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WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED REGULAR MEETING 

December 14, 2015 
7:00 p.m. 

 

The Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals rescheduled regular meeting will convene on Monday,  
December 14, 2015 in the Council Chamber at the Winnetka Village Hall, 510 Green Bay Road, 
Winnetka, Illinois, at 7:00 p.m. 

AGENDA 
 

1. Approval of October 28, 2015 meeting minutes. 
 

2. Case No. 15-30-V2: 117 Church Rd. 
117 Church Rd. Limited Partnership / Martin Murphy 
Variation by Ordinance 
1. Maximum Building Size 

 
3. Case No. 15-31-V2: 811 Tower Rd. 

    Tim and Lauryna Curl 
    Variations by Ordinance 

1. Front and Corner Yard Setbacks 
2. Garages 
3. Conforming Uses of Nonconforming Buildings 

 
4.   Case No. 15-10-PD: Continued from the November 16, 2015 meeting 

511 Lincoln Ave., 513-515 Lincoln Ave., 710-732 Elm St., 740  
Elm St. and a portion of the adjacent Lincoln Ave. right-of-way 
Stonestreet Partners and Winnetka Station LLC 
Planned Development 
 

5. Discussion of proposed amendments to the Zoning Ordinance related to stormwater.  
 

6. Other Business 
 
Note:  Public comment is permitted on all agenda items. 
 
The Village of Winnetka, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that all persons with 
disabilities, who require certain accommodations to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting or have 
questions about the accessibility of the meeting or facilities contact the Village ADA Coordinator at 510 Green Bay 
Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093, (Telephone (847) 716-3543; T.D.D. (847) 501-6041). 
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Village of Winnetka 

Memo 
To: ZBA members 

From: Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 

Date: December 7, 2015 

Re: Application Updates 

• Case No. 15-21-SU:  850 Green Bay Rd., Special Use Permit (SUP) for Core 
Power Yoga.  Ordinance M-26-2015 granting the SUP is scheduled for 
consideration by the Village Council at its meeting December 15, 2015.        

• Case No. 15-28-SU:  554 Green Bay Rd., SUP for Verizon Wireless.  
Consideration of the SUP by the Plan Commission (PC) is pending.  The 
December meeting of the PC is being rescheduled.  Once the PC makes its 
recommendation, the Village Council will consider the request. 

• Case No. 15-29-V2:  470 Poplar, maximum building size and side yard setback 
variations to allow an attic addition.  The Village Council is tentatively scheduled 
to consider this case at its meeting January 5, 2016.    

 



 
DRAFT 

 
WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

OCTOBER 28, 2015 
 

 
Zoning Board Members Present:  Joni Johnson, Chairperson 

Kathleen Kumer 
Carl Lane 
Mark Naumann 

 
Zoning Board Members Absent:  Chris Blum  

Mary Hickey 
Thomas Kehoe 
 

Village Staff:     Michael D’Onofrio, Director of Community  
Development  
Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant  

 
Agenda Items: 
 
Case No. 15-21-SU:    850 Green Bay Road 

Level 4 Yoga, LLC d/b/a Core Power Yoga 
Special Use Permit 
To Permit a Yoga and Fitness Studio 

 
Case No. 15-23-V:    771/773 Sheridan Road 

Bill and Kathy Jackson 
Variations by Zoning Board of Appeals 
1. Height of Buildings and Structures  
2. Conforming Uses of Nonconforming Buildings 

 
Case No 15-24-V:    510 Elder Lane 

Phillip and Missy Shinall 
Variations by Zoning Board of Appeals 
1. Side Yard Setback  
2. Rear Yard Setback  

 
Minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals 

October 28, 2015 
 
Call to Order: 
Chairperson Johnson called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. 
 
Approval of Minutes:  
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Chairperson Johnson stated that the Board would now review the September 14, 2015 meeting 
minutes.  She noted that she submitted her changes via email to Mr. D'Onofrio.  Chairperson 
Johnson asked if there were any other comments.  No comments were made at this time.  
Chairperson Johnson then asked for a motion.  
 
A motion was made by Mr. Lane, and seconded, to approve the minutes and findings from the 
September 14, 2015 meeting, as amended.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously 
passed.  
 
Chairperson Johnson then introduced new Board member, Kathleen Kumer.  She informed the 
audience that there is a bare quorum of the Board.  
 
850 Green Bay Road, Case No. 15-21-SU: Level 4 Yoga, LLC d/b/a Core Power Yoga,  
Special Use Permit – to Permit a Yoga and Fitness Studio                 
Mr. D’Onofrio read the public notice.  The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and 
receive public comment regarding a request by Level 4 Yoga LLC, d/b/a Core Power Yoga, 
concerning a Special Use Permit in accordance with Section 17.56 of the Winnetka Zoning 
Ordinance to permit a yoga and fitness studio at 850 Green Bay Rd. 
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that she would like to point out that although the Board no longer had 
jurisdiction over special uses in the retail overlay district, because it is similar to a health club, that 
is why the Board is seeing this case and that the Plan Commission already reviewed the case.  She 
then swore in those that would be speaking on this case.  
 
Anthony Monitay (sp?) of the CDO Group stated that he is representing Core Power Yoga and that 
they are asking for a special use permit.  He then stated that they have done a parking analysis and 
gone through all of the steps to meet all of the criteria in good faith for the neighborhood.  Mr. 
Monitay also stated that for the use by the group and parking, he commented that they would be 
good co-tenants and a good fit for the neighborhood.  
 
Chairperson Johnson noted that the applicant has other operations in the United States and asked if 
this is the typical size.   
 
Mr. Monitay responded that it is a smaller size studio which would fit well in the marketplace and 
that there are several throughout the Chicagoland area.  He reiterated that it would fit perfectly in 
a scenario like this and referred to the fact that there are other co-tenants.  Mr. Monitay then stated 
that they have the ability for the classes to be flexible for people which would amount to 10 to 15 
people per class.   
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the parking consultant is here.  
 
Mr. Monitay stated that they did the analysis for three separate lots and that they are working with 
one which is the McDonald’s public parking lot along with street parking.  He stated that they felt 
comfortable with the amount of parking.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.  
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Mr. Lane commented that the application was well done and that there was good information in the 
parking study which made it a lot easier to follow.  He then asked Mr. D'Onofrio if south of 
Tower, if people are able to park in that space.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio responded that there are some parking spaces in the front of the building on the 
corner where Adams Driving is located.  He then stated that once you get to the McDonald’s 
driveway, there is no parking on Green Bay Road in front of the subject site.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that she would like to point out that although they looked at Green Bay 
Road street parking far away from the site, there is very little parking there and that she did not 
think that Steve Saunders took that into account.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that there is street parking on Chatfield Road on the north side.  
 
Mr. Monitay informed the Board that they did an analysis with a person on site for several days 
and that there are plenty of parking spaces for average class sizes.  He added that they would not 
have taken the site if they felt there was an issue with parking.  Mr. Monitay reiterated that they 
felt comfortable which is why they spent the money for the KLOA parking analysis.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the classes would be walk in or sign up.  
 
Mr. Monitay stated that it would be both.  
 
Chairperson Johnson then asked if their other sites are in the city or suburbs.  
 
Mr. Monitay responded both and that most are in the suburbs.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the locations in the suburbs have dedicated lots similar to this.  
 
Mr. Monitay confirmed that they are similar to this.  He informed the Board that when dealing 
with McDonald's and after they went through the analysis, the number one concern was 
co-tenancy and having parking spaces for their people.  Mr. Monitay stated that KLOA included 
that as part of their analysis and indicated that it seemed thorough.  He added that they felt that 
there would be enough of a parking count for them to survive.  
 
Mr. Naumann asked Mr. D'Onofrio if there is seasonability to public parking on the street or in the 
public lot.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio responded that there is not and that it is consistent.  He indicated that it may be 
lower when school is out or during spring break.  Mr. D'Onofrio also stated that there is generally 
parking in the area which is consistent irrespective of the season.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the employees would park in the lot.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that the employee passes are such that when they are sold to people, they are 
not guaranteed a parking spot but that it represented a license to hunt for a parking space.  He 
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noted that there are no designated spaces and that it is on a first come, first served basis for either 
commuters or employees.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if after 10:30 a.m., would it be open to anyone. 
 
Mr. D'Onofrio indicated that it depended on the lot.  
 
Chairperson Johnson then stated that in the agenda report, it stated that the applicant planned to 
purchase employee parking passes for two employees.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio agreed that is correct and added that they cost $10.00.   
 
Mr. Monitay informed the Board that there would be instructors and one to two employees max.  
He also stated that there are rarely three employees in the facility.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that when they did the parking study, he asked whether they used the average 
people in class and what is the maximum size for the largest and smallest classes. 
 
Mr. Monitay stated that there are between 35 to 50 people with guests or during a special event, 
which he described as very rare.  He stated that the average size is typically 15 square feet per 
person per class which would give each person 15 square feet of practice space.  Mr. Monitay 
then stated that with regard to studio size, he stated that they laid out in the plans the mats which 
show how many would fit.  
 
Mr. Lane asked how many people would fit in the studio.  
 
Mr. Monitay responded 30 to 35 people max with a combined total of 40 people. 
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that he would like to point out that with regard to parking, on page 2 in the 
packet of materials that there is an aerial photograph and identified the boundary in yellow as the 
strip center site which showed the strip center and parking associated with that center.  He then 
stated that up to the northwest, you can see the area in orange which represented public parking.  
 
Mr. Monitay stated that there could be 30 people max in that size studio and 10 people max in the 
smaller studio.  He informed the Board that the smaller rooms are used for specialized practice 
and teacher training.  Mr. Monitay then stated that the normal classes are at 30 minute intervals.  
He added that on the initial floor plan, when they laid out the bathrooms, etc. there is 4,300 square 
feet of space, that would run between 30 and 40 students at a time at an average time.  Mr. 
Monitay then stated that there will be peak times and that it is unique that it would happen with a 
special teacher or group in with the peak time.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the wall would be movable.  
 
Mr. Monitay responded that it would not and that there would be two separate classes.  He noted 
that the second class would happen on the half hour and that there would not be two groups there at 
the same time.  Mr. Monitay then referred to the flow for the bathrooms and fixtures.  
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Chairperson Johnson referred to the proposed schedule that the parking consultant provided on 
page 15 of the packet and noted that there would be some classes at noon which represented a peak 
time for the parking lot and asked if they are considering adjusting that.  
 
Mr. Monitay stated that they have done that before and that the students get there before the rush 
happens.  
 
Mr. Naumann commented that midday is the busiest time of day.  He stated that in the analysis, it 
stated that there are 60 parking spaces.  
 
Mr. Monitay reiterated that they would not have gone into the deal if they were not comfortable 
with regard to parking and spent money on the KLOA study.  
 
Chairperson Johnson suggested that they can schedule and see what happened and what would be 
a better experience for the customers.  
 
Mr. Monitay stated that it is all about finding harmony in the neighborhood.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked Mr. D'Onofrio with regard to the vacant space, if they are only 
required to have two parking spaces.  She also stated that in the agenda report, it stated that vacant 
space in the shopping center is only required to have two parking spaces.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio noted that is what the current standard is.  
 
Chairperson Johnson questioned if it is customer driven. 
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that the only requirement is based on the square footage of the facility and not 
what the customer base is.  He reiterated that it is not based on the use of the space.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions. No additional questions were raised 
by the Board at this time.  She then noted that it will be a quiet use and referred to the gas station 
which applied for a special use for renovations.  Chairperson Johnson stated that there was 
concern in connection with noise and litter that they would get from McDonald's.  She then called 
the matter in for discussion. 
 
Mr. Naumann commented that he thought that the proposal was well thought out and that the 
parking analysis was comprehensive although it was for only one day.  He also stated that it 
looked like there would be more than adequate parking and referred to the issues around the 
neighborhood and the fact that there is no concern there.  Mr. Naumann concluded by stating that 
it would be fine.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that with regard to the average number, it is something that they always have 
trouble with.  He referred to the fact that the applicant stated that there would not be that many 
people and asked why have the parking study.  Mr. Lane stated that while it is troubling, given 
that at the max, there will still probably be plenty of available parking spaces and that he is fine 
with it.  He suggested that they do a better job of the studies done with supporting information in 
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connection with the number of people who would be using the facility and stated that real estate 
offices always underplay their usage.  Mr. Lane added that at the max, there are still well within 
parking.  
 
Chairperson Johnson referred to situations where there are complaints from other tenants and 
suggested that there be follow up by the Village to adjust that.  She also stated that having gone to 
the Community House for classes and not being able to park and go home, she stated that the 
customers would not like it if there is no parking.  Chairperson Johnson then suggested that they 
play around with having a signup sheet and a few drop-ins.  She added that in the city, people do 
not expect to be able to park.  
 
Ms. Kumer stated that while she is new to this, she commented that it is a well thought out proposal 
and also that parking did not seem to be an issue.  She stated that she would like to comment with 
regard to what to provide in terms of people per square footage, that would be helpful information.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that she did not know if there are fire regulations about that.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio noted that they do not regulate the maximum occupant loads and that the occupancy 
rates for facilities with yoga mats would be substantially less than those uses which have chairs 
next to other chairs.  He reiterated that they do not get into that.  Mr. D'Onofrio added that this 
facility would be replacing a former real estate office and that with regard to parking, they have 
never had complaints about parking over there.  Mr. D'Onofrio noted that the real estate office 
moved out a year ago after the merger.  
 
Ms. Kumer commented that it would be nice to have the space filled.  
 
Chairperson Johnson noted that the Board is a recommending body since it is a special use.  She 
then asked for a motion.  
 
Mr. Lane moved to recommend the approval of the special use permit for 850 Green Bay Road.  
He then stated that instead of going through each of the six standards, he referred to page 7 of the 
agenda packet as evidence which is well structured and laid out.  Mr. Lane added that the request 
met all of the requirements.  Mr. Lane noted that the key issue is parking and that based on the 
average anticipated class sizes, there would still be a significant amount of parking available even 
with the maximum levels of use in the classes.  He added that there would be no big classes during 
the lunch rush.  
 
Ms. Kumer seconded the motion.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed, 4 to 
0. 
  
AYES:   Johnson, Kumer, Lane, Naumann 
NAYS:   None     
 
Standards for Granting Special Uses 
The standards for granting Special Uses are set both by statute and by Village Code.  Section 
17.56.010 requires that special uses be permitted only upon evidence that these meet standards 
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established by the applicable classification in the zoning ordinances.  Conditions “reasonably 
necessary to meet such standards” are specifically authorized.  Section 17.56.010 establishes the 
following standards for granting Special Use permits: 
 
1. That the establishment, maintenance, and operations of the Special Use will not be detrimental 

to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare.  As a yoga 
studio, the operation in no way endangers the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general 
welfare.  Their mission is to provide a calming, soothing practice that is nurturing to the body, 
mind, and soul.  Yoga practiced in their studios is led be trained professional instructors and 
has been used for hundreds of years for physical and mental fitness purposes.  It is a healthy 
practice that promotes holistic health and welfare. 
 

2. That the Special Use will not be substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of other 
property in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by right in the district or districts of 
concern, nor substantially diminish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity.  The 
operation of Core Power Yoga will in no way cause any interruption, disruption, nor be 
injurious to the use or enjoyment of others in the immediate area.  Yoga is a peaceful practice 
that generates very little sound and almost no by-products (trash, etc.).   

 
3. That the establishment of the Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development 

or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the 
district or districts of concern.  The operation of Core Power Yoga will in no way impede any 
development or improvement of other properties in the area.  The operation is conducted 
100% on the premises and garners a higher income client that has disposable income to spend 
on wellness activities.  The colors, logo, and trade dress are all very tasteful and subdued. 

 
4. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress in a manner 

which minimize pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways.  The existing 
center has an existing street entrance and it will not be altered.  They have a limited class size 
that eliminates the opportunity for congestion and they have set class schedules which allows 
for their clients to plan their visits to their studios. 

 
5. That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage, and other facilities necessary to the 

operation of the Special Use exists or are to be provided.  The existing utilities are sufficient 
for the operation of a Core Power Yoga and no alterations or upgrades to the site will be 
necessary to operate a Core Power Yoga.  They will be upgrading the finishes inside their 
space to provide the Core Power experience their clients have come to expect.   

 
6. That the Special Use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of this and 

other Village ordinances and codes.  The Special Use conforms with all other applicable 
regulations and other Village ordinances and codes.  They have an experienced architect that 
works all over the country for some of the most well-known national brands that will help to 
ensure all codes, regulations, and ordinances will be followed.  Their operation is based on 
providing a peaceful setting to teach the ancient practice of Yoga to their clients.  Yoga is 
based on the concept of community and acceptance and their clients exemplify this in the way 
that they behave in the world.        
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771/773 Sheridan Road: Case No. 15-23-V, Bill and Kathy Jackson, Variations by Zoning 
Board of Appeals: (1) Height of Buildings and Structures and (2) Conforming Uses of 
Nonconforming Buildings                                                                      
Mr. D'Onofrio read the public notice.  The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and receive 
public comment regarding a request by Bill and Kathy Jackson concerning variations by the 
Zoning Board of Appeals from Sections 17.30.080 [Height of Buildings and Structures] and 
17.64.060 [Conforming Uses of Nonconforming Buildings] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to 
permit the expansion and substantial remodeling of a nonconforming accessory structure that will 
result in a building height of 27.27 ft., whereas a maximum of 15 ft. is permitted, a variation of 
12.27 ft. (81.8%) and enlarged windows and a sliding door in the nonconforming north building 
wall which has a nonconforming side yard setback of 13.54 ft., whereas a minimum of 17.73 ft. is 
required. 
 
Chairperson Johnson swore in those that would be speaking on this case. 
 
Jeff Ralph introduced himself to the Board as a senior associate with Konstant Architecture 
Planning.  He stated that in connection with the coach house in question, the owners are trying to 
rehab it since it is in disrepair.  Mr. Ralph also stated that they want to make it better in terms of 
aesthetics and function of a coach house.  He noted that they planned to leave the forms as much 
as possible and to limit the amount of construction and demolition.  Mr. Ralph stated that they 
planned to change the materials to make it better reflect and coordinate with the main home which 
is new construction and to finish the roof forms to make it better as well aesthetically.  He added 
that the coach house is intended for family use.  
 
Chairperson Johnson questioned the gables.  
 
Mr. Ralph stated that with regard to the existing roof, they would not be making it taller or wider.  
He informed the Board that there are two chamfer gables on the east-west gables and that north and 
south, there are true gables.  Mr. Ralph stated that in their opinion, it would be better if they are 
finished off.  He also stated that they would not be full hipped roofs and that it would be just 3 to 
4 feet.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if it would be encroaching less.  
 
Mr. Ralph responded that the overhangs would encroach less and that they would be reducing the 
overhangs.  He stated that they would be removing them and having less bulk.  Mr. Ralph then 
referred to a couple of fireplaces and that with regard to the changes to the plan, on the north wall, 
there is a kitchen now which is narrow and could use more light.  Mr. Ralph also referred to the 
front door in the back end and the narrow entry.  He indicated that it would function better with 
the plan being adjusted as proposed and that since the applicants are spending money, it would 
make more sense if it was to function better.  Mr. Ralph added that the aesthetics on the exterior 
would be improved.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any questions.  
 
Mr. Lane asked with regard to the height, if they would be extending the roof line and that the 
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height would not be taller.  
 
Mr. Ralph confirmed that is correct.  He noted that it would be coming down if you were to count 
the chimney height.  
 
Mr. Lane asked if the only place they would be adding walls is on the west elevation where they 
are adding half walls.  He then asked if they would be garden walls.  
 
Mr. Ralph confirmed that is correct.  He indicated that it would serve as the entry for the property 
as a whole with the gate.  
 
Mr. Lane then asked what is the purpose.  
 
Mr. Ralph stated that it would form the entry to the property and be a continuation of the wall as a 
garden wall.   
 
Mr. Naumann asked if it had no function or if its purpose is aesthetic.  
 
Mr. Ralph confirmed that is correct.  
 
Mr. Lane asked if it would not be attached to the wall on the street.  
 
Mr. Ralph confirmed that is correct.   
 
Ms. Kumer referred to the photograph in the packet of materials.  
 
Mr. Ralph informed the Board that the same photograph from the front showed the roof forms 
where the chamfer gable is on one corner.  
 
Mr. Lane asked if it is part of the home or the fence.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that it is part of the fence.  He noted that they are not requesting relief from 
the setback line.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked what is the height of the wall and how far away is it from the sidewalk.  
She then referred to safety issues when a vehicle pulled out.  
 
Mr. Ralph responded that he did not have the dimension from the sidewalk in line with the front 
façade of the coach house.  He estimated it to be 23 feet.  
 
Mr. Lane asked with regard to the northwest fence post, if it is only on one side.  
 
Mr. Ralph confirmed that is correct.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio referred the Board to page 18 in the packet of materials.  
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Mr. Ralph noted that the wall is a 4 foot wall for the majority and that it would go to 6½ feet by the 
home.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there is room to come out of the garage to back up and go out.  
 
Mr. Ralph noted that there is a big motor court which is existing.  He also stated that there is 
opaque glass in front of the garage.  Mr. Ralph also stated that there will be a one car garage 
reduced from a two car garage.   
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that to clarify, he suggested that the Board look at the survey on page 9 of the 
materials and that you can see that with regard to the coach house, the west wall of that is where the 
wall would start which is setback 27.33 feet from the property line and that then there is the 
sidewalk which is another 1 foot 18 inches from that and that it is 29 feet from the sidewalk.  He 
noted that the applicants did not need a variation on the west side and that the variation being 
requested is for height.  Mr. D'Onofrio then stated that the north wall of the structure is 
nonconforming which is where they planned to put the windows and a sliding door.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if that is the side facing the parking lot.  
 
Mr. Ralph confirmed that is correct.  
 
Mr. Lane asked if the front yard is existing nonconforming.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio responded that the wall is not required to have that setback since it is considered a 
fence.  
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that with regard to the exterior finish of the coach house, there is a stone wall 
and that it would be similar to changing the siding or brick which would not require a variation.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that with regard to the existing nonconformity, that is a good 
clarification.   
 
Mr. Lane asked if they would be taking out the windows and filling it in on the north side.  
 
Ms. Klaassen and Mr. Ralph confirmed that is correct. 
 
Mr. Lane asked if that did not require a variation.  
 
Ms. Klaassen confirmed that a variation is required to enlarge the existing window openings, not to 
fill-in the wall.   
 
Mr. Lane referred to whether they have not had that situation arise before.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that the thought behind it is that if there is a nonconforming yard and they 
would be making another opening, it is considered whether it may have an impact on the neighbor.  
He then stated that is the logic behind requiring zoning relief from creating a new opening which 
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Chairperson Johnson stated that there is a privacy issue, but when you fill-in it would be creating 
more privacy. 
 
Mr. Lane then stated that his question is why the applicants didn’t need a variation for filling in the 
nonconforming wall on the front.  
 
Ms. Klaassen responded that is because it is not on the front elevation and that it did not apply to 
the front yard.   
 
Mr. D'Onofrio added that it applies to side yards and that there would be no neighbors to impact to 
the front.  He noted that the impact is generally to side yards since they are smaller than front 
yards or rear yards.  Mr. D'Onofrio then stated that there is a tendency for homes to be located at 
the near point along the side yard and that the potentially largest impact of a new opening is in the 
side yard.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that in connection with the standards, the first one is that if they were to tear down 
and rebuild, it would be more costly.  
 
Mr. Ralph agreed that it would be substantially more.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that when the applicants purchased the home, they were paying for the coach 
house and if they were to tear it down and rebuild, it would impact the return on their investment.  
He then stated that he is struggling with unique circumstances and asked for the applicants to go 
into more detail as to what the unique circumstances are here.  
 
Mr. Ralph stated that with regard to the return on their property from a financial aspect, it would be 
more detrimental to tear down or fix up the coach house in a situation where it is not as functional 
or its appearance is not as good as it could be.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that he understood that and referred to the plight of the applicants being due to 
unique circumstances.  He then stated that they have struggled in the past and that while each case 
is different, the plight cannot be to have a home which is not conforming or became 
nonconforming which is what they have here.  Mr. Lane also stated that the coach house was built 
in a nonconforming space and a nonconforming height and asked what else is unique in causing 
them to need this.  
 
Mr. Ralph responded that he is not sure what makes it unique.  
 
Chairperson Johnson referred to examples of past unique circumstances such as corner properties 
where there are two front yards.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio read the second standard and stated that he would give his opinion.  He stated that 
for example, if an applicant comes in and says that they need a second floor addition because of 
having twins and needing a fourth bedroom and that to build that, they would need a variation 
since it would not meet the side yard setback requirement.  Mr. D'Onofrio stated that the standard 
is always interpreted with regard to the circumstances associated with the character of the property 
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and how it relates to the grade of the property which would require them to place it here.  He then 
stated that in this case with regard to the new windows, it is a unique circumstance with regard to 
the location of the existing structure.  Mr. D'Onofrio indicated that it may have been built at a time 
when it was conforming, but that now, it is not.  He added that the location of the home on the lot 
with regard to zoning relief is what is being asked for.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that they could tear the coach home down.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that they have had the same issues with garages.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that guidelines are given to the applicant and referred to irregular lot 
shape, topography, the presence of three or more street frontages, etc.  She also stated that the 
applicants would be decreasing the nonconformity in terms of the west side and that they would 
not be increasing or creating an additional nonconformity except for putting windows and a door in 
the north wall which could be defined as unique because it is facing a parking lot with no effect on 
any residential neighbor.  Chairperson Johnson stated that ultimately, they could tear it down 
since it is not part of the principal structure.  She then stated that they do not want it torn down and 
that for the record, they have to find ways to make sure that all of the standards are met.  
Chairperson Johnson noted that the Board has final jurisdiction.   
 
Chairperson Johnson then stated that with regard to the other issues, in terms of the lot, it might 
work against them and that the minimum lot size is more than twice of what is required.  She 
referred to example no. 6 as the best way to describe it other than saying to tear it down or leave it 
as it is.  Chairperson Johnson also stated that there was a public policy standpoint which was 
intended for the use of coach houses for family during the affordable housing discussion several 
years ago and that one concrete action that came out of that was that the Village Council wanted to 
encourage the use of coach houses which can be used for affordable housing but that it was not 
intended to be leased although a future owner might.  She stated that it would help fulfill the 
Village’s policy to encourage the use and preservation of coach houses and that by improving the 
coach house to make it livable for their own and future families if rented to a third party.  
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other comments.  No additional comments were 
made at this time.  Chairperson Johnson then called the matter in for discussion.  
 
Mr. Naumann described the proposal as comprehensive and referred to the issue of uniqueness. He 
stated that definitely, they found a way around that with the sixth item and that the request would 
result in the immaterial correction of deficiencies.  Mr. Naumann also stated that he appreciated 
the reasonable return issue in that the property was purchased with the intent to use the coach 
house.  He stated that they must also look at the benefits to the Village and that the coach house 
would be brought up to current standards which are a benefit when you think about consistency 
with the main property and that there are no misgivings or further issues.  
 
Mr. Lane described it as a good application and referred to the unique circumstances issue they are 
dealing with in this situation.  He then stated that the fact is that the applicants would be 
substantially improving the home by making the coach house look consistent with their home 
which he commented is good and positive.  Mr. Lane also stated that clearly, tearing down the 
coach house and rebuilding it is not a good option.   
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Mr. Lane then referred to situations where garages are in disrepair and the difficulty because of the 
cost of tearing them down and moving them.  He stated that here, there would be a substantial 
change.  Mr. Lane also noted that in addition to item no. 6, part of the unique circumstances is the 
main home and the site line from it and if they were to move the coach house and make it off 
center, they do not want the home with another located squarely behind it which is something that 
the Board can consider.  He concluded by stating that in connection with the other items, that is 
something in favor.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that with regard to the home, she asked if the primary home here has 
the same footprint.  
 
Mr. Ralph stated that it would be in the same general location and that there is a huge tree in the 
back of the property.  He informed the Board that the newer home is longer on the north side and 
that the previous home had a flat roof.  Mr. Ralph added that it was also in disrepair when it was 
purchased.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that she drove by it every day and that she did not notice the primary 
residence. She described it as beautiful and noted that the coach house is in disrepair and is 
prominent.  Chairperson Johnson also stated that given the fact that there is a parking lot to the 
north and the beach, she commented that it would be nice to have something which looked nice.  
 
Ms. Kumer agreed that it would be fine.  She also stated that it makes a difference in improving 
the character of the home which is so visible on Sheridan Road.  
 
Chairperson Johnson reiterated that the Board has final jurisdiction and asked for a motion.  
 
Mr. Naumann moved to grant the requested variations.  He stated that with regard to reasonable 
return, the property owners are bringing the coach house up to current standards which are 
consistent with the main home.  Mr. Naumann then stated that with regard to unique 
circumstances, they have agreed in terms of exception no. 6 with regard to correcting the 
deficiency is best placed in defining unique circumstances.  He stated that the request would not 
alter the character of the locality and would improve it.  Mr. Naumann then stated that in 
connection with light, the property is removed from anything which is located close by.  He stated 
that there would be no hazard from fire and that the taxable value of the land would be enhanced.  
Mr. Naumann concluded by stating that congestion would not increase and that the public health, 
safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the Village would not be impaired.  
 
Mr. Lane seconded the motion.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed, 4 to 0.  
 
AYES:   Johnson, Kumer, Lane, Naumann 
NAYS:   None     
 
FINDINGS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
1. The requested variations are within the final jurisdiction of the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
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2. The requested variations are in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 

Winnetka Zoning Ordinance.  The proposal is compatible, in general, with the character 
of existing development within the immediate neighborhood with respect to architectural 
scale and other site improvements. 

 
3. There are practical difficulties or a particular hardship which prevents strict application of 

Section 17.30.080 [Height of Buildings and Structures] and Section 17.64.060 
[Conforming Uses of Nonconforming Buildings] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance 
which is related to the use or the construction or alteration of buildings or structures. 

 
The evidence in the judgment of the Zoning Board of Appeals has established: 
 
1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 

the conditions allowed by regulations in that zone.  The owners are proposing to bring the 
coach house up to current standards which are consistent with the main home.  

 
2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.  Such circumstances must be 

associated with the characteristics of the property in question, rather than being related to 
the occupants.  The proposed improvements will be correcting/diminishing the existing 
nonconforming setbacks.  

 
3. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  The 

proposed improvements will improve the character of the locality.   
 
4. An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired.  There 

are no structures in close proximity to the existing coach house, therefore, the supply of 
light and air will not be impaired.   

 
5. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased as the 

proposed improvements shall comply with building code standards, including fire and life 
safety requirements.   

 
6. The taxable value of land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish. The 

proposed construction is generally an improvement to the property and may increase the 
taxable value of the property.  

 
7. The congestion in the public street will not increase.  The usage and circulation of the 

property will remain the same.   
 
8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will 

not otherwise be impaired.  No evidence was provided to the contrary.  
 
510 Elder Lane: Case No. 15-24-V, Phillip and Missy Shinall; Variations by Zoning Board of 
Appeals: (1) Side Yard Setback and (2) Rear Yard Setback                                           
Mr. D'Onofrio read the public notice. The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and receive 
public comment regarding a request by Phillip and Missy Shinall concerning variations by the 



Draft Minutes 
October 28, 2015                            Page 15  
 
Zoning Board of Appeals from Sections 17.30.060 [Side Yard Setback] and 17.30.070 [Rear Yard 
Setback] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit the construction of additions to the 
residence that would result in a south side yard setback of 6.65 ft., whereas a minimum of 8.3 ft. is 
required, a variation of 1.65 ft. (19.88%) and a rear yard setback of 12.66 ft., whereas a minimum 
of 22.5 ft. is required, a variation of 9.84 ft. (43.73%). 
 
Chairperson Johnson swore in those that would be speaking on this case. 
 
Mike Venechuk introduced himself to the Board as the architect for the applicants.  He stated that 
they are asking for several variations in order to build a small mudroom at the back corner of the 
property on the home.  Mr. Venechuk noted that they would maintain the nonconformity and 
would not increase it.  He also stated that they planned to enlarge the existing garage and powder 
room by pulling it forward but underneath the existing roof.  Mr. Venechuk stated that they 
planned to add two small shed dormers to the bedroom above the garage.   
 
Mr. Venechuk then described it as a beautiful home on a nice large lot and that the home was built 
way back in the corner which he indicated created a couple of unique circumstances.  He stated 
that the first related to the side yard setback but to have the home in the rear yard setback is unusual 
and that anything done to the property would generate a variance.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that because it is a corner property, the rear yard is to the west and the 
front of the home is to the north where you would expect it to be the south.  
 
Mr. Venechuk agreed with Chairperson Johnson’s comments and stated that the front yard is huge.  
 
Chairperson Johnson questioned how the home was cited on the lot that way.  She informed the 
Board that she used to live nearby and that there was an easement for a possible street for Elder 
Lane.  Chairperson Johnson then stated that the property was not subdivided and that the other 
homes in the area are older.  
 
Mr. Venechuk agreed with Chairperson Johnson’s comments.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that the home lined up with the homes on Elder Lane.  
 
Mr. Venechuk stated that with regard to the advantage of the home being built back that far, in 
connection with the home to the south where it should be, they are proposing to work 30 feet away 
from the livable part of the home.  He noted that there is a driveway on the east.  
 
Chairperson Johnson questioned the two car garage.  
 
Mr. Venechuk informed the Board that in the handout, there were plans which were submitted for 
a two car garage which was never built.  He indicated that he wondered how that would have been 
done.  Mr. Venechuk then stated that with regard to the dormers, they would work to give the 
home a nicer, usable bedroom as well as to put in a bathroom.  He also stated that the applicants 
have elderly parents and that they have to go up four risers to get to the bathroom.  Mr. Venechuk 
stated that they are afraid that there is a safety issue where someone could fall and that they can slip 
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the bathroom in. 
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that with regard to page 12 in the handout, there are two back to back 
hall bathrooms and then the stairs on the second floor leading up to the bedroom.  
 
Mr. Shinall informed the Board that there is a landing halfway and a room over the garage off of 
the landing and then up to two other bedrooms.  He noted that the bedroom over the garage is not 
as high as the others.  
 
Mr. Venechuk stated that it is 28 inches lower than the second floor.  
 
Mr. Lane asked if there is a step-up from the mudroom to the kitchen. 
 
Mr. Venechuk confirmed that is correct and described it as unusual.  He then stated that with the 
proposed variations, they would still be 1,600 square feet under the amount of allowable buildable 
lot coverage.  Mr. Venechuk also stated that there is 1,300 square feet of buildable square footage 
between the first and second floor and 2,800 square feet less of impermeable lot coverage.  He 
described the lot as big with a smaller home and that they are asking for 60 square feet for the 
mudroom in the corner.  Mr. Venechuk added that there is no other place for it.  
 
Mr. Lane asked with regard to the bathroom to the bedroom, clearly to make the bedroom slightly 
bigger without the dormers, because of the stairs, having a bedroom there be removed did not 
make sense.  He also stated that because up the stairs and around the corner is an issue, it is 
necessary to have a bathroom there.  
 
Mr. Venechuk agreed that is correct.  
 
Mrs. Shinall informed the Board that there is a large window in the hallway.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that three bedrooms and four bathrooms are reasonable because of the way the 
home is situated.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the room was put on later over the garage.  
 
Mr. Venechuk responded that he did not know and that it could have been the original roof line and 
that it looked original.  
 
Chairperson Johnson commented that it is interesting to have two bathrooms next to each other.  
 
Mrs. Shinall indicated that it may have been one bathroom which was divided into two. 
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.  
 
Mr. Naumann asked with regard to the plan, if they would be filling in the southwest corner.  
 
Mr. Venechuk confirmed that is correct.  
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Mr. Shinall stated that it is easy to see on the photograph that they would be squaring it off.  
 
Ms. Kumer asked what is there now.  
 
Mrs. Shinall responded that there are pavers and that there used to be a giant doghouse which they 
took out.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that in connection with the proposed first floor plan, the garage showed swinging 
doors.  
 
Mrs. Shinall stated that they are carriage doors and that it is their hope to do that.  
 
Mr. Venechuk commented that the carriage doors look nicer.  
 
Mr. Lane asked the applicants if they considered other places for the mudroom. 
 
Mr. Venechuk stated that they did and that they could not find any other place to put it.  He 
indicated that they could reduce the nonconformity on the south by pulling the wall in but that it 
would affect the door to the kitchen.  Mr. Venechuk stated that the only place to put it is where 
they wanted it to be off of the garage.  He also stated that they did not want to pull the garage 
forward since it would wreck the symmetry of the front of the home.  Mr. Venechuk then stated 
that they would be pulling the front forward to match what is on the east side of the home.  He 
added that there would be attached columns and that they would match the detailing exactly so that 
it would look like it was built that way. 
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if they had pulled the garage further north, would they need a 
variation.  
 
Mr. Venechuk confirmed that is correct and noted that the whole west wall is nonconforming.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that they have accepted that mudrooms should be near the kitchen and 
not near the living room.  
 
Mr. Naumann asked if there would be access from the mudroom into the kitchen. 
 
Mr. Venechuk confirmed that is correct and added that they did not want to change the kitchen.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that the only alternative is that it is obvious that there is none which are reasonable. 
He also stated that moving the dining room and the kitchen would require the reconstruction of the 
entire first floor.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were 
raised by the Board at this time.  She called the matter in for discussion and noted that the Board 
has final jurisdiction.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that he is in favor of the request and that he initially struggled with the bathroom 
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on the second floor.  He then stated that there is no precedent saying that a four bedroom home 
needed four bathrooms.  Mr. Lane also stated that the home needed a reasonably sized mudroom.  
He indicated that it is large in total when compared to other mudrooms and that there are no clear 
alternatives.  Mr. Lane then referred to moving the garage forward and that the home would be 
unbalanced.  He also stated that the alternative would require the reconstruction of the entire first 
floor.   
 
Mr. Lane stated that the mudroom is clearly needed and that there is a precedent standard for a 
home of this size.  He then stated that in connection with the second floor bathroom, there are 
really two small bathrooms and that the other room is far removed from the bathrooms.  Mr. Lane 
indicated that there is a reasonable expectation of having a bathroom in that space which is 
necessary.  
 
Mr. Naumann stated that with regard to the variations, they are very immaterial and would 
represent an improvement into the side yard setback.  He also stated that it would be minimal with 
regard to the rear and that it would be consistent.  Mr. Naumann then stated that they previously 
discussed the aesthetics of the front of the home and that in the back, there are no issues.  He 
concluded by stating that he had no qualms with regard to anything that was proposed.  
 
Chairperson Johnson added that while she did not map out the proposed mudroom size, there is 
only a one car garage.  She indicated that it is reasonable to have a mudroom and that there is 
nowhere else to put it.  Chairperson Johnson then referred to the children and elderly parents and 
that it is not an ideal situation with having different levels to go to the bathroom.  
 
Ms. Kumer stated that she would like to reiterate that it made complete sense with regard to the 
mudroom being located where it is.  She also stated that having the bathroom set off of the 
bedroom made sense and that she had no issues.  
 
Mr. Lane noted that Mr. Venechuk mentioned that the roof lines would not be changing.  
 
Chairperson Johnson also stated that there is no primary structure to the south or west.  She then 
asked for a motion and reiterated that the Board has final jurisdiction.  
 
Ms. Kumer moved to grant approval of the application.  She stated that the property cannot 
otherwise yield a reasonable return and that the plight of the applicants is due to unique 
circumstances. Ms. Kumer stated that the request would not alter the character of the locality and 
that the light and air to surrounding properties would not be affected.  She then stated that there 
would be no hazard from fire and that the taxable value of the land would increase.  Ms. Kumer 
concluded by stating that congestion would not increase and that the public health, safety, comfort, 
morals and welfare of the Village will not be impaired. 
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that the Board would adopt the applicant’s letter on page nos. 7 and 8 
of their application.  
 
Ms. Kumer then stated that as part of the motion, the Board would adopt page nos. 7 and 8 which is 
the letter submitted by the homeowners in the packet of materials.  
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Mr. Lane seconded the motion.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed, 4 to 0. 
 
AYES:   Johnson, Kumer, Lane, Naumann 
NAYS:   None     
 
FINDINGS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
1. The requested variations are within the final jurisdiction of the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
 
2. The requested variations are in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 

Winnetka Zoning Ordinance.  The proposal is compatible, in general, with the character 
of existing development within the immediate neighborhood with respect to architectural 
scale and other site improvements. 

 
3. There are practical difficulties or a particular hardship which prevents strict application of 

Section 17.30.060 [Side Yard Setback] and Section 17.30.070 [Rear Yard Setback] of the 
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance which is related to the use or the construction or alteration of 
buildings or structures. 

 
The evidence in the judgment of the Zoning Board of Appeals has established: 
 
1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 

the conditions allowed by regulations in that zone.  Without the requested variations, they 
could not add a mudroom or expand the very small existing bedroom.  There is no 
practical alternative for a mudroom and no other way to practically expand the home.  

 
2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.  Such circumstances must be 

associated with the characteristics of the property in question, rather than being related to 
the occupants.  The home was built in the back corner of the property and is 
nonconforming with respect to the side and rear yard setbacks.  The owners did not create 
the nonconformities.  

 
3. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  The 

proposed mudroom will not be seen from the street and it is common to see small dormers 
above an attached garage.    

 
4. An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired. There are 

no primary structures in close proximity to the proposed additions; therefore, the supply of 
light and air will not be impaired. 

 
5. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased as the 

proposed improvements shall comply with building code standards, including fire and life 
safety requirements.   

 
6. The taxable value of land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish. The 

proposed construction is generally an improvement to the property and could increase the 
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taxable value of the property.  
 
7. The congestion in the public street will not increase.  The property will continue to be 

used as a single family residence; therefore, congestion will not increase.   
 
8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will 

not otherwise be impaired.  No evidence was provided to the contrary.    
 
Other Business 
Chairperson Johnson noted that the next meeting would be held on a special date because of the 
Town Meeting and that it would begin at a special time at 7:00 p.m. because of the One Winnetka 
application.  She also stated that there would be three items in addition to the One Winnetka 
presentation on the agenda.  
 
Ms. Klaassen indicated that there may be three agenda items total.  
 
Chairperson Johnson then stated that if there are three agenda items, one of them is a subdivision 
application which may be complicated.  She informed the Commission that the Plan Commission 
reviewed the One Winnetka application in seven meetings in connection with the planned 
development and that there was an end time noted.  Chairperson Johnson asked the Board 
members if they had a sense to do that also.  She stated that they are certain to have two meetings 
for the One Winnetka application which did not mean that a stated end time noted ahead of time in 
order to tell the public that there would be a certain end time.  
 
Mr. Lane agreed that would be fine and commented that it would be a good idea to have an end 
time. 
 
Mr. Naumann questioned whether there would be a quorum.  
 
Chairperson Johnson responded yes, as of now.  
 
Mr. Naumann stated that he would have to confirm his schedule.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio informed the Board that the meeting would be held on November 16, 2015.  
 
Chairperson Johnson reiterated that there would be three agenda items in addition to the One 
Winnetka proposal.   
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that it is up for discussion since that is the first application.  She also stated 
that there has been discussion with regard to the order of the agenda and that they should think 
about that.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that they can decide since they get the information on the website.  
She then referred to an end time of 10:30 p.m. and that if the other proposals go first, there is a 
possibility that one may not be heard.  
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Mr. D'Onofrio informed the Board that there are different options and that they can consider if they 
wanted to hear the One Winnetka application first, they can say that there would be “x” amount of 
time devoted to the presentation and that because of pressing matters of the Board, to establish a 2 
to 2½ hour limit and say that the Board would hear testimony until a certain time and that they 
would then hear the other cases.  He also stated that the Board can say that they would hear the 
other cases first.  Mr. D'Onofrio stated that there did not have to be a time limit on those and that 
they do not know how long they would last.  He suggested letting people know how the meeting is 
going to happen and that there would be a substantial amount of people here.  Mr. D'Onofrio 
questioned whether they would want to let them make comments first with the caveat knowing that 
it would not be completed in one night.  
 
Ms. Kumer questioned the One Winnetka application location on the agenda.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio responded that they would be happy regardless of where they are located on the 
agenda.  He added that there is no right or wrong answer.  
 
Ms. Klaassen informed the Board that there is the possibility that the subdivision application may 
be pulled.  She then referred to changes in the ordinance based on storm water and a cell tower 
application.  
 
Mr. Lane suggested that they let those applications go first and to hear the One Winnetka 
application later.  He then asked if it was possible to have two meetings in one month.  
 
Ms. Klaassen referred to the notice requirement.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio informed the Board that the Village staff has limited capability and that they are 
also in the middle of the downtown master plan which would require a lot of meetings and referred 
to the public input session the same night as the ZBA meeting November 16.  He indicated that 
they did not have the ability to have another meeting before the December meeting.  Mr. 
D'Onofrio then referred to Thanksgiving week in terms of scheduling.  
 
Chairperson Johnson noted that the subdivision case had already been before the Plan Commission 
and that it was continued.  
 
Ms. Klaassen indicated that the subdivision application presentation may not happen.  
 
Chairperson Johnson also referred to the people who are present for the One Winnetka application 
being annoyed at having to sit through the presentation of the other items.  She described it as 
balancing all of the interests.  Chairperson Johnson also stated that they can change the order of 
the meeting on the night of the meeting.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio suggested that if they only have two other cases, to hear those first.  He noted that 
they would not finish the One Winnetka discussion in one night anyway.  
 
Mr. Naumann stated that with regard to the bottleneck in the agenda, he asked if One Winnetka 
would be better off with the other agenda items going first.  He stated that his question is that 
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during the One Winnetka run, in terms of protocol, he asked who would be involved in presenting, 
testifying and commenting and whether it would be open to the public.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio confirmed that is correct and also stated that they would either have the Village 
Attorney or an assistant here to help assist Chairperson Johnson and the Board with regard to any 
questions which come up as a result of the comments and concerns from the public.  He noted that 
is how the Plan Commission did it and that the applicant had the opportunity to make their 
presentation.  Mr. D'Onofrio stated that then, the Board can ask questions and that since it is a 
public hearing, the public would have the opportunity to comment.  
 
Mr. Naumann asked how many public comments were made at the Plan Commission meeting.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio responded that there were 6 meetings and between 65 to 75 comments. 
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that people would get three minutes to provide comment and that they 
can meet with the Village Attorney beforehand.  She stated that it would be explained at the start 
of the meeting and that there is also the issue of interested parties who can cross-examine the 
applicant.  Chairperson Johnson stated that is limited to those located within 250 feet of the 
subject property and that there would be an understanding to put a set amount of time as to how 
long the comments can go on.  
 
Mr. Naumann indicated that it would be helpful to get the logistics out of how the meeting would 
go.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that he imagined that the applicant would spend 1 hour to 1¼ hour on their 
initial presentation.  He then stated that the Board would be ruling on the testimony presented at 
the meeting.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that the Board is to look at it as a special use and encouraged the Board 
members to look at the Planned Development ordinance and the zoning code.  She specifically 
referred to Chapter 17.58 which sets forth the procedure.  Chairperson Johnson also stated that 
they would be getting the agenda packet ASAP. 
 
Mr. D'Onofrio confirmed that it would be delivered early next week.  
 
Chairperson Johnson also stated that an email can be sent to the Board to summarize the 
presentation first, etc.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that with regard to the public, for them to comment and then the Board can 
ask questions as well as cross examine.  He indicated that it is the Board’s call as to how late they 
want the meeting to go.  Mr. D'Onofrio suggested an end time of 10:00 p.m. and that three hours is 
a long meeting.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if that is because the Plan Commission continued the subdivision 
request which may be pulled from the agenda.  
 



Draft Minutes 
October 28, 2015                            Page 23  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio informed the Board that the Plan Commission did not make a final determination. 
He also stated that he and Mr. Norkus discussed it and that it would not be brought to the Board 
without final action by the Plan Commission.  Mr. D'Onofrio indicated that the Plan Commission 
can pick it up at their November meeting.  
 
Chairperson Johnson suggested that they start with the other two other cases and then One 
Winnetka.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that the Board’s second meeting would be held on December 14, 2015.  
 
Chairperson Johnson then stated that in addition to the Planned Development ordinance, for the 
Board members to walk around the site in order to get a sense of the whole block, the Village 
Green, etc. and that if there are any issues or questions, to call her, Mr. D'Onofrio or Ms. Klaassen.  
She noted that this is only the second Planned Development application in Winnetka.  
Chairperson Johnson asked the Board if they had any questions.     
 
Mr. Lane asked if there is different ownership.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio confirmed that is correct.  
 
Chairperson Johnson noted that the owner is not revealing the investor list and that he had no 
obligation to.  
 
Adjournment: 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Antionette Johnson 
 



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
SUBJECT: 117 Church Rd., Case No. 15-30-V2 

(1) Maximum Building Size 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
PREPARED BY: Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development 
 
The petitioner, 117 Church Road Limited Partnership / Martin Murphy, is requesting a variation 
by Ordinance from Section 17.30.040 [Maximum Building Size] of the Winnetka Zoning 
Ordinance to permit the construction of a new single-family residence that will result in a gross 
floor area of 5,290.67 s.f., whereas a maximum of 4,136.56 s.f. is permitted, a variation of 
1,154.11 s.f. (27.9%). 
 
The variation is being requested in order to construct a new 2½-story residence, with a basement, 
that would exceed the maximum permitted gross floor area (GFA).  Section 17.30.040 of the 
zoning ordinance establishes that if the first floor is no more than 2.5 ft. above the adjacent 
natural (existing) grade there is no calculable basement GFA.  In this particular case, the applicant 
is proposing a design where the first floor is more than 2.5 ft. above the adjacent natural grade for 
a significant portion of the perimeter of the basement.  As represented on the attached engineering 
plan, the natural grade of the property is highest in the front yard (636 ft.) and decreases to an 
elevation of 625 ft. at the rear of the property.  The proposed elevation of the first floor is 636.99, 
which is approximately 1 ft. above the existing grade along the front of the residence and 
approximately 8 ft. above the existing grade along the rear.  Taking these elevations into account, 
58.46% of the basement floor area is included in the GFA (1,214.35 s.f.). With respect to the floor 
plan, the basement includes an entertainment room, art room, exercise room, bedroom and bath, a 
bar, wine room, as well as a mechanical room.  
 
The property is located on the east side of Church Rd., between Winnetka Ave. and Hill Terr. in 
the R-5 Single Family Residential District.  The petitioner purchased the property in June of this 
year.    
 
With the exception of the GFA, the proposed residence complies with all other zoning 
requirements.  The attached zoning matrix summarizes the work proposed with this variation 
request.  It should be mentioned that the applicant has also submitted a building permit for a new 
2½-story residence, with a basement, that would comply with all zoning regulations. 
 
There are no previous zoning variations for this property.   
 
The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request. 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A:  Zoning Matrix 
Attachment B:  GIS Aerial Map 
Attachment C:  Application Materials 
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ZONING MATRIX
ADDRESS:  117 Church Rd.
CASE NO:  15-30-V2
ZONING:     R-5

Min. Average Lot Width

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

Max. Gross Floor Area

Max. Impermeable Lot Coverage

Min. Front Yard (Church/West)

Min. Side Yard 

Min. Total Side Yards

Min. Rear Yard (East) 25 FT

NOTES: (1) Based on lot area of 12,664 SF

ITEM REQUIREMENT EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL STATUS

OK

Min. Lot Size 8,400 SF 12,664 SF N/A N/A

60 FT 70.55 FT N/A N/A

6,332 SF (1) N/A 4,457.25 SF 4,457.25 SF OK

OK

3,166 SF (1) N/A 2,589.77 SF 2,589.77 SF

40.68 FT N/A 46.94 FT N/A OK

4,136.56 SF (1) N/A 5,290.67 SF 5,290.67 SF 1,154.11 SF (27.9%) VARIATION

N/A OK

N/A 74.37 FT N/A OK

OK

7.05 FT

17.64 FT N/A 17.7 FT N/A OK

N/A 7.12 FT 

ATTACHMENT A
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GIS Consortium – MapOffice™

https://apps.gisconsortium.org/...8955.5096138492,1977468.2545179566)_117 CHURCH RD, WINNETKA 60093&ss=TEXTBOX&zl=11[11/17/2015 9:31:31 AM]

117 Church Rd.
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ATTACHMENT B
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
SUBJECT: 811 Tower Rd., Case No. 15-31-V2 

(1) Front and Corner Yard Setbacks 
(2) Garages 
(3) Conforming Uses of Nonconforming Buildings 

 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
PREPARED BY: Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development 
 
The petitioners, Tim and Lauryna Curl, are requesting variations by Ordinance from 
Sections 17.30.050 [Front and Corner Yard Setbacks], 17.30.110 [Garages], and 
17.64.060 [Conforming Uses of Nonconforming Buildings or Other Structures] of the 
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit the construction of a detached garage that would 
provide a corner yard setback of 12 ft. from Tower Rd., whereas a minimum of 40.7 ft. is 
required, a variation of 28.7 ft. (70.51%), to permit the detached garage to be located 
nearer the street line than the principal building, and work beyond ordinary repair and 
maintenance to the existing nonconforming sunroom. 
 
The variations are being requested to construct a detached two-car garage measuring 25 ft. 
x 21 ft.  The residence currently has a two-car attached garage, which would remain.  The 
proposed garage would provide a setback of 12 ft. from the south property line along 
Tower Rd.  It should be noted that the existing residence is nonconforming with respect to 
the minimum required corner (front) yard setback from Tower Rd., providing a setback of 
30.43 ft., whereas a minimum of 40.7 ft. is required.  In addition to the setback variation, 
zoning relief is required to allow the detached accessory structure to be located nearer the 
street line than the principal building.   
 
The variation from the Conforming Uses of Nonconforming Buildings section of the 
Zoning Ordinance is related to the proposed work to the existing sunroom on the north 
side of the residence.  A portion of the sunroom encroaches the minimum required front 
yard setback of 50 ft. from Sheridan Rd.  No expansion is proposed to the sunroom; 
however, the structural alterations require relief from the zoning ordinance. 
 
An addition on the west side of the residence is also proposed and complies with all 
zoning regulations.    
 
The property is a triangular lot, located at the northwest corner of Tower Rd. and Sheridan 
Rd. in the R-2 Single Family Residential District.   
 
The residence was built in 1946.  Subsequent building permits were issued in 1948 to 
construct a tool shed, in 1968 to enclose a screened porch, in 1971 to construct a room 
addition, in 1983 for interior remodeling, and in 2006 to repair the foundation.  The 
petitioners purchased the property in July of this year.    
 
There are no previous zoning variations for this property.   
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811 Tower Rd. 
Dec. 7, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 
 
The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request. 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A:  Zoning Matrix 
Attachment B:  GIS Aerial Map 
Attachment C:  Application Materials 
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              ZONING MATRIX
ADDRESS: 811 Tower Rd.                       
CASE NO: 15-31-V2
ZONING:     R-2

Min. Average Lot Width

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

Max. Gross Floor Area

Max. Impermeable Lot Coverage

Min. Front Yard (Sheridan/East)

Min. Corner Yard (Tower/South)

Min. Side Yard (West) N/A

NOTES: (1) Based on lot area of 27,732.8 SF

(2) Variation required to allow work beyond ordinary repair and maintenance to the existing nonconforming 
      sunroom that encroaches the required front yard.

(3) Setback to proposed detached garage.  Varaition also required to allow the garage to be closer to the street 
      than the residence.

OK

30.43 FT

OK

12 FT12 FT 23.05 FT 12 FT 

40.7 FT

50 FT (+/-) 45 FT (+/-) 45 FT (2) N/A EXISTING NONCONFORMING

28.7 FT (70.51%) VARIATIONN/A12 FT (3)

8,193.54 SF (1) 4,112.33 SF 1,658.34 SF 5,770.67 SF OK

13,866.4 SF (1) 4,325.41 SF 1,921.42 SF 6,246.83 SF OK

OK

6,933.2 SF (1) 2,403.61 SF 1,207.81 SF 3,611.42 SF OK

Min. Lot Size 25,200 SF 27,732.8 SF N/A N/A

115 FT 131.75 FT N/A N/A

ITEM REQUIREMENT EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL STATUS

ATTACHMENT A
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GIS Consortium – MapOffice™

https://apps.gisconsortium.org/...46632.3114662633,1985345.6408515325)_811 TOWER RD, WINNETKA 60093&ss=TEXTBOX&zl=11[11/17/2015 9:33:39 AM]

811 Tower Rd.
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ATTACHMENT B
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Standards for granting of Zoning Variance Applications 
 
1. The property in question can not yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the 
conditions allowed by regulations in that zone. 
 
The existing garage attached to our house is not up to the standards expected for a house of this size. It 
has a low ceiling and does not adequately fit two modern vehicles while allowing any additional space for 
strollers, bicycles, lawn furniture and other items that typically require garage space. We currently have 
one young son, and as our family grows and we have additional drivers the existing two car garage will be 
even less adequate for us, particularly given the need to park cars and keep other items indoors during the 
winter. In addition, an added garage space will allow us to keep our vehicles safely, as opposed to on the 
driveway where they can be subject to vandalism and robbery, as seen this past weekend when ours and 
several neighbor’s vehicles parked on the driveways were broken into and had windows smashed at night. 
Many houses the size of ours have a large three car garage or more.  We have also noticed that often 
homes with two car garages have cars parked outside consistently, further illustrating the common need 
for more than a two car garage. 
 
We would also like to add a gable roof above the sunroom on the side of the house by Sheridan road. We 
believe a roof that matches other roofs on the house will improve appearance of the house, especially 
given its proximity to Sheridan road.  
 
2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstance. Such circumstances must be associated 
with the characteristics of the property in question, rather than being related to the occupants. 
 
Our property is on a lot that is an unusual triangular shape with the vast majority of the open land being 
located in the front yard. The two longest sides of the property face Sheridan Rd. and Tower Rd, both of 
which have been designated front yards with 50ft setback, leaving only a small area in the middle of the 
triangle which can be built on. The proposed approach of adding a two car garage allows us to work 
within the current layout of the property in the most functional way possible. Our proposed location is 
based on a 12 foot setback for the garage from both our rear property line and Tower Rd. While we 
currently have a larger front yard setback requirement from Tower Rd. we have structured our proposal to 
adopt a 12 foot setback consistent with what you would normally have for a side yard, which we think is 
consistent with the fact that our house actually faces Sheridan Rd. and the garage will be located behind 
our house in what is effectively the side/back yard even though it is not currently designated as such.   
 
Given the age of our house and zoning changes after it was built, our existing garage is across the setback 
line on the Tower Rd. side, so an approach of expanding it to three or four car capacity would equally 
require a zoning variance. Any other attempt to add additional garage capacity to the existing house 
would require a zoning variance, an addition to the front of the house, an elevator to access a basement 
garage, an additional loss of mature trees and/or other compromises that will result in a property that is 
not as attractive and functional as it would be with the addition of a detached garage. Many of these 
alternatives are also very challenging from a financial perspective, and given the functional compromises 
they entail could make it more attractive to tear down the existing house and build a new one in a better 
location on the lot with a well laid out floor plan. 
 
3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
 
A detached two car garage located behind a residence is consistent with the layout of many buildings in 
Winnetka. As illustrated by the attached plans, we intend to construct the garage to match the style of the 
existing house as closely as possible using stone, wood siding, windows and doors for construction which 
match our existing residence. Because of the current location of parking on our property which partly 
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overlaps the proposed garage, the proposed garage is in many respects simply enclosing the area where 
our vehicles currently sit parked outside, in a structure and location that is consistent with the layout and 
feel of many other homes. 
 
The added gable roof above the sunroom will match the rest of the house and improve the look and feel of 
our home and the neighborhood. So far, we have replaced the old chain-link fence with black metal 
fencing around the entire property, removed dead trees and worked on landscaping. We constantly have 
neighbors stopping by to comment on the new fence and thank for improved look of the neighborhood 
and their daily walks. We would like to continue improving the property and make sure the house is on 
par to the rest of the neighborhood.  
 
 
4. An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired. 
 
There are not currently any structures on any of our neighbors’ properties which are close to the location 
of the proposed garage. On the Tower Rd. side of the proposed garage, there are already evergreen trees 
which partially shield the location of the proposed garage from the view of neighbors across Tower Rd., 
and we expect to maintain the existing evergreens and add additional landscaping to even further improve 
the fit of the proposed garage in that location. The neighbor directly to the west of the proposed garage 
location has a pre-existing tall, solid, wooden fence around their property, and both their house and the 
other neighbor whose property borders us to the west have their houses located at the far end of their 
properties from where we are proposing to build the garage. 
 
The sunroom is by Sheridan road and has no adjacent homes, thus there would be no impact. 
 
5. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased. 
 
We do not believe the proposed detached garage will have a material impact on the hazard from fire or 
other damages to the property, but if anything, from a safety perspective it is preferable to have the garage 
space separate from the main residence. 
 
A new gable roof will not pose any potential hazard to the property as well as public. 
 
6. The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish. 
 
The improvements to our house will, if anything, increase the taxable value of buildings in our 
neighborhood. When we moved into our house in July of 2015, it had not been well taken care of for 
many years and had fallen into disrepair. Since moving in, we have already made many improvements to 
bring it up to a condition more consistent with that of other houses in the neighborhood, with the most 
visible changes being a new black metal fence around the property to replace the old chain-link fence, the 
removal of dead trees and ongoing improvement of landscaping and painting of the house. In addition to 
these improvements and the proposed detached garage increasing the taxable value of our residence, it 
will, if anything improve the value of our neighbors’ property to be located next to a well-kept residence 
which is consistent with others in the area. 
 
7. The congestion in the public street will not increase. 
 
Under our proposed approach, the congestion in the public street will actually be reduced. The new 
garage will partly overlap the existing driveway, but will result in additional off-street paved surface, 
increasing the ability to turn around and drive into the street forward rather than having to back into the 
street, and will also provide additional off-street parking for occasions when guests are present. 
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8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will not 
otherwise be impaired. 
 
We do not believe our proposed approach significantly impacts the public health, safety, comfort, morals, 
or welfare of the inhabitants of the Village. If anything, one incremental benefit provided by our approach 
is that the garage doors do not face the street, improving the safety and appearance of the structure. 
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 Village of Winnetka 
Community Development 

Memo 
To:           ZBA Members 

From:  Mike D’Onofrio, Director of Community Development 

Date:   December 7, 2015 

Re:  One Winnetka Planned Development 

Following are a number of attachments which are being sent as part of the 

agenda packet for the December 14th ZBA meeting.  Following is a summary of 

the attachments: 

 

Attachment A – this attachment has been submitted by the One Winnetka 

Planned Development applicant.  The submittal is based on the questions raised 

by the ZBA during its consideration of the Planned Development (PD) at its 

November 16th meeting.  The applicant has responded to 21 questions that 

were raised in both narrative form, as well as graphic format (building elevations 

and site plans). 

 

It should be noted that in addition to responding to the issues raised at the 

November 16 ZBA meeting, the applicant has made changes to the plan.  This 

includes two revisions to the plan.  The first is reducing the height of the east 

building from five-stories to four stories.  The original plan called for a five story 

building with the fourth and fifth stories stepped back from the lower floors.  The 

revised plans eliminate the fifth floor and the fourth floor setback.  For details see 

pp. 19-24 of this attachment. The second revision affects the proposed building 

along Elm Street.  This change includes the building being increased from three 

stories (one floor of retail and two story residential above), to four stories (one 



 Page 2 
 

floor of retail and three stories of residential). It should be noted that the fourth 

story will be stepped back 15 feet from the floors below.  For details see pp. 22-

24. 

 

Attachment B – This is a revised statement of ownership.  There are no 

substantive changes, only the correction of the final sentence of the statement. 

 

Attachment C – This includes correspondence submitted to the Village following 

the November 16 ZBA meeting. 

 

Attachment D – This includes two set of documents.  First are photos submitted 

by a resident at the November 16 ZBA meeting.  These include photos of 

buildings in Winnetka and Evanston.  The second set of photos includes photos 

of buildings in Winnetka and their associated heights.  
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Village of Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals - November 16, 2015 Meeting 
Response 

We offer the following responses to the issues raised in the November, 2015 Village of 

Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals meeting regarding the One Winnetka Planned 

Development application:  

1) Written address of the six zoning standards – Okrent Kisiel Associates provided 
the following response: 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals reviews Planned Developments utilizing the standards for 
Special Uses.  Typically, special use standards evaluate impact of particular uses, 
which may be a necessary public use and/or a use generally compatible with the 
permitted uses in the district, but having more significant impacts on traffic, parking, 
noise, etc… and thus requiring closer scrutiny.  Examples would be uses like police 
and fire stations (because of noise, hours of operation, and perhaps increased traffic 
characteristics) or schools (because of peak pick-up and drop-off traffic or sensitivity 
to noise) or uses like hair and nail salons that have frequent client turnover and more 
significant traffic and perhaps parking impacts.  

The proposed planned development includes only uses that are permitted by right 
within the C2 zoning district—in this case, the closer scrutiny is required only 
because of the size of the site which triggers planned development review and the 
application of the special use standards. In this context it is important to note that the 
amount of development proposed—166,000 gsf—is less than the 185,000 gsf that 
could be built on the subject property under the bulk provisions of the C2 district and 
does not represent extraordinary relative bulk—i.e. floor area relative to the size of 
the site.  With this in mind, the following is an evaluation of the proposed One 
Winnetka development with respect to the six special use standards contained in 
Winnetka’s zoning ordinance. 

With respect to the first provision: 

a. that the proposed planned development will not either endanger or be 
detrimental to the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare, in that 
the proposed development will complement and supplement the community 
given the nature of the business;  

As mentioned, the uses proposed are permitted uses in the C2 district and are 
the very same as those of the surrounding context.  These uses—ground floor 
commercial with residential above—are compatible with surrounding 
development and pose no risk to public health, safety, comfort, morals or general 
welfare.  According to the traffic analysis prepared by KLOA, the surrounding 
street network is capable of accommodating any additional traffic generated by 
the proposed development with all intersections operating well above accepted 
levels.  The site plan minimizes curb cuts and provides safe and efficient 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation patterns.    

The arrangement of the uses on the site allows greater setbacks and open space 
on the south side of the property increasing separation and providing more light 
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and air than required by the zoning standards for the adjacent residential 
development.  Commercial uses are arranged along the Elm St. and Lincoln Ave. 
frontages in context with the adjacent off-site land uses.  The design scheme 
breaks the development program down to read as several smaller buildings 
arranged on the site more in keeping with the character of development on the 
adjacent blocks.   

The addition of about 70 dwelling units to the east Elm St. business district will 
serve to energize a struggling retail area. The addition of an accessible hard-
surfaced plaza and gathering space in the center of downtown provides 
opportunities and a central setting for public and civic events that will help 
provide identity and enhanced activity to downtown Winnetka.  The provision of 
additional parking for commuters and retail customers will help free up street 
spaces for retail parking throughout the district.   

Given the above neither the type of uses proposed nor the amount of 
development contemplated pose any detriment to the health, safety, comfort 
morals or general welfare of the community.  In fact, the arrangement of uses 
and development program on the site is compatible with and complimentary to 
the surrounding context and the community at large and provides opportunities to 
increase activity and vitality of the east Elm St. retail district and the entirety of 
downtown Winnetka. 

With respect to the second provision: 

b. that the planned development will not either substantially diminish or impair 
property values in the immediate vicinity, or be substantially injurious to the use 
and enjoyment of land in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in that 
zoning district; 

The proposed uses are permitted by right and are similar to those on adjacent 
properties—ground floor commercial with residential uses above.  The operating 
characteristics of the proposed development is compatible with, and will not 
disrupt or interfere with, the existing uses or other uses permitted by right.  The 
additional separation from the adjacent multi-family residential to the south 
created by the site-planning scheme insures that the use and enjoyment of that 
property will not be impeded.  The proposed development will inject vibrancy and 
additional clientele for adjacent and nearby business, and is likely to increase the 
value of housing and commercial properties by providing new comparables that 
are state-of-the art modern facilities both for the size and configuration of the 
commercial spaces and the size, layout, and location of the residential units.  In 
addition, the proposed commuter parking garage relieves pressure on street 
retail parking curing a well-document parking deficiency in the East Elm St. retail 
district. 

With respect to the third provision: 

c. that the planned development will not impede the normal and orderly 
development and improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for 
uses permitted by right in the zoning district; 

The subject property is a located in a completely developed area of downtown 
Winnetka. It is a re-development of a fully improved commercial block.  The 
blocks surrounding the subject property are also fully improved.  This provision is 
in the ordinance to accommodate a situation where a special use is proposed in 
an area where there is little existing development making it difficult to gauge 
impacts on existing development. The evaluation, in these cases, must take into 
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consideration future permitted uses on vacant or underdeveloped land.  As such 
this provision has limited applicability to the subject evaluation. 

Nonetheless, given the modest amount of traffic generated by the proposed 
development and the clear ability—indicated by the traffic study by KLOA—of the 
surrounding street system to handle the additional volume, there is nothing about 
the proposed development that would impede the further development or re-
development of the surrounding area of downtown Winnetka with the 
contemplated permitted uses. 

With respect to the fourth provision: 

d. that adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and 
egress in a manner which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion 
in the public and private ways; 

The current condition on the subject property includes four curb cuts: three along 
the Elm St frontage and one along the Lincoln Ave. frontage with additional 
loading off Lincoln Ave for the pharmacy. The proposed site plan consolidates 
curb cuts to two locations— one at the far south and one at the far east end of 
the site—eliminating two curb cuts and providing continuous uninterrupted 
pedestrian circulation along Lincoln Ave. and Elm St.  These curb cuts are 
located at the furthest possible distance from the intersection of Elm St. and 
Lincoln Ave. creating adequate spacing and minimizing opportunities for turning 
conflicts. In fact, as the traffic study illustrates, the surrounding street network 
and intersections will function at either level A or level B indicating very low delay 
times during peak traffic hours.  

Internal site circulation includes a generous motor court and provides efficient 
pick up, drop-off, parking, and service circulation. Two-way access is available 
off both Elm St. and Lincoln for all functions.   

Given the above, it is clear that the proposed development provides ingress and 
egress in a manner which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion 
in the public and private ways. 

With respect to the fifth provision: 

e. that adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities 
necessary for the operation of the special use either exist or will be provided; and 

Parking is provided in accordance with zoning ordinance standards for the uses 
proposed on the site. The development plan provides opportunities to expand the 
supply of public parking for commuters and retail patrons and cure a well-
documented shortage of parking in the East Elm commercial district. The parking 
analysis prepared by traffic consultants KLOA indicates adequate parking to 
handle both on-site and off-site demands generated by existing, proposed and 
future uses. The development plan also includes upgrades to the water supply 
and storm management systems and contributes all soft costs to any public 
improvements. 

Given the above, adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other 
facilities necessary for the operation of the special use either exist or will be 
provided. 

With respect to the sixth and final provision: 

f. that the planned development in all other respects conforms to the applicable 
zoning regulations and other application of Village ordinances and codes. 
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The proposed development conforms to all applicable zoning regulations with the 
exception of building height, upper level setback, and rear yard setback. These 
exceptions were recommended by the Winnetka Plan Commission for approval 
by the Winnetka Village board in their consideration of the proposed planned 
development.  The additional height proposed does not represent an increase in 
allowable bulk over what is contemplated by the zoning regulations that define 
maximum development. The additional story of height is limited to less than 30% 
of the site area (with the sixth floor penthouse occupying less than 10% of the 
site) and allows a better site design scheme allocating building mass in 
appropriate areas given the overall development context and allowing for 
significant additional open space adjacent to the neighboring residential 
development to the south. The rear yard setback requirements of the zoning 
code mandate its location (inappropriately) adjacent to the East Elm parking lot.  
The site plan relocates this setback to the south property line and increases it to 
more than two times what is required providing increased separation and open 
space adjacent to its closest residential neighbor.  The re-arrangement of the 
development program on the site provides for innovative design and site planning 
consistent with the intent of planned developments.  It increases open space on 
the site to more than twice what is required by zoning, allows for more efficient 
site circulation and a more appropriate response to adjacent contextual 
conditions. 

Given the above, the proposed planned development in all respects conforms to 
the applicable zoning regulations, Village ordinances, and codes. 

 
2) Current detailed breakdown of cost sharing of public benefit elements – See 

the attached ONE Winnetka Public Benefits Estimated Cost Summary as backup for 
the ONE Winnetka Public Benefits memo dated August 26, 2015. 
 

3) Rendering of the view south on Elm at grade - A rendering will be included in the 
set of slides for the December 14 meeting. 
 

4) Dimensions of driveway entries – The driveway width dimensions are shown on 
the attached Drive Entry Dimensions plan. All of the driveways are designed for two-
way traffic. 
 

5) Time it takes to park in the commuter garage – See the attached section 2.2 
Parking Inventory from the Rich and Associates, Inc. Commercial District Parking 
Study commissioned by the Village of Winnetka and referenced Parking Supply 
Maps #2, 3 and 4. The commuter parking garage is sized so that all 157 of the 
existing grade-level commuter permit parking spaces located in the East and West 
Elm business districts can be relocated into the underground commuter garage, so 
any delay in finding an available parking space will be minimal. There is direct 
access to the southbound platform from level B2 of the commuter garage, which is 
closer than any existing commuter permit spaces.  The time it takes to get to either of 
the train platforms when parking in the commuter garage directly adjacent to the train 
property should be less than the time it takes to park and walk to the train platforms 
from most of the existing commuter permit parking spaces, which are located up to 
two blocks away.   
 

6) Locations that commuters are parking in retail spaces – See the attached 
section 2.2 Parking Inventory from the Rich and Associates, Inc. Commercial District 
Parking Study commissioned by the Village of Winnetka and referenced Parking 
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Supply Maps #2, 3 and 4. The study shows the 157 grade-level commuter permit 
parking spaces located in the East and West Elm business districts. The attached 
Surplus – Deficit Map #6 shows a deficit of (285) parking spaces on and adjacent to 
the block where ONE Winnetka is located.  Relocating the commuter parking spaces 
into an underground garage will free up grade level parking spaces for retail and 
other uses.   
 
The attached KLOA memo dated December 3, 2015 notes that, based on their 
Traffic and Parking Impact Study dated March 4, 2015, the commuter and on-street 
parking spaces in the East Elm Street District are at capacity.  The memo states, 
“When the on-street parking area occupancy approaches 85 percent, very few 
parking spaces are readily available and leads motorists to drive around trying to find 
the best parking space thus unnecessarily increasing traffic circulation on Village’s 
streets and potentially driving away customers that would otherwise visit the area 
businesses.” 
 

7) Reconcile the transit-oriented development concept with the claim of a need 
for additional parking – See the attached Surplus – Deficit Map #6 from the Rich 
and Associates, Inc. Commercial District Parking Study commissioned by the Village 
of Winnetka. The map shows a deficit of (285) parking spaces on and adjacent to the 
block where ONE Winnetka is located based on the current property use and does 
not take into account the addition of the residential use proposed in the ONE 
Winnetka project. 
 
The attached KLOA memo dated December 3, 2015 describes how the ONE 
Winnetka development meets the Village of Winnetka Zoning Ordinance 
requirements for residential and retail parking spaces.   
 

8) Describe the benefits of additional commuter parking – See the attached Peak 
Observed Occupancy Map #5 from the Rich and Associates, Inc. Commercial District 
Parking Study commissioned by the Village of Winnetka. The map shows 100% 
occupancy levels of the commuter permit parking spaces adjacent to the block where 
ONE Winnetka is located, clearly indicating the demand for additional commuter 
parking spaces in this area.  The additional parking spaces provided by the proposed 
commuter garage would allow more Winnetka residents to park immediately adjacent 
to the downtown train station. 
 
The attached KLOA memo dated December 3, 2015 notes that, based on their 
Traffic and Parking Impact Study dated March 4, 2015, the commuter parking spaces 
in the East Elm Street District are at capacity, with an observed average parking 
demand of 96%.  The memo states, “the demand that is currently experienced on the 
commuter on-street parking spaces could be reduced and some of these off-street 
parking spaces could be better utilized to serve the area businesses.” 
 

9) List the types of expected retail uses – Expected retail users include restaurants 
and specialty stores, such as a florist, bakery, and winery.   
 

10) Detail on the relationship of the project to the bike path – See the attached 
Garage Details plan showing approximately 38 feet between the west wall of the 
commuter garage and the Green Bay Trail bike path.  
 

11) Justify the number of proposed commuter spaces - See the attached section 2.2 
Parking Inventory from the Rich and Associates, Inc. Commercial District Parking 

Attachment A p. 5



6 

 

Study commissioned by the Village of Winnetka and referenced Parking Supply 
Maps #2, 3 and 4. The commuter parking garage is sized so that all 157 of the 
existing grade-level commuter permit parking spaces located in the East and West 
Elm business districts can be relocated into the underground commuter garage. 
 

12) Provide a study that shows a need for the retail garage - See the attached 
sections 2.4.2 Future Parking Demand (East Elm Business District) and 2.4.3 Future 
Parking Demand (West Elm Business District) from the Rich and Associates, Inc. 
Commercial District Parking Study commissioned by the Village of Winnetka and 
Surplus – Deficit Map #6. The map shows a deficit of (285) parking spaces on and 
adjacent to the block where ONE Winnetka is located.   
 
The attached KLOA memo dated December 3, 2015 notes that, based on their 
Traffic and Parking Impact Study dated March 4, 2015, the on-street parking spaces 
in the East Elm Street District are at capacity.  The memo states, “When the on-
street parking area occupancy approaches 85 percent, very few parking spaces are 
readily available and leads motorists to drive around trying to find the best parking 
space thus unnecessarily increasing traffic circulation on Village’s streets and 
potentially driving away customers that would otherwise visit the area businesses.” 
 

13) Explain the basis for the cost increment of school attendance – TR Mandigo 
provided the following explanation: We estimated that 20% of Regular Educational 
costs were variable based on student population (This is an estimate and assumes 
that there would be some increases in class size and teachers for incremental 
increases) plus transportation costs and support services for pupils.  This added to 
approximately $4,800,000 for the school district in incremental costs for new 
students.  This divided by total cost of the school district of $32,136,430 is 
approximately 15% of the total budget.  We approached it this way because there 
were no such calculations available so we used what we considered to be fairly 
conservative estimates and took into consideration direct student support activities 
as well as a portion (20%) of regular educational costs as our basis.   
 

14) Separate cost per space for the underground commuter garage and the 
scissor retail parking facility – See the attached ONE Winnetka Public Benefits 
Estimated Cost Summary.  The current estimated cost to construct parking spaces in 
the East Retail parking facility is slightly under $30,000/space and the estimated cost 
for the Commuter Parking garage is slightly over $30,000/space. The cost estimates 
will be confirmed once the drawings are finalized.  
 

15) Graphics for the traffic flow plan – See the attached Traffic Flow Plan, which 
shows that all of the vehicular paths allow for two-way traffic. 
 

16) Detailed drawings of the commuter garage, including the east wall (was this 
intended to be west wall?) – See the attached West Garage Elevation and Garage 
Bay Detail plans.  
 

17) Traffic diagram for the commuter garage entrance – See the attached Traffic 
Flow Plan and West Elevation in Context plan.  The Traffic Flow Plan shows a full 
three-way interchange at the commuter garage entry and the northbound and 
southbound lanes on Lincoln Avenue.  The red dotted line on the West Elevation in 
Context plan indicates the grade of the commuter garage entry drive beyond the 
railroad embankment. 
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18) Detailed drawing of the relationship between the Plaza and the commuter 
garage – See the attached West Garage Elevation, Garage Bay Detail, and Garage 
Details plans. The Plaza extends 5’-0” beyond the west wall of the commuter garage. 
 

19) Digital renderings of street views - Additional renderings will be included in the set 
of slides for the December 14 meeting. 
 

20) Average height of buildings on the north side of Elm – See the attached Facing 
Elm Street Elevations plan.  The individual heights of the buildings on the north side 
of Elm are noted above each building.  Most of the buildings are in the 35’-0” - 42’-6” 
range. 
 

21) Number of retail tenants – There are 18 storefront bays; it is expected that some 
tenants will occupy multiple bays, so a total of approximately ten retail tenants is in 
the range of reasonable expectation. 
 
 

In response to the comments regarding excessive building height and scale, the height of 
the east building has been reduced to 45ft and a third level has been added to four of the 
town houses.  See the attached Previous, New, and Comparative South, East and Elm 
Street Elevation drawings. 
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ONE Winnetka Public Benefits

ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

East Retail Parking 

Spaces (116)

Commuter Parking 

Spaces (194)

Plaza Buildout & 

Landscaping

Streetscape for 

Lincoln and Elm

Elm Street Water 

Main

General Conditions  $                     86,200  $                   136,200  $                   142,400 

Site Work  $                1,186,254  $                2,062,140  $                   435,599  $                   157,705  $                   195,250 

Concrete  $                1,114,806  $                1,514,880 

Masonry  $                     17,280  $                   562,024  $                     32,850 

Metals  $                     58,626  $                   137,350  $                     10,500 

Woods & Plastics  $                     24,026  $                     31,850  $                       5,000 

Thermal & Moisture Protection  $                     66,353  $                   193,328  $                   489,950 

Doors & Windows  $                       1,200  $                     13,200  $                       9,200 

Finishes  $                     58,571  $                   182,441  $                     75,192 

Specialties  $                          500  $                       1,250 

Special Construction

Conveying Systems  $                     85,000 

Plumbing  $                   144,156  $                   191,100 

Fire Protection  $                   108,117  $                   143,325 

HVAC  $                     48,052  $                     63,700 

Electrical  $                   192,208  $                   254,800 

Subtotal  $                3,106,349  $                5,572,588  $                1,200,691  $                   157,705  $                   195,250 
Contingency 5%  $                   155,317  $                   278,629  $                     60,035  $                       7,885  $                       9,763 

Insurance  $                     75,453  $                   135,358  $                     29,165  $                       3,831  $                       4,743 

GC Fee 3% 100,118$                    179,605$                    38,698$                      5,083$                        6,293$                        

TOTAL  $                3,437,237  $                6,166,180  $                1,328,589  $                   174,504  $                   216,048 

$/parking space 29,631$                         31,784$                         

WORKING ESTIMATE  $                3,480,000  $                5,820,000  $                1,500,000  $                   200,000  $                   225,000 

$/parking space 30,000$                         30,000$                         
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DRIVE ENTRY DIMENSIONS LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 
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GARAGE DETAILS LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

Attachment A p. 10



TRAFFIC FLOW PLAN LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 
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WEST GARAGE ELEVATION LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 

TRAIN PLATFORM 

EL: - 20’ – 0” 
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GARAGE BAY DETAIL LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

Attachment A p. 13



WEST ELEVATION IN CONTEXT LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 

TRAIN PLATFORM 

EL: - 20’ – 0” 

711 OAK STREET 

EL: + 45’ –3 ” 

O.W. ROOF 

EL: + 62’ - 10” 

O.W. PENTHOUSE 

EL: + 70’ - 0” 
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FACING ELM STREET ELEVATIONS LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

1st FLOOR 

2ND FLOOR 

3RD FLOOR 

4TH FLOOR 

TOP ROOF 

 

TOP PARAPET 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 

SOUTH (PROPOSED) 

NORTH (EXISTING; REVERSED) 

H: 42’-6” H: 18’-6” H: 39’-6” H: 38’-0” H: 35’-0” 

Attachment A p. 15



PREVIOUS SOUTH ELEVATION LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

2ND FLOOR 

EL: + 15’ – 0” 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 

3RD FLOOR 

4TH FLOOR 

5TH FLOOR 

TOP ROOF 

TOP PARAPET 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 
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NEW SOUTH ELEVATION LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

2ND FLOOR 

EL: + 15’ – 0” 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 

3RD FLOOR 

4TH FLOOR 

5TH FLOOR 

TOP ROOF 

TOP PARAPET 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 

TOP ROOF 

EL: + 45’ – 0” 
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COMPARATIVE SOUTH ELEVATIONS  LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

NEW 

PREVIOUS 

TOP ROOF 

EL: + 45’ – 0” 

TOP ROOF 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 
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PREVIOUS EAST ELEVATION LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

2ND FLOoR 

EL: +15’-0” 

3RD FLOOR 

4TH FLOOR 

TOP ROOF 

TOP PARAPET 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 
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NEW EAST ELEVATION LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

2ND FLOoR 

EL: +15’-0” 

3RD FLOOR 

4TH FLOOR 

TOP ROOF 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 

EL: + 45’ - 0” 
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COMPARATIVE EAST ELEVATIONS LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

TOP ROOF 

EL: + 45’ – 0” 

TOP ROOF 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 

NEW 

PREVIOUS 
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PREVIOUS ELM STREET ELEVATION LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

1st FLOOR 

2ND FLOOR 

3RD FLOOR 

4TH FLOOR 

TOP ROOF 

 

TOP PARAPET 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 
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NEW ELM STREET ELEVATION LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

1st FLOOR 

2ND FLOOR 

3RD FLOOR 

4TH FLOOR 

TOP ROOF 

 

TOP PARAPET 

EL: + 62’ – 10” 

GROUND FLOOR 

EL: + 0’ – 0” 
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COMPARATIVE ELM STREET ELEVATIONS LUCIEN LAGRANGE STUDIO 

NEW 

PREVIOUS 
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Village of Winnetka  Commercial District 
Illinois  Parking Study 

Rich and Associates, Inc.  2-2 
Parking Consultants - Planners  Revised Final Report 6/27/06 

2.2 - Parking Inventory 

Table 2-B summarizes the existing parking in the Village study area.  There are a total of 1,772 
parking spaces in the study area, of these spaces, 766 are on-street, 511 are public off-street, 
and 495 are private off-street parking.   

Of the 766 on-street parking spaces there are 671 on-street free visitor/customer parking spaces 
in the East and West Elm business district.  Of the 671 on-street spaces, over half (53%) of these 
free parking spaces are 90 min.  There are 18 (3%) short stay parking spaces (30 min or less) for 
quick in and out parking needs.  Of the18 (30 min or less) on-street parking spaces only two are 
in the West Elm business district.   

Permit and commuter parking is shown below in Table 2-A, the numbers and location of each 
type of parking are listed. 

   Table 2-A Permit and Commuter Parking 

West Elm Business District       East Elm Business District    

Block > 
#1-
W 

#4-
W 

#7-
W 

#8-
W Summary  Block > #2-E #5-E Summary 

Off-Street            Off-Street       
Village Parking Zone A       41 41  Village Parking Zone A 74 30 104 

Village Parking Zone AB     95   95  
Village Parking Zone C(2hr after 10A.M. 
w/permit) 30   30 

Village Parking Zone ABC 45   17   62   Total 134 

Village Parking Zone C or Day Pass   61     61      
Village Parking Zone C(2hr after 10 A.M. 
w/permit)     13   13      

On-Street            
Village Parking Zone A     7   7      
Village Parking Zone A & B     35   35      
Village Parking Zone C   53     53      
   Total = 367      

 

Parking permits issued by the Village for business employees are $10 for 12 months.  Village 
license windshield stickers are $40 for each vehicle per year.  Commuter permits for residents of 
Winnetka are $100 and non-resident permits are $220 for 6 months.  Table 2-C (page 2-4) is a 
benchmarking of Winnetka to other communities costs and fines for parking. 

The Village is in control of 72% of the available parking.  The rule of thumb based on Rich and 
Associates experience when examining this statistic is that it is desirable to have municipal 
control of over 50% or more of the parking.  This allows the municipality to manage, enforce and 
regulate the parking more effectively as a system.  The municipality can then regulate the price of 
permit parking and enforce the parking with more efficiency.  Parking can also be used as a land 
development tool.  Winnetka exceeds the goal by being in control of 73% of the available parking. 

On the next page (Table 2-B) is a summary of parking in the Village followed by two on-street 
parking supply maps (Map #2 and #3) and one off-street parking supply map (Map #4).  Table 2-
B on page 2-3 shows public, private, handicap parking, and duration. Throughout the Village 
parking was well marked.  In the cases where parking stalls were not marked, the number of 
parking spaces were estimated. 
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Village of Winnetka  Commercial District 
Illinois  Parking Study 

Rich and Associates, Inc.  2-15 
Parking Consultants - Planners  Revised Final Report 6/27/06 

 

2.4.2 -Future Parking Demand (East Elm Business District) 

The East Elm business district has a parking deficit of +/-130 parking spaces (see Table 2-I).  The 
future demand is dependent upon new development and the re-occupancy of now vacant 
buildings.  The five-year deficit is only increased by six parking spaces and the ten-year deficit by 
11 parking spaces, this does not include future development only occupancy of vacancies.  The 
parking generation factors can be used as effective tools to calculate the future parking impacts 
associated with new development in the downtown area. 

The East Elm business districts on-street parking is optimized to its fullest potential and this area 
is landlocked for development of future parking lots.  Therefore there are only two options for the 
development of new parking, the first being in block 2-E on the Village Lot behind the Community 
House, with the second option on block 5-E on the Village Lot located on Elm Street.  Both of the 
options would involve parking structures located behind existing buildings and would need good 
signage to direct customers and visitors to the parking.  The Elm Street site would be restricted 
due to the size of the lot and the building adjacent to the lot. 

 

2.4.3 -Future Parking Demand (West Elm Business District) 

The West Elm business district has a parking deficit of +/-92 parking spaces (see Table 2-J).  The 
parking lots located adjacent to the Post Office provides an important supply to neighboring 
parking demand generators.  As this block has been identified as a potential new development 
area, it will be crucial to maintain the existing parking supply of this block, as well as provide 
additional new parking adequate to service proposed new development.   

The West Elm business district buildings are fully occupied, precluding the possibility of parking 
demand increases from vacancy in-fill.  However, the block containing the Post Office has been 
identified as a potential new development site and the parking generation factors identified in 
Table 2-I and 2-J should be used to assess parking impacts. 

The best site to accommodate future parking needs in the West Elm business district is on block 
7-W.  Assuming at some point in the future new development creates the need for additional 
parking this would be the best site for a parking structure.  This site however is too far from the 
East Elm business district to get a visitor or customer to park and walk the distance. 
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KLOA, Inc. Transportation and Parking Planning Consultants 

9575 West Higgins Road, Suite 400 | Rosemont, Illinois 60018 
            p: 847-518-9990 | f: 847-518-9987 

December 3, 2015 

David Trandel 
Stonestreet Partners 
515 Lincoln Ave 
Winnetka, IL  60093 

Location: Parking Demand/Need Evaluation 
One Winnetka Mixed-Use Development 
Winnetka, Illinois 

Dear David: 

Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) has reviewed the comments raised by the 
Village of Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals in connection with the proposed One Winnetka 
development and offers the following: 

As part of the traffic study conducted by KLOA, Inc. and in order to determine the availability of 
parking within close proximity to the site, a parking survey of the East Elm Street District per block 
and per side was conducted.  Based on the surveys, the following is the average parking demand of 
the commuter designated spaces from 8:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. 

1. Metra Parking Lot - 88 percent
2. Lincoln Avenue Commuter Spaces - 100 percent
3. Oak Street Commuter Spaces - 100 percent
4. Average Parking Demand - 96 percent

Based on the above and given that industry standards consider occupancies/demands greater than 85 
percent to be at capacity, the commuter parking spaces are currently at capacity.  For comparison 
purposes, KLOA, Inc. also reviewed a parking study that was conducted in 2006 for the Village of 
Winnetka and based on the results of the study, the commuter parking spaces had an average parking 
occupancy/demand of 94 percent which is consistent with what KLOA, Inc. observed.  It is 
important to note that the KLOA, Inc. parking surveys also indicated that availability of on-street 
parking spaces along Lincoln Avenue, Elm Street, Green Bay Road and the Zone A parking spaces 
within the Lincoln Avenue parking lot is very limited and it experiences an average parking 
occupancy/demand in excess of 85 percent specifically during the 9:00 A.M. to 2:00 P.M. hours 
which also indicates these on-street parking spaces are at capacity.  When the on-street parking area 
occupancy approaches 85 percent, very few parking spaces are readily available and leads motorists 
to drive around trying to find the best parking space thus unnecessarily increasing traffic circulation 
on Village’s streets and potentially driving away customers that would otherwise visit the area 
businesses. 
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Per the Village of Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, a multi-unit residential development should provide 
1.25 parking spaces for one bedroom units, 1.5 parking spaces for two bedroom units and 2.0 spaces 
for three bedroom units or larger.  In addition the retail portion of the development should provide 
2.0 parking spaces per 1,000 net square feet.  Based on the proposed composition of the apartment 
units and the above requirements, One Winnetka should be providing a minimum of 116 parking 
spaces for the apartments and a minimum of 64 parking spaces for the proposed retail component. 

Based on a review of the plans, the One Winnetka development will be providing 116 spaces for the 
residential portion therefore meeting the requirements of the zoning ordinance.  For the retail 
component of the development, the plans call for replacing the existing 62 parking spaces on 
the Elm Street Parking Lot and 17 on-street parking spaces along Lincoln Avenue within 
the underground garage.  In addition 68 new retail spaces will be provided (4 on-street spaces on 
Elm Street, 53 off-street spaces within the underground garage, 5 spaces within the motor court 
and 6 retail employee spaces within the underground garage), therefore, meeting the minimum 
required number of parking spaces per the zoning ordinance. 

The proposed One Winnetka development will relocate the existing 33 commuter parking spaces 
along Lincoln Avenue to the new underground parking garage and add an additional 108 commuter 
parking spaces.  The provision of covered underground parking spaces will provide protection from 
inclement weather and make it more attractive to commuters to park their vehicles.  Therefore, the 
demand that is currently experienced on the commuter on-street parking spaces could be reduced 
and some of these off-street parking spaces could be better utilized to serve the area businesses. 

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please let me know.   

Sincerely, 

Javier Millan 
Senior Consultant 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Jan Pavlovic [mailto: ]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 17,
To: ContactCouncil 
Subject: "One Winnetka" 
 
I understand that the overwhelmingly negative feedback to the proposed 
"Winnetka One" project has  
been largely ignored. 
 
Regardless, I would like to add my voice to the effort to save our 
village from this stylistically  
inappropriate, illegally oversized and neighbor-unfriendly structure.   
Such an ill thought out building will  
be an eyesore in our otherwise contiguous village for decades to come. 
 
It is questionable to many residents why such an unpopular project has 
been so insistently promoted by  
only a few people - in the face of public sentiment and historic 
president.   
 
Whatever the reason,  I hope that the spirit of community will ultimately 
prevail,  and an entirely  
different -  Winnetka appropriate -plan will be developed instead. 
 
Jan Pavlovic 
Plum Tree Lane 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Roger   
Date: November 26, 2015 at 8:00:10 AM CST  
To: <smyers@winnetka.org>  
Subject: One Winnetka Proposal 
 
Scott: I read the account of the ZBA meeting in the Winnetka Current and 
felt I needed to respond. I am writing to you because the members of the 
ZBA do not put their email contact information on the Village website. So 
please pass this along. 
  
Chairwoman Joni Johnson is quoted as saying “I would never park in an 
underground garage…” While that may be her personal preference, that 
should not be the basis for any ZBA decision. 
  
Mary Ann and I lived for fourteen years in Highland Park (during the 
development of Port Clinton Square) and owned a retail business that 
rented space in Port Clinton Square, above the underground parking 
garage. Customers parked in the garage and shopped. Even now, Mary Ann 
and I go to eat at the Walker Brothers and shop, conveniently parking in 
the garage. The garage is often full. 
  
The plaza that was created above the parking garage serves the business 
community as well. Activities held in that plaza attract shoppers. 
  
North of Central on Green Bay Road is a second development with an 
underground garage, Renaissance Place. We go to the movie there and park 
with hundreds of others in the underground garage. 
  
Both examples of underground parking are welcome relief for shoppers 
during inclement weather. They are well lighted and clean. 
  
The ZBA needs to tour those two developments in Highland Park and discuss 
the underground parking with Carolyn Hersch, the City of Highland Park’s 
Business Development Coordinator (847-926-1027). 
  
In the article the ZBA comes across as truly uninformed. Evanston is not 
the comparison for Winnetka - Highland Park has one of the best examples 
of redevelopment of the scale that appears to be acceptable to the people 
of Winnetka. We should learn from their experiences.  
  
Downtown Winnetka needs development that provides integrated residential 
housing – those residents will likely walk and shop in Winnetka. 
Hopefully Winnetka will be blessed with another developer who puts 
together the same concept for the Post Office block. These developments 
serve to expand the property tax base, something we homeowners 
desperately need. 
  
I would have liked to attend the next ZBA meeting to deliver these 
observations in person on Dec 14 but we leave on Saturday for China and 
Japan on business and I will be still in Tokyo on Dec 14. 
  
Happy Thanksgiving, 
  
Roger 
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Roger J. Grabowski 
 
Winnetka, IL 60093 
Tel:  
Email:  
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Memorandum 

To: Mike D’Onofrio, Director of Community Development  

From: Steven M. Saunders, Director of Public Works/Village Engineer 

Date: December 8, 2015 

Re: Proposed Modifications to Zoning Ordinance: Semi-Permeable Surfaces 

Based on recommendations in the Village’s Stormwater Master Plan, the Village Council 
requested that staff evaluate the Village’s zoning regulations to determine if there are 
areas where the zoning requirements encourage or create adverse stormwater impacts.   
One potential regulatory condition with stormwater implications identified by staff for 
Council discussion is how different types of impermeable and semi-permeable surfaces 
are classified in the Zoning Ordinance and stormwater management regulations. 
 
The Village’s Zoning Ordinance and its Stormwater Utility both have provisions that rely 
on measurement of impermeable surfaces (those surfaces that prevent rainwater from 
penetrating and soaking into the ground). The Zoning Ordinance limits the overall 
amount of impermeable surfaces that can be constructed on a property, and the 
Stormwater Utility measures impermeable surfaces as part of the fee calculation for the 
utility bill. There are, however, some differences between the Zoning Ordinance and the 
Stormwater Utility in how certain surfaces are classified. 
 
There is agreement on the classification of typical impermeable surfaces such as roofs, 
concrete or asphalt driveways, sidewalks, and patios, pool decks, tennis courts, and the 
like. These types of surfaces are classified as 100% impermeable for the purpose of both 
zoning calculations and the stormwater regulations. Similarly, there is agreement on non-
paved surfaces such as vegetated areas and lawns, open-slatted wood decks with only dirt 
beneath, and widely spaced flagstone surfaces with open joints, and un-compacted gravel 
surfaces such as garden paths. Those types of surfaces are counted as completely 
permeable for the purpose of both zoning and stormwater calculations.  
 
Some surfaces, however, are treated differently between for the purpose of zoning and 
stormwater calculations. The Zoning Ordinance currently defines impermeable surfaces 
as:  
 

“surfaces which do not allow water to drain, seep, filter or pass through into the 
ground below. Such surfaces shall include, but are not limited to, buildings, other 
structures, driveways, sidewalks, walkways, patios, tennis courts, swimming pools 
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and other similar surfaces; except that such surfaces shall not include any such 
continuous surface having an area of less than sixteen (16) square feet, and 
except that only eighty (80) percent of an area covered with brick, stone or 
concrete pavers shall be considered to be an impermeable surface.” 

 
Gravel surfaces are considered to be permeable by the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
For purposes of the Stormwater Utility, however, all paved areas (including pavers), as 
well as compacted gravel areas, are counted as 100% impermeable area. 
 
The following table summarizes how different surfaces are currently treated by the 
Zoning Ordinance, Stormwater Utility, and the Village’s Engineering Guidelines: 
 
Surface Type Zoning Ordinance Stormwater Utility Engineering 

Guidelines 
Concrete Impermeable Impermeable Impermeable, C-

factor 0.90 for runoff 
calculations 

Asphalt Impermeable Impermeable Impermeable, C-
factor 0.90 for runoff 
calculations 

Compacted gravel Permeable Impermeable Impermeable, C-
factor 0.90 for runoff 
calculations 

Un-compacted 
gravel 

Permeable Permeable Partially permeable, 
MWRD-published 
C-factor 0.75 for 
runoff calculations 

Concrete pavers Impermeable, but 
calculated at 80% of 
actual area* 

Impermeable Impermeable, C-
factor 0.90 for runoff 
calculations 

Flagstone Impermeable, but 
calculated at 80% of 
actual area* 

Impermeable, unless 
widely spaced such 
as stepping stones 

Impermeable, C-
factor 0.90 for runoff 
calculations 

Designed permeable 
pavement system 
(concrete, asphalt, 
or paver) 

Impermeable, but 
calculated at 80% of 
actual area 

Unspecified but 
treated as permeable 
through appeals 
process 

Partially permeable, 
MWRD-published 
C-factor 0.75 for 
runoff calculations 

* Calculated at 100% if joints are mortared or units are set in or on a paved bed 
 
As illustrated above, there are variations in how certain surfaces are characterized for 
different aspects of the Village’s stormwater management program. This causes 
confusion for builders and residents, and additional administrative effort for Village staff. 
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On May 19, 2015, the Village Council discussed moving toward consistent treatment of 
surfaces across the various aspects of the Village’s stormwater management programs.   
 
Staff has surveyed several local municipalities and determined that most organizations 
follow standards developed by larger county-wide stormwater ordinances (e.g. MWRD-
WMO, Lake County WDO).  Many organizations have chosen to simply adopt these 
county ordinances instead of developing their own specific standards. For example, the 
Village of Winnetka’s Engineering Guidelines reflect the relative permeability values for 
these surfaces that are contained in the MWRD’s WMO, which the Village adopted by 
reference in 2014 when the ordinance was created. 
 
These regulations, however, also interface with the zoning ordinance, which places 
maximum limits on the amount of impermeable surfaces that can be constructed. While 
staff is still evaluating the overall maximum limits set in the Zoning Ordinance, 
consideration should be given to the fact that by treating pavers and compacted gravel as 
less than 100% impermeable, more of these surfaces can be constructed on a lot, even 
though research shows that standard paver installations and compacted gravel behave in a 
very similar manner to traditional pavement.  
 
It was staff’s recommendation to the Council that strong consideration be given to 
classifying standard paver products installed without designed joint spacing and a 
designed underdrain collection system as an impermeable surface area, for both zoning 
and stormwater purposes, in order to minimize the overall amount of impermeable 
surfaces being constructed. Similarly, staff recommended that consideration likewise be 
given to classifying compacted gravel driveways and parking areas as an impermeable 
surface area, for both zoning and stormwater calculation purposes. The Council 
concurred with these recommendations. 
 
Staff has drafted proposed revisions to Chapter 17 – Zoning, of the Winnetka Village 
Code. These revisions shown in Attachment #1, would provide consistency in the way 
surfaces are treated, and would also potentially simplify the necessary zoning calculations 
associated with building permit applications. 
 
Amendment Process 
Section 17.72.040 of the Village Code (see Attachment #2) provides a defined process 
under which the Zoning Ordinance may be amended. Broadly, the process requires a 
general public notice, notice to all property owners affected by a change, and a public 
hearing before “some commission, board or committee designated by the Village 
Council, which shall report its findings and recommendations to the Village Council.” 
Prior to initiating notice and a public hearing, staff is seeking preliminary input from the 
Zoning Board of Appeals on the proposed changes.  
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ATTACHMENT #1 
 

Proposed Revisions



ATTACHMENT #1 

Proposed Changes to Chapter 17.04 of the Village Code 

Modify #1 in “I” of definitions 

1.   Impermeable Surface.  "Impermeable surfaces" means surfaces which do not allow water to drain, 

seep, filter or pass through into the ground below. Such surfaces shall include, but are not limited to, 

buildings, other structures, driveways (including compacted gravel), sidewalks, walkways, patios, tennis 

courts, swimming pools and other similar surfaces; except that such surfaces shall not include any such 

continuous surface having an area of less than sixteen (16) square feet., and except that only eighty (80) 

percent of an area covered with brick, stone or concrete pavers shall be considered to be an 

impermeable surface For designed permeable surfaces, only seventy‐five (75) percent of the area 

covered by designed permeable surfaces shall be considered to be an impermeable surface. 

Add a new section in “D” of definitions 

1.  Designed Permeable Surface. “Designed permeable surfaces” means pavement systems 

designed to allow water to pass through voids, in the paving material or between pavers, to a designed 

subsurface stormwater storage layer and underdrain system. Designed permeable surfaces include, but 

are not limited to, pervious asphalt, permeable pavers, porous concrete systems, and open‐cell paving 

blocks.   

 
 



  December 8, 2015 

   

ATTACHMENT #2 
 

Amendment Process 



Print

Winnetka, IL Village Code

Section 17.72.040   Amendments.

   A.   Intent. The provisions, regulations and districts contained within this title may be amended 
from time to time by ordinance, but no such amendment shall be made without a hearing before 
some commission, board or committee designated by the Village Council, which shall report its 
findings and recommendations to the Village Council.

   B.   Application for Amendment. 

      1.   Who May File.  Amendments may be proposed in writing by the Village Council, the 
Plan Commission, the Zoning Board of Appeals, the Village Manager or any person having a 
proprietary interest in the property or properties for which an amendment is proposed. 

      2.   Filing and Contents of Application.  An application for amendment shall be filed with the 
Zoning Administrator in such standard form as shall be prescribed by the Zoning Administrator.

      3.   Fees.  The application shall be accompanied by applicable fees, which shall not be 
refundable.  The fees shall be set from time to time by resolution of the Village Council.

   C.   Hearing on Application. Within sixty (60) days of receipt of an application for amendment, 
the commission, board or committee designated by the Village Council shall hold a hearing on 
such application.

   D.   Notice of Hearing. 

      1.   Publication of Notice.  Notice shall be given of the time and place of the hearing, not 
more than thirty (30) nor less than fifteen (15) days before the hearing, by publishing a notice at 
least once in one or more newspapers published in the Village, or, if no newspaper is published 
in the Village, then in one or more newspapers with a general circulation within the Village.

      2.   Notice to Affected Property Owners.  In cases where the proposed amendment involves a 
change in zoning classification of particular property and such amendment is initiated by the 
Village Council, the Plan Commission, the Zoning Board of Appeals or the Village Manager, 
notice shall be served upon the owner or owners of property which are the subject of the 
proposed amendment in person or by certified mail within ten (10) days after the filing of the 
application.

      3.   Mailed Notice.  In cases where the proposed amendment involves a change in zoning 
classification of particular property, the Zoning Administrator shall prepare a list of the names 
and addresses of all persons to whom the latest general real estate tax bills were sent for all 
property situated within two hundred fifty (250) feet of the property which is the subject of the 
proposed amendment. Written notice of the time and place of the public hearing shall be sent to 
each person whose name appears on the list prepared by the Zoning Administrator, at the address 
shown on such list.  The Zoning Administrator shall send such written notice by first class mail, 
postage prepaid, not less than ten (10) days prior to the date of such public hearing.  The failure 
of any person to receive the written notice issued pursuant to this paragraph shall not affect the 
jurisdiction of any body authorized to conduct a hearing or otherwise consider the application for 
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special use.  Nor shall the  failure of any person to receive such written notice invalidate, impair 
or otherwise affect the subsequent grant or denial of any amendment granted following such 
public hearing.

   E.   Written Protest.

      1.   Filing of Protest.  The owners of properties that will be subject to the proposed zoning 
amendment, as well as the owners of properties immediately adjacent to, across any alley from, 
or directly opposite to the property or properties that are the subject of the zoning amendment 
application, may file a written protest objecting to the proposed amendment. The written protest 
shall be directed to the Village Council and shall be submitted on forms provided by the Village 
and shall be signed and acknowledged, in accordance with the definitions provided in Sections 
17.04.030(A)(3.5) and 17.04.030(S)(4.5) of this title. The written protest shall be submitted no 
later than 5:00 p.m. on the date of the first meeting of the Village Council at which the proposed 
amendment is on the agenda for consideration; provided, that the filing of a written protest after 
the close of the Board of Appeals hearing on the proposed amendment shall not create a right 
either to reopen the evidentiary record or to remand the application to the Board for further 
evidentiary proceedings.

      2.   Effect of Written Protest. In the event twenty (20) percent of the owners of property 
described in the foregoing paragraph 1 have submitted a written protest as provided therein, the 
granting of a zoning amendment by the Village Council shall require the favorable vote of four 
(4) Trustees.

   F.   Findings of Fact and Recommendations. Within sixty (60) days after the close of the 
hearing on a proposed amendment, the commission, board or committee, as the case may be, 
shall make written findings of fact and submit them together with its recommendation to the 
Village Council. In cases where the purpose and effect of the proposed amendment is to change 
the zoning classification of a particular property, the commission, board or committee, as the 
case may be, shall make findings based upon evidence presented to it in each specific case with 
respect to the following matters:

      1.   Existing uses of property within the general area of the property in question and their 
relationship to one another;

      2.   The zoning classification of property within the general area of the property in question 
and their relationship to one another;

      3.   The suitability of the property in question for the uses permitted under the existing zoning 
classification;

      4.   The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the property in question, 
including changes, if any, which may have taken place since the day the property in question was 
placed in its present zoning classification;

      5.   Where applicable, the length of time the property in question has been vacant as zoned;

      6.   That there are changed or changing conditions in the applicable area of the amendment, 
or in the Village generally, that make the proposed amendment reasonably necessary to the 
promotion of the public health, safety or general welfare.

         In cases where the amendment is proposed by a person other than a Village Board or 
official and the purpose and effect of the proposed amendment is to change the zoning 
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classification of particular property, then the commission, board or committee, as the case may 
be, shall not recommend the adoption of a proposed amendment except with respect to a 
particular development plan submitted by the applicant as a part of the application for 
amendment. Such development plan shall be reviewed by the Plan Commission with respect to 
its consistency with the Village Comprehensive Plan, and by the Village Design Review Board 
with respect to whether it would issue a certificate of appropriateness for the proposed project. 
The findings of each with respect to these particular questions shall be presented at the required 
hearing.

         The commission, board or committee, as the case may be, shall not recommend the 
adoption of a proposed amendment unless it finds that the adoption of such an amendment is in 
the public interest and is not solely for the interest of a private applicant.

   G.   Action by the Village Council. 

      1.   Upon receipt of a written report and recommendation on a proposed zoning amendment 
from the commission, board or committee, as the case may be, the Village Council shall place 
such report and recommendation on its agenda within thirty (30) days. The Village Council shall 
approve, reject, amend, modify or return the application for amendment to the commission, 
board or committee, as the case may be, for further study.

      2.   In cases in which the requisite number of protests have been submitted in accordance 
with Section 17.72.040 of this chapter, the proposed amendment shall not be passed except by a 
favorable vote of four (4) Village Trustees.

      3.   If an application for a proposed amendment is not acted upon finally by the Village 
Council within sixty (60) days of the time of receipt of the commission, board or committee 
findings and recommendation, as the case may be, it shall be deemed to have been denied unless 
an additional and specific period of time is granted by the Village Council with the consent of 
the applicant.

      4.   In approving a particular amendment, the Village Council may apply such conditions, 
requirements or restrictions including adherence to a particular development plan, as, in its 
opinion, is necessary to protect or enhance the public health, safety or welfare.

   H.   Amendment Deemed Null and Void. In any case where the amendment is proposed by a 
person other than a Village Board or official and the purpose and effect of the amendment is to 
change the zoning classification of particular property, and where no development has taken 
place within one and one-half years from the date on which such amendment was granted by the 
Village Council, or where development of the particular property is inconsistent with the 
conditions, requirements or restrictions upon which the amendment was granted, then such 
amendment shall become null and void and the particular property shall revert to its prior zoning 
classification. 

(Prior code § 22.19)

(MC-6-2005, Amended, 09/20/2005; MC-9-2010, Amended, 01/4/2011)
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ATTACHMENT #3 
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Evaluation of Development Regulations on Stormwater Management - Part 1

Steven M. Saunders, Director of Public Works/Village Engineer

05/19/2015

✔ ✔

Based on recommendations in the Village’s Stormwater Master Plan, the Village Council has requested that staff evaluate the Village’s zoning regulations to
determine if there are areas where the zoning requirements encourage or create adverse stormwater impacts. Four potential regulatory conditions with stormwater
implications were identified: 1) the maximum allowable impermeable surface that can be constructed on a lot; 2) provisions in the current Zoning Ordinance that
encourage construction of detached rear garages; 3) how different types of impermeable and semi-permeable surfaces are classified in the Zoning Ordinance and
stormwater management regulations, and; 4) whether construction of extra-deep (18-20 foot) basements produces adverse stormwater issues. The Village’s recent
(2014) citizen survey also indicated that the Village would be studying development requirements for new home construction to control stormwater runoff, and 90%
of respondents either strongly or somewhat supported evaluating and implementing additional stormwater requirements for new home construction.

This report covers items 3 and 4, treatment of impermeable and semi-permeable surfaces, and the effect of deep basements. The
remaining two items are also being evaluated by staff, and it is anticipated that recommendations on these items will be
presented for Council discussion in the next couple of months.

The Village’s Zoning Ordinance and its stormwater regulations both have provisions that rely on measurement of impermeable
surfaces, those surfaces that prevent rainwater from penetrating and soaking into the ground. There are, however, some
differences between the Zoning Ordinance and the regulations in how certain surfaces such as pavers and compacted gravel are
classified. Staff researched this issue and recommends that pavers and gravel be consistently treated for both zoning and
stormwater purposes, and that consideration be given on how to encourage the use of engineered permeable pavement systems.

Another items identified for review is whether the construction of excessively deep basements, those deeper than the typical 8-
to 10-foot basement, poses a flooding risk to neighboring properties by interruption or displacement of groundwater. In most
cases, these deeper basements are constructed as a matter of convenience to property owners for the purpose of “sport-courts”,
home theaters, or other amenities. Staff has investigated the likely implications of these deeper basements for typical Winnetka
conditions using soil boring data. Based on soil boring data, the location of the low permeability clay strata layers, and current
water table depths it is concluded that the incremental basement depth associated with deeper basements does not cause a
significant interruption or displacement of groundwater and would not impact neighboring properties. The Village's Engineering
Design Guidelines should be amended to require that sump pump discharge volumes be included in stormwater management
calculations.

1. Consider directing staff to evaluate and prepare potential changes to the Zoning Ordinance in order to classify standard
paver installations and gravel pavements as impermeable surfaces. Should the Council determine to consider changes to the
Zoning Ordinance, consider which board or commission should hold the necessary public hearing for amendments. Provide
policy direction.
2. Consider directing staff to prepare a modification to the Engineering Design Guidelines to require that sump pump
discharge volumes be included in stormwater management calculations.

Agenda Report
Village Code Section 17.72.040
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Agenda Report 
 
 
Subject: Evaluation of Impacts on Stormwater Management of Semi-

permeable Surfaces and Deep Basements 
 
Prepared By: Steven M. Saunders, Director of Public Works/Village Engineer 
 
Date: May 15, 2015 
 
Based on recommendations in the Village’s Stormwater Master Plan, the Village Council 
has requested that staff evaluate the Village’s zoning regulations to determine if there are 
areas where the zoning requirements encourage or create adverse stormwater impacts.   
Four potential regulatory conditions with stormwater implications were identified: 1) the 
maximum allowable impermeable surface that can be constructed on a lot; 2) provisions 
in the current Zoning Ordinance that encourage construction of detached rear garages; 3) 
how different types of impermeable and semi-permeable surfaces are classified in the 
Zoning Ordinance and stormwater management regulations, and; 4) whether construction 
of extra-deep (18-20 foot) basements produces adverse stormwater issues. 
 
The Village’s recent (2014) citizen survey also indicated that the Village would be 
studying development requirements for new home construction to control stormwater 
runoff, and 90% of respondents either strongly or somewhat supported evaluating and 
implementing additional stormwater requirements for new home construction.   
 
This report covers items 3 and 4, treatment of impermeable and semi-permeable surfaces, 
and the effect of deep basements. The remaining two items are also being evaluated by 
staff, and it is anticipated that recommendations on these items will be presented for 
Council discussion in the next couple of months. 
 

Evaluation of Impermeable Surface Classifications 
 
The Village’s Zoning Ordinance and its Stormwater Utility both have provisions that rely 
on measurement of impermeable surfaces, those surfaces that prevent rainwater from 
penetrating and soaking into the ground. The Zoning Ordinance limits the amount of 
impermeable surfaces that can be constructed on a property, and the Stormwater Utility 
measures impermeable surfaces as part of the fee calculation for the utility bill. There are, 
however, some differences between the Zoning Ordinance and the Stormwater Utility in 
how certain surfaces are classified. 
 
There is agreement on the classification of typical impermeable surfaces such as roofs, 
concrete or asphalt driveways, sidewalks, and patios, pool decks, tennis courts, and the 
like. These types of surfaces are classified as 100% impermeable for the purpose of both 
zoning calculations and the stormwater regulations. Similarly, there is agreement on non-
paved surfaces such as vegetated areas and lawns, open-slatted wood decks with only dirt 
beneath, and widely spaced flagstone surfaces with open joints, and un-compacted gravel 
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surfaces such as garden paths. Those types of surfaces are counted as completely 
permeable for the purpose of both zoning and stormwater calculations.  
 
Some surfaces, however, are treated differently between for the purpose of zoning and 
stormwater calculations. The Zoning Ordinance defines impermeable surfaces as:  
 

“surfaces which do not allow water to drain, seep, filter or pass through into the 
ground below. Such surfaces shall include, but are not limited to, buildings, other 
structures, driveways, sidewalks, walkways, patios, tennis courts, swimming 
pools and other similar surfaces; except that such surfaces shall not include any 
such continuous surface having an area of less than sixteen (16) square feet, and 
except that only eighty (80) percent of an area covered with brick, stone or 
concrete pavers shall be considered to be an impermeable surface.” 

 
Under this definition, gravel surfaces are not considered to be impermeable by the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
Clay/Concrete Pavers 
Standard concrete or clay dry-set pavers, with minimal joint spacing, are treated as 100% 
impermeable for the purpose of stormwater calculations. However, the Zoning Ordinance 
specifies that paver surfaces are treated as 80% impermeable, for the purpose of lot-
coverage calculations. This provision was adopted as an incentive for people to use 
materials other than asphalt or concrete for impermeable areas, primarily for aesthetic 
reasons. 
 
Typical paver installation consists of the excavation of the existing ground to a specified 
depth, the compaction of existing organic material, the placement of a specified thickness 
of finer aggregate (typically CA-6 limestone), topped with a thin layer of sand which acts 
as a compression bedding for the pavers. The compaction of the existing organic material 
and the limestone provides a more rigid solid base on which to place the pavers. The 
placement of the sand layer provides a cushion and flexible base which allows for minor 
displacement caused from vehicles. However, the compaction of the organic and 
limestone material in conjunction with the minimal spacing between standard pavers, 
typically less than a ¼ of an inch, makes the water infiltration rate very low.  
 
As a result, many governmental organizations consider this material and installation 
technique to act as an impermeable surface when considering retention or infiltration 
credits. For example, the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District’s countywide 
Watershed Management Ordinance (WMO) specifies that traditional paved surfaces 
(concrete and asphalt) and typical concrete and clay paver installations are treated as 
being equally impermeable. Lake County and DuPage County ordinances do likewise. 
 
In addition, staff spoke with representatives from UniLock, one of the larger paver 
manufacturers and installers in the region, and their design team confirmed the 
infiltration rates as consistent with the approach taken by government organizations that 
these surfaces behave like an impervious material. 

 

Agenda Packet P. 73



 
Gravel/Decorative Stone 
Compacted gravel surfaces, such as gravel driveways or parking areas, are also treated as 
100% impermeable for purposes of stormwater calculations, however they are not 
counted as impermeable surface for the purpose of zoning lot coverage calculations.  
 
Standard limestone or colored gravel offers both an aesthetic and easily maintainable 
material.  Many of the gravel materials recommended for this application do maintain a 
specific amount of finer aggregates which provide an adhesion of the larger aggregate 
stones, making it easier to drive on and maintain.  Although the use of this material does 
provide various benefits, it is considered by most organizations to be an impervious 
material due to the fine aggregates in the mix. For example, compacted gravel surfaces 
are treated the same as pavement by the WMO for the purpose of calculating stormwater 
runoff.  
 
Designed Permeable Pavement Systems  
Porous concrete and bituminous materials have provided an additional approach to water 
quality and infiltration management.  These systems are designed to provide a specific 
rate of infiltration through the pavement structure into an underdrain collection system, 
consisting primarily of larger aggregate and rigid piping. Manufacturers of these kinds of 
systems have specific quantified infiltration rates depending on the variations in the mix, 
and these rates would be considered in the overall rate of runoff from a property.  Not 
only do pervious pavement systems offer improved overall infiltration, there is also an 
increased water quality benefit of the reduction of solid materials typical in standard 
runoff. 
 
Installation begins with the design of a storm water collection system placed under the 
pavement, including the utilization of larger aggregates to allow for the water to infiltrate 
through to the collection system.  In addition to the installation of the collection system 
the spacing between the pavers, or in the case of permeable concrete or asphalt, between 
the stone matrix, becomes more pronounced; typically between a ½ to 1-inch.  The 
variation in the spacing and the size aggregate in the sub base design allows for the 
determination of a specific infiltration rate for which to consider detention/retention 
credits.  Compared to traditional pavements, the cost for installation and required 
maintenance can be considerably higher, although the long term water quality and 
stormwater management benefits may offset these higher costs. 
 
These systems are most frequently used in commercial developments, due to the 
increased costs for the material and installation, however they are becoming increasingly 
popular for residential applications. One of the difficulties of utilizing this material is the 
maintenance that is required to ensure the maximum infiltration rates, and the frequency 
of the maintenance. Maintenance activities would include vacuuming of the surface to 
remove loose impediments and flushing/rodding of the underdrain system. If this 
maintenance is not performed regularly, these installations lose their permeability and 
behave like traditional pavements.  
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For the purpose of calculating stormwater runoff, the WMO classifies permeable 
pavements systems as more permeable than standard pavements, but less permeable than 
vegetated areas.  
 
Conclusions 
Staff has surveyed several local municipalities and determined that most organizations 
follow standards developed by larger county-wide stormwater ordinances (e.g. MWRD-
WMO, Lake County WDO).  Many organizations have chosen to simply adopt these 
county ordinances instead of developing their own specific standards. For example, the 
Village of Winnetka’s Engineering Guidelines reflect the relative permeability values for 
these surfaces that are contained in the MWRD’s WMO, which the Village adopted by 
reference in 2014 when the ordinance was created. 
 
These regulations, however, also interface with the zoning ordinance, which places 
maximum limits on the amount of impermeable surfaces that can be constructed. While 
staff is still evaluating the overall maximum limits set in the Zoning Ordinance, 
consideration should be given to the fact that by treating pavers and compacted gravel as 
less than 100% impermeable, more of these surfaces can be constructed on a lot, even 
though research shows that standard paver installations and compacted gravel behave in a 
very similar manner to traditional pavement.  
 
It is staff’s recommendation that strong consideration be given to classifying standard 
paver products installed without designed joint spacing and a designed underdrain 
collection system as an impermeable surface area, for both zoning and stormwater 
purposes, in order to minimize the overall amount of impermeable surfaces being 
constructed. Similarly, staff recommends that consideration likewise be given to 
classifying compacted gravel driveways and parking areas as an impermeable surface 
area, for both zoning and stormwater calculation purposes. 
 
In conjunction, consideration should also be given to encourage the installation of more 
robust engineered designed pervious pavement systems with an appropriate storm water 
collection system. One way to do this would be to consider whether to modify the current 
appeal provision in the stormwater utility to allow a reduction in the impermeable surface 
calculation for engineered permeable pavement systems, using the specific permeability 
factors designed for each system.  
 
Amendment Process 
It is important to note that changing the way that zoning provisions are calculated does 
have consequences, primarily in the form of a potential increase in future zoning 
variations. For example, a project that was legally constructed using a paver area that was 
calculated at 80% for the impermeable calculation, may become non-conforming if 
pavers were to be counted as 100% impermeable. Due to the complexity of gathering 
data specific to paver driveways and gravel driveways, staff has not completed an 
analysis of how many non-conformities might be created by such a change. 
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Section 17.72.040 of the Village Code (see Attachment #1) provides a defined process 
under which the Zoning Ordinance may be amended. Broadly, the process requires a 
general public notice, notice to all property owners affected by a change, and a public 
hearing before “some commission, board or committee designated by the Village 
Council, which shall report its findings and recommendations to the Village Council.” 
 
If the Council is inclined to consider modifying the Zoning Ordinance definition of 
Impermeable Surfaces, the Council should consider which board or commission should 
hold the required hearing, the timing of the hearing, and the process of providing the 
required notification of the hearing. 
 
It should be noted that the forthcoming part 2 of this evaluation, pertaining to overall 
impermeable surface limits and the effect of detached garages, will likely also result in 
possible changes to the Zoning Ordinance, so it may be beneficial to consider a combined 
process of amendments. 
 

Evaluation of Deep Basements 
 
One of the items identified by the Village Council is whether the construction of 
excessively deep basements, those deeper than the typical 8- to 10-foot basement, poses a 
flooding risk to neighboring properties by interruption or displacement of groundwater.  
In most cases, these deeper basements are constructed as a matter of convenience to 
property owners for the purpose of “sport-courts”, home theaters, or other amenities.  
Staff has investigated the likely implications of these deeper basements for typical 
Winnetka conditions. 
 
Existing Typical Subsurface Conditions 
The Village and Park District have recently completed a number of soil borings for the 
Willow Road Stormwater Tunnel and Area Drainage Improvement project and the 
Skokie Playfield improvements, respectively, and staff has evaluated the reports from 
these soil borings to ascertain soil composition, and also to identify typical groundwater 
levels.  Some general conclusions can be drawn.  First, in general, the top three to five 
feet of the soil profile is composed of organic soil, loose silty or clayey soil, or fill.  
These layers tend to be moist and groundwater levels fluctuate seasonally within this 
layer.   The source of groundwater in this layer is primarily precipitation – rainwater 
and/or snowmelt.  These upper soil strata are underlain by a layer of stiff to very stiff 
gray or brown clay, with very low permeability, extending to well below the depth of 
even the deepest basement.  The presence of a higher permeability layer above a lower 
permeability layer creates what is known as a perched water condition, where 
groundwater may be present in shallow zones, while the underlying soils are fairly dry. 
 
Second, some of the borings identified a relatively narrow (2 to 3-foot thick) “seam” of 
saturated, higher permeability soils, at a varying depth.  In some borings, this layer is as 
shallow as 5-6 feet; in others it is as deep as 18-20 feet.  In still other borings, it is not 
present at all.  When present, this seam is sandwiched between low-permeability clay 
strata that inhibit water in this seam from moving vertically, either upward or downward.   
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As a result of these factors, the groundwater elevation is generally a very shallow, 
perched layer, confined to the top 5 to 10 feet of the soil profile. The depth to 
groundwater varies seasonally, but the depth to the bottom of the groundwater strata is 
strictly limited by the depth to the low permeability clay layer. Soil borings generally 
confirm that once an excavation reaches the underlying clay layer, the soil is dry. 
 
Effect of Basement Construction 
A typical basement involves excavation to a depth of 8 to 10 feet below ground surface. 
This excavation would be followed by construction of footings, construction of the 
foundation walls, and the basement floor. At this depth, the bottom of the excavation is 
typically in the underlying low-permeability clay layer, below the perched groundwater 
level.  
 
For most homes with deeper basements, the foundation excavation can be 10 feet (or 
more) deeper than for a standard basement. However, this incremental excavation depth 
takes place within the dry, low-permeability clay layer. As a result, construction of the 
incremental basement depth generally takes place in an area that is isolated from the 
perched groundwater and does not have an incremental impact on groundwater levels. 
This is illustrated in Figure 1, below. 
 

 
Figure 1 

 
Homes with standard basements typically require the inclusion of a foundation drainage 
system which encompasses a sump pit, a sump pump, and a discharge pipe. For homes 
with deeper foundation these foundation collection systems are designed to accommodate 
the depth of the basement and the anticipated volume of water based on the depth of the 
basement. Because Winnetka’s side-yard requirements and relatively dense development 
patterns can result in houses being fairly close to property lines, sump pump discharges 
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MINUTES 
WINNETKA VILLAGE COUNCIL  

REGULAR MEETING 
May 19, 2015 

(Approved:  xx) 

A record of a legally convened regular meeting of the Council of the Village of Winnetka, which 
was held in the Village Hall Council Chambers on Tuesday, May 19, 2015, at 7:00 p.m. 

1) Call to Order.  President Greable called the meeting to order at 7:10 p.m.  Present:  Trustees 
Andrew Cripe, Carol Fessler, William Krucks, Stuart McCrary, Scott Myers and Marilyn 
Prodromos.  Absent:  None.  Also present:  Village Manager Robert Bahan, Assistant to the 
Village Manager Megan Pierce, Village Attorney Peter M. Friedman, Public Works Director 
Steve Saunders, Assistant Public Works Director James Bernahl, Assistant Village Engineer 
Susan Chen, Director of Community Development Mike D’Onofrio, Police Chief Patrick 
Kreis, and approximately 9 persons in the audience.   

2) Pledge of Allegiance.  President Greable led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3) Quorum. 

a) June 2, 2015 Regular Meeting.  All of the Council members present indicated that they 
expected to attend.   

b) June 9, 2015 Study Session.  All of the Council members present, except Trustees Krucks 
and Prodromos, indicated that they expected to attend.   

c) June 16, 2015 Regular Meeting.  All of the Council members present, except Trustee 
Prodromos, indicated that they expected to attend.   

4) Approval of the Agenda.  Trustee Myers, seconded by Trustee Fessler, moved to approve the 
Agenda.  By voice vote, the motion carried.   

5) Consent Agenda 

a) Village Council Minutes.   

i) April 28, 2015 Special Meeting.      

ii) May 5, 2015 Regular Meeting.   

b) Warrant List.  Approving the Warrant List dated May 1 to May 14, 2015 in the amount of 
$920,722.85. 

c) Resolution No. R-14-2015: Approving an Agreement for Interim Finance Director 
Services – Adoption.  A Resolution approving an agreement with GovTempUSA, LLC 
for the services of an interim finance director. 

d) Resolution No. R-15-2015:  Urging Protection of Local Government Revenues – 
Adoption.  A resolution urging the State Legislature to protect local government 
revenues. 

e) Water Plant Circuit Breaker, Bid #015-017.  Approval of a bid rejection for the purchase 
of a 480 volt circuit breaker, as the purchase is no longer recommended. 
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f) Electric Plant Roof Replacement, Bid #015-018.  An authorization for the Village 
Manager to issue a $30,300 purchase order to L. Marshall Roofing and Sheet Metal Inc. 
to replace the Electric Plant roof, in accordance with the terms of Bid #015-018. 

g) State of Illinois Joint Purchase Program Equipment Replacement:  PW-9.  An item 
awarding an $84,164 purchase order to Bob Ridings Ford to purchase a 2016 Ford F550 
regular cab chassis and platform body under State of Illinois Joint Purchasing Program 
Contract #4017340. 

h) FPCC South of Tower Road Pond Stabilization Project.  Approval of a contract to 
Kovilic Construction for an amount not to exceed $342,800, for construction services on 
the FPCC South of Tower Road Pond Stabilization Project.   

i) Purchase of Sidewalk Tractor - M-B MSV-115 HP.  Approval of the purchase of a new 
M-B-MSV APF-50 Fixed V-Plow Snow Tractor, including the trade-in of the Village’s 
old sidewalk tractor, for a price not to exceed $107,834. 

j) 2015 Bulk Salt Purchase.  An item awarding a $73,000 contract to Morton Salt for the 
purchase of 1,000 tons of rock salt at a cost of $73 per ton. 

Trustee Fessler, seconded by Trustee Krucks, moved to approve the foregoing items on 
the Consent Agenda by omnibus vote.  By roll call vote, the motion carried.  Ayes:  
Trustees Cripe, Fessler, Krucks, McCrary, Myers and Prodromos.  Nays:  None.  Absent:  
None. 

6) Stormwater.   

a) FEMA Community Rating System (CRS) Class 6 Rating Award.  Mr. Bernahl reviewed 
the Village’s process to qualify for this National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) that 
offers eligible communities discounts on flood insurance premiums.  Assistant Village 
Engineer Susan Chen spearheaded the Public Works Department’s efforts to meet the 
NFIP’s criteria to join the Community Rating System (CRS) program. 

Brian Eber, from the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), explained that 
Winnetka is entering the program with a Class 6 ranking, which is currently one of the 
highest ranks in the State of Illinois.  He presented a plaque to President Greable 
recognizing the Village’s outstanding efforts and honoring Winnetka’s elite status as a 
community that provides flood protection and a stormwater management system, and 
preserves open space.  He commended Winnetka for having the best repetitive loss area 
analysis, not only in the State, but possibly the nation.   

After a few questions and comments from the Council, Mr. Bernahl explained that the 
insurance discounts will be automatically applied to residents’ flood insurance premiums 
at renewal time.  Those inside the flood plain will receive a 20% discount, and residents 
outside the flood plain will receive a 10% reduction. 

President Greable congratulated Steve Saunders and his staff on the Class 6 designation, 
and Manager Bahan thanked Ms. Chen for shepherding the CRS project to completion. 
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b) Evaluation of Development Regulations on Stormwater Management - Part 1.  
Mr. Saunders explained the Village’s Stormwater Master Plan recommends a review of 
the Zoning Ordinance to uncover possible regulations that inadvertently create 
undesirable stormwater impacts.  He added that respondents to the Village’s 2014 Citizen 
Survey support possible amended zoning requirements for new home construction.   

Mr. Saunders said staff has identified four areas in the Zoning Ordinance that may merit 
further evaluation for stormwater impacts; two of the options will be discussed at this 
meeting:  (i) the classification of permeable and impermeable surfaces; and (ii) the 
impact of deep basements.  Later this summer, staff plans to review the Village’s overall 
impermeable surface limitations, as well as incentives to construct detached rear garages. 

Mr. Saunders noted that currently, the Zoning Ordinance encourages the use of pavers, as 
they are semi-permeable in theory and aesthetically more pleasing; in addition, impacted 
gravel also does not count towards impermeable coverage.  He explained that for 
purposes of stormwater calculations; however, pavers and impacted gravel behave almost 
identical to concrete or asphalt surfaces, as the water cannot truly percolate into the earth.  
Staff recommends that the Zoning Ordinance and stormwater utility calculations be 
brought into congruence, especially in light of research showing that pavers and impacted 
gravel are impermeable surfaces.  In addition, the new Watershed Management 
Ordinance for Cook County recognizes them as impermeable surfaces. 

Mr. Saunders said an option to install a specially-designed permeable pavement system 
does exist, which allows the system to function almost like a natural vegetative area in 
terms of letting water percolate through.  He recommended a permeability factor be 
established for such a system for those willing to install one. 

Mr. Saunders next explained there is speculation in the community that deep basements 
increase incidents of flooding, based purely on anecdotal evidence.  He said the Village’s 
soil boring database reveals that the water in Winnetka is generally “perched,” meaning 
there is a saturated layer sitting atop an impermeable layer of clay.  He noted that water 
can percolate to five or six feet before it hits the stiff clay and then can go no further; and 
while the groundwater fluctuates with the seasons, the clay barrier does not vary.  He 
noted that in some areas a seam of impermeable ground is situated between two 
impermeable layers, but it is trapped and has nowhere to go.  The bottom of a regular 
basement sits on the impermeable clay layer; consequently, the excavation for a deep 
basement would also not encounter any groundwater. 

Mr. Saunders recapped staff’s zoning recommendations: (i) make amendments to treat 
paver and gravel surfaces as impermeable in the Zoning Ordinance; and (ii) deep 
basements do not impact groundwater levels any more than regular basements do.  He 
said the Council has the option to wait for recommendations on detached garages before 
moving forward with any zoning amendments, since it might be easier to amend the 
Zoning Code once rather than twice. 

Next Mr. Saunders explained that sump pump discharge is currently calculated at an 
allowable discharge rate of a three year storm level, and new development is required to 
hold any new runoff created from the construction project.  He said staff is now 
recommending the Village’s Engineering Guidelines be modified to require the total 
sump pump discharge be included in stormwater volume calculations. 
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The Council briefly discussed the deep basement issue and asked for confirmation that 
deep basements do not exacerbate the flooding problems. 

Mr. Saunders said he could not say a basement vs. no basement has no stormwater 
impact; however, he expressed confidence that a deep basement vs. a regular basement 
does not change anything.  He added that impermeable surfaces have a much bigger 
impact. 

In the ensuing Q&A with the Council, Mr. Saunders confirmed that: (i) Winnetka is 
underlined with stiff clay and there is little variation between the east and west sides of 
town; (ii) in considering the basement floor area ratio credit in the Zoning Ordinance, 
there is an intersection between aesthetics and sensible stormwater regulation which must 
be considered; (iii) compensatory storage is required for new development in the flood 
plain, and a floodable crawlspace is one of the ways to get credit for compensatory 
storage; (iv) a fair and consistent way to treat impermeable surfaces would be to define 
all driveways as impermeable unless it is an engineered permeable system; (v) any 
zoning change regarding sump pump volumes for deep basements should be tied to a 
national building code; (vi) the requirement to provide compensatory storage only applies 
to new runoff caused by construction; therefore, those systems are not detaining all of the 
property’s runoff and they still need to pay into the stormwater utility; and (vii) the 
County’s Watershed Management Ordinance imposes strict requirements on basements 
in flood plains, which will essentially result in a prohibition on their construction in the 
flood plain. 

President Greable called for audience comment. 

Tanya Dietrich, 824 Boal Parkway.  Ms. Dietrich said her property values have declined 
since it was designated a part of the flood plain, and she claimed there are underground 
streams in Winnetka that the deep basements would hit. 

Mr. Saunders explained the underground “streams” are the thin saturated permeable 
layers that are sometimes found between layers of clay, which percolate very little into 
the surrounding area. 

President Greable polled the Council about the zoning recommendations.  A majority of 
Trustees were in favor of treating pavers and gravel as impermeable surfaces in the 
Zoning Ordinance and modifying the Engineering Design Guidelines to require sump 
pump discharge to drain into the storm sewers.  The consensus was to move forward with 
the changes as soon as possible. 

The Council asked for more information before making a decision on adding a 
stormwater utility credit for engineered permeable paver systems, and Trustee Myers also 
asked if an appropriate national standard could be found that the Village can use to 
mandate increased pump capacity for deep basements.  No regulations prohibiting deep 
basements were deemed necessary by a majority of the Council. 
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7) Ordinances and Resolutions. 

a) Ordinance No. M-12-2015:  675 Garland Avenue, Variation for the Construction  
and Use of a New Single-Story Addition – Introduction.  Mr. D’Onofrio reviewed this 
request for a zoning variation to allow an addition to the first story that would convert the 
existing breakfast room and rear entry into a family room and mudroom.  He noted that 
the depth of the addition is very shallow, at six feet. 

Trustee McCrary commented that the addition won’t be seen by neighbors because of its 
location and shallow depth.   

Mr. Saunders explained that the proposed addition would not require detention, but a 
grading plan and runoff controls will be required as part of the building application. 

Trustee Cripe said he heard this request when he was on the ZBA and that it is a very 
restrained, reasonable approach. 

Trustee McCrary, seconded by Trustee Fessler, moved to introduce Ordinance M-12-
2015.  By voice vote, the motion carried.   

8) Public Comment.   

Tanya Dietrich, 824 Boal Parkway.  Ms. Dietrich read a letter commenting that the 
construction project on Tower Road is being poorly managed, and she has suffered two flat 
tires and other damage to her automobile as a result.  In addition, she complained that getting 
into and out of her neighborhood is very difficult because of the construction.    

Mr. Saunders said the construction contractor’s insurance company can work through the 
auto damage claims, and he would work with the construction manager to keep convenient 
access to her home.   

Louise Holland, Chair of the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC).  Ms. Holland said 
the Historical Society and the LPC presented the first landmarks trolley tour of Winnetka last 
Sunday, led by Nan Greenough of the Historical Society.  She thanked the Council for 
sponsoring the event and read some positive comments received from participants of the tour. 

9) Old Business. None. 

10) New Business. 

a) Starbucks Liquor License Application and Potential New Liquor License Class.  Attorney 
Friedman explained that a liquor license application has been received from Starbucks 
which would require a Code amendment to allow the sale of beer and wine at a coffee 
shop.  He said other towns have similar establishments, and he had prepared a draft of 
potential Liquor Code amendments to facilitate the Council’s discussion.  

Attorney Friedman said the new regulations would create a new license classification, a 
new definition of coffee shop, and provide for the sale of beer and wine between the 
hours of 4:00 – 9:00 PM.  The draft regulations would also provide for sidewalk service 
of beer and wine, monitored by an employee who is at least 21 years of age. 

Police Chief Kreis introduced Commander Christensen, who oversees the liquor 
investigations and processes liquor license applications.  Cmdr. Christensen said he has 
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not seen anything from the business that would give him pause about their ability to be 
responsible with the sale of beer and wine, should the Council allow it. 

Jim Webster, Webster & Powell, attorney for Starbucks.  Mr. Webster explained that 
Starbucks rolled out its new concept about two years ago with stores in Evanston, 
Chicago, Burr Ridge and Schaumburg.  He explained that there is no table service, sales 
take place at the counter, proof of age is required, and all of the employees will be 21 or 
older and have BASSET certification.   

The Council discussed the proposition briefly and requested that the sale of beer and wine 
start around 5:00 PM to accommodate the fact that many school-aged customers are in 
the store after school lets out.  Placement of a barrier around the sidewalk tables was also 
discussed.  Afterward, they reached consensus to approve a new class of liquor license 
for coffee shops. 

Chief Kreis said with this feedback, the license conditions, hours of service, and sidewalk 
service questions can be worked out.  He added that his officers routinely visit 
establishments in Winnetka, and it would not be difficult to keep an eye on things. 

11) Appointments. 

a) Trustee Myers, seconded by Trustee Fessler, moved to appoint James Wilson to the 
Environmental & Forestry Commission effective immediately.  By voice vote, the motion 
carried. 

b) Trustee Krucks, seconded by Trustee Fessler, moved to appoint Chuck Dowding to the 
Environmental & Forestry Commission to serve as chair, effective immediately.  By 
voice vote, the motion carried 

c) Trusetee Myers, seconded by Trustee Fessler, moved to appoint Christopher Blum as the 
Zoning Board of Appeals liaison to the Plan Commission. By voice vote, the motion 
carried. 

12) Reports.   

a) Village President.  President Greable invited the community to attend Winnetka’s 
Memorial Day parade and presentation on the Village Green. 

b) Trustees.  None. 

c) Attorney.  None. 

d) Manager.  None. 

13) Executive Session.  None.   

14) Adjournment.  Trustee Fessler, seconded by Trustee Prodromos, moved to adjourn the 
meeting.  By voice vote, the motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 9:53 p.m.  

 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Deputy Clerk 
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