
1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

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

Village Board Council Chambers 
Tuesday, May 8, 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 April 24, 2018. 

3.2 Approval of minutes of the Special Meeting held April 17, 2018.
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 LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held April 

4, 2018. 
 

3.4 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2018-TU-07 to locate a construction 
trailer at 1100 Laramie Avenue (Loyola Academy) from May 21, 2018 
through January 1, 2020. 

 
3.5 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2018-TU-08 to permit two food trucks 

in conjunction with a triathlon at Gillson Park on Sunday, September 16, 
2018. 

 
3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-16, 803 Lake Avenue 

regarding a request for a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor area 
variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation to allow the construction 
of an attached two-car garage on a legal non-conforming structure in 
accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-33. 

 
3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-17, 1153 Wilmette Avenue 

regarding a request for a special use for an indoor amusement facility 
(Outatime Games Live Escape Rooms) in accordance with the plans 
submitted. The use shall run with the use; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-
34. 

  
3.8 REMOVE FROM TABLE - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-

Z-02, 3730 Lake Avenue regarding a revised request for a 3.0’ side yard 
setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a 
grill island in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance 
#2018-O-28. 

 
3.9 REQUEST TO TABLE TO JUNE 12, 2018 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD 

MEETING - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z- 14,1200 
Cleveland Street, regarding a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
3.10 REQUEST TO TABLE TO JUNE 12, 2018 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD 

MEETING - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-63, 238 
Kilpatrick Avenue regarding a revised  request for a 587.21 square foot 
(7.43%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height 
limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition and 
remodel that is classified as a new home in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

 
FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.11 Approval of April 2018 Disbursement Report.  
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  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.12 Appointment of William Bradford to the Plan Commission from May 8,  
   2018 to May 8, 2022. 
 
  3.13 Appointment of William Muno to the Environmental and Energy   
   Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2021. 
 
  3.14 Appointment of Carmen Corbett to the Historic Preservation Commission  
   from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2022. 
 
  3.15 Appointment of Richard Brill to the Appearance Review Commission from  
   May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2023. 
 
  3.16 Appointment of Rebecca Boyd to the Environmental and Energy   
   Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2021. 
 
  3.17 Appointment of Benjamin Schmitt to the  Transportation Commission from  
   May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2022. 

  
  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.18 Approval of seven month contract extension in the amount not to exceed  
   $119,911 and at unit process set forth in the contract extension request  
   letter dated April 23, 2018 with Nels J. Johnson Tree Experts, Evanston, IL 
   for routine and emergency tree removal services.  
 
  3.19 Approval of one year contract extension in the annual amount of $29,780  
   with Meade Electric Co., McCook, IL for traffic signal maintenance.  
            

  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
  
 3.20 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-26 making technical amendments to  
  the Administrative Adjudication ordinance.  
   

4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 
 
 
4.1 Approval of appointment of George M. Pearce to the office of Village 
 Trustee, to fill the vacancy created by the resignation of Village Trustee 
 Stephen M. Leonard.  
 
4.2 Life Saving event recognition for resident David Zier and Officers Stephen  
 Leigh, Valerie Davis and Julie Parisi. 
 
4.3      Presentation of 2017 Officer of the Year Award to Detective Connor 
 Cavanagh. 
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4.4 Proclamation designating May 20-26, 2018 as Public Works Week. 
 
 

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
6.11 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-15, 405 Vista Drive 
 regarding a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence 
 openness variation to permit the retention of a 6’ tall solid fence in a 
 front yard in accordance with the plans submitted. 

   
      TIME LIMIT:  15 MINUTES 
 

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

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

 
6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
6.61 Ratification of Holland and Knight Agreement. 
 
  TIME LIMIT:  5 MINUTES 
 

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 



4/24/18  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, APRIL 24, 2018. 

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

1.0 ROLL CALL 
Trustees Julie Wolf 

Senta Plunkett 
Kathy Dodd 

 President Bob Bielinski 
Absent: Daniel Sullivan 

Joel Kurzman 

Staff Present:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 
Dan Manis, Village Engineer 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Joe Feldman said he is President of the Wilmette Warming House and extended an 
invitation to the Trustees and all members of the community to the Spring Benefit 
which will be held in two weeks at the Kenilworth Club. 

Dennis Roberts, 720 Lacrosse Avenue, thanked the Trustees for their actions in 
dealing with the stormwater issue.  He said his teaching, doctorate, research and 
consulting work has all been in civic engagement.  It was interesting to see 
everyone working together on a complicated problem.  He would like to express his 
concern with the decision as his area will not be addressed in the decision. In 
speaking with the Stantec consultant, Mr. Johnson, he feels there is the possibility 
to provide relief to his area with Option 3. He asked the Village Board to hear more 
detail about the plans and be involved in the process as residents want to be a part 
of making a positive difference. 

3.1
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3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Trustee Wolf moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows: 

 
3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held April 10, 2018. 

 
  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held  

March 7, 2018. 
 
3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held March 

21, 2018. 
 

3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 
held March 5, 2018. 
 

3.5 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-27 granting a request by Housing 
Opportunity Development Corporation for approval of a Planned Unit 
Development Preliminary Plan and Special Use to permit the construction 
of a multi-family building containing 16 affordable rental apartments located 
at 1925 Wilmette Avenue in conformance with the plans submitted. The use 
to run with the use. 

 
3.6 Appearance Review Case #2018-AR-07, 1100 Laramie Avenue, Loyola 

Academy regarding a request for an interior parking lot landscaping 
variation and a ground sign variation; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-31. 

 
3.7 Request to table - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-02, 3730 

Lake Avenue regarding a revised request for a 3.0’ side yard setback 
variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill 
island in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance 
#2018-O-28. 

 
3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-12, 1057 Linden Avenue 

regarding a request for an 11.0’ side yard adjoining a street parking space 
setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a 
345.47 square foot (28.62%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit a parking pad on the legal non-conforming 
structure in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance 
#2018-O-29. 

 
3.9 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-13, 517 Ridge Road 

regarding a request for a 7.44’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation 
to permit the modification of a non-conforming wall with a new door opening 
in a side yard adjoining a street in accordance with the plans submitted; 
adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-30. 
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3.10 Request to table-Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-14, 1200 
Cleveland Street, regarding a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

   
  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.11 Notice of vacancy on the Appearance Review Commission due to the term 
    expiration of Daniel Elkins.  
   
  3.12 Reappointment of Melinda Molloy to the Fire Pension  Fund Board of  
   Trustees from May 2018 to May 2021. 
 
  3.13 Reappointment of Christopher S. Canning to the Fire Pension Fund Board 
   of Trustees from May 2018 to May 2021. 
 
  3.14 Reappointment of David Farina to the Police Pension  Fund Board of  
   Trustees from May 2018 to May 2020. 
 
  3.15 Appointment of Carrie Woleben-Meade as Chair of the Appearance  
   Review Commission. 
 
  3.16 Recommendation of appointment of William Bradford to the Plan   
   Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2022. 
 
  3.17 Recommendation of appointment of William Muno to the Environmental  
   and Energy Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2021. 
 
  3.18 Recommendation of appointment of Carmen Corbett to the Historic   
   Preservation Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2022. 
 
  3.19 Recommendation of appointment of Richard Brill to the Appearance  
   Review Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2023. 
 
  3.20 Recommendation of appointment of Rebecca Boyd to the Environmental  
   and Energy Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2021. 
 
  3.21 Recommendation of appointment of Benjamin Schmitt to the    
   Transportation Commission from May 8, 2018 to May 8, 2022. 

  
  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.22 Remove from table - Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-18 adopting the  
   February 15, 2018 version of the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District’s 
   Watershed Management Ordinance.  
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 3.23 Remove from table - Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed  
  $803,114 with Hoerr Construction, Inc., Goodfield, IL for the Sewer Lining  
  Phase 2 Program, Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA)   
  Revolving Loan Fund Project Number L175509. 

 
  3.24 Remove from table - Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed  
   $169,101 with Schroeder & Schroeder, Inc., Skokie, IL for the 2018   
   Sidewalk and Curb Replacement  Program. 
 
  3.25 Remove from table - Adoption of Resolution #2018-R-6 approving a 25 year 
   easement with the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater  
   Chicago (MWRD) for the Greenleaf Avenue Relief Sewer System.  
   
  3.26 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $42,267 with Milieu  
   Design, LLC, Wheeling, IL for landscape maintenance, grass cutting and  
   planting services. 
 
  3.27 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $33,602 with Door  
   Systems, Naperville, IL for replacement of overhead garage doors at  
   the Public Works facility.  
 
 3.28 Approve of contract in the amount not-to-exceed $79,980 with Civiltech  
  Engineering, Inc., Chicago, IL, for the Master Bike and Active   
  Transportation Plan Consulting Services. 
 

3.29 Approval of contract in the amount not-to-exceed $174,000 with American  
 Underground, Inc., Glenview, IL for the 2018 Sewer Televising and 
 Cleaning Program. 

 
3.30 Approval of contract in the amount not-to-exceed $51,500 with 
 Precision Pavement Markings, Inc., Elgin, IL for the 2018 Pavement 
 Marking Program. 

 
3.31 Approval of contract in the amount not-to-exceed $41,200 with Patriot 
 Pavement Maintenance, Inc., Des Plaines, IL, for the 2018 Crack Sealing 
 Program. 

 
3.32 Approval of contract in the amount not-to-exceed $40,000 with 
 Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd., Rosemont, IL, for Engineering 
 Permit Review and Inspection Services. 

 
  3.33 Approval of Amendment No. 2 with Baxter & Woodman Consulting   
   Engineers, Chicago, IL, in the amount of $19,380 for additional construction   
   inspection services associated with the 2017 Public Works Yard Improvement 
   Project. 
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  3.34 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $66,270 with Cahill Heating 
   and Air Condition, Lake Bluff, IL for the Water Plant Heating Upgrade Project. 
 
  PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
   
  3.35 Adoption of Resolution #2018-R-7 authorizing an intergovernmental  
   agreement between the Village of Wilmette and the Village of Skokie to  
   utilize the Skokie Police Department’s Shooting Range. 
       

  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
  
 3.36 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-19 regulating vehicle towing and  
  immobilization on private property.  
 
Trustee Plunkett seconded the motion.  Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Plunkett, Dodd, and 
President Bielinski.  Voting no: none. The motion carried. 
  

4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 
 
4.1 Introduction of William Muno who is recommended for appointment to the 

Environmental and Energy Commission. 
 

President Bielinski introduced Mr. Muno to the Village Board and 
recommended his appointment to the Environmental and Energy 
Commission. 
 

4.2 Introduction of Carmen Corbett who is recommended for appointment to the 
Historic Preservation Commission.  

 
President Bielinski introduced Carmen Corbett to the Village Board and 
recommended her appointment to the Historic Preservation Commission.  
 

4.3 Introduction of Richard Brill who is recommended for appointment to the 
Appearance Review Commission. 
 
President Bielinski introduced Richard Brill to the Village Board and 
recommended his appointment to the Appearance Review Commission. 
 

4.4 Introduction of Rebecca Boyd who is recommended for appointment to the 
Environmental and Energy Commission. 

 
President Bielinski introduced Rebecca Boyd to the Village Board and 
recommended her appointment to the Environmental and Energy 
Commission. 
 

4.5 Introduction of Benjamin Schmitt who is recommended for appointment to 
the Transportation Commission. 
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President Bielinski introduced Benjamin Schmitt to the Village Board and 
recommended his appointment to the Transportation Commission. 

 
4.6 Appointment of George M. Pearce to the office of Village Trustee, to fill the 
 vacancy created by the resignation of Village Trustee Stephen M. 
 Leonard.  
 
 President Bielinski announced his appointment of George M. Pearce to 
 the office of Village Trustee, to fill the vacancy created by the resignation 
 of Village Trustee Stephen M. Leonard. He noted that the Village Board 
 will be asked to approve the appointment at the May 8, 2018 Regular 
 Village Board meeting and Mr. Pearce’s  appointment will be effective 
 through May 2019. 
 
4.7 Proclamation designating April 27, 2018 as “Arbor Day”, and    

  presentation of the 34th Tree City USA Award Recognition from the   
  Arbor Day Foundation.  
 
  President Bielinski read aloud the Proclamation.  

 
Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said he would like to invite the community to 
attend the Police Department and Historic Museum’s open houses on Sunday, 
May 6, 2018 from 11 am to 2 pm. 
 
There was no report from Corporation Counsel. 
 

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

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

6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

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

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
 

No Reports 
 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
 
  No Reports 
 
8.0      MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 

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

9.0       ADJOURNMENT 
 

 Trustee Wolf moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:57 p.m., seconded by Trustee 
 Plunkett. All voted aye, the motion carried. 
 

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

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE HELD ON TUESDAY, APRIL 17 

AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE VILLAGE HALL, 
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS. 

Members Present: 
President  Bob Bielinski 

Trustees Julie Wolf 
Daniel Sullivan 
Senta Plunkett 
Kathy Dodd 
Joel Kurzman 

Staff Present: Timothy Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Brigitte Berger-Raish, Director of Engineering & Public Works 
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
Dan Manis, Village Engineer  
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 

Guests Present Joe Johnson, Stantec 

I. Call to Order 

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

II. Discussion and Determination of Path Forward Regarding Storm
Sewer System Improvements

President Bielinski outlined the process for the evening, noting the Village 
Board would vote on a path to go forward and provide staff with direction. 

Ms. Berger-Raish introduced the consultants present this evening; Joe 
Johnson and Tara Novotny from Stantec, Dave Buckley and Thomas Burke 
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering, and Mike Young from RJN 
Engineering.   

Ms. Berger-Raish said the official storm water study began in 2013 but the 
Village has been studying stormwater and sewer issues previous to that. 

3.2
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Since 2007 the Village has spent a lot of time focusing on sanitary sewer 
issues in west Wilmette, in particular the Village Board approved a Capital 
Improvement Program of approximately $24 million to invest in the 
performance of the sanitary sewer system. Since that investment, the 
Village has turned its focus to stormwater, and in 2013 hired Christopher 
Burke Engineering to perform a hydraulic analysis and complete modeling 
of the stormwater system west of Ridge Road. In 2015 that report was 
delivered to the Village Board and since 2015 the costs that were 
associated were with the solutions identified in the Christopher Buke report 
were quite expensive, so the Village Board thought it would be prudent to 
have a second look at the study. A second independent engineering 
consultant was hired, Stantec, to review the technical aspects of the report, 
the cost estimates and one last look at all the alternatives possible to try to 
mitigate flooding in west Wilmette. The Village has narrowed down nine 
possible alternatives to three options in December 2017. Since December 
staff has been engaging in a very robust public engagement campaign with 
the goal to reach as many Wilmette residents as possible. 
 
Ms. Berger-Raish said there is not one single reason why there is wide 
spread flooding in west Wilmette. Topography is a primary reason as west 
Wilmette basically sits in a large drainage bowl and we rely on the pump 
station to pump all of that stormwater out of west Wilmette and get it to the 
North Branch of the Chicago River. There is no emergency overflow route 
for that water to drain naturally. Also, west Wilmette is highly developed and 
there is very limited open green space. At the time the stormwater system 
was developed, there were no comprehensive stormwater management 
techniques or plans to develop that system and as a result, it is undersized 
and is capable of serving a two year storm.   
 
Ms. Berger-Raish said the three options being considered this evening are 
1) Sewer expansion, 2) Sewer expansion plus neighborhood storage (also 
known as the hybrid option), and 3) neighborhood storage. A fourth option 
would be no major improvements. The projects that will be discussed this 
evening are designed for a 10 year storm event. She reviewed each option, 
their costs and effectiveness. If the Village were to proceed with a project, 
they would issue a 30 year bond to finance the project and the noted the 
incremental costs to a sewer and water bill over time.  
 
Ms. Berger-Raish said staff is looking for direction on which project, if any, 
the Village Board would like to pursue and if they would like a project built 
as quickly as possible or prefer to phase it over a number of years. The 
motion they would anticipate, if appropriate, would be to direct staff to 
prepare a request for proposal to enter into a preliminary engineering design 
agreement. If there is a motion to move forward with one of the options, staff 
would move forward with talking to the Park District, and prepare the 
requests for proposal which they would hope to have awarded in late 
summer and could conceivably be under construction fall of 2019. 
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Trustee Dodd asked if we had already had discussions with the Park District 
regarding the options. 
 
Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said on a staff level, they have had 
informal conversations with the Park District staff but up to this point they 
have not known what plan the Village Board will consider.  
 
Ms. Berger-Raish noted that all of the storage facilities would be 
underground and expect the restoration of the parks to be what is seen 
today at West Park. 
 
President Bielinski asked if the Trustees had any questions for Mr. Johnson 
with Stantec. 
 
Trustee Wolf asked how green infrastructure would be integrated with the 
planning process. 
 
Mr. Johnson said anytime the Village is embarking on a major infrastructure 
project, it is a great opportunity to evaluate how we may be able to 
incorporate green infrastructure into the project in a beneficial way. At the 
same time it is important to understand it would be a compliment to the other 
work that is going on.  
 
Trustee Plunkett asked for the purpose of the relief sewers in addition to the 
neighborhood storage option. 
 
Mr. Johnson said in order for water detention to be effective, we have to be 
able to move water from the low points to the storage and so the trunk 
sewers that are included in neighborhood storage, generally run from an 
identified low point that is a flooding problem area, and move the water to 
the storage.  
 
Trustee Wolf said she was involved with the planning of the West Park 
storage and it was for a sanitary sewer but there was a system to rinse it 
out after it had been used and wondered if that would be included in any of 
the proposed neighborhood storage tanks. 
 
Mr. Johnson said that would be something they would look at in the 
preliminary engineering and design but he would expect that to be so. 
 
Trustee Dodd said there are also some relief sewers proposed that would 
not be going to storage facilities and asked why they were in the maps. 
 
Mr. Johnson said the western part of the west side of Wilmette as you 
approach the Edens Expressway is the low lying area, and there is no 
storage project in that area and yet that is an area that is most prone to 
flooding so in conjunction with the storage projects in the neighborhood 
storage alternative, there is some conveyance sewers put in there to take 



4/17/18  Not yet approved 

 4 

those low points and drain them down to the existing trunk sewer in 
Wilmette Avenue.  
 
President Bielinski said if that would work in that area would it be possible 
to do the same in the Locust Road area given where they are in the models 
today. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he believes that could possibly work. He is very confident 
that they have exhausted the type of alternatives that could address this 
problem in west Wilmette but it may be possible depending on the cost. 
 
Ms. Berger-Raish said that would be another item that they would add. If 
the Village Board selects neighborhood storage, they could add that to the 
preliminary engineering to look at the scope of the project to see if storage 
areas could be enlarged or downstream pipes enlarged to pick up those 
additional areas. There would be a decision point whether they would take 
that information back to the Village Board or Municipal Services Committee 
to make the decision on whether to spend additional money and what 
protection that would have.   
 
Trustee Plunkett said she knows what neighborhood storage is but in 
speaking to residents the question came up regarding how long the water 
is in the storage, how long it takes for the water to drain out, and how it 
would function with back to back rain events. 
 
Mr. Johnson said neighborhood storage is extra volume in the system that 
can be retained for a period of time and release it out slowly to reduce the 
impact of the flow downstream. Typically, a 3 hour storm would result in 
storage facilities filling up and then draining out over a period of eight to 
seventeen hours, depending on the magnitude of the storm. The question 
of back to back storms is valid because of the storage facility is partially full 
and there is another storm, then the effectiveness is reduced. In reviewing 
rainfall data for the past 60 years, they found that it is very rare to have 2 ½ 
inches of rain on one day and that much rain again on the next day.  
 
Trustee Plunkett asked what the draw down time would be for a 10 year 
storm. Ms. Berger-Raish said she believes it is nine hours.  
 
Trustee Kurzman said when a storage tank is releasing 24 hours after a rain 
event, will access to the stormwater system, closer to the outfall, be 
affected. 
 
Mr. Johnson said while it would use some capacity after the storm has 
passed the pipes drain back down. 
 
President Bielinski asked what you would have to do to retain the optionality 
of the sewer expansion project and the neighborhood storage projects. 
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Mr. Johnson said the projects are relatively compatible. 
 
President Bielinski asked if there were pipes involved in both projects that 
would not have to be built twice. 
 
Ms. Berger-Raish said the Wilshire Drive section would have to increase 
from a 30 in to 48 inch pipe if you wanted to build conveyance at a later date 
which would cost $200,000. The Washington Avenue pipe between Lamon 
and Lavergne would have to be increased from a 24” pipe to 108” pipe at 
an approximate cost of $1.7 million. 
 
Trustee Wolf asked if there would be additional storage in the Washington 
Avenue pipe since it is going from a 24” to 108” pipe. 
 
Mr. Johnson said there would be some benefit from having a little extra 
storage in that area but there would have to be thought given to the 
engineering design of the larger pipe and storage in that area. 
 
Trustee Kurzman asked if we would be limiting ourselves to 10 year flood 
in 30 years from now by doing that. 
 
Mr. Johnson said in west Wilmette, we are limited by the capacity of the 
stormwater pumping station so we can only pump out to the river so much 
water. 
 
Trustee Kurzman asked if the options are interchangeable, he wants to be 
sure we are not just keeping it in these hypothetical discussions to 10 year 
flood protection.  
 
Mr. Johnson said there was a few analyses done that took Option 1 and 
added the neighborhood storage alternative onto it and they believed it 
would provide between a 25 and 50 year level of protection which would 
cost approximately $130 million today. 
 
Trustee Dodd said in looking at the neighborhood storage tanks, is the size 
of the tanks based on the location or size of the storm and would they be 
able to be expanded. 
 
Mr. Johnson said they did look at how much space was available to 
determine the size of the storage tanks. He noted the smaller the footprint 
of the location, the deeper the tank has to go and that would increase the 
cost. 
 
Dave Burke, Christopher Burke Engineering, said initially they designed the 
underground storage tanks for the 10 year storm to keep the volume below 
the street level elevation, so those basins all drain by gravity.  If they were 
to move to a pump option, they could lower the basins in the future but there 
is a cost associated with moving from gravity to a pump option basin.  
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Trustee Plunkett asked Mr. Johnson to briefly explain why we are now 
discussing a storage tank at the Community Playfield as opposed to 
previously proposed Centennial Park.    
 
Mr. Johnson said a question came up at the open house regarding keeping 
the prairie at Centennial Park which would make the site constrained and 
the more difficult a site is, it tends to drive the cost up.  One of the other 
considerations was that the ground elevation at Centennial is higher and 
they would have to dig down deeper which would increase the cost.  There 
are some challenges to the Community Playfield also, as it is not easily 
accessible.  
 
Trustee Dodd said residents have also asked what they could do on their 
own property to help with flooding. 
 
Ms. Berger-Raish said there are general good housekeeping that residents 
can do to protect their home from high ground water, adjacent flooding or 
low lying areas. Residents can put in foundation drains tied to a sump pump 
with discharge far enough away from the foundation, making sure 
downspouts are splashed away from your foundation, making sure the 
grade around your property drains away from the foundation.  If there are 
cracks in the foundation or walls, the foundation can be flood proofed, and 
window wells should be free from seepage. 
 
Trustee Dodd as we think about the different options, is it true that in the 
areas we are doing neighborhood storage, that would be very close to an 
effective solution as conveyance, in the areas we would be doing it.  
 
Ms. Berger said that was the intent for a 10 year storm.   
 
President Bielinski said the Village Board has been discussing stormwater 
issues for the past five years and every question has been asked and 
answered. The primary purpose this evening is for the Village Board to 
come to a determination. 
 
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director, said they have gone through extensive 
discussions in terms of the different projects and what the potential cost 
might be and also tried to give a framework of what these costs might look 
like within the larger contexts of the Village, the services it provides and the 
revenue it collects. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said the Village has done well coming out of the recession 
and there is a vibrancy that we are seeing. The numbers we are seeing 
increasing from a revenue standpoint outside of the property tax are sales 
and permits. He said this year we have lost a major sales tax contributor 
with Imperial Motors closing and it has also been made public that Carson’s 
will be leaving and they are a significant contributor to sales tax. The other 
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thing that is concerning to him is the debt service. He asked what other 
major projects outside of sewers are going to impact the Village’s debt load. 
 
Ms. Molloy said we have significant investments to make in the Water Plant, 
and we also have an aged Police Station that we have talked about for many 
years which combined will be another $50 million in debt. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said hopefully the way we have structured the debt, we will 
not have to over tax the residents. 
 
Ms. Molloy said the debt is structured so that as we roll off the debt service 
that would be going to service the debt service on a new Police Station and 
the other portion was going to go to the road program. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said if we add on $100 million to our debt service, we are 
essentially doubling our debt service and we would have to look at 
approximately a 10% tax increase. 
 
Ms. Molloy said it could possibly be at that level depending on how we do 
the issuance and what the rates would be. She would not advocate that we 
do this issuance on our property tax for the reasons we have discussed 
before. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said in putting it altogether, it is a big increase and we are 
going to make Wilmette expensive no matter which project we decide on.  
He also noted that our pensions are State mandated and have to be fully 
funded by 2040 and they go up every year. The numbers concern him as 
the only option is to increase the tax levy and how do we absorb another 
$50 to $100 million in debt. 
 
President Bielinski said residents often express concern regarding all the 
taxing bodies in the Village raising the tax levy every year and possibly be 
making the Village unaffordable. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said it is important to note that our expenses are out pacing 
our revenue although we are in good times right now, but we all know good 
times run in cycles and how do we handle that, especially if we start to lose 
sales tax and permits.  
 
Trustee Plunkett said of our current $83 million debt, what number is 
attributable to sewers. 
 
Ms. Molloy said of the $83 million, the total amount that is for water/sewer 
is approximately $49 million and the sewer is $36 million.  
 
President Bielinski asked if there was anyone present to address the Village 
Board. 
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Ben Tolsky, 339 Lamon, said he has an issue with the definitions of the 10 
through 100 year storms as they were determined in the 1970’s. He said 
this is not a green project and he believes the water should be pumped back 
into the lake where it belongs rather than in the river which would then make 
it a green project. 
 
Ryrie Pellaten, 1115 Lake Avenue, said he is concerned when and how the 
Village is going to talk to the Park District about their plans to use Park 
District facilities for storage as it will concern the residents who live around 
those parks. 
 
Kevin Lubawski, 2433 Iroquois, said he recommends voting for Option 1. 
He asked if the Board had considered sharing restoration and excavation 
costs with utilities that also want to update in the area. 
 
Wendy Schultz, Beechwood Avenue, said has been coming to all the 
meetings for the past five years. She would like to see the Village Board 
implement a solution to see to fruition. She believes it is important for the 
Board to choose a project that can be completed in a quicker time frame 
rather than a longer time frame and she likes that some of the options have 
a plug and play option.  
 
Jordan Fitchev, 423 Wilshire Drive, said he appreciates hearing the longer 
term perspective of what the financial ability of Wilmette realistically is. He 
would like to talk about Option 1 but it only makes sense to talk about the 
other options if you can afford to do the project at all, keep people happy 
and if the benefits outweigh the cost and if the Village Board does find that 
it is reasonable in the long term plan to go forward with one of these options.   
He would like to discuss Option 1 in the sense that the Village has a basic 
responsibility to provide a minimal level of service to all of its residents. He 
urged the Board to strongly consider Option 1. 
 
Davida Fruchter, 3239 Central Avenue, said she has also attended all the 
meetings about stormwater. She agrees with the previous gentleman and 
urges the Village Board to vote for Option 1. 
 
Celiza Braganca, 2125 Washington Avenue, said she agrees with what the 
last two speakers said. 
 
Chuck Garrett, 2224 Kenilworth Avenue, said he would like to have a 
solution and wants the Village to spend our money very wisely. One of the 
things that concerns him most is that there is a problem to solve. The 
problem he has seen on his street has been the flooding of basements from 
back up of the sewer system up through floor drains in the basement. He 
believes the Village needs to address both storm and sanitary sewers and 
can we do it correctly.  He would consider Option 1 but wonders if it will be 
enough and if there will be professional liability to the engineers who design 
the project. 
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Sheryl Katz, 740 Lacrosse Avenue, said she has lived through all of the 
storms and would like to see the Village Board consider Option 1. She 
believes our reputation as a Village determine our property values and we 
need to fix the flooding problem to protect our reputation and preserve the 
character of Wilmette. 
 
Charles Katz, 740 Lacrosse Avenue, said he believes if the Village does not 
fix the water issue right now, the problem will not go away and residents will 
be back. 
 
Raquel Klibanoff, 428 Wilshire Drive, East, urged the Village Board to vote 
for Option 1. The Village has already spent over $800,000 on engineering 
studies by multiple engineering firms and they all agree Option 1 is the best 
plan to provide 10 storm protection throughout the west side.  She believes 
providing 10-year storm protection to residents is a basic infrastructure 
requirement and believes it is one of the primary duties of the Village as a 
whole.  
 
Karleen McAllester, 323 Wilshire Drive, thanked everyone who came out 
tonight to make their voices heard, 870 people who reported to Wilmette 
their flooding issues and those who took the time to email their option 
requests. She wanted to emphasize thinking about the big numbers 
regarding the amount of water from flooding. She does not believe 
neighborhood storage is equivalent to conveyance, she believes it is 
essential to get the storm trunk built.  She believes if the Village Board does 
not select Option 1, they should select Option 2 to at least have the full size 
trunk and conceivably keep adding on to it.  
 
Eunice Shapiro, 416 Wilshire Drive West, said she has flooded for the 40 
years she has lived in her house. She recommended spending the extra 
money now to take care of the problem. She thanked everyone for their 
effort and sincere work. 
 
Bobby Largay, 1217 Dartmouth, said he would like to clarify that the park 
will look the same if a storage tank is put in Thornwood Park. 
 
John Anderson, 227 Greenleaf, said he has worked on water management 
issues for a long time and there are innovations that are out there in water 
storage. He said intelligently managed storage is a way to optimize 
performance and economics and he has shared this information with staff.  
He encourages looking at a storage solution and use the innovation that is 
out there for better performance with new technologies.  
 
Bob Davis, Kilpatrick Avenue, said he has walked around his neighborhood 
and received comments from his neighbors about stormwater. He said there 
has been comments from some neighbors to launch a class action suit and 
he does not want to see the Village spend money on that when we should 



4/17/18  Not yet approved 

 10 

be spending it on the sewers. He urged the Village Board to choose a 
conveyance option, he would prefer Option 1 but understands Option 2.  
Most importantly for him, we should get the engineering going and take 
advantage of any grant programs that are available. 
 
Jim Lyman, 630 8th Street, said he would like the Village Board to make 
sure that they listened to Trustee Sullivan as he thought the points he made 
were excellent. To him the biggest issue facing the Village as well as the 
County and the State going forward are tax levies we are facing. 
 
Mike Milnik, Kilpatrick Avenue, said he has been through a few storm events 
and some flooding. After the first flood he had, he installed a flood control 
unit that cost him $6,000 to $7,000 and it has prevented any further damage 
to him home. He is concerned with the tax ramifications of the options and 
wants to make the Village affordable to everyone.  
 
Chris Tucker, 420 Brookside, said he likes Option 1. 
 
Carl Hopman, 311 Driftwood, thanked everyone for their hard work and 
thanked the Trustees for keeping the discussion friendly and sharing the 
financial challenges. His concerns are that it is difficult to know what the 
Villagers want and suggested a referendum might be simpler. He believes 
permeable pavers would significantly reduce stormwater run-off while 
removing 0 & 94% of toxins and the cost would be marginal if installed when 
the pavement needs to redone anyway. The cost of the three current 
proposals is astronomical, it is between $250,000 to $322,000 per protected 
house according to the numbers provided.  He believes most buyers of the 
homes knew they were buying in a flood zone and bought at a significant 
discount. He also does not believe this is a case of west Wilmette versus 
east Wilmette as many residents in west Wilmette have fully finished  
basements that have never flooded.   
 
Chip McColl, 2116 Beechwood Avenue, said he believes the Village Board 
has been working on the issue for a very long time and he appreciates, the 
time and work, due diligence and loves the fact that a decision will be made 
tonight. He believes the best solution would be a combination of Option 1 
and 3 if money and time were no issue. He wondered why not do this in 
stages and do something that is going to have any impact in two years, the 
storage option has an impact in half the time. He believes this is an ongoing 
process where the Village Board can make a decision and implement a 
solution in stages that make sense.  He believes now is the time to act and 
make a difference for the residents of Wilmette.  
 
Bryan Abbott said he is a Wilmette Park District Commissioner but speaks 
for himself this evening.  He said that each park is unique and represents 
the neighborhood it is in for the community. He said should the Village 
Board select an option, the Park District will be starting from the beginning 
regarding the issue.  
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President Bielinski declared a recess at 9:25 pm. 
 
President Bielinski brought the meeting back to order. 
 
President Bielinski said he believes it is important to build a consensus 
among the Village Board and asked every Trustee to speak regarding the 
issues and options. 
 
Trustee Wolf said she would like to start with putting the whole thing in 
perspective because we do not exist in isolation, we are part of Illinois and 
part of the region.  Some of the things that Trustee Sullivan brought up are 
very good points about the financial considerations. Since we started 
studying the issue to see what was going on underground, it was 
illuminating and going through engineering studies was also helpful. Even 
during the time we have been studying the stormwater issue some things 
have changed; our State government has a lot of uncertainty and there have 
been some regulatory things that have affected the Village and we have to 
look at for the future as they were not on the horizon a few years ago. We 
have also had to do some studies at the Water Plant due to taking on more 
customers, and discovered some significant improvements were needed in 
the last few years that we were not previously aware of and impose some 
financial considerations. In light of all that and the fact of climate change, 
she believes we need to look down the road as whatever project we do, we 
are not going to do it and be done forever with stormwater, it is going to be 
with us for a while. She has come to support what she calls Option 3A, 
which is doing something that would take effect sooner that costs less, that 
has flexibility down the road. The things that would make it Option 3A are 
the larger pipes that would set it up to be expanded to convey as in Option 
1 down the road. The other thing she believes is really important is adding 
green infrastructure as an integral part of the project. If you look at what 
progressive communities are doing and that is what they are doing. You 
look at what will retain water in the watershed, replenish water tables and 
let some of it go back to Lake Michigan, that is what green infrastructure 
does. By adding that to Option 3 and make it 3A, she believes that would 
have a lot of benefit. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said he appreciates the patience of residents as the Village 
Board has worked on the issue for the last 8 10 years. His previous 
comments on the fiscal responsibility is a big concern for him as when we 
first started discussing the issue, we were in the beginning of the worst  
recession most of us have seen and he believes the Village at that time was 
fiscally prudent and has done a good job of building us back up to where 
we are today, where we are seeing appreciation and home ownership and 
not a reduction in services. He believes it has been the same, if not better 
over the past 10 years and still a reasonable and affordable Wilmette.  He 
said last week we voted on affordable housing and voted to approve 
something, making and keeping Wilmette a diverse, affordable community 
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and that is important to him. He does not want to price us out of the 
community or be known as that exclusive, unaffordable or unattainable.  He 
fully agrees that he wants this to be the best solution. How do we get this 
done in 10 years, he cannot run the numbers when he comes to Option 1 
and say are we going to better Wilmette in the long term, are we going to 
put us in peril. He does not have the right answer on we can finance $100 
million in 10 years on top of what we know is coming. He would be 
supportive of Option 3 because it gives relief to people sooner in three 
different neighborhoods but he would expand and say he would challenge 
us to come up with a comprehensive, strategic plan that will fix this sewer 
and spend Option 1 and 3 over the next 30-40 years. He believes that is 
where we have to go and layer in $130 million worth of improvements and 
it may be more than that if we want to protect against a 100 year storm.  He 
is supportive of doing something this evening and believes we can afford 
the $50 million of Option 3 but he would also like to see a Committee formed 
to continue this project and make improvements.    
 
Trustee Plunkett said this is not an easy decision and she has learned a lot 
about sewers. She agrees with Trustee Wolf that she is an Option 3 plus.  
She knows that Option 1 is the best engineering solution and that makes it 
very tough as she knows conveyance is a good system and that is what the 
east side has but compared to the cost, this is more than double that. She 
sees this as part of the comprehensive plan. We have spent on our sewer 
system since 1992, $89 million, $42.5 million on the west side and $46.2 on 
the east side.  She does not see that changing in the future and if we have 
made these investments in the past, we will continue to make these 
investments in the future.  She thinks that Option 3 gives most people the 
most relief in the shortest amount of time while we come up with a 
comprehensive plan and believes we should add those extra pipes so we 
can connect with Option 1 in the future. What she would really like to see 
as part of Option 3, and we have had a lot of resident feedback about this, 
is green infrastructure as part of this plan. One idea would be to have a cost 
sharing plan on private property and there are a number of municipalities 
that have done this for rain gardens and bio swales. We also need to 
discuss green infrastructure on public property and we have been having 
these discussions. She would be in favor of an Option 3 if we are 
supplementing this with green infrastructure and we make a commitment 
that we will be investing in our sewers for years to come.  
 
Trustee Dodd thanked all the residents who came to the meeting to speak 
and sent emails. This is a very hard decision and she has learned a lot about 
sewers. She agrees that this is the start of a longer project and whatever 
solution we choose tonight, we will need to continue to invest in our sewers. 
We do not know in 20 years what will be a 10 year storm which is why we 
have to continue to make sure we look at this as a broader comprehensive 
plan. She has wavered between Option 1 phased over 15-20 years and 
Option 3 which can get done quicker. She does not believe we can do 
Option 1 right away as it is too expensive and the engineers said it will have 
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to phased out for approximately eight years. Option 1 is more expensive 
than our total annual budget and we have to be stewards of our money and 
that is why she believes it would have to be phased.  Her concern around 
phasing Option 1 is all the other things that are uncertain to us such as 
uncertainty in our local government, federal government, other 
municipalities and other critical projects we have. Her concern with a 
phased project is that it would not get relief to residents soon enough and 
our goal is to try to get some relief as quickly as possible. She realizes that 
not everyone will be happy with that and not everyone will be served with 
that, we need and want to start somewhere and she believes Option 3 gives 
us that capability. She agrees that we need to look at green infrastructure 
and because this is a comprehensive plan, she supports that we put in the 
larger sewers that we can to allow us to expand. The reason she is leaning 
toward Option 3 is that she is concerned that residents in our community 
are concerned about how expensive it is to live here and we have had other 
referendums that have enforced that and we must be cautious of that. The  
analogy she has made at a previous meeting is that she believes this is 
similar to purchasing a home, of course you would like to do everything, but 
you can’t, you have to have a long term plan. She is concerned with Option 
3 with the areas we are leaving behind, so if we decide to go with Option 3, 
in this next engineering study, we look to see what we can do to expand 
that. She believes we have to have core services for all our residents, it is 
just a matter of how quickly we can get there and we must continue to help 
our residents.  
 
Trustee Dodd said she would like to address the referendum question that 
has come up. She is not in favor of that as we are one community, we are 
not a bunch of neighborhoods and have not put other capital projects in 
front of us on a referendum and she would be concerned with the pattern 
that would set. In general, capital improvement projects are very large and 
they are very expensive to the community but they affect everybody. 
 
Trustee Kurzman thanked everyone for coming to the meeting and watching 
on Channel 6. He has been looking at this from a policy perspective, in part 
from his professional experience being in the legislative and regulatory 
process, setting public policy for over 15 years.  One of the things he has 
come to learn, is to back into a decision based on cost rarely has a good 
outcome, especially if it is not based on sound public policy or broad public 
support. Village staff established 10-year flood protection as a standard 
level of service which is a modest goal. Nearby municipalities aimed higher, 
but we thought it was in our reach. He wanted to turn to sentiment that has 
been shared by predecessors serving on the Village Board that this Village 
was to focus on core essential services that no other unit of government 
could provide. He wanted to point out that we are on the precipice of going 
beyond that edict. From a policy perspective, it doesn’t make sense to him 
to compare expenditures in the two very distinct sewer systems; two sets of 
pipes, twice as much pipe going to three locations versus one set of pipe 
going to one location. The separated sewer system is an environmentally 
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appropriate system, west Wilmette’s sanitary matter never finds its way into 
Lake Michigan. Nobody builds combined systems anymore because they 
know they degrade the environment and there is a price for being 
environmentally appropriate.  We should not be doubting our investment in 
the separated system, if anything, we should be doubting our past 
investments in the combined sewer system because those investments 
lacked foresight. He wants to share his specific concerns about Option 3. 
Option 3 takes a natural resource and makes it into an unnatural resource 
and this will limit us in the future and our aspirations that we have heard 
about with green infrastructure.  Not taking care of our natural resources is 
how we got to where we are today. When talking with people who object to  
Investing in the separated sewer system, what he finds is people who are 
expressing disappointment with past leadership. When he looks to the past, 
the further back we go in the governance of our Village, maybe you can 
understand that you didn’t know climate change was coming. Maybe you 
didn’t know how ferocious it would be and how quick it would be upon us 
but maybe there should have been more thought about if you are going to 
build above ground then perhaps you should build below ground to 
accommodate with the infrastructure.  
 
Trustee Kurzman said flooding has been under reported in Wilmette from 
the beginning as people are hesitant to speak out because they know what 
it will do to their property values. This has plagued the process from the 
start and makes it a unique issue. But, residents have stepped forward and 
shared personal information to help the engineering study process. We 
have maps on the internet for everyone to see and now we are not going to 
serve them? To him, that disqualifies Option 3 on moral grounds. He said 
while he does not particularly like any of the options proposed, he supports 
Option 1. The reasons are because conveyance was identified as the 
primary problem and Option 1 addresses it and Option 2 does to a lesser 
extent.Option 1 provides the most robust opportunity for green 
infrastructure by not undoing our parks and it leaves no neighborhood 
behind in reaching a recognized standard of service.  This is a generational 
opportunity to address these problems for our current residents while 
positioning ourselves for the future. So while he supports Option 1, he is 
also available to support Option 2 but for the reasons he has stated, for him 
personally Option 3 is disqualified. 
 
President Bielinski said this is a complex issue and we have been talking 
about it for five years in earnest and studying it. He thanked his current and 
former colleagues, staff, consultants and residents who have constructively 
engaged with the Village as we go through the process. Whether it is $90 
million or $50 million, it is a lot of money. We are a 27,000 person 
community, as was mentioned our outstanding debt is $83 million and we 
are talking about a lot of money for a community our size.  He said there is 
no doubt that Option 1 at a cost of $90 million is the better engineering 
solution than the other alternatives being considered tonight, conveyance is 
better than storage. But what he does want to highlight, is Option 1 won’t fix 
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the problem, it won’t solve the problem, it won’t take care of the problem, it 
will help. We are talking about infrastructure spending that is a continuous 
process, and is a question of raising service levels. Our sewer system will 
be able to better handle larger storms if we make an investment here, but 
there will always be a storm that is too big for our system. One of his 
concerns is that we will spend $50 million or $90 million and he will have a 
resident tell him that the Village did not fix the problem and spent all that 
money. The projects are not going to end overland flooding, the 
occurrences will be less frequent and severe and the service level will go 
up.  The genesis of the ten year service level that was discussed was that 
the original ask was for more and the consultant estimates were way too 
expensive and more than what we are looking at today, so the reality is that 
cost is a very important element. He noted that every resident’s level of 
service is different whether it is road condition, distance from Fire or Police 
stations, distance to parks or the beach but we continually try to improve 
our service levels. In his mind $90 million is a not a project, it is a program 
but he does not believe a 20-year approach addresses the issues that we 
currently face and he does not think it is responsive. He favors what he calls 
Option 3 plus. 
 
Option 3 is a series of $15 million to $20 million neighborhood storage 
projects which is absolutely consistent with the scope and expense of the 
West Park sanitary sewer project. When he says plus, he favors Option 3 
which keeps future stormwater improvements on the table. The one thing 
we can all be certain of today, is that we do not know what the future holds. 
He favors the suggestion of green infrastructure being part of the design 
project and would encourage staff to make that a priority and bring to 
Municipal Services some ideas before the budget process so we can make 
that kind of investment. He also believes that this is not the end of the 
investment, this is the beginning and he can set a plan and an approach for 
the stormwater process. He believes Option 3 is a fiscally responsible 
approach and it will provide material improvement in the performance of our 
system for the vast majority of the storms that we experience. There is less 
construction risk and less uncertainty with the cost as we will not be going 
under the expressway and using a street where we know there are utility 
conflicts today and we have experience building these type of projects so 
there will be more certainty with the cost.  
 
President Bielinski said there seems to be a consensus for Option 3 with 
green infrastructure. 
 
Trustee Kurzman said he was opposed to Option 3 on moral grounds. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she would like to understand some of Trustee Kurzman’s 
concerns. One was taking a natural resource and making it natural, she 
asked for clarification of that concern. 
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Trustee Kurzman said it is just his opinion but he believes the parks are our 
best green infrastructure opportunity by building a tank into our parks, we 
limit their use in the future and the Park Board will evaluate that for their 
programmatic needs. He also thinks it limits us with our green infrastructure 
opportunities on those sites in collaboration with the Park District. 
 
Trustee Dodd said even if we chose Option 1, we would still have to have 
conveyance going through parks.  
 
Trustee Kurzman said if we focused on conveyance, we would still have 
parks available to us for ground storage without building tanks.  He said he 
believes that building is part of how we have come to this point. We have a 
three legged stool of climate change, development practices and finances. 
 
Trustee Dodd said why she would be in favor of adding green infrastructure 
to Option 3 is that we do need to encourage our residents to understand the 
value of impervious and pervious surface. There is nothing we can do about 
what has been built in this community but she hears Trustee Kurzman’s 
concern. 
 
Trustee Dodd said Trustee Kurzman raised some concern about 
disappointment in what was previously done on the east side and she did 
not understand that.  
 
Trustee Kurzman said combined sewer systems are a relic, putting your 
sanitary matter with your rainfall and having it discharged into the lake.  
Municipalities are recognizing that is not the way to handle your sewerage.  
With foresight, investments could have been made for more 
environmentally productive purposes and he would like to tout that as a 
value of the separated sewer system that it is environmentally appropriate 
and worthy of investment. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she agrees with President Bielinski that there is not a lot 
we know for certain but one thing we know for certain is that we will be 
continuing to talk and invest about stormwater and sewers for a very long 
time.  
 
Trustee Wolf said she would like to build on what Trustee Plunkett said 
about cost sharing on private property. She has done a little research on 
this and there are several communities that have implemented it.  They 
have used the resources of Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), 
which is in the city and has a program called Rain Ready that provides 
resources to communities and they are eager to partner with communities. 
Oak Park had a program where they provided resources to consult with 
homeowners, develop plans for what they could do on their site to keep the 
water on site, such as rain barrels and rain gardens, and then help them 
find a qualified contractor to install them and then follow up afterward.  She 
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would like to ask staff to get in touch with CNT to see if they will be able to 
work with them.   
 
Trustee Plunkett said she believes this is something that the entire Village 
could and should take advantage of especially when we are talking about 
green infrastructure. If we are talking about Option 3, if there are pockets 
that are not served, we should look and see if we can serve those pockets 
with green infrastructure. 
 
President Bielinski said we could also look into a relief sewer, how much 
would it cost or benefit specific areas. 
 
President Bielinski said the Village Board seems to have a consensus 
around the neighborhood storage project including green infrastructure 
alternatives and also committing to a continuous study. 
 
Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said we could build in into the CIP by 
coming up with an approximate completion date for the project and then see 
what the storm performance is and have funds for Phase ll supplemental 
work.  
 
Trustee Sullivan said he would like to suggest taking a vote on the project 
but also continue to discuss and work on the improvements. 
 
Mr. Frenzer said he would like to clarify that there would be two elements 
involved; 1) continuous examination would be part of the project and 2) 
continuously gathering performance of the completed projects and update 
the models.  
 
Trustee Wolf suggested that Municipal Services continue to study what 
might become a longer term plan.  
 
Trustee Dodd said we already know that there are some areas that will not 
be served by Option 3 and she does not want to have that lost, that would 
be a priority for her.  
 
President Bielinski said he would like to have it formalized in the Capital 
Improvement Plan that there will be further evaluation. 
 
President Bielinski suggested that they start with a motion direct staff to put 
together and issue a request for proposal for preliminary engineering design 
services to construct a neighborhood stormwater storage project in a 
manner consistent with the discussion this evening, which includes making 
the pipes big enough such that they would be compatible with a conveyance 
project consistent with Option 1, to also begin a process of preparing 
ongoing presentations with the Municipal Services Committee on green 
alternatives which could include a cost sharing program as well as direct 
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Village investment in this project and in other places, and the continuing 
study of post project to the Capital Improvement Program. 
 
Ms. Berger said the way the numbers were presented this evening, the $1.7 
million for the preliminary engineering included $1.2 to bring all the phases 
up to 30%, which looks at how all the phases work together as well as how 
we can serve the areas that were unserved and then taking that first phase 
and bringing it up to full bid package so we could go out to bid.  
 
Trustee Dodd said she would be in favor of whatever storage option is done 
first, include the conveyance along Lavergne. 
 
Trustee Plunkett asked if conveyance would also be included along Lake 
Avenue. 
 
Ms. Berger said that would also be included. 
 
Mr. Frenzer said they would now have to start discussions with the Park 
District and School District and he is not sure how long that process will 
take.  
 
Trustee Sullivan moved to direct Village staff to issue a request for proposal 
for preliminary engineering design services to construct a neighborhood 
stormwater storage project in a manner consistent with our discussion 
tonight to begin presentations of green alternatives to the Municipal 
Services Committee including both direct investment by the Village Board 
as part of this project and outside of this project, and a potential cost sharing 
program for green infrastructure on private property, and to add a study to 
the Capital Improvement Program which would memorialize this Village 
Board’s point of view that post construction there is more modeling and 
studying to do to further identify work that could be done, seconded by 
Trustee Wolf.   
 
Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Sullivan, Plunkett, Dodd and President Bielinski. 
Voting no: Trustee Kurzman.  The motion carried.  
 

III. Public Comment 
 
A resident said given that the State of Illinois has had some consideration 
of eliminating land lines and given that there are areas of west Wilmette that 
will have difficulty getting basic services during emergencies, she 
suggested putting in police call boxes so they can get emergency services 
when there electricity goes out. 
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IV. Adjournment 
 
Trustee Wolf moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:28 p.m., seconded by 
Trustee Sullivan. There was no further discussion on the motion. All voted 
aye, the motion carried. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Barbara Hirsch 
Deputy Village Clerk 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 4, 2018 

7:30 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
Mike Boyer  
John Kolleng  
Michael Robke 
Reinhard Schneider 
Bob Surman 

Members Absent: None 

Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

I. Call to Order 

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

II. 2018-Z-13 517 Ridge Road 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

III. 2018-Z-12 1057 Linden Avenue 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

3.3 
5-8-18 
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IV. 2018-Z-02 3730 Lake Avenue 
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

V. 2018-Z-14 1200 Cleveland Street 
 

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

There was no public comment. 
 
VII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 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. Peggy O’Halloran, applicant’s mother 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 7.44’ side yard adjoining a street setback 

variation to permit the modification of a non-conforming wall with a new door 
opening in a side yard adjoining a street. The Village Board will hear this case on 
April 24, 2018.  

 
 3.22 Ms. O’Halloran said her daughter is requesting French doors that lead to the patio. 

The dimensions of the opening are in the packet. There is a unit on the street that 
has these French doors.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider clarified the location of the French door opening.  
 
 3.24 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. Surman said this is a minimal request. He can support the request.  
 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said that the request will not impose any issue on the neighbors. All 

standards of review are met. He can support the request.  
 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy agreed that standards of review were met. The arbor vitae provide 

a screen from the street. The impact is negligible. He can support the request.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 7.44’ side yard adjoining 

a street setback variation to permit the modification of a non-conforming wall with 
a new door opening in a side yard adjoining a street at 517 Ridge Road in 
accordance with the plans as 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  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
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   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-13.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property, the 
unusual width of the right-of-way and consequently the lot size and siting of the unit on 
the lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot. The difficulty is 
peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty prevents the owner from making 
reasonable use of the property with a modest alteration to allow access to a patio. The 
proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property 
or otherwise injure other property or its use. The variation, if granted, will not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. The property is largely screened from Ridge Road 
by extensive landscaping and similar door openings are on other townhouse units on the 
street, therefore this proposal will have little to no impact on the character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 7.44’ side yard 
adjoining a street setback variation to permit the modification of a non-conforming wall 
with a new door opening in a side yard adjoining a street at 517 Ridge Road in accordance 
with the plans as submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
  3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
   3.11 Mr. Robert Frankel, applicant 
 
  3.2 Summary of presentations 
 

3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is request for an 11.0’ side yard adjoining a street parking 
space setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard parking space setback variation, and a 
345.47 square foot (28.62%) side yard adjoining a street impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit a parking pad on the legal non-conforming structure 
on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on 
April 24, 2018.  

 
3.22 The applicant is asking to add a 10’ concrete parking pad next to the house. There 

is an existing curb cut. The parking pad will start on the parkway. He does not need 
additional curb cut work. There is a 3’ setback from the adjoining property. There 
is a 16’ long parking pad and an additional 5.5’ of space between the pad and the 
sidewalk. The purpose of setting it back is to not block the sidewalk when one 
parks.  

 
3.23 Chairman Duffy asked how close to the fence they got with the parking pad. He 

clarified that the pad width is 10’.  
 
 The applicant said it is about 3’.  
 
3.24 Chairman Duffy said that in the applicant’s last presentation, he noted that the 

garage was small and challenging for some cars. Did he consider removing the 
current garage and asking for a new two-car garage? He knows that the applicant 
would need to ask for other variances.  

 
 The applicant said that a two-car garage is a possibility down the road, but he wants 

the parking pad installed immediately.  
 
3.25 Mr. Surman asked if street parking was allowed in the area.  
 
 The applicant said one cannot park on Poplar from 8 to 10 a.m. and at night and on 

Linden there is no parking 8 to 10 a.m.  
 
3.26 Mr. Boyer asked how the applicant about how the driveway that goes across the 

back corner of the lot and its history? 
 
 The applicant did not know the history of this, but the driveway is used for the 

neighbor’s garage access.  
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3.27 Chairman Duffy noted that there is an impervious surface partially caused by the 
driveway of the neighbor, but they are adding impervious surface for a parking pad, 
but they are getting a car off the street. What is the hardship? 

 
 The applicant talked about two hardships. There is a non-functional situation. The 

lot is small and triangular. Because of the curb cut, in the winter one often cannot 
go into the garage with a big vehicle. Most houses have the option to park two cars 
and it is a hardship to not be able to do that.  

 
3.28 Chairman Duffy said what the board is looking for is not a situation that is an 

inconvenience, but rather a uniqueness to the property or the siting of the house on 
the property that causes someone to have to be into the setbacks.  

 
 The applicant said that hardships include size and shape of the lot. No additional 

parking spot can go anywhere on the site.  
 
3.29 Mr. Boyer asked if the intersection had a lot of traffic.  
 
 The applicant said that there is a lot of traffic at Poplar and LInden during rush 

hour.  
 
3.30 Mr. Boyer asked about traffic backups. Cars would queue on Linden waiting for 

the signal to change at Green Bay Road.  
 
 The applicant said he did not know.  
 
3.31 Mr. Surman asked how long the applicant lived in the house.  
 
 The applicant bought the property three months ago. This is a rental property.  
 
3.32 Mr. Robke asked the size of the house.  
 
 The applicant said it is 1400 square feet with three bedrooms. He said that often a 

car gets parked on the apron which blocks the sidewalk because of tight parking in 
the area.  

 
(After Section 4.0) 

3.33 Mr. Robke asked about the distance from the property line to the back of the parking 
pad.  

 
 The applicant said that it is 21.5’.  
 
3.34 Chairman said it looks like more than 16’ on the drawing.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said they figured this at 20’.  
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3.35 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.4 and there was continued discussion about the above-
referenced distance.  

 
 The applicant said that there is about 20’ to the property line and 21.5’ to the curb.  
 
3.36 Mr. Surman said he does not know why there is not an accurate drawing showing 

the dimensions. After review, it appeared as if the dimensions on the survey were 
not accurate. Without accurate dimensions, he cannot support the proposal.  

 
 Ms. Roberts left the meeting to retrieve a document.  
 
3.37 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.3. The garage is 20.74’. They are going 1’ to 2’ beyond 

the garage.  
 
3.38 Mr. Surman said that there is a dimension of 4.37’.  
 
3.39 After discussion, it was determined that the drawing and the survey were different 

from one another.  
 
3.40 Chairman Duffy said that the applicant is over the property line with the parking 

pad.  
 
3.41 Mr. Robke is trying to understand the scale of the dimensions. He wants to know 

how a car fits relative to the property line and to the sidewalk. How far beyond the 
garage are they proposing to extend the pad?  

 
3.42 Mr. Surman said it was 51.37’.  
 
3.43 Chairman Duffy said that 1.3 contains dimensions.  
 
3.44 Ms. Roberts drew the pad onto the survey using the width of the garage as 10’.  
 
3.45 Chairman Duffy said that 20’ puts it right at the edge of the sidewalk.  
 
3.46 Mr. Robke said it puts it on the sidewalk.  
 
3.47 Chairman Duffy said that the dimension to the east is not accurate.  
 
3.48 Mr. Robke said he would like to know the accurate dimensions.  

 
 4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
  4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
   4.11 Ms. Marie Jones 
    1058 Linden Avenue 
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   4.12 Ms. Jane George 
    1055 Linden Avenue 
 
  4.2 Summary of presentations 
 

4.21 Ms. Jones lives across the street and has lived there for 31 years. This area is zoned 
R2 and it stretches one block on the north side and two blocks on the south side. 
Over the past 30 years property owners have invested in their properties in 
improvements and upgrades. She talked about various renovations and upgrades in 
the area. Almost every property was improved by the owners. 1057 and 1062 are 
on odd lots. She is concerned about impervious surface coverage. In this case, the 
uniqueness of the property argues in favor of allowing the variances. It will allow 
the owner to have the kind of convenience of two parking places that others in the 
neighborhood have. It is important that the owner maintains it well. She does not 
know if the neighbor to the east will speak and they are more impacted by the 
request. She can support the request.  

 
 She sees the intersection all the time. The back up on Poplar is more serious coming 

south. There is sometimes a backup on Poplar coming north, but not frequently.  
 
 Mr. Boyer asked if there are times in residential areas where there are traffic back 

ups more than other residential intersections in the village.  
 
 Ms. Jones said it is a busier intersection than many in the village. Most of the time 

the intersection is free flowing.  
 
 Chairman Duffy asked if there are many cars parked on Linden or Poplar? He said 

there is no overnight parking on those streets.  
 
 Ms. Jones said there is an 8 to 10 a.m. restriction on Linden.  
 
 The applicant said there is no overnight parking on Linden.  
 
 Chairman Duffy said he did not see a sign about this.  
 
 The applicant said that there is a sign.  
 
 Ms. Jones said that when someone wants to park overnight, they go down to 11th 

Street.  
 
4.22 Ms. George lives to the east of the applicant’s property. She has lived there for 14 

years. The parking situation for the applicant is problematic. She would not want 
to park on Linden because there is a lot of traffic. She has spoken with the applicant 
about the property. She not know what more impervious surface will do. The 
applicant did not think that there would be an issue related to water flow. She does 
not want her property to be flooded. It is a tricky piece of property and residence. 



2018-Z-12 1057 Linden Avenue April 4, 2018 

5 
 

She is not in favor of new two-car garage. She said improvements at other homes 
have negatively impacted her. A two-car garage would block her air flow and 
backyard enjoyment.  

 
 Mr. Schneider asked if the driveway existed when she moved in. 
 
 Ms. George said that it existed when she moved in. There has always been a 

driveway there. They did replace the garage a while ago. They did not change the 
driveway.  

 
 Mr. Robke asked if there was a recorded easement for the driveway.  
 
 Ms. George said that there is.  

 
 5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

5.1 Mr. Schneider said that to him, this is not a difficult case. The parking on adjoining 
streets is restricted. The way the lot is configured, without a variation, all they could 
build is a storage structure. The proposal does not impact the neighbors in a 
negative way. It fronts Poplar Drive. It takes a car off the street. He strongly 
recommended that the Board support this request.  

 
5.2 Mr. Kolleng said this is an odd shaped lot. There is a lack of parking on the street. 

The impervious surface coverage variations are somewhat of an issue. The 
applicant recently bought the property and he knew the status of the property when 
he bought it. He is renting out the property. But on balance, he can support the 
request.  

 
5.3 Mr. Robke said he is troubled by putting a car 1’ to 2’ from the property line and 

calling it a parking space and a solution to what is a parking problem and a difficult 
site. The goal is not to have cars parked on property, but in garages. He wants to 
hear what his colleagues have to say about the case.  

 
5.4 Mr. Surman said that he is on the fence. He understands the parking issue and the 

oddness of the site. His concern is whether the car will block the sidewalk? A 
standard parking space is 9’ x 18’ and the applicant is showing 16’ on the property. 
Visually, the pad is at the edge of the sidewalk.  

 
5.5 Mr. Boyer said when the applicant first came before the Board, this request was 

withdrawn so there was not a large discussion about hardship. The applicant did a 
reasonable job of describing some of the hardships. As a board, there is 
understanding about issues of the lot and the siting of the house. He initially was 
on the fence. He does share some of the concern about not having the accurate 
dimensions. On balance, he can support the request. The house is sited at a busy 
corner. He talked about the business of the streets. There are several difficulties for 
the lot. There are parking restrictions and other parking issues. The applicant should 



2018-Z-12 1057 Linden Avenue April 4, 2018 

6 
 

be given some relief from the zoning codes. He said he has a slight concern about 
the dimensions and where the car can fit, but if any lot needs some relief for parking, 
this is one of the lots.  

 
5.6 Mr. Robke said he agrees with the relief issue but is not convinced that the proposed 

solution is the best one and/or the one that the board wants to approve. How close 
to the sidewalk will cars be parked? He would rather see a proper garage addition 
rather than the proposed pad.  

 
5.7 Mr. Boyer said even if there was a garage, then there is an issue of backing out of 

a garage without being able to see people on the sidewalk. That issue does not 
happen with a parking pad.  

 
5.8 There was discussion about whether site lines are diminished with a parking pad.  
 
5.9 Mr. Surman said if one is pulling back from the parking pad, they can look out of 

their window.  
 
5.10 After discussion, Chairman Duffy noted that one side is safe, and the other side is 

not safe when pulling out.  
 
5.11 Mr. Schneider said that a garage would require more variances.  
 
5.12 Chairman Duffy said they would encroach on the east property line with a garage. 

The existing garage looks like a cube and it would be a challenge to fit certain cars 
in there. If they put a two-car garage there it would be a tight fit.  

 
5.13 Mr. Schneider said that a 20’ x 22’ garage wouldn’t work. They would be against 

the property line.  
 
5.14 Mr. Robke said that by not having two enclosed spaces, the applicant is mot fixing 

his problem.  
 
5.15 Chairman Duffy referenced the drawing and said this one question was how much 

distance between the existing driveway of the neighbor and proposed parking pad. 
On the drawing it seems fine, but on the survey, it looks to be not as great a distance. 
He did not look at this situation when he went to the site. He thinks that the second-
best solution for the site.  

 
5.16 Mr. Kolleng said that a neighbor had an objection to a garage.  
 
5.17 Chairman Duffy said that he was on the fence but will probably support it because 

it is a reasonable solution.  
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 6.0 DECISION 
 

6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for an 11.0’ side yard 
adjoining a street parking space setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard parking space 
setback variation, and a 345.47 square foot (28.62%) side yard adjoining a street 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit a parking pad on the legal non-
conforming structure at 1057 Linden Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
   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  No 
   Reinhard Schneider   Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 

 
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-12. 
 

 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 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of 
the property, the irregular shape, small lot size, small attached garage, and necessary 
driveway access for the neighbor, impose upon the owner a particular hardship. There is 
no conforming location for a parking space on the property. A two-car garage would 
require substantial variations and is likely to be objected to by the immediate neighbor. The 
plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of 
the lot. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question and not generally shared by 
others. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with 
a second off-street parking space. As a flat surface, the proposed variations will not impair 
an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. The proposed variations will not 
injure other property for example with water runoff. The variation, if granted, will not alter 
the essential character of the neighborhood, which includes off-street parking. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant has created his 
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own plight by recently purchasing the property knowing that there is only a one-car garage 
existing and by proposing the parking pad as he has. Having a second off-street parking 
space will allow the applicant to rent the property for more money, which in itself is not a 
hardship. The proposed parking pad may be injurious to the neighbors or in general if a car 
is parked blocking the sidewalk. The proximity to the sidewalk is a safety concern when 
the car is backing out. The minority is not convinced that this is the best solution to the 
applicant’s parking shortage. 

 
 8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for an 11.0’ side yard 
adjoining a street parking space setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard parking space setback 
variation, and a 345.47 square foot (28.62%) side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit a parking pad on the legal non-conforming structure 
on the legal non-conforming structure at 1057 Linden Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons speaking for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Nina 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 revised request a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and 

a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island. The Village 
Board will hear this case on April 24, 2018.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Boruta said that they had some revisions from the initial request. At the Village 

Board meeting, there was a lot of discussion around the air conditioner and the 
retention of the grill island. They decided not to move forward with the completion 
of the pergola over the grill and the AC. Trustee Plunkett and other trustees said 
that since they were revising the plan, they could return to the Zoning Board to seek 
a recommendation. They decided to move the AC unit to a conforming location, 
which is the rear yard. She will work with village staff on permits.  

 
  The grill island has been there for almost six years. It is 3’ from the property line. 

They know that they could move it 5.98’ and still keep it 3’ from the property line 
and it would conform. There is a lot of expense in doing that and they still would 
be within 3’ of the property line. They are asking the board to approve the request 
as submitted.  

 
  There had been questions about permits. An inspector was out there and they did 

not know that it was not conforming. There is no record of anything.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the hardship is that if the island was 5’ further back, 

they would be in the rear yard and not have to deal with the side yard setback. They 
would still be 3’ from the property line.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Boyer asked Ms. Roberts if the above was accurate.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that it was accurate.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer asked about the pergola over the grill island. 
 
  Ms. Boruta said they already cut it down.  
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 3.26 Mr. Boyer asked about the black 4’ fence and whose fence was it.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said that is their fence.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that between the two houses is a 6’ stockade fence.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said they also have a backyard fence.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Robke reviewed the original request, as well as the new request.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked the height of the grill island. It is above the fence height.  
 
  There was discussion about the height of the island.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that from the back of the island to the fence is 3’. If they didn’t 

have the countertop, they could put the grill against the fence if the grill was 
movable.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Kolleng asked the cost to do the back patio. 
 
  Ms. Boruta said she did not know.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Boyer said if they were trying to pull a ‘fast one’ and were trying to put in the 

grill without a permit, would they have done that when they were doing other work 
with inspectors coming out or waited until other work was done.  

 
  Ms. Boruta said that is not what they did.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said they had to run a gas line under the patio.  
 
(After Section 4.0) 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked what type of fence they could put between the properties that is 

conforming. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they could put up a fence up to 6.5’ high.  
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy noted that the fence would be more impactful than it is today.  
 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy said that Ms. Pearlman said that functionally she is not opposed to 

having the grill island. If it was 5’ further to the north towards the rear of the lot, it 
would be in a permitted location. The Village Board has the say on penalties and 
the ZBA interprets the code. It is in the best interest of the board to look at the 
application as if the grill island was not in place.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Kolleng does not agree with the last comment.  
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 3.38 Chairman Duffy said that this is some of the direction that he is receiving from staff 
and corporation counsel. There are often gray areas and the board does not always 
agree.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Robke asked about hardship. If the board’s job is to pretend that the grill island 

was not there, would they approve this request? The hardship of spending $6,000 
to move the grill does not meet the definition of hardship in his opinion. What 
drives the location where the grill is now located? 

 
  Mr. Bortua said that their lot is unique. They front on Lake Avenue, which is a busy 

street. The back of their yard is on the golf course. In that situation the lot is unique. 
If they move the grill further back, they could put up the grill and pergola and both 
would be conforming. But it takes away the view, which is one of the reasons why 
they originally bought the house. Closer to the house provides a wider view. 6’ out 
cuts down the view for the applicants and for the neighbor. They got a permit, but 
the permit did not include what they thought it included. There is the plat of survey 
and the permit but no drawing. He said that the village shares the burden of the 
situation.  Someone at the village helped them and questions that should have been 
asked were not asked and they would not necessarily be in this situation.  

 
 3.40 Mr. Boyer asked how 3’ from the lot line came about.  
 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy said that the flat work is there, and they put the grill on the edge 

of the flat work. In reading the application for the permit, there is nothing about 
having a grill island.  

 
  Mr. Boruta said that there is no drawing and there is only a plat of survey. The plat 

is from when they bought the house. The shape of the patio is different from the 
plat so why wasn’t that a red flag for the inspector. There are things that fell through 
the cracks. They made some mistakes and the inspector missed some details. They 
are now before the board. He has the receipt from ABT where he bought the grill. 
It proves he bought the grill in 2012, but this doesn’t prove anything. He is happy 
to submit the receipt.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Kolleng asked if the grill was functional in 2012.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said that it was functional in 2012.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said they do not have a portable grill on the side. That is a smoker on 

the side of the house. She knows that Trustee Plunkett said that the Village Board 
sometimes has sympathy for cases based on mistakes.  
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4.0 PERSONS SPEAKING ON THE APPLICATION 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Barbara Pearlman 
   3736 Lake Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Pearlman said she lives next to the applicant. She noted that this case has gotten 

a lot of attention. There was an article in the Wilmette Beacon about the situation. 
There is nothing to fall back on if one does not have a permit. There are 
consequences. She referenced the applicant’s letter to the board dated March 8, 
2018. She read parts of the letter: the property owners propose to have her agree 
to their keeping the illegal grill island. There was a catch. She was to agree to this 
for their not installing an accessory structure in their rear yard within 6’ of their 
west property line. She does not agree to the proposal and urged them and all 
residents to build in a conforming matter on their property if it is legal and meets 
village code. The grill island does not meet those standards and was built for 
convenience. There are no hardships. It is not conforming to the ordinance. She 
does not want it grandfathered in.  

 
  During the Village Board meeting, Corporation Counsel Stein said that in his 

opinion, page 10 minutes of that board meeting – that a neighbor’s agreement is 
not what our zoning ordinance would allow as subsequent homeowners may not 
agree. He also stated that there are no statues of limitations on a municipal 
ordinance for a violation like this. After going before two boards in which, the 
applicants testified, is there anyone who still believes that the grill island was built 
in 2012? Six years is the sticking point. She talked an unsuccessful attempt to stack 
this build on an existing build that was cited. A board member stated that the 
applicants built illegally, and they got caught. She talked about a permit for pavers. 
She talked about their expanding impervious surface without expansions or 
modifications, no change in size/location/configuration. If a grading permit was 
obtained, the grill island would have been eliminated.  

 
  During both board meetings, the applicants stated that when inspectors came out 

they didn’t say anything about the grill island and final inspection. In their most 
recent letter to the board, the applicants said that the inspectors still didn’t say 
anything or make a note about the grill island.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that she (Ms. Pearlman) stood in front of the board and he 

asked her if she was in support of keeping the grill island and she said yes. But then 
she went before the Village Board and said that she was no longer in support of the 
grill island. He asked if she was telling the board that she is no longer in support of 
it.  
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  Ms. Pearlman does not think she ever said she would support the grill island.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said he asked her specifically if she would support the proposal 

and she said that she was okay with the grill island. If they didn’t install the pergola 
and could keep the grill island the neighbor said she would support this. Trustee 
Sullivan brought this up at the board meeting that she flip flopped on her opinion 
of the grill island.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said that based on comments made by trustees and based on the fact 

that she is trying to protect her property and that the grill island is 3’ from the 
property line, it does meet the ordinance so for herself and future owners, she has 
every right to not support the proposal.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that no one is denying her the right of not supporting the 

proposal. He was trying to clarify what she said at the last hearing. Did she then 
change her opinion and now she is at the meeting reading a statement? She is trying 
to ‘dance around’ a lot. What the board wants to know is does the grill island 
negatively impact her right now.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said that it negatively impacts her because it is against village 

ordinance.  
 
  Chairman Duffy clarified that because it is against village ordinance it bothers her, 

not because of its existence and use. Does it bother her if they grill? 
 
  Ms. Pearlman said it does not bother her, but it is 3’ from her property line. She 

could reach out and touch it. There is a reason for the ordinance.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked about 5’ further back into the back yard.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that would conform.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said it would be no further away from her property line. The only 

reason she is against it is because it is breaking a rule.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that she objects to it because it does not fit into the village’s 

zoning ordinance.  
 
  Mr. Boyer said that she is saying that it does impact her directly. She is concerned 

that it does not fit into the code.  
 
  Chairman Duffy clarified that the function does not bother it, but it does not fit into 

the zoning code.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that was correct and that was her argument. She continued and 

said that the property owner had portable grills in 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014.  
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  Mr. Boyer said that portable grills are not against any rules.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked how that had bearing on tonight’s case.  
  Ms. Pearlman said that those grills were put on the side of the house when they 

built the island in 2015. This is not a 5 or 6-year-old build.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said he wanted to focus on tonight’s case, which is their request 

for a variance. To bring up that they used two portable grills in the past is not 
relevant to tonight’s request.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said she was trying to point out that this request is not a 5 or 6-year-

old request. It is maybe 18 months since the time they were turned in in 2017. This 
has been going on for eight months. If they built in 2015 and they were turned in in 
2017, it is 18 months and not 5 or 6 years. If it was there for six years, why would 
we ask them to move it now?  

 
  Mr. Kolleng said that is what is in front of the Zoning Board. The neighbor is saying 

that it was not built in 2012.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said it was not built in 2012 and she said that she was not going to 

make this a he said/she said. She said all of the testimony will speak for itself.  
 
  Mr. Robke said there are two separate issues. Everyone is upset when something is 

built without a permit. The board is here to comment on the validity for a request 
from the zoning ordinance. In the board of trustee minutes, there is a separate issue 
of enforcement and building without permits and what to do about that. The 
discussion should focus on the merits of the zoning case and the situation that may 
or not exist from building without a permit.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said it is not the purview of the board to penalize someone for not 

pulling permits. That is up to the village board. The board looks at an interpretation 
of the zoning code as it applies to the request. He asked the neighbor if she had 
more to add to her objection?  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said she does not see how the request conforms to the zoning 

ordinance and not to the standards for variation. She brought pictures that speak to 
the voracity of the comments made under oath by the applicants at the last hearing.  

 
  Chairman Duffy clarified that the neighbor took pictures of the side of the 

applicant’s house and the walk. How does that have bearing on tonight’s case? 
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that Chairman Duffy had asked them specifically about what 

was going on at their house, what were they building. After the situation was turned 
in in 2017, they built a brick walkway behind the garage. This was recently done. 
It is in the back of their house where they keep the garbage containers. It was built 
without a permit. When the applicants were asked how long the walk was, they said 
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that it was 5 to 6’. It was also mentioned that each tile was 1’ square. It is an 18.5’ 
long walkway that is 5’ wide. They clearly told the board that the length was 5 to 
6’.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that Ms. Pearlman is submitting pictures to show the 

applicants were not truthful in their statements at the last hearing.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that Mr. Surman asked who the contractor was for their permit. 

The applicants said it was someone from Wisconsin.  
 
  Chairman Duffy confirmed that this happened.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman gave the contractor’s name and said he lives in Palatine.  
 
  Mr. Boyer said some of the concerns are more under the purview of the Village 

Board.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said she has one last comment regarding statements and the high cost 

of taking down the grill island. It would cost $8,900 to $12,000 to remove it. The 
question tonight was how much the permit for all the original flat work was. It was 
$7,900. This information is on the permit. She suggested that the applicant try to 
unstack the bricks and take out the grill. Then move the grill over and stack up the 
bricks again. A question was asked, was there water? Is there a gas line? She said 
that there was no permit for a gas line. A gas line would have to be extended. She 
talked about the cost of the project to relocate the grill, which seemed incredibly 
high.  

 
  Mr. Surman pointed out that several of these issues are to be addressed by the 

trustees who make the decisions. The ZBA interprets the zoning code.  
 
  Mr. Boyer said that zoning codes and ordinances are there as a balance between 

private property rights and restrictions to protect the public. Tonight’s case is about 
a grill that is 3’ outside of compliance. Ms. Pearlman said she really doesn’t have a 
problem with the grill other than it is not following the rules. The board listens to 
neighbors and this can sway decisions. He understands that there is a lot of history 
between Ms. Pearlman and the neighbors. The board wants to know how the 
proposal impacts the neighbor and she said it does not functionally impact her.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said that the village procedures in place are really working. The 

applicants eliminated two of the variance requests. There is only one variance left 
and it makes the board’s job much easier. Her hope is that the applicants would 
voluntarily opt to do the right thing and bring their illegally built grill island into 
compliance by moving it. Failing that, she urged the board to uphold the standards 
of review and deny the request. The request is based on convenience. Convenience 
is not a hardship. She had a cordial relationship with the neighbors until this grill 
island request came about. There is no history.  
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Robke said he cannot support this because it is not within the board’s purview 

to support it as there is no hardship other than a financial hardship, which is 
excluded from the definition of hardship. He hopes that the Village Board 
recognizes the errors that were made. The applicants recognized and acknowledged 
them. They withdrew parts of the request from the initial hearing including the air 
conditioner units.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said this is an interesting case. If this case came to the board before it 

was built, the board would have asked the applicants to make it conform. But there 
are so many things within code that could cause the neighbor to have less light, less 
air, less visibility to the golf course such as a shed, a greenhouse, a 6.5’ solid fence 
between the properties. There are many more things that could negatively impact 
the neighbor that are within code. He believes the applicants that it was an error. 
He believes that inspectors were on the property. It is not logical that they would 
be building without a permit while inspectors are there. He does not believe that 
the applicants are pulling a fast one and that is a situation of human error.  

 
  How is this impacting the neighbors? The neighbor who would be most impacted 

said that the grill island does not functionally impact them. They are opposed 
because the grill island is against code. The board is here to balance private property 
rights with public policy and public safety. In this case, the grill island does not 
impact anyone. He knows that the grill island is out of compliance. In this case, it 
would make no sense to make the applicants move the grill by 6’ and to leave it 3’ 
from the property line to get it to conform.  

 
  He said that applying the strict letter of the codes to this case, as the board sees it 

at this time, is the hardship. It makes no sense for them to move the grill. If they 
were asking for something out of code that would really impact the neighbor, he 
would vote against it. But that is not the situation in this case. He will support the 
request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said that the board has approved similar cases, with maybe more 

severe variances. The board has left the decision up to the village board. People 
make honest mistakes and agrees with Mr. Boyer that this was human error. It is up 
to the Village Board about whether a penalty should be enacted. In most cases the 
board does not recommend doing a tear down and replacement. In this case, the 
board can decide to enact a penalty on whoever, but he is not favor of forcing the 
applicants to tear down with what is there. He can support the request.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Boyer said that to make it compliant they need to move it 2’.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said they have to move it out of the setback.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that this is a small request compared to others that the board has 



2018-Z-02 3730 Lake Avenue April 4, 2018 

9 
 

approved. In reviewing this as new, is not reasonable. The applicant said they would 
not apply for it if they were doing it today. It was a different board six years ago. 
The board has to look at this as a built structure. If the board wants to exact a penalty 
or ask them to move it, that’s fine. But he agrees with Messrs. Boyer and Schneider 
analysis of this. The grill island is not bothering anyone, and it’s been there a long 
time. He believes the applicants. He can support this.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Surman agrees with Messrs. Kolleng, Boyer, and Schneider. The board looks 

at light/air and how it impacts the neighbor and adjoining spaces. He agrees that 
this was an honest mistake. The request is small. Light and vent are not impacted. 
If the island was moved it would impact the neighbor more with smoke or odors. 
He can support this request.  

 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy said that the biggest thing he looks at when there is a variance that 

impacts a neighbor and the neighbor says they are okay with the request. He asked 
the neighbor if the island was functionally bothering her or is this impacting her in 
a negative way. She said that there was no negative impact, but the rules are broken 
and that is why she complained. He can support this, and standards of review are 
met.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Surman said that there are some cases that come before the board when they 

might find that the third floor is built out and clearances were different than they 
said. They’ve lived in it. That is much more of a critical issue. Tonight’s case is a 
minor issue.  

 
 5.10 Chairman Duffy said that every case is unique.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Robke agrees that every case is unique but what is consistent is the criteria used 

to evaluate cases. He personally has no objection to them keeping the grill, but he 
sees no hardship. As a board they are going down a slippery slope by not 
considering this standard of review.  

 
 5.12 Mr. Surman if the applicants came before the board like it was the first time and 

they said they would keep the pergola and air conditioning, that would have made 
a difference to him. The pergola is a visual impact and the AC is a noise impact.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a revised request a 3.0’ side yard setback 

variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island at 
3730 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 
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   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider authorized 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 meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. While the owners created their own 
plight by installing the grill island without express approval with a permit, this was a 
genuine mistake. The difficulty faced by the applicants includes the cost to relocate the 
grill to a conforming location. To relocate the grill be prohibitively expensive. A portable 
grill is not regulated so a grill could be operated in the current location of 3’ from the west 
lot line. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or 
otherwise injure adjoining properties. As located, the grill island has less of a visual impact 
on adjoining property than it would in a conforming location. The variations, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there is no 
condition of the property that is imposing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The 
owners created their own plight by installing the grill island without a permit. If the 
applicants had made this request prior to installing the grill island, the Zoning Board would 
likely not have recommended approval. While relocating the grill island will be expensive, 
this is a situation created by the applicants and not a hardship for recommending approval.  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request a 3.0’ side yard 
setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island at 
3730 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Meg Maris, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation to 

permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition. The Village Board 
will hear this case on April 24, 2018.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said she believes a hardship exists. She knows that the village has a 

different way of defining hardship. She said they are looking to remove the current 
garage and turn it into living space inside the home. Then she wants to add a three-
car front-facing garage, so she can park in the garage. She cannot currently park in 
the garage because it is side-facing. This is an inconvenience and not a hardship. It 
is annoying.  

 
  Her property is legally 2518 Thornwood. The front door used to face Thornwood. 

Now it faces Cleveland and they changed the address to 1200 Cleveland. They are 
a corner lot, there is ambiguity between front, side and rear yards. She said that the 
house was built without the 8’ alley way. That is a great part of the house. The 
house was not built to the best of its ability.  

 
  She asked the board to consider them adding the three-car garage. They have a 

growing family. She has lived on the street her entire life. Her parents are across 
the street.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked why the applicant could not park in the current garage.  
 
  The applicant said that her husband can park there but she cannot make the turn 

with his car in it.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider asked it was correct to say that the variation request is due to the 

third slot in the garage.  
 
  The applicant said that this was correct.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman referenced 1.4. Which are the variance requests?  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy referenced page 2 in which it says that the required rear yard 

setback is 26.6’. They are requesting 18’.  
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  The applicant said they don’t use that area as a rear yard and they use it as a side 
yard.  

 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that if that is called the side yard, then the house is the back 

yard.  
 
  The applicant said that they have no back yard. She showed where her children 

play. She said that the rear yard is an eyesore and looks awful. She wants to improve 
the look.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy asked what would go in the three-car garage.  
 
  The applicant said that her Christmas lights will go in the garage in the upper part.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Surman said he didn’t see a second-floor plan.  
 
  The applicant said there is no second-floor plan. The height is 6’9” for the second 

floor. She does a lot of building in town. She would not do anything to harm her 
reputation for building in the village. She has built here for 15 years.  

 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that one thing that caught his eye is that they are 5’7” in front of 

the existing house. Any new homes that are built must have the front door out in 
front of the garage by 5’.  

 
  The applicant asked when that rule was adapted.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it was adopted in 2014.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said the three-car garage would be the main façade closest to the street 

and diminish the importance of the front door.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the front door requirement does not apply in this case because 

it is not a new home.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman said it might not apply, but it did catch his eye. The new addition is 

going to be several feet higher than the existing house.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Boyer said he reviewed the codes and there is not much language on attached 

garages facing a side yard adjoining a street. It is either front-loaded garages or 
detached garages. The code is almost silent on this type of situation. He is not sure 
that the spirit of the code is considered in this design.  

 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy said the larger issue is the rear yard setback than the side yard 

adjoining a street setback.  
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 3.35 Mr. Surman said that there are no properties that have that small of an area in a rear 
yard.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said there are similar requests in the packets.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said if someone is asking for a PUD, they are asking for a larger square 

footage and are giving back something. When one is asking for a variance, they 
need to be consistent with the code. He referenced 1.11, the dominating element on 
that elevation is the new garage addition. 

 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider talked about what is the hardship.  
 
  The applicant said that the dominating feature appears to be the garage because it 

is the only thing on the drawing shown in detail. Other details are not drawn in.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said that the overhead doors are more like commercial doors.  
 
  The applicant said they would not be commercial doors. The wanted the first stall 

to have a taller door. They have a boat on the trailer. That is why everything is so 
tall. The double door is higher for aesthetics. She is happy working with the ARC 
on design. She takes pride in her buildings. The second floor of the garage is 
storage.  

 
  She has letters from neighbors in support of the case. She submitted them to the 

board.  
 
(After Section 4.0) 
 3.39 The applicant created a list of other three car garages in the area. They include 1212 

Princeton – detached, three cars; 2338 Elmwood – newer home with a three-car 
garage; 2711 Blackhawk; some on Mohawk; 2333 Iroquois and additional homes. 
She knows that three car garages are not the norm but there are some homes that do 
have them.  

 
 3.40 Chairman Duffy asked where the hardship is to grant the variance to be in the rear 

yard setback. Why can’t they use the existing garage or part of the existing garage 
to accomplish the goal?  

 
  The applicant asked how she could do this. It would change the synergy of the 

home. The construction would not work with the current garage.  
 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy that they structurally could follow the rear of the house or through 

the middle of the garage and cutting the garage in half and creating one space. They 
could put a two-car garage next to it.  

 
  The applicant said they would lose space that they are trying to gain on the inside. 

She is asking for a variance. The hardship for them is the way that the house was 
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built. They could build the largest two-car garage that they could. They cannot see 
the neighbors in spring and summer due to an abundance of shrubbery. Right now, 
the side yard area is a disaster, but she assured the board that they would have 
shrubbery and it would be done right. She wants to stay on her street instead of 
having a McMansion house. She could get both by increasing her home’s interior 
living and garage spaces and stay on the street.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Boyer said he is sensing that the board is looking for hardship and is looking 

at the garage size. The applicant knows that the ask is big. It would be great, but it 
is a big ask. If she doesn’t get the variance, is the reduction within the setback that 
they need? It would leave them with a 772 square foot space.  

 
  The applicant said that how the house is now, and the house symmetrically is 

perfect. It is a balanced house. By making the current garage into the new garage 
space would throw off the design of the house. It would have a negative impact. 
She would prefer not to do it if it cannot be done right. If they tore the house down, 
the house that could replace would be significant – it would be big and bulky on 
their large lot. The vacated alley was designated after the home was built. The 
hardship is the design and flow of the house wasn’t met to the best of its ability.  

 
 3.43 Mr. Boyer said that the board must look for certain things like hardship.  
 
  The applicant said that the hardship is the timing of the vacated alley. They are 

trying to make their property more usable and functional. They have a lot of 
impervious space currently. The driveway is all hard surface. They are not asking 
for additional impervious space. She will push her garage back if needed. She wants 
to clean up the disastrous area on the side of her house. The Chamberlains moved 
in last year and there has been conflict – nothing about the Christmas lights. She 
explained why there was conflict, which had to do with the Chamberlains having 
workers at 8 p.m.  

 
 3.44 Chairman Duffy said they can address the disastrous area without doing an addition 

to the house.  
 
  The applicant said she has a boat sitting there with a tarp over it. The disaster is the 

boat, a wheel barrow, and more. She will work with the village for the 8’ that she 
is requesting. She does not want to disrupt the house’s symmetry.  

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Peter Cladouhos CLADOUHOS 
   2209 Beechwood Avenue 
 

  



2018-Z-14 1200 Cleveland Street April 4, 2018 

5 
 

 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Cladouhos moved to the village about 3.5 years ago from the east coast. He is 

attending the meeting because his colleague at work, Patrick Chamberlain, is not 
able to attend the meeting. They live next door to the north of this property, at 1212 
Cleveland Street. He apologizes that he and his wife can’t be at the meeting. 

 
  The neighbors submitted materials about the case. Mr. Cladouhos read a prepared 

statement: 
 
  “The Chamberlains wish to respectfully object to case number 2018-Z-14, which is 

requesting a rear yard setback variation of 8.6’ to convert the existing attached two-
car garage into living space and construct a three-car attached garage addition to 
the north side of the home at 1200 Cleveland Street. As detailed in the materials 
provided and previously submitted by the Chamberlains, their property located at 
1212 Cleveland Street is directly adjacent to and to the north of the 1200 Cleveland 
Street property. They share a 16’ vacated alley with the 1200 Cleveland property, 
thus giving 8’ to each property owner.” Mr. Cladouhos indicated Exhibit 1 of the 
Chamberlains submittal.  

 
  “The proposed addition reduces the rear yard separation and encroaches on the open 

space between the two homes, extending across the width of the vacated alley and 
into their yard by 6”.” Mr. Cladouhos referenced the schematic that shows in red 
what the encroachment is. 

 
  “They find such an encroachment to be unacceptable particularly given that there 

are no mitigating circumstances. And a conforming addition could be accomplished 
with a minor change to the plan such as constructing a two-car garage instead of a 
three-car garage or modifying the planned design to reduce the size of the overall 
addition to stay within the required setback. 

 
  “The Chamberlains are very concerned that the variation and resulting addition 

would negatively affect their property value. It will alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood as there are no other three-car garages in this area. The planned 
addition will be inconsistent with the rest of the neighborhood.  

 
  “The Chamberlains purchased their home and moved in August 2016. They wanted 

a home in a desirable neighborhood, convenient to both of their work locations, in 
a thriving community where they could enjoy the lake and be close to downtown 
Chicago. They have made a substantial investment in renovating the home and 
keeping with the character of the surrounding homes and want to protect their 
investment for the future. Given their concerns, they respectfully and sincerely hope 
the Zoning Board will deny the request for variation.” 

 
  Mr. Kolleng clarified that there is a 6” encroachment onto the neighbor’s property.  
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  Mr. Cladouhos said that if the request is approved, there would be a 6” 
encroachment onto the Chamberlain’s property. In order to meet the setback 
requirements, the variance has to encroach on the property by 6”. He showed the 
exhibit prepared by the neighbors. Given the fact that they are sharing the easement, 
8’ and 8’. With the setback requirements, they have to take their 8’ section plus the 
Chamberlain’s 8’ plus an additional 6”.  

 
Chairman Duffy said they are taking the proposed 8.6’ and adding it to the property 
line, to show what the setback would need to be if it was in compliance. 
 
Mr. Schneider clarified that the alley was vacated and half went to the 
Chamberlains and half went to the applicant. 
 
Mr. Cladouhos said that was correct. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Robke said that hardship is always an issue. In this case, he heard that the 

hardship is symmetry. The hardship is also that they got some land for tree. The 
hardship is a growing family. But to him it looks like a big three car garage that is 
not a three-car garage because some of it is for boat storage. He does not see the 
hardship and cannot support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said as a board, hardship must be found. In this case, it feels like too big 

of an ask. When he looked at the codes, the codes are silent for this type of situation. 
On a 10,000 square foot lot they can have a 600-foot detached garage. He talked 
about lot sizes and sizes of garages. In tonight’s case, they can have almost anything 
but there is a setback limitation. It is not within the spirit of the codes to have a 
large garage like this sited the way that it is. He doesn’t see the hardship to give the 
8.6’. He does not believe that hardship has been proven. The design is nice, but as 
a board he does not see how this request can be approved.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman agreed with the above comments. There is no hardship currently, but 

an accommodation or request for space. It would be hard to support this because 
the board must follow the zoning code. There is no hardship.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Kolleng said this is a strange lot because of its corner location and how the 

yards are perceived. There is no other that run with the request like FAR or 
impervious surface. It is out of the norm. The board approves two car garages, but 
three car garages are not approved. He is on the fence on the case.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider agrees with some of the comments made. He does not see the 

hardship. The applicant could store the boat somewhere else. He can not support 
the request.  
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 5.6 Chairman Duffy said his initial response was that he could support the side yard 
adjoining a street setback but not the rear yard setback. There must be a way to do 
this by maybe not taking the current garage as part of the house. Throwing the three-
car garage against the back of the house creates a small courtyard. How functional 
is that? There must be a better way to make this work. He sees no hardship and 
cannot support the request for the rear yard setback.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback 

variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition at 1200 
Cleveland in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
 

Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-14.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman 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 does not meet the variation standards 
of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no conditions of the property that 
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty or peculiar hardship. The house is located 
closer to the front lot line than permitted, resulting in a more area in the rear yard than 
would otherwise be permitted. There is no hardship preventing the owners from making 
reasonable use of the property. The applicants are creating their own plight with the design 
of the proposed addition. There are other things the applicants could do that would be 
conforming. There was neighbor testimony that the proposed addition being located closer 
to the lot line than permitted would injure the use and enjoyment of their property. The 
variation, if granted, would alter the essential character of the neighborhood, which 
generally does not include 3-car garages. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition at 1200 
Cleveland in accordance with the plans submitted.   
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SUBJECT: 2018-TU-07 1100 Laramie Avenue (Loyola Academy) – Temporary Use 

for a Construction Trailer 
 
MEETING DATE:  May 8, 2018       
 
FROM:   Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve a temporary construction trailer at 1100 Laramie Avenue (Loyola Academy) from 
May 21, 2018 through January 1, 2020. 
 
Background 
 
Section 13.6.C of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Village Board to grant temporary use 
approval for construction trailers.   
 
Discussion 
 
The applicant proposes to locate one construction trailer on the property for duration of the phase 
one construction project that includes a new natatorium addition, new parking lots, and other site 
improvements. The proposed trailer measures approximately 14.0’ x 60.0’. The proposed trailer 
will be located between the current natatorium and the football stadium within the construction 
zone which will be enclosed by a 6’ tall construction fence. The trailer is proposed to be 
approximately 550’ from the closest residential lot. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 
1. Application 
2. Letter 
3. Partial Site Plan 
4. Arial Map 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/1100+Laramie+Ave,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0835127,-87.7635958,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fc5c660b0e0e9:0x420861b0d2e38bf8!8m2!3d42.0835087!4d-87.7614071
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com
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5. Trailer Floor Plan 
6. Trailer Photograph 
7. Notice 
8. Affidavit 
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SUBJECT: 

MEETING DATE:  

FROM:  

2018-TU-08 Gillson Park Triathlon Food Trucks at Triathlon 

May 8, 2018  

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

None 

Recommended Motion 

Approval of a temporary use to permit two food trucks in conjunction with a triathlon at Gillson 
Park on Sunday, September 16, 2018. 

Background 

The Village Code does not permit food trucks however the Village has permitted them when 
approved through a temporary use. Section 13.6.C of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the 
Village Board to issue a temporary use permit for the food trucks.   

Discussion 

While no temporary use is required for the Triathlon (approvals are being granted by the Park 
District and with a public demonstration permit), the event is proposed to have two food trucks. 
Food trucks are not permitted by the Village Code unless in conjunction with a temporary use.  
One food truck and one lemonade truck are proposed. The event runs from 6:45 a.m. to 10:00 
a.m., with set-up beginning at 4:00 a.m. and clean up done by 12:00 p.m. The food trucks will
also require a temporary food permit to be issued. A public demonstration permit is required 
for the portions of the triathlon that are on the public right-of-way. 

This is the fourth year for this request. 

Budget Impact 

There is no impact to the budget. 

Documents Attached 

1. Application

Community Development 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Gillson+Park/@42.080569,-87.6916413,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fdac66144f5b9:0x5378dc62ae1b9b36!8m2!3d42.080565!4d-87.6894526
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com
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2. Site Map 









REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 
request for a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor area 
variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation to allow 
the construction of an attached two-car garage on a legal 
non-conforming structure at 803 Lake Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2018-Z-16 

Property: 803 Lake Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant:  Linda Nicholls, Hackley and Associates 

Nature of Application: Request for a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor area 
variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation to allow 
the construction of an attached two-car garage on a legal 
non-conforming structure 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

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

Hearing Date:  April 18, 2018 

Date of Application: March 27, 2018 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
Mike Boyer  Not Present 
John Kolleng  Yes 
Christine Norrick Yes 
Michael Robke Yes 
Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
Bob Surman   Yes 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 27, 2018.  
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
March 29, 2018. Posted on the property, March 28, 2018.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated April 
10, 2018. 

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

3.6 
5-8-18 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located at the southwest corner of Lake Avenue and 8th Street.  The 
property has 107.6’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and 133.13’ of frontage on 8th Street.  The property 
is 14,323.71 square feet in area.  The property is improved with a two-story single-family home 
and detached two-and-one-half-car garage. 
 
The subject property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence, 
and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
In 2016, the petitioner was approved for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation 
and 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and 
mudroom on the legal non-conforming structure. At that time, the footprint of the proposed 
addition had overall dimensions of 26.8’ x 31.51’ and a rear yard (south) setback of 6.0’. 
 
The petitioner is now moving forward with the project and proposes to make modifications to the 
plan. The proposed garage addition is modified slightly in footprint, now having overall 
dimensions of 25.52’ x 31.31’ and a rear yard (south) setback of 6.2’. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a rear yard setback of 26.62’, a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation is required. 
 
The roof slope and garage height are proposed to be increased, which will adds to the floor area. 
The revised plan adds 123.75 square feet to the previous proposal, resulting in a total proposed 
floor area of 5,403.28 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits the total floor area to 
5,160.77 square feet, a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor area variation is required. 
 
The proposed addition conforms to the other setback, height, lot coverage, and impervious surface 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Required Existing  Approved 2016 Proposed 
Rear Yard Setback 26.62’ 43.42’ 6.0’* 6.2’* 
 
Requirement Maximum Existing Approved 2016 Proposed 
Total Floor Area 5,160.77 s.f. 5,162.78 s.f.* 5,279.53 s.f.* 5,403.28 s.f.* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
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Other Floor Area Variation Requests 
 
1209 Middlebury  Case 2018-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 428.66 square foot (5.69%) total floor area variation, an 18.19’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.42’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 3.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 1.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 14.69’ front yard eave setback 
variation, a 1.88’ side yard porch setback variation, a 0.54’ combined side yard eave setback 
variation, a 167.0 square foot (9.88%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a 
variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
238 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2017-Z-63 ZBA: Deny VB: Pending 
Revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed 
the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified 
as a new home 
 
431 9th Street Case 2017-Z-62 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 1,268.22 square foot (31.71%) total floor area variation, a 248.14 square foot (6.2%) 
lot coverage variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 17.79’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.45’ side yard setback variation, an 11.51’ front yard porch setback variation, a 13.5’ 
front yard porch step setback variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard stoop and step setback 
variation, a 0.25’ accessory structure separation variation, a 0.42’ detached garage side yard 
setback variation, a 44.51 square foot (3.18%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that a new home provide two enclosed parking spaces, to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home and the 
retention of an existing detached garage 
 
2600 Thornwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-54 ZBA: Granted 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 
 
1932 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-45 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 187.11 square foot (2.2%) total floor area variation to permit the construction 
of a new detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1635 Lake Avenue Case 2017-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 996.08 square foot (7.42%) total floor area variation, a 9.12’ side yard adjoining a 
street setback variation, an 8.62’ side yard adjoining a street chimney setback variation, and a 
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variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
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 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
100 Girard Avenue Case 2017-Z-34 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 122.76 square foot (2.427%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of two-story addition (original request for a 212.34 square foot (4.17%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of two-story addition) 
 
1030 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2017-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of an 
addition to an existing detached two-car garage 
 
500 Gregory Avenue Case 2017-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 293.35 square foot (5.64%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
new one-car detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1529 Elmwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 259.92 square foot total floor area variation and a 7.04’ front yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a first floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
419 Prairie Avenue Case 2017-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 154.45 square foot (3.3%) total floor area variation, a 0.86’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 5.15’ garage separation variation to permit the construction of a second-floor 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
617 Linden Avenue Case 2017-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 299.03 square foot (5.36%) total floor area variation, a 1.56’ west side yard setback 
variation, and a 6.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-01 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area variation and a 3.9’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the construction of a first floor addition and a 
second floor addition 
 
2222 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 343.25 square foot (5.62%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor and a second floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
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1728 Walnut Avenue Case 2016-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 316.32 square foot (6.02%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story addition 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 
52.46 square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square 
foot (3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
 
819 Michigan Avenue  Case 2016-Z-07 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction 
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1519 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-50 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side 
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square 
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition, 
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two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
342 Gregory Avenue Case 2015-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining 
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
2026 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car 
garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Pontiac Road Case 2015-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard 
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1536 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-24 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot 
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front 
porch 
 
743 8th Street  Case 2014-Z-54 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
500 Lake Avenue Case 2014-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1025 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 268.63 square foot (3.03%) total floor area variation and a 2.56’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
706 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 133.44 square foot (0.96%) lot coverage variation and a 995.59 square foot (7.18%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1233 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair 
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure 
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1100 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for 201.61 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation, a 13.75’ side yard adjoining a 
street parking pad setback variation, and a 4.5’ rear yard parking pad setback variation to permit 
the construction of a 2.5 car detached garage and parking pad on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1323 Ashland Avenue Case 2014-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition 
 
1238 Glendenning Road Case 2014-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first 
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1106 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-04 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1240 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’ 
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to 
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal 
nonconforming property 
 
1723 Elmwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.16’ combined side yard setback variation, a 1.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 284.84 square foot (5.42%) lot coverage variation, a 196.31 square foot (3.74%) total 
floor area variation, and a 72.5 square foot (6.9%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a first floor addition, a second floor addition, and a new detached two-car garage 
on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
2347 Thornwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request a 2.14’ front yard setback variation and a 410.6 square foot (6.19%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2150 Greenwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 275.25 square foot (4.51%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story rear 
addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
247 Maple Avenue Case 2013-Z-39 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ minimum side yard setback variation and a 190.02 square foot (3.11%) total 
floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached one-car garage on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
1610 Spencer Avenue Case 2013-Z-38 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 157.24 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a first floor bay 
window on the legal nonconforming structure 
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214 5th Street Case 2013-Z-36 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 53.08 square foot (0.5%) total floor area variation and a 511.5 square foot (25.58%) 
rear yard flat surface impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a raised deck 
(tree house) and artificial turf surface 
 
239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
1706 Walnut Avenue Case 2013-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 217.65 square foot (4.09%) total floor area variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard 
setback variation, and a 27.6 square foot (2.59%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a two-story addition and detached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming 
structure 
 
901 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2013-Z-23 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 208.58 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story addition 
*Village Board approved a modified variation request for a 120 square foot (1.24%) total floor 
area variation to permit a one-story addition 
 
1234 Glendenning Road Case 2013-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 158.07 square foot (2.53%) total floor area variation and a 0.32’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a carport on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
200 9th Street Case 2013-Z-13 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 310.07 square foot (3.93%) total floor area variation to permit the reconstruction of 
an existing enclosed porch on a legal nonconforming structure and a 1.68’ side yard porch setback 
variation to permit the replacement of a porch roof 
 
123 Sheridan Road Case 2013-Z-11 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard 
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an 
emergency standby generator  
 
801 15th Street Case 2013-Z-10 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a 
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming 
structure 
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1133 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.6’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.18’ front yard step setback variation, a 
4.02 square foot (0.3%) front porch coverage variation, and a 200.07 square foot (2.22%) total 
floor area variation to permit the replacement and expansion of a front porch on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a rear yard setback of 26.62’ on the subject 
property. 
 
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum total floor area 5,160.77 square feet on the subject property. 
 
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor area variation 
and a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation to allow the construction of an attached two-car garage on 
a legal non-conforming structure at 803 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-18. 
 
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 Existing First Floor Plan 
 1.6 First Floor Plan 
 1.7 Second Floor Plan 
 1.8 Existing North (Front) Elevation 
 1.9 East Elevation 
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 1.10 South Elevation 
 1.11 West 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 

March 27, 2018 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

March 29, 2018 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated March 28, 2018 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, April 10, 2018 
 2.8 Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.9 Case 2016-Z-34 803 Lake Avenue 
 2.10 Ordinance 2016-O-50 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE OWNER 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the owner 
 
  3.11 Mr. Chip Hackley, architect 
   Hackley & Associates Architects 
   440 Green Bay Road, Kenilworth 
 
  3.12 Mr. Dave Hillyer, owner 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 242.51 square foot (1.69%) total floor 

area variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation to allow the construction of 
an attached two-car garage on a legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board 
will hear this case on May 8, 2018.  

 
 3.22 The architect said that he prefers old buildings over new buildings, which is evident 

in his practice. The existing house was built in 1871. He provided a history of the 
house. This is one of the oldest houses in the village. The house is prominently sited 
on the southwest corner of Lake Avenue and 8th Street. It is set back on the corner. 
The house has relatively low lines and an unassuming presence. The house has 
received many modifications over the years, the most recent in conjunction with 
his firm. The owners want to retain this house and want to ensure that the house 
meets today’s standards as best as possible in an elegantly simple and contextual 
manner. The owner’s goals are to ensure that modifications have minimal impact 
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on the immediate neighborhood and village.  
 
  The house is currently under construction of a previously granted variation for the 

addition of an attached garage and mudroom to replace an oversized detached 
garage located in the rear corner of the lot. Circumstances of the ongoing 
construction have led to tonight’s appearance before the board to slightly alter the 
prior approved garage.  

 
  Challenges have resulted in this pursuit. The initial plan was to develop a significant 

amount of the existing basement. The original basement was probably a dirt floor 
cellar when originally built. At some point a thin layer of concrete was installed 
and the ceiling height was 6’1”. Their plan was to dig out a significant portion of 
the basement to gain proper height. Due to the complex nature of the original 
structure combined with many past alterations, the ability to gain more height was 
prohibitive in restructuring and cost.  

 
  He explained the basement support system. The owners did not want to inflict 

undue stress on the original house and to not compromise the integrity of the 
original finishes.  

 
  The garage addition is planned to have a full basement underneath and this will be 

used as finished recreation space, which is an amenity afforded to many houses in 
the village. The new garage is significantly smaller than the detached garage. The 
raised detached garage provided 679 square feet of storage at ground level. The 
new garage will provide 550 square feet.  

 
  The original house is a 1.5 story farm house with no reasonably accessible attic 

space due to the nature of the truncated second floor ceilings. Additions towards 
the west done prior to the owners’ ownership did not provide attic storage due to 
vaulted spaces and complex structural methods. This house has no viable attic space 
and thus has no storage afforded to many other houses in the village.  

 
  Due to the zoning rules about how heights dictate the counted square footage of 

attic spaces of one-story structures, they are asking to raise the proposed roof by 
18” so they can have a minimally reasonable amount of attic storage space above 
the garage under construction. Raising the approved garage roof height by 18” 
would allow for an additional 123.75 square feet to be figured into the total zoning 
square footage of the house. There does not seem to be much gain, the additional 
height requested would provide for a more useful attic storage space in a house that 
is severely lacking storage available in most other houses in the village.  

 
  He talked about the 20.62’ rear yard setback. The roof, if raised by 18”, is located 

beyond the rear yard setback line. No footprint expansion is part of the request. The 
overall design is minimally altered with little change to visual volume.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.9 of the previous submittal and 1.9 of the current 
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submittal, which is the east elevation. In the new application, he can see the 
difference in the height above the garage doors. Is that where the 18” comes in? 

 
  The architect said that the floor plate would stay the same. The rafters will raise.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked what that does to the floor area that gets counted in the 

garage. What is the new total floor area above the garage?  
 
  The architect said he does not know if he had the information at the meeting.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider clarified that anything that is 6’9” or higher is measured.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Robke asked if there was a section through that space.  
 
  The architect said he had one, but not with him at the meeting.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that they are adding 123 square feet and there was something 

up there before.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that 112.4 square feet was on the original proposal. The new 

revised proposal is 266.38 square feet.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Robke clarified that there was an approval for 120 square feet. The change is 

to add about 120 square feet.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked if the room being created above the garage was 266 square 

feet. Will that be their attic space? They are creating a walkway between the house 
and the attic space. There will be a stairwell from the attic space into the garage. 
And there is a stairwell in the garage to the basement.  

 
  The architect said that the stairway is in the mudroom and goes to the basement. 

The stair in the garage is for the owner. There is a legal egress window in the master 
bedroom, but the owner has limited mobility, so they are looking for a way to get 
out through the doors of the master bedroom facing south, across the roof, and then 
go down the stairs.  

 
 3.30 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.7, which was shown to the board. This is the second-

floor plan.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman clarified that the space above the garage is for storage. Is it a heated 

space?  
 
  The architect said that the space is not heated. He explained the second-floor plan 

and how the owner would exit.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Robke asked why that space needed the double door going into the garage.  
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  The architect said that there was no actual reason for this.  
 
  The owner said that their windows will be the doors for the master bedroom and 

the roof is 10’ away from the window. If that was a simple service door, the limit 
of the aesthetic from their master bedroom would be nothing but a roof and a service 
door. From an aesthetic standpoint, they asked the architect to design something 
that looked more attractive. Regarding the egress, the house is very long and 
narrow. If there was a fire in the first half of the house, there is no way out other 
than down and out windows that are high off the ground. The solution provides 
another egress. His wife would not be able to get out of the other windows; it would 
be hard for anyone to get out of those windows.  

 
 3.33 Mr. Robke said if they were trying to maximize storage, they would have more 

storage with a single door and would have less stairs.  
 
  The owner said that is true, but he would have a problem selling the house to a 

future owner.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Robke asked why that would provide less value to sell.  
  The architect said that the owner is concerned about the view from inside the master 

looking directly at a service door and a garage.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Robke said that a very talented architect could make that work.  
 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy said that they could add an attractive single door.  
   
  The owner said they have spent more renovating the home than they would have 

spent if they had torn the house down to build a new home. They have tried to do 
all the right things for the neighborhood. They tried to design for themselves and 
for future owners.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Robke said that the aesthetic is very nicely done, but he is trying to understand 

the request, which is a hardship for storage to gain an extra 120 square feet of 
storage in a 5,000 square foot house.  

 
  The owner said that storage is very limited. The basement is really a crawl space. 

It is moist. There is almost nothing in that space. The moisture destroys what is 
stored there.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Surman said he imagines that the foundation is rock.  
 
  The owner said that there is no drain tile. It is the original crawl space.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said he understands the aesthetic. He is an architect and he would have 

designed it with a pair of doors. That is not an issue and the board is looking at the 
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volume of the space and whether that would impact the neighborhood.  
 
 3.40 Chairman Duffy clarified that the most recent work is remodeling the home’s 

interior. In that remodeling was there no desire to create more storage space in that 
work? Now they are coming back and are asking for more FAR for the storage 
space in the remodeled house.  

 
  The architect said that this is one of the more challenging homes he has worked on. 

They did a lot of second floor reorganization, but that doesn’t do anything for the 
volume. The added space towards the west is all volume ceilings. They are limited 
to some of the heights due to mechanicals and other reasons. The house, on paper, 
is a big house, but it is a tight house. Some internal bearing walls could not be 
moved. They are trying to get the house to the point where it works better for the 
owners. They probably should have asked for what they are asking for tonight in 
the first round.  

 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy asked why they are asking for another 120 square feet of FAR.  
 
  The architect said that they have a structure that warrants a little more space.  
 
 3.42 Chairman Duffy said that there is a basement under the garage that they are adding.  
 
  The architect said that there is no basement anywhere else in the house.  
 
 3.43 Chairman Duffy described the first-floor plan. He understands that there are 

elements that cannot be changed, but there are a lot of rooms in the house. They are 
adding a basement under the garage and that could be storage. But the choice was 
made to make that into a family/entertainment room. They are asking for more 
FAR, so they are making the house larger for the lot than the math says. He 
understands somewhat the argument that this is an old house and they have 
constraints. They are creating more and more space and now they are asking for 
more.  

 
  The owner said they tried to sell the house for six months before all of this began. 

There was not a single buyer because there was not enough storage space and no 
basement. The cost of digging out the original foundation due to complexities of 
this old structure was $225,000 to do raw construction. They looked at a way that 
would be half of that cost to dig the hole under the garage.  

 
 3.44 Chairman Duffy said that the board originally approved a height of the garage roof 

line. Why are they asking for more now? They had at least 112 square feet over 
6’9” in that area already. The roof is peaked so they can go back farther. It seems 
like there is a lot of storage now. Why do they need it to be 18” higher to create 
more FAR?  

 
  The owner said that 112 square feet is 10’ x 10’.  
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 3.45 Chairman Duffy said that an attic is not a place to walk without hitting one’s head.  
 
  The owner said they wanted to store outdoor patio furniture into that area and walk 

through the center. At 6’ in height, from that line to the other side is 4.5’ to 5’.  At 
4’ in height point, it is like 8’across.  

 
 3.46 Chairman Duffy said they have almost a 22’ wide garage. It seems like there would 

be more width than is being described.  
 
  The owner said that the space is not as wide as one would think it is.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Robke asked about the garage ceiling height from the garage floor.  
 
  The architect said that it is about 10’. The first floor of the current house is 4’ out 

of grade. The transition from grade to garage and garage to mudroom and the 
clearance they need to have the ceiling of the mudroom clear the doorway.  

 
 3.48 Mr. Robke said that he was not following this. If there were four steps from the 

patio into the second floor of the garage, they could lower the garage ceiling by 2’ 
and it would have no impact on the mudroom.  

 
 3.49 Chairman Duffy noted they would have an 8’ garage ceiling but they would gain 

24”.  
 
  The architect said they would have to add three steps to get 18”.  
 
 3.50 Mr. Robke said that with 10’ in the garage there is also opportunity for storage in 

the garage. He noted that there is no basement plan in the package.  
 
 3.51 Mr. Surman referenced 1.7 in the previous submittal. One can see the space size on 

the second level. Were the walls drawn at 6’8”?  
 
 3.52 Mr. Schneider asked about the laundry area.  
 
  The architect said that the laundry is beneath the existing kitchen. It is in the 

basement. They excavated under the kitchen for the laundry.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Schneider said that most people want the laundry on the second floor by the 

bedroom.  
 
  The owner said they looked at this and the cost of doing an upstairs laundry was 

excessive. They can access the laundry through the stair in the mudroom. Five risers 
down from the kitchen is the mudroom level.  

 
 3.54 Mr. Schneider asked about furnace location.  
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  The owner said it was under the dining room. It is now hot water heat, but the 

addition will be forced air.  
 
 3.55 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.7, current proposal, second floor. To the left side of 

the page are some dimensions. What are they?  
 
  The architect said that the 8’9-5/8” is the width of the countable space and the 4’2-

1/8” is the dormer projection.  
 
 3.59 Chairman Duffy said they have 8’9” at 6’9” if they are to get what they are asking 

for. The opportunity to do something as suggested by Mr. Robke if they took 1’ to 
2’ out of the garage and added a riser, but it would still add to the floor area.  

 
 3.60 Mr. Robke said he is confused because there is no basement plan. What he 

understood to be the hardship is the need for more storage and there is an economic 
factor, which is not a hardship. Where is there height in the basement? What is in 
the basement?  

 
  The owner said they did not dig out part out of the basement that was storage. The 

dug out the part that was laundry and made it taller.  
 
 3.61 Mr. Robke asked the height of different basement areas.  
 
  The architect said ceiling heights are 7’2”.  
 
  The owner said it is under 6’ and they went to 7’5”.  
 
 3.62 Mr. Robke asked about the condition of the basement in the remainder of the house.  
 
  The owner said that the height varies in the basement. It is plus or minus 6’.  
 
 3.63 Mr. Robke continued and said they could use it for storage if they chose to 

temperate and deal with the humidity.  
 
  The owner said they would have to spend a lot of money to get it in shape for 

storage.  
 
 3.64 Mr. Robke clarified that the garage is not tempered. He asked if the space above 

the garage was tempered.  
 
  There was discussed about a suspended unit.  
 
 3.65 Mr. Surman said that the request is for 1.69%. The whole house is 5,920 square 

feet. A 1.69% would be 100 square feet. The request says 242 square feet.  
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  The architect said that the request is based on the difference between the allowed 
and proposed. They were approved for about half of that, so they are asking for 
over 100 square feet. They are further from the lot line than the approval that was 
given in the past.  

 
 3.66 Mr. Surman said he thinks he was at the previous hearing. He clarified that they 

took down a 3.5 car garage with a long driveway.  
 
  The owner said they have less impervious surface now.  
 
 3.67 Mr. Surman said that the board probably approved it was because they went from 

a three car to a smaller garage with less impervious.  
 
  The owner said that the footprint of the new garage is less than the three-car garage.  
 
 3.68 Chairman Duffy clarified that the 1.69% is only the additional ask and not the total 

ask.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that 1.69% is the total ask. It matches the 242 number.  
 
 3.69 Mr. Surman said if they take the house’s square footage he gets 5,920.  
 
 3.70 Mr. Robke said then they would subtract the maximum allowable FAR. The delta 

is a percentage of the original and the percentage they are over. It is not the 
percentage from the grand total.  

 
 3.71 There was continued discussion about calculation of the 1.69%. Ms. Roberts said 

that the 5,160 is a percentage of the lot area minus the proposed as a percentage of 
the lot area. The allowable is 36.03% of the lot and the proposed is 37.72% of the 
lot.  

 
 3.72 Mr. Kolleng asked when they bought the house.  
 
  The owner bought the house in 2004.  He said it was his fault that they didn’t come 

in to ask for tonight’s request in the beginning. He looked at the side view and 
wanted the garage as small as possible and then they dropped the issue. The original 
design is what the board saw tonight.  

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

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Schneider said last time the board approved this with a smaller variation on the 

floor area, 0.83% with the same side yard setback. He commended the owners for 
doing all this work to this significant structure. It is better to preserve if possible. 
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With the proposed garage, it appears as if the garage will fit with the profile of the 
existing structure overall, 1.6% is not significant. The issues with respect to the 
existing basement is understandable and provides some support to the argument 
that they want more storage above grade. He can support the proposal.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that if he has been on the board, there has been bias on older 

homes. Trying to accommodate some of the redesigns to make them more 
comfortable and keep the visual image. In 2016, there was a unanimous vote in 
favor of the request. Had this design been given then, he believes it would have 
been approved. He can support the request, which is very small. He understands the 
issues the owners ran into.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman agreed with Mr. Kolleng. It is a small request. It is great they are 

preserving this piece of property. The design is sympathetic to the overall structure. 
If this had been submitted in 2016, he would have supported it then. He can 
understand the issue regarding storage space. He can support the request. The 
hardship was previously discussed.  

 
 5.4 Ms. Norrick said she was on the preservation commission and is happy to see older 

homes preserved. She understands their need for extra space. It is a minor 
modification and she can support the request.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Robke said he does not believe that needing more storage is a hardship. But 

there is something unique about this case. It is a modification to something that had 
a unanimous recommendation. Board members said they would have approved the 
request if it was made at the initial presentation. Out of respect for the prior vote, 
he will support this request.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said he reread previous comments. People were more in support 

of the idea that they were reducing impervious surface and the modification was 
easy to accept. As Mr. Kolleng pointed out and Mr. Boyer likes to point out, 
keeping older homes in the village is important and the board should be granting 
some of the variances in an easier fashion to keep them from being torn down and 
newer homes built. The modifications are small. The board asked a lot of questions 
tonight to understand why they were making the request at this time. No one will 
notice the 1.69% FAR when they drive by the house. He can support the request, 
which meets the standards of review.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 242.51 square foot 

(1.69%) total floor area variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation to allow 
the construction of an attached two-car garage on a legal non-conforming structure 
at 803 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

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

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-16.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

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

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the lot shape, 
interior configuration and condition of the house, and the location of the house on the lot, 
impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by 
the owner and is due to the unique circumstance of the lot. The hardship is peculiar to the 
property and is not generally shared by others. The hardship prevents the owner from 
making reasonable use of the property with adequate storage and safe egress from the 
second floor. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air 
to adjacent property. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 242.51 square foot 
(1.69%) total floor area variation and a 20.42’ rear yard setback variation to allow the 
construction of an attached two-car garage on a legal non-conforming structure at 803 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 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area 
variation and a 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom 
on the legal non-conforming structure at 803 Lake Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
Case Number:   2016-Z-34 
 
Property:    803 Lake Avenue 
 
Zoning District:   R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant:    Chip Hackley, Hackley and Associates 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area 

variation and a 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom 
on the legal non-conforming structure 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3 
     Section 8.3.C 
     Section 17.4.C 
     Section 17.4.D 
 
Hearing Date:    July 20, 2016 
 
Date of Application:   July 1, 2016 
 
Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes  
  Mike Boyer   Yes 
  John Kolleng   Yes 
  Bill Merci   Yes 
  Bob Surman   Yes 
  Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, June 28, 2016.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
June 30, 2016.  Posted on the property, July 5, 2016.  Affidavit 
of compliance with notice requirements dated July 5, 2016. 

 
Report Prepared By:   Lisa Roberts, AICP 
     Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located at the southwest corner of Lake Avenue and 8th Street.  The 
property has 107.6’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and 133.13’ of frontage on 8th Street.  The property 
is 14,323.71 square feet in area.  The property is improved with a two-story single-family home 
and detached two-and-one-half-car garage. 
 
The subject property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence, 
and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to replace an existing detached 2-and-one-half-car garage with a new 
attached 2-car garage and a mudroom.  The proposed addition has overall dimensions of 26.8’ x 
31.51’ and an area of 796.33 square feet.  With the proposed addition, the total floor area is 
5,279.53 square feet.  Because the Zoning Ordinance limits the total floor area to 5,160.77 square 
feet, a 118.76 square foot total floor area variation is required. 
 
The proposed addition has a 6.0 rear yard setback.  Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 26.62’ 
rear yard setback, a 20.62’ rear setback variation is required. 
 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Rear Yard Setback 26.62’ 43.42’ 6.0’* 
 
Requirement Maximum Existing Proposed 
Total Floor Area 5,160.77 s.f. 5,162.78 s.f.* 5,279.53 s.f.* 

 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Floor Area Variation Requests 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Pending 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 
52.46 square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square 
foot (3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
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1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
 
819 Michigan Avenue  Case 2016-Z-07 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction 
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1519 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-50 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side 
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square 
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition, 
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
342 Gregory Avenue Case 2015-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining 
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
2026 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car 
garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Pontiac Road Case 2015-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard 
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1536 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-24 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot 
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front 
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porch 
 
743 8th Street  Case 2014-Z-54 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
500 Lake Avenue Case 2014-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1025 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 268.63 square foot (3.03%) total floor area variation and a 2.56’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
706 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 133.44 square foot (0.96%) lot coverage variation and a 995.59 square foot (7.18%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1233 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair 
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1100 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for 201.61 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation, a 13.75’ side yard adjoining a 
street parking pad setback variation, and a 4.5’ rear yard parking pad setback variation to permit 
the construction of a 2.5 car detached garage and parking pad on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1323 Ashland Avenue Case 2014-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition 
 
1238 Glendenning Road Case 2014-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first 
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1106 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-04 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1240 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’ 
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to 
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal 
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nonconforming property 
 
1723 Elmwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.16’ combined side yard setback variation, a 1.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 284.84 square foot (5.42%) lot coverage variation, a 196.31 square foot (3.74%) total 
floor area variation, and a 72.5 square foot (6.9%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a first floor addition, a second floor addition, and a new detached two-car garage 
on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
2347 Thornwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request a 2.14’ front yard setback variation and a 410.6 square foot (6.19%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2150 Greenwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 275.25 square foot (4.51%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story rear 
addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
247 Maple Avenue Case 2013-Z-39 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ minimum side yard setback variation and a 190.02 square foot (3.11%) total 
floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached one-car garage on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
1610 Spencer Avenue Case 2013-Z-38 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 157.24 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a first floor bay 
window on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
214 5th Street Case 2013-Z-36 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 53.08 square foot (0.5%) total floor area variation and a 511.5 square foot (25.58%) 
rear yard flat surface impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a raised deck 
(tree house) and artificial turf surface 
 
239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
1706 Walnut Avenue Case 2013-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 217.65 square foot (4.09%) total floor area variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard 
setback variation, and a 27.6 square foot (2.59%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a two-story addition and detached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming 
structure 
 
901 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2013-Z-23 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 208.58 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story addition 
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*Village Board approved a modified variation request for a 120 square foot (1.24%) total floor 
area variation to permit a one-story addition 
 
1234 Glendenning Road Case 2013-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 158.07 square foot (2.53%) total floor area variation and a 0.32’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a carport on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
200 9th Street Case 2013-Z-13 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 310.07 square foot (3.93%) total floor area variation to permit the reconstruction of 
an existing enclosed porch on a legal nonconforming structure and a 1.68’ side yard porch setback 
variation to permit the replacement of a porch roof 
 
123 Sheridan Road Case 2013-Z-11 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard 
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an 
emergency standby generator  
 
801 15th Street Case 2013-Z-10 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a 
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming 
structure 
 
1133 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.6’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.18’ front yard step setback variation, a 
4.02 square foot (0.3%) front porch coverage variation, and a 200.07 square foot (2.22%) total 
floor area variation to permit the replacement and expansion of a front porch on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
Other Rear Yard Setback Variation Requests 
 
347 Oak Circle Case 2015-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 22.78’ rear yard setback variation, a 22.03’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 3.45’ 
accessory structure separation variation, and a 25.57 square foot (1.98%) rear yard total impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit an attached or detached garage 
 
239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
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900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.77’ rear yard street setback variation and a 192.11 square foot (16.41%) side yard 
adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-car 
attached garage 
 
732 Romona Road Case 2012-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 35.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the installation of an attached three-car 
garage on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
400 8th Street Case 2012-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 24.0’ front yard setback variation, a 21.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 21.0’ front 
yard eave setback variation, an 18.0’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 29.42’ front yard step 
setback variation, a 28.0’ front yard porch setback variation, a 119.25 square foot (2.8%) lot 
coverage variation, a 282.40 square foot (4.72%) total floor area variation, a 288.85 (9.52%) square 
foot front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 100.4 square foot (7.14%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0’ rear yard air conditioner condenser 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
624 Elmwood Avenue Case 2011-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
a 379.89 square foot (4.52%) total floor area variation, a 2.8’ side yard setback variation, and a 
22.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one and two-story addition with 
an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure at 624 Elmwood Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.   
 
2121 Parkview Court Case 2011-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 19.45’ rear yard of a double frontage lot setback variation, a 102.23 square foot 
(9.31%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and an 84.96 square foot 
(7.75%) total rear yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
detached two-car garage 
 
1372 Ashland Lane Case 2010-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached 
garage addition 
 
645 Leamington Avenue Case 2010-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.8’ rear yard setback variation, a 64.14 square foot (4.0%) side yard adjoining a 
street impervious surface coverage variation, and a 105.62 square foot (5.37%) lot coverage 
variation to permit a two-car attached garage addition 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a rear yard setback of 26.62’ on the subject 
property. 
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Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum total floor area 5,160.77 square feet on the subject property. 
 
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation 
and 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and 
mudroom on the legal non-conforming structure at 803 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 2016-Z-34. 
 
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 Existing First Floor Plan 
 1.6 Proposed First Floor Plan 
 1.7 Proposed Second Floor Plan 
 1.8 North (Existing) Elevation 
 1.9 East Elevation 
 1.10 South Elevation 
 1.11 West 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 June 

28, 2016 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

June 30, 2016 
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 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated July 5, 2016 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, July 5, 2016 
 2.8 Floor Area Worksheets 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Chip Hackley, architect 
   Hackley & Associates Architects 
   Kenilworth, IL 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor 

area variation and a 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of 
an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-conforming structure.  
The Village Board will hear this case on August 23, 2016.   

 
 3.22 Mr. Hackley is the project architect.  He is a 20-year Wilmette resident.  He was 

the architect in 2013 for the extensive renovation, restoration and addition of this 
property.  They corrected flaws and problems from prior remodeling efforts.   

 
  He provided a history about the house.  The house was built in 1871.  It is one of 

the oldest structures in the Village.  The house style was listed as Victorian Farm 
House, a common style at the time.  The neighboring house is not a sister house 
though there are similarities.  There was an addition put on to the west years before 
applicants moved in.  The addition was skewed a few degrees off of alignment and 
this was intentional.  In 2013, their efforts improved and restored the entire house, 
inside and out.  They wanted an entirely seamless integration and this was his 
philosophy.  They planned to leave the garage, mudroom and other work for the 
future, which is today.   

 
  Regarding hardship, the house is sited as a legal non-conformity.  This corner lot 

has been reduced from 107.5’ wide by 213’ deep to 107.5’ by 133’ deep.  It is nearly 
square.  Corner lots call for significant setbacks on three of four sides versus interior 
lots that call for significant setbacks on two of four sides.  The combination of lot 
shape and corner lot setbacks makes for a condensed buildable area.  This buildable 
area, combined with the length of the original house, shortens the backyard more 
than is typical.   

 
  The existing detached garage is just 10’ from the house in two locations and is non-

conforming.  The garage could not be built in its current location without a 
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variation.  It is shoe-horned into the southwest rear corner as a solid block of 
building.  The property has no practical back yard.   

 
  They are proposing a garage that is smaller than the current garage.  They are asking 

for less than a 1% square foot variation and a setback variation that is better than if 
they could build a new detached garage.  A legal detached garage would be allowed 
3’ from the lot line, which is 3’ closer to the neighbors to the south.  These 
neighbors support the proposal.   

 
  If the request is granted they will decrease the total impervious surface coverage at 

the lot by 809 square feet.   
 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer asked if there is no conforming location for a garage on the lot.   
 
  The architect said the garage would then be less than 20’ wide.  This is less than 

the standard 22’ width.   
 
  Ms. Roberts said it would be tight to try to get a detached garage in the rear yard.   
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked if the garage could be placed closer to the house to avoid 

that setback.   
 
  The architect said that there is a small entry right now.  The mudroom they are 

proposing is as narrow as they can get and still allow passage in with a reasonably 
sized door from the exterior, a place to have cubbies and a stair to get up and down.  
The stair to the kitchen area they are rebuilding.  The one to the basement would be 
completely redone.   

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.3, existing house.  There is a walk between the stairs 

to the deck to a door facing east.  They are pushing the garage into the setback so 
they can get a bigger room.   

 
  The architect said that is the connector piece.  It is not really a mudroom, but a 

hallway and a stair.   
 
 3.26 Mr. Merci said that the critical dimension was the four interior stair treads and the 

requirement for the door.   
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that is what is causing the width.  The area is what is putting 

them over the FAR.   
 
  The architect said that they also have two porches on the front and on the side.  

They do not get credit for the side porch.   
 
 3.28 Mr. Schneider said that they have a stair in the garage that leads up to a second 

level.   
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  The architect said that the reason for that is they want another reasonable means of 

egress from the south side of a second floor.  The space is storage and not habitable.  
This is a minimal amount of square footage that counts.   

 
 3.29 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.9.   
  The architect said it is a roof structure with a narrow deck space that is not enclosed.  

He explained that one would go from the house, across the deck, through the door 
and down and out.  It is a request from the applicants.   

 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy noted that they removed 809 square feet of impervious surfaced 

that they lost.   
 
 3.31 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said the design is nice and fits in well.  He likes that the garage is 

moving up and there is less impervious area.  It is a plus for the site and for the 
people who live to the west.  He can support the request.   

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said that the requests are minimal and a good solution to property 

problems.  It is a good sympathetic design.  All standards of review are met and he 
can support it.   

 
 5.3 Mr. Merci agree with above comments.   
 
 5.4 Mr. Kolleng had nothing to add.   
 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider said that there is nothing they can do about the 20’ rear yard setback.   
 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy concurs with his colleagues.  His initial concerns were explained 

to him.  Because of a stairwell and a door adjacent to each other, they had to have 
that width between the garage and the house.  His concerns were alleviated and he 
can support the request.   

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a 118.76 square foot 

(0.83%) total floor area variation and a 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure at 803 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
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   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng    Yes 
   Bill Merci   Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2016-Z-34.   
 
 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 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The physical conditions of the property, the lot shape and 
the location of the house on the lot, impose upon the owner a particular hardship.  The 
plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstance of 
the lot.  The hardship is peculiar to the property and is not generally shared by others.  The 
hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with two enclosed 
parking spaces.  The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent property.  The proposed addition will allow for a substantial reduction of 
impervious coverage on the property.  The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 118.76 square foot 
(0.83%) total floor area variation and a 20.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-conforming 
structure at 803 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 an indoor amusement facility 
(Outatime Games Live Escape Rooms) at 1153 Wilmette 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. The use 
shall run with the use. 

Case Number: 2018-Z-17 

Property: 1153 Wilmette Avenue 

Zoning District: VC, Village Center Business District 
Pedestrian Commercial East Frontage 

Applicant:  David Schrempf 

Nature of Application: Request for a special use for an indoor amusement facility 
(Outatime Games Live Escape Rooms) 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.3 

Section 10.3 
Section 10.5 

Hearing Date: April 18, 2018 

Date of Application: March 22, 2018 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
Mike Boyer  Not Present 
John Kolleng  Yes 
Christine Norrick Yes 
Michael Robke Yes 
Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
Bob Surman  Yes 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 27, 2018.  
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
March 29, 2018. Posted on the property, March 28, 2018.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
March of 2018. 

Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
Business Development Coordinator 
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 

3.7 
5-8-18 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is on the northeast side of Wilmette Avenue approximately 60’ north of 
Central Avenue. The Subject Property has approximately 160’ of frontage on Wilmette Avenue, 
is approximately 115’ in depth, and has an area of approximately 7,400 square feet. The Subject 
Property is improved with a three-story brick commercial building. First floor tenants of the 
building include Cocomero Frozen Yogurt, The Actors Training Center, and Eleni’s Hair Design.  
The subject tenant space is located in the basement and is approximately 3,000 square feet.  If was 
most recently occupied by a salon. 
 
The Subject Property is surrounded by other properties zoned VC, Village Center. To the north is 
a two-story commercial building, to the east are one- and two-story commercial buildings and a 4-
story mixed-use commercial building, and to the south and the west are one- and two-story 
commercial buildings. 
 
The municipal Burmiester Parking lot is located in close proximity to the proposed business.  The 
surface parking lot provides 3 hour parking during the day and unrestricted parking until 2 am in 
the evening. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to operate an escape room in the existing basement.  This use type falls 
within the indoor amusement facility definition.  In the Pedestrian Commercial East Street 
Frontage designation, indoor amusement facilities are considered as a special use.  Because the 
subject property is located on the Pedestrian Commercial East Frontage, the proposed use will 
require a special use permit. 
 
The petitioner describes the use as a live escape room business.  As designed the tenant space will 
allow for three themed rooms that could accommodate as many as 46 customers at any given time.  
While their proposed hours are generally 9 am to 11 pm, they anticipate peak times will be in the 
evening and weekends. 
 
Village Center Indoor Amusement Facility Special Use Requests 
 
This use definition was added to the Zoning Ordinance that went into effect on April 1, 2014.  The 
current request is the first special use request to operate an indoor amusement facility in the Village 
Center. 
 
Village Center Arts Studio Special Use Requests 
 
1157 Wilmette Avenue Case 2017-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an arts studio (Actors Training Center) 
 
1131-1135 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2017-Z-06 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an arts studio (Bit Space) 
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1100 Central Unit D Case 2015-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an arts studio (Fonseca Martial Arts) 
 
1135 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2015-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts) 
 
1141 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2014-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for an art studio (Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts) 
 
Village Center Personal Service Requests 
 
1189 Wilmette Avenue Case 2013-Z-42 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (UPS Store) 
 
1105 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-53 ZBA: Withdrawn 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (skin/nail spa) 
 
1100 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (fitness studio) and a 4-space parking 
variation to permit the establishment of a personal training and fitness studio 
 
1111 Central Avenue Case 2012-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service establishment (a fitness studio) in the Village 
Center Business District. 
 
1131 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2011-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use for a personal service use (dance, acting and music instruction) in the 
Village Center zoning district. 
 
1150 Central Avenue Case 2011-Z-22 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use to allow the operation of a personal service use (music instruction) at grade 
level in the VC, Village Center Business District 
 
545 Green Bay Road Case 2009-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
Request for a special use to allow the operation of office and personal service uses at grade level in 
the VC, Village Center Business District 
 
1225 Wilmette Avenue Case 2008-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Grant 
The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use (personal service) to 
operate a dog day care at 1225 Wilmette Avenue in accordance with information submitted. The use 
shall run with the use. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.3 outlines the special use procedures. 
 
Section 10.3 designates the Subject Property in the Pedestrian Commercial East Frontage. 
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Section 10.5 references table 10-2, which lists Indoor Amusement Facility as a special use in the 
Pedestrian Commercial East Street Frontage of the Village Center Zoning District. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a special use for indoor amusement facility (Outatime 
Games Live Escape Rooms) at 1153 Wilmette 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-17. 
 
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 Existing Floor Plan 
1.5 Proposed 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 
March 27, 2018 

   2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
March 29, 2018 

   2.5 Certificate of publication 
   2.6 Certificate of posting, dated March 28, 2018 
   2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, April of 2018. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. David Schrempf, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use for an indoor amusement 

facility (Outatime Games Live Escape Rooms). The Village Board will hear this 
case on May 8, 2018.  

 
 3.22 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant how he found the space.  
 
  The applicant said that he found it through Zillow.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said that the space is difficult from an owner’s perspective, yet 

this is a great use for the space.  
 
  The applicant said that the location is excellent and will complement restaurants 

and bars in the area. This will give people coming to the Village Center a place to 
go. It’s a win/win for everyone.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked about the number of employees on site at any given time.  
 
  The applicant said that there would be one manager and three gamemasters to run 

the rooms. They plan to open three rooms.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider asked for an explanation of the business.  
 
  The applicant said it is an indoor amusement business. He will sell tickets. There 

are up to 12 people per room. The gamemaster is the host. They will explain the 
theme. It is an hour-long ticket, so players have an hour to solve a series of puzzles 
and clues and try to beat the room. The host will set up the situation and then go to 
a game area where they will watch the players by video. The gamemasters coach 
players to help solve the puzzle. It is like a murder-mystery.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.5, which is the applicant’s design of the space.  
 
  The applicant explained one of the themes on 1.5. Each room will resemble a 

theater stage. There will be some audio pumped into the room. There is lighting 
through a computer system. Fake props will be in each room to align with the room 
theme. The demographics are ages 12 to 70. Multi-generations are the key to 
successful escapes.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider asked how often themes would change.  
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  The applicant said that the three themes will change annually, and each theme is 
different from another. The submarine theme probably will never change. The first 
room to open is Escape the White Chapel Club. The second is more family oriented 
and is called Field Trip Gone Bad. He explained the floor plan. There will be a 
lobby and bathrooms.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Surman said he wanted to make sure that there are two stairways. He does not 

see that on the plan.  
 
  The applicant said that the back hall goes to an exit to the alley. The main entrance 

is to the far left on the drawing. There always will be two exits. The whole site is 
below grade. There is an interior stair that used to be an exterior stair. They enclosed 
that stair. There are stairs going up to another level. One enters and then goes down. 
His frontage space is small.  

 
 3.29 Ms. Norrick said that the packet indicated hours of operation were 9:00 a.m. to 

11:00 p.m. Does someone call to make a reservation?  
 
  The applicant said there are appointment only times during the day from 9:00 a.m. 

to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. Companies could come in to do team 
building. They would typically buy an entire room instead of purchasing individual 
tickets. From 5:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. is for individual ticket sales. He thought that 
corporate groups would come during the day. On the weekends, they would also be 
open from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.  

 
 3.30 Ms. Norrick clarified that individuals could buy a ticket and that they sell 12 to 15 

tickets per room per session. 
 
  The applicant said that when one rooms fills up they can then use another room. 

Someone could buy the full room for a discount and bring in their own party.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Schneider asked if they would allow someone under 12.  
 
  The applicant said that perhaps they would allow someone under 12 by exception. 

They would have to be with the parents. The first room he is opening is more adult 
themed. The field trip room would be more geared to a family.  

 
  The concept has been in the US for about 10 years. The nearest one is in Evanston 

and that has been there for two years and they have two rooms. There is also one in 
Morton Grove and they have three rooms. There are 47 such escape room places in 
the Chicago area.  

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

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman said this is a great use of the space. They probably need darkness in 
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the rooms, so they don’t want windows. It is exciting. He can support this request.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Robke agreed and said that he could support it. There is nothing obtrusive or 

negative. It will bring more people to downtown to support other businesses.  
 
 6.3 Chairman Duffy said that it is a great use for the space and will bring more people 

into the VC. He has done an activity like this and it’s a lot of fun.  
 
 6.4 Ms. Norrick asked if they had a temporary use permit.  
 
  Ms.  Roberts said they requested and received temporary use approval last fall but 

did not move forward with it.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a special use for an indoor 

amusement facility (Outatime Games Live Escape Rooms) at 1153 Wilmette 
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   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Christine Norrick  Yes 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
    
   Motion carried.  
    
 6.2 Mr. Schneider authorized the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation 

for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-17.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes. 
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed use is consistent with the goals and policies 
of the Comprehensive Plan to attract uses to the Village Center that will be compatible with 
dining and other entertainment uses. The space does not lend itself to a retail use; it was 
previously occupied by a personal service use, so an entertainment use is ideal. The 
establishment, maintenance, and operation of the use will not be detrimental to the public 
health, safety, and welfare as the use will operate largely in the evening and weekend hours. 
The use will comply with building codes to operate safely. The proposed use will not have 
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any exterior impact and therefore will not be injurious to and will not impede the normal 
and orderly development of other property in the neighborhood. The proposed use will not 
diminish property values in the neighborhood. Adequate utilities, road access, drainage, 
and other necessary facilities already exist to serve the proposed use. Adequate measures 
already exist to provide ingress and egress to the proposed use. The proposed use is 
consistent with the community character of the neighborhood. The development of the 
proposed use will not substantially adversely affect a known archaeological, historical or 
cultural resource. There are no necessary buffers or landscaping associated with the 
proposed use. There are no additional standards of Article 12 that apply. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use for an 
indoor amusement facility (Outatime Games Live Escape Rooms) at 1153 Wilmette 
Avenue 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 
revised request a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ 
separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island 
at 3730 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

Case Number: 2018-Z-02 

Property: 3730 Lake Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant:  Steve and Mina Boruta 

Nature of Application: Revised request a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ 
separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 
Section 13.4.A.4 

Hearing Date:  April 4, 2018 
January 17, 2018 

Date of Application: November 14, 2017 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
Mike Boyer  Yes 
John Kolleng  Yes 
Michael Robke No 
Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
Bob Surman  Yes 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 13, 2018.  
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
March 15, 2018. Posted on the property, March 16, 2018. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
March 14, 2018. 

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

3.8 
5-8-18 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Lake Avenue approximately 1,080’ east of 
Fairway Drive. The property has 60.0’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and is 150.0’ in depth. The 
property is 9,000.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a one-and-two-story single-
family home and attached two-car garage. 
 
To the east and west are properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, and improved 
with single-family homes. To the north is the Wilmette public golf course, zoned R1-A, Single-
Family Detached Residence. To the south are properties within the corporate limits of the Village of 
Glenview that are zoned R-5, Residential District, and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Original Proposal 
 
On September 6, 2017, the Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed the petitioner’s original 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 Zoning Board voted 1 to 5, recommending denial of the 
request. The petitioner’s presented their case to the Village Board on February 13, 2018. 
 
Revised Request 
 
The petitioners are seeking approval to retain an existing grill island. 
 
The existing grill island has a west side yard setback of 3.0’. Because the Zoning Ordinance 
requires a 6.0’ side yard setback, a 3.0’ side yard setback variation is required. The grill island 
maintains a distance of 7.0’ from the house. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum 
of 10.0’ separation between a principal structure and an accessory structure, a 3.0’ separation 
variation is required. 
 
The petitioners have agreed to remove the partially constructed pergola structure over the grill 
island. They have also agreed to relocated the air conditioner to a conforming location behind the 
house. 
 
Requirement Required Existing/Proposed 
Side Yard Setback – Grill Island 6.0’ 3.0’*  
Accessory Structure Separation 10.0’ 3.0’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Accessory Structure Setback Variation Requests 
 
1136 Chestnut Avenue Case 2011-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a roofed accessory structure in excess of 200 square feet, a 6.5’ side 
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yard pergola setback variation, a 6.5’ side yard pergola eave setback variation, and an 833.64 
square foot (2.5%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached pergola on 
the nonconforming structure 
 
Other Accessory Structure Separation Variation Requests 
 
431 9th Street Case 2017-Z-62 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 1,268.22 square foot (31.71%) total floor area variation, a 248.14 square foot (6.2%) 
lot coverage variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 17.79’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.45’ side yard setback variation, an 11.51’ front yard porch setback variation, a 13.5’ 
front yard porch step setback variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard stoop and step setback 
variation, a 0.25’ accessory structure separation variation, a 0.42’ detached garage side yard 
setback variation, a 44.51 square foot (3.18%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that a new home provide two enclosed parking spaces, to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home and the 
retention of an existing detached garage 
 
327 3rd Street Case 2016-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a special use to allow the expansion of an existing townhouse and an 8.58’ accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the construction of a detached pergola 
 
161 Prairie Avenue Case 2015-Z-54  ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation, a 3.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 2.83’ accessory 
structure separation variation, a 106.28 square foot (36.97%) rear yard total impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 5.96 square foot (2.07%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a shed 
 
305 17th Street Case 2015-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation, a 2.0’ side yard eave setback variation, and a 5.0’ 
accessory structure separation variation to permit the construction of a new detached garage 
 
347 Oak Circle Case 2015-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 22.78’ rear yard setback variation, a 22.03’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 3.45’ 
accessory structure separation variation, and a 25.57 square foot (1.98%) rear yard total impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit an attached or detached garage 
 
433 8th Street Case 2014-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%) 
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard 
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a 
4.01’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard 
stair setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation 
variation, a 208.06 square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation from the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the 
construction of a new home and one-car detached garage 
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111 Carriage Way Case 2013-Z-20 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for a roofed accessory structure in excess of 200 square feet and a 4.0’ 
accessory separation variation to retain a gazebo (structure was removed because of building code 
issues) 
 
123 Sheridan Road Case 2013-Z-11 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard 
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an 
emergency standby generator 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum side yard setback of 6.0’ on the 
Subject Property. 
 
Section 13.4.A.4 requires a minimum separation of 10.0’ between a detached accessory structure 
and a principal building. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation 
variation to permit the retention of a grill island at 3730 Lake Avenue, in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-02. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Original Site Plan 
 1.5 Original Pergola Plan 
 1.6 Grill Island/Pergola Elevation 
 1.7 Photographs 
 1.8 Revised Site Plan 
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 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Original letter of application with subsequent applicant response 

and revised application letter with attachment 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 

March 13, 2018 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

March 15, 2018 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated March 16, 2018 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, March 14, 2018 
 2.8 Email from Barbara Pearlman, 3736 Lake Avenue, dated 

January 2, 2018 
 2.9 Email with attachments from Barbara Pearlman, 3736 Lake 

Avenue, dated January 16, 2018 
 2.10 Additional materials presented at the January 17, 2018 meeting 

by the applicant 
 2.11 Minutes from the February 13, 2018 Village Board meeting 
 2.12 Email with attachments from Barbara Pearlman, 3736 Lake 

Avenue, dated April 4, 2018 
 
Minutes from the January 3, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

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

case be continued to January 17, 2018 due to the number of board members 
at the meeting.  

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

(Chairman Duffy and Mr. Kolleng were not present).   
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   Motion carried.  
 
Minutes from the January 17, 2018 
 
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. 
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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 
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?  
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  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. 
 
 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 
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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.  
 
 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?  
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  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?  
 
  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.  
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  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.  
 
  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 
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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 
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 
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problem.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the unit was an issue over the past five years.  
 
  The neighbor replied no.  
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the grill was a visual issue.  
 
  The neighbor said no. 
 
  Mr. Kolleng asked if the pergola under construction creates an issue for her.  
 
  The neighbor said it is only partially built so she has no idea. She agreed that the 

height is already there. It is not creating an issue.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that in general, the board has granted side yard setback 

requests for AC units if it does not impact the neighbor. If someone already located 
it there without a permit and then comes to the board, the board asks themselves if 
they would have granted this if they had come to the board originally. In some 
situations, some board members have said no, and others have said yes. The Village 
Board could read the minutes and review the case and could have objected or 
approved the request. One of the first questions he has about the AC unit is whether 
the board would have approved the request if the applicants had come in before 
building something. There was a case by the lake where the board asked for more 
noise baffling. And they agreed to do this. His concern was similar to hers about 
the patio. Did they follow the application? His concern was about the hired 
contractor who did this. Does the neighbor object to the existing AC unit or the 
existing island for the grill?    

 
  The neighbor objects to it only in the sense that she was not given a chance to 

appear before the board to express an objection.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked her if she would oppose it as it currently is built?  
 
  The neighbor said she would have brought up her concerns about the possibility of 

noise.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked if they had done proper permitting for the pergola and had 

to ask permission to install the pergola in its existing condition, does she object to 
the pergola?  Will it impact light or air to her yard? Will it impact her views? Any 
negative impact? 

 
  The neighbor said that she sees no negative impact from the pergola and she stated 

that it would not in her list of six standards for variation.  
 
  Chairman Duffy complimented the neighbor on the extent of her work so that she 
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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.  

   
  Chairman Duffy said that the neighbor brought up a point in her letter about people 

misconstruing hardship. Hardship is not about how much money something costs 
but is about the uniqueness of the property and the application of the rules to the 
property. In the Wilmette Avenue case, the way that the lot was shaped and where 
the home was sited on the lot made it almost the only location for the AC units. In 
a way, the board had to grant the request. But in tonight’s case, there is not a 
hardship for anything. But in the way that the board looks at AC units as well as 
the grill island, if the applicant had come through proper channels, the board would 
have asked certain questions. He is not sure he would have allowed the grill island 
to go where it is right now. But is it negatively impacting something or someone? 
The board appears to say that there is no negative impact on the neighbor’s 
property.  

 
  Mr. Schneider asked about the decibel level required at the property line for an AC 

unit.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there is no limit for a residential air conditioner.  
 
  Mr. Schneider clarified that there is only a distance requirement.  
 
  Mr. Schneider asked what would be an acceptable decibel level.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she does not have this exact information.  
 
  There was discussion about noise from an AC.  
 
  Mr. Schneider said that the newer technology AC units are fairly quiet.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said they are a little quieter than the older style.  
 
  Mr. Schneider said that at the property line, he does not think that an AC unit would 

exceed 70 decibels, which is acceptable for a generator.  
 
  Mr. Robke said that the generator is an emergency generator and an AC unit runs 

all summer. He does not think that 70 decibels are the appropriate standard. He does 
not think that these units put out anywhere near the 70 figure.  

 
  The neighbor asked about incentive to this owner or any resident of the village be 

to not conform to code and to continue building without permits.  
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5.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said he looks at the case in many ways. He looks at the physical nature 

of where the house is located on the lot, the lot size which is 60’ x 150’, and this is 
a large lot. The house does not have siting issues. There is no side drive or rear 
alley. Everything conforms and is normal. There is not a lot of practical difficulty 
for several requests. He said he takes the AC separately from the grill and pergola. 
The AC is okay with because of the new AC efficiency. The original location of 
the AC was not ideal. The new units have been there for six years without any 
complaints. If the applicant had come to the board five years ago, he would be 
amenable to granting the request.  

 
  Regarding the grill island and pergola, it is hard for the board to see this after the 

fact. If they come with a proposal to put in a grill island and pergola, the board 
looks at reducing the variance request(s). In the discussion, the board might have 
asked them if they would agree to move the grill 3’ in and then they would not need 
the variance request. He is on the fence on this case and wants to hear colleagues’ 
comments.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said he agrees with Mr. Boyer about the AC. Many ACs in the village 

are between homes. He would not have had an issue with this five years ago. There 
have been no noise complaints. He can support the AC location.  

 
  Regarding the grill island and pergola, the application was for the patio and did not 

mention a grill island. This is not the first time that a resident was before the board 
and a permit was pulled but something different was built or more was built. He 
agrees with Mr. Boyer in that if they came today and said they wanted to build what 
is built, the board would ask them to move the location closer if not within the 
setback. But it’s been there for five years and it is expensive to move it. If the grill 
wasn’t there, they could have a portable grill of the same size. The neighbor has not 
voiced any concerns. He does not have an issue with it.  

 
  Regarding the pergola portion, it is mostly air. If the posts negatively impact the 

neighbor, then it should be moved to a conforming location. But he didn’t hear that. 
It will look fine. He does not have an issue. He can also go the other way if everyone 
else thinks it is a bad idea.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said they did things that contravene the zoning code. The contractor, 

whoever is at fault, but it was done. There is a reason to put AC units 10’ from the 
property line. If 10’ is not right, then it should be changed. But 10’ is a requirement. 
The board has made a number of exceptions for various reasons. Regarding the grill 
island, it was done, but should not have been done without a permit. The board 
should not make them fix it. That doesn’t make sense. He recommends that the 
board of trustees consider a sanction when they review this case. A situation like 
this should get a sanction and just because something is in place, that doesn’t mean 
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it is right. They did not get the permits needed.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Robke said he is in the minority on the AC unit. If the AC was so quiet and not 

a problem, then it would not have to be moved from the porch. Most of the time 
when the board approves an AC unit in the side yard setback is that it is a 
replacement unit. Now the variance is being triggered due a maintenance issue. And 
that is looked upon differently. He does not think that the grill or the pergola would 
have been approved if they had come in prior to doing the work. He cannot support 
this. There is no hardship in this case. A point of frustration for him as a board 
member is that there is another step with the village board. They will probably 
approve the requests regardless of the steps that the board takes. Although he thinks 
that the applicants did things in good faith, he cannot support the request and is not 
within the board’s jurisdiction.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Surman agrees with Mr. Robke especially about the AC unit. Even with new 

homes the board requires them to be in the back of the house. The Michigan Avenue 
home was discussed, but there was agreement that a hardship existed in that case. 
One case on Michigan Avenue had to do with a generator and one had to do with 
an AC unit. Sometimes AC units are on the side, and he does not have as much an 
issue with that request.  

 
  Regarding the grill, he agrees with Mr. Kolleng. They could put a grill on wheels 

and move it. He does not have a problem with the grill.  
 
  But he has a problem with the pergola. It seems like a lot of cases coming to the 

board have to do with people building without a permit and then ask for forgiveness. 
If someone did that to the property next door to him, it might block his view. How 
will it be maintained over the years? There is that requirement, so it is not within 
eye shot of the neighbor. He is not sure if there should be sanctions. He does think 
that the pergola should be eliminated and cut it off at the base and allow forgiveness 
for the rest. It will be a future issue if the board approves accessory structures that 
were not permitted.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Robke said that everyone seems to focus on the fact that if it was a movable 

grill it could be put there. If it was a movable grill they could remove it from the 
area if there was a problem. The issue, for him, is that there is no hardship. Based 
on his experience, approval could be granted by the Village Board.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Surman said if they are getting a permit to do work on a patio, he would think 

they would realize they would need a permit to build something that is above the 
ground.  

 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy said he expressed some of his thoughts during the presentation. If 

they had come to the board with this as one project, but it was not – the ac went bad 
and after that they replaced the patio – the board would have seen that placing the 
AC on the side to get it closer to the utility room makes sense. He would be in favor 
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of that if they had come to the board asking for a variance. But he would not be in 
favor of a permanent structure being in the side yard setback. The board would have 
asked for a relocation. It is now done. The way that he looks at the grill is that he 
cannot approve it and will let the village board decide what to do with this situation. 
He agrees with Mr. Schneider is that there is too much asking for forgiveness.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Boyer said it may or may not be a homeowner issue but could be a contractor 

issue or maybe not. The board has looked at the homeowner as asking for 
forgiveness. The contractors might hold more of a burden.  

 
 5.10 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Roberts about responsibility. It is the homeowner’s 

responsibility when they apply for a permit whether the contractor does it for them 
or not. The burden falls to the homeowner. His question to Ms. Roberts was whether 
there is a list of contractors who are building without a permit and then coming to 
ask for one. There is no official list of this.  

 
 5.11 Mr. Boyer said that there should be a list.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that code enforcement officers and building inspectors have 

experience in the field and observe trends. It is not a function of the contractor’s 
license to document code violations and failure to obtain permits. 

 
 5.12 Chairman Duffy said that it is the homeowner’s responsibility to get the permit and 

to adhere to the zoning code and ask for relief from the code when appropriate.  
 
 5.13 Mr. Boyer thinks that the contractor should bear some responsibility.  
 
 5.14 Chairman Duffy agreed, but that is not the way that it works. The homeowner has 

to make sure the contractor is going the right job.  
 
  He is with Mr. Schneider that there is something that falls to the homeowner. If 

they want to take it up with their contractor that is up to the homeowner. If the 
homeowner asks for a permit, they need to follow the plans in the permit and not 
go outside the scope of the plans to make it better or more convenient. But he does 
not know that the board will do that.  

 
 5.15 Mr. Kolleng said that not condoning lack of permits, but it has been there for five 

years without any complaints on visual or noise issues. That says something. 
Regarding the pergola, they could run a 6’ stockade fence although it would not be 
as high as the pergola, but that is more daunting.  

 
 5.16 Chairman Duffy said if the purpose of the pergola is to cover the grill.  
  
 5.17 Mr. Surman said the pergola is just open slats. It is an aesthetic for the grill.  
 
 5.18 Chairman Duffy said that code calls the space under a pergola can trigger FAR and 
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it is a permanent structure. There is no hardship shown.  
 
 5.19 Mr. Schneider said he has a bright yellow umbrella on his Weber grill that he puts 

up when it rains. No one has complained about this.  
 
 5.20 Chairman Duffy said that the board is there to enforce the code.  
 
 5.21 Mr. Schneider has an issue about how they classify pergolas to being with. It is a 

visual element. It does not provide protection. A red umbrella would be more 
obtrusive than a vine-covered pergola.  

 
 5.22 Chairman Duffy agrees, but the pergola falls under the zoning code. He will not 

support tonight’s proposal because he cannot be okay with all elements of the 
application. He will leave it to the board to decide. He would want the board to do 
something for people who do not go through the permitting process or who do not 
follow their plans.  

 
 5.23 Mr. Surman said that the board is an advisory board. The Village Board needs to 

make the decision and resolve the issues in the future.  
 
 5.24 Chairman Duffy said that the board’s role is to interpret zoning code and apply it 

to applications. Sometimes there are gray areas and sometimes not and then the 
board has to vote against something. As Mr. Surman said, it is the village board’s 
decision as to how things turn out.  

 
 5.25 Mr. Schneider said that the village board can impose conditions or consequences, 

but they have not forced applicants to undo something. If the board votes against 
tonight’s proposal, the village board will need a super majority to overturn the 
board’s decision. The village board can impose any penalty that they choose.  

 
 5.26 Chairman Duffy said that the Village Board does not have to impose anything.  
 
 5.27 Mr. Schneider asked if the Village Board could impose sanctions.  
 
 5.28 Mr. Robke asked what the hardship was.  
 
 5.29 Mr. Surman said that board members have to look at their interpretation of the code.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that procedurally someone could make a motion with adding the 

recommendation that a penalty be imposed or a permit surcharge or something. She 
is not sure how much direction the Village Board would need or want.  

 
 5.30 Chairman Duffy said that a permit surcharge is an interesting suggestion.  
 
 5.31 Mr. Robke said they have that in the City of Chicago. It could be double the permit 

fee.  
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  Ms. Roberts said that the village has something like this. It is unusual to implement 
this for work that is five years old. But the village regularly imposes surcharges.  

 
 5.32 Mr. Robke said it is not uncommon to have very long runs on AC systems. They 

are frequently placed on roofs. There is not much of a technical limitation. It should 
not be an issue as the board looks at these moving forward.  

 
 5.33 Chairman Duffy said if the AC unit is out of the backyard then the backyard can be 

more usable.  
 
 5.34 Mr. Robke said that there is less noise when someone is sitting in the back yard, 

but on the side, is more noise for the neighbor.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 7.11’ side yard air 

conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the retention of an air conditioner 
and a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the 
retention of a grill island and pergola at 3730 Lake Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted.  

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

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-02.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
conditions of the property that are creating a hardship. There is nothing unique about that 
property that is different from other properties in the neighborhood. There is no hardship 
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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. 
 
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. 

 
 
Minutes from the April 4, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Nina 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 revised request a 3.0’ side yard setback variation and 

a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island. The Village 
Board will hear this case on April 24, 2018.  

 
 3.22 Ms. Boruta said that they had some revisions from the initial request. At the Village 

Board meeting, there was a lot of discussion around the air conditioner and the 
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retention of the grill island. They decided not to move forward with the completion 
of the pergola over the grill and the AC. Trustee Plunkett and other trustees said 
that since they were revising the plan, they could return to the Zoning Board to seek 
a recommendation. They decided to move the AC unit to a conforming location, 
which is the rear yard. She will work with village staff on permits.  

 
  The grill island has been there for almost six years. It is 3’ from the property line. 

They know that they could move it 5.98’ and still keep it 3’ from the property line 
and it would conform. There is a lot of expense in doing that and they still would 
be within 3’ of the property line. They are asking the board to approve the request 
as submitted.  

 
  There had been questions about permits. An inspector was out there and they did 

not know that it was not conforming. There is no record of anything.  
 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that the hardship is that if the island was 5’ further back, 

they would be in the rear yard and not have to deal with the side yard setback. They 
would still be 3’ from the property line.  

 
 3.24 Mr. Boyer asked Ms. Roberts if the above was accurate.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that it was accurate.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Boyer asked about the pergola over the grill island. 
 
  Ms. Boruta said they already cut it down.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Boyer asked about the black 4’ fence and whose fence was it.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said that is their fence.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that between the two houses is a 6’ stockade fence.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said they also have a backyard fence.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Robke reviewed the original request, as well as the new request.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked the height of the grill island. It is above the fence height.  
 
  There was discussion about the height of the island.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that from the back of the island to the fence is 3’. If they didn’t 

have the countertop, they could put the grill against the fence if the grill was 
movable.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Kolleng asked the cost to do the back patio. 
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  Ms. Boruta said she did not know.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Boyer said if they were trying to pull a ‘fast one’ and were trying to put in the 

grill without a permit, would they have done that when they were doing other work 
with inspectors coming out or waited until other work was done.  

 
  Ms. Boruta said that is not what they did.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said they had to run a gas line under the patio.  
 
(After Section 4.0) 
 3.34 Mr. Surman asked what type of fence they could put between the properties that is 

conforming. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they could put up a fence up to 6.5’ high.  
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy noted that the fence would be more impactful than it is today.  
 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy said that Ms. Pearlman said that functionally she is not opposed to 

having the grill island. If it was 5’ further to the north towards the rear of the lot, it 
would be in a permitted location. The Village Board has the say on penalties and 
the ZBA interprets the code. It is in the best interest of the board to look at the 
application as if the grill island was not in place.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Kolleng does not agree with the last comment.  
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy said that this is some of the direction that he is receiving from staff 

and corporation counsel. There are often gray areas and the board does not always 
agree.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Robke asked about hardship. If the board’s job is to pretend that the grill island 

was not there, would they approve this request? The hardship of spending $6,000 
to move the grill does not meet the definition of hardship in his opinion. What 
drives the location where the grill is now located? 

 
  Mr. Bortua said that their lot is unique. They front on Lake Avenue, which is a busy 

street. The back of their yard is on the golf course. In that situation the lot is unique. 
If they move the grill further back, they could put up the grill and pergola and both 
would be conforming. But it takes away the view, which is one of the reasons why 
they originally bought the house. Closer to the house provides a wider view. 6’ out 
cuts down the view for the applicants and for the neighbor. They got a permit, but 
the permit did not include what they thought it included. There is the plat of survey 
and the permit but no drawing. He said that the village shares the burden of the 
situation.  Someone at the village helped them and questions that should have been 
asked were not asked and they would not necessarily be in this situation.  
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 3.40 Mr. Boyer asked how 3’ from the lot line came about.  
 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy said that the flat work is there, and they put the grill on the edge 

of the flat work. In reading the application for the permit, there is nothing about 
having a grill island.  

 
  Mr. Boruta said that there is no drawing and there is only a plat of survey. The plat 

is from when they bought the house. The shape of the patio is different from the 
plat so why wasn’t that a red flag for the inspector. There are things that fell through 
the cracks. They made some mistakes and the inspector missed some details. They 
are now before the board. He has the receipt from ABT where he bought the grill. 
It proves he bought the grill in 2012, but this doesn’t prove anything. He is happy 
to submit the receipt.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Kolleng asked if the grill was functional in 2012.  
 
  Mr. Boruta said that it was functional in 2012.  
 
  Ms. Boruta said they do not have a portable grill on the side. That is a smoker on 

the side of the house. She knows that Trustee Plunkett said that the Village Board 
sometimes has sympathy for cases based on mistakes.  

 
4.0 PERSONS SPEAKING ON THE APPLICATION 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Ms. Barbara Pearlman 
   3736 Lake Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Ms. Pearlman said she lives next to the applicant. She noted that this case has gotten 

a lot of attention. There was an article in the Wilmette Beacon about the situation. 
There is nothing to fall back on if one does not have a permit. There are 
consequences. She referenced the applicant’s letter to the board dated March 8, 
2018. She read parts of the letter: the property owners propose to have her agree 
to their keeping the illegal grill island. There was a catch. She was to agree to this 
for their not installing an accessory structure in their rear yard within 6’ of their 
west property line. She does not agree to the proposal and urged them and all 
residents to build in a conforming matter on their property if it is legal and meets 
village code. The grill island does not meet those standards and was built for 
convenience. There are no hardships. It is not conforming to the ordinance. She 
does not want it grandfathered in.  

 
  During the Village Board meeting, Corporation Counsel Stein said that in his 

opinion, page 10 minutes of that board meeting – that a neighbor’s agreement is 
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not what our zoning ordinance would allow as subsequent homeowners may not 
agree. He also stated that there are no statues of limitations on a municipal 
ordinance for a violation like this. After going before two boards in which, the 
applicants testified, is there anyone who still believes that the grill island was built 
in 2012? Six years is the sticking point. She talked an unsuccessful attempt to stack 
this build on an existing build that was cited. A board member stated that the 
applicants built illegally, and they got caught. She talked about a permit for pavers. 
She talked about their expanding impervious surface without expansions or 
modifications, no change in size/location/configuration. If a grading permit was 
obtained, the grill island would have been eliminated.  

 
  During both board meetings, the applicants stated that when inspectors came out 

they didn’t say anything about the grill island and final inspection. In their most 
recent letter to the board, the applicants said that the inspectors still didn’t say 
anything or make a note about the grill island.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that she (Ms. Pearlman) stood in front of the board and he 

asked her if she was in support of keeping the grill island and she said yes. But then 
she went before the Village Board and said that she was no longer in support of the 
grill island. He asked if she was telling the board that she is no longer in support of 
it.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman does not think she ever said she would support the grill island.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said he asked her specifically if she would support the proposal 

and she said that she was okay with the grill island. If they didn’t install the pergola 
and could keep the grill island the neighbor said she would support this. Trustee 
Sullivan brought this up at the board meeting that she flip flopped on her opinion 
of the grill island.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said that based on comments made by trustees and based on the fact 

that she is trying to protect her property and that the grill island is 3’ from the 
property line, it does meet the ordinance so for herself and future owners, she has 
every right to not support the proposal.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that no one is denying her the right of not supporting the 

proposal. He was trying to clarify what she said at the last hearing. Did she then 
change her opinion and now she is at the meeting reading a statement? She is trying 
to ‘dance around’ a lot. What the board wants to know is does the grill island 
negatively impact her right now.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said that it negatively impacts her because it is against village 

ordinance.  
 
  Chairman Duffy clarified that because it is against village ordinance it bothers her, 

not because of its existence and use. Does it bother her if they grill? 
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  Ms. Pearlman said it does not bother her, but it is 3’ from her property line. She 
could reach out and touch it. There is a reason for the ordinance.  

 
  Chairman Duffy asked about 5’ further back into the back yard.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that would conform.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said it would be no further away from her property line. The only 

reason she is against it is because it is breaking a rule.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that she objects to it because it does not fit into the village’s 

zoning ordinance.  
 
  Mr. Boyer said that she is saying that it does impact her directly. She is concerned 

that it does not fit into the code.  
 
  Chairman Duffy clarified that the function does not bother it, but it does not fit into 

the zoning code.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that was correct and that was her argument. She continued and 

said that the property owner had portable grills in 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014.  
  Mr. Boyer said that portable grills are not against any rules.  
 
  Chairman Duffy asked how that had bearing on tonight’s case.  
  Ms. Pearlman said that those grills were put on the side of the house when they 

built the island in 2015. This is not a 5 or 6-year-old build.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said he wanted to focus on tonight’s case, which is their request 

for a variance. To bring up that they used two portable grills in the past is not 
relevant to tonight’s request.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said she was trying to point out that this request is not a 5 or 6-year-

old request. It is maybe 18 months since the time they were turned in in 2017. This 
has been going on for eight months. If they built in 2015 and they were turned in in 
2017, it is 18 months and not 5 or 6 years. If it was there for six years, why would 
we ask them to move it now?  

 
  Mr. Kolleng said that is what is in front of the Zoning Board. The neighbor is saying 

that it was not built in 2012.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said it was not built in 2012 and she said that she was not going to 

make this a he said/she said. She said all of the testimony will speak for itself.  
 
  Mr. Robke said there are two separate issues. Everyone is upset when something is 

built without a permit. The board is here to comment on the validity for a request 
from the zoning ordinance. In the board of trustee minutes, there is a separate issue 
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of enforcement and building without permits and what to do about that. The 
discussion should focus on the merits of the zoning case and the situation that may 
or not exist from building without a permit.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said it is not the purview of the board to penalize someone for not 

pulling permits. That is up to the village board. The board looks at an interpretation 
of the zoning code as it applies to the request. He asked the neighbor if she had 
more to add to her objection?  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said she does not see how the request conforms to the zoning 

ordinance and not to the standards for variation. She brought pictures that speak to 
the voracity of the comments made under oath by the applicants at the last hearing.  

 
  Chairman Duffy clarified that the neighbor took pictures of the side of the 

applicant’s house and the walk. How does that have bearing on tonight’s case? 
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that Chairman Duffy had asked them specifically about what 

was going on at their house, what were they building. After the situation was turned 
in in 2017, they built a brick walkway behind the garage. This was recently done. 
It is in the back of their house where they keep the garbage containers. It was built 
without a permit. When the applicants were asked how long the walk was, they said 
that it was 5 to 6’. It was also mentioned that each tile was 1’ square. It is an 18.5’ 
long walkway that is 5’ wide. They clearly told the board that the length was 5 to 
6’.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that Ms. Pearlman is submitting pictures to show the 

applicants were not truthful in their statements at the last hearing.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said that Mr. Surman asked who the contractor was for their permit. 

The applicants said it was someone from Wisconsin.  
 
  Chairman Duffy confirmed that this happened.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman gave the contractor’s name and said he lives in Palatine.  
 
  Mr. Boyer said some of the concerns are more under the purview of the Village 

Board.  
 
  Ms. Pearlman said she has one last comment regarding statements and the high cost 

of taking down the grill island. It would cost $8,900 to $12,000 to remove it. The 
question tonight was how much the permit for all the original flat work was. It was 
$7,900. This information is on the permit. She suggested that the applicant try to 
unstack the bricks and take out the grill. Then move the grill over and stack up the 
bricks again. A question was asked, was there water? Is there a gas line? She said 
that there was no permit for a gas line. A gas line would have to be extended. She 
talked about the cost of the project to relocate the grill, which seemed incredibly 
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high.  
 
  Mr. Surman pointed out that several of these issues are to be addressed by the 

trustees who make the decisions. The ZBA interprets the zoning code.  
 
  Mr. Boyer said that zoning codes and ordinances are there as a balance between 

private property rights and restrictions to protect the public. Tonight’s case is about 
a grill that is 3’ outside of compliance. Ms. Pearlman said she really doesn’t have a 
problem with the grill other than it is not following the rules. The board listens to 
neighbors and this can sway decisions. He understands that there is a lot of history 
between Ms. Pearlman and the neighbors. The board wants to know how the 
proposal impacts the neighbor and she said it does not functionally impact her.  

 
  Ms. Pearlman said that the village procedures in place are really working. The 

applicants eliminated two of the variance requests. There is only one variance left 
and it makes the board’s job much easier. Her hope is that the applicants would 
voluntarily opt to do the right thing and bring their illegally built grill island into 
compliance by moving it. Failing that, she urged the board to uphold the standards 
of review and deny the request. The request is based on convenience. Convenience 
is not a hardship. She had a cordial relationship with the neighbors until this grill 
island request came about. There is no history.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Robke said he cannot support this because it is not within the board’s purview 

to support it as there is no hardship other than a financial hardship, which is 
excluded from the definition of hardship. He hopes that the Village Board 
recognizes the errors that were made. The applicants recognized and acknowledged 
them. They withdrew parts of the request from the initial hearing including the air 
conditioner units.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said this is an interesting case. If this case came to the board before it 

was built, the board would have asked the applicants to make it conform. But there 
are so many things within code that could cause the neighbor to have less light, less 
air, less visibility to the golf course such as a shed, a greenhouse, a 6.5’ solid fence 
between the properties. There are many more things that could negatively impact 
the neighbor that are within code. He believes the applicants that it was an error. 
He believes that inspectors were on the property. It is not logical that they would 
be building without a permit while inspectors are there. He does not believe that 
the applicants are pulling a fast one and that is a situation of human error.  

 
  How is this impacting the neighbors? The neighbor who would be most impacted 

said that the grill island does not functionally impact them. They are opposed 
because the grill island is against code. The board is here to balance private property 
rights with public policy and public safety. In this case, the grill island does not 
impact anyone. He knows that the grill island is out of compliance. In this case, it 
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would make no sense to make the applicants move the grill by 6’ and to leave it 3’ 
from the property line to get it to conform.  

 
  He said that applying the strict letter of the codes to this case, as the board sees it 

at this time, is the hardship. It makes no sense for them to move the grill. If they 
were asking for something out of code that would really impact the neighbor, he 
would vote against it. But that is not the situation in this case. He will support the 
request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said that the board has approved similar cases, with maybe more 

severe variances. The board has left the decision up to the village board. People 
make honest mistakes and agrees with Mr. Boyer that this was human error. It is up 
to the Village Board about whether a penalty should be enacted. In most cases the 
board does not recommend doing a tear down and replacement. In this case, the 
board can decide to enact a penalty on whoever, but he is not favor of forcing the 
applicants to tear down with what is there. He can support the request.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Boyer said that to make it compliant they need to move it 2’.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said they have to move it out of the setback.  
 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that this is a small request compared to others that the board has 

approved. In reviewing this as new, is not reasonable. The applicant said they would 
not apply for it if they were doing it today. It was a different board six years ago. 
The board has to look at this as a built structure. If the board wants to exact a penalty 
or ask them to move it, that’s fine. But he agrees with Messrs. Boyer and Schneider 
analysis of this. The grill island is not bothering anyone, and it’s been there a long 
time. He believes the applicants. He can support this.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Surman agrees with Messrs. Kolleng, Boyer, and Schneider. The board looks 

at light/air and how it impacts the neighbor and adjoining spaces. He agrees that 
this was an honest mistake. The request is small. Light and vent are not impacted. 
If the island was moved it would impact the neighbor more with smoke or odors. 
He can support this request.  

 
 5.8 Chairman Duffy said that the biggest thing he looks at when there is a variance that 

impacts a neighbor and the neighbor says they are okay with the request. He asked 
the neighbor if the island was functionally bothering her or is this impacting her in 
a negative way. She said that there was no negative impact, but the rules are broken 
and that is why she complained. He can support this, and standards of review are 
met.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Surman said that there are some cases that come before the board when they 

might find that the third floor is built out and clearances were different than they 
said. They’ve lived in it. That is much more of a critical issue. Tonight’s case is a 
minor issue.  
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 5.10 Chairman Duffy said that every case is unique.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Robke agrees that every case is unique but what is consistent is the criteria used 

to evaluate cases. He personally has no objection to them keeping the grill, but he 
sees no hardship. As a board they are going down a slippery slope by not 
considering this standard of review.  

 
 5.12 Mr. Surman if the applicants came before the board like it was the first time and 

they said they would keep the pergola and air conditioning, that would have made 
a difference to him. The pergola is a visual impact and the AC is a noise impact.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a revised request a 3.0’ side yard setback 

variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island at 
3730 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  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider authorized 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 meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. While the owners created their own 
plight by installing the grill island without express approval with a permit, this was a 
genuine mistake. The difficulty faced by the applicants includes the cost to relocate the 
grill to a conforming location. To relocate the grill be prohibitively expensive. A portable 
grill is not regulated so a grill could be operated in the current location of 3’ from the west 
lot line. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air or 
otherwise injure adjoining properties. As located, the grill island has less of a visual impact 
on adjoining property than it would in a conforming location. The variations, if granted, 
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will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there is no 
condition of the property that is imposing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The 
owners created their own plight by installing the grill island without a permit. If the 
applicants had made this request prior to installing the grill island, the Zoning Board would 
likely not have recommended approval. While relocating the grill island will be expensive, 
this is a situation created by the applicants and not a hardship for recommending approval.  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request a 3.0’ side yard 
setback variation and a 3.0’ separation variation to permit the retention of a grill island at 
3730 Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
   
 
  
 
 





























































































































































REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.9

Page 1 of 1 

SUBJECT: 2018-Z-14 1200 Cleveland Street – Request to Table to June 12, 2018 

MEETING DATE:  May 8, 2018  

FROM:  Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

None 

Recommended Motion 

Table case 2018-Z-14, a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story attached garage addition at 1200 Cleveland Street to June 12, 2018. 

Discussion 

The Zoning Board of Appeals voted to make a negative recommendation on this request at 
their April 4, 2018 meeting. The Village Board was scheduled to hear the request on April 24, 
2018 but the applicant requested that it be tabled to May 8, 2018. Because of expected 
absences at the May 8 and May 22, 2018 Village Board meetings, the applicant is requesting 
that the case be tabled to June 12, 2018. 

Budget Impact 

There is no impact to the budget. 

Documents Attached 

None. 

Community Development 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/1200+Cleveland+St,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0849057,-87.740188,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fc5a7e88d9163:0xa4d8976c93d2f50e!8m2!3d42.0849017!4d-87.7379993
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com


REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story attached garage addition at 1200 
Cleveland in accordance with the plans submitted.  

Case Number: 2018-Z-14 

Property: 1200 Cleveland Street 

Zoning District: R1-C, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant:  Meg and Steve Maris 

Nature of Application: Request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story attached garage addition 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 

Hearing Date:  April 4, 2018 

Date of Application: March 5, 2018 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  No 
John Kolleng  No 
Michael Robke No 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 13, 2018.  
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
March 15, 2018. Posted on the property, March 16, 2018.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
March, 2018. 

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

3.9 
5-8-18 
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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 Cleveland Street and Thornwood 
Avenue. The property has 75.0’ of frontage on Thornwood Avenue and 133.0’ of frontage on 
Cleveland Street. The property is 9,975.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two-
story single-family home and attached two-car garage. 
 
The existing home is non-conforming in front yard setback. The existing house maintains a 16.35’ 
front yard setback and the Zoning Ordinance requires a 25.0’ front yard setback. 
 
The Subject Property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-C, Single-Family Detached Residence, 
and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to convert the existing attached two-car garage into living space and 
construct a three-car attached garage addition on the north side of the home. The proposed addition 
has overall dimensions of 32.0’ x 33.33’ and an area of 1,022 square feet. The proposed addition 
has a side yard adjoining a street (west) setback of 22.5’ and a rear yard (north) setback of 18.0’. 
Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 26.6’ rear yard setback, an 8.6’ rear yard setback 
variation is required.  
 
The proposed addition conforms to the side yard setback, lot coverage, floor area, height, and 
impervious surface coverage requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Side Yard Adjoining Str Setback 22.5’ 24.94’ 22.5’ 
Rear Yard Setback 26.6’ 50.7’ 18.0’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
2518 Thornwood Avenue Case 2005-Z-85 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.33’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a chimney on the legel 
nonconforming structure. (address changed January 2006) 
 
Other Rear Yard Setback Variation Requests 
 
701 Lake Avenue Case 2017-Z-23 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage variation and a 24.83’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition and new front porch 
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803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
202 Golf Terrace Case 2015-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 18.86’ rear yard setback variation to permit the retention of a roof-top deck on the 
legal non-conforming structure 
 
347 Oak Circle Case 2015-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 22.78’ rear yard setback variation, a 22.03’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 3.45’ 
accessory structure separation variation, and a 25.57 square foot (1.98%) rear yard total impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit an attached or detached garage 
 
239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.77’ rear yard street setback variation and a 192.11 square foot (16.41%) side yard 
adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-car 
attached garage 
 
732 Romona Road Case 2012-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 35.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the installation of an attached three-car 
garage on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
400 8th Street Case 2012-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 24.0’ front yard setback variation, a 21.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 21.0’ front 
yard eave setback variation, an 18.0’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 29.42’ front yard step 
setback variation, a 28.0’ front yard porch setback variation, a 119.25 square foot (2.8%) lot 
coverage variation, a 282.40 square foot (4.72%) total floor area variation, a 288.85 (9.52%) square 
foot front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 100.4 square foot (7.14%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0’ rear yard air conditioner condenser 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
624 Elmwood Avenue Case 2011-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
a 379.89 square foot (4.52%) total floor area variation, a 2.8’ side yard setback variation, and a 
22.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one and two-story addition with 
an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure at 624 Elmwood Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.   
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2121 Parkview Court Case 2011-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 19.45’ rear yard of a double frontage lot setback variation, a 102.23 square foot 
(9.31%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and an 84.96 square foot 
(7.75%) total rear yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
detached two-car garage 
 
1372 Ashland Lane Case 2010-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached 
garage addition 
 
645 Leamington Avenue Case 2010-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.8’ rear yard setback variation, a 64.14 square foot (4.0%) side yard adjoining a 
street impervious surface coverage variation, and a 105.62 square foot (5.37%) lot coverage 
variation to permit a two-car attached garage addition 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a rear yard setback of 26.6’ on the subject 
property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story attached garage addition at 1200 Cleveland Street, in accordance with 
the plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-14. 
 
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 Existing/Demo First Floor Plan 
 1.6 Existing West Elevation 
 1.7 Existing North Elevation 
 1.8 Existing East Elevation 



Case 2018-Z-14 
1200 Cleveland Street 

 

 

6 

 1.9 Existing South Elevation 
 1.10 New First Floor Plan 
 1.11 New West Elevation 
 1.12 New North Elevation 
 1.13 New East Elevation 
 1.14 New South 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 

March 13, 2018 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

March 15, 2018 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated March 16, 2018 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, March 2018 
 2.8 Letter from anonymous dated March 26, 2018 
 2.9 Letter with attachments from Maura and Kedric Chamberlin, 

1212 Cleveland Street, dated March 28, 2018 
 2.10 Letter from Sam and Joan Gambacorta, 1221 Cleveland Street, 

dated April 4, 2018 
 2.11 Letter from Brian and Karen Bowen, 2508 Thornwood 

Avenue, dated April 4, 2018 
 2.12 Letter from GM Properties, 1220 Cleveland Street, dated April 

4, 2018 
 2.13 Letter from Mary Collins and Bob Kumaki, 2526 Thornwood 

Avenue, dated April 4, 2018 
 2.14 Letter from Ian and Jessie Walker, 2541 Thornwood Avenue, 

dated April 4, 2018 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Ms. Meg Maris, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback variation to 

permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition. The Village Board 
will hear this case on April 24, 2018.  
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 3.22 The applicant said she believes a hardship exists. She knows that the village has a 
different way of defining hardship. She said they are looking to remove the current 
garage and turn it into living space inside the home. Then she wants to add a three-
car front-facing garage, so she can park in the garage. She cannot currently park in 
the garage because it is side-facing. This is an inconvenience and not a hardship. It 
is annoying.  

 
  Her property is legally 2518 Thornwood. The front door used to face Thornwood. 

Now it faces Cleveland and they changed the address to 1200 Cleveland. They are 
a corner lot, there is ambiguity between front, side and rear yards. She said that the 
house was built without the 8’ alley way. That is a great part of the house. The 
house was not built to the best of its ability.  

 
  She asked the board to consider them adding the three-car garage. They have a 

growing family. She has lived on the street her entire life. Her parents are across 
the street.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked why the applicant could not park in the current garage.  
 
  The applicant said that her husband can park there but she cannot make the turn 

with his car in it.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider asked it was correct to say that the variation request is due to the 

third slot in the garage.  
 
  The applicant said that this was correct.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman referenced 1.4. Which are the variance requests?  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy referenced page 2 in which it says that the required rear yard 

setback is 26.6’. They are requesting 18’.  
 
  The applicant said they don’t use that area as a rear yard and they use it as a side 

yard.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that if that is called the side yard, then the house is the back 

yard.  
 
  The applicant said that they have no back yard. She showed where her children 

play. She said that the rear yard is an eyesore and looks awful. She wants to improve 
the look.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy asked what would go in the three-car garage.  
 
  The applicant said that her Christmas lights will go in the garage in the upper part.  
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 3.29 Mr. Surman said he didn’t see a second-floor plan.  
 
  The applicant said there is no second-floor plan. The height is 6’9” for the second 

floor. She does a lot of building in town. She would not do anything to harm her 
reputation for building in the village. She has built here for 15 years.  

 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said that one thing that caught his eye is that they are 5’7” in front of 

the existing house. Any new homes that are built must have the front door out in 
front of the garage by 5’.  

 
  The applicant asked when that rule was adapted.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it was adopted in 2014.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said the three-car garage would be the main façade closest to the street 

and diminish the importance of the front door.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the front door requirement does not apply in this case because 

it is not a new home.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman said it might not apply, but it did catch his eye. The new addition is 

going to be several feet higher than the existing house.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Boyer said he reviewed the codes and there is not much language on attached 

garages facing a side yard adjoining a street. It is either front-loaded garages or 
detached garages. The code is almost silent on this type of situation. He is not sure 
that the spirit of the code is considered in this design.  

 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy said the larger issue is the rear yard setback than the side yard 

adjoining a street setback.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said that there are no properties that have that small of an area in a rear 

yard.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said there are similar requests in the packets.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said if someone is asking for a PUD, they are asking for a larger square 

footage and are giving back something. When one is asking for a variance, they 
need to be consistent with the code. He referenced 1.11, the dominating element on 
that elevation is the new garage addition. 

 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider talked about what is the hardship.  
 
  The applicant said that the dominating feature appears to be the garage because it 

is the only thing on the drawing shown in detail. Other details are not drawn in.  
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 3.38 Mr. Surman said that the overhead doors are more like commercial doors.  
 
  The applicant said they would not be commercial doors. The wanted the first stall 

to have a taller door. They have a boat on the trailer. That is why everything is so 
tall. The double door is higher for aesthetics. She is happy working with the ARC 
on design. She takes pride in her buildings. The second floor of the garage is 
storage.  

 
  She has letters from neighbors in support of the case. She submitted them to the 

board.  
 
(After Section 4.0) 
 3.39 The applicant created a list of other three car garages in the area. They include 1212 

Princeton – detached, three cars; 2338 Elmwood – newer home with a three-car 
garage; 2711 Blackhawk; some on Mohawk; 2333 Iroquois and additional homes. 
She knows that three car garages are not the norm but there are some homes that do 
have them.  

 
 3.40 Chairman Duffy asked where the hardship is to grant the variance to be in the rear 

yard setback. Why can’t they use the existing garage or part of the existing garage 
to accomplish the goal?  

 
  The applicant asked how she could do this. It would change the synergy of the 

home. The construction would not work with the current garage.  
 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy that they structurally could follow the rear of the house or through 

the middle of the garage and cutting the garage in half and creating one space. They 
could put a two-car garage next to it.  

 
  The applicant said they would lose space that they are trying to gain on the inside. 

She is asking for a variance. The hardship for them is the way that the house was 
built. They could build the largest two-car garage that they could. They cannot see 
the neighbors in spring and summer due to an abundance of shrubbery. Right now, 
the side yard area is a disaster, but she assured the board that they would have 
shrubbery and it would be done right. She wants to stay on her street instead of 
having a McMansion house. She could get both by increasing her home’s interior 
living and garage spaces and stay on the street.  

 
 3.42 Mr. Boyer said he is sensing that the board is looking for hardship and is looking 

at the garage size. The applicant knows that the ask is big. It would be great, but it 
is a big ask. If she doesn’t get the variance, is the reduction within the setback that 
they need? It would leave them with a 772 square foot space.  

 
  The applicant said that how the house is now, and the house symmetrically is 

perfect. It is a balanced house. By making the current garage into the new garage 
space would throw off the design of the house. It would have a negative impact. 
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She would prefer not to do it if it cannot be done right. If they tore the house down, 
the house that could replace would be significant – it would be big and bulky on 
their large lot. The vacated alley was designated after the home was built. The 
hardship is the design and flow of the house wasn’t met to the best of its ability.  

 
 3.43 Mr. Boyer said that the board must look for certain things like hardship.  
 
  The applicant said that the hardship is the timing of the vacated alley. They are 

trying to make their property more usable and functional. They have a lot of 
impervious space currently. The driveway is all hard surface. They are not asking 
for additional impervious space. She will push her garage back if needed. She wants 
to clean up the disastrous area on the side of her house. The Chamberlains moved 
in last year and there has been conflict – nothing about the Christmas lights. She 
explained why there was conflict, which had to do with the Chamberlains having 
workers at 8 p.m.  

 
 3.44 Chairman Duffy said they can address the disastrous area without doing an addition 

to the house.  
 
  The applicant said she has a boat sitting there with a tarp over it. The disaster is the 

boat, a wheel barrow, and more. She will work with the village for the 8’ that she 
is requesting. She does not want to disrupt the house’s symmetry.  

 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Peter Cladouhos CLADOUHOS 
   2209 Beechwood Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Cladouhos moved to the village about 3.5 years ago from the east coast. He is 

attending the meeting because his colleague at work, Patrick Chamberlain, is not 
able to attend the meeting. They live next door to the north of this property, at 1212 
Cleveland Street. He apologizes that he and his wife can’t be at the meeting. 

 
  The neighbors submitted materials about the case. Mr. Cladouhos read a prepared 

statement: 
 
  “The Chamberlains wish to respectfully object to case number 2018-Z-14, which is 

requesting a rear yard setback variation of 8.6’ to convert the existing attached two-
car garage into living space and construct a three-car attached garage addition to 
the north side of the home at 1200 Cleveland Street. As detailed in the materials 
provided and previously submitted by the Chamberlains, their property located at 
1212 Cleveland Street is directly adjacent to and to the north of the 1200 Cleveland 
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Street property. They share a 16’ vacated alley with the 1200 Cleveland property, 
thus giving 8’ to each property owner.” Mr. Cladouhos indicated Exhibit 1 of the 
Chamberlains submittal.  

 
  “The proposed addition reduces the rear yard separation and encroaches on the open 

space between the two homes, extending across the width of the vacated alley and 
into their yard by 6”.” Mr. Cladouhos referenced the schematic that shows in red 
what the encroachment is. 

 
  “They find such an encroachment to be unacceptable particularly given that there 

are no mitigating circumstances. And a conforming addition could be accomplished 
with a minor change to the plan such as constructing a two-car garage instead of a 
three-car garage or modifying the planned design to reduce the size of the overall 
addition to stay within the required setback. 

 
  “The Chamberlains are very concerned that the variation and resulting addition 

would negatively affect their property value. It will alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood as there are no other three-car garages in this area. The planned 
addition will be inconsistent with the rest of the neighborhood.  

 
  “The Chamberlains purchased their home and moved in August 2016. They wanted 

a home in a desirable neighborhood, convenient to both of their work locations, in 
a thriving community where they could enjoy the lake and be close to downtown 
Chicago. They have made a substantial investment in renovating the home and 
keeping with the character of the surrounding homes and want to protect their 
investment for the future. Given their concerns, they respectfully and sincerely hope 
the Zoning Board will deny the request for variation.” 

 
  Mr. Kolleng clarified that there is a 6” encroachment onto the neighbor’s property.  
 
  Mr. Cladouhos said that if the request is approved, there would be a 6” 

encroachment onto the Chamberlain’s property. In order to meet the setback 
requirements, the variance has to encroach on the property by 6”. He showed the 
exhibit prepared by the neighbors. Given the fact that they are sharing the easement, 
8’ and 8’. With the setback requirements, they have to take their 8’ section plus the 
Chamberlain’s 8’ plus an additional 6”.  

 
Chairman Duffy said they are taking the proposed 8.6’ and adding it to the property 
line, to show what the setback would need to be if it was in compliance. 
 
Mr. Schneider clarified that the alley was vacated and half went to the 
Chamberlains and half went to the applicant. 
 
Mr. Cladouhos said that was correct. 
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5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Robke said that hardship is always an issue. In this case, he heard that the 

hardship is symmetry. The hardship is also that they got some land for tree. The 
hardship is a growing family. But to him it looks like a big three car garage that is 
not a three-car garage because some of it is for boat storage. He does not see the 
hardship and cannot support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Boyer said as a board, hardship must be found. In this case, it feels like too big 

of an ask. When he looked at the codes, the codes are silent for this type of situation. 
On a 10,000 square foot lot they can have a 600-foot detached garage. He talked 
about lot sizes and sizes of garages. In tonight’s case, they can have almost anything 
but there is a setback limitation. It is not within the spirit of the codes to have a 
large garage like this sited the way that it is. He doesn’t see the hardship to give the 
8.6’. He does not believe that hardship has been proven. The design is nice, but as 
a board he does not see how this request can be approved.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Surman agreed with the above comments. There is no hardship currently, but 

an accommodation or request for space. It would be hard to support this because 
the board must follow the zoning code. There is no hardship.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Kolleng said this is a strange lot because of its corner location and how the 

yards are perceived. There is no other that run with the request like FAR or 
impervious surface. It is out of the norm. The board approves two car garages, but 
three car garages are not approved. He is on the fence on the case.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider agrees with some of the comments made. He does not see the 

hardship. The applicant could store the boat somewhere else. He can not support 
the request.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said his initial response was that he could support the side yard 

adjoining a street setback but not the rear yard setback. There must be a way to do 
this by maybe not taking the current garage as part of the house. Throwing the three-
car garage against the back of the house creates a small courtyard. How functional 
is that? There must be a better way to make this work. He sees no hardship and 
cannot support the request for the rear yard setback.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback 

variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition at 1200 
Cleveland in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
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   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
 

Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-14.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman 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 does not meet the variation standards 
of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no conditions of the property that 
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty or peculiar hardship. The house is located 
closer to the front lot line than permitted, resulting in a more area in the rear yard than 
would otherwise be permitted. There is no hardship preventing the owners from making 
reasonable use of the property. The applicants are creating their own plight with the design 
of the proposed addition. There are other things the applicants could do that would be 
conforming. There was neighbor testimony that the proposed addition being located closer 
to the lot line than permitted would injure the use and enjoyment of their property. The 
variation, if granted, would alter the essential character of the neighborhood, which 
generally does not include 3-car garages. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for an 8.6’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage addition at 1200 
Cleveland in accordance with the plans submitted.   

 
   
 
 





























































REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.10

Page 1 of 1 

SUBJECT: 2017-Z-63 238 Kilpatrick Avenue – Request to Table to June 12, 2018 

MEETING DATE:  April 24, 2018 

FROM:  Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

None 

Recommended Motion 

Table case 2017-Z-63, a revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor area 
variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, 
and a 2.99’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home at 238 Kilpatrick Avenue, to June 12, 
2018. 

Discussion 

The Zoning Board of Appeals voted to make a negative recommendation on this request at 
their March 7, 2018 meeting. The request was scheduled to be heard by the Village Board on 
March 27, 2018 but this meeting was cancelled for lack of quorum. The request was postponed 
to April 24, 2018 but because of the recent vacancy on the Village Board, the request was 
tabled from April 24, 2018 to May 8, 2018. Because of expected absences at the May 8 and 
May 22, 2018 Village Board meetings, the applicant is requesting that the case be tabled to 
June 12, 2018. 

Budget Impact 

There is no impact to the budget. 

Documents Attached 

None. 

Community Development 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/238+Kilpatrick+Ave,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0680697,-87.7523415,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fc591a48e8465:0xa0779f275f778f10!8m2!3d42.0680657!4d-87.7501528
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com


REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor 
area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height 
limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ 
combined side yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is 
classified as a new home at 238 Kilpatrick Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2017-Z-63 

Property: 238 Kilpatrick Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant:  Ali Sajadi 

Nature of Application: Revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor 
area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height 
limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ 
combined side yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is 
classified as a new home 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 
Section 8.3.D.4 

Hearing Date:  March 7, 2018 
February 7, 2018 
December 6, 2017 

Date of Application: November 6, 2017 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
Mike Boyer  Yes 
John Kolleng  Yes 
Michael Robke No 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 
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 
February 2, 2018. 

3.10 
5-8-18 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the east side of Kilpatrick Avenue approximately 125’ south of 
Glenview Road. The property has 67.2’ of frontage on Kilpatrick Avenue and is 125.0’ in depth. 
The property is 8,400.0 square feet in area. The property is improved with a tri-level single-family 
home and detached two-car garage. 
 
The existing house is non-conforming in minimum side yard setback. The required minimum side 
yard setback is 6.72’ and the existing north side yard setback is 5.67’ to the second floor overhang.  
 
The Subject Property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, 
and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Revised Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a two-story and second-story addition and to substantially 
remodel the interior of the existing home. The extent of the project is such that it is being classified 
as a new home.   
 
The proposed two-story addition is on the south of the existing home. With the proposed addition, 
the proposed total floor area is 4,656.29 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits total 
floor area to 4,069.08 square feet, a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor area variation is 
required. This is a 210.08 square foot reduction from the original request. 
 
A portion of the current house will maintain a first floor height greater than 4.0’. Because the 
Zoning Ordinance limits the first floor height to 4.0’ for new homes, a variation to exceed the first 
floor height limit is required. With a first floor height in excess of 4.0’, the existing basement area 
contributes to the total floor area. 
 
The existing home has a north side yard setback of 5.67’ to the second floor overhang. The setback 
to the overhang is proposed to remain. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum side 
yard setback of 6.72’, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation is required. 
 
The addition is proposed with an 8.14’ south side yard setback. In combination with the existing 
5.67’ north side yard setback, the proposed combined side yard setback is 13.81’. Because the 
Zoning Ordinance requires a combined side yard setback of 16.8’, a 2.99’ combined side yard 
setback variation is required. 
 
The applicant has modified the plans so that the previous request for a variation to the requirement 
that an attached front-loaded garage must be located a minimum of five feet behind the main front 
façade of the house has been eliminated. 
 
The proposed garage is 400.0 square feet for which a 400.0 square foot floor area bonus is 
provided. The proposed front porch has been increased to 3.5’ deep and is proposed with an area 



Case 2017-Z-63 
238 Kilpatrick Avenue 

 

 

4 

of 36.75 square feet. A front porch floor area bonus of 36.75 square not applies. There is no attic 
floor area for which a bonus would apply. Because the project is considered a new home and the 
first floor exceeds 3.0’ above grade, the basement area counts as floor area. The existing basement 
area is 746.91 square feet. No new basement area is proposed. 
 
The applicant is using the contextual floor area option, which is based on the 1990 floor area 
formula. Under this formula, a garage lot coverage bonus of 400.0 square feet and a front porch 
lot coverage bonus of 36.75 square feet are applied. 
 
The proposed new home conforms to the front yard and rear yard setbacks, the height, the lot 
coverage, and the impervious surface coverage requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Maximum Existing Proposed 
Floor Area 4,069.08 s.f. 1,957.17 s.f.(1) 4,656.29 s.f.* 

 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Side Yard Setback 6.72’ 5.67’* 5.67’* 
Combined Side Yard Setback 16.8’ 25.52’ 13.81’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
(1) The basement currently does not count as the first floor height is less than 5.0’ above grade, 
the requirement for pre-1990 construction. 
 
Original Proposal 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals heard the original request on December 6, 2017. The petitioner 
requested a 916.55 square foot (10.92%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first 
floor height limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that an attached front-loaded garage must be located a minimum 
of five feet behind the main front façade of the house to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home. The Zoning Board of Appeals voted to 
recommend denial of the request. After the hearing, the petitioner modified their request and 
presented this to the Village Board on January 9, 2018. The Village Board remanded the case back 
to the Zoning Board of Appeals so that findings could be made on the revised request. 
 
Other Floor Area Variation Requests 
 
431 9th Street Case 2017-Z-62 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 1,268.22 square foot (31.71%) total floor area variation, a 248.14 square foot (6.2%) 
lot coverage variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 17.79’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.45’ side yard setback variation, an 11.51’ front yard porch setback variation, a 13.5’ 
front yard porch step setback variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard stoop and step setback 
variation, a 0.25’ accessory structure separation variation, a 0.42’ detached garage side yard 
setback variation, a 44.51 square foot (3.18%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that a new home provide two enclosed parking spaces, to permit 
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the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home and the 
retention of an existing detached garage 
2600 Thornwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-54 ZBA: Granted 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 
 
1932 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-45 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 187.11 square foot (2.2%) total floor area variation to permit the construction 
of a new detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1635 Lake Avenue Case 2017-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 996.08 square foot (7.42%) total floor area variation, a 9.12’ side yard adjoining a 
street setback variation, an 8.62’ side yard adjoining a street chimney setback variation, and a 
variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
3110 Hill Lane Case 2017-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Pending 
Request for a 427.81 square foot (4.93%) total floor area variation, a 24.0’ front yard setback 
variation, a 1.71’ combined side yard setback variation, and a 564.22 square foot (24.43%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a garage addition on the 
legal non-conforming structure 
 
100 Girard Avenue Case 2017-Z-34 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 122.76 square foot (2.427%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of two-story addition (original request for a 212.34 square foot (4.17%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of two-story addition) 
 
1030 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2017-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of an 
addition to an existing detached two-car garage 
 
500 Gregory Avenue Case 2017-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 293.35 square foot (5.64%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
new one-car detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1529 Elmwood Avenue Case 2017-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 259.92 square foot total floor area variation and a 7.04’ front yard setback variation 
to permit the construction of a first floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
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419 Prairie Avenue Case 2017-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 154.45 square foot (3.3%) total floor area variation, a 0.86’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 5.15’ garage separation variation to permit the construction of a second-floor 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
617 Linden Avenue Case 2017-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 299.03 square foot (5.36%) total floor area variation, a 1.56’ west side yard setback 
variation, and a 6.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-01 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area variation and a 3.9’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the construction of a first floor addition and a 
second floor addition 
 
2222 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 343.25 square foot (5.62%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor and a second floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1728 Walnut Avenue Case 2016-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 316.32 square foot (6.02%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story addition 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 
52.46 square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square 
foot (3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
744 Sheridan Road Case 2016-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 2.93’ side yard setback variation and a 507.96 square foot (3.65%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a one-and-one-half-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
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Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
 
819 Michigan Avenue  Case 2016-Z-07 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction 
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1519 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-50 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side 
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square 
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition, 
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
342 Gregory Avenue Case 2015-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining 
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
2026 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car 
garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Pontiac Road Case 2015-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard 
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1536 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-24 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot 
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front 
porch 
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743 8th Street  Case 2014-Z-54 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
500 Lake Avenue Case 2014-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
1025 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 268.63 square foot (3.03%) total floor area variation and a 2.56’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
706 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 133.44 square foot (0.96%) lot coverage variation and a 995.59 square foot (7.18%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1233 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair 
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1100 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for 201.61 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation, a 13.75’ side yard adjoining a 
street parking pad setback variation, and a 4.5’ rear yard parking pad setback variation to permit 
the construction of a 2.5 car detached garage and parking pad on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1323 Ashland Avenue Case 2014-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition 
 
1238 Glendenning Road Case 2014-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first 
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1106 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-04 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1240 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’ 
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to 
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal 
nonconforming property 
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Other New Construction Requests 
 
1202 Chestnut Avenue Case 2017-Z-56 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 11.08’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
2945 Central Avenue Case 2017-Z-46 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.96’ side yard setback variation, a 2.09’ combined side yard setback variation, and 
a variation to the requirement that an attached front-loaded garage must be located a minimum of 
five feet behind the main front façade of the house to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
1635 Lake Avenue Case 2017-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 996.08 square foot (7.42%) total floor area variation, a 9.12’ side yard adjoining a 
street setback variation, an 8.62’ side yard adjoining a street chimney setback variation, and a 
variation to exceed the first floor height limit to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
123 Prairie Avenue Case 2016-Z-53 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 9.73’ front yard setback variation, a 2.94’ front yard setback variation, a 1.87’ front 
yard porch setback variation, and a 2.56’ front yard porch step setback variation to permit the 
construction of a substantial remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
832 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-40 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.92’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 2.92’ side yard adjoining a 
street porch setback variation, a 3.92’ side yard adjoining a street porch step setback variation, a 
0.42’ side yard adjoining a street chimney setback variation to permit the construction of a 
substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
221 10th Street Case 2016-Z-13 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.95’ front yard setback variation, a 0.95’ front porch step setback variation, and a 
variation to retain a non-conforming detached garage to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home 
 
1819 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-09 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 129.31 square foot (2.08%) lot coverage variation, a 129.4 square foot (2.1%) total 
floor area variation, a 5.61’ front yard setback variation, a 5.17’ front yard porch setback variation, 
a 1.0’ front yard porch step setback variation, a 7.0 square foot (0.5%) front yard porch coverage 
variation, a 4.5 square foot (0.36%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and 
a 5.52’ side yard air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a new home and 
detached two-and one-half-car garage 
 
2108 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.17’ combined side yard setback variation, a 4.55’ rear yard setback variation, a 1.33’ 
first floor height variation, a 0.05’ side yard window well setback variation, a 2.15’ side yard parking 
space setback variation, a variation from the requirement that a front-loaded attached garage must 
be a minimum of 5.0’ behind the main front façade of a house, a variation from the requirement to 
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have two enclosed parking spaces, and a 30.0 square foot (4.48%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
2728 Birchwood Avenue Case 2015-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.6’ front yard setback variation, a 0.05’ combined side yard setback variation, a 
177.51 square foot (10.04%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation 
from the requirement that a front-loaded attached garage must be a minimum of 5.0’ behind the 
main front façade of a house to permit the construction of a new home 
 
1916 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-04 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.59’ front yard setback variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch setback variation, and a 
2.82’ side yard patio setback variation to permit the retention of a new home 
 
433 8th Street Case 2014-Z-39 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 252.64 square foot (4.59%) lot coverage variation, a 1,596.07 square foot (29.02%) 
total floor area variation, a 3.23’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 0.58’ combined side yard 
setback variation, a 6.01’ rear yard setback variation, a 3.23’ side yard eave setback variation, a 
4.01’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.67’ rear yard deck setback variation, a 4.01’ rear yard 
stair setback variation, a 1.0’ first floor height variation, a 2.0’ rear yard detached garage setback 
variation, a 1.0’ rear yard garage eave setback variation, a 3.5’ accessory structure separation 
variation, a 208.06 square foot (15.13%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
and a variation from the requirement to provide two enclosed parking spaces to permit the 
construction of a new home and one-car detached garage 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required 
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation, 
a 7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a 
17.28 decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed stand-
by generator 
 
400 8th Street Case 2012-Z-50 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 31.64’ front yard setback variation, a 4.09’ minimum side yard setback variation, a 
9.42’ combined side yard setback variation, a 17.5’ rear yard setback variation, a 29.08’ front yard 
eave setback variation, a 3.84’ side yard eave setback variation, an 11.34’ combined side yard eave 
setback variation, a 15.67’ rear yard eave setback variation, an 11.25’ front yard porch setback 
variation, a 16.04’ front yard stair setback variation, a 24.46’ front yard wall setback variation, a 
4.75’ combined side yard window well setback variation, a 17.5’ rear yard chimney setback 
variation, a 1.33’ rear yard stoop setback variation, an 18.33’ rear yard stair setback variation, an 
18.17’ rear yard window well setback variation, a 409.66 square foot (9.23%) lot coverage 
variation, a 319.32 square foot (12.33%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 141.7 
square foot (7.67%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, a 478.57 square foot 
(25.87%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 6.25’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
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400 8th Street Case 2012-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 24.0’ front yard setback variation, a 21.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 21.0’ front 
yard eave setback variation, an 18.0’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 29.42’ front yard step 
setback variation, a 28.0’ front yard porch setback variation, a 119.25 square foot (2.8%) lot 
coverage variation, a 282.40 square foot (4.72%) total floor area variation, a 288.85 (9.52%) square 
foot front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 100.4 square foot (7.14%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0’ rear yard air conditioner condenser 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
713 Locust Road Case 2011-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 22.0’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
1236 Greenwood Avenue Case 2009-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 11.65’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a new house 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a side yard setback of 6.72’ and a combined side 
yard setback of 16.8’ on the Subject Property and establishes a maximum first floor height of 3.0’ 
for single-family dwellings built after March 5, 1990. 
 
Section 8.3.D.4 establishes a Contextual Bulk Regulation maximum total floor area of 4,069.08 
square feet on the Subject Property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total floor area 
variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and 
a 2.99’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition 
and remodel that is classified as a new home at 238 Kilpatrick Avenue, in accordance with the 
plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-63. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
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 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Original Proposed Site Plan 
 1.5 Original Existing Foundation Plan 
 1.6 Original Existing and New Addition Foundation Plan 
 1.7 Original Existing Floor Plan 
 1.8 Original Proposed First Floor and Existing Lower Level Plan 
 1.9 Original Proposed Second Floor Plan 
 1.10 Original Proposed Roof Plan 
 1.11 Original Proposed Front (West) Elevation 
 1.12 Original Proposed North Elevation 
 1.13 Original Proposed South Elevation 
 1.14 Original Proposed East Elevation 
 1.15 Revised Proposed Site Plan 
 1.16 Revised Demolition Plan – Foundation 
 1.17 Revised Demolition Plan – Building 
 1.18 Revised Existing and New Foundation Plan 
 1.19 Revised Proposed First Floor and Existing Lower Level Plan 
 1.20 Revised Proposed Second Floor Plan 
 1.21 Revised Proposed Roof Plan 
 1.22 Revised Proposed Front (West) Elevation 
 1.23 Revised Proposed North Elevation 
 1.24 Revised Proposed South Elevation 
 1.25 Revised Proposed East Elevation 
 1.26 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed Site Plan 
 1.27 2-13-2018 Revised Existing and New Foundation Plan 
 1.28 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed First Floor and Existing Lower Level 

Plan 
 1.29 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed Second Floor Plan 
 1.30 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed Roof Plan 
 1.31 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed Front (West) Elevation 
 1.32 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed North Elevation 
 1.33 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed South Elevation 
 1.34 2-13-2018 Revised Proposed East 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 
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 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 
applicant, February 2, 2018 

 2.8 Original Total Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.9 Revised Total Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.10 2-13-2018 Revised Total Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.11 Building Height Survey 
 2.12 Minutes from the January 9, 2018 Village Board meeting 
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Minutes from the December 6, 2017 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Ali Sajadi, applicant 
   3628 Torrey Pines, Northbrook 
 
  3.12 Mr. Esmael Haddadian, owner 
   238 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 916.55 square foot (10.92%) total floor 

area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side yard 
setback variation, a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation, and a variation to 
the requirement that an attached front-loaded garage must be located a minimum of 
five feet behind the main front façade of the house to permit the construction of a 
substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new home. The Village 
Board will hear this case on January 9, 2018.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said he brought the property owner with him to the meeting.  
 
  He talked about the details of the project. The current building is a split-level home. 

Because the family size is increasing, they need more space. He recommended to 
the owner that they take the building down and build a two-story brick building 
with a full basement. This was beyond the home owner’s budget. They decided to 
do an addition to the existing building and keep the current building as is with minor 
alterations to make it better looking. The children use the basement as a playground, 
so they plan to keep it the way that it is.  

 
  He explained how they counted square footage and noted that they are over on FAR. 

There is a detached two car garage that will be removed and build an attached two 
car garage. Because the width of the property is limited, they are requesting 
variations.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy clarified that they are looking for relief for the side yard and the 

combined side yard. And this is all due to the garage.  
 
  The applicant said they are not changing the north side.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.7, which is existing. He asked for an explanation of the 

plan.  
 
  The applicant said that to the north is a bedroom. He explained additional details of 
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the plan.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Schneider clarified that the basement is currently used as the utility room and 

family room.  
 
  The applicant said that this is a playground for the children.  
 
 3.26 Mr. Schneider said that to build the garage and the kitchen and new addition on the 

first floor, they are also adding to the second floor. They are taking down the wall 
to the south. How much of the southern part of the building will be taken down? 

 
  The applicant said they will take down everything except the existing bi-level. They 

will save the portion on the front on Kilpatrick. They will keep existing foundation. 
They need to add some foundation for the garage.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider said they had the ability to modify the setbacks to the south.  The 

total floor area variation is a result of the basement which counts.  
 
  The applicant said if they didn’t have to count the basement they would be in good 

shape.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy noted that they still would be over though by not as much. They 

are about 70 square feet over.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked how wide is the proposed garage? 
 
  The applicant said that it is 20’ x 20’.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said this is a minimally sized garage. They will continue the south 

wall back, so they can have a kitchen and eating area. That is the side yard setback 
issue. The basement area that is counting against them is the utility room and open 
play area. Is that concrete floors and walls? How tall is the ceiling? 

 
  The applicant said they have a carpeted concrete floor. The masonry wall is up to 

4’. There is 6” to the grade line. The rest is framing.  
 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy asked about basement height.  
 
  The applicant said that basement height is 7’6”. About half of the basement is below 

grade.  
 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy noted that they would not have the split-level layout any longer. 

Is it more of a two-story home? 
 
  The applicant said they would remain as is with minor alterations. He is going to 

put on cedar siding. The rest of the building is brick.  
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 3.33 Mr. Robke referenced 1.9 that shows living space. One part becomes two stories 
and one remains split level.  

 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy said he is having problems putting that together in his head. 
  The applicant explained the home layout. He is building a second floor. There is a 

second floor above the garage. Plan A4 shows the entire second floor.   
 
 3.35 Mr. Boyer asked if impervious surface was calculated. It looks like they are 

reducing impervious surface. They are removing some of the driveway in the back.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they did not have dimensions on the walk. They are allowed 625 

square feet and the driveway is 496 square feet. They will probably be okay on 
front yard coverage.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Schneider said that the current driveway is wide at 15’. 
 
 3.37 Mr. Boyer asked if they had water issues in the backyard.  
 
  The applicant said they did.  
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy said that this street becomes a lake in heavy storms.  
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said that the existing family room on the lower level has windows.  
 
  The applicant said windows are 42” high.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Surman said that this is habitable space.  
 
(After section 4.0) 
 3.41 Mr. Schneider asked Ms. Roberts if they had to submit a drainage plan to get 

permits. And the situation should not be made worse than it currently is.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that was correct.  
 
  The applicant said he does not understand how moving the garage would increase 

water.  
 
 3.42 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Schneider pointed out that when there is construction 

of a certain amount on a lot, engineering requires submission of plans showing there 
is no more water running off the lot than currently runs off the lot. They cannot 
make the situation worse.  

 
  The owner said they have a civil engineer to answer any questions. They do not 

have flooding on their driveway. The back of the house is a lake. The backyard is 
lower than the neighbors, so they get their water.  
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 3.43 Mr. Robke asked if he could confirm that the slope of the driveway they are 
proposing matches the grade of the existing driveway.  

 
  The applicant said this was correct.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Robke said that no more water should then runoff. A large percentage of the 

roof areas will be gutters going down which will drain into the backyard. Or will 
they tie into the storm water sewer? 

 
  The applicant said they would tie into the storm water sewer.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they are not allowed to tie into the storm sewer. 
 3.45 Chairman Duffy clarified that downspouts would come into the yard. Engineering 

will give direction.  
 
  The applicant said he would follow any recommendation.  
 
 3.46 Mr. Robke grew up at 3035 Hartzell. He talked about flooding problems in that 

area. The proposal could have the potential for alleviating some flooding. He will 
defer to engineering.  

 
 3.47 Mr. Surman said he is looking for a 10% variation. What is the hardship? If the area 

has windows and is usable, that does not seem to be the hardship to build another 
900-plus square feet. There is a difference between what someone wants and what 
is allowed by code.  

 
  The applicant said that a bedroom is not suitable on the lower level at this time. 

They need to have more space for an increasing family.  
 
 3.48 Mr. Surman said that the basement area is about 700 square feet. They are now at 

900 square feet. What is the hardship? 
 
  The owner said they have a lot of moisture and it is not pleasant to be there for a 

long time.  
 
 3.49 Mr. Kolleng asked if there were drains that the water comes up through in the 

basement.  
 
  The owner said there is condensation. There were signs in the basement that there 

was flooding. The former owners added a sump pump. He owned the house since 
2009. They have not had basement flooding.  

 
 3.50 Mr. Schneider said they are adding a new family room, which is 36’ wide from the 

existing split level.  The existing area from that same point is 24’. They are 
expanding the house by 12’. Is it necessary to go out 36’ to accomplish what they 
are proposing?  
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  The applicant referenced sheet A3. There is 400 square feet of garage.  
 
 3.51 Mr. Robke asked how many square feet they were adding to the house. How many 

are being counted? He asked for the answer from an architectural perspective.  
 
  The applicant said that the addition is 2,821 square feet.  
 
 3.52 Chairman Duffy said he looks at the existing second floor with three bedrooms. 

One bedroom will remain with the bathroom and there will be an office. They are 
adding a second bedroom and a master, a foyer area, a large master bath, and two 
other bathrooms. They are more than doubling the house. They are asking for a lot 
of FAR. Did they think about not adding so much house?  

 
  The applicant talked about what was allowed by code, which is 4,073 square feet.  
 
 3.53 Chairman Duffy said he has 4,032 square feet.  
 
  The architect said it should be 4,070 square feet.  
 
 3.54 Chairman Duffy asked how they are getting 4,733 square feet? 
 
  It says that maximum floor area allowed is 4,032 square feet. They are over by 170 

square feet. Why do they need the extra 170 square feet? Couldn’t they do an 
addition without the 170 square feet? 

 
  The architect said that the foyer is counted twice, and he explained why.  
 
 3.55 Chairman Duffy referenced the large window on 1.11. He does not see what they 

are talking about regarding a snow or water issue.  
 
  The architect said that the first floor to the second finished floor is 11’. There are 

9’ ceilings on the second floor. That is a total of 20’ and they are allowed 17’.   
 
 3.56 Mr. Surman said they made the design decision to put in a two-story space but that 

is not a reason to grant a variance.  You use up square footage with a two-story 
space.  

 
 3.57 Chairman Duffy asked if the split-level nature of the house causing why they don’t 

want the second floor all the way across that area.  
 
  The architect said that the split level has nothing to do with the addition. He likes 

the foyer as designed.  
 
 3.58 Chairman Duffy noted that the foyer, as designed, is not a hardship.  
 
 3.59 Mr. Schneider asked the foyer dimension.  
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  The architect said that the foyer is about 14’ x 10.6’, about 150 square feet.  
 
 3.60 Mr. Surman clarified that the board is not saying they cannot have a foyer, but then 

they must make a reduction somewhere else.  
 
 3.61 Chairman Duffy said that the foyer is counted twice to have it, so they must take 

square footage away from another area. It is not a hardship if someone does not 
have a two-story foyer.  Why does the house need to go so far back? Couldn’t they 
have less square footage in the addition to compensate for the size of the foyer? 

 
  The architect said they could eliminate the cathedral ceiling and gain 150 square 

feet and modify the rest of the building.  
 
 3.62 Chairman Duffy said they would have to come off by about 170 square feet. Then 

they could say that the basement is counting against them and that’s why they are 
before the board for the FAR.  

 
  The architect said he could eliminate the cathedral ceiling.  
 
 3.63 Chairman Duffy said they could keep that ceiling but take 170 square feet 

somewhere else.  
 
 3.64 Mr. Schneider said that there is about 170 square feet more than the basement. 

There are many ways to deal with that. They could shrink the width of the family 
room by 2’. The garage has to be at least 20’ wide.  

 
 3.75 Mr. Kolleng asked for clarification as to what they are doing with the basement.  
 
  The applicant said that the basement is used as a playroom. It will be the utility 

room and the playroom. Not much is changing there.  
 
 3.76 Mr. Robke said that the ‘basement’ is usable livable space.   
 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 
  4.11 Mr. Bob Davis 
   227 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Davis thanked Ms. Roberts for getting case documents to the neighbors. He is 

also representing Sam Lin at 235 Kilpatrick.  
 
  The first set of issues has to do with water after a storm. The east side of the street 
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is higher relative to the west side. Water doesn’t get as bad on the east side. They 
are concerned that the amount of water will change and have more problems. He 
has a reverse pitch driveway as do other neighbors. They are looking to put up 
temporary emergency walls in their driveways, but they have run into a height limit 
as to the water height. That height is about 41”. The flooding has gotten worse as 
they have built five garages.  

 
  They are very worried that when construction goes on, the only place to put the 

equipment is in the front of the house. That displaces more water if there is a storm.  
 
  In the back of the house, they are close to the rushing water that comes down Valley 

View across the back and heading out toward Glenview Avenue and flooding 
Glenview Avenue. Trustee Kurzman will address that in a board meeting since he 
could not be at tonight’s meeting.  

 
  He said he would love to have the applicant build a house. But they are very 

concerned about drainage issues in that neighborhood.  
 
 4.22 Mr. Boyer said it looks like there will be more green space in the backyard per the 

plan. If there is more green space in the back that would be good.  
 
  Mr. Davis said it depends on the slope of everything. They looked for grading and 

elevation maps. They didn’t get those maps.  
 
 4.23 Mr. Schneider said that he is trying to understand that what the applicant is 

proposing will make the situation worse.  
 
  Mr. Davis said that there is less water going north and south. More water will come 

towards the west when the garage is moved up. Currently the water goes west and 
south.  

 
 4.24 Mr. Robke asked why Mr. Davis said there would be more water.  
 
  Mr. Davis said there is a roof and soffits running into downspouts. Water must go 

somewhere. And more would possibly come onto Kilpatrick. It depends on what 
they do for downspouts, which isn’t shown on the plan.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that when he first read the case and looked at the house, he initially 

thought that the proposal was okay. But after discussion, he is looking at this in 
another way. He is not in favor of the house as proposed. He can get past some of 
the variations. The total floor area variation and the second variation request are 
what he cannot get past. The basement is usable space. It cannot be used as usable 
space and then as a benefit to grant the variance. They are using it both ways. With 
older homes, the basement cannot be used except for storage and mechanicals due 
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to ceiling height. But that is not the case for this house. There is a lot of space that 
can be maneuvered so there is not request for an FAR variation. He likes that the 
house is being brought closer to the street. There is more pervious space. It will 
alleviate some water problems on the street. He cannot support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke agreed with the above comments.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Surman said that with a split-level house, even if they have a window and the 

sill is at 42” or 48”, the windows are still large. The space is usable. The applicant 
decided not to finish or really improve the basement. He thinks that the house would 
be too massive if they put on an addition compared to others on the street.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Kolleng agrees with the above and he cannot support the request.  
 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider said that he agrees. The 5’ issue is not an issue with setbacks. He is 

trying to understand the hardship in this case. Everything they are proposing can be 
done without the large FAR variation. Split level homes were designed so that the 
lower level was not called a basement. It is a livable area. He hopes the applicant 
can continue with a redesign. They are decreasing impervious surface which is 
good. He said that the applicant, in working with village engineers, will ensure that 
flooding is not exacerbated. He cannot support the request.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Tritsis said that the house feels massive. With some redesign, the applicant can 

get what he wants without a huge variation. He cannot support the request as is.  
 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy said his initial reaction is that this was a very large home going 

into an area of modest homes. He was confused initially with the plans but then 
when he understood the plans, he still thought that this was too much house. There 
is a reason for ratios and why something counts above a specific height. He cannot 
support this request. They can tweak the design. Maybe the open space could be 
turned into a bedroom. There is a lot of space for him to accomplish his goals.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 916.55 square foot 

(10.92%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, 
a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation, 
and a variation to the requirement that an attached front-loaded garage must be 
located a minimum of five feet behind the main front façade of the house to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new 
home at 238 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  
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  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   No 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
 
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-63.  
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the variation standards 
of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no particular conditions of the property 
that are creating a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The lot is standard size and 
dimensions. The owners are creating their own plight with the proposed scope and design 
of the improvements. The proposed floor area is excessive for the current size of the house 
and for the lot. The variations, if granted, will alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood with a house that is oversized for the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 916.55 square foot 
(10.92%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ 
side yard setback variation, a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation, and a variation 
to the requirement that an attached front-loaded garage must be located a minimum of five 
feet behind the main front façade of the house to permit the construction of a substantial 
addition and remodel that is classified as a new home at 238 Kilpatrick Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
Minutes from the February 7, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 

  3.11 Mr. Esmael Haddadian, owner 
   238 Kilpatrick Avenue 
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  3.12 Mr. Ali Sajadi, applicant 
   3628 Torrey Pines, Northbrook 

 
3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a 706.47 square foot (8.41%) total 

floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side 
yard setback variation, and a 3.13’ combined side yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new 
home. The village board will hear this case on February 27, 2018.  

 
3.22 The owner said they listened to the board’s suggestions at the last meeting. They 

have reduced the FAR request by over 200 square feet and they reduced the 
setbacks. Their family has grown and they need extra space. He wants to stay in the 
same neighborhood. The main issue for them is cost. They want to keep the existing 
foundation. He talked about an existing basement. It is not a habitable area 
especially during the summer. The street floods a lot. The basement is used as a 
play area. They want it to remain this way. They are requesting a variance for the 
basement and it is about 40 square feet less than the existing basement area. The 
main request is that the basement be considered as a basement. The other option is 
to demolish the house and build a new house. That would be costlier for them and 
would be more disturbing to the neighbors.  

 
3.23 Mr. Boyer noted that the current house is a bi-level. They walk in and go down 5-

6 steps to the lower level, which is the basement. They have the 
living/dining/kitchen area. They then walk up 6 steps to the three bedrooms. He 
confirmed that when they build the addition, there will be no new basement. The 
crawl space remains. The basement, as it exists, stays. If they remove the square 
footage of the current basement, the total square footage of the project is about 
3,991 so the total square footage of the new project is under what they are allowed. 
If they tore down the house and built a new house, would they add a basement? 

 
 The applicant said he would add a basement with 8’6” high ceilings.  
 
3.24 Mr. Boyer said that with the new footings, they would be 9’ to 10’ down.  
 
 The applicant reiterated that he did not want to tear down the house due to cost.  
 
3.25 Mr. Schneider said they refer to this as a basement, but it is not really a basement.  
 
 The applicant said that it is not a full basement.  
 
3.26 Mr. Schneider said that the “basement” is counted as area.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that is due to the height of the first floor above grade.  
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3.27 Mr. Surman asked about ceiling height in the lower level.  
 
 The applicant said that the lower level is about 7’6”. They meet code requirement.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that if you back out the area of the existing basement, the proposed 

floor area is 3,991, which is under the 4,032 that is allowed.  
 
3.28 Chairman Duffy referenced 1.16 and 1.17, demolition plan. Are they removing 

most of the foundation?  
 
 Mr. Sajadi showed what is existing and put this on the over-head, so the board could 

review.  
 
3.29 Chairman Duffy clarified that the L-shape of the foundation is coming out.  
 
3.30 Chairman Duffy asked about the change in the plan regarding reduction in setbacks.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said they moved the entire south wall, the entire 51’, by 2’ pushed to the 

north. They also moved the east wall of the house in 2’. 
 
3.31 Chairman Duffy clarified that the house is narrower, and the house was shortened 

from the backside. They cannot move it any more to the north because that would 
impact the garage. They need the 20’ for the garage. Without the side yard setbacks, 
they wouldn’t get the garage.  

 
3.32 Mr. Schneider asked if the south wall of the old and the new house in the same 

location as the current foundation of the garage.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said that this is a new wall.  
 
3.33 Chairman Duffy noted that there is a driveway running to a rear detached garage. 

The house will now go all the way across where the driveway exists.  
 
3.34 Mr. Schneider clarified that the garage could be located anywhere and is not the 

determining factor. It has to be 20’ wide, but it could be moved to the north.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said if they moved the south wall further north, the kitchen would be 

squeezed in. It is not a good design.  
3.35 Mr. Schneider referenced the area between the garage and master bedroom. Can 

they squeeze the family room more?  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said that they are currently below the FAR limitation. They are 30 square 

feet less than what is allowed if they exclude the lower level.  
 
3.36 Mr. Boyer referenced the original request. There was a variation for the requirement 

that an attached front-loaded garage be within 5’ behind the front façade.  
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 The applicant said this was a mistake because he pushed the garage 6” to the east. 
Now instead of 5’ he has 5’6”.  

 
3.37 Mr. Boyer asked how much out of compliance it was previously.  
 

   Mr. Sajadi said that it was a few inches out of compliance.  
 

3.38 Chairman Duffy referenced changing the setback issue. The applicant said he 
shrunk it by 2’ from the south wall. He is looking at the original plans, exhibit 1.8, 
and the width is 20’ + 18’10” + 14’6” so that is about 53’ in width.  

  
 Mr. Sajadi said that it currently is 50’.  
 
3.39 Chairman Duffy said that it shows on 1.19, proposal, 53’2”.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said Mr. Duffy was not looking at the correct document.  
 
3.40 Mr. Surman said it indicates 53’ at the top of the page.  
 
3.41 Chairman Duffy said they have not shrunk the building width according to the 

plans.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said that the plans must be incorrect.  
 
3.42 Mr. Surman said that the garage would only be 16’.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said that the plan is correct. 53’ should change to 50’. He said that one 

dimension was 18’ and originally was 20’.  
 
3.43 Chairman Duffy added up 15’8” + 19’6” + 18’ is 53’. How did they lose 2’?  They 

took off 2’ but added 2’ in another dimension. The dining room section was 20’ 
and now it is 18’. But the middle section was 18’1” and now it is 19’6”.  

 
 Mr. Sajadi said that the existing demising wall was added to the basement area.  
 
3.44 Chairman Duffy noted that another dimension changed from 14’ to 15’. But they 

still add up to 53’.  
 Mr. Sajadi said that the square footage is currently less than the original proposal. 

One wall moved 2’ in and another wall moved in 2’.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that the floor area is showing the front piece at 20’ and the back 

dining room got narrower.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said that the original plans showed the side yard setback at 6’ and now 

it is 8’.  
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 Ms. Roberts said that the original plans showed 8’.  
 
3.45 Chairman Duffy said that the current plans shows 8’.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi said it was originally 6’ and now is 8’.  
 
3.46 Mr. Surman said that the old site plan shows 53’. Maybe one wall was moved over, 

but they did not move another wall.  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that the site plan has always said 8’.  
 
3.47 There was continued discussion about the dimensions. Chairman Duffy said that 

the dimension at the bottom shows 52.  
 
3.48 Chairman Duffy noted that the different dimensions add up differently. The 

foundation drawing says that it is 50’ wide. One number cannot be differentiated 
between 18’ and 16’. If it is 16’ it is closer to the 50’ dimension. The number is 
smudged.  

 
3.49 There was discussion as to which was the old plan, and which was the new plan.  
 
3.50 Chairman Duffy said that 15’2” should be the correct number.  
 
 Mr. Sajadi apologized for his error.  
 
3.51 Mr. Surman said that the correct dimension is shown on one document for the 

foundation, but the first floor is not correct. Plans were not altered to reflect the 
change.  

 
 Mr. Sajadi said that the dimensions could be in error, but the square footage is under 

what is allowed.  
 
3.52 Chairman Duffy said that the way the board moves forward with this is that the 

plans be approved as submitted. The plans submitted are wrong. He suggested that 
the plans be corrected and that the applicant resubmit for the next hearing in two 
weeks. The board needs to move forward with the correct plans.  

 
3.53 Mr. Boyer asked if the board was going to stop discussion now.  
 
3.54 Chairman Duffy said his thought was to get past the plans. The dimensions are 

wrong. If there is something else about the case that the board wants to discuss, 
then it should be discussed now so that when they come back they will return with 
correct plans.  

 
3.55 Mr. Boyer agreed with the chairman’s logic. He is leaning towards approval as 

worded and not as submitted.  
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3.56 Chairman Duffy asked if the board had additional questions. When they come back, 
they will submit a plan with proper dimensions.  

 
3.57 Mr. Schneider does not see the hardship for the FAR variation.  
 
3.58 Mr. Surman is on the fence with that request. The windows above grade are much 

nicer. Most basements have window wells.  
 
3.59 Chairman Duffy said that the “basement” is counting as living area. But the 

applicant is asking the board not to count it as FAR.  
 
3.60 Mr. Boyer said if the applicant filled in that lower level space and he didn’t have 

anything, would Mr. Surman be okay with the application. Then the FAR issue goes 
away. He added that each house is unique so there is no precedent. When the board 
looks at historic homes that are built higher, the basement under the property is 4’ 
high. The board offers relief in those situations.  

 
3.61 Chairman Duffy said that the depth of those basements is often 6’.  Those spaces 

are not usable like this space is usable.  
 
3.62 Mr. Boyer said he would like at tonight’s basement as a typical basement. If they 

have the head space, they will finish the basement and use the space. If there is 8’, 
the homeowner would finish that space for use. There is a crawl space and a lower 
level, which is the basement. To him, it is the exact same situation.  

 
3.63 Mr. Schneider disagrees. Thousands of split level houses have been built where the 

lower level is a family room or bedroom. The ceiling is higher than 4’ above grade.  
 
3.64 Mr. Boyer said that someone could have a four-square basement and finish it and 

not have the FAR counted. This home does not have a full basement. There is only 
half of the area that is under the existing home that is being caught due to the home 
style. There is no other basement.  

 
3.65 Chairman Duffy asked if there was anyone in the audience to speak on the case. 

The applicant needs to know what to address when they return to the next board 
meeting. The person in the audience did not want to speak at the meeting.  

 
3.66 Chairman Duffy summarized that some board members are for the request while 

others are against it. It hinges on the FAR. The applicant needs to return with 
amended plans showing correct dimensions.  

 
 Mr. Sajadi said he currently lives in Northbrook. He has a split-level home with a 

large addition. He talked about homes in the village that he built where the space 
was not counted.  

 
3.67 Mr. Schneider said his sister lived in Morton Grove for 30 years. The home was 
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similar. They created a lower level family room. It was a living space as it was 
intended to be.  

 
 The applicant said that the space is humid in the summer. He wants a space that 

they can use in the four seasons.  
 
3.68 Mr. Surman said it would help him if they could show the elevation height of the 

first floor and then the lower level. The front elevation is deceiving and works 
against the applicant. Right now, it looks like the window sill is at 3’. Is that the 
case? 

 
 The applicant said that the window sill is at 4’.  
 
3.69 Mr. Surman suggested that they bring in an accurate section.  
 
3.70 Chairman Duffy said that the garage door height seems to be off.  
 
 The applicant said that it is at 8’.  
 
3.71 Chairman Duffy said that the neighborhood is full of split level houses. There was 

one two-story house around the curve. The proposed home would be a unique 
structure in the neighborhood. Does it impact the neighborhood? Is this just the first 
house like this? Will there be others in the future?  

 
3.72 Mr. Surman said that the dimension for the height is 28’9” and they can go up to 

35’. If it was lower, it would be a better fit with the neighborhood.  
 
3.73 Chairman Duffy said that the applicant will return to the next hearing with correct 

drawings. The next hearing is February 21, 2018. The meeting after that is March 
7, 2018.  

 
6.0 DECISION 

 
6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue this case to the February 21, 2018 meeting.  
 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Robke and Tritsis were not present). 
 
  Motion carried.  
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Minutes from the February 21, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

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

continued to March 7, 2018 as he and his architect were not able to attend tonight’s 
meeting. 

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to continue the case to the March 7, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays (Messrs. Surman and Tritsis were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 
Minutes from the March 7, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 Mr. Esmael Haddadian, owner 
  238 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a 587.21 square foot (7.43%) total 

floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 1.05’ side 
yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ combined side yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new 
home. The Village Board will hear this case on April 10, 2018.  

 
3.22 The owner noted that at the last hearing there were questions about the drawing and 

calculations. They worked with Ms. Roberts to answer the questions. They have 
reduced the original request by about 200 square feet. They are asking for less than 
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the size of the current basement. The current basement is not usable. They will use 
the current foundation and then do the remodeling.  

 
3.23 Chairman Duffy said that the board has seen this case several times.  
 
3.24 Mr. Surman noted that a lot of the foundation of the south and east area being 

moved to allow for the new foundation.  
 
 The owner said they are not removing it but will add some new foundation. They 

are keeping the foundation and adding.  
 
3.25 Mr. Surman said it was identified as demolition on the plans.  
 
 The owner said that the architect could not be at the meeting, but said they plan to 

keep the foundation and then add. The new proposal numbers are less than last time.  
 
3.26 Chairman Duffy clarified that the numbers are smaller than last time.  
 
3.27 Mr. Surman said he thought that the owner would provide a section through the 

building. What is the height of the lower level?  
 
 Ms. Roberts did not request a section although the architect, at the last hearing, said 

he would provide one.  
 
 The owner said that Ms. Roberts did not request this in her follow up email.  
 
3.28 Mr. Robke said that the increased in FAR is almost 7.5% and the owner said that 

the hardship is the basement being counted.  
 
3.29 Ms. Roberts said that village staff did some measurements and in looking at the 

exterior of the house, they estimated that the height of the first floor is about 5’7” 
off grade.  

 
3.30 Mr. Surman said that when there are hardships for basement, it is often said that the 

ceiling height might be only 6’ tall, that the basement is old and doesn’t have any 
windows. The house is a split level and the ceiling height is usually 8’ in the 
basement.  

 
 The owner said he can touch the ceiling with his hand.  
 
3.31 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 that there are three requests. He does not have that much of an issue 

with the side yard requests. The discussion will be about floor area and the issue of 
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the basement. He was in favor of the proposal at the last hearing. He is still in favor 
of the proposal and the numbers being decreased.  

 
 Regarding the basement, the space is not that much different than if someone has 

an American four square or a finished basement under their house. This space is 
basement even though they are only a few steps down and the house is a bi-level. 
Basements are now designed as living spaces. There is no other space under this 
area. This is a basement to him.  

 
5.2 Mr. Schneider has no issues with the side yards and they reduced the impervious 

surface. He has a problem with saying that the lower level, which causes the 
variation request in FAR, should be ignored as uninhabitable space. The argument 
is that this is the hardship. They are rebuilding the house. They can design it in such 
a way that it conforms to the zoning code. He has a hard time supporting this 
because they are starting from scratch.  

 
5.3 Mr. Robke said he objects to the characterization of the lower level as a basement. 

It is not a basement. If the board is going to redefine spaces, then the board is going 
beyond its original purview. He cannot support the FAR increase.  

 
5.4 Mr. Surman agrees with Messrs. Robke and Schneider. There have been a lot of 

cases that are historic properties where the floor level might be higher. Then the 
space below did not have windows and it was less than 6’ in height. In tonight’s 
case, the window sills in the lower level are at approximately 42”, which is almost 
standard height for windows. It is an occupiable space. If the code is to be rewritten 
that is one thing, but this is going to be an issue that comes up when split levels are 
reviewed. It is habitable space. After reviewing the plans, 1.16, there is a large L-
shaped piece, which is being demolished. All that is left is a little foundation. It is 
almost like it is being complete rebuilt.  

 
5.5 Chairman Duffy clarified that what Mr. Surman is saying that they are not taking 

out the front foundation wall and the foundation around that lower level and they 
are keeping one wall and they are removing most of the house and are leaving that 
piece that they consider as not habitable.  

 
5.6 Mr. Surman said they could go back and put a slab on grade.  
 
5.7 Mr. Boyer said they could tear the house down completely and put the exact house 

they are requesting with a full basement underneath and it would not need the 
variance.  

 
5.8 Chairman Duffy said it would depend on the height. Mr. Boyer is saying that they 

could take the whole thing down and rebuild with a full basement that doesn’t 
count.  

 
5.9 Mr. Robke said that the board would have a different set of criteria to judge it by. 
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But it doesn’t matter because they are not tearing the entire house down.  
 
5.10 Chairman Duffy said that the owner is caught because he is keeping one section 

that causes the first floor to be too high and there is an area that counts against him 
in FAR. If he was to build a brand-new house, he could have a basement under the 
house and have a similar floor plan for the first and second floors. There could be 
half windows in the basement.  

 
5.11 Mr. Boyer clarified that the crawl space is on slab. There is no additional living 

space. New houses have 9’ ceilings, great bathrooms, and two sump pumps in the 
basements and they are living space.  

 
5.12 Mr. Schneider referenced 1.28 and 1.29. Could they have designed the addition first 

and second floors to have all the spaces that they want in such a way that they do 
not incur excess square footage? He said it doesn’t take a genius to say they could 
do that. There is nothing that constrains them to create an envelope that conforms 
to the building code.  

 
5.13 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Schneider is saying that the 587 square feet that the 

owner is over in FAR could be taken care of by moving the back-wall in. They 
can’t move the side wall on the south end because there is 20’ for the garage. There 
is the existing front and side walls on the west and north. So, it would have to be 
the east wall that would have to come in to accommodate the 500 square foot 
change. When the owner first came to the board the suggestion was made along 
those lines and they brought it in a little bit. They reduced the FAR request by 
bringing in the rear wall. He understands why they are taking this approach. There 
is a cost savings. It is a split level and they are keeping some of the foundation. 
They are not digging out for a full basement. He assumes that cost is why they are 
proposing the project the way that they are. There are a lot of split level homes in 
the village and as people want to put additions on them, they want to make the 
homes feel less like a split level. They will encounter troubles like this. How does 
the board handle this? Are they being penalized because the home is a split level? 
If they had the ability or want to demo the home and start all over, they could have 
more home by having a full basement. Is there something that is a gray area for split 
level homes because of the design?  

 
5.14 Mr. Surman asked if there were any studies done on this or did this come up when 

they reworked the zoning?  
 
 Ms. Roberts said that this was not really looked at.  
 
5.15 Mr. Robke said that if one is going to take the approach about split level homes, 

then the board would have to determine the hardship around wanting a specific 
amount of square footage. This is not new construction. If this was new 
construction, there would not be any requests for zoning variances. All of tonight’s 
variances are interrelated.  
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5.16 Mr. Kolleng said there may be some houses with higher ceilings that are already 
built out as living space or a family room. Here there is a 7’ high ceiling, which is 
low. That would not be considered habitable area. It is damp and leaks. It is a play 
area for kids. At some point in time finances dictate what should be done. It is a 
percentage that has been granted in the past. He agrees with Mr. Boyer. He sees 
this space as a basement. He can support this.  

 
5.17 Chairman Duffy said that it is not to the owner’s advantage to say that the ceiling 

is 7’ or lower.  
 

6.0 DECISION 
 
6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 587.21 square foot 

(7.43%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, 
a 1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ combined side yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is 
classified as a new home at 238 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
 6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
  Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
  Mike Boyer   Yes 
  John Kolleng   Yes 
  Michael Robke  No 
  Reinhard Schneider  No 
  Bob Surman   No 
 

 Motion failed. 
 
6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-63.  
 
   6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
    Motion carried.  

 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the 
property, the siting of the house on the lot and the design of the house as a split-level, 
impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by 
the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the house and lot. The applicant has 
worked to reduce the floor area variation, which is now less than the floor area attributed 
to the basement. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty 
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prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a second-story 
addition and attached garage addition. The proposed variations will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent property. Attaching the garage will reduce impervious 
coverage on the lot, improving the condition in an area of flooding. The variations, if 
granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
 
Three members of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no particular 
conditions of the property that are creating a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The 
basement area that contributes to floor area was designed as living space and should not be 
considered area to be credited for floor area elsewhere. The lot is standard size and 
dimensions. The owners are creating their own plight with the proposed scope and design 
of the improvements. The proposed floor area is excessive for the current size of the house 
and for the lot. The variations, if granted, will alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood with a house that is oversized for the neighborhood. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a revised request for a 587.21 square 
foot (7.43%) total floor area variation, a variation to exceed the first floor height limit, a 
1.05’ side yard setback variation, and a 2.99’ combined side yard setback variation to 
permit the construction of a substantial addition and remodel that is classified as a new 
home at 238 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
 
   

 
    

 
 
 
 























































































































REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM:  3.11 
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SUBJECT: APRIL 2018 Monthly Disbursements     
 
MEETING DATE:  May 8, 2018   
 
FROM:   Melinda Molloy, Finance Director  

 
Not Applicable  
  

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve the disbursements for the month of April 2018. 
 
Background 

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

• Purchases below $1,000 may be made without any formal or informal price quotes.  
• Purchases between $1,000 and $20,000 require three quotes prior to such purchase 

(unless the item is a single source item, professional service or an emergency 
purchase) and can be approved by the Village Manager.  

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

Finance Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

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



April 2018 Disbursements Summary
to be approved by the Village Board of Trustees

at the May 8, 2018 Village Board meeting

April 15, 2018 Payroll Disbursements 817,729.69      
April 30, 2018 Payroll Disbursements 861,315.81      
April 30, 2018 Payroll Disbursements - Fire and Police Pension 600,759.33      

TOTAL 2,279,804.83$ 

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

4/4/18 MUNIS Warrant # 040418-1 37,701.07        
4/4/18 MUNIS Warrant # 040418-2 339,091.70      
4/4/18 MUNIS Warrant # 040418-3 8,000.00          

4/12/18 MUNIS Warrant # 041118-1 28,550.35        
4/12/18 MUNIS Warrant # 041118-2 85,825.41        
4/12/18 MUNIS Warrant # 041118-3 2,000.00          
4/18/18 MUNIS Warrant # 041818-1 13,268.93        
4/18/18 MUNIS Warrant # 041818-2 18,882.64        
4/18/18 MUNIS Warrant # 041818-3 197,162.35      
4/18/18 MUNIS Warrant # 041818-4 3,000.00          
4/26/18 MUNIS Warrant # 042518-1 25,560.16        
4/26/18 MUNIS Warrant # 042518-2 78,892.14        
4/26/18 MUNIS Warrant # 042518-3 1,880.00          

4/5/18 Void MUNIS ck #65348 (450.00)            
839,364.75$    

April 2018 Other Disbursements:

Transfers - Wire & ACH:
North Suburban Employee Benefit Co-Op (3/18 premium) 192,921.00      
North Suburban Employee Dental Co-Op (4/18 premium) 16,841.00        
HMO-Illinois (4/18 premium) 111,099.48      
IMRF - April 2018 Employee & Employer Contribution 151,767.32      
IEPA Loan L17-2952 4,410.97
IEPA Loan L17-2807 11,249.14
IEPA Loan L17-2808 9,498.48

TOTAL 497,787.39$    

Banking Debits:
Chase Merchant Service Charges (3/18) 4,821.46          
Transfers to the Section 125 Reimbursement Account 19,869.49        
NSCB Service Charges (3/18) 3,637.97          
Matrix/Gateway - vehicle website fees 6,592.98          

TOTAL 34,921.90$      
Total April 2018 Disbursements 3,651,878.87   



Invoice 
Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018

id_line_number
908 ADVANCED DISPOSAL-NORTHBROOK-T4

1/31/18 REFUSE COLLECTION  83,224.5411243030 427000 65389 74377  1

2/28/18 REFUSE COLLECTION  83,224.5411243030 427000 65389 74376  1

1/31/18 RECYCLING COLLECTION  64,788.1511243030 427100 65389 74377  4

2/28/18 RECYCLING COLLECTION  64,788.1511243030 427100 65389 74376  4

1/31/18 REFUSE COLLECTION  455.6711243030 427000 65389 74377  3

2/28/18 REFUSE COLLECTION  455.6711243030 427000 65389 74376  3

1/31/18 REFUSE COLLECTION  204.5611243030 427000 65389 74377  2

2/28/18 REFUSE COLLECTION  204.5611243030 427000 65389 74376  2

 297,345.84 604,738.91YTD Vendor Total Total

1623 CURRIE MOTORS

3/26/18 POLICE VEHICLES  30,148.0011960070 480300 65561 74495  1

3/26/18 POLICE VEHICLES  29,823.0011960070 480300 65561 74495  2

 59,971.00 59,971.00YTD Vendor Total Total

22225 SWANCC TRUST, #35883008

4/1/18 LANDFILL TIPPING FEES  33,515.8011243030 427200 65568 74407  1

 33,515.80 154,678.16YTD Vendor Total Total

3205 DYNEGY ENERGY SERVICES, LLC

3/1/18 WATER PLANT POWER  23,714.8741818090 430530 65623 74012  1

2/16/18 WATER PLANT POWER  2,628.2241818090 430530 65475 73745  1

2/16/18 STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER  1,955.7840847090 430540 65475 73744  1

 28,298.87 154,312.83YTD Vendor Total Total

3385 5150, INC. DBA BERG-JOHNSON ASSOCIATES, INC

3/29/18 INFRASTRUCTURE - WATER PLANT  27,655.5041818090 470530 65558 74469  1

 27,655.50 27,655.50YTD Vendor Total Total

2455 BADGER METER, INC.

1/17/18 GLENVIEW WATER METER REPL.  11,329.9241838090 470550 65469 74269  2

1/17/18 MAINT.-RESERVOIR & PUMP STA.  5,601.0841828090 422520 65469 74269  1

3/23/18 WATER METERS - REPL. PROG.  3,675.0741828090 430920 65469 74342  1

 20,606.07 56,519.85YTD Vendor Total Total

3397 CAHILL HEATING & AIR CONDITIONING SERVICE, INC.

3/22/18 HEATING SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS  19,100.0041818090 470530 65559 74413  1

 19,100.00 19,100.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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Invoice 
Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018

id_line_number
3351 LUCAS LANDSCAPING AND DESIGN

4/2/18 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  6,822.0011303030 424100 65627 74499  1

3/26/18 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  6,374.0011303030 424100 65563 74410  1

4/2/18 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  2,366.0011303030 424100 65563 74411  1

 15,562.00 45,110.00YTD Vendor Total Total

379 AVALON PETROLEUM CO.

3/7/18 GAS & OIL  6,810.0011273030 430700 65468 74200  1

3/7/18 GAS & OIL  6,450.0011273030 430700 65468 74199  1

 13,260.00 40,355.24YTD Vendor Total Total

2399 CDS OFFICE TECHNOLOGIES

3/29/18 Police Squad Car Laptops  9,528.0011051210 490100 65560 74324  1

3/21/18 Police Squad Car Laptops  3,399.0011051210 490100 65472 74286  1

 12,927.00 13,846.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3295 HEALTH INSPECTIONS PROFESSIONALS, INC.

4/1/18 Sanitarian Services  11,250.0011566040 421050 65625 74408  1

 11,250.00 22,500.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1801 AT&T

3/13/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  2,682.4811051210 428100 65390 74288  4

3/22/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  1,274.0641848090 428000 65408 74292  2

4/7/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  1,175.8241848090 428000 65619 74628  2

4/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  1,068.4511515020 428100 65619 74628  1

3/19/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  732.8511061410 428000 65323 74291  1

4/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  625.3711515020 428100 65619 74627  1

3/16/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  428.4241848090 428000 65323 74289  1

3/13/18 HIGH SPEED ETHERNET SERVICE  407.4911151060 428120 65390 74288  1

3/13/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS - CAD  407.4711434020 428105 65390 74288  2

3/22/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  351.7011061410 428000 65408 74292  1

3/13/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  322.5741848090 428000 65390 74288  3

3/19/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  244.0041848090 428000 65323 74291  2

3/19/18 MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM  70.4911434020 422300 65323 74291  3

3/16/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  39.3711061410 428000 65323 74290  2

3/16/18 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  38.0111000000 235000 65323 74290  1

3/16/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  13.1241848090 428000 65323 74290  3

4/4/18 TELEPHONE-LONG DISTANCE  3.5111061410 428030 65577 74626  1

 9,885.18 37,472.39YTD Vendor Total Total
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Invoice 
Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018

id_line_number
2815 GAS DEPOT INC

2/8/18 GAS & OIL  9,545.1811273030 430700 65562 74452  1

 9,545.18 25,828.77YTD Vendor Total Total

3880 CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERS

3/19/18 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  3,075.6511202035 420400 65470 74137  1

3/19/18 INFRASTRUCTURE - STORM SEWER  2,573.0040957090 470500 65470 74136  1

3/19/18 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  1,260.0011202035 420400 65470 74143  1

3/19/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  1,218.8811202035 420020 65470 74464  1

3/19/18 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  288.4011202035 420400 65470 74138  1

3/19/18 PLAN REVIEW SERVICES  156.8711202035 420400 65470 74141  1

 8,572.80 63,357.15YTD Vendor Total Total

2899 HOUSING OUR OWN-WILMETTE

3/31/18 DEPOSITS - HAP COLLECTIONS  8,100.0011000000 231070 65476 74496  1

 8,100.00 29,525.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2269 USALCO, LLC

3/30/18 INVENTORY - CHEMICALS  7,612.1041000000 162000 65569 74470  1

 7,612.10 21,338.98YTD Vendor Total Total

15275 METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT

4/6/18 MWRDGC USER CHARGES  7,589.9241818090 447070 65629 74566  1

 7,589.92 19,263.62YTD Vendor Total Total

10583 INTERGOVERNMENTAL RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY

2/28/18 PROPERTY/LIABILITY DEDUCTIBLES  3,160.5411910050 450130 65396 74381  1

2/28/18 WORKERS' COMP. DEDUCTIBLES  3,145.7019920050 450140 65396 74381  2

2/28/18 PROPERTY/LIABILITY INSUR. PREM  1,038.8811910050 450110 65396 74380  1

 7,345.12 17,908.54YTD Vendor Total Total

5640 COMPLETE CLEANING CO

4/1/18 CONTRACTUAL CUSTODIAL SERVICES  6,037.1711342035 421125 65621 74332  1

4/1/18 CONTRACTUAL CUSTODIAL SERVICES  915.0041818090 421125 65621 74332  3

4/1/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES- R.R.  228.9923753090 421175 65621 74332  2

 7,181.16 28,724.64YTD Vendor Total Total

2585 BENISTAR

4/1/18 HEALTH INSUR. - RETIREES  5,588.0039000095 413040 65391 74287  1

4/1/18 SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.  1,524.0039000095 417500 65391 74287  2

 7,112.00 36,068.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018

id_line_number
1174 MUNICIPAL GIS PARTNERS, INC

3/31/18 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  2,277.1511051210 420020 65565 74409  1

3/31/18 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  2,277.1540807090 420020 65565 74409  2

3/31/18 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  2,277.1541838090 420020 65565 74409  3

 6,831.45 27,181.77YTD Vendor Total Total

1778 K.L.F. TRUCKING CO.

3/27/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  1,800.0011233030 421000 65626 74617  1

2/27/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  900.0040807090 421000 65353 74234  1

2/27/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  900.0041838090 421000 65353 74234  2

4/6/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  900.0011233030 421000 65626 74618  1

4/6/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  900.0040807090 421000 65626 74618  2

4/6/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  900.0041838090 421000 65626 74618  3

 6,300.00 79,418.50YTD Vendor Total Total

17023 NORTHERN ILLINOIS POLICE ALARM SYSTEM

5/1/18 N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIBUTION  4,800.0011414020 447030 65567 74399  1

5/1/18 N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIBUTION  1,005.0011414020 447030 65567 74401  1

5/1/18 N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIBUTION  400.0011414020 447030 65567 74400  1

3/11/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  40.3011424020 420020 65366 74263  1

 6,245.30 6,245.30YTD Vendor Total Total

1178 CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY

2/11/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  5,472.5111333030 430510 65395 73564  1

3/4/18 LEASED LIGHTING POWER  375.8511333030 430500 65589 74007  1

3/1/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  152.7611333030 430510 65589 74009  1

3/1/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  143.2611333030 430510 65589 74010  1

2/28/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  47.8311333030 430510 65523 74008  1

 6,192.21 33,567.47YTD Vendor Total Total

2037 GALLAGHER MATERIALS, INC.

4/7/18 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  3,108.6011233030 430430 65624 74616  1

3/24/18 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  2,797.0811233030 430430 65624 74615  1

 5,905.68 17,331.60YTD Vendor Total Total

5520 CALEA

3/1/18 RE-ACCREDITATION EXPENSE  4,695.0011424020 426000 65392 74123  1

 4,695.00 6,210.99YTD Vendor Total Total

4090 CTA

3/12/18 RENT - CTA LOTS  4,630.8723763090 448550 65474 74509  1

 4,630.87 7,485.96YTD Vendor Total Total

Page 4 of 30



Invoice 
Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018

id_line_number
1154 CDM SMITH

3/16/18 INFRASTRUCTURE - WATER PLANT  4,506.1241958090 470530 65471 74270  1

 4,506.12 37,651.63YTD Vendor Total Total

2184 RJN GROUP

3/26/18 Princeton Place Outfall  4,459.3640957090 470500 65478 74211  1

 4,459.36 16,385.04YTD Vendor Total Total

11750 NELS J. JOHNSON, INC.

3/16/18 EAB TREE REMOVALS & PKWY EXP  2,240.0011303030 424100 65397 74152  2

3/16/18 TREE PRUNING & REMOVAL  2,175.0011303030 424100 65397 74152  1

 4,415.00 33,120.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1683 MICROSYSTEMS, INC

3/29/18 DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT  4,373.3211960070 420030 65564 74599  1

 4,373.32 17,553.00YTD Vendor Total Total

5530 COMMONWEALTH EDISON CO.

4/2/18 LEASED LIGHTING POWER  1,526.3711333030 430500 65587 74372  1

3/2/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  835.5611333030 430510 65588 74011  1

3/28/18 STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER  649.0740847090 430540 65333 74365  1

2/27/18 METRA STATION POWER  437.9323753090 430515 65522 73853  1

2/28/18 PARKING LOT LIGHTING POWER  369.8123753090 430520 65521 73852  1

2/28/18 PARKING LOT LIGHTING POWER  167.9023773090 430520 65520 73854  1

2/28/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  52.0211333030 430510 65519 73856  1

2/28/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  48.9811333030 430510 65518 73857  1

3/28/18 STREET LIGHTING POWER  46.7011333030 430510 65417 74369  1

2/27/18 STORM WATER PUMP STATION POWER  33.9940847090 430540 65332 73850  1

 4,168.33 19,185.54YTD Vendor Total Total

16775 N.E.M.R.T.

3/26/18 TRAINING  4,085.0011414020 442000 65566 74489  1

 4,085.00 4,250.00YTD Vendor Total Total

32153 TOP QUALITY CUSTOM HOMES

4/3/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  3,000.0011000000 231000 65403 74358  1

4/3/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65403 74359  1

 4,000.00 4,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018
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7503 E J EQUIPMENT

4/5/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  1,196.9411273030 430100 65590 74514  1

3/8/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  959.4011273030 421000 65422 74202  1

3/22/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  937.7611273030 430100 65422 74344  1

4/5/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  553.4611273030 430100 65590 74451  1

4/2/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  96.0911273030 430100 65590 74450  1

 3,743.65 7,187.54YTD Vendor Total Total

15073 MEADE ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.

3/31/18 MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS  2,115.0011202035 422100 65536 74497  1

12/12/17 MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS  1,536.8811202035 422100 65600 74601  1

 3,651.88 16,296.88YTD Vendor Total Total

1885 ANDRES MEDICAL BILLING LTD

3/2/18 AMBULANCE TRANSPORT CHARGES  2,052.4511000001 303020 65467 74529  1

2/2/18 AMBULANCE TRANSPORT CHARGES  1,488.6311000001 303020 65467 74528  1

 3,541.08 8,696.88YTD Vendor Total Total

17263 OFFICE EQUIPMENT LEASING

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  466.2711041010 420040 65477 74305  1

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  463.1511061410 420040 65477 74307  4

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  454.3011061410 420040 65477 74309  1

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  445.2711061410 420040 65477 74306  1

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  274.9511233030 420040 65477 74307  1

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  274.9511424020 420040 65477 74307  2

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  274.9511515020 420040 65477 74307  3

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  247.4111424020 420040 65477 74308  1

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  231.7811041010 420040 65477 74309  2

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  202.7611233030 420040 65477 74308  3

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  106.8811061410 420040 65477 74308  4

3/28/18 LEASE / PURCHASE COPIER  51.4811515020 420040 65477 74308  2

 3,494.15 14,151.75YTD Vendor Total Total

609 ZIEBELL WATER SERVICE PRODUCTS INC

3/9/18 MATERIALS  2,657.0041838090 430400 65399 74320  1

3/6/18 MATERIALS  598.4141838090 430400 65399 74321  1

3/21/18 MATERIALS  140.0041838090 430400 65465 74322  1

 3,395.41 10,543.10YTD Vendor Total Total
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23315 UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO

3/12/18 RENT - COMMUTER LOT  2,850.1723753090 448510 65479 74507  1

3/12/18 RENT - POPLAR LOTS  522.7923753090 448520 65479 74507  2

 3,372.96 6,647.66YTD Vendor Total Total

3083 CELLEBRITE, INC

3/13/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  3,299.0011424020 420020 65473 74122  1

 3,299.00 3,299.00YTD Vendor Total Total

5470 COMCAST

3/15/18 HIGH SPEED ETHERNET SERVICE  1,539.3311151060 428120 65394 74110  1

4/1/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  218.9411061410 428000 65586 74361  2

3/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  218.1511061410 428000 65394 74107  2

3/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  218.1511061410 428000 65394 74108  2

4/1/18 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  211.4111000000 235000 65586 74361  1

3/15/18 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  210.8411000000 235000 65394 74107  1

3/15/18 EXPENSE REIMBURSE. HOLDING A/C  210.8411000000 235000 65394 74108  1

3/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  73.0041848090 428000 65394 74107  3

3/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  73.0041848090 428000 65394 74108  3

4/1/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  73.0041848090 428000 65586 74361  3

3/25/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  69.4511061410 428000 65416 74360  1

3/23/18 INCIDENTALS  62.3011414020 441000 65485 74625  1

 3,178.41 13,783.11YTD Vendor Total Total

5882 COOK COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPT.

4/3/18 MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIGNALS  3,126.0011202035 422100 65622 74508  1

 3,126.00 6,299.25YTD Vendor Total Total

14670 MADISON NATIONAL LIFE

4/1/18 GROUP LIFE INSURANCE PREMIUMS  3,124.1212900050 414000 65628 74744  1

 3,124.12 12,512.83YTD Vendor Total Total

5445 COLLEGE OF LAKE COUNTY

3/6/18 TRAINING  2,900.0011414020 442000 65393 74125  1

 2,900.00 2,900.00YTD Vendor Total Total

85 CHICAGOLAND PAVING CONTRACTORS

4/2/18 FUND BAL. - RSVD-ENCUMB.  2,808.7511000000 290600 65620 74602  1

 2,808.75 123,048.86YTD Vendor Total Total
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17035 NORTHERN SAFETY CO., INC.

3/16/18 SUPPLIES  645.1741818090 430075 65438 74339  1

3/8/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  438.9911233030 430050 65368 74230  1

3/2/18 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  397.0411233030 430430 65438 74242  2

3/2/18 SUPPLIES  321.9011333030 430075 65368 74228  1

3/2/18 MATERIALS  310.7811303030 430400 65438 74242  1

3/8/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  116.8740807090 430050 65368 74315  1

3/8/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  116.8741838090 430050 65368 74315  2

3/2/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  74.8111233030 430050 65368 74229  2

3/2/18 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  61.8811233030 430430 65368 74229  1

3/14/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  54.9511342035 430050 65368 74194  1

3/21/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  54.9511342035 430050 65438 74329  1

2/23/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  19.9511303030 430050 65438 74241  1

 2,614.16 3,569.28YTD Vendor Total Total

1005 CORE & MAIN

3/9/18 MATERIALS  990.0041838090 430400 65334 74231  1

3/13/18 MATERIALS  805.0041838090 430400 65334 74313  1

3/9/18 MATERIALS  524.0041838090 430400 65334 74232  1

 2,319.00 21,108.10YTD Vendor Total Total

23380 UNITED STATES POSTMASTER

3/28/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  1,787.6040807090 420020 65387 74389  1

4/9/18 POSTAGE  500.0011061410 420160 65458 74462  1

 2,287.60 10,340.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3041 RICHARD CICCIONE

4/23/18 SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.  2,270.3239000095 417500 65585 74729  1

 2,270.32 3,655.48YTD Vendor Total Total

1722 ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS OF ILLINOIS

3/16/18 TELEPHONE MAINTENANCE  2,145.0011061410 428010 65321 74182  1

 2,145.00 2,145.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2912 ELECTRONIC COMMERCE LINK, INC.

4/1/18 CONTRACTUAL INTERNET EXPENSE  2,079.0011051210 421520 65591 74416  1

 2,079.00 2,079.00YTD Vendor Total Total

18470 UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE

3/28/18 POSTAGE  2,000.0011061410 420160 65386 74390  1

 2,000.00 6,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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27577 AMERICAN NATIONAL SPRINKLER

4/9/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65480 74465  1

4/9/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65480 74466  1

 2,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

535 AMAZON.COM

2/23/18 TELEPHONE MAINTENANCE  869.6411061410 428010 65574 74179  1

2/19/18 SUPPLIES  497.9941818090 430075 65574 74177  1

2/12/18 SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS  322.5511051210 430150 65574 74175  1

2/6/18 SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS  130.9911051210 430150 65574 74173  1

2/27/18 OFF. FURN.&EQUIP.-V.H.-COMPUT.  107.0011051210 490100 65574 74180  1

2/7/18 SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS  41.9311051210 430150 65574 74174  1

3/7/18 OFF. FURN.&EQUIP.-V.H.-COMPUT.  26.9911051210 490100 65574 74181  1

2/17/18 SUPPLIES - COMPUTER PARTS  14.9911051210 430150 65574 74176  1

2/17/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  12.6211061410 430230 65574 74176  2

2/20/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE -37.1411041010 430230 65574 74178  1

 1,987.56 7,827.67YTD Vendor Total Total

24366 WHOLESALE DIRECT INC.

3/8/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  612.7711273030 430100 65463 74208  1

4/2/18 PW LARGE DUMP TRUCK T-04  611.2911960070 480225 65556 74525  1

3/15/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  544.3711273030 430100 65463 74351  1

4/4/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  90.2111273030 430100 65556 74524  1

2/8/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  56.8911273030 430100 65463 74207  1

3/20/18 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  39.2311273030 430110 65463 74222  1

 1,954.76 7,043.94YTD Vendor Total Total

17022 NICOR GAS

3/13/18 HEATING - GAS  855.8641818090 430560 65542 74105  1

2/23/18 HEATING - GAS  448.5840847090 430560 65364 73848  1

3/13/18 HEATING - GAS  390.5411342035 430560 65541 74106  1

2/23/18 HEATING - GAS  181.8123753090 430560 65363 73847  1

 1,876.79 9,303.58YTD Vendor Total Total

1212 A J SEWER SERVICE

3/21/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  600.0011342035 421000 65406 74298  1

3/21/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  481.0011342035 421000 65406 74300  1

3/21/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  329.0023773090 421000 65406 74299  1

3/23/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  329.0011342035 421000 65406 74301  1

3/21/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  99.0011342035 421000 65406 74297  1

 1,838.00 1,838.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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3372 TRAFFIC SERVICES, INC.

3/9/18 MATERIALS  497.5040807090 430400 65382 74236  1

3/9/18 MATERIALS  497.5041838090 430400 65382 74236  2

3/31/18 MATERIALS  420.0040807090 430400 65552 74522  1

3/31/18 MATERIALS  420.0041838090 430400 65552 74522  2

 1,835.00 1,835.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15898 MABAS DIVISION III

3/15/18 TRAINING  1,800.0011515020 442000 65355 74251  1

 1,800.00 6,800.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23235 UNDERGROUND PIPE & VALVE CO.

3/12/18 MATERIALS  894.0041838090 430400 65385 74238  1

3/12/18 MATERIALS  486.7841838090 430400 65385 74237  1

3/15/18 SUPPLIES - MISC. TOOLS & EQUIP  372.0041838090 430130 65385 74318  1

 1,752.78 3,246.78YTD Vendor Total Total

17289 RAY O'HERRON CO., INC.

3/23/18 PW LARGE DUMP TRUCK T-04  1,697.3011960070 480225 65441 74347  1

 1,697.30 2,103.33YTD Vendor Total Total

11484 J G UNIFORMS

4/3/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  656.2511414020 430050 65596 74487  1

3/30/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  178.0011414020 430050 65491 74486  1

3/30/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  161.0011414020 430050 65491 74485  1

3/12/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  150.7511434020 430050 65351 74127  1

3/21/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  129.9011414020 430050 65429 74262  1

3/27/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  125.0011414020 430050 65531 74394  1

3/27/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  91.5011414020 430050 65531 74396  1

3/12/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  72.5011414020 430050 65351 74129  1

3/27/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  25.0011414020 430050 65531 74395  1

3/12/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  17.2511414020 430050 65351 74128  1

 1,607.15 13,475.91YTD Vendor Total Total

2883 CALL ONE

4/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  691.5411061410 428000 65583 74629  1

4/15/18 MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM  376.9411434020 422300 65583 74629  5

4/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  231.0041848090 428000 65583 74629  2

4/15/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE  154.3141848090 428000 65583 74629  3

4/15/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  49.0123773090 421000 65583 74629  4

 1,502.80 5,878.50YTD Vendor Total Total

Page 10 of 30



Invoice 
Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018

id_line_number
1253 AIR ONE EQUIPMENT INC

3/30/18 PROTECTIVE CLOTHING  1,326.8511515020 430055 65481 74443  1

3/30/18 MAINT.-BREATHING EQUIPMENT  145.0011515020 422420 65481 74442  1

3/12/18 PROTECTIVE CLOTHING  28.8511515020 430055 65322 74245  1

 1,500.70 8,189.25YTD Vendor Total Total

3431 FORCE SCIENCE INSTITUTE, LTD.

3/22/18 TRAINING  1,500.0011414020 442000 65342 74323  1

 1,500.00 1,500.00YTD Vendor Total Total

24757 WINTER EQUIPMENT CO., INC.

4/4/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  1,472.3211273030 430100 65557 74526  1

 1,472.32 2,152.99YTD Vendor Total Total

17731 CASIMIR PATERKIEWICZ

4/9/18 WORKERS' COMP. DEDUCTIBLES  1,471.2019920050 450140 65443 74458  1

 1,471.20 6,252.60YTD Vendor Total Total

9010 NAPA GLENBROOK AUTO PARTS

3/31/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  1,199.0311273030 430100 65602 74546  1

3/31/18 GAS & OIL  199.5011273030 430700 65602 74546  3

3/31/18 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  29.1011273030 430110 65602 74546  2

 1,427.63 10,484.19YTD Vendor Total Total

13508 KUSTOM SIGNALS, INC.

3/8/18 POLICE VEHICLES  1,403.0011960070 480300 65431 74397  1

 1,403.00 1,403.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3461 JEFF GORR

4/23/18 SECTION 105 MEDICAL REIMB.  1,385.1639000095 417500 65593 74730  1

 1,385.16 1,385.16YTD Vendor Total Total

23503 VERIZON WIRELESS

4/7/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE - CELLULAR  704.9211061410 428020 65509 74620  2

4/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  269.1811515020 428100 65509 74620  5

4/7/18 TELEPHONE SERVICE - CELLULAR  234.9841848090 428020 65509 74620  3

4/7/18 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM  125.1011051210 420020 65509 74620  6

4/7/18 COMPUTER COMMUNICATIONS EXP.  25.0241818090 428100 65509 74620  4

4/7/18 IWIN PROGRAM  25.0211434020 426110 65509 74620  1

 1,384.22 5,649.31YTD Vendor Total Total
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23203 USA BLUE BOOK

3/14/18 MATERIALS  609.6740807090 430400 65388 74239  1

3/14/18 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  365.4441818090 430475 65388 74166  1

3/14/18 MATERIALS  284.1040807090 430400 65388 74240  1

3/22/18 MATERIALS  52.9241838090 430400 65459 74319  1

 1,312.13 7,151.71YTD Vendor Total Total

3417 PRAETORIAN GROUP INC.

2/21/18 TRAINING  435.0011414020 442000 65447 74378  1

2/21/18 TRAINING  435.0011414020 442000 65447 74379  1

3/8/18 TRAINING  435.0011414020 442000 65447 74132  1

 1,305.00 1,305.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3056 NETWORKFLEET INC.

3/1/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  592.8011233030 420020 65437 74206  2

4/1/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  592.8011233030 420020 65540 74527  2

3/1/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  18.9511273030 430100 65437 74206  1

4/1/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  18.9511273030 430100 65540 74527  1

 1,223.50 3,274.48YTD Vendor Total Total

23690 VOLLMAR CLAY PRODUCTS COMPANY

3/23/18 MATERIALS  950.0040807090 430400 65554 74536  1

3/7/18 MATERIALS  200.0040807090 430400 65554 74537  1

 1,150.00 1,979.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1928 JOSEPH D FOREMAN & COMPANY, INC.

3/23/18 GLENVIEW WATER METER REPL.  578.0041838090 470550 65526 74471  1

12/29/17 MATERIALS  560.2541838090 430400 65526 74533  1

 1,138.25 4,192.13YTD Vendor Total Total

17243 NORTHSHORE OMEGA

3/23/18 MEDICAL EXAMS  1,044.0011414020 420210 65499 74491  1

3/19/18 MEDICAL EXAMS  48.0011414020 420210 65439 74398  1

3/23/18 MEDICAL EXAMS  29.0011414020 420210 65499 74490  1

 1,121.00 7,053.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3211 NEW AGE CONSTRUCTION

4/16/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65572 74632  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3240 TOPPEL PLUMBING, INC.

4/3/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65404 74357  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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29102 GEORGE HAUSEN

4/16/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65570 74630  1

 1,000.00 4,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

29383 AMERICAN VINTAGE HOME INC

4/24/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65631 74746  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31400 KAPLAN PAVING

4/3/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65401 74355  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31744 ANDERSON BUILDERS

3/16/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65513 74099  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

31760 KATE HENN

4/16/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65571 74631  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

32163 KRISTA GALLAGHER

4/3/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65400 74354  1

 1,000.00 1,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

32232 SOUTHPAW LLC

4/3/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  1,000.0011000000 231000 65402 74356  1

 1,000.00 2,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

4755 CHICAGO COMMUNICATION LLC

3/5/18 MAINT.-E-911 SYSTEM  975.0011434020 422300 65329 74124  1

 975.00 3,900.00YTD Vendor Total Total

14812 ALEXA MARKOFF

3/23/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  500.0011091845 420020 65494 74597  1

3/31/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  250.0011091845 420020 65534 74426  1

3/25/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  200.0011091845 420020 65534 74425  1

 950.00 2,500.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23935 WAREHOUSE DIRECT

3/23/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  662.8111342035 430140 65555 74331  1

3/21/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  170.3511342035 430140 65462 74304  1

3/21/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  116.6711342035 430140 65462 74303  1

 949.83 4,610.35YTD Vendor Total Total
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8512 FOX VALLEY FIRE & SAFETY CO

1/16/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  792.0023773090 421000 65490 74434  1

2/5/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  156.0011342035 421000 65490 74433  1

 948.00 3,216.00YTD Vendor Total Total

987 FOREMOST PROMOTIONS

3/23/18 MATERIALS - CRIME PREVENTION  746.6011414020 430450 65489 74483  1

3/8/18 MATERIALS - CRIME PREVENTION  195.0011414020 430450 65424 74392  1

 941.60 941.60YTD Vendor Total Total

3442 RYAN, DANIEL & JULIE

4/5/18 UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C  932.0241000000 141000 65450 74431  1

 932.02 932.02YTD Vendor Total Total

7520 SUPPLYWORKS

3/30/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  931.0541848090 430140 65613 74571  1

 931.05 2,303.53YTD Vendor Total Total

25005 ZARNOTH BRUSH WORKS, INC.

3/9/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  884.0011273030 430100 65464 74209  1

 884.00 1,629.56YTD Vendor Total Total

20175 SAUBER MFG CO

3/28/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  882.0011273030 421000 65504 74311  1

 882.00 1,895.00YTD Vendor Total Total

16627 NEWARK ELEMENT 14

4/6/18 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  860.8641818090 430475 65603 74568  1

 860.86 1,115.05YTD Vendor Total Total

15490 MILLEN HARDWARE

3/31/18 SUPPLIES  543.0041818090 430075 65498 74634  8

3/31/18 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  99.3841818090 430475 65498 74634  9

3/31/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  75.3911342035 430140 65498 74634  5

3/31/18 SUPPLIES  31.4511333030 430075 65498 74634  4

3/31/18 MATERIALS  31.1541838090 430400 65498 74634  7

3/31/18 MATERIALS - STREET/LANDSCAPING  27.9911233030 430430 65498 74634  1

3/31/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  19.1811273030 430100 65498 74634  3

3/31/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  14.9911515020 430250 65498 74634  6

3/31/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  12.7811091845 430250 65498 74634  2

 855.31 2,812.31YTD Vendor Total Total
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1941 CARROT-TOP INDUSTRIES

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - GROUNDS  494.3311342035 430180 65484 74432  1

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  347.2911342035 430140 65410 74326  1

 841.62 841.62YTD Vendor Total Total

10206 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES

1/29/18 MATERIALS  415.4041838090 430400 65346 74382  1

1/29/18 MATERIALS  124.7041838090 430400 65346 74383  1

2/14/18 SUPPLIES  104.0041818090 430075 65346 74386  1

2/12/18 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  97.0741818090 430475 65346 74385  1

2/2/18 MATERIALS  83.8041838090 430400 65346 74384  1

 824.97 2,678.49YTD Vendor Total Total

3334 NYHAN, DANIEL & LISA

3/27/18 BUILDING PERMITS  387.0111000001 302000 65420 74427  1

3/27/18 INSPECTION FEES  351.0011000001 302000 65420 74427  2

3/27/18 ELECTRICAL PERMITS  51.9011000001 302010 65420 74427  3

 789.91 789.91YTD Vendor Total Total

24665 WILMETTE TRUCK/BUS SERVICE

3/1/18 LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES  779.0011273030 446000 65618 74547  1

 779.00 1,409.00YTD Vendor Total Total

21682 STERICYCLE

4/1/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  758.4011414020 430250 65551 74404  1

 758.40 758.40YTD Vendor Total Total

9189 GRAYBAR

4/3/18 SUPPLIES  394.8611333030 430075 65595 74530  1

3/19/18 SUPPLIES  360.0011333030 430075 65425 74226  1

 754.86 1,958.17YTD Vendor Total Total

4503 CENTRAL PARTS WAREHOUSE

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  739.2711273030 430100 65328 74215  1

 739.27 1,631.80YTD Vendor Total Total
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17260 OFFICE DEPOT INC

4/10/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  137.9911061410 430230 65604 74635  1

3/29/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  107.9411091845 430230 65604 74428  1

3/23/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  99.8711091845 430230 65500 74598  1

3/16/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  62.1311061410 430230 65442 74184  1

3/7/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  58.7911041010 430230 65372 74072  1

3/29/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  55.4111515020 430230 65604 74447  1

3/9/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  47.9911233030 430230 65372 74243  1

3/19/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  45.5011515020 430230 65442 74255  1

3/30/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  43.8311041010 430230 65604 74417  1

3/7/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  24.6911041010 430230 65372 74073  1

3/30/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  16.0911041010 430230 65604 74418  1

3/16/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  10.7911061410 430230 65442 74185  1

4/10/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  9.6911061410 430230 65604 74636  1

4/10/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  7.6711061410 430230 65604 74637  1

3/17/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  5.5611515020 430230 65442 74256  1

3/29/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  3.9211515020 430230 65604 74446  1

3/30/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE -16.0911041010 430230 65604 74419  1

 721.77 2,694.96YTD Vendor Total Total

270 EAST JORDAN IRON WORKS, INC.

3/5/18 MATERIALS  700.0040807090 430400 65336 74233  1

 700.00 3,639.88YTD Vendor Total Total

16970 NIPSTA

2/26/18 TRAINING  700.0011515020 442000 65365 74254  1

 700.00 17,158.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15025 MCMASTER-CARR SUPPLY CO

3/15/18 GLENVIEW WATER METER REPL.  152.7441838090 470550 65357 74163  1

3/19/18 GLENVIEW WATER METER REPL.  123.6441838090 470550 65433 74161  1

3/19/18 GLENVIEW WATER METER REPL.  109.2141838090 470550 65433 74162  1

3/27/18 GLENVIEW WATER METER REPL.  97.2741838090 470550 65599 74561  1

3/27/18 HEATING SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS  78.6641818090 470530 65599 74562  1

3/26/18 MATERIALS  66.3940807090 430400 65599 74613  2

3/26/18 MATERIALS  66.3941838090 430400 65599 74613  1

 694.30 3,336.32YTD Vendor Total Total
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1638 DJS SCUBA LOCKER, INC

2/10/18 TRAINING  295.0011515020 442000 65335 74247  1

1/20/18 MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.  275.4011515020 422440 65335 74246  1

2/10/18 MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.  75.0011515020 422440 65335 74249  1

2/10/18 TRAINING  34.0011515020 442000 65335 74248  1

 679.40 10,483.08YTD Vendor Total Total

1468 BERRY DIVE CENTER

3/19/18 MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.  612.0011515020 422440 65483 74444  1

3/19/18 MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.  60.0011515020 422440 65483 74445  1

 672.00 1,354.00YTD Vendor Total Total

9387 HALL SIGNS, INC

3/22/18 MATERIALS - TRAFFIC SIGNS  667.5511233030 430410 65528 74454  1

 667.55 1,326.72YTD Vendor Total Total

950 ACTIVE ELECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY

3/15/18 SUPPLIES  667.1411333030 430075 65320 74223  1

 667.14 3,423.84YTD Vendor Total Total

1987 GRANICUS, INC.

12/31/17 CONTRACTUAL WEBSITE SERVICES  330.0011151060 421512 65345 74281  1

1/31/18 CONTRACTUAL WEBSITE SERVICES  330.0011151060 421512 65345 74282  1

 660.00 2,282.66YTD Vendor Total Total

3416 FBI-LEEDA INC.

3/8/18 TRAINING  650.0011414020 442000 65339 74126  1

 650.00 650.00YTD Vendor Total Total

5568 TECHNOLOGY MANAGEMENT REVOLVING FUND

3/12/18 IWIN PROGRAM  634.7811434020 426110 65454 74405  1

 634.78 2,539.12YTD Vendor Total Total

2616 CONNEXION

3/15/18 SUPPLIES  626.7641818090 430075 65418 74271  1

 626.76 4,581.66YTD Vendor Total Total

3575 BREDEMANN FORD IN GLENVIEW

3/12/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  423.7411273030 430100 65326 74214  1

3/30/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  119.5111273030 430100 65515 74512  1

4/4/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  43.3611273030 430100 65582 74511  1

3/22/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  29.1811273030 430100 65409 74343  1

 615.79 3,042.95YTD Vendor Total Total
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13956 LECHNER & SONS

3/31/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  210.8041818090 430050 65533 74472  1

3/31/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  132.0011273030 430050 65493 74502  1

3/31/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  108.0011233030 430050 65493 74500  1

3/31/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  60.0341838090 430050 65493 74501  2

3/31/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  60.0240807090 430050 65493 74501  1

3/31/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  21.6511342035 430050 65493 74436  1

3/31/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  21.6011303030 430050 65493 74503  1

 614.10 2,535.20YTD Vendor Total Total

11882 JUST TIRES

3/7/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  613.8811273030 430100 65352 74218  1

 613.88 5,667.96YTD Vendor Total Total

17050 NORTHERN WEATHERMAKERS HVAC

3/13/18 HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS  533.4011342035 423000 65369 74196  1

3/13/18 HEATING & A/C SYSTEM REPAIRS  53.6311342035 423000 65369 74195  1

 587.03 15,067.59YTD Vendor Total Total

11033 IMAGE SPECIALTIES

3/22/18 INCIDENTALS  568.0011414020 441000 65530 74393  1

 568.00 568.00YTD Vendor Total Total

456 TYLER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

3/12/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  558.8311061410 430230 65456 74498  1

 558.83 13,532.76YTD Vendor Total Total

20895 SKOKIE VALLEY MATERIAL COMPANY

3/31/18 MATERIALS  502.0040807090 430400 65612 74614  1

3/31/18 MATERIALS  49.7941838090 430400 65612 74614  2

 551.79 5,682.70YTD Vendor Total Total

13815 VICTORIA LASSER, PH.D.

3/5/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  550.0011424020 420020 65354 74130  1

 550.00 550.00YTD Vendor Total Total

8928 GERBER COLLISION AND GLASS

3/8/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  546.8811273030 421000 65343 74217  1

 546.88 546.88YTD Vendor Total Total
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1988 STAPLES ADVANTAGE

3/17/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE - WATER  195.9841858090 430240 65453 74341  1

3/10/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  94.6711424020 430230 65453 74403  1

3/24/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  72.5011091845 430230 65550 74473  1

3/10/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  63.8711091845 430230 65378 74171  1

3/7/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  45.2411233030 430230 65378 74244  1

3/24/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  29.9711424020 430230 65506 74494  1

3/17/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE - WATER  21.9941858090 430240 65453 74340  1

3/23/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  13.5011233030 430230 65550 74505  1

3/17/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  8.4811424020 430230 65506 74492  1

3/17/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE -5.0011424020 430230 65506 74493  1

 541.20 2,935.37YTD Vendor Total Total

15149 MENARDS

3/20/18 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  198.5311342035 430350 65434 74302  1

3/15/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  128.2711342035 430140 65358 74193  1

3/26/18 SUPPLIES  127.9211333030 430075 65537 74455  1

3/16/18 SUPPLIES  58.8211333030 430075 65434 74227  1

3/27/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  13.6711342035 430140 65434 74327  1

 527.21 2,910.64YTD Vendor Total Total

2548 RUSH TRUCK CENTERS

3/28/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  328.5811273030 430100 65546 74518  1

3/26/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  195.3611273030 430100 65546 74350  1

 523.94 8,422.40YTD Vendor Total Total

2787 MICROTECH SCIENTIFIC

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  492.5941818090 430210 65435 74338  1

3/30/18 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  13.5941818090 430210 65601 74567  1

 506.18 506.18YTD Vendor Total Total

841 PERSONNEL STRATEGIES

3/17/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  500.0011401020 420020 65445 74167  1

 500.00 3,500.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2463 TRANSPARA

3/20/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  500.0041818090 421000 65455 74275  1

 500.00 500.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3075 AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT PARTS

3/27/18 SUPPLIES - AUTO SHOP  494.4711273030 430110 65514 74510  1

 494.47 494.47YTD Vendor Total Total

Page 19 of 30



Invoice 
Date Check # Account Account Description Amount

Village of Wilmette Disbursement Report - April 2018

id_line_number
3432 NORTHWEST TRUCKS, INC.

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  454.1011273030 430100 65440 74348  1

3/19/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  40.3211273030 430100 65440 74349  1

 494.42 494.42YTD Vendor Total Total

21040 SOLVENT SYSTEMS

3/13/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  211.6341818090 421000 65377 74165  1

3/30/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  168.0011273030 421000 65548 74520  1

3/13/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  114.3511273030 421000 65452 74205  1

 493.98 1,061.83YTD Vendor Total Total

20690 THE SIDWELL CO

3/29/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  245.0011091845 420020 65505 74663  2

3/29/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  245.0011202035 420020 65505 74663  1

 490.00 490.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2314 CHAMPION SCREENPRINTING & EMBROIDERY, INC.

3/19/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  488.3711342035 430050 65412 74189  1

 488.37 3,021.15YTD Vendor Total Total

2739 CITY ELECTRIC SUPPLY CO.

3/7/18 SUPPLIES  388.2011333030 430075 65330 74225  1

3/8/18 SUPPLIES  67.0311333030 430075 65330 74224  1

 455.23 22,144.61YTD Vendor Total Total

10777 ILLINOIS FIRE CHIEFS ASSOCIATION

3/15/18 MEMBERSHIPS  450.0011515020 420010 65427 74250  1

 450.00 4,000.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3311 TOUCAN DIVE

3/27/18 MAINT.-SPECIAL RESCUE EQUIP.  432.0011515020 422440 65508 74448  1

 432.00 3,618.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1072 KIMBALL MIDWEST

3/13/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  235.9911273030 430100 65430 74346  1

3/27/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  194.4011273030 430100 65532 74453  1

 430.39 4,961.54YTD Vendor Total Total

15679 MOORE MEDICAL CORP.

3/6/18 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  217.0711515020 430176 65359 74252  1

3/19/18 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  211.1011515020 430176 65436 74253  1

 428.17 2,081.11YTD Vendor Total Total
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18287 PITNEY BOWES INC.

3/22/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  383.9411061410 430230 65446 74460  1

3/22/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  36.9911061410 430230 65446 74459  1

 420.93 900.81YTD Vendor Total Total

1266 ILLINOIS OFFICE OF THE STATE FIRE MARSHAL

3/12/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  210.0011342035 421000 65350 74192  1

3/21/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  200.0041818090 421000 65428 74337  1

 410.00 410.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1954 ENVIROSAFE PEST MANAGEMENT

3/16/18 Cont. Animal Control & Removal  200.0011414020 421300 65487 74595  1

3/23/18 Cont. Animal Control & Removal  200.0011414020 421300 65487 74596  1

 400.00 3,975.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3401 ROBERT & AMANDA STEPHAN

4/24/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  400.0011000000 231000 65633 74748  1

 400.00 400.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3419 JOHN GLENNON

4/24/18 DEPOSITS - STREET OPENING  400.0011000000 231000 65632 74747  1

 400.00 400.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3452 FIREFLY EVENTS & CATERING

3/30/18 LIQUOR LICENSES  400.0011000001 301040 65525 74643  1

 400.00 400.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23233 ULINE

3/14/18 INCIDENTALS  138.8541818090 441000 65457 74276  1

3/1/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  100.4011414020 430250 65384 74133  1

2/28/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  92.3211414020 430250 65384 74265  1

3/29/18 SUPPLIES  68.3841818090 430075 65615 74572  1

 399.95 629.51YTD Vendor Total Total

1211 AIRGAS NORTH CENTRAL

3/31/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  394.3711273030 421000 65512 74449  1

 394.37 1,959.39YTD Vendor Total Total

24220 THOMSON REUTERS - WEST

3/1/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  389.1311424020 420020 65380 74264  1

 389.13 1,888.33YTD Vendor Total Total
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206 CITY OF EVANSTON

3/6/18 Cont. Animal Control & Removal  385.0011414020 421300 65338 74261  1

 385.00 805.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1052 PETERSON AND MATZ, INC

4/2/18 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  361.5641818090 430475 65606 74570  1

 361.56 361.56YTD Vendor Total Total

3345 BAYLESS COMMUNICATIONS LLC

4/5/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  358.7540807090 420020 65580 74541  1

 358.75 4,407.50YTD Vendor Total Total

116 PR DIAMOND PRODUCTS,, INC.

3/14/18 GLENVIEW WATER METER REPL.  176.0041838090 470550 65374 74317  2

3/14/18 MATERIALS  176.0041838090 430400 65374 74317  1

 352.00 352.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2824 EVANSTON FUNERAL & CREMATION, INC.

3/1/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  350.0011424020 420020 65488 74482  1

 350.00 350.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2379 ROMEOVILLE FIRE ACADEMY

3/8/18 TRAINING  345.0011515020 442000 65376 74259  1

 345.00 1,035.00YTD Vendor Total Total

22810 THOMPSON ELEVATOR INSPECTION

3/14/18 Contr. Elevator Inspections  210.0011091845 421010 65379 74172  1

4/2/18 Contr. Elevator Inspections  75.0011091845 421010 65614 74600  1

4/6/18 Contr. Elevator Inspections  60.0011091845 421010 65614 74651  1

 345.00 3,855.00YTD Vendor Total Total

17073 NORTHFIELD PLUMBING

3/6/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  181.9441838090 421000 65370 74316  1

3/26/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  150.0041838090 421000 65543 74535  1

 331.94 6,552.72YTD Vendor Total Total

3962 BUSHNELL INC.

1/3/18 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  186.0741818090 430475 65327 74158  1

3/28/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  119.1041848090 430140 65516 74334  1

 305.17 938.89YTD Vendor Total Total
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20445 SECRETARY OF STATE

4/11/18 LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES  103.0011273030 446000 65610 74611  1

8/30/17 Police Seizure Expenses  101.0011414020 445500 65547 70415  1

4/9/18 LICENSE, TITLE&INSPECTION FEES  101.0011273030 446000 65609 74519  1

 305.00 1,491.00YTD Vendor Total Total

9171 W.W. GRAINGER, INC.

3/13/18 SUPPLIES - MISC. TOOLS & EQUIP  125.7241838090 430130 65344 74314  1

3/26/18 MATERIALS  123.5041838090 430400 65527 74534  1

3/27/18 SUPPLIES - MISC. TOOLS & EQUIP  26.9040807090 430130 65594 74612  1

3/27/18 SUPPLIES - MISC. TOOLS & EQUIP  26.9041838090 430130 65594 74612  2

 303.02 2,686.18YTD Vendor Total Total

1256 AVS

3/21/18 MAINT.-OFFICE EQUIPMENT  300.0011151060 422000 65578 74279  1

 300.00 1,019.19YTD Vendor Total Total

17880 PDC LABORATORIES INC

3/15/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  240.0041818090 421000 65444 74274  1

3/31/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  30.0041818090 421000 65605 74569  1

 270.00 767.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1047 ICL CALIBRATION LABORATORIES, INC

2/15/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  128.0041818090 421000 65426 74273  1

3/15/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  128.0041818090 421000 65426 74336  1

 256.00 384.00YTD Vendor Total Total

407 WELLS FARGO BANK

4/2/18 BOND REGISTRAR FEES  125.0016930080 450010 65511 74642  1

4/2/18 BOND REGISTRAR FEES  125.0041938090 450010 65511 74642  2

 250.00 750.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15350 MID-CENTRAL PRINTING & MAILING

3/27/18 INCIDENTALS  250.0011202035 441000 65497 74414  1

 250.00 1,590.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15352 MID CENTRAL PEST CONTROL

3/31/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  100.0011342035 421000 65496 74440  1

3/31/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  50.0011342035 421000 65496 74437  1

3/31/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  50.0011342035 421000 65496 74438  1

3/31/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  50.0011342035 421000 65496 74439  1

 250.00 950.00YTD Vendor Total Total
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763 TRAN SYSTEMS CORP.

3/9/18 CENTRAL AVENUE RECONSTRUCTION  248.1511202035 425250 65383 74156  1

 248.15 1,149.55YTD Vendor Total Total

15732 MORTON GROVE AUTOMOTIVE WEST

4/6/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  245.0011273030 421000 65538 74516  1

 245.00 520.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23800 VWR INTERNATIONAL INC

4/4/18 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  242.0641818090 430210 65617 74573  1

 242.06 242.06YTD Vendor Total Total

21270 SPRING ALIGN OF PALATINE

4/5/18 Maint. of Emergency Vehicles  238.7911273030 422400 65549 74521  1

 238.79 238.79YTD Vendor Total Total

2411 AMERICAN FLOOR MATS

3/26/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  151.1211041010 430230 65575 74543  1

3/26/18 SUPPLIES - LEGAL  75.5611071610 430220 65575 74543  2

 226.68 226.68YTD Vendor Total Total

18393 JOSEPH G POLLARD CO INC

3/15/18 MATERIALS  216.3640807090 430400 65373 74235  1

 216.36 416.20YTD Vendor Total Total

5686 CONNEY SAFETY PRODUCTS

3/22/18 SUPPLIES  214.6541818090 430075 65419 74335  1

 214.65 466.34YTD Vendor Total Total

20605 CITADEL INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

3/7/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  212.7211424020 420020 65415 74391  1

 212.72 212.72YTD Vendor Total Total

2336 CENTRAL POLYGRAPH SERVICE LTD.

3/21/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  210.0011401020 420020 65411 74280  1

 210.00 210.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2152 22ND CENTURY MEDIA, LLC

3/15/18 LEGAL NOTICES  99.6011091845 443020 65405 74423  1

3/1/18 LEGAL NOTICES  60.5911091845 443020 65405 74422  1

3/29/18 LEGAL NOTICES  43.9911091845 443020 65405 74424  1

 204.18 6,745.38YTD Vendor Total Total
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7579 EMEDCO

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  203.6941848090 430140 65337 74159  1

 203.69 203.69YTD Vendor Total Total

3367 NORTHERN ILLINOIS CRITICAL INCIDENT STRESS

1/23/18 TRAINING  200.0011424020 442000 65367 72993  1

 200.00 200.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2005 ASCE

4/11/18 TRAINING  199.0011202035 442000 65482 74538  1

 199.00 749.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1496 ILL PROSECUTOR SERVICES LLC

3/11/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  195.0011414020 430250 65349 74260  1

 195.00 195.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3130 NATIONAL MINORITY UPDATE

3/13/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  195.0011401020 420020 65362 74089  1

 195.00 195.00YTD Vendor Total Total

19588 ROBBINS, SCHWARTZ, NICHOLAS, LIFTON & TAYLOR LTD.

3/16/18 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  170.0011071610 420320 65398 74285  1

2/23/18 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  8.7511071610 420320 65398 74283  1

2/23/18 SPECIAL ATTORNEY FEES  8.7511071610 420320 65398 74284  1

 187.50 454.08YTD Vendor Total Total

15768 MOTION INDUSTRIES, INC.

3/8/18 MATERIALS - EQUIPMENT REPAIRS  185.1741818090 430475 65360 74164  1

 185.17 185.17YTD Vendor Total Total

3004 RIVERSIDE GRAPHICS

3/29/18 SUPPLIES - OFFICE  71.6011233030 430230 65607 74421  4

3/29/18 INCIDENTALS  35.8011061410 441000 65607 74421  1

3/29/18 INCIDENTALS  35.8011202035 441000 65607 74421  3

3/29/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  35.8011414020 430250 65607 74421  2

 179.00 408.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2120 AUTO TRUCK GROUP

2/8/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  172.5211273030 430100 65324 74212  1

 172.52 172.52YTD Vendor Total Total
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19590 RIDGEVIEW RESTAURANT

3/28/18 CARE OF PRISONERS  171.1011424020 445000 65449 74402  1

 171.10 344.05YTD Vendor Total Total

4745 CHICAGO BAR ASSOCIATION

4/1/18 MEMBERSHIPS  170.0011041010 420010 65584 74542  1

 170.00 170.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2489 MATRIX HEALTHCARE SERVICES

3/12/18 WORKERS' COMP. DEDUCTIBLES  165.2819920050 450140 65356 74157  1

 165.28 2,175.06YTD Vendor Total Total

1619 BRAKE ALIGN PARTS & SERVICES

3/21/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  70.9111273030 430100 65581 74544  1

3/13/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  67.0111273030 430100 65325 74213  1

 137.92 137.92YTD Vendor Total Total

3433 WOODWARD COMMUNICATIONS INC.

3/13/18 TRAINING  131.7011202035 442000 65507 74415  1

 131.70 131.70YTD Vendor Total Total

19160 RAYNOR DOOR CO

3/29/18 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  128.0011342035 430350 65502 74441  1

 128.00 5,325.55YTD Vendor Total Total

1490 FIRE SERVICE, INC

2/27/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  64.9411273030 430100 65340 74216  1

3/16/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  62.1211273030 430100 65423 74345  1

 127.06 293.42YTD Vendor Total Total

11630 JENNINGS CHEVROLET

3/31/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  124.8611273030 430100 65597 74545  1

 124.86 124.86YTD Vendor Total Total

7100 DOUGLAS TRUCK PARTS

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  65.0011273030 430100 65421 74201  1

3/23/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  49.5011273030 430100 65524 74513  1

 114.50 2,005.57YTD Vendor Total Total
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id_line_number
23575 VILLAGE COLLECTOR - PETTY CASH

4/5/18 MEMBERSHIPS  60.0011424020 420010 65510 74641  3

4/4/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  27.0011515020 430050 65460 74463  1

4/5/18 INCIDENTALS  11.9411414020 441000 65510 74641  1

4/4/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  9.1811515020 430250 65460 74463  2

4/5/18 CARE OF PRISONERS  5.3511424020 445000 65510 74641  2

 113.47 634.54YTD Vendor Total Total

5130 CINTAS FIRST AID & SAFETY

3/20/18 INCIDENTALS  111.8041818090 441000 65413 74272  1

 111.80 635.77YTD Vendor Total Total

98 THE UPS STORE

4/1/18 INCIDENTALS  85.3911414020 441000 65616 74640  2

4/1/18 UNIFORM EXPENSE  17.1711342035 430050 65616 74640  1

 102.56 400.10YTD Vendor Total Total

1794 REIMER DOBROVOLNY & KARLSON LLC

3/26/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  100.0034000095 420020 65503 74639  1

 100.00 100.00YTD Vendor Total Total

661 PRAXAIR DISTRIBUTION INC

3/21/18 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  53.4511515020 430176 65448 74258  1

3/21/18 SUPPLIES - MEDICAL  38.9511515020 430176 65448 74257  1

 92.40 463.89YTD Vendor Total Total

3454 ANDERSON, ELLEN

4/19/18 UTILITY BILLING CONTROL A/C  90.1841000000 141000 65576 74667  1

 90.18 90.18YTD Vendor Total Total

2171 ILLINOIS DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE

4/4/18 MEMBERSHIPS  45.0011233030 420010 65529 74531  1

4/4/18 MEMBERSHIPS  45.0011233030 420010 65529 74532  1

 90.00 210.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2702 ENGINEERING NEWS - RECORD

4/17/18 INCIDENTALS  87.0041858090 441000 65486 74633  1

 87.00 87.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3082 NATIONAL LIFT TRUCK, INC

4/5/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  80.1511273030 430100 65539 74517  1

 80.15 80.15YTD Vendor Total Total
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3249 ALLIANCE MECHANICAL

9/26/17 DEPOSITS - PERMIT ESCROW  80.0011000000 231002 65630 70876  1

 80.00 80.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3425 JESSICA CINTRON

3/21/18 VEHICLE LICENSES  80.0011000001 301000 65414 74456  1

 80.00 80.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3435 DANIEL ROBINSON

3/28/18 VEHICLE LICENSES  80.0011000001 301000 65375 74388  1

 80.00 80.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3444 WILLIAM WALLACE

4/4/18 VEHICLE LICENSES  80.0011000001 301000 65461 74457  1

 80.00 80.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3458 CHERYL SCHERER

4/17/18 VEHICLE LICENSES  80.0011000001 301000 65608 74710  1

 80.00 80.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3459 YELENA FRUTIG

4/17/18 VEHICLE LICENSES  80.0011000001 301000 65592 74709  1

 80.00 80.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1979 LINDCO EQUIPMENT SALES, INC.

3/20/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  79.0211273030 430100 65432 74219  1

 79.02 13,307.46YTD Vendor Total Total

7282 JOHN'S PLACE PERSONALIZED AUTO CARE

4/6/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  75.0011273030 421000 65598 74609  1

 75.00 1,064.98YTD Vendor Total Total

4996 CHICAGO TRIBUNE

3/25/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  74.0011233030 430250 65517 74504  1

 74.00 222.00YTD Vendor Total Total

1824 OTTOSEN, BRITZ, KELLY, COOPER & GILBER, LTD.

3/31/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  67.5033000095 420020 65501 74638  1

 67.50 180.00YTD Vendor Total Total

2884 BASECAMP WEB SOLUTIONS

4/2/18 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  60.0040807090 420020 65579 74412  1

 60.00 2,989.98YTD Vendor Total Total
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1392 PAYPAL, INC

3/31/18 BANK CHARGES  59.9511061410 420150 65544 74461  1

 59.95 252.70YTD Vendor Total Total

1989 KULLY SUPPLY

3/29/18 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  58.2111342035 430350 65492 74435  1

 58.21 58.21YTD Vendor Total Total

8310 FISHER SCIENTIFIC

2/27/18 SUPPLIES - LABORATORY  57.1841818090 430210 65341 74160  1

 57.18 3,128.63YTD Vendor Total Total

1508 ALPHA PRIME COMMUNICATIONS

4/4/18 MAINT.-RADIOS  55.0011414020 422410 65573 74481  1

 55.00 1,327.00YTD Vendor Total Total

18266 PIONEER PRESS, INC.

3/21/18 SUPPLIES - OTHER THAN OFFICE  52.0011233030 430250 65545 74506  1

 52.00 52.00YTD Vendor Total Total

3092 ZORO TOOLS, INC

3/20/18 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  50.8111342035 430350 65466 74197  1

 50.81 954.26YTD Vendor Total Total

10610 IDLEWOOD ELECTRIC SUPPLY

3/14/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  50.6311342035 430140 65347 74191  1

 50.63 603.56YTD Vendor Total Total

17100 NORTHWEST POLICE ACADEMY

3/8/18 TRAINING  50.0011414020 442000 65371 74131  1

 50.00 50.00YTD Vendor Total Total

15798 MPC COMMUNICATIONS & LIGHTING INC

12/1/17 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  39.9511273030 430100 65361 74220  1

 39.95 39.95YTD Vendor Total Total

1751 MB FINANCIAL BANK, N.A.

3/7/18 INCIDENTALS  33.0011414020 441000 65495 74488  1

 33.00 33.00YTD Vendor Total Total

23141 TURTLE WAX CAR WASH - A/R

4/6/18 VEHICLE WASHING  29.9911273030 423400 65553 74523  1

 29.99 255.70YTD Vendor Total Total
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2373 SHERWIN WILLIAMS CO., THE

3/27/18 SUPPLIES - BUILDING  25.2111342035 430140 65451 74330  1

 25.21 25.21YTD Vendor Total Total

2675 TOP TREE TOOLS, INC.

3/6/18 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES  15.5611273030 421000 65381 74221  1

 15.56 15.56YTD Vendor Total Total

3436 RUTH ANN CLARK

3/28/18 VEHICLE LICENSES  10.0011000001 301000 65331 74387  1

 10.00 10.00YTD Vendor Total Total

28949  ELENI SFONDOURIS

4/17/18 VEHICLE LICENSES  10.0011000001 301000 65611 74711  1

 10.00 10.00YTD Vendor Total Total

311 AAA LOCK & KEY SECURITY CENTER

3/16/18 BUILDING FURNITURE & REPAIRS  9.9911342035 430350 65407 74188  1

 9.99 418.94YTD Vendor Total Total

2731 MASTER HITCH

3/29/18 SUPPLIES - AUTOMOTIVE PARTS  2.3011273030 430100 65535 74515  1

 2.30 2.30YTD Vendor Total Total

 839,364.75Total Printed Checks
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.18

Page 1 of 2 

SUBJECT: Routine and Emergency Tree Removal Services 

MEETING DATE: May 8, 2018 

FROM: Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 

Contract Cost  $ 119,911 
Over/(Under) Budget ($0) 

Recommended Motion 

Move to approve a seven-month contract extension in the amount not-to-exceed $119,911 and 
at unit prices set forth in the contract extension request letter dated April 23, 2018 with Nels J. 
Johnson Tree Experts, Inc., Evanston, IL for routine and emergency tree removal services. 

Background 

This contract provides for the removal of dead, dying, diseased and hazardous parkway trees 
(i.e. Dutch elm disease, emerald ash borer-EAB) to uphold public safety, improve sanitation 
through disposal of insect and pathogen infested trees and reduce the frequency and severity 
of tree damage caused by wind storms.  

There are approximately 17,500 parkway trees located throughout the Village. On average, 
215 parkway trees are removed each year under this contract (2013-17). However, most 
recently the quantity of tree removals has trended downward which can be attributed to the 
Village’s diminishing ash population (approximately 381 of 2,966 parkway ash trees remain), 
low EAB infestation rate (5%) and absence of significant storm damage events over preceding 
years.  

The existing contract was awarded through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process on May 5, 
2014 (three-year contract), extended at fixed pricing in 2017 (12-months) and is set to expire 
on May 30, 2018. The contract provides unit pricing for scheduled removals located in 
traditional parkway settings and optional hourly rates for demand services (during normal 
working hours) and emergency services (during normal and outside normal working hours). 
The table below denotes current unit pricing for scheduled tree removals, which includes tree 
removal, wood disposal, stump grinding (and debris removal) and backfilling with topsoil. 

Engineering & Public Works 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
mailto:lamg@wilmette.com
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Tree Removals  
RFP No. 14-M-0009 – Ext. 2017 

Tree Diameter  
Size Class 

Unit Cost 
(per inch) 

1-11 inches $14.50  
12-18 inches $20.00  
19-26 inches $22.50  
27-36 inches $30.00  

37 inches or greater $36.00  
 
Discussion 
 
For 2018, the vendor has agreed to a 7-month contract extension with no price increase. Staff 
recommends awarding a contract extension as it ensures continued, uninterrupted service for 
the balance of the year, including the upcoming peak demand period (i.e. Dutch elm disease 
and summer storm season). Likewise, Nels J. Johnson Tree Experts, Inc. has demonstrated 
to be a competent, capable vendor over the past four years and for several years prior (2003-
09).  
 
Budget Impact 
 
The 2018 budget includes $136,970 for routine and emergency tree removal services: 
$126,570 in account no. 1303030-424100 (regular tree removals) and $10,400 in account no. 
11303030-424100-20210 (EAB tree removals). To date, $17,059 has been expended resulting 
in a remaining balance of $119,911 of which a significant portion will be used for Dutch elm 
disease removals, EAB removals and storm damage assistance (i.e. wind storms) which 
occurs during the summer months. The following table depicts funding for 2018.  
 

2018 Budget for Tree Removals 
 

Account No. Budget 
Amount 

Actual 
YTD 

Remaining 
Funds 

11303030-424100  
Tree Removals  $126,570  $13,681 $112,889 

11303030-424100-20210 
EAB Removals  $10,400  $3.378 $7,022 

Total  $136,970 $17,059 $119,911 

 
 

Documents Attached 
 

1. Contract extension request letter from Nels J. Johnson Tree Experts, Inc., Evanston, IL 
for tree removals (2018).  

 









REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.19

SUBJECT: Traffic Signal Maintenance  

MEETING DATE:  May 8, 2018  

FROM:  Brigitte Berger-Raish, Director of Engineering and Public Works 

Budget  $29,420 
Contract Cost $29,780 
Over/(Under) Budget $360 

Recommended Motion 

Move to approve a one year contract extension in the annual amount of $29,780 with Meade 
Electric Co., McCook, IL for traffic signal maintenance.  

Background 

This contract provides for the routine maintenance and emergency repair of Village owned 
traffic signals and traffic signal control devices, pedestrian traffic signals, school flashing 
beacons, and Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emption. Routine maintenance includes bi-weekly 
inspections, bi-annual cleaning of equipment, replacement of any burned out, damaged, or 
expired equipment, and the annual cleaning, re-lamping, and testing of the Emergency Vehicle 
Preemption. This contract also provides for 24-hour emergency maintenance to correct any 
malfunction of equipment resulting from any cause whatsoever in the shortest possible time.  

Discussion 

On July 28, 2015, the Village Board awarded a three-year contract to Meade Electric for Village-
wide traffic signal maintenance, which expires on August 18, 2018. Meade has held their pricing 
constant during this term and has agreed to a one-year extension at the same annual cost of 
$29,780. Given Meade’s competitive price, familiarity with Wilmette’s traffic systems and 
customer service, staff recommends entering into a one-year extension with Meade Electric. 
The duration of this contract shall be for the period of August 18, 2018 to August 18, 2019. 

Budget Impact 

The table below illustrates the budget summary: 

Engineering & Public Works 
Department

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:bergerb@wilmette.com
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Traffic Signal Maintenance 

Account: 11202035-422100 2018 
Budget 

Local Signal Maintenance $25,000 

Pre-emption Maintenance $4,420 

Total Budget $29,420 

This contract $29,780 

Over/(Under) Budget $360 
 

 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Contract Extension with Meade Electric Co. 
 

 
 
 
 









REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.20

SUBJECT: Technical Amendments to the Village of Wilmette Administrative 
Adjudication System  

MEETING DATE: Ordinance Introduction – May 8, 2018 
Ordinance Approval – May 22, 2018  

FROM: Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 

BUDGET IMPACT: NONE 

Recommended Motion 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-26 making technical 
amendments to the Village of Wilmette Administrative Adjudication system. 

Introduction 

On December 12, 2017, the Village adopted an ordinance establishing an Administrative 
Adjudication System (“System”).  That ordinance also approved the purchase of certain 
software that will be utilized to manage the System.  Since then, the Village staff has worked 
closely with the software vendor in setting up and establishing the programming needed to 
manage the System.  During this phase, certain amendments to the position titles of the 
employees authorized to issue citations needed corrections.  Furthermore, certain procedures 
needed additional amendment and clarification to ensure the System can run efficiently.  The 
main change was that a court date can be provided not less than 14 days instead of 30 days. 
This will allow officers to generate citations and provide a hearing date without a respondent 
having to wait over a month in some circumstances to have their case heard. 

The changes provided for in this ordinance will not have any significant impact to the approved 
System.  

Budget Impact 

There will be no further impact upon the budget based upon the changes made in this 
ordinance.   

Documents Attached 

1. 2018-O-26 An Ordinance Creating Chapter 2-24 Administrative Adjudication

Law Department 

mailto:steinj@wilmette.com
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-26 
 

AN ORDINANCE MAKING TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO 
CHAPTER 1-12 AND CHAPTER 2-24 ADMINISTRATIVE 

ADJUDICATION  
 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (hereinafter collectively referred to 

as the “Village Board”) of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (hereinafter the 

“Village”), find that the Village is a home rule municipal corporation as provided in Article VII, 

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

authority, may exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to its government and 

affairs for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare, including exercising the 

power to tax; and 

WHEREAS, the Village currently has a general penalty provision; and 

WHEREAS, the Village desires to update its general penalty provision as part of the 

Village’s adoption of the Administrative Adjudication System (“System”); and 

WHEREAS, the Village adopted Ordinance 2017-O-77 on December 12, 2017, organizing 

and adopting the System; and 

WHEREAS, since the passage of Ordinance 2017-O-77 the Village’s staff and vendors have 

begun to implement the System; and 

WHEREAS, upon review of Ordinance 2017-O-77 certain technical amendments are 

necessary to further implement the System; and 

WHEREAS, further updates are required to update the Village’s updated and consolidated 

fine structure for those violations that are heard at administrative adjudication.    
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, as follows:   

SECTION 1: The foregoing findings and recitals, and each of them, are hereby adopted as 

Section 1 of this Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein. 

SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in Chapter 

1, “General Provisions,” Section 1-12 “Penalties”, Subsection 1-12.1 “General Penalty; Continuing 

Violations” by deleting the text of said Subsection 1-12.1 shown in strikethrough type below and 

inserting the new text shown in underlined bold type below in the manner and form shown below 

in said so that said Subsection 1-12.1 General Penalty; Continuing Violations shall hereafter 

provide as follows: 

1-12.1  GENERAL PENALTY; CONTINUING VIOLATIONS. 
 
Whenever in this code or in any ordinance of the village any act is prohibited or is declared to be 
unlawful or an offense, or whenever in this code or any ordinance the doing of any act is required 
or the failure to do any act is declared to be unlawful, where no specific penalty is provided 
therefor, any person upon the violation of any ordinance shall be punished by a fine not less than 
$50 and not exceeding $750 for each such offense. Each day that any violation of any provision 
of this code or any ordinance shall continue, shall constitute a separate offense. In the 
construction and interpretation of this section, the revocation of a license or permit shall not be 
considered as a recovery or penalty so as to bar any other penalty being enforced. 
 
In addition to any other fine or penalty provided for by this section or any other section of this 
Code, the court may also impose as a sentence any one or all of the following: 
(a)   an amount of restitution to any person or entity suffering personal injury or property damage 
as the result of the prohibited conduct; 
(b)   a period of public or community service; 
(c)   mandatory attendance at remedial counseling, treatment, or education.   

 

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

Chapter 2, “Administration,” Section 2-24 “Village Administrative Adjudication” Subsection 2-

24.4 Penalties and Costs by deleting the text of said Subsection 2-24.4 shown in strikethrough 
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type below and inserting the new text shown in underlined bold type below in the manner and 

form shown below in said so that said Subsection 2-24.4 Penalties and Cost shall hereafter 

provide as follows: 

 
2-24.4 Penalties and Costs 

(a) General Penalty. All Defendants subsequently found liable of a Violation shall 
be subject to the following penalties, or combination thereof: 

1. Fines; 

2. Restitution; 

3. Deferred prosecution (including but not limited to a period of community 
service, and mandatory attendance at remedial counseling, treatment, or 
education); and  

4. Corrective action 

(b) Fines. 
 
When a specific fine amount is provided for in Table 1 of Section 2.24.4 that 
conflicts with fine amounts imposed either by the General Penalty provision of the 
Code or a specific fine amount provided in other portions of the Code, the fine 
amounts in Table 1 of Section 2.24.4 shall apply.  If there is no fine amount 
provided for in Table 1 of Section 2.24.4 for a Violation, then the specific fine 
amount in the other provisions of the Code shall apply, or if no specific fine 
amount in the Code is provided for then the fine amounts of the General Penalty 
shall apply.  
 

(c) Late Penalty 
 

1. Wherever in this Chapter a fine that is imposed is not paid in the 
timeframe required by this Chapter or by the deadline imposed by a 
Hearing Officer after a Hearing or settlement, there shall be a late penalty 
which shall be in addition to the original fine amount as follows: 
 
A. For a Violation where the minimum fine is less than $50, the 

minimum fine shall be increased by $50. 
B. For a Violation where the minimum fine is $50 or greater, but less 

than $100, the minimum fine shall be increased by $100. 
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C. For a Violation where the minimum fine is $100 or greater, the 
minimum fine shall be increased by $200.   

 
2. In the event that the fine, costs and late penalty amounts, as applicable, are 

not made within 30 days after the time required to make sure payment, the 
Village’s collection of said fines, costs and late penalty shall be deemed a 
debt due and owing to the Village and may be referred to a private 
collection agency under contract with the Village. The collection agency’s 
fees shall be added to the unpaid amounts and shall be collected by the 
collection agency. 

 
(d) Costs 

All Defendants subsequently found liable, or otherwise avail themselves of 
deferred prosecution, shall pay a $50 Administrative Adjudication fee, in addition 
to any penalty imposed.  Costs for Deferred Prosecution may be reduced in the 
manner provided for in this Chapter. 
 

(e) Prepayment of Fines and Required Appearance   
 
1. The following Defendants must appear before the Hearing Officer and 

may not pay the fine amount prior to such appearance: 
 

A. Any Defendant under the age of 21 charged with a Violation must 
appear before the Hearing Officer in person. Any Defendant 
under the age of 18 charged with a Violation must appear 
before the Hearing Officer in person and with a parent or legal 
guardian;   

B. Any Defendant charged with a Violation where “Appearance 
Required” in Table 1 of Section 2-24.4 is marked “Yes”; 

C. Any Defendant that has not settled, compromised and paid the fine 
amount listed in the “Settlement Amount Paid Prior to Hearing” in 
Table 1 of Section 2-24.4 at least 24 hours prior to the Hearing date 
provided on the Violation Notice; 

D. Any Defendant charged with a Violation where a fine is not 
provided for in Table 1 of Section 2-24.4; and 

E. Any Authorized Village Employee may require appearance of a 
Defendant by marking such requirement upon the Violation 
Notice;. 
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2. Except for those Defendants not authorized from doing so pursuant to this 
Section and those non-residents charged with parking, standing and 
equipment Violations, any Violation listed in the “Settlement Amount 
Paid Prior to Hearing” in Table 1 of Section 2-24.4 may be settled by a 
Defendant, upon the submission of payment of the listed minimum fine 
paid 24 hours prior to the assigned Hearing date on the Violation Notice.  
Such pre-payment settlement shall not be subject to costs.   

 
3. Table of Offenses and Fines: 

 

TABLE 1 -- Section 2-24.4  
Code Section Offense Settlement 

Amount 
Paid Prior 
to Hearing 
Date 

Minimum 
Fine on 
Hearing 
Date  

Maximum 
Fine on 
Hearing 
Date  

Appearance 
Required 

Chapter 3 
Air Pollution 

     

3-2 Air Pollution; 
Nuisance 

 $50 $750 Yes 

3-3 Open Burning  $50  $750  
Chapter 4 
Animals 

     

4-1.3 Regulations of 
General 
Applicability 

    

(a) Attract abandoned, 
stray, or wild 
animal, venomous 
insect, rodent, or 
other vermin 

$50 (first 
offense 
only) 

$50 (any 
offense 
thereafter) 

$750 
 

Yes, for 
second and 
any 
subsequent 
offense 

(b) Placement of Food 
Outside 

$50 (first 
offense 
only) 

$50 (any 
offense 
thereafter) 

$750 
 

Yes, for 
second and 
any 
subsequent 
offense 

(c) Notification of Stray $25  $750  
(d) Render aid $25  $750  
(e) Placement and 

burial of animals 
$50  $750  

(f) Duty to report bite  $50 $750 Yes 
4-2.1 Maximum Number 

of Animals 
 $50 $750 Yes 

4-2.2 Prohibited Animals  $150 first $750 Yes 
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offense 
$300 second 
offense 
$750 any 
offense 
thereafter 

4-2.4 Feral Cats  $75 first 
offense 
$150 second 
offense 
$300 third 
offense 

$750 Yes  

4-3.1 Animal Neglect  $50 $750 Yes  
 

4-3.2 Cruelty to Animals  $75 (first 
and second 
offense)$300 
(any offense 
after the 
second 
offense) 

$750 Yes 

4-3.4 Promotion of 
Animal Fights 

 $500 $750 Yes 

4-4 Control of Rabies $50  $750  
4-4.2 Duties of Animal 

Owners 
$50  $750  

4-5 Licensing of Dogs 
and Cats 

 $75 (first 
offense) 
$150 
(second and 
any 
subsequent 
offense) 

$750 Yes 

4-6 Nuisances $75 (first 
offense) 
$100 
(second and 
any 
subsequent 
offense) 

 $750  

Chapter 5 Regulation of 
Commercial and 
Quasi-Commercial 
Activities 

    

5-2.1 General Business  $100 $750 Yes 
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License 
5-2.2 24 Hour License  $100 $750 Yes 
5-2.3 Food Handler 

License 
 $100 $750 Yes 

5-2.4 Gasoline service 
station license 

 $100 $750 Yes 

5-2.5 Firearms dealers 
prohibited 

 $100  Yes 

5-2.6 Outdoor restaurant 
seating and cooking 
license 

 $100 $750 Yes 

5-2.7 Massage 
Establishments 

 $100 $750 Yes 

5-2.8.2(a) Unlawful Sale or 
Delivery  

 $50 $750 Yes 

5-3 Newsrack Permit  $100 $750 Yes 
5-4 Regulation of 

Certain Business 
Activities  

 $100 $750 Yes 

5-5.1 Operating without a 
License or Permit 

 $100 $750 Yes 

5-5.3 Penalty for 
Furnishing False Fee 
Information 

 $5000 $5000 Yes 

5-6 Police Alarm 
Systems 

$100  $750  

5-7 Fire Alarm Systems $100  $750  
5-8 Regulation of Film 

Production 
$150  $1000  

5-10 Valet Parking 
Services 

$100  $750  

5-11 Towing and 
Relocating of 
Vehicles 

 $200 $2000 Yes 

5-12 Booting and 
Immobilization of 
Vehicles  

 $200 $2000 Yes 

Chapter 7 Refuse, Recycling 
and Yard Waste 

    

7-2 Refuse Storage 
Containers 

$50  $750  

Chapter 9 
 

Housing and 
Building 
Regulations 

 $50 $750 Yes 
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9-3.3 Building Permits  $250 $750 Yes 
9-3.4 Regulation of Land-

Disturbing 
Activities 

 $250 $750 Yes 

9-3.8 Tree Removal 
Permits 

 $250 $1500 Yes 

9-4.4 Site Development 
and Maintenance 
Requirements 

 $75 for first 
offense,  
$250 for 
each 
subsequent 
offense 

$1500 Yes 

9-4.5 Tree Protection 
During Construction 

 $150 $750 Yes 

9-6.1 Plumbing Code  $200 $750 Yes 
9-11 Fences in Disrepair  $100 $750 Yes 
9-15 Real Estate Transfer 

Tax 
 $200 $750 Yes 

Chapter 10 
Drug 
Paraphernalia  

  $50 $750 Yes 
 

Chapter 11 
Liquor 
Control 

     

11-3 License Required  $100 $1000 Yes 
11-19(b) False ID  $100 first 

offense 
$250 second 
or 
subsequent 
offense 

$250 first 
offense 
$750 second 
or 
subsequent 
offense 

Yes 

11-23 Sales to Minors, 
Known Substance 
Abusers, Habitual 
Drunkards and 
Mental 
Incompetents 

 $50 $750 Yes 

11-25.2 Possession of 
alcohol by underage 
persons 

 $100 first 
offense 
$750 second 
offense 

$750 Yes 

11-25.4 Parental 
Responsibility 

 $100 first 
offense 
$750 second 
offense 

$750 Yes 
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11-25.5 Owner or occupant 
responsibility 

 $100 first 
offense 
$750 second 
offense 

$750 Yes 

11-30(g) Kegs $100  $1000  
Chapter 12 
Miscellaneous 
Offenses 

     

12-1 Assault  $50 $750 Yes 
12-2 Battery  $50 $750 Yes 
12-3 Curfew $50 $50 $750 Yes 
12-4 
 

Disorderly Conduct  $50 $750  

12-5 Gambling Places  $50 $750 Yes 
 

12-6 Impersonating an 
Officer of Employee 

 $50 $750 Yes 

12-7 Indecent Conduct or 
Exposure 

 $50 $750 Yes 

12-8 Interfering with 
Village Officers 

 $50 $750 Yes 

12-9 Mechanical 
Amusement Devices 

 $50 $750 Yes 

12-10 Obscene Literature  $50 $750 Yes 
12-11 Picketing $50  $750  
12-12 Prostitution $50  $750  
12-13 Public Property 

Damage 
 $50 $750 Yes 

12-13.2 Public Facilities $50  $750  
12-14 Trespass  $50 $750 Yes 
12-15 Weapons $50  $750  
12-16.2 Park District Code Fines as 

provided for 
in Section 
12-16.2 $25 

 $750  

12-17 Vandalism  $50 $750 Yes 
12-18 Possession of 

Marijuana 
$200  $750  

12-19 Fireworks $50  $750  
12-20 Theft  $150 $750 Yes 
12-21 Theft of Mislaid 

Property 
 $150 $750 Yes 

12-22 Theft of Service  $150 $750 Yes 
12-23.2 (a) – Smoking $100  $750  
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(e) Regulations 
12-23.2 (f) - 
(h) 

Smoking 
Regulations 

 $250 first 
violations 
$500 second 
violations 
(within one 
year after the 
first 
violations) 
$2500 
subsequent 
violations 
(within one 
year after the 
first 
violation) 

$750 first 
violations 
$750 second 
violations 
(within one 
year after 
the first 
violations) 
$3000 
subsequent 
violations 
(within one 
year after 
the first 
violation) 

Yes 

12-25 Owner/Occupant 
Responsibility 

 $50 $750 Yes 

12-26 Air Rifles $50 first  
offense 
$100 each 
subsequent 
offense 

 $500  

Chapter 13 
Motor 
Vehicles 

     

13-1.1 Illinois Vehicle 
Code – General 

$50  $250  

13-2 Vehicle License 
Required 

 $100 $250 Yes 

13-4.1 Unattended Motor 
Vehicles 

$50  $250  

13-4.14 Clinging to Motor 
Vehicle 

$50  $250  

13-4.15 Loud or 
Unnecessary Noise 

 $50 $250 Yes 

13-4.16 Vehicles Imitating 
Public Vehicles 

 $50 $250 Yes 

13-4.17 Vehicles Emitting 
Gas or Smoke 

 $50 $250 Yes 
 

13-4.18 Obstructing Fire 
Station Driveway 

$100  $250  

13-5.5 Pedestrian Walk-or-
Wait Signals 

$25  $250  

13-5.7 Display of $50  $250  
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Unauthorized Signs, 
Signals or Markings 

13-5.8 Interference with 
Office Traffic-
Control Devices or 
Railroad Signs 

$50  $250  

13-6.3 To Use Right Half 
of  Crosswalk 

$25  $250  

13-6.4(a) and 
(b) 

Crossing at Other 
than Crosswalks 

$25  $250  

13-6.6 Walking Along or 
Standing on 
Roadways 

$25  $250  

13-6.7 Hitchhiking $50  $250  
13-7-8 False Reports $100  $250  
13-7.9 Failure to Report $100  $250  
13-8 General Parking 

Regulations 
    

13-8.1 Parking Left Wheel 
to Curb 

$40  $200  

13-8.1(a) Parking Angle / 
Failure to Heed 

$40  $200  

13-8.2 Parking-Prohibited  $40  $200  
13-8.3 Parking in Alleys $40  $200  
13-8.4 All-Night Parking  $40  $200  
13-8.5 Parking for Purpose 

of Sale, Etc 
$40  $200  

13-8.6 Parking Adjacent to 
Schools 

$100  $250  

13.8.8 Standing or Parking 
on One-Way Street 

$100  $250  

13-8.9 Standing or Parking 
on One-Way 
Roadways 

$100  $250  

13-8.10.1 Street Parking 
Prohibited -  Snow 
Ban 

$30  $250  

13-8.10.2 Street Parking 
Prohibited - Winter 
Precipitation 

$30  $250  

13-8.12 Standing in Curb 
Loading Zone 

$40  $250  

13-8.14 Restricted Use of 
Bus and Public 

$100 
 

 $250  



Ord. No. 2017-O-77 

 
 

12 

Carrier Stand 

13-8.15 Parking of Trucks, 
Tractors, Buses, Etc 

$40  $250  

13-8.16 Parking on Private 
Property 

$40  $250  

13-8.18 Inoperable Motor 
Vehicles 

$100  $250  

13-8.19.1 Parking - No Parking 
Anytime 

$40  $250  

13-8.19.2 Parking - Prohibited 
During Certain 
Hours 

$40  $250  

13-8.19.3 Parking - Posted 
Time Limit 

$40  $250  

13-8.19.3.1.2 Parking - Village 
Center 

$40  $250  

13-8.19.4 Stopping, Standing 
and Parking 
Prohibited During 
Certain Hours 

$40  $250  

13-8.19.5 Parking - Prohibited 
7A-6P Except 
Sunday 

$40  $250  

13-8.20.4 
Use of Slugs 

$40  $250  

13-8.20.5 Tampering with 
Meters 

$40  $250  

13-8.20.6 Maximum Parking 
Time 

$40  $250  

13-8.20.7 Overtime Parking $40  $250  
13-8.20.9 Parking Meters - 

Prohibited Acts 
Generally 

$40  $250  

13-8.21.5 Residential Permit 
Violation 

$40  $250  

13-8.22 Parking - No Valid 
Permit in Village 
Lots / Streets 

$40  $250  

13-8.23 Covering Parked 
Vehicles Prohibited 

$100  $250  

13-9.2 Bicycle License 
Required 

$100  $250  

13-9.7 Removing, $100  $250  
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Destroying, 
Mutilating Frame 
Numbers or License 
Decals 

13-9.9 Requirements of 
Rental Agencies 

$100  $250  

13-9.11 Bicycle Riding 
Restrictions 

$100  $250  

13-9.12.1 Skateboard & Roller 
Skate Prohibited 
Certain Areas 

$20  $200  

13-10.1 Vehicle Equipment 
Violations 

$50  $250  

13-10.2 When Lighted Lamps 
are Required 

$50  $250  

13-10.4 Lamps on Other 
Vehicles and 
Equipment 

$50  $250  

13-10.8 Special Restrictions 
on Lamps 

$50  $250  

13-10.9 Special Lighting 
Equipment on School 
Buses 

$40  $250  

13-10.10 Brakes $50  $250  
13-10.11 Horns and Warning 

Devices 
$40  $250  

13-10.12 Mufflers, Prevention 
of Noise 

$40  $250  

13-10.13 Tires $40  $250  
13-11.2 Obedience to Traffic 

Regulations 
$40  $250  

13-14 Public 
Demonstration 
Permits 

 $50 $750 Yes 

Chapter 14 Nuisances  $50 $750 Yes 
Chapter 16 Public Ways     
16-9.2 Obstructing Streets $50  $750  
16-9.2.1 Dumping Snow on 

Streets 
$50  $750  

Chapter 17 Telecommunications $100  $750  
 

SECTION 4: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in 

Chapter 2, “Administration,” Section 2-24 “Village Administrative Adjudication” Subsection 2-
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24.7 Procedure for Violations by deleting the text of said Subsection 2-24.7 shown in 

strikethrough type below and inserting the new text shown in underlined bold type below in the 

manner and form shown below in said so that said Subsection 2-24.7 Procedure for Violations 

shall hereafter provide as follows: 

 
2-24.7  Procedure for Violations 
 
The following procedures shall apply to the issuance of a Violation Notice and the adjudication 
of Violations in the Administrative Adjudication System.  A Violation Notice shall be the formal 
charging document alleging a Violation of the Code (“Violation Notice”) against a person or 
entity (“Defendant”). 
 

(a) All Violations, except those violations for parking, standing and vehicle 
compliance Violation Notices, to be adjudicated against the party alleged to have violated 
one or more code provisions by issuing and serving upon the alleged violator, owner, 
operator or any other interested party a Violation Notice shall be conducted in accordance 
with the following procedures:  

 
1. A Violation Notice shall be issued by an Authorized Village Employee. 

2. A Violation Notice issued pursuant to this Chapter shall contain the 
following information:  

A. The name; Village position; and identification number, if 
applicable, of the Authorized Village Employee issuing the 
Violation Notice;  

B. The name and address of the person or entity being charged with 
one or more Violations;  

C. The name and address of the person to whom the Violation Notice 
is given if that person is not the individual being charged;  

D. The section of the Code alleged to have been violated;  

E. The date, time, and place of the alleged Violation(s);  

F. A legally sufficient description of the activity or conduct alleged to 
constitute a Violation of each Code section set forth in the 
Violation Notice or a legally sufficient description of the facts 
giving rise to the allegations set forth in the Violation Notice;  
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G. The Authorized Village Employee issuing the Violation Notice 
shall certify the correctness of the information by signing his or her 
name (electronic or otherwise) to the Violation Notice to be issued; 
which shall establish a prima facie case. In the case of a Violation 
Notice produced by a computerized device, the Authorize Village 
Employee may establish a prima facie case by signing a single 
certificate to be kept by the Traffic Compliance Administrator 
attesting to the correctness of all notices produced by the device 
while it was under his or her control; and  

H. A Violation Notice issued pursuant to this Subsection shall set 
forth (a) the date, time and place of the adjudicatory hearing to be 
held with respect to the violation(s) alleged in the Violation Notice 
and (b) the legal authority and jurisdiction under which the hearing 
will be held.   

3. The original or a legible copy of the Violation Notice shall be filed with 
the Code Hearing Unit as soon as practicable. Upon receiving the original 
or legible copy of the Violation Notice, the Code Hearing Unit shall set the 
Hearing date and provide the Defendant notice of the date, time, and place 
of the Hearing in the manner set forth in this Chapter, unless the Violation 
Notice sets forth the date, time, and location of the Hearing and was 
served personally on the Defendant. A Hearing date shall not be held 
within less than 14 days of date of the alleged violation. 

4. If at the time set for Hearing, the Defendant, or an attorney representing 
the Defendant, fails to appear, the Hearing Officer may enter a default 
judgment of liability against the Defendant and impose fines and assess 
costs. A copy of the order of default shall be served in any manner 
permitted by this Chapter and applicable to the violation. A copy of the 
default judgment, which constitutes a final determination for purposes of 
judicial review and is subject to review under the Illinois Administrative 
Review Law, shall apprise the Defendant of the procedure for setting aside 
the default judgment and shall also apprise the Defendant of the 
availability of an appeal of the default judgment to the Circuit Court of 
Cook County.  

5. A Defendant against whom a default judgment has been entered may file a 
motion with the Code Enforcement Unit to set aside the default judgment 
and request a new Hearing. A motion to set aside a default judgment may 
be filed at any time if the Defendant alleges lack of subject matter or 
personal jurisdiction; in all other cases, the motion must be filed within 21 
days of entry of the default judgment excepting Saturdays, Sundays, and 
holidays. A motion to set aside a default judgment shall set forth the 
reason(s) the Defendant failed to appear on the original hearing date. A 
Hearing Officer shall hear and rule on the motion. If the Hearing Officer 
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grants the motion, a Hearing will be held immediately on the alleged 
Violation set forth in Violation Notice unless the Defendant requests 
another Hearing date and presents good cause for continuing the Hearing.  

6. If any default judgment is set aside pursuant to this Chapter, the Hearing 
Officer shall have authority to enter an order extinguishing any lien which 
has been recorded for any debt due and owing the Village as a result of the 
vacated default judgment. 

(b) All parking, standing and equipment Violations shall be commenced against the 
Defendant alleged to have violated one or more Code provisions by issuing and serving 
upon that party a Violation Notice and shall be conducted in accordance with the 
following procedures:  

 
1. The Violation Notice shall be issued by an Authorized Village Employee 

and served as provided for in this Chapter.  

2. Any Violation Notice issued pursuant to this Chapter shall contain the 
following information:  

A. The date, time and location of the Violation;  

B. The particular vehicular standing, parking or compliance regulation 
alleged to have been violated;  

C. Vehicle make and state registration number;  

D. The fine and any penalty which may be assessed for late payment;  

E. The signature and identification number of the Authorized Village 
Employee (which may be made by signing a certificate kept by the 
Administrator attesting to the correctness of all notices produced 
by a computerized device while under his or her control) issuing 
the Violation Notice;  

F. A section entitled "request for hearing" which shall explain how a 
Hearing may be requested and shall state that a Hearing shall be 
held within not less than 3014 days in accordance with this 
Chapter; and  

G. A statement that payment of the indicated fine and any late penalty 
shall operate as a final disposition of the violation.  

*** 
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SECTION 5: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in 

Chapter 2, “Administration,” Section 2-24 “Village Administrative Adjudication” Subsection 2-

24.8  Violation Notice and Village Employees Authorized to Issue Violation Notices by deleting 

the text of said Subsection 2-24.8 shown in strikethrough type below and inserting the new text 

shown in underlined bold type below in the manner and form shown below in said so that said 

Subsection 2-24.8 Violation Notice and Village Employees Authorized to Issue Violation 

Notices shall hereafter provide as follows: 

2-24.8 – Violation Notice and Village Employees Authorized to Iissue Violation Notices: 

(a) The following Village employees (“collectively referred to as Authorized Village 
Employees) shall have the authority to issue a Violation Notice:  
 

1. All full-time and part-time sworn police officers, community service 
officers, parking control assistants;  
 

2. Fire Chief, Deputy Fire Chief, Duty Chiefs, Fire Inspector; 
 

3. All full-time and part-time Code Enforcement Officers, Building 
Inspectors, Plan Reviewer, Zoning Administrator; 
 

4. Finance Director, Director of Administrative Services; the Deputy 
Assistant Director of Finance; 
 

5. Water Department Meter Shop Supervisor; Water Meter Repair 
Department Technician; 
 

6. Director of Engineering and Public Works, Village Engineer, Assistant 
Village Engineer, Deputy Public Works Director, Village Forester, 
Engineering Technician; and 
 

7. Any other Village employees specifically authorized by the Village 
Manager.  

 
(b) Any Authorized Village Employee who detects a Violation, is authorized to issue 
a Violation Notice thereof and shall serve the Violation Notice in the manner set forth in 
this Chapter.  
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(c) The correctness of facts contained in any Violation Notice shall be certified by the 
Authorized Village Employee issuing the Violation Notice by affixing his or her name 
(electronic or otherwise) to the Violation Notice at the time of issuance. 
 
(d) The Code Hearing Unit or the Traffic Compliance Administrator shall retain the 
original or a computer generated copy of the Violation Notice and keep it as a record in 
the ordinary course of business.  
 
(e) The Violation Notice or a copy thereof shall be admissible in any subsequent 
administrative or judicial proceeding to the extent permitted by law.   
 
(f) The Violation Notice shall be served upon the appropriate parties, as provided for 
in this Chapter.   

 

SECTION 6: Codifier’s Authority.  The Village’s codifier is authorized to adjust section 

and paragraph numbering as may be necessary to render this ordinance consistent with the 

numbering of the Village Code. 

SECTION 7: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from its passage and 

approval as provided by law. 

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

22nd day of May 2018, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: None._________________________       

NAYS: None            

ABSTAIN: None            

ABSENT: None            
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     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 
 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this on the 22nd day of May 

2018. 

 

                                                                          
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
                                                                     
  
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 



1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

(847) 853-7509 
Facsimile (847) 853-7700 

 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

Date: April 20, 2018 

To: Village Board of Trustees 

From: Robert T. Bielinski, Village President 

Subject: Appointment of George M. Pearce to the office of Village Trustee, to 
fill the vacancy created by the resignation of Village Trustee Stephen 
M. Leonard 

I am pleased to announce to the Village Board and the residents of the Village of 
Wilmette that I am appointing former Village Trustee George M. Pearce to fill the vacant, 
unexpired term of former Trustee Stephen M. Leonard.   

Mr. Pearce will fill Trustee Leonard’s vacancy until the spring 2019 municipal 
election, at which time the Village’s voters will select a new Trustee to serve the 
remaining two years of Trustee Leonard’s four-year term of office.  Village Trustees will 
be asked to vote to approve this appointment at the regular Village Board meeting on 
May 8, 2018. 

Mr. Pearce has a long and distinguished history of service to the Village and the 
Wilmette community.  He has served the Village government in the following capacities: 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 1994-1997 
 Village Trustee 1997-2005 
 Board of Police and Fire Commissioners 2005-2014 

In addition to his service with the Village government, Mr. Pearce is an active 
member of our community, serving Wilmette through work such as assisting the Village 
in the creation of its Housing Our Own Wilmette charity, and currently as President of 
the Rotary Club of Wilmette Harbor.  Mr. Pearce’s experience and prior public service 
make him highly qualified to fill Trustee Leonard’s vacancy until the next election.   

RTB/ 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

Office of the  (847) 251-2700 
Village President FAX (847) 853-7700 

TDD (847) 853-7634 

PROCLAMATION 
WHEREAS, public works infrastructure, facilities and services provided in our 

community are in integral part of our residents' everyday lives; and 

WHEREAS, the health, safety, and well-being of this community greatly depends on 
these facilities and services; and 

WHEREAS, such facilities and services could not be provided without the dedicated work 
of public works professionals, engineers and administrators representing state, county, municipal 
and local units of government; and 

WHEREAS, the support of an understanding and informed citizenry is vital to the efficient 
operation of public works systems and programs such as water, sewers, streets and street 
lighting, forestry, public buildings and snow removal; and 

WHEREAS, the efficiency of qualified and dedicated personnel who staff public works 
departments is materially influenced by the people's attitude and understanding of the 
importance of the work they perform. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Robert T. Bielinski, President of the Village of Wilmette, do 
hereby proclaim the week of May 20–26, 2018, as PUBLIC WORKS WEEK in the Village of 
Wilmette, and call upon all citizens and civic organizations to acquaint themselves with the 
issues involved in providing our public works and to recognize the contributions which public 
works officials make every day to our health, safety, comfort and quality of life. The Village 
also encourages all Wilmette residents to attend the Wilmette Park District’s Touch-a-Truck 
Event on Saturday, May 12, 2018 from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. at the Centennial Parking Lot 
(2300 Old Glenview Road, Wilmette).  

Dated this 8th day of May, 2018. 

Robert T. Bielinski 
Village President 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness 
variation to permit the retention of a 6’ tall solid fence in a 
front yard at 405 Vista Drive in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 

Case Number: 2018-Z-15 

Property: 405 Vista Drive 

Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant: Sylvia Ballinger 

Nature of Application: Request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence 
openness variation to permit the retention of a 6’ tall solid 
fence in a front yard 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 5.4.F.1.h 
Section 8.3 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.i. 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.ii. 

Hearing Date: April 18, 2018 

Date of Application: March 13, 2018 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  Not Present 
John Kolleng  No 
Christine Norrick No 
Michael Robke No 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, March 27, 2018. 
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
March 29, 2018. Posted on the property, March 28, 2018.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated April 
2018. 

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

6.11 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located at the north side of Vista Drive approximately 210’ west of Vine 
Street. The property is a double-frontage lot with 60.0’ of frontage on Vista Drive and Glenview 
Road. The property is 140.0’ in depth and is 8,400.0 square feet in area. The property is improved 
with a bi-level house and attached two-car garage. 
 
The Subject Property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is requesting to retain an existing 6.0’ tall solid fence within a front yard setback. 
The front yard setback on the block is 39.0’ and the front of the house has a front yard setback 
of 34.92’. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits fence height in the front yard to 4.0’, a 2.0’ fence 
height variation is required. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires that a fence be a minimum 
of 50% open in a front yard, an openness variation is required.  The proposed fence is located 
entirely on private property. 
 
The rear yard fence along Glenview Road and a side yard fence on the east side of the property 
were also installed at the same time and are also 6’ tall and solid. The fence along Glenview Road 
is conforming as this is a fence exception area. 
 
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 
 
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 
of 6.5’ tall solid fence in a 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) 
 
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 
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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 
 
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 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a 39.0’ side yard adjoining a street setback on 
the Subject Property. 
 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.i permits fences in a required front yard, side yard adjoining a street, and rear yard 
of a double-frontage lot provided the fence is limited to a maximum height of 4 feet. 
 
Section 13.4.H.2.a.ii permits fences in a required front yard, side yard adjoining a street, and rear yard 
of a double-frontage lot provided the fence is a minimum of 50% open. 
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Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness 
variation to permit the retention of a 6’ tall solid fence in a front yard at 405 Vista Drive 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-15. 
 
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 Plat of Survey with Fence Location 
  1.5 201702559 405 Vista Drive Fence Permit Documents 
 
 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 

March 27, 2018 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

March 29, 2018 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated March 28, 2018 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant April 2018 
 2.8 Established Front Yard Setback Worksheet for the 201-401 

Block of Vista Drive 
 2.9 Petition submitted by the applicant dated April 17, 2018 
 2.10 Google Street View photo of the property dated September 

2011 
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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. Sylvia Ballinger, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this was a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a 

fence openness variation to permit the retention of a 6’ tall solid fence in a front 
yard. The Village Board will hear this case on May 8, 2018.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that she had an issue with her rear fence due to weather. This 

was in December 2017. She had Fenceworks construct the fence in the rear, side, 
and front. It was her understanding that she could have a 6’ high fence. There are 
other nearby houses with similar fences. The yard is open and the fence is not 
impacting other houses.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said that the applicant has a permit that specifies a 4’ high fence 

in the front.  
 
  The applicant said the permit was for a 4.5’ fence and she asked if she could 

increase the height and she was told that she could. She had no reason to think 
that she could not increase the height.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said that the permit indicates a 4’ high picket fence, front side; 

6’ stockade, side and rear. Who told her that she could go higher in the front? 
 
  The applicant said that someone told her that she could go higher in the front when 

she completed the permit. Perhaps there was miscommunication. She reiterated 
that there are similar fences in the neighborhood.  

 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that even though the permit calls for a 4’ high fence, at what 

point did the applicant tell the fence installer to put a 6’ high fence in the front.  
 
  The applicant said she told them about a 6’ high fence in the front yard when the 

fence installer came out. The installer asked her how high she wanted the fence 
and she wanted 6’ to match the other fences.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that in the front yard, the applicant replaced what was a 4’ 

50% open fence. There are pictures of what the fence was before the new fence 
was installed.  

 
  The applicant said that there was a stockade fence and then her husband built a 

picket fence because he liked them.  
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 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that there is a picture in the packet from 2011 that shows a 
50% open 4’ tall fence. The one that is set back on the east side of the house is set 
far enough back so it doesn’t fall into the setback that requires a 4’ height.  

 
 3.28 Mr. Robke noted that the board members did not have that picture.  
 
  Ms. Norrick said she printed that picture.  
 
  The applicant said there was previously a stockade fence around the property.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy clarified that prior to 2011, her husband built the fence in the 

photo and before that there was a stockade fence that came across and was 6’ tall, 
per the applicant.  

 
  The applicant said she did not recall the exact height, but it was a stockade fence. 

Her husband did not like that fence so he built the picket fence.  
 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said that the board has a direction from corporate counsel that 

when someone comes in after the fact that the board must look at the case as if it 
was new and hasn’t been built. A lot of times the board asks people to modify 
their variances to make it more palatable so it’s easier for the board to find the 
hardship, which is one of the standards of review. Why does the applicant believe 
she needs a 6’ high fence across the driveway? 

 
  The applicant said it gave her a feeling of privacy and security.  
 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy asked what she used the area behind the fence for.  
 
  The applicant said it was previously a driveway and when she bought the home, 

there was an addition put on, so the garage is in the back. That part is open. 
Previously there were gates that went across and they were not easy to open and 
close, so they took them off and put a fence around the back side.  

 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy referenced the 2011 photo and said it looks like there is an 

umbrella in the photo. Does she use that area as a patio? 
 
  The applicant uses the area as a patio. She likes the security of the higher fence. 

She said she has gotten compliments on the fence and reiterated that it fit with 
other fences in the area that face the street.  

 
 3.33 Mr. Surman said he did not see any tall fences in the neighborhood. A lot of the 

fences are set back. The new fence is kind of awkward because it is in front of the 
house. It slightly goes across the front façade.  

 
  The applicant said that the grass area in the front is all open.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Schneider referenced the higher fence to the east. Is this a replacement fence 
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or a new fence? 
 
  The applicant said that this is a replacement fence along with the rear fence.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Schneider asked the height of the previous fence on the east and in the front 

yards.  
 
  The applicant said the side fence was 6’ high and the front was a shorter fence.  
 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy said that the front on both sides of the house were 4’. It does not 

show in the photo print out, but he saw it earlier. Tonight, the board is talking 
about the fence that goes across the driveway.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Surman said that as long as he has been on the board, the board has not 

approved a fence of this height unless there was a noise, traffic, headlight issue.  
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy referenced a case west of Romona. The house faced east but there 

was another street that went east/west past the long side and they wanted to install 
a 6’ high fence to replace a fence that had come down. Perhaps they had already 
installed the fence. He thought that the board had approved it, but the Village 
Board turned over the board’s recommendation. In other instances where the 
board has granted variations where a 6’ fence has been in a front yard and maybe 
100% closed is when the orientation of the lot dictates that a particular yard is the 
front yard when it is not functionally the front yard. That would be the hardship. 
He talked about where Illinois and Locust intersect. There is a house on the 
northeast corner and the lot is large. Going in a certain direction, lights sweep 
through the yard. They had a chain link fence with arbor vitae and they asked to 
put up a 6’ fence due to the lights sweeping through.  

 
  The applicant said that is a big issue. She is at the end of the street where it turns 

and she would see a lot of lights. She put up a higher fence to cover the lights. She 
is at the end of the cul de sac and there are cars that come in that direction.  

 
 3.39 Mr. Schneider talked about a case at the southeast corner of Hunter and Wilmette. 

He is not sure whether that was a side yard facing Wilmette Avenue. They asked 
for a higher fence on the basis that one of their children had some health issues 
and they needed that fence for security.  

 
 3.40 Chairman Duffy said that case might have been 446 or 447 Sandy Lane. Both 

were yards along Wilmette Avenue.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Robke asked about hardship in tonight’s case.  
 
(After section 4.0) 
 3.42 There were no more questions for the applicant.  
 
 3.43 There was no one else in the audience to speak on this case. There was no 
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additional communication on this case.  

4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 

4.11 Mr. Dan Beederman 
335 Vista Drive 

4.2 Summary of presentations 

4.21 Mr. Beederman said he lives a few houses away from the applicant’s house. He is 
supporting the applicant’s request. The front fence is set back even with the house 
and encloses the patio. It is not out of place and it is not an eyesore. He didn’t 
notice it until he heard about tonight’s hearing. He said that when cars go around 
the curve, headlights will hit the applicant’s home. He urged the board to grant 
the request. The fence is a nice addition to the neighborhood.  

5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

5.1 Mr. Robke said that while he is sympathetic with the applicant’s request, he does 
not see a hardship. The standards of review are not met. He will not support the 
proposal.  

5.2 Mr. Kolleng said that a 4’ high 50% open fence is the standard in the village. 
There are certain situations when higher fence requests are granted. He said that 
the applicant’s fence is not in front of her windows, so she will still get some 
headlights. He does not see a hardship and standards of review are not met.  

5.3 Ms. Norrick agreed with the above comments. If the applicant had come to the 
board prior to installation, the board most likely would have requested that the 
height be lower and that the fence be open.  

5.4 Mr. Surman explained the role of the board is to interpret the code and make a 
decision based on code. That is the direction provided by the village board. 

5.5 Chairman Duffy said that the board is tasked with a strict interpretation of village 
code. The Village Board has the leeway to overturn the board’s recommendation. 
He is not saying that they definitely would, but he said that the applicant should 
take her case to the Village Board. It appears as if the board will have a negative 
vote on this case. He can see why the fence is functionally better for the applicant 
but if the applicant brought the case to the board, the board would have asked her 
to conform to code.  



Case 2018-Z-15 
405 Vista Drive 

10 

6.0 DECISION 

6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height 
variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention of a 6’ tall solid 
fence in a front yard at 405 Vista Drive 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  Not Present 
John Kolleng  No 
Christine Norrick No 
Michael Robke No 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 

Motion failed. 

6.2 Mr. Kolleng authorized the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation 
for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-15. 

6.21 Mr. Surman 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 does not meet the variation standards 
of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the Zoning 
Ordinance. Specifically, there are no physical conditions of the property imposing a 
practical difficulty or particular hardship on the owner. The owner has created her own 
plight by installing the fence in violation of the code requirements. There is no hardship 
preventing the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a conforming 
fence. The fence location in line with the front of the house does not prevent car lights 
from going into the front windows. There are no other homes in the immediate area that 
have a tall/enclosed fence in the front yard.  

Regarding the fence variation standards, the street to which the fence is oriented is a 
residential street and does not have an excess of traffic volume. There are no other such 
fences in front yards in the immediate area. No landscaping has been proposed to 
minimize the appearance of the fence. While the applicant testified that such a fence 
existed previously, it appears that the most recent fence was conforming in height and 
openness.  
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 2.0’ fence height 
variation and a fence openness variation to permit the retention of a 6’ tall solid fence in 
a front yard at 405 Vista Drive in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

























REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 6.61 

SUBJECT: Ratification of the Existing Agreement with Holland & Knight 
Permitted Conflict Of Interest -- Holland & Knight 

DATE: May 3, 2018  

FROM: Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 

BUDGET IMPACT:  None 

Recommended Motion 

Move to ratify the existing agreement between Holland & Knight and the Village of Wilmette for 
legal services and authorize the Village Manager to execute all documentation required to 
achieve the ratification. 

Conflict of Interest – Holland & Knight / Trustee Pearce 

The Village has an existing relationship with the law firm Holland & Knight (H&K).  H&K has 
represented the Village as its litigation counsel for over a decade in various matters.  Currently, 
H&K is the Village’s litigation counsel for the matter of First American Bank, et. al. v. Village of 
Wilmette (“Lawsuit”), which is set for trial – after 10 years of litigation – on May 8, 2018.  As the 
Village desires to have H&K continue with its representation of the Village, but at the same time 
desires to appoint an H&K attorney (George Pearce) as Village Trustee, a conflict of interest 
will be created. 

In October of 2007, the time the relationship between the Village and H&K – as it relates to the 
Lawsuit was established – Mr. Pearce was not a Village Trustee.  Once Mr. Pearce’s 
appointment is approved and he is sworn in as a Village Trustee, a conflict of interest will have 
been created.  Doing so requires a new vote on the H&K agreement to be taken once Mr. 
Pearce is appointed.  The existing terms and conditions of the agreement between H&K and 
the Village will not be changed.  Rather, this ratification is a formality needed to lawfully allow 
the contractual relationship between H&K and the Village to continue. 

Upon investigation, the Corporation Counsel has determined that this is a permitted conflict of 
interest as allowed by state law. Mr. Pearce does not own more than 1% share of H&K; 
therefore, there is no statutory bar to such a contract and there is no monetary limit upon the 
contract between H&K and the Village, as would be if Mr. Pearce owned more than a 1% share 
of H&K.  In order to ensure the state statutes are compiled with, there are certain actions Mr. 
Pearce and the Village Board must take, which are discussed more thoroughly below.   

Law Department

mailto:steinj@wilmette.com


Page 2 of 2   CORPORATION COUNSEL MEMORANDUM 
  (PERMITTED CONFLICT OF INTEREST -- TRUSTEE) 

 

General Rule:  Interests in Contracts (Statutory Conflict of Interests) 

State statutes (50 ILCS 105/3 and 65 ILCS 5/3.1-55-10) expressly prohibit certain forms of conflict 
of interest.  The Illinois Municipal Code provides that no public official may be interested, directly 
or indirectly, in any contract, work or business of the municipality.  Similarly, the Public Officer 
Prohibited Activities Act (50 ILCS 105/3), in relevant part, prohibits any public official from being 
interested, directly or indirectly, either in the official's own name or through a corporation, in any 
contract or the performance of any work in the making or letting of which the public official might 
be called upon to act or vote. 
 
Exception Applicable to the General Rule 
 
Per 50 ILCS 105/3(b-5) and 65 ILCS 5/3.1-55-10(b-5), the Village may continue its engagement 
with H&K, even after Mr. Pearce’s appointment becomes effective, because Mr. Pearce’s 
ownership share in H&K is less than 1% of the company.  However, Mr. Pearce must first publicly 
disclose the nature and extent of his interest in H&K and abstain from voting on the matter.  The 
agreement must approved by a majority vote of the remaining Village Board members (4 votes).   
 
Assuming Mr. Pearce and the Village Board comply with the requirements listed above, the 
agreement will be valid and no violation of the statutes will have occurred.   
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