10.00$             750.00$            7.00$               525.00$            7.50$               562.50$            20.00$             1,500.00$         10.00$             750.00$               9.45$               708.75$               
42400300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 6 INCH SQ FT 50 10.00$             500.00$            6.25$               312.50$            9.00$               450.00$            7.50$               375.00$            12.00$             600.00$            12.00$             600.00$            8.00$               400.00$            8.00$               400.00$            25.00$             1,250.00$         12.00$             600.00$               8.25$               412.50$               
*42400800 DETECTABLE WARNINGS SQ FT 0 40.00$             -$                 37.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 25.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 25.00$             -$                 38.50$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*44000100 PAVEMENT REMOVAL SQ YD 525 15.00$             7,875.00$         10.00$             5,250.00$         8.00$               4,200.00$         22.50$             11,812.50$       15.00$             7,875.00$         21.00$             11,025.00$       16.00$             8,400.00$         30.00$             15,750.00$       15.00$             7,875.00$         20.00$             10,500.00$          21.40$             11,235.00$          
44000500 COMBINATION CURB AND GUTTER REMOVAL FOOT 25 10.00$             250.00$            3.00$               75.00$             4.70$               117.50$            7.50$               187.50$            12.00$             300.00$            7.00$               175.00$            10.00$             250.00$            30.00$             750.00$            20.00$             500.00$            10.00$             250.00$               19.40$             485.00$               
44000600 SIDEWALK REMOVAL SQ FT 75 5.00$               375.00$            1.00$               75.00$             2.00$               150.00$            2.00$               150.00$            4.00$               300.00$            2.00$               150.00$            2.00$               150.00$            3.00$               225.00$            10.00$             750.00$            3.00$               225.00$               4.35$               326.25$               
*44201723 CLASS D PATCHES, 6 INCH (SPECIAL) SQ YD 20 75.00$             1,500.00$         63.50$             1,270.00$         65.00$             1,300.00$         75.00$             1,500.00$         75.00$             1,500.00$         45.00$             900.00$            116.00$            2,320.00$         115.00$            2,300.00$         98.00$             1,960.00$         150.00$            3,000.00$            215.00$            4,300.00$            
48101600 AGGREGATE SHOULDERS, TYPE B 8" SQ YD 100 25.00$             2,500.00$         22.00$             2,200.00$         17.00$             1,700.00$         15.00$             1,500.00$         14.00$             1,400.00$         10.00$             1,000.00$         23.00$             2,300.00$         35.00$             3,500.00$         13.60$             1,360.00$         12.00$             1,200.00$            43.30$             4,330.00$            
550B0040 STORM SEWERS, CLASS B, TYPE 1, 10" FOOT 0 70.00$             -$                 75.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 70.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 160.00$            -$                 84.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
550B0050 STORM SEWERS, CLASS B, TYPE 1, 12" FOOT 254 80.00$             20,320.00$       76.00$             19,304.00$       60.00$             15,240.00$       70.00$             17,780.00$       63.00$             16,002.00$       70.00$             17,780.00$       91.00$             23,114.00$       160.00$            40,640.00$       96.00$             24,384.00$       130.00$            33,020.00$          136.50$            34,671.00$          
55100400 STORM SEWER REMOVAL  10" FOOT 0 10.00$             -$                 10.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 5.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 1.00$               -$                 42.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*59300100 CONTROLLED LOW-STRENGTH MATERIAL (CLSM), SPECIAL CU YD 120 150.00$            18,000.00$       150.00$            18,000.00$       50.00$             6,000.00$         200.00$            24,000.00$       125.00$            15,000.00$       200.00$            24,000.00$       167.00$            20,040.00$       1.00$               120.00$            242.00$            29,040.00$       190.00$            22,800.00$          128.00$            15,360.00$          
*60200105 CATCH BASINS, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 1 3,500.00$         3,500.00$         3,340.00$         3,340.00$         3,800.00$         3,800.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         3,000.00$         3,000.00$         3,800.00$         3,800.00$         3,860.00$         3,860.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         5,800.00$         5,800.00$         5,400.00$         5,400.00$            3,770.00$         3,770.00$            
*60234200 INLETS, TYPE A, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 1 1,750.00$         1,750.00$         1,480.00$         1,480.00$         1,700.00$         1,700.00$         1,500.00$         1,500.00$         1,700.00$         1,700.00$         1,600.00$         1,600.00$         1,480.00$         1,480.00$         2,500.00$         2,500.00$         2,540.00$         2,540.00$         2,500.00$         2,500.00$            2,600.00$         2,600.00$            
60603800 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE B-6.12 FOOT 100 30.00$             3,000.00$         20.00$             2,000.00$         25.00$             2,500.00$         25.00$             2,500.00$         27.00$             2,700.00$         27.00$             2,700.00$         31.00$             3,100.00$         35.00$             3,500.00$         40.00$             4,000.00$         30.00$             3,000.00$            36.15$             3,615.00$            
67100100 MOBILIZATION L. SUM 1 5,000.00$         5,000.00$         1,750.00$         1,750.00$         9,000.00$         9,000.00$         7,500.00$         7,500.00$         35,000.00$       35,000.00$       5,000.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         27,020.00$       27,020.00$       6,800.00$         6,800.00$         15,000.00$       15,000.00$          6,200.00$         6,200.00$            
*70101700 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION L. SUM 1 5,000.00$         5,000.00$         3,750.00$         3,750.00$         16,500.00$       16,500.00$       5,000.00$         5,000.00$         20,000.00$       20,000.00$       7,000.00$         7,000.00$         7,500.00$         7,500.00$         500.00$            500.00$            3,400.00$         3,400.00$         10,000.00$       10,000.00$          800.00$            800.00$               
78001100 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LETTERS AND SYMBOLS SQ FT 0 10.00$             -$                 15.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 10.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 11.00$             -$                 16.50$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001110 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE  4" FOOT 0 2.00$               -$                 2.50$               -$                 -$                 -$                 2.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 2.25$               -$                 3.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001130 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE  6" FOOT 0 4.00$               -$                 3.75$               -$                 -$                 -$                 3.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 2.75$               -$                 4.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001150 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 12" FOOT 0 6.00$               -$                 7.50$               -$                 -$                 -$                 6.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 5.50$               -$                 8.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001180 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 24" FOOT 0 8.00$               -$                 15.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 12.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 11.00$             -$                 16.50$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*X0540000 BRICK PAVER RESET, SPECIAL SQ FT 0 30.00$             -$                 10.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 15.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 14.00$             -$                 40.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*X4021000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (PRIVATE ENTRANCE) EACH 9 150.00$            1,350.00$         100.00$            900.00$            25.00$             225.00$            150.00$            1,350.00$         -$                 -$                 75.00$             675.00$            320.00$            2,880.00$         1.00$               9.00$               350.00$            3,150.00$         -$                 -$                    165.00$            1,485.00$            
*XX000406 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT SQ FT 0 30.00$             -$                 14.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 20.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 18.00$             -$                 78.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*XX001621 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL, SPECIAL SQ FT 0 10.00$             -$                 3.25$               -$                 -$                 -$                 5.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 5.00$               -$                 12.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED, SPECIAL EACH 0 325.00$            -$                 650.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 750.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 500.00$            -$                 720.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*XX003435 PCC DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 250 70.00$             17,500.00$       50.00$             12,500.00$       58.00$             14,500.00$       65.00$             16,250.00$       56.00$             14,000.00$       70.00$             17,500.00$       69.00$             17,250.00$       90.00$             22,500.00$       99.00$             24,750.00$       69.00$             17,250.00$          81.65$             20,412.50$          
*XX004774 BRICK DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 25 100.00$            2,500.00$         12.00$             300.00$            250.00$            6,250.00$         150.00$            3,750.00$         95.00$             2,375.00$         160.00$            4,000.00$         122.00$            3,050.00$         126.00$            3,150.00$         400.00$            10,000.00$       170.00$            4,250.00$            126.00$            3,150.00$            
*XX006571 REMOVE AND REPLACE BOLLARDS EACH 0 1,000.00$         -$                 500.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 500.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 1,500.00$         -$                 1,180.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*XX006947 HMA DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 15 65.00$             975.00$            48.00$             720.00$            50.00$             750.00$            65.00$             975.00$            70.00$             1,050.00$         60.00$             900.00$            56.00$             840.00$            90.00$             1,350.00$         55.00$             825.00$            70.00$             1,050.00$            174.00$            2,610.00$            
*Z0013798 CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT L. SUM 1 2,500.00$         2,500.00$         1,750.00$         1,750.00$         500.00$            500.00$            2,500.00$         2,500.00$         4,000.00$         4,000.00$         3,000.00$         3,000.00$         500.00$            500.00$            1,750.00$         1,750.00$         4,400.00$         4,400.00$         7,500.00$         7,500.00$            100.00$            100.00$               
*Z0018700 DRAINAGE STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED EACH 0 500.00$            -$                 300.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 200.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 500.00$            -$                 960.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     

*NA EDGE SLOPE ADJUSTMENT FOOT 75 10.00$             750.00$            5.00$               375.00$            1.00$               75.00$             7.50$               562.50$            15.00$             1,125.00$         10.00$             750.00$            15.00$             1,125.00$         1.00$               75.00$             19.00$             1,425.00$         10.00$             750.00$               11.70$             877.50$               
*NA TENSAR GEOGRID SQ YD 650 7.50$               4,875.00$         4.00$               2,600.00$         2.00$               1,300.00$         2.50$               1,625.00$         5.00$               3,250.00$         3.00$               1,950.00$         4.00$               2,600.00$         5.00$               3,250.00$         5.40$               3,510.00$         5.50$               3,575.00$            6.50$               4,225.00$            

*INDICATES SPECIAL PROVISION TOTAL = 182,707.50$     TOTAL = 137,286.50$     TOTAL = 151,748.75$     TOTAL = 192,018.50$     TOTAL = 204,917.01$     TOTAL = 185,242.50$     TOTAL = 201,059.00$     TOTAL = 195,744.00$     TOTAL = 223,957.75$     TOTAL = 240,820.01$        TOTAL = 224,223.00$        
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Christopher B. Burke Engineering
9575 W. Higgins Road    Suite 600
Rosemont, IL 60018

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE

2018 ALLEY PROGRAM

CONTRACT NO.: 18002

BID TAB
DATE: January 30, 2018

ALTERNATE 2 BID
ITEM # ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST UNIT COST TOTAL COST

20101200 TREE ROOT PRUNING EACH 2 150.00$            300.00$            150.00$            300.00$            50.00$             100.00$            275.00$            550.00$            30.00$             60.00$             125.00$            250.00$            450.00$            900.00$            500.00$            1,000.00$         275.00$            550.00$            150.00$            300.00$               150.00$            300.00$               
20101300 TREE PRUNING (1 TO 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 2 150.00$            300.00$            100.00$            200.00$            100.00$            200.00$            150.00$            300.00$            30.00$             60.00$             75.00$             150.00$            100.00$            200.00$            100.00$            200.00$            200.00$            400.00$            85.00$             170.00$               100.00$            200.00$               
20101350 TREE PRUNING (OVER 10 INCH DIAMETER) EACH 2 200.00$            400.00$            190.00$            380.00$            200.00$            400.00$            300.00$            600.00$            30.00$             60.00$             125.00$            250.00$            150.00$            300.00$            200.00$            400.00$            275.00$            550.00$            95.00$             190.00$               190.00$            380.00$               
20200100 EARTH EXCAVATION CU YD 225 45.00$             10,125.00$       22.00$             4,950.00$         54.00$             12,150.00$       55.00$             12,375.00$       41.00$             9,225.00$         55.00$             12,375.00$       55.00$             12,375.00$       10.00$             2,250.00$         43.50$             9,787.50$         54.00$             12,150.00$          73.45$             16,526.25$          
20201200 REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL CU YD 45 50.00$             2,250.00$         22.00$             990.00$            15.00$             675.00$            55.00$             2,475.00$         41.00$             1,845.00$         65.00$             2,925.00$         55.00$             2,475.00$         10.00$             450.00$            45.25$             2,036.25$         80.00$             3,600.00$            92.65$             4,169.25$            
*20800150 TRENCH BACKFILL, SPECIAL CU YD 0 50.00$             -$                 10.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 50.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 1.00$               -$                 60.25$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
21001000 GEOTECHNICAL FABRIC FOR GROUND STABILIZATION SQ YD 150 3.00$               450.00$            2.00$               300.00$            1.50$               225.00$            1.50$               225.00$            3.00$               450.00$            2.50$               375.00$            3.00$               450.00$            1.00$               150.00$            3.00$               450.00$            3.00$               450.00$               1.60$               240.00$               
21101615 TOPSOIL FURNISH AND PLACE, 4" SQ YD 100 5.00$               500.00$            5.00$               500.00$            4.00$               400.00$            1.00$               100.00$            5.00$               500.00$            5.50$               550.00$            6.00$               600.00$            0.10$               10.00$             11.00$             1,100.00$         10.00$             1,000.00$            0.10$               10.00$                 
21301072 EXPLORATION TRENCH 72" DEPTH FOOT 25 50.00$             1,250.00$         25.00$             625.00$            10.00$             250.00$            50.00$             1,250.00$         10.00$             250.00$            65.00$             1,625.00$         62.00$             1,550.00$         1.00$               25.00$             30.00$             750.00$            110.00$            2,750.00$            25.60$             640.00$               
25100125 MULCH, METHOD 3 SQ YD 100 10.00$             1,000.00$         3.50$               350.00$            2.50$               250.00$            5.00$               500.00$            1.00$               100.00$            7.00$               700.00$            4.00$               400.00$            5.00$               500.00$            6.00$               600.00$            55.00$             5,500.00$            5.00$               500.00$               
25100630 EROSION CONTROL BLANKET SQ YD 100 5.00$               500.00$            2.50$               250.00$            1.00$               100.00$            5.00$               500.00$            1.00$               100.00$            3.25$               325.00$            4.00$               400.00$            5.00$               500.00$            6.00$               600.00$            10.00$             1,000.00$            5.00$               500.00$               
*25200110 SODDING, SPECIAL SQ YD 100 20.00$             2,000.00$         12.50$             1,250.00$         5.00$               500.00$            25.00$             2,500.00$         8.00$               800.00$            12.00$             1,200.00$         20.00$             2,000.00$         38.00$             3,800.00$         27.50$             2,750.00$         20.00$             2,000.00$            38.00$             3,800.00$            
25200200 SUPPLEMENTAL WATERING UNIT 1 100.00$            100.00$            100.00$            100.00$            10.00$             10.00$             1.00$               1.00$               0.01$               0.01$               50.00$             50.00$             20.00$             20.00$             150.00$            150.00$            66.00$             66.00$             0.01$               0.01$                   60.00$             60.00$                 
28000510 INLET FILTERS EACH 0 150.00$            -$                 125.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 200.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 150.00$            -$                 200.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
28200200 FILTER FABRIC SQ YD 75 3.00$               225.00$            1.00$               75.00$             5.00$               375.00$            2.00$               150.00$            5.00$               375.00$            3.00$               225.00$            3.00$               225.00$            1.00$               75.00$             5.00$               375.00$            5.00$               375.00$               1.60$               120.00$               
*30300001 AGGREGATE SUBGRADE IMPROVEMENT CU YD 45 60.00$             2,700.00$         18.00$             810.00$            15.00$             675.00$            50.00$             2,250.00$         30.00$             1,350.00$         40.00$             1,800.00$         82.00$             3,690.00$         25.00$             1,125.00$         66.80$             3,006.00$         80.00$             3,600.00$            73.60$             3,312.00$            
35101800 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 6" SQ YD 950 10.00$             9,500.00$         7.00$               6,650.00$         7.25$               6,887.50$         10.00$             9,500.00$         8.00$               7,600.00$         8.00$               7,600.00$         14.00$             13,300.00$       3.25$               3,087.50$         9.40$               8,930.00$         9.00$               8,550.00$            17.80$             16,910.00$          
*35102400 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, TYPE B 12" (SPECIAL) SQ YD 15 25.00$             375.00$            13.00$             195.00$            15.00$             225.00$            25.00$             375.00$            25.00$             375.00$            11.00$             165.00$            24.00$             360.00$            16.00$             240.00$            33.00$             495.00$            40.00$             600.00$               38.35$             575.25$               
40600982 HOT-MIX ASPHALT SURFACE REMOVAL - BUTT JOINT SQ YD 25 20.00$             500.00$            25.00$             625.00$            8.00$               200.00$            25.00$             625.00$            20.00$             500.00$            6.00$               150.00$            33.00$             825.00$            25.00$             625.00$            10.30$             257.50$            15.00$             375.00$               25.00$             625.00$               
*42000300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT 8" SQ YD 950 62.50$             59,375.00$       58.00$             55,100.00$       55.00$             52,250.00$       62.50$             59,375.00$       63.00$             59,850.00$       64.00$             60,800.00$       66.00$             62,700.00$       65.00$             61,750.00$       62.00$             58,900.00$       68.00$             64,600.00$          68.35$             64,932.50$          
42400200 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 5 INCH SQ FT 300 7.50$               2,250.00$         6.00$               1,800.00$         7.75$               2,325.00$         6.50$               1,950.00$         10.00$             3,000.00$         10.00$             3,000.00$         7.00$               2,100.00$         7.50$               2,250.00$         20.00$             6,000.00$         10.00$             3,000.00$            9.45$               2,835.00$            
42400300 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK 6 INCH SQ FT 50 10.00$             500.00$            6.25$               312.50$            9.00$               450.00$            7.50$               375.00$            11.00$             550.00$            12.00$             600.00$            8.00$               400.00$            8.00$               400.00$            25.00$             1,250.00$         12.00$             600.00$               8.25$               412.50$               
*42400800 DETECTABLE WARNINGS SQ FT 0 40.00$             -$                 37.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 25.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 25.00$             -$                 38.50$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*44000100 PAVEMENT REMOVAL SQ YD 950 15.00$             14,250.00$       10.00$             9,500.00$         8.00$               7,600.00$         22.50$             21,375.00$       15.00$             14,250.00$       21.00$             19,950.00$       16.00$             15,200.00$       30.00$             28,500.00$       15.00$             14,250.00$       20.00$             19,000.00$          21.40$             20,330.00$          
44000500 COMBINATION CURB AND GUTTER REMOVAL FOOT 125 10.00$             1,250.00$         3.00$               375.00$            4.70$               587.50$            7.50$               937.50$            7.00$               875.00$            7.00$               875.00$            10.00$             1,250.00$         30.00$             3,750.00$         20.00$             2,500.00$         10.00$             1,250.00$            19.35$             2,418.75$            
44000600 SIDEWALK REMOVAL SQ FT 300 5.00$               1,500.00$         1.00$               300.00$            2.00$               600.00$            2.00$               600.00$            4.00$               1,200.00$         2.00$               600.00$            2.00$               600.00$            3.00$               900.00$            10.00$             3,000.00$         3.00$               900.00$               4.35$               1,305.00$            
*44201723 CLASS D PATCHES, 6 INCH (SPECIAL) SQ YD 20 75.00$             1,500.00$         63.50$             1,270.00$         65.00$             1,300.00$         75.00$             1,500.00$         75.00$             1,500.00$         45.00$             900.00$            116.00$            2,320.00$         115.00$            2,300.00$         98.00$             1,960.00$         150.00$            3,000.00$            200.00$            4,000.00$            
48101600 AGGREGATE SHOULDERS, TYPE B 8" SQ YD 75 25.00$             1,875.00$         22.00$             1,650.00$         17.00$             1,275.00$         15.00$             1,125.00$         17.00$             1,275.00$         10.00$             750.00$            23.00$             1,725.00$         35.00$             2,625.00$         13.60$             1,020.00$         15.00$             1,125.00$            43.36$             3,252.00$            
550B0040 STORM SEWERS, CLASS B, TYPE 1, 10" FOOT 0 70.00$             -$                 75.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 70.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 160.00$            -$                 84.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
550B0050 STORM SEWERS, CLASS B, TYPE 1, 12" FOOT 0 80.00$             -$                 76.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 70.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 160.00$            -$                 96.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
55100400 STORM SEWER REMOVAL  10" FOOT 0 10.00$             -$                 10.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 5.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 1.00$               -$                 42.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*59300100 CONTROLLED LOW-STRENGTH MATERIAL (CLSM), SPECIAL CU YD 0 150.00$            -$                 150.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 200.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 1.00$               -$                 242.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*60200105 CATCH BASINS, TYPE A, 4'-DIAMETER, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 0 3,500.00$         -$                 3,340.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                 5,000.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 5,000.00$         -$                 5,800.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*60234200 INLETS, TYPE A, TYPE 1 FRAME, OPEN LID EACH 1 1,750.00$         1,750.00$         1,480.00$         1,480.00$         1,700.00$         1,700.00$         1,500.00$         1,500.00$         -$                 -$                 1,800.00$         1,800.00$         1,480.00$         1,480.00$         2,500.00$         2,500.00$         2,540.00$         2,540.00$         -$                 -$                    3,225.00$         3,225.00$            
60603800 COMBINATION CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER, TYPE B-6.12 FOOT 200 30.00$             6,000.00$         20.00$             4,000.00$         30.00$             6,000.00$         25.00$             5,000.00$         25.00$             5,000.00$         27.00$             5,400.00$         31.00$             6,200.00$         35.00$             7,000.00$         40.00$             8,000.00$         30.00$             6,000.00$            36.15$             7,230.00$            
67100100 MOBILIZATION L. SUM 1 5,000.00$         5,000.00$         1,750.00$         1,750.00$         8,000.00$         8,000.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         3,200.00$         3,200.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         20,625.00$       20,625.00$       6,800.00$         6,800.00$         10,000.00$       10,000.00$          6,200.00$         6,200.00$            
*70101700 TRAFFIC CONTROL AND PROTECTION L. SUM 1 5,000.00$         5,000.00$         3,750.00$         3,750.00$         4,000.00$         4,000.00$         2,500.00$         2,500.00$         17,000.00$       17,000.00$       5,000.00$         5,000.00$         7,500.00$         7,500.00$         500.00$            500.00$            3,400.00$         3,400.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$            800.00$            800.00$               
78001100 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LETTERS AND SYMBOLS SQ FT 0 10.00$             -$                 15.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 10.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 11.00$             -$                 16.50$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001110 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE  4" FOOT 0 2.00$               -$                 2.50$               -$                 -$                 -$                 2.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 2.25$               -$                 3.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001130 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE  6" FOOT 0 4.00$               -$                 3.75$               -$                 -$                 -$                 3.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 2.75$               -$                 4.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001150 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 12" FOOT 0 6.00$               -$                 7.50$               -$                 -$                 -$                 6.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 5.50$               -$                 8.00$               -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
78001180 PAINT PAVEMENT MARKING - LINE 24" FOOT 0 8.00$               -$                 15.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 12.00$             -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 11.00$             -$                 16.50$             -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*X0540000 BRICK PAVER RESET, SPECIAL SQ FT 100 30.00$             3,000.00$         10.00$             1,000.00$         18.00$             1,800.00$         15.00$             1,500.00$         11.00$             1,100.00$         16.00$             1,600.00$         19.00$             1,900.00$         14.00$             1,400.00$         40.00$             4,000.00$         30.00$             3,000.00$            14.00$             1,400.00$            
*X4021000 TEMPORARY ACCESS (PRIVATE ENTRANCE) EACH 12 150.00$            1,800.00$         100.00$            1,200.00$         25.00$             300.00$            150.00$            1,800.00$         150.00$            1,800.00$         75.00$             900.00$            320.00$            3,840.00$         1.00$               12.00$             350.00$            4,200.00$         100.00$            1,200.00$            165.00$            1,980.00$            
*XX000406 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT SQ FT 100 30.00$             3,000.00$         14.00$             1,400.00$         28.00$             2,800.00$         20.00$             2,000.00$         20.00$             2,000.00$         18.00$             1,800.00$         25.00$             2,500.00$         18.00$             1,800.00$         48.00$             4,800.00$         40.00$             4,000.00$            18.00$             1,800.00$            
*XX001621 BRICK PAVER REMOVAL, SPECIAL SQ FT 100 10.00$             1,000.00$         3.25$               325.00$            10.00$             1,000.00$         5.00$               500.00$            3.00$               300.00$            6.00$               600.00$            6.00$               600.00$            5.00$               500.00$            12.00$             1,200.00$         10.00$             1,000.00$            5.00$               500.00$               
*XX002258 STRUCTURES TO BE ADJUSTED, SPECIAL EACH 1 325.00$            325.00$            650.00$            650.00$            500.00$            500.00$            750.00$            750.00$            900.00$            900.00$            500.00$            500.00$            580.00$            580.00$            500.00$            500.00$            720.00$            720.00$            500.00$            500.00$               186.50$            186.50$               
*XX003435 PCC DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 250 70.00$             17,500.00$       50.00$             12,500.00$       58.00$             14,500.00$       65.00$             16,250.00$       60.00$             15,000.00$       70.00$             17,500.00$       69.00$             17,250.00$       90.00$             22,500.00$       99.00$             24,750.00$       69.00$             17,250.00$          81.65$             20,412.50$          
*XX004774 BRICK DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 15 100.00$            1,500.00$         12.00$             180.00$            250.00$            3,750.00$         150.00$            2,250.00$         25.00$             375.00$            70.00$             1,050.00$         122.00$            1,830.00$         126.00$            1,890.00$         400.00$            6,000.00$         100.00$            1,500.00$            168.50$            2,527.50$            
*XX006571 REMOVE AND REPLACE BOLLARDS EACH 0 1,000.00$         -$                 500.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 500.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 1,500.00$         -$                 1,180.00$         -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     
*XX006947 HMA DRIVEWAY REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT, SPECIAL SQ YD 50 65.00$             3,250.00$         48.00$             2,400.00$         50.00$             2,500.00$         65.00$             3,250.00$         42.00$             2,100.00$         60.00$             3,000.00$         56.00$             2,800.00$         90.00$             4,500.00$         55.00$             2,750.00$         70.00$             3,500.00$            155.00$            7,750.00$            
*Z0013798 CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT L. SUM 1 2,500.00$         2,500.00$         2,000.00$         2,000.00$         500.00$            500.00$            2,500.00$         2,500.00$         4,500.00$         4,500.00$         5,000.00$         5,000.00$         500.00$            500.00$            1,750.00$         1,750.00$         4,400.00$         4,400.00$         7,500.00$         7,500.00$            100.00$            100.00$               
*Z0018700 DRAINAGE STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED EACH 0 500.00$            -$                 300.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 200.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 500.00$            -$                 960.00$            -$                 -$                 -$                    -$                 -$                     

*NA EDGE SLOPE ADJUSTMENT FOOT 450 10.00$             4,500.00$         5.00$               2,250.00$         1.00$               450.00$            7.50$               3,375.00$         16.00$             7,200.00$         9.00$               4,050.00$         15.00$             6,750.00$         1.00$               450.00$            19.00$             8,550.00$         10.00$             4,500.00$            11.70$             5,265.00$            
*NA TENSAR GEOGRID SQ YD 950 7.50$               7,125.00$         4.00$               3,800.00$         2.00$               1,900.00$         2.50$               2,375.00$         5.00$               4,750.00$         3.00$               2,850.00$         4.00$               3,800.00$         5.00$               4,750.00$         5.40$               5,130.00$         5.50$               5,225.00$            6.51$               6,184.50$            

*INDICATES SPECIAL PROVISION TOTAL = 178,225.00$     TOTAL = 127,542.50$     TOTAL = 139,710.00$     TOTAL = 172,063.50$     TOTAL = 171,375.01$     TOTAL = 174,240.00$     TOTAL = 188,895.00$     TOTAL = 187,739.50$     TOTAL = 208,823.25$     TOTAL = 206,260.01$        TOTAL = 213,914.50$        

COPENHAVER CONSTRUCTION ALLIANCE CONTRACTORS, INC.TRIGGI CONSTRUCTIONENGINEER'S ESTIMATE SCHROEDER & SCHROEDER, INC. SUMIT CONSTRUCTION CO.A LAMP CONCRETE LARUSSO CEMENT CONTRACTORS, INC.G&M CEMENT CONSTRUCTION, INC.LANDMARK CONTRACTORS, INC.MARTAM CONSTRUCTION
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CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING, LTD. 
9575 W Higgins Road, Suite 600  Rosemont, Illinois 60018-4920  Tel (847) 823-0500  Fax (847) 823-0520 

DATE: 2-1-18     
 
PERSON (Contacted/Calling): Brad Hurban 
 
AFFILIATION: Village of Schaumburg 
 
PHONE NUMBER: 847-923-6647     
 
CBBEL REPRESENTATIVE: Jeff E. Househ     
 
PROJECT NAME/NUMBER: Wilmette – 2018 Alley Program (Schroeder & Schroeder 
Asphalt)     
 
NOTES:   
What was your title or role on this project?  
Project Manager (concrete repair program) 
Was the contractor the General Contractor or a Subcontractor? 
General Contractor (Schroeder & Schroeder, Inc.) 

What was the type of work and approximate cost? 

• Miscellaneous concrete work 

• $1 million 

Was the job completed on time and within budget? 

• Yes 

• Yes 

Were there any change orders? If yes, for what? 

• No 

Were you satisfied with the quality of work performed? 

• Yes 

Were they easy to work with? Would you recommend using them? 

• Yes 

• Yes 
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CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING, LTD. 
9575 W Higgins Road, Suite 600  Rosemont, Illinois 60018-4920  Tel (847) 823-0500  Fax (847) 823-0520 

DATE: 2-1-18     
 
PERSON (Contacted/Calling): Pankaj Choshi 
 
AFFILIATION: Village of Itasca 
 
PHONE NUMBER: 847-250-5635     
 
CBBEL REPRESENTATIVE: Jeff E. Househ     
 
PROJECT NAME/NUMBER: Wilmette – 2018 Alley Program  (Schroeder & Schroeder 
Asphalt)    
 
NOTES:   
What was your title or role on this project?  
Project Manager  
Was the contractor the General Contractor or a Subcontractor? 
General (Schroeder & Schroeder, Inc.) - Storm sewer work and retaining wall work 

What was the type of work and approximate cost? 

• Storm sewer and retaining wall 

• $330,000 

Was the job completed on time and within budget? 

• Yes 

• Yes 

Were there any change orders? If yes, for what? 

• No 

Were you satisfied with the quality of work performed? 

• Yes, very neat contractor, always kept site clean. 

Were they easy to work with? Would you recommend using them? 

• Yes 

• Yes 
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Engineering            
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Alley Replacement Program 2018 $    544,700  Operating 
Streets, Sidewalks and Alleys 2019 $    549,000   
 2020 $    574,800  
 2021 $    625,200  
 2022 $    642,000  
X Critical  
- Recommended  
- Contingent on Funding 
 
Original Purchase Date & Cost    
Unknown  
 
Funding History 
 
Year        Amount          Source                                         Area (SY)    $/SY 
2017       $587,6701     Operating      2,825           $208.02 
2016       $515,000       Operating     3,235           $159.20 
2015       $836,5002        Operating     4,270           $195.90 
2014       $273,000       Dedicated Revenues/Bond   1,685           $162.02 
2013       $900,000       Bond                   6,350          $141.73 
2012       $355,000       Dedicated revenues                 3,010           $117.94  
2011       $823,241       Bond                   5,660          $145.45 
 

1 Storm sewer portions included in 3 of 4 alleys 

2 Includes $130,000 from MWRD for green alleys 
 
With the passage of the increased Home Rule Sales Tax in 2014, a portion of the proceeds was 
dedicated for street, sidewalk, and alley programs. As a result of the increased revenue, the Board 
allocated approximately $515,000 annually with the goal of repairing all failed and poor alleys by 
2022.  
  
Project Description & Justification 
 
This program consists of the replacement of existing alleys.  As part of the alley reconstruction, the 
practice is to also improve the drainage conditions to extend the life of the alley, minimize the impact to 
adjacent properties and improve the level of service.  All alleys are proposed to drain by overland flow, 
however in cases where overland flow cannot not fully address the drainage partial of full storm sewer 
is utilized.  The impact of adding storm sewer is significant in terms of cost so this is used as a last resort.  
Green alleys were utilized in 2015 which were subsidized by the Metropolitan Water Reclamation 
District (MWRD) for the upcharge costs over the traditional cost of concrete.  Green alleys offer a viable 
option for alley drainage challenges. Four inch diameter restrictors are added to these systems to 
increase water retention and reduce downstream impacts. 
 
 
 

 
700 Block of Lake and 

Washington 
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The definition ratings are as follows:    
Rating  Pavement  Drainage 

   A Like New Excellent 

   B Minor Cracking Minor Standing Water 

   C Pronounced Cracking  Standing Water   

   D Major Cracking and Pavement Settling Major Standing Water  

   E Failed Pavement   Flooding and Hazardous Conditions 

 
The following alleys are rated ‘E’ (failed) and ‘D’ (poor) in pavement and/or drainage condition, and 
were evaluated in 2016. Alleys are evaluated annually in the summer (late June-early July timeframe).  
All pricing below is based upon 2017 alley pricing. As construction pricing continues to increase 
annually, the amount of alley reconstruction diminishes and either requires an increase in budget, a 
reduction in the alley reconstruction or a combination of both. In addition, the 2017 project saw 
increased pricing due to the addition of storm sewers in multiple alleys.   
 
Estimated completion of all very poor and poor rated alleys is anticipated by 2024, instead of 2022 
as originally projected. This is a result of an almost 30-percent increase in reconstruction costs, 
primarily due to costs related to necessary drainage improvements. Alleys that are unable to drain 
overland require storm sewers to ensure the integrity of the pavement is maintained and adjacent 
properties do not flood.  Due to cost increases, on order to complete all failed and poor alleys by 2022, 
the annual budget would have to be increased to $745,000 ($856,750 includes 3% annual inflation 
since 2017). 
   

2018 
Rank # Alley # Block Between Length Pavement 

Rating 
Drainage 

Rating 
Cost Estimate1 

1 306 700 Laurel/Linden 460 ft E D $155,600 
2 228 400 Linden/Greenleaf 450 ft E D $152,200 
6 229 500 Linden/Greenleaf 420 ft E D $142,100 

16 512 1900 Birchwood/Schiller 350 ft D D $78,900 
1680 ft (0.32 miles)    TOTAL:  $528,800 

TOTAL +3% annual inflation since 2017: $544,700  
2019 

3 425 1400 Isabella/Gregory 463 ft E C $156,600 
5 414 1200 Gregory/Maple 625 ft E C $211,400 
7 231 700 Linden/Greenleaf 420 ft E D $149,900 

1508 ft (0.29 miles)    TOTAL:  $517,900 
TOTAL +3% annual inflation since 2017: $549,000 

2020 
4 5352 600 Green Bay/Park 465 ft E E $157,300 
8 417 200 15th/16th 420 ft E D $102,600 

10 204 700 Washington/Lake 450 ft D C $152,200 
20 331 200 Gregory/Crescent 315 ft C D $112,500 

1650 ft (0.31 miles)    TOTAL:  $524,600 
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TOTAL +3% annual inflation since 2017: $574,800 
Beyond 2021 

9 6043 1100 15th/16th 547 ft D C $133,600 
11 232 800 Linden/Greenleaf 450 ft D C $152,200 
12 127 600 Lake/Forest 426 ft D C $144,100 
13 130 900 Lake/Forest 450 ft D C $148,000 
14 233 900 Linden/Greenleaf 450 ft D C $160,700 
15 212 600 Central/Washington 450 ft D C $152,200 
17 131 1000 Lake/Forest 340 ft D C $115,000 
18 402 500 Linden/Alley 401 370 ft D C $125,100 
19 533 800 Green Bay/Park 630 ft D C $219,000 
21 534 700 Green Bay/Park 500 ft D C $169,100 
22 613 1600 Forest/Walnut 500 ft D E $131,500 
23 214 700 10th/111th 495 ft D C $148,800 
24 421 1100 Isabella/Alley 422 192 ft D C $46,800 
25 501 1500 Alley 503/Lake 500 ft D C $150,300 
26 416 1400 Gregory/Maple 463 ft C D $156,600 

TOTAL: $2,153,000 
 3074 800 Alley 320/Linden 450 ft B C $80,000 

1 Estimated costs are based on current 2017 construction pricing and do not include an annual cost 
increase (index), engineering (soft) costs (such as pavement cores, topography, or material testing). 
2Delayed until after completion of 611 Green Bay Road. 
3Pavement rating prior to alley paving in-house by Public Works. 
4Proposed reconstruction of east half only if patching (non-utility) funds are not available.  East half 
is rated D in both pavement and drainage condition.  
 
All project costs reflect reconstructing the alleys in conventional concrete.  In 2015 the Village of 
Wilmette received a grant from the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago 
(MWRD) to build four green alleys. MWRD reviewed the project details, cost estimate, and 
stormwater storage benefits and determined the project will reduce flooding and the burden on the 
combined sewer system during rain events.  A grant was awarded in the amount of $130,000 to 
partially fund the installation of green alleys in Wilmette.  The grant contribution of $130,000 
reflected the cost differential between building green alleys compared to conventional concrete 
alleys. 
 
The Municipal Services Committee (MSC) discussed the success of the 2015 program which has 
performed very well during rain events.  Residents have reported the green alleys have significantly 
better drainage than the original asphalt or concrete alleys.  The MSC recommended staff seek 
additional green infrastructure grant funds from MWRD for the 2018 Alley Reconstruction Program 
as well as future programs. 
 
Project Update 
 
Funding amounts for 2018-2022 have been updated.  Engineering design and construction costs have 
been identified and budgeted separately.  
 
 



Engineering/Streets Page 11 
 

 
 
Project Alternative  
 
The Public Works Department can temporarily patch the alleys with cold patch or sand mix; however, 
this does not last as it needs to be replaced on a bi-annual or more frequent basis.   A hot asphalt or 
concrete patching program (non-utility) would provide another intermediate option to repair and 
extend the lifespan of alleys.  The asphalt patching should last five to ten years on a stable base, whereas 
concrete patching lifespan can be decades.   
 
 
Operating Budget Impact 
 
Is this purchase routine __X___ or _____non-routine? 
 

ROUTINE 
Department Budget Engineering 
Account Number Description Alley Replacement Program 
Account Number 11202035-425200 
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SUBJECT: Combination Sewer Cleaner Truck 
 
MEETING DATE:  February 27, 2018       
 
FROM:   Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering & Public Works 
   Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 
  Kurt Smith, Vehicle Maintenance Superintendent 
  Matt Overeem, Water-Sewer Superintendent 

   
Budget  
Net Cost After Trade-In 

$ 396,000 
$ 257,165 

Over/(Under) Budget    ($138,835) 
 
 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve a contract in the amount of $393,833 with Atlantic Machinery, Inc., Silver 
Spring, MD for purchase of one combination sewer cleaner truck. 
 
Background 
 
This request is for the purchase of one combination sewer cleaner truck (T-30), scheduled for 
replacement in 2018 as part of the Village’s 10-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The 
existing unit is a 2010 model delivered in 2009 (Vac-Con V390), equipped with a nine yard 
working capacity debris body, 1,500 gallons of water capacity, sewer rodding system, vacuum 
system and Navistar 7400 truck chassis. This is one of two combination machines (i.e. sewer 
rodding/catch basin cleaner truck) owned by the Village. In 2001, the Village added a second 
unit to the fleet to address service demand, provide timely emergency response (i.e. water 
main breaks, street flooding) and allow multiple work sites to be addressed simultaneously. 
Replacement cycles for this type of equipment has fluctuated between 8-10 years.  
 
Crews utilize the combination sewer cleaner trucks for the following operations: all excavations 
(i.e. water main breaks, water service leaks/repairs, collapsed sewer repairs, fire hydrant 
replacement, etc.), sewer rodding (i.e. storm, sanitary and combined systems), cleaning of 
clogged inlets (street flooding), sewer back-ups/rodding, catch basin cleaning, sewer cleaning 
in preparation for televising and cleaning/excavation of tree pits. This equipment operates 
frequently, almost daily, and under extreme conditions. In addition to sewer rodding, this 
machine is equipped with vacuum excavation technology, where air or high-pressure water 
breaks apart soil and allows debris to transport up into the debris body through vacuum suction. 
This method of excavation is safer and more accurate than traditional digging methods, 

Engineering & Public Works 
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particularly within the tolerance zone around underground facilities where safeguarding non-
target infrastructure is at a premium (i.e. Nicor gas lines, fiber optic cables, etc.).  
 
Discussion 
 
Staff researched joint purchase opportunities for combination sewer cleaner trucks as this 
approach has historically produced cost savings to the Village. There are two combination 
sewer cleaner trucks (i.e. Vac-Con and Vactor) offered under the National Joint Purchasing 
Alliance (NJPA) which is aligned with the State of Minnesota and follows their respective 
guidelines for purchasing requirements. The unit pricing offered through this program has been 
competitively bid and made available to member agencies (i.e. municipalities). Staff also 
wanted to provide equal opportunity to these two vendors since they were both listed on the 
contract and their respective units have performed satisfactorily for the Village in the past. 
Denoted below is the NJPA contract information, which is set to expire on March 18, 2018: 
 

NJPA Contract No. 022014 (AMI and FSC)   
 Atlantic Machinery, Inc. (Vac-Con) 
 Federal Signal Corporation (Vactor) 

 
Under the NJPA contract, each vendor provides a base bid price for their respective unit and a 
listing of additional options and pricing. Atlantic Machinery, Inc. (Vac-Con) and Federal Signal 
Corporation (Vactor) are principal manufacturers in the industry for combination sewer cleaner 
trucks. While the two combination machines vary slightly between the two vendors, due to 
manufacturer design and construction build, there are no performance, maintenance or 
durability issues when comparing the machines. Furthermore, based on prior experience with 
owning/operating both machines (Vac-Con and Vactor), each unit performed adequately in 
completing varying sewer maintenance and excavation services for the Village. 
 
In October of 2017, staff brought in demo units from each manufacturer for observation and 
review. In January and February (2018), staff met with representatives from each vendor to 
develop a build list and options with the intent of making each vendor’s final build assembly as 
equal as possible to one another, working within the limits of manufacturer design and 
construction build, while matching performance capabilities of the Village’s existing unit. The 
list of requested options includes: single engine configuration, hydro excavating capability, 10-
inch diameter intake suction hose, 80-gallon per minute pump at 2500 PSI, 800 feet of rodding 
hose (one inch diameter), and debris body (working capacity of nine cubic yards). The final 
cost was based on pricing for the base bid unit and approved options included under the NJPA 
contract.  
 
Each vendor was also asked to build the unit on a Navistar 7500 series heavy duty truck chassis 
as their products have proven to be durable, reliable and serviceable. Their continued use also 
delivers fleet maintenance cost savings to the Village, attributed to fleet standardization, by 
means of: reduction in parts inventory, reduction in diagnostic equipment/software, reduction 
in technician training, improved productivity with failure diagnosis resulting in faster repairs and 
reduced downtime and lower acquisition costs for component and repair parts. Likewise, a 
majority of Navistar replacement parts are available for purchase through joint purchasing 
agreements under State of Illinois contracts. Currently, there is a total of 18 heavy-duty trucks 
in the Public Works fleet of which 17 are manufactured by Navistar (International). 
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Staff asked vendors for proposals on available units (NJPA Contract No. 022014-AMI and 
022014-FSC). On February 13, 2018, each vendor submitted their final bid proposals, including 
optional extended warranty coverage and trade-in credit for the existing unit. Denoted in the 
table below is a summary of their proposals. 
 

NJPA Contract No. 022014 (AMI and FSC) 

Vendor -Manufacturer 
Atlantic 

Machinery, Inc. 
(Vac-Con) 

Federal Signal 
Corporation 

(Vactor) 

Model V390HN/1000 2100+ Series 

Base Unit Bid  
(includes options set and 
Navistar truck chassis) 

$393,833 1$376,967 

Sonetics Communication 
Headset (3-users) $6,595 $6,595 

Extended Warranty  
(parts and labor)  $10,737  $11,237 

Trade-In Credit  
(optional) $154,000 $95,000 

Net Cost (Final) $257,165 $299,799 

2018 Budget Amount $396,000 $396,000 

Remaining Balance $138,835 $96,201 
1Base unit bid does not include added cost of $1,946 for two spare tires (steer and drive). 

 
When including the optional trade-in credit, Atlantic Machinery, Inc. (Vac-Con) provided the 
lowest bid proposal for purchase of a combination sewer cleaner truck. Staff recommends 
awarding a contract to the lowest responsive vendor as seeking additional proposals through 
a Request for Proposal (RFP) process would not likely produce more favorable pricing.  
 
Furthermore, staff recommends accepting the trade-in credit of $154,000 as it represents 
above fair market value and there are no assurances going out to auction would produce equal 
or more favorable pricing. Therefore, the final cost is $257,165 for a Vac-Con V390HN/1000 
combination sewer cleaner truck (Atlantic Machinery, Inc.).  
 
Manufacture/assembly of the combination sewer cleaner truck takes 180-240 days from the 
order date therefore anticipated final delivery is October 2018.   
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2018 Budget provides $396,000 to replace one combination sewer cleaner truck (T-30), 
split between two accounts (sewer and water funds). The final net cost of the Vac-Con sewer 
cleaner truck is $257,165 resulting in a savings of $138,835.  
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The table denoted below illustrates funding for 2018. 
 

 
2018 Budget  
 

• 40807090-480275-40390 
($198,000 or 50%) 
 

• 41838090-480275-40390 
($198,000 or 50%) 

 

 
$396,000 

 
 
 

Final Cost – Combination Sewer 
Cleaner Truck $257,165 

Balance (Savings)  ($138,835) 

 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. CIP Budget page for T-30 
2. Proposal from Atlantic Machinery, Inc. for Vac-Con Sewer Cleaner Truck 
3. Proposal from Federal Signal Corporation for Vactor Sewer Cleaner Truck 
4. Truck Chassis Specification from Navistar (International) 
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SUBJECT: Separate Storm Sewer System Study  
 
MEETING DATE:  February 27, 2018      
 
FROM:   Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E. Director of Engineering and Public Works 

Dan Manis, P.E., Village Engineer 
 

BUDGET IMPACT: Original Contract Amount……………………… $49,385 
 Supplement 1  ................................................... $9,806 
 Supplement 2 .................................................. $38,468 
 Over/(Under) Budget ....................................... $97,659 
 
 
 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve supplement 2 with Stantec, Chicago, IL, in the amount not-to-exceed $38,468 
for engineering services associated with the Separate Storm Sewer System Study.   
 
Background 
 
The Village completed a study of the separate storm sewer system, west of Ridge Road, in 
2016. The consulting firm of Christopher B. Burke Engineering Ltd. (CBBBEL) was engaged to 
perform the study in 2013 after several large rain events resulted in widespread overland 
flooding.  CBBEL presented a series of alternatives that would achieve the Village’s goal of 
flood protection during a 10-year storm event. The results of the study and alternatives to 
address the problem were discussed at a series of Municipal Services and Village Board 
meetings in 2015 and 2016.  
 
Given the significant financial investment and impact of the projects under consideration, the 
Village Board approved a contract with Stantec in January of 2017 to perform an independent 
technical review of the CBBEL study.  At the conclusion of their technical review, Stantec 
confirmed that Option 1 (Sewer Expansion) is the most cost-effective project to provide 10-year 
flood protection across all of west Wilmette.   
 
On July 25, 2017, in preparation for several Committee of the Whole (COW) meetings in 2017, 
the Village Board approved a contract with Stantec in the amount of $49,385 to perform 
supplemental stormwater work. In December of last year, the Village Board approved an 
additional $9,806 (supplement 1) for preparation of materials for the December 12, 2017 
Committee of the Whole meeting in which the Village Board narrowed the project options from 

Engineering & Public Works 
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four to three (Sewer Expansion, Sewer Expansion plus Neighborhood Storage and 
Neighborhood Storage).   
 
Discussion 
 
In 2018, staff’s stormwater priorities have shifted to community engagement, the MWRD grant 
application and preparation for the April 17 special meeting of the Village Board in which a path 
forward is anticipated.  Staff is working diligently to make sure the Village Board, and Wilmette 
community, have all of the information necessary to make an informed decision.  In order to 
accomplish this, staff has reached out to Stantec for addition engineering assistance.  
Specifically, supplement 2 in the amount of $38,468, includes the following work by Stantec: 
 
Task Description  Cost  
1 Stormwater Open House Support  $8,794 
2 April 17 Village Board meeting—presentation and attendance  $4,675 
3 Long term phasing strategies—memo and presentation at the February 27 

Village Board meeting  
$11,604 

4 MWRD Grant Application Review  $2,044 
5 Outreach Support—assistance with public education campaign $1,517 
6 Miscellaneous Technical Support (includes review of storage area 

footprints, efficacy of storage at Community Playfields in lieu of or in 
addition to Centennial Park, cost/benefit of permeable pavement)   

$9,834 

Total $38,468 
 
Stantec was selected to execute the original Value-Engineering study and Supplemental 
Analysis based on the quality of their proposal and interview, practical knowledge of Wilmette’s 
sewer system and extensive knowledge and experience in wet weather management for many 
similar communities and the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District. Staff recommends 
continuing to work with Stantec because they have performed well on the previous studies and 
are well-versed on the Village’s storm sewer system and the alternatives under consideration.  
 
Budget Impact 
 
This contract is not budgeted but will be paid for out of sewer reserves. 
 
Below is a summary of contracts awarded to Stantec to date: 
 

Project Description Contract Date Contract Amount 
Value-Engineering Study January 24, 2017 $114,933 
Reduced Cost Alternative Review  June 1, 2017 $  19,955 
Supplemental Analysis  July 25, 2017 $  49,385 
Supplemental Analysis- Supplement 1     December 12, 2017 $    9,806 
Supplemental Analysis- Supplement 2  February 27, 2018 $  38,468 

 
 
Documents Attached 

1. Stantec Letter Proposal dated February 21, 2018    



 

 
 
 

 

  

 

Stantec Consulting Services 
Inc. 
350 North Orleans Street 
Suite 1301, Chicago IL  
60654-1983 
 

February 21, 2018  

File: 173440085 

Reference: Supplement 2   

 
Ms. Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E. 
Director of Engineering and Public Works   
Village of Wilmette 
711 Laramie Aenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 
 

Dear Brigitte,  

We are happy to continue to provide additional support to you and the Village Board as you 
work toward adoption of a strategy for improving stormwater management for the west side 
of Wilmette. 

We propose to perform the following tasks as additional scope (Supplement 2) under our 
current agreement for Supplemental Analysis for the Separate Storm Sewer System. 

1. Prepare materials for and attend two stormwater open house events in 
Wilmette.  Two Stantec staff will attend two open house events in Wilmette to 
answer questions related to the stormwater management alternatives being 
considered by the Village. Stantec will prepare materials for use at the open house 
meetings including full-size (22”x34”) color exhibits showing the three alternatives 
under consideration and mount the exhibits on foam-core boards for use at the 
meetings.  

2. Prepare materials for and attend the April 17th Village Board Meeting in 
Wilmette.  Two Stantec staff will attend the April 17th Village Board Meeting to 
provide a brief summary of information pertaining to the alternatives being 
considered and assist in answering Trustee questions.  Stantec will coordinate with 
Village staff to decide upon information to be included in a brief (10 minute) 
summary PowerPoint presentation for the meeting and prepare the slide deck.   

3. Prepare a memo outlining long-term phasing strategies for the stormwater 
alternatives.  Stantec will prepare a technical memorandum summarizing potential 
phasing strategies for each of the three alternatives under consideration by the 
Village and present highlights from the memo at a Village Board meeting.  Stantec 
will review each project to identify logical elements that could be packaged as 
separate construction contracts.  Stantec will also prepare estimates of structure 
and properties that would be protected during each phase of the project, as well as 
the portion of the overall project cost associated with each phase of the project.  
Once the elements are defined, Stantec will estimate the minimum time period 
over which the components could reasonably be implemented as the basis for one 
phasing approach.  Stantec will develop a second phasing approach for each 
alternative that assumes a 20-year implementation schedule.  Results of the 
analysis will be documented in a technical memorandum and a PowerPoint slide 
deck.    

4. Assist with Preparation of Phase II MWRD Grant Application.  Stantec will 
support the Village’s efforts related to submittal of an application for Phase II 
Stormwater Project funding from the MWRD.  Stantec will provide the Village with 
technical information and graphics as required to complete the funding application, 
and provide review comments on materials prepared by the Village. 
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5. Provide Technical and Graphic Support to the Village for Public Outreach 
Efforts (newsletter, microsite).  In response to requests from the Village, Stantec 
will provide updated maps, graphics, or tables relating to the review of the Village’s 
stormwater alternatives for inclusion in newsletter and/or website publications 
being developed by others.  An allowance of 10 person-hours of effort is included 
in our budget for this task.  Should requests from the Village require effort beyond 
the amount allocated for this task, Stantec will notify the Village and obtain 
authorization before proceeding with such activities. 

6. Provide On-Call Technical Support.  Stantec will provide up to 56 person-hours 
of additional on-call technical support to address questions that arise prior to the 
April 17, 2018 Village Board Meeting, including a review of the use of a portion of 
the open space west of Highcrest School as an alternative or additional site for 
stormwater storage.  These hours will only be used to respond to requests for 
assistance not covered under items 1-5 above.  Should requests from the Village 
require effort beyond the amount allocated for this task, Stantec will notify the 
Village and obtain authorization before proceeding with such activities. 

Table 1 below summarizes our estimated level of effort and fee for performing these 
services.  Compensation for the will be based on the 2018 hourly rates presented in Table 2 
on the following page.  Total compensation for these additional services will not exceed 
$38,468 without prior written approval of the Village. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Respectfully, 
 

 
T. Joe Johnson, P.E., PMP 
Vice President 
 
Phone: 312.831.3117  
Fax: 312.831.3999  
joe.johnson@stantec.com  
 
jj 20180131_supplementalsw_co2.docx 
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TABLE 1 - ESTIMATED LEVEL OF EFFORT AND FEE – SUPPLEMENT 2 

Supplement Task Labor 
Hours 

Labor 
Billings 

Direct 
Cost 
Billings 

Total Billings 

Task 1 – 
Stormwater Open 
House Support 

38 $7,594.00 $1,200.00 $8,794.00 

Task 2 – April 
Village Board 
Meeting 

26 $4,625.00 $50.00 $4,675.00 

Task 3 – Long 
Term Phasing 
Strategies 

64 $11,604.00 $0.00 $11,604.00 

Task 4 – Phase II 
MWRD Grant 
Application 

10 $2,044.00 $0.00 $2,044.00 

Task 5  - Outreach 
Support 

10 $1,517.00 $0.00 $1,517.00 

Task 6 – On-call 
Technical Support 

56 $9,834.00 $0.00 $9,834.00 

Total All Tasks 204 $37,218.00 $1,250.00 $38,468.00 

Total Labor Billings $37,218.00 

Reimbursable 
Direct Costs 

$1,250.00 

Change Order 
Total 

$38,468.00 
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TABLE 2 – HOURLY LABOR BILLING RATES:  2018 

Employee Classification Hourly Labor Billing Rate 

Company Officer $258.00 

Principal Engineer or Scientist $227.00 

Principal Estimator $185.00 

Lead/Supervising Engineer or Scientist $170.00 

Senior Engineer or Scientist $140.00 

Professional Engineer or Scientist $130.00 

Administrative Support $105.00 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE OF THE  
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, TUESDAY,  

SEPTEMBER 18, 2017 AT 1:45 P.M. IN THE TRAINING ROOM, SECOND FLOOR, 
WILMETTE VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, IL 60091 

Members Present: Trustee Stephen Leonard 
Trustee Julie Wolf 

Absent: Trustee Senta Plunkett 

Staff Present: Jeffrey Stein, Corporation Counsel 

I. Call to Order. 

Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein called the meeting to order at 1:58 p.m. 
Committee members Leonard and Wolf were present. 

Mr. Stein noted that Chair Senta Plunkett was absent and asked for 
nominations for a President pro tem. 

Trustee Leonard nominated Trustee Wolf. There were no objections and 
President pro tem Wolf proceeded to preside over the meeting. 

II. Approval of Minutes: Judiciary Committee Meeting of September 27,
2016. 

Trustee Wolf directed the Committee’s attention to the draft minutes of the 

Judiciary Committee meeting of February 14, 2017.   

Trustee Leonard moved that the Committee approve the minutes, 

seconded by Trustee Wolf.   

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

following voted: 

Ayes Trustees Leonard and Wolf. 
Nays: None. 
The motion carried. 

III. Discussion and recommendation to the Village Board of an
amendment to the General Penalty provision of the Wilmette Village
Code, 1993 as amended

        Agenda Item:3.18
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Corporation Counsel Jeffrey Stein said as part of the Village’s set of laws  
(Wilmette Village Code), there is a General Penalty that applies to all 
violations within the Village (unless there is a specific penalty provision for 
a specific violation).  As the Village Code reads today that penalty: 1. Can 
be a fine not to exceed $750, 2. Can require restitution to the private party, 
3. Impose community service and/or 4. Impose counseling/treatment.  
There are no recommended amendments to the text of those specific 
penalties; rather, upon review of the Wilmette Village Code, there is a 
common provision in other municipalities that is not present in the Village’s 
General Penalty section.  
 
That provision would restrict the issuance of licenses, permits certifications 
and any other authorization as required by the laws and ordinances of the 
Village if an applicant (or an interested party to the application) has any debt 
due and owing to the Village.  Such debts can be, but are not limited to, 
delinquent water billing, business/liquor licensing fees, and adjudicated 
fines.  All of these debts must be due and owing directly to the Village and 
not to another governmental or private entity.  
 
It is Corporation Counsel’s recommendation that the proposed ordinance 
be recommended by the Judiciary Committee for approval to the Village 
Board.  Doing so will allow the Village to collect debts that were rightfully 
imposed and has a potential positive impact upon the Village’s budget. 
 
Trustee Wolf asked if Mr. Stein would be working with the Administrative 
Services Department regarding the data for billing and fees. 
 
Mr. Stein said he will work with Peter Skiles, Director of Administrative 
Services to search for any debt owed to the Village by an applicant for a 
license or permit.   
 
Trustee Leonard asked if there was any down side for the Village with the 
proposed ordinance. 
 
Mr. Stein said he did not believe there was any downside for the Village. 
 
Trustee Leonard moved to recommend that the Village Board approve an 
ordinance to amend the Village’s General Penalty to restrict issuances of 
licenses, permits and certifications for those applicants that have an 
outstanding debt due and owing to the Village, seconded by Trustee Wolf.  
No further discussion occurred on the motion.  Upon a call of the roll the 
following voted: 

Ayes Trustees Leonard and Wolf. 
Nays: None. 
The motion carried. 
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IV.      Public Comment 

None. 

V. New Business 
 
No Report 

VI. Adjournment 

Trustee Leonard moved, seconded by Trustee Wolf to adjourn.  Upon a 
voice vote, the motion passed unanimously. 

Trustee Wolf declared the meeting adjourned at 2:05 p.m. 

    Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Jeffrey Stein,  
Corporation Counsel 
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SUBJECT: Amendment to the Rules of Order Regarding Public Comment Rules for 
the Village Board and Subsidiary Public Bodies  

MEETING DATE:  Introduction – February 27, 2018; Adoption – March 13, 2018 

FROM:   Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel  

BUDGET IMPACT:  None 

 
 
Recommended Motion 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-16 amending the Wilmette 
Village Code, 1993, as amended, in Chapter 2 Rules of Order.  

Introduction 

The Village Board has instituted a custom and practice over the years of allowing Public 
Comment at its Village Board meeting.  The usual time limit given to speakers is three minutes, 
however, this limitation has not been codified.  Accordingly, the Village Board’s Rules of Order 
relating to public comment during public meetings should be updated to not only ensure 
compliance with the Open Meetings Act, but to ensure all individuals desiring to speak have 
the opportunity to do so in a fair and equal manner. Per the Open Meetings Act, public 
comments must be provided to any person wishing to address the public body, which are 
subject only to written rules; and not the Village’s custom and practice no matter how 
established such a practice has been.  Furthermore, these uniform rules can and should apply 
to all subsidiary public bodies of the Village to ensure consistency across all public meetings 
of the Village.   

The Judiciary Committee recently met to discuss, and ultimately recommended approval of the 
proposed rules provided below.  The attached draft ordinance reflects the written rules as 
recommended by the Judiciary Committee.   

Background 

Effective January 1, 2011, the General Assembly significantly amended the Illinois Open 
Meetings Act.  Among those amendments was the provision that “[a]ny person shall be 
permitted an opportunity to address public officials under the rules established and recorded 
by the public body.”  5 ILCS 120/2.06(g).   

Law Department 

mailto:steinj@wilmette.com
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In October of 2010, the Village Board made technical amendments to the Rules of Order of the 
Village Board of Trustees to clarify the Village Board’s custom and practice of allowing public 
comment at its meetings.  The nature of the changes made applied to the duration of time a 
person can comment; which was left at the discretion of the Village President, but may be 
extended by the President or a majority of the Trustees present.  However, the changes did 
not address how many times an individual may speak during public comment or how long the 
public comment period may last.   Furthermore, there is no set of rules at all for the Village’s 
commissions and committees when it comes to Public Comment.  

Since 2011, the Public Access Counselor of the Illinois Attorney General (“PAC”) has provided 
some guidance through binding opinions.  It has been determined that public comment must 
be allowed at all meetings, including special meetings, and at all committees and commissions.  
The PAC has also made clear that only those rules that are in writing may be enforced.  If no 
such rule is in writing, the PAC has determined that the practice and custom of the public body 
has no application.  The PAC has yet to determine the validity of “discretionary” rules, such as 
the one the Village has in place; however, from the tone and rulings the PAC has made in the 
past, it is likely the PAC will disfavor such rules.   

With only discretionary rules or no such rules in place, all meetings of the Village Board, its 
commissions and committees may provide for inconsistent opportunities for individual speakers 
to address the Village’s various boards, committees, and commissions.  Therefore, the 
proposed written rules below are intended to ensure all persons have the opportunity to speak, 
and provide consistency for such speakers across all Village meetings.  

Furthermore, these rules are not intended to limit or suppress any public comment; rather, 
these proposed rules are a floor, which will ensure that everyone that wishes to speak at a 
public meeting will have the same amount of time as everyone else desiring the same.  As with 
the current rules, it is recommended that the President (or Chair of the committee or 
commission) or a majority of Trustees (or commissioners), retain the authority to extend both 
the public comment time as well as individual speaker’s time at the podium, but that there be 
an actual limit codified in case enforcement of such a provision is ever needed.   

The current Village Code states as follows:      

Rule 3.  Trustees discussing a question shall address the President, and no 
Trustee has the floor until recognized by the President.  Persons who wish to 
address the Board on any matter may request recognition prior to the meeting, or 
during Petitions and Communications, or at the conclusion of the meeting, or if the 
matter relates to a specific agenda item, during the discussion of that item. The 
President will accommodate such requests by directing that such requests shall 
be heard during petitions and communications or during debate on a specific 
agenda item.  The President may in his discretion set a time limit for each person’s 
address, taking into account the number of persons wishing to be heard on a 
matter and the amount of village business requiring attention.  The President or a 
majority of the Trustees present may extend the limitation of time or grant 
additional time to individual speakers. 
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Accordingly, the language below is proposed to amend the current Village Code section which 
provides for the written rules applicable to public comment for not just the Village Board, but 
also for all subsidiary public bodies of the Village: 

 Rule 3. 

1. Members of the public body discussing a question shall address the Chair, 
and no member of the public body has the floor until recognized by the 
Chair.   
 

2. At any time a person desires to address the Village Board, its Committees 
or Commissions, at any point during a public meeting shall comply with the 
following Rules of Order as they relate to Public Comment.   
  

3. All Village Boards and Commissions shall allow for an agenda item titled 
“Public Comment” on its agendas during every public meeting.  During the 
Public Comment portion of a meeting, any persons who wish to address the 
public body on any matter of public business that is not a specific agenda 
item may request recognition prior to the meeting or during the portion of 
the public meeting dedicated to Public Comment.  Furthermore, any 
persons who wish to address the public body on any matter of public 
business that is a specific agenda item may do so during the discussion of 
that agenda item.  

 
4. During Public Comment or during the specific agenda item being discussed, 

each person who wishes to address the public body shall have no more 
than three (3) minutes to do so after they have been recognized by the 
Chair.  No person shall speak more than one time during Public Comment 
or during the specific agenda item being discussed.  The Chair or a majority 
of the public body members present may extend the limitation of time or 
grant additional time to individual speakers.  The Chair’s denial of or 
limitation on any request for an extension of time may be overruled by a 
majority of those public body members present.  The Chair may also 
recognize and extend the time limit to speak during a specific agenda item 
to any directly interested party (or agent of) of that specific agenda item.   

 
5. Public Comment portion of the meeting shall last no more than 30 minutes 

at each meeting.  The Chair or a majority of the public body members 
present may extend Public Comment beyond 30 minutes, may set the 
amount of additional time beyond the initial 30 minutes, and may allow any 
such additional time to be heard during New Business.   

 
6. These Public Comment rules do not apply to those persons wishing to 

address a board or commission as part of a required public hearing. 
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7. Any failure to adhere to the provisions of this section, and any such 
restriction or limitation upon any speaker, shall not impair or affect any 
ordinance, resolution, motion, or other action of the Village Board. 

 
Budget Impact 

No Budget Impact 

Documents Attached 

Ordinance No. 2018-O-16 – An Ordinance Amending Chapter 2 of the Wilmette Village Code 
regarding Public Comment Rules for Village Boards, Commissions and Committees.   



ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-16 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE, 1993 RELATING 
TO RULES OF ORDER FOR VILLAGE BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETINGS 

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette (“Village”) is a home rule municipal corporation as 

provided in Article VII, Section 6 of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois and, pursuant 

to said constitutional authority, may exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to 

its government and affairs for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare, 

including exercising the power to tax; and 

WHEREAS, the Village’s Boards and Commissions are subject to the provisions of the 

Illinois Open Meetings Act, 5 ILCS 120/1 et. seq.; and 

WHEREAS, the Illinois General Assembly has amended the Illinois Open Meetings Act 

by adding Section 2.06(g) of that Act which provides, “Any person shall be permitted an 

opportunity to address public officials under the rules established and recorded by the public 

body” (5 ILCS 120/2.06(g)); and 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that communication 

between the public and Village officials, including communication to the Village Board, Village 

Commissions and Village Committees are an important and necessary function of the 

government; and 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that such comments 

should be made with decorum and should be integrated into Village Board meetings, as well as 

those meetings of subsidiary public bodies of the Village,  so as to allow for equal time for any 

person who desires to address the Village Board; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD 

OF TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, as follows:   
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SECTION ONE: 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 TWO: Section 2-2.5.3 of the Wilmette Village Code, 1993 (“Village 

Code”), as amended, is hereby further amended by replacing in its entirety Section 2-2.5.3 Rules 

of Order with the text as follows: 

2-2.5.3 RULES OF ORDER. 

1. Members of the public body discussing a question shall address the Chair, 
and no member of the public body has the floor until recognized by the Chair.   
 
2. At any time a person desires to address the Village Board, its Committees 
or Commissions, at any point during a public meeting shall comply with the 
following Rules of Order as they relate to Public Comment.   
  
3. The Village Board, its Committees, and Commissions shall allow for an 
agenda item titled “Public Comment” on its meeting agendas for every public 
meeting.  During the Public Comment portion of a meeting, any persons who 
wish to address the public body on any matter of public business that is not a 
specific agenda item, on that meeting’s agenda, may request recognition prior to 
the meeting or during the portion of the public meeting dedicated to Public 
Comment.  Any persons who wish to address a public body on any matter of 
public business that is a specific agenda item may do so during the discussion of 
that agenda item.  

 
4. During Public Comment or during the specific agenda item being 
discussed, each person who wishes to address the public body shall have no more 
than three (3) minutes to do so after they have been recognized by the Chair.  No 
person shall be entitled to speak more than one time during a meeting.  The Chair 
or a majority of the public body members present may extend the limitation of 
time or grant additional time to individual speakers.  The Chair’s denial of or 
limitation on any request for an extension of time may be overruled by a majority 
of those public body members present.  The Chair may also recognize and extend 
the time limit to speak during a specific agenda item to any directly interested 
party (or agent of) of that specific agenda item.   

 
5. Public Comment portion of the meeting shall last no more than 30 minutes 
at each meeting.  The Chair or a majority of the public body members present 
may extend Public Comment beyond 30 minutes and may allow any such 
additional time to be heard during New Business.   

 
6. These Rules of Order do not apply to those persons wishing to address a 
board or commission as part of a required public hearing. 
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7. Any failure to adhere to the provisions of this section, and any such
restriction or limitation upon any speaker, shall not impair or affect any 
ordinance, resolution, motion, or other action of the Village Board. 

SECTION THREE: 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 FOUR: 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 March, 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 March, 

2018. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

Published in Pamphlet Form March 14, 2018 
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SUBJECT: Ordinance Increasing Minimum Age for the Sale of Tobacco Products 
 
MEETING DATE:  Introduction – February 27, 2018 

Adoption – March 13, 2018 
 
FROM:   John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 
   Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 

    
None 

 
 
 

Recommended Motions 
 
Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-17 amending the Wilmette 
Village Code to increase the age to purchase tobacco products to 21 years of age.  

 
Background 
 
The Village regulates the retail sale of tobacco products and requires those desiring to sell 
tobacco within the Village limits to obtain a Village license. The Village Code prohibits the sale 
of tobacco to persons younger than 18 years of age which is consistent with state law. The 
Village only regulates the sale of tobacco, but does not regulate the use or possession of 
tobacco as that remains under State control. Currently, there are approximately 14 business 
locations in the Village authorized to sell tobacco products. The types of businesses include 
five gas stations, four convenience stores, two grocery stores, one liquor store, one golf course, 
and one cigar/tobacco store. 
 
Recently the Judiciary Committee met to consider increasing the minimum age for the sale of 
tobacco products to 21. After discussion, the Judiciary Committee unanimously recommended 
the Ordinance for consideration by the Village Board. Businesses impacted by the proposed 
Ordinance were notified of the Ordinance introduction scheduled for February 27.  
 
Discussion 
 
In an effort to reduce smoking rates in youth and adolescents, several communities have 
increased the minimum age for the sale of tobacco from 18 to 21. According to several 
organizations, nearly 25% of tobacco users in the Midwest are less than 18 years of age. 
Furthermore, 90% of people who provide tobacco to kids under the age of 18 are under the 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Village Manager’s Office 

mailto:prejznerj@wilmette.com
mailto:steinj@wilmette.com
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age of 21. Thus, according to Preventing Tobacco Addiction Foundation, raising the minimum 
age to purchase tobacco products to 21 has been shown to reduce smoking in those under 18 
by over 50%.  

Currently there are 13 municipalities and one county in Illinois who have increased the age to 
21. These include: 

 Berwyn 

 Buffalo Grove 

 Chicago 

 Deerfield 

 Elk Grove Village 

 Evanston 

 Highland Park 

 Lincolnshire 

 Maywood 

 Mundelein 

 Naperville 

 Oak Park 

 Vernon Hills 

 Lake County 

The State of Illinois is also considering legislation to raise the age for whom tobacco products, 
electronic cigarettes, and alternative nicotine products may be sold from at 18 years of age to 
21. 
 
More information on statistics related to increasing the purchase age to 21 can be found at 
https://tobacco21.org and https://lungchicago.org. 
 
Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance No. 2018-O-17 
 

https://tobacco21.org/
https://lungchicago.org/


ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-17 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE 

CODE, 1993, AS AMENDED, AMENDING SECTION 5-2.8.2 

UNLAWFUL SALE OR DELIVERY, SALE IN UNLAWFUL 

QUANTITIES; SIGNS; SELF-SERVICE DISPLAYS 

UNLAWFUL” 

 

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

County, Illinois, find that there is substantial scientific evidence that cigarette smoking and the 

use of other forms of tobacco and tobacco products are dangerous to human health; and 

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees adopted a regulation restricting the sale 

of tobacco products to persons under the age of 18 in 1997; and 

WHEREAS, it is likely that a majority of individuals under the age of 18 obtain tobacco 

products from people under the age of 21; and 

WHEREAS, it is further likely that raising the age the minimum age from 18 to 21 has 

been shown to reduce smoking in individuals under the age of 18; and 

WHEREAS,  the President and Board of Trustees further find that the public health, 

welfare and safety is furthered by preventing the purchase and use of tobacco products by 

persons under the age of 21 years; and 

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees further find that, pursuant to its home 

rule powers granted by the Constitution of the State of Illinois, the Village of Wilmette is 

empowered to provide for the licensing and regulation of those individuals and entities engaged 

in the sale of tobacco products. 

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

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
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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 5, Regulation of Certain Commercial and Quasi-Commercial Activities, by deleting the 

text of said Subsections 5-2.8.2 in the manner and form shown in strikethrough type below, and 

inserting new text in the manner and form shown in underlined bold type below, so that said 

Subsections 5-2.8.2 shall hereafter provide as follows: 

5-2.8.2 UNLAWFUL SALE OR DELIVERY; SALE IN UNLAWFUL 

QUANTITIES; SIGNS; SELF-SERVICE DISPLAYS UNLAWFUL. 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person, including any licensee, to sell, 

offer for sale, give away or deliver tobacco products to any person under the age 

of eighteen (18) twenty-one (21) years. 

(b) It shall be unlawful for any licensee to allow, employ, engage or 

permit any person under the age of eighteen (18) twenty-one (21) years to sell, 

offer for sale, give away or deliver any tobacco products. 

(c) It shall be unlawful for any licensee to sell or offer for sale tobacco 

products through the use of a tobacco vending machine. 

(d) It shall be unlawful for any licensee to sell, offer for sale, give 

away or deliver individual cigarettes or cigarettes packaged in a quantity of less 

than 20 cigarettes. 

(e) It shall be unlawful for any licensee to sell, offer for sale, give 

away or deliver any tobacco products in any manner which violates any law, 

administrative rule or regulation of the State of Illinois or the United States. 

(f) A licensee shall be required to post, at or near every place in the 

licensed premises where tobacco products are sold or offered for sale, a plainly 

visible sign which shall state in characters no less than one inch high; "THE 

SALE OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS TO PERSONS UNDER EIGHTEEN (18) 

TWENTY-ONE (21) YEARS OF AGE IS PROHIBITED BY LAW"; provided 

that the posting of a substantially similar sign as that provided herein which is 

required by state or federal law or regulation shall be deemed to constitute 

compliance with this paragraph.   

(g) No Self-Service Tobacco Products.  It shall be unlawful for any 

licensee to sell, offer for sale, or display for sale any tobacco products or tobacco 
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paper not kept behind a service counter or otherwise kept so that customers may 

not obtain any tobacco products without the assistance of an employee of the 

licensee.  Self-service display for the sale of tobacco products when said products 

are displayed for sale enclosed in a fixed, free-standing walk-in humidor for 

storing tobacco products in which the air is kept properly humidified and which is 

of not less than 100 square feet in area shall not constitute a violation of this 

section.   

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 March 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 March 2018. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 
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Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 

Published in Pamphlet Form March 14, 2018 

 



 
 

 
ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS (847) 853-7660 

DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701 

 
                  

Date: February 22, 2018 
 
To: Timothy Frenzer, Village Manager   
 
From: Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works  
    
Subject: Agenda Item 6.41     
 
 
The stormwater phasing memorandum and presentation by Stantec will be forwarded to 
the Village Board as soon as it is available. 
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