
 

Winnetka Plan Commission 
 

Meeting Notice   
 

Wednesday, January 27, 2016   
 

The Winnetka Plan Commission will convene a regular meeting on Wednesday, January 27, 
2016 in the Council Chambers of Winnetka Village Hall, 510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, 
Illinois, at 7:00 P.M. 
 

Agenda 
 

 
1. Adoption of September  30, 2015 & October 21, 2015 meeting minutes; 

 
2. Consideration of proposed Subdivision of 5 Indian Hill Road (continued from 

November meeting); 
 

3. Consideration of Special Use Permit request by Verizon Wireless for proposed 
facilities at 554 Green Bay Road; 

 
4. Consideration of Special Use Permit request by Saints Faith Hope and Charity, 

150 and 191 Linden St 
 

5. Consideration of Special Use Permit request by Domino’s Pizza for proposed 
location at 1001 Green Bay Road;  

 
 
Note:  Public comment is permitted on all agenda items. 

 
 

The Village of Winnetka, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that 
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 facilities, 
contact the Village ADA Coordinator, at 510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093 
(telephone: (847) 716-3541; T.T.Y.: (847) 501-6041), no less than 3 working days before the 
hearing date. 
 
 
 
                        
 
               



WINNETKA PLAN COMMISSION  

SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 MEETING MINUTES 

 

 

Members Present:    Tina Dalman, Chairperson 

Caryn Rosen Adelman  

Jan Bawden 

Dana Fattore Crumley 

Paul Dunn 

John Golan 

Louise Holland 

Keta McCarthy 

Jeanne Morette 

John Thomas  

 

Non-voting Members Present:  Carol Fessler 

Chris Blum 

 

Members Absent:    Jack Coladarci 

 

Village Attorney:    Peter Friedman 

 

Village Staff:  Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community  

  Development  

  Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community  

Development  

 

Call to Order: 
 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Dalman at 7:00 p.m.   

 

Chairperson Dalman took a roll call of the Commission members present.   

 

Ms. Crumley arrived at the meeting at a later time.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that the first agenda item is the adoption of the August 26, 2015 

management minutes.  She then asked if there were any comments or corrections.   

 

Mr. Dunn informed the Commission that the few changes he made to the minutes were not very 

material and that he gave those changes to Mr. Norkus.  

 

Ms. Fessler also stated that she would provide her changes to Mr. Norkus by the close of business 

the following day so that they can be adopted at the next regular meeting.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked that any other changes by the Commission members to the minutes be 

submitted to Mr. Norkus by the close of business the following day.  
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Ms. Adelman stated that she did not know if there is press in the room, but that The Winnetka 

Current totally misquoted her and that there may have been a retraction.  She indicated that she 

would hope that before any press published anything, that they do fact checking.  

 

Chairperson Dalman agreed with Ms. Adelman’s comments and stated that many of the 

Commission members were misquoted.  She then stated that it is always good journalism to make 

sure that you go over the quote with the person giving the quote as well as the facts.  

 

Continuation - Case #15-10-PD: Preliminary Review of PD Application by Stonestreet 

Partners and Winnetka Station LLC, for the Properties at (A) 511 Lincoln Avenue, (B) 

513-515 Lincoln Avenue, (C) 710-732 Elm Street, (D) 740 Elm Street and  

(E) a Portion of the Adjacent Lincoln Avenue Right-of-Way          

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that Case No. 15-10-PD is a continuation of the preliminary review of 

the planned development application by Stonestreet Partners and Winnetka Station LLC.  She 

then stated that in order to give the Commission members a road map in terms of how the meeting 

would be handled, the continuation of the hearing and for members of the public, she stated that 

they have had extensive public comment and discussion on this matter.  Chairperson Dalman 

stated that at the last meeting, they determined that the Commission needed to get to the point of 

deliberation of the matter and that they directed the Village staff to prepare recommendations for 

the Village Council.   

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that they would open the meeting and under Roberts Rules of Order to 

discuss and discuss amendments and revisions to the resolution that they need to formally adopt a 

motion to put it before the Commission and that she would seek a motion for adoption and a 

second to the motion.  She noted that they would not be voting on that but that they would open it 

up for discussion amongst the Commission members.  Chairperson Dalman stated that the 

Commission would have their discussion first so that the Commission members can determine if 

they have revisions, additions, changes, etc. and that they would go from there.  

 

Chairperson Dalman then stated that they did receive some additional public comment since the 

last meeting and that the Commission members have it.  She stated that they would not be opening 

up for discussion the resolution and public comment and that it would be allowed at the end of the 

agenda and that after the meeting, they always have the public comment portion of the meeting.  

Chairperson Dalman stated that they feel that they have had sufficient public comment at this point 

and that they really need to get to the point of deliberation and voting on a recommendation for the 

Village Council.  

 

Mr. Sobel raised questions for the Commission.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that she appreciated his comment and that he had an opportunity to 

speak at every one of the Commission’s meetings.   

 

Mr. Sobel made additional comments.  
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Chairperson Dalman stated that it would be the last thing that they discuss and that it is an open 

meeting which would be an opportunity for public comment. She reiterated that members of the 

public have had an opportunity to participate in this process.  Chairperson Dalman commented 

that it is probably the longest public hearing process that the Village has had.  She also stated that 

there has been the opportunity for written comment and that at some point, they have skewed very 

heavily toward public comment and participation and that the process has to continue which is 

something that the Commission has decided they are going to do. Chairperson Dalman then stated 

that she would note his comment for the record and that they would continue with the meeting.  

 

Chairperson Dalman then stated they would now formally introduce the resolution which has been 

prepared by the Village staff for discussion.  She then stated that for Ms. Crumley’s benefit, she 

stated that they would introduce the resolution as a motion for approval of the resolution followed 

by a second.  Chairperson Dalman stated that would then open up the discussion of the 

Commission.  She then asked for a motion for the adoption or approval of the resolution 

recommending preliminary planned development and other approvals for the One Winnetka 

Mixed Use Development Plan Commission Case No. 15-10-SU for the properties at 511 Lincoln 

Avenue, 513-515 Lincoln Avenue, 710-732 Elm Street, 740 Elm Street and a Portion of the 

Adjacent Lincoln Avenue Right-of-Way.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Thomas and seconded.   

 

Chairperson Dalman suggested that the Commission members raise their hands as to who has 

proposed comments, revisions, amendments or additional conditions.  She then stated that if there 

are questions, the Commission would open the matter up for discussion.   

 

Ms. McCarthy referred the Commission to page 3, item no. 8 which related to promoting 

alternatives to motor vehicles such as bicycles and walking.  She then stated that she is not sure as 

to where that came from with regard to the findings and asked for an explanation with regard to 

how that is related to the development that they are working on.   

 

Chairperson Dalman indicated that it may have been one of the criteria set forth in the 

Comprehensive Plan and asked Mr. Norkus if that is correct.  

 

Ms. Fessler then stated that to the extent that it has housing in the town that people can walk as 

opposed to bringing vehicles downtown and asked Mr. Norkus if that related to it being a posture 

of those activities.  

 

Mr. Norkus stated that Ms. Fessler hit the nail on the head which is what they were thinking in 

including that statement from the Comprehensive Plan in this list.  He then stated that as the 

Commission is free to do and that with any adoption of findings, they can find that as they have in 

the past that this is not applicable and that the inclusion of it was largely in the thought process that 

it is largely a pedestrian-scaled mixed use development in the center of downtown and thus, 

promoting walking.  

 

Ms. Bawden asked if this is the point where they need to go through all of those as far as items to 

add or subtract.  She stated that she had quite a few for consideration under addition.  Ms. 
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Bawden then referred the Commission to the findings and referred to page 2 in the materials.  She 

informed the Commission that she took these points and went through the 2020 Comprehensive 

Plan to find out where they got them from.  Ms. Bawden stated that she then went back and put 

together a list of objectives to ask why they were not included. 

 

Chairperson Dalman asked Ms. Bawden if there were criteria in the Comprehensive Plan which 

were not reflected.   

 

Ms. Bawden agreed that is correct.  She then referred to the findings from Chapter 2.3, Village 

Character and Appearance, which read “Require the screening and buffering of off-street parking, 

continuing to implement and supplement the Village’s street planting program.”  Ms. Bawden 

then referred to no. 13 from that chapter which stated “Views high quality materials and design in 

the construction of public improvements” which she commented is fine and added that she 

wondered why the first point under Section 2.3 which is “To ensure the commercial, institution 

and residential development is appropriate to the character and minimizes the adverse impact on 

its surrounding neighborhoods”. 

 

Ms. Fessler identified it in the materials on page 3 for Ms. Bawden.    

 

Ms. Bawden then stated that she questioned no. 3 under Section 2.3, the Village Character and 

Appearance Section, which stated “Recognize the critical goal of the Village’s historic 

architecture in defining Winnetka’s unique character and public, institutional, commercial and 

residential areas and encourage its preservation.”  She then stated that no. 12 is covered in a 

different Section of the 2020 Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Ms. Bawden then referred to Section 2.4, Residential Areas and Goals, which stated “Preserve a 

high quality residential community, encourage a range of housing types.”  She also referred to the 

Multi-Family Residential Objectives, and stated that in a subsection of that, it stated “To ensure 

that multi-family residential development provides a variety of housing stock” which was done.  

Ms. Bawden then asked why not go for point no. 1 in that chapter which is “To maintain the 

Village’s traditional dwelling density and patterns by limiting the scale and density allowed in 

developments and renovations.”  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that addressed historic residential areas and that this development is 

for the downtown area.   

 

Ms. Bawden responded that they had taken their points from that chapter which is why she is 

questioning why it was not included.  She asked if they did not think that it is relevant. 

 

Chairperson Dalman responded that she did not know how it applied but that it is for the discussion 

of the Commission. She then stated that if you were to interpret it that way, you would have to slap 

down R-1 zoning in the downtown zone or single family housing.  

 

Ms. Bawden stated that it is included in Multi-Family Objectives.  She informed the Commission 

that it is included under Section 2.4, Multi-Family Residential Objectives and is item no. 1.  Ms. 

Bawden stated that the next question she had related to item no. 3 in that same chapter which is to 
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“Ensure that multiple family buildings complement adjacent single family residences in scale and 

architectural style and that architectural styles complement the historical character of the Village.”   

 

Mr. Friedman asked Ms. Bawden if these are things that she thought should be in the resolution 

because she thought that the development satisfied these things.  

 

Ms. Bawden responded that she did not and that they are criteria that were not included.  She also 

stated that as she was going through the 2020 Comprehensive Plan, she wondered why they were 

not included.   

 

Mr. Friedman then stated that they should not be in the resolution and that this resolution is a 

resolution of approval and the planned development criteria did not require that all of the 

Comprehensive Plan goals be positively addressed by each planned development.  He then stated 

that if she did not think that those criteria are satisfied by this development, then it would not 

belong unless the rest of the Commission thought that this development addresses that goal 

positively.   

 

Ms. Bawden asked for confirmation if the findings included only the items that addressed the 

development positively as opposed to an analyses of the Comprehensive Plan to see whether or not 

this development addresses the 2020 Comprehensive Plan at all. 

 

Chairperson Dalman confirmed that is correct and that the standard is consistency with the 

Comprehensive Plan and that what they discussed before did not have to be a strict compliance 

with all factors of the Comprehensive Plan which is what they discussed at the last meeting.   

 

Ms. Holland stated that what she is asking them to do is for those Commission members who did 

not feel that those standards are being met is to vote no on all of these issues.   

 

Chairperson Dalman confirmed that is correct. 

 

Ms. Bawden then stated that the standards which are included are those which in most cases are 

met and that they are not all of the standards as to whether or not this planned development is good 

for Winnetka vis-à-vis the 2020 Comprehensive Plan’s vision. 

 

Mr. Friedman then stated that he would read the key paragraph of the zoning code which stated 

that “The Plan Commission shall not recommend the approval of a planned development unless it 

finds the proposed development as a whole is consistent with the goals and objectives of the 

Comprehensive Plan.  In making its findings, the Plan Commission shall consider such goals and 

objectives of the Comprehensive Plan as it may determine on or affected by or otherwise pertain to 

the proposed development.”  He then stated that is saying that no planned development is required 

to satisfy each Comprehensive Plan goal since obviously the Comprehensive Plan has all sorts of 

things which do not apply or do not pertain to every planned development request. Mr. Friedman 

stated that he and the Village staff tried to provide a draft of which goals and objectives in the 

document which is the Comprehensive Plan pertain to this development which is all for the 

Commission’s consideration.  He then stated that it would be inconsistent with the document to 

put goals of the Comprehensive Plan into the document that the Commission as a whole did not 
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feel pertain to this development.  Mr. Friedman also stated that to Ms. Bawden’s point, if she felt 

that the resolution did not show that the planned development is consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan and the goals that she thought pertained to or are impacted by the 

development, then she should vote no.   

 

Mr. Blum suggested that under paragraph A which are the findings, the first paragraph read “these 

are the findings that the proposed development as a whole is consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan,” that may be where it would be appropriate to say that it is not consistent with every single 

one.  He then stated that in the next sentence, it stated “these specific goals and objectives 

include” and to consider adding language with regard to the specific goals and objectives which 

are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan are these things which are listed below.  Mr. Blum 

clarified that the concept with regard to the last sentence would be where it says “specific goals 

and objectives” to amend that to the following and to say something to the effect that the specific 

goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan which pertain to this or “the following are specific 

goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan that pertain to this and are consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.” He stated that the language should confirm that while there are other goals 

out there, these are the ones which are consistent, do not apply or are inconsistent. 

 

Mr. Golan stated that in the past when they voted, even though they approved something, they 

documented which parts of the Comprehensive Plan are not fit by this.  He stated that he did not 

know with planned development since they have never voted on one before, if the rules changed or 

not and that is what the issue is.  Mr. Golan then stated that they can say that there are some things 

that do not fit with the Comprehensive Plan so that the Village Council will see that.  

 

Ms. Bawden stated that they can go over things in the Comprehensive Plan that are pertinent to the 

issues in front of them and then vote up or down.  

 

Chairperson Dalman commented that to their points, it would be good for Ms. Bawden to continue 

with the list of items and that they can highlight the items that reflect what that the members of the 

Commission did not find consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  

 

Ms. Bawden then stated that there was an issue under Growth and Management that the 

Commission has not went into at all and read from Section 2.9 which stated “To limit commercial, 

institution and residential development within the Village to minimize potentially adverse impacts 

on adjacent residential neighborhoods and to prevent the need for significant increases in 

infrastructure, to increase parking, utility, sewers and other community resources…”  

 

Ms. Fessler noted that is in there.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked Ms. Bawden if her concern is that this plan does not meet those criteria 

even though they are in the resolution.  

 

Ms. Bawden confirmed that is correct.  

 

Ms. Holland stated that she did not know where it is in the Comprehensive Plan but that there was 

a quote that she found which stated “The blocks thus created contain a pleasing pattern of 
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storefronts that relate to the sidewalk and pedestrians, consistency of design results in a powerful 

statement of the Village as it was originally conceived.”  

 

Ms. Bawden informed the Commission that what Ms. Holland just referenced was Chapter 5.3.1, 

Architecture and Design, in the Comprehensive Plan which was under the goals in terms of 

maintaining character.  She then stated that this goes back to Village Character under Chapter 4.4 

which stated that “Zoning and subdivision ordinances regulating bulk and density.”  Ms. Bawden 

stated that the Commission obviously did not discuss that or add anything to that in their findings.  

She then stated that as she was looking through the 2020 Comprehensive Plan, she was concerned 

or could open up for discussion their verbiage “to ensure that the zoning and subdivision 

regulations fulfill the goals and objectives outlined in Chapter 2, monitor the impact of zoning and 

subdivision regulations to ensure they control overbuilding without causing unintended 

architectural design or causing improvements in existing Winnetka housing stock to be 

uneconomical.”  Ms. Bawden went on to state “To assess the impact of the new ordinances on 

encouraging renovation or rehabilitation over new construction” and finally “Keep abreast of 

zoning information in similar communities across the country.”  She also referred to the finding 

that Ms. Holland mentioned.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other comments or if Ms. Bawden had any other 

points. 

 

Ms. Bawden responded that she did not.  

 

Mr. Golan asked Mr. Norkus for the reason they were not put in.  He also asked if there is a 

difference between a planned development vote and the Commission’s analysis.  

 

Mr. Norkus stated that was based on the fact that the direction from the Commission at the August 

26, 2015 meeting was to draft a resolution in the affirmative on the plan.  He then stated that it did 

not take them going exhaustively into listing all of the conditions which were marginal or not 

applicable.  

 

Ms. Adelman stated that she remembered it being said that it does not matter what they do, the 

matter would be passed on to the ZBA, the DRB and the Village Council.  She also stated that all 

of their comments would be submitted along with the recommendation for it to be passed or not.  

 

Chairperson Dalman confirmed that is correct and that all of the comments are important and 

would go with the package.  

 

Mr. Blum stated that last time, he thought that there is a height recommendation in the 

Comprehensive Plan which is 2½ stories which is inconsistent with the list of items.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that it is two stories in the Comprehensive Plan.  

 

Ms. Bawden read from the Planned Development Section 17.58.040(c), Building Heights, which 

stated that “Maximum buildings heights in the planned development shall not exceed 45 feet.  

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the height limitation may be modified by taking into consideration 
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other buildings in the vicinity, consistency with the goals in the Comprehensive Plan, 

accommodation of parking and open space requirements and compatibility with adjoining 

properties.”  

 

Mr. Norkus that the standard Ms. Bawden read is addressed on page 4 under Paragraph D entitled 

“Other Recommended Approvals” and that Paragraph D included findings with regard to the 

standards for the granting of the various exceptions.  

 

Mr. Blum stated that the Comprehensive Plan planned document itself maintains a height 

limitation.  

 

Ms. Holland asked Mr. Norkus if he spoke about Section D which speaks about stories and she 

stated that they are speaking about feet.  She also stated that stories did not equate with feet and 

that 5½ stories to her is not 59 feet to the east and a building to the west at 70 feet.   

 

Several Commission members confirmed that it is in there.  

 

Ms. Holland responded that it is not in her version.   

 

Ms. Adelman stated that Ms. Holland is reading from page 5 and that they are talking about page 4. 

 

Chairperson Dalman asked Ms. Holland if she wanted to make a modification.  

 

Ms. Holland responded that as long as it said 70 feet.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other thoughts or concerns.  

 

Ms. Morette informed the Commission that she was unable to attend the last meeting and that she 

has read the meeting minutes.  She stated that she wanted to clarify something which she read and 

asked if she is correct that the economics and cost sharing aspects of the proposal are not within the 

purview of the Commission. 

 

Chairperson Dalman confirmed that is correct and stated that is for the Village Council.  

 

Ms. Fessler then referred the Commission to page 5, Recommended Conditions, Restrictive Use of 

Property, and read the following: “The applicant may not lease commercial space in the 

development to a health club.”  She stated that she is not sure what is the best phrasing for it 

because there was concern expressed that it would bring membership from the Community House 

fitness center.  Ms. Fessler asked if that is the appropriate language for that or do they want to 

stipulate that is forever or perhaps conditions in the future can change.  She questioned if they 

want to rephrase that to provide some flexibility in the future and to have one for the in-house 

residents.  

 

Chairperson Dalman also referred to the restriction of having a third party operating it which is a 

concern of hers as well.  She indicated that they did not know how the protection would be that 

they need to have.  Chairperson Dalman then suggested that they consider adding to that language 
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and adding to that last sentence “open to the general public” with the intent that it is to be used by 

the residents. She noted that some condominium buildings bring in third parties to run and 

maintain the athletic facilities.  

 

Ms. Fessler asked is that a problem. 

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that it is not and that there needed to be language in there later that 

would prohibit third parties from coming in.  She then stated that she would find it.  Chairperson 

Dalman also referred to the concept of the lease of commercial space and the possible lease to 

Fitness Revolution.  She suggested that the language include “Limited to being used by the 

residents of building.”   

 

Mr. Friedman stated that as long as the purpose is that it is not open to the general public. 

 

Ms. Fessler stated that it would only serve in-house residents.  

 

Chairperson Dalman agreed that is the intent.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that they can change the wording.  

 

Mr. Golan commented that would be way too restrictive.  He stated that it is obvious that it would 

be a fitness center for the tenants and referred to the entitlement to have an Orange Theory (?) or 

yoga studio and agreed that they do not want to see a full service fitness club which would compete 

with the Community House.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that it would have to go through the zoning special use process and that there 

would be an opportunity to weigh in on that.  She indicated that they can protect the Community 

House with the wording.  Ms. Fessler also commented that Mr. Norkus did a good job which was 

represented in here in everything represented to the Commission.  

 

Ms. Bawden stated that as part of the amenities package, the development is going to have an 

in-house health club.  She stated that it would not be as much as an issue and that she did not think 

that they could restrict it to tenants when they are talking about commercial space.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that the apartments are for residential tenants. 

 

Ms. Bawden stated that part of the amenities would be a workout room or fitness facility already 

for use by the tenants.  She then stated that they are talking about leasing commercial space which 

would come up under a special use permit.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that it also provided latitude.  

 

Ms. Bawden stated that the issue is if they are talking to them with regard to leasing commercial 

space, she did not see where they can limit it to residents.  She then stated that it would have to be 

brought up to the public when they hear it as a special use application.  
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Mr. Thomas stated that they all remember that the Village Council, in connection with the 

Commission’s wordsmithing, it will be interesting when they read the minutes and suggested that 

they not spend more time on the commercial space to be leased.  He stated that the building would 

have amenities for the residents and that if the Village Council did not like it, it would be up to the 

Village Council.  Mr. Thomas added that in attempting to fine tune stuff like that, they saw what 

happened last time and that they are spinning their wheels around the table. 

 

Ms. Adelman suggested that they make the language more generic, for example, for all leases of 

commercial space in the development be subject to special use review.  

 

Everyone did not agree with that suggestion.  

 

Chairperson Dalman added that only relates to nonretail uses. 

 

Mr. Norkus stated that a clarifying amendment can be made to the language and suggested that the 

language be recrafted to state that the applicant may not lease space in the development to a full 

service commercial health club which would be open to the public.  

 

Mr. Blum commented that would be fine.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that they do not know how long the document will live and that there 

has to be some flexibility in change and that if they do, they would have to come in for a special 

use permit.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that the next item was mentioned on page nos. 1 and 2 and item no. 6, 

Recommendation of Further Study of the Lincoln Avenue Public Plaza Proposal and possible cost 

savings and/or value engineering.  She then stated that she viewed it as less value engineering and 

more land use policy.  Ms. Fessler stated that she felt that this Commission is the appropriate 

committee to weigh in and that it be left in and that they include some strong notes as to whether it 

would be the appropriate land use for that plaza.  She then stated that she wanted everyone to 

recognize that this is the preliminary approval process and then there would be some changes and 

then it would come in for final approval.  Ms. Fessler also stated that whatever you see on any 

night represented only one step in the process along the way.  She then stated that the tremendous 

value in having this long process is that they get valuable feedback along with the applicant.  Ms. 

Fessler stated that especially with regard to the issue on the land use of the plaza, the Commission 

has a very strong voice in expressing its opinion.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked with regard to value engineering, there is an opportunity to revisit the 

design and see if there are ways to reduce the cost which would be beneficial to the Village in case 

the Village is to share in the cost of a garage.  

 

Ms. Fessler asked Mr. Norkus to point them to where that item on page 6, item no. 6, is reflected in 

the findings and recommendations.  She then identified it as item no. 6 on page 6, Lincoln Avenue 

Public Plaza, additional information on the costs and benefits of the proposed public plaza, as well 

as alternative designs.  Ms. Fessler commented that is better phrasing than what is shown on page 

2.  
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Chairperson Dalman reminded everyone that section is the additional recommendations and 

conditions that the Commission discussed at the last meeting.  She asked if there were any other 

comments, thoughts or revisions.  

 

Ms. Morette asked if the whole parking issue is off of the table. 

 

Chairperson Dalman stated not necessarily.  

 

Ms. Morette then stated that there are a lot of cost issues which revolve around parking.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that it has not been delegated to the Commission as being within the 

scope of their review and that it would be in the scope of the jurisdiction of the Village Council.  

She added that they can share their comments as part of the record.  

 

Ms. Morette then stated that she had a lot of questions and that they are all about underground 

parking and the Village’s contribution.  She stated that she did get that economics is not part of 

this and that they are to table that.  

 

Ms. Bawden referred to the wording of the recommended conditions in connection with 

commercial deliveries and trash collection.  She asked how much of that can they tie their hands 

in.  Ms. Bawden commented that she found that “The applicant shall give further consideration to 

the location of delivery and trash collection from the easterly edge of the development site” and 

asked what kind of teeth is that. 

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that it is just a recommendation and that it does not have teeth yet.  

 

Ms. Bawden suggested that they say anything they can to anchor it in to some sort of reality.  She 

then stated that the trash collection now is on Elm and that especially in terms of the worst case 

scenario of there being three restaurants with deliveries and trash, all of that would be on Elm.  

Ms. Bawden stated that she would want for them to do more than give it further consideration and 

that it is a serious issue there now.  She also stated that retail is one thing but that in terms of 

restaurants, it would be truck intensive.  

 

Mr. Thomas stated that at the last meeting, they said strongly and others agreed to tell the Village 

Council that they would like for the commercial aspects and deliveries to be moved on Lincoln 

away from Elm.  He stated that the wording needed strengthening and that the Commission 

should say that it is imperative and that they would love to see it on Lincoln.  

 

Chairperson Dalman agreed with Mr. Thomas’ comments.  She also stated that she is concerned 

with regard to pedestrian interaction with that access point and the impact on Arbor Vitae.  

 

Ms. Holland commented that Mr. Thomas said it well.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other comments or concerns.  
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Mr. Blum asked if they are conditioning talking about specific things which are laid out in support 

of this at a later time or now.  

 

Chairperson Dalman responded that now is the time.  

 

Mr. Blum then stated that there are specific findings which he is not sure that he felt should not be 

in something supporting this which he identified as item nos. 12, 15 and 17 on page 3.  He then 

stated that item no. 12 gets into the bulk of the development and the character of the surrounding 

community rather than exist as an isolated complex which is what they have here and that he did 

not see that as being consistent.  Mr. Blum stated that item no. 15 read: “Encourage development 

which is appropriate for the scale and intensity of the commercial activity consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.”  He then stated that with the bulk of the development, he did not see that 

being consistent.  Mr. Blum then referred to item no. 17 which read “Redevelopment of the block 

on the south side of Elm Street east of Lincoln Avenue is to be compatible and architecturally 

harmonious with the character of this portion of the Village.”  He indicated that he did not see this 

item as being consistent.   

 

Mr. Blum also noted that with regard to item no. 17, the language of the Comprehensive Plan itself 

has “less intense” character before character.  He then stated that there has been some back and 

forth and that language in the initial packet was underlined with regard to the less intense character 

almost emphasizing that this factor is something which may weigh against the project.  Mr. Blum 

then stated that in the revised packet, it was gone and with other sections emphasized.  He stated 

that he tried to figure out which way to factor it and that he could not.  Mr. Blum stated that the 

bottom line is that in his opinion, he did not think that it supported it.   

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that they would now open that for discussion and asked if there were 

any other comments or questions on those points and whether they should be included as findings 

of support.  

 

Ms. Adelman stated that if you did not agree, you can vote against it.  

 

Mr. Dunn stated that with regard to all three of those which were discussed at other meetings, that 

is when they did a straw vote.  He stated that they have the option to accept or vote against it.  

 

Chairperson Dalman then stated that for the benefit of the record and what would go to the Village 

Council, with regard to item no. 17 for example, it is architecture and is up to personal 

interpretation and that she did think it is harmonious.  She then stated that while it is not exactly 

what is there, it is subject to interpretation.  Chairperson Dalman stated that with regard to the 

scale and intensity standard, she commented that she thought that it is consistent with the 

downtown area and that for those reasons, it is consistent.  She also stated that she did not think 

that it is either up or down and that it is helpful to have some further conversation for the benefit of 

the record.  

 

Ms. Morette agreed with Chairperson Dalman’s comments.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that with regard to commercial activity, she stated that one of the things that 
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they are challenged with on the east side is that commercial activity is relatively depressed and that 

they have lost a number of businesses that have been part of this community.  She then stated that 

one of the things that they would get from this is some livening of that.  Ms. Fessler also stated 

that she agreed that beauty is in the eye of the beholder in terms of the design and whether it 

meshed or not.  She stated that she has heard people talk passionately on both sides and that it is 

difficult to come down with a definitive, correct answer on that question. 

 

Ms. Fessler then referred to requiring new developments to be appropriate to the character of its 

surroundings.  She also stated that there is sensitivity with regard to the apartment building on one 

side of the development and that down the street at the bottom of the hill, there are homes.  She 

informed the Commission that she has been studying the 1921 Plan of Winnetka and that he had 

originally designed that whole block to be a horseshoe with carriages entering from the south and 

that having a big block of commercial things surrounding it seemed to be relatively harmonious 

with his concept of what would be sitting across from the Village Hall and that it is part of the 

neighborhood and part of the Village.  Ms. Fessler stated that it is one of the things that they 

should take into consideration.  She added that while she did not think that there is a correct 

answer on that, everyone is free to have their own opinion as to whether it is acceptable or not.  

 

Ms. Bawden stated that with regard to item no. 12 in particular, she stated that rather than it 

existing as an isolated complex, she stated that if this is not an isolated complex, she did not know 

what is.  She stated that the project was clearly presented as a big idea and a complex.  Ms. 

Bawden added that it was designed as a complex and that it looked like a complex.  She then 

stated that they would be hard pressed for anything to look at this and come up with this as a cluster 

of small buildings that are designed to coordinate with one another.  Ms. Bawden stated that the 

redevelopment of the block on the south side of Elm should be compatible and architecturally 

harmonious and that while they have done a lot of work to bring it closer to being compatible, this 

is what the architecture would look like on that street.  She stated that they are miles apart.  

 

Mr. Blum also stated that it does not mean that it cannot be voted for in favor, but that it maybe not 

be in the resolution is his point. 

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other comments.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that the Village Council would like to hear from others on the Commission with 

a vote and noted that she and Mr. Blum would not be voting.  

 

Mr. Golan stated that obviously, item no. 12 is the issue of the whole development.  He stated that 

they have looked at in 101 different ways and that the Commission can approve the motion while 

expressing that there are parts of it that do not fit with the Comprehensive Plan and push the matter 

on to the ZBA and the DRB.  Mr. Golan stated that they do not need to debate it and that it is not 

going to solve the issue.  

 

Ms. Adelman stated that it is fine.  

 

Ms. Holland stated that having found that while they have spent every meeting talking about the 

project, they are getting little from the developer with regard to changes.  She then stated that 
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there was one small amount changed down to 70 feet from 83 feet and to 59 feet from 63 feet 

which she described as painful.  Ms. Holland stated that there is nothing in the recommendations 

that she would vote for and that to her, it felt like a fortress-like development which did not belong 

in Winnetka. She also stated that after having spent this much time on it, they want for it to be 

something which is positive and that it cannot be positive as to any of those recommendations or 

findings.  

 

Ms. McCarthy stated that she spoke in favor of the request and spoke on the issues.  

 

Ms. Crumley stated that while she missed the last meeting, she read the minutes of the meeting and 

appreciated the comments and concerns with regard to different parts of the resolution.  She stated 

that the concerns are somewhat subjective and interpreted based on how you view some of the 

presentations that they have had and how you look at the street.  Ms. Crumley indicated that a lot 

is personal taste.  She referred to the process that she has witnessed and that the developer has 

been responsive and has listened to the community.  She also stated that the developers need to be 

profitable to bring something to the Village and that there needed to be a give and take.  Ms. 

Crumley concluded by stating that she is satisfied that the resolution reflected the discussions.  

 

Ms. Morette commented that the discussions have been terrific and that the resolution is good to 

go.  

 

Mr. Blum stated that the only other thing is that it is not going to come to the ZBA with the same 

issues that the Commission faced.  He then stated that if the Commission has concerns, the ZBA 

needed to hear them and that this is the appropriate place.  Mr. Blum then referred to Section D, 

Other Recommended Approvals, on page 4 with regard to building height, upper story set 

modifications and rear yard setback.  He stated that the findings simply say that this is consistent 

with the section of the code.  Mr. Blum stated that if you look at the section of the code that it 

referred to, there has to be specific finding based on the evidence in the procedural record that the 

exception modification is solely for the purpose of promoting a unified site plan and meeting the 

objectives of both the Planned Development Code and the Comprehensive Plan and that the 

exception modification is necessary.  He then stated that if there is evidence in here saying that 

something is necessary, he has not seen that or it has not been discussed and that he would like to 

know how these things are necessary.  

 

Ms. Fessler responded by referring to the whole presentation at the last meeting and the fact that 

the developer showed what they would be able to build if they were to do four stories all around, 

the impact it would have on the usability of the space, the bad architectural design and bad utility.  

She then stated that they recommended adjusting the mass here and there in order to accomodate 

the needs of the Village and that she believed that case had been formally presented at the last 

meeting.  

 

Mr. Blum stated that if that is unique and a necessity, he stated that one thing to think about is 

whether it is bad design, it might not get build like that.  He also stated that it might not be 

necessary to build it out in terms of the square footage on the block and the other setbacks that are 

required.  Mr. Blum stated that essentially it is being said that maximizing return is a necessity 

which is how he has seen it.  
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Ms. Bawden stated that she would like to comment on that and referred the Commission to Section 

15.17.58.030, General Requirements for Planned Development and that there is a list. She then 

stated that Section I(4) is that the planned development will be responsive to a demonstrated need 

within the Village.  Ms. Bawden stated that she has not been convinced that there has been a 

demonstrated need in the Village for this project.  She then stated that they like it or do not like it 

and that they want it or do not want it.  Ms. Bawden stated that in terms of an actual articulated 

need, she has not seen the data on that which is one of the criteria for approval of a planned 

development.  She stated that she did not know if that is here or where that is.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that the Comprehensive Plan called for a variety of housing sizes and an area 

specifically identified as needing this type of housing option in Winnetka.  

 

Ms. Bawden asked where it is articulated for downtown a 70 foot need for residential.  She stated 

that they are talking about one criteria for planned development.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that you can see that there is a need for a more vital downtown and that 

the residents would support the shops.  She stated that the applicant has demonstrated that and 

referred to the public comment with regard to the need for a more vital downtown.  

 

Ms. Bawden agreed that was a definite discussion and referred to the demonstration of a need to 

fill 40,000 square feet of commercial space.  She stated that is going back to the conversation of 

the master plan and that they are putting the cart before the horse with this project.  

 

Mr. Thomas stated that seven years ago, there was a plan which went forward with the Village 

Council to develop this particular area.  He noted that while the Commission did not approve it, 

the Village Council did.  Mr. Thomas stated that what he remembered clearly is that between here 

and the Village Council, the developer made significant changes.  He then stated that he is 

wondering and they will see if they are given a lot of comments that the developers have heard, 

even though they did not respond in the fashion that he wished they had, the Village Council may 

well respond to the Commission’s comments before the Village Council.  Mr. Thomas stated that 

they can vote tongue in cheek with the thinking that there will be changes with conditions and that 

some teeth be put into the conditions with regard to Elm versus Lincoln.  

 

Mr. Dunn stated that he has voiced his opinion in favor of the project from the beginning and 

commented that the development would be a great addition to Winnetka.  He stated that the 

developer made significant changes from the first pass in reducing the amount of units from 120 to 

70.  Mr. Dunn also stated that the height is lower.  He indicated that there has been a lot of good 

commentary but that there is still room for improvement.  Mr. Dunn stated that overall, he is very 

excited about having a quality development of this kind.  He also stated that there has been a 

demonstrated need and that all you have to do is walk around that block and that what is there is a 

disgrace to the community.  Mr. Dunn concluded by stating that what is proposed would be a vast 

improvement.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked Mr. Friedman for the language. 
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Mr. Friedman stated that on page 5, Recommended Conditions, with regard to commercial 

delivery and trash collection, he revised the language to read and asked the Commission to 

remember that these are what the Commission is recommending to be considered by the Village 

Council as part of any preliminary approval of the proposed development.  He then read the 

language as follows:  “The location and delivery of any trash collection related to the 

development site should be relocated to access points from Lincoln Avenue and subject to 

approval of the Village Engineer.”  Mr. Friedman stated that a motion is needed to approve the 

resolution.  He then stated that he would now review the amendments from the discussion and 

that they would then need a motion to approve the amendments with a second and a vote and that 

then, they would vote on the whole thing as a whole.  

 

Mr. Friedman stated that the first change is on page 2, 1(A), Findings Under the Comprehensive 

Plan, and read the paragraph as follows:  “Pursuant to that subjection of the Village code with 

respect to this case, the Plan Commission finds that the proposed development as a whole is 

consistent with the goals and objectives of the Winnetka 2020 Comprehensive Plan that are 

affected by or otherwise pertain to the proposed development, which specific goals and objectives 

are set forth below.”  

 

Mr. Friedman identified the next change on page 5, D(1), and that after the wording “5½ stories”, 

they have added the wording “and 70 feet”.  He then referred to E(1), Restricting Use of Property, 

and stated that it would now read: “The applicant may not lease space in the development for a full 

service commercial health club open to the general public.”  Mr. Friedman stated that he already 

read E(2) with regard to commercial development delivery and trash collection.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked for a motion to approve these changes.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Thomas and seconded by Ms. McCarthy to approve the changes to the 

amendments.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.   

 

AYES:  Adelman, Bawden, Crumley, Dalman, Dunn, Golan, Holland, McCarthy, 

Morette, Thomas  

NAYS:   None 

NON-VOTING: Blum, Fessler  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that now, the Commission would vote on the resolution as amended.  

She confirmed that they are ready for a vote and asked for a roll call vote of the Commission.  

 

Mr. Golan asked if there are some things that they are uncomfortable with and referred particularly 

to item no. 12, if the vote would be whether to include those or not.  

 

Mr. Friedman asked if there is a motion and second to remove something, that can be made and the 

Commission can decide.  

 

Mr. Golan stated that the issue is do they want to include item no. 12 on page 3 and indicated that 

it is the only issue up for discussion as to whether to include it in the resolution or not.  
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Chairperson Dalman asked Mr. Golan if he wanted to make a motion to remove which part of item 

no. 12 or the whole sentence.  

 

Mr. Golan moved to vote whether to remove item no. 12 or not.  

 

The motion was not seconded.  

 

Ms. Morette then stated that with regard to the way it is worded, she referred the Commission to 

page 5 and item no. 5, she stated that it is worded that “The proposed concept plan for the subject 

property consisting of the following plans shall be approved” which is saying that they approve of 

the One Winnetka letter which she identified with the economics on it since the Commission has 

taken that off the table.  She indicated that it can be part of the proposal but that they are not 

approving the economics since they have not been able to discuss that.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that letter also included the concept of public benefits.  

 

Ms. Morette then stated that for the record, she is not approving that because she would want more 

discussion and negotiation around it.  She suggested that the wording needs to be changed.  

 

Mr. Friedman stated that they included that because it was part of the submittal.  He then stated 

that for the record to be reflected in the minutes by including that, it is not a Commission 

recommendation on the economics.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other proposed motions.  No additional motions 

were made at this time.  She then asked Mr. Norkus to take a roll call vote on the recommendation 

for the resolution as amended.  

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that the motion is to approve the resolution as amended.  He then took a 

roll call vote of the Commission and the motion was passed with eight in favor, two against, two 

abstained and one absent. 

 

 

 

AYES:  Adelman, Crumley, Dalman, Dunn, Golan, McCarthy, Morette, Thomas  

NAYS:   Bawden, Holland   

NON-VOTING: Blum, Fessler 

ABSENT:  Coladarci  

 

Chairperson Dalman confirmed that the motion carried 8 to 2.  She then thanked everyone for 

their participation.  Chairperson Dalman then asked Mr. Norkus if it would helpful since this is 

not the end of the road for the application, to inform everyone what happened next for the public 

and for the applicant.  

 

Mr. Norkus stated that the next meeting on the case will be on the meeting schedule on the 

Village’s website which will be November 16, 2015 in front of the ZBA at 7:30 p.m.  
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Chairperson Dalman stated that to clarify, the request would go from here simultaneously to the 

ZBA and the DRB.  

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct.  

 

Chairperson Dalman informed everyone that the next meeting is the ZBA meeting and which is the 

DRB meeting for those who have concerns and comments about the design.  

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that the DRB meeting would be on the third Thursday in November.  

 

Chairperson Dalman confirmed that it would all be posted on the One Winnetka portion of the 

Village’s website.  

 

Mr. Thomas asked for the Commission members, for a reminder to be sent to them of the meeting.  

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that he would send an email out with the dates as they come and reiterated 

that November 19
th

 is the DRB meeting.  

 

Case #15-21-SU: Consideration of Special Use Permit Request by Core Power Yoga  

to Locate at 850 Green Bay Road (Formerly Rubloff Real Estate)     

 

Mr. Sobel asked when is the public comment portion of the meeting. 

 

Chairperson Dalman responded that it is at the end of the agenda.  She added that as part of that 

would be the consideration of this item.  

 

Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that he only conversed with the applicant by email and that 

he would provide the Commission with a brief staff report.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that first, she would like to swear in those that planned to speak to the 

special use permit request or the subdivision request.  

 

Mr. Norkus then stated that with regard to the Core Power Yoga special use application, he would 

like to point out that under the Village commercial zoning regulations, yoga studios are a permitted 

use due to their similarity to health clubs which are listed as a permitted use and a special use, thus 

requiring special use review.  He stated that as noted in the agenda, the space would occupy 

approximately 4,300 square feet of vacant space at 850 Green Bay Road which was formerly 

occupied by Prudential Rubloff.   

 

Mr. Norkus stated that the application material described the nature of the business and hours of 

operation.  He noted that the applicant supplied the required parking study that served the 

proposed use and that it concluded that there would be adequate parking which is private and the 

ability for overflow parking at the adjacent Village lot to the north.  Mr. Norkus also stated that 

the Village Engineer reviewed the parking study and wrote a memorandum in agreement with the 

conclusions of the parking study.  He then stated that on page nos. 2 and 3 in the materials, it 

outlined the six conditions that the Commission are to evaluation for the proposed special use.  
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Mr. Norkus then asked if there were any questions or if the Commission wanted the applicant to 

make their presentation.  

 

Ms. Holland asked Mr. Norkus if the property is not in the retail overlay district. 

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct.  

 

Jerry Kenny stated that for the last four years, he has lived in downtown Chicago at 600 Fairbanks 

and that prior to that, for 40 years in Northfield.  He informed the Commission that he is 

representing his son, Chris, who has a franchise for Core Power Yoga in the suburbs.  Mr. Kenny 

stated that they are all well received and are doing well and are very involved in the neighborhood 

in local charities.  He then stated that they would be doing six “Pink Outs” for breast cancer.  Mr. 

Kenny informed the Commission that there is a location in Old Orchard which measured 7,000 

square feet, one in Deerfield, one in Park Ridge and two in Naperville and Hinsdale.   

 

Mr. Kenny stated that they fit the community and fit the background and provide people a chance 

to do yoga exercising.  He stated that when you get there 20 minutes early, the temperature is 

down to 72 degrees.  Mr. Kenny also stated that no cell phones are allowed and that it is good for 

napping.  Mr. Kenny then stated that all of the teachers are extremely qualified and go through 

two months of intensive training that they pay for.  He informed the Commission that there are 

now 300 teachers in the suburbs.  Mr. Kenny also stated that there is a small section with retail in 

the facility and that there are two studios which operate at different times.  He added that there are 

also men’s and women’s locker rooms and showers.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any questions.  

 

Ms. McCarthy asked why there are two small rooms and not one large room.  

 

Mr. Kenny responded that the rooms are divided because of the space there.  He noted that in the 

other studios, there is usually one large room and one small room.  Mr. Kenny then stated that 

they practice different times which fit schedules.  He also stated that if you were to go to the app 

or any Core Power Yoga in the United States, there may be 145 or 170. 

 

Ms. McCarthy then asked if one room would contain 14 people and if the second room would 

contain less.   

 

Mr. Kenny stated that the average attendance in the rooms can fit a larger amount and that there 

may be 30 people in the smaller room and 40 people in the bigger room.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other questions.   

 

Ms. Adelman asked what is the local competition.  She then stated that she is concerned about 

health clubs and that this use would fall under that criteria.  Ms. Adelman added that everyone is 

worried about the Community House.  

 

Mr. Kenny responded that there is Old Orchard, Deerfield, Buffalo Grove and Arlington Heights.  
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Ms. Adelman asked if there are other yoga facilities in Winnetka.  

 

Mr. Kenny confirmed that is correct and that there is different appeal to people with medium to 

medium hot or regular yoga.  

 

Ms. Adelman then asked if there has been a feasibility study. 

 

Mr. Kenny confirmed that is correct.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that she had the same question and referred the pilates bar in Hubbard 

Woods and that with regard to the yoga view, there is a lot of potential for yoga studios and that the 

only hot yoga facility is in Wilmette. 

 

Mr. Dunn referred to a location on Waukegan Road. 

 

Mr. Kenny stated that they opened a facility in Glenview.  He also stated that there is a double 

studio in Old Orchard.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if that offered more cycle classes.  

 

Mr. Kenny confirmed that is correct.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if now, would yoga be the primary focus.  

 

Mr. Kenny confirmed that is correct.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that they would like to encourage a health group and that people like to 

work out early.  She stated that the earliest class would be at 6:00 a.m. and that the Community 

House opened at 5:00 a.m. 

 

Mr. Kenny asked if they should amend the hours of operation.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that they did not.  She questioned if that is a Village restriction.  

Chairperson Dalman then stated that she wanted to make sure that the business has the flexibility 

to be open.  

 

Mr. Kenny informed the Commission that is key and stated that when they opened the Glenview 

location, a number of their clients asked that class be moved to 9:15 a.m. instead of 9:00 a.m. 

because of school drop-off.  He also stated that they accommodate that with 8:45 a.m. and 9:15 

a.m. classes.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other questions.  

 

Ms. Bawden asked when they did the marketing plan, how long have they considered this 

property.  
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Mr. Kenny responded 90 days. 

 

Ms. Bawden then asked who did they see as their target market.  She also asked how did they 

determine that this specific location would be good.  

 

Mr. Kenny stated that because of the time of class and to get the best teachers, because the location 

is near the railroad station and the teachers can use that transportation.  He noted that a lot of them 

have other jobs.  Mr. Kenny then informed the Commission that one teacher over the last six years 

has done consulting and that she wanted to teach.  

 

Ms. Bawden indicated that it sounded like his son owned many of the Core Power Yoga locations 

and asked if any were closed recently and why.  

 

Mr. Kenny informed the Commission that his son owned all of the suburban locations and one in 

Denver.  He then stated that he planned to open a location in Glendale in the Phoenix area as well 

as North Carolina.  Mr. Kenny also stated that he had one of the first three in River Forest and that 

it was closed Saturday to open two blocks away to a location which is 2½ times the size of what he 

had before along with corporate offices.  He indicated that the old one may be reopened as a cycle 

studio perhaps.  

 

Ms. Bawden stated that she wanted to know the potential viability.  

 

Mr. Kenny stated that it has been a much longer term than they first thought when he first started. 

He also stated that he has been at it for approximately 7 years and that 10 years before that, he 

owned data centers all over the world. 

 

Chairperson Dalman indicated that she is curious in that they just approved another studio and that 

Winnetka had been on their radar for 90 days.  She asked why Winnetka was targeted for a while. 

 

Mr. Kenny noted that it had been a long term target for a while.  

 

Chairperson Dalman then asked how long did it take to find a suitable location.  

 

Mr. Kenny responded that when they do strategic planning, they go around and target outlying 

areas and then do infill.  He also stated that the lake and the geographic dome gets cut it in half.  

 

Ms. Morette stated that she had a comment which is not pertinent to the business and referred to 

the time when they did the same dog and pony show with Athletico and that it was regrettable for 

the patients that it was a huge asset in that location.  She described the service as outstanding and 

that parking was not a problem.  Ms. Morette then stated that as a resident, it would be so fabulous 

to have that quality of service in the Village and that she viewed this application as similar to that 

sort of thing.  

 

Chairperson Dalman commented that Core Power Yoga is a well-run organization.  
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Mr. Kenny stated that they have been compared to Athletico and other groups of rehabilitation.  

He also stated that they are located near a lot of hospitals.  

 

Ms. Adelman asked if it is a franchise. 

 

Mr. Kenny confirmed that is correct.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were raised 

by the Commission at this time.  She then asked if there were any comments from the audience.  

No comments were made by the audience at this time.  Chairperson Dalman then stated that they 

would close the hearing portion of the request and discuss the application.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that for the record, they have read the criteria and stated that the 

Commission’s standards to consider are on page 2 of the application.  She then referred to Section 

17.46.010 which is the Table of Uses and the six criteria.  Chairperson Dalman asked the 

Commission if they wanted to discuss them.  The Commission members responded that they did 

not.  She then asked for a motion for a resolution finding the proposed special use permit 

application for 850 Green Bay Road being consistent with the standards of special use permits as 

provided in the material.  

 

A motion was made by Ms. Holland and Mr. Thomas.  Ms. McCarthy seconded the motion.  A 

vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.   

 

AYES:  Adelman, Bawden, Crumley, Dalman, Dunn, Golan, Holland, McCarthy, 

Morette, Thomas  

NAYS:   None 

NON-VOTING: Blum, Fessler  

 

 

Standards for Evaluation of Special Use Permit Application 

for Core Power Yoga, 850 Green Bay Road 

 

1. That the establishment, maintenance and operation of the special use will not be 

detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general 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; 

 

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;  

 

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

operation of the special use exist or are to be provided; and 

 

6. That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of this and 

other Village ordinances and codes.  

 

RESOLUTION 
 

 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Winnetka Plan Commission finds that 

the proposed special use permit application for the property at 850 Green Bay Road is consistent 

with the standards for special use permits.  

 

Passed by a vote of ten in favor and none opposed.  

 

Date: September 30, 2015 

 

Case #15-22-SD:  Consideration of Proposed DeWindt-Sunset Subdivision  

at 220 DeWindt Road and 1040 Sunset Road         

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that the request related to a resubdivision or re-plat of 220 DeWindt 

and 1040 Sunset.  She then asked Mr. Norkus to walk the Commission through the request.  

 

Mr. Norkus described the request as self-explanatory from the agenda materials and informed the 

Commission that the applicants are proposing to eliminate the existing vacant lot which lies 

between the homes at 1040 Sunset and 220 DeWindt.  He stated that the lot is proposed to be 

divided equally between the two lots flanking either side.  Mr. Norkus then referred the 

Commission to the proposed configuration shown on page 2 of the materials.  

 

Mr. Norkus stated that it is noteworthy to mention that the subject parcels are located in the R-2 

zoning district which is the second largest zoning classification that the Village has in the 

residential areas.  He stated that it required a minimum lot area of 24,000 square feet.  Mr. 

Norkus then stated that the center lot is substantially nonconforming and that it measured 10,525 

square feet.  He also stated that it is not conforming to the R-2 minimum width requirements.  

 

Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that the subdivision complied with all of the zoning and 

subdivision standards with regard to the minimum lot size and width.  He stated that the four 

existing nonconformities explain why it is relevant and that each of the proposed two lots would be 

nonconforming with regard to the minimum lot depth of 200 feet with one lot being just shy by 3 to 

4 feet and the other being even more nonconforming.  Mr. Norkus noted that the existing 

residence on DeWindt is nonconforming with regard to the front and corner setbacks.  

 

Mr. Norkus stated that the reason that the nonconformities are relevant are in the event of the 

nonconformities existing in the subdivision, the Commission needed to consider that and make a 

finding with regard in the context of the subdivision as to whether those existing nonconformities 

create a material increased adverse impact.  He referred to the sense that an adverse situation is 

caused by the existence of nonconformity in light of the subdivision itself.  
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Mr. Norkus stated that he would also like to point out that the lot depths are an existing 

nonconformity and that there is no remedy short of reorienting the two lots east-west instead of 

north-south.  He described that as a rather extreme solution to the existing nonconformities.  Mr. 

Norkus then stated that if the Commission finds that there is no material increased adverse impact, 

the Village staff requested that the approval of the subdivision be conditioned on the grant of 

utility easements described in detail in the materials.  He then asked the Commission if they had 

any questions.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that for clarification, the material increased adverse impact is a result 

of the subdivision. 

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct.  

 

Chairperson Dalman indicated that there might be an application for the redevelopment of one of 

the properties that they saw and referred to Healy Rice.  

 

Mr. Norkus stated that they saw that as part of the zoning calculations.  

 

Ms. Adelman asked if the DeWindt property which is vacant is part of the property but is a 

separate parcel.  

 

Chairperson Dalman responded that there is one owner and that it has a PIN.  

 

Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that it is owned as two separate parcels.  

 

Ms. Adelman then asked if they are selling part of it to Sunset.  She also asked if there is any way 

of knowing if the Sunset property owners would tear down the home or does that matter.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that is not the purpose of the question and that the Commission is only 

to look at whether there would be a material increased adverse impact from the function of the 

subdivision.  She then referred to whether the property at 220 Sunset [?] would be for sale.  

 

Ms. McCarthy referred to the utility easement and storm water easement and whether it would be 

affected by the change of ownership or redevelopment.  She then stated that if the Sunset home is 

enlarged, there would be an issue with the utility and storm water easements mentioned and that 

there would be an adverse effect with storm water and asked if that is relevant.  

 

Chairperson Dalman stated that if there is a teardown of the 220 DeWindt property and 

redevelopment, because the lot is nonconforming, she asked if the applicant would come in 

anyway.  

 

Mr. Norkus responded that they would not and that legal nonconforming lots can be developed.  

He then stated that the center lot which is currently vacant and measuring 10,500 square feet is a 

legal nonconforming lot itself which could be built on.  Mr. Norkus stated that they would have to 

address storm water in the event of redevelopment.  He then stated that in connection with the 
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standards for storm water control and the Village regulations with any expansion or addition to a 

home, the applicant would need to demonstrate that there would be no increase in the rate of water 

runoff from the property compared to its current condition.  Mr. Norkus also stated that they 

would need to develop storm water and grading measures or if there is a larger development, to 

provide onsite compensatory story or depression. 

 

Mr. Golan informed the Commission that in living in the area, there is a home which drained on 

everyone’s property and referred to the fact that there is no issue with that.  

 

Ms. Fessler stated that for new construction, the Village Council made a recommendation for 

storm water.  

 

Mr. Thomas asked if there is any relevance to the Commission that the 220 DeWindt owners are 

selling the property. 

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if the co-applicants have agreed to the easements.  

 

Mr. Norkus responded that they are aware of what is being requested.  

 

A gentleman in the audience stated that they are not objecting.  

 

Dave Schrauth introduced himself to the Commission as a Glenview resident who has an office in 

Winnetka at 833 Elm with his partner, Todd Stephens.  He also stated that Mike Murtaugh is here 

and is one of the applicants who owned 220 DeWindt.  Mr. Schrauth stated that he had some 

questions and that Mr. Norkus made an important point, first that the vacant lot is owned by the 

Murtaughs and that it has always been a separate, vacant parcel which was never consolidated with 

220 DeWindt and that it does have the same owner.  

 

Mr. Schrauth then referred to Mr. Norkus’ point with regard to the vacant lot being a legal 

nonconforming lot and that in theory, it is a buildable lot.  He stated that if they were to do the 

math, it represented an approximate 36 foot x 120 foot building pad.  Mr. Schrauth indicated that 

he is not sure that a builder would take that on and whether it is economically feasible.  He 

informed the Commission that he has seen a home in Deerfield which he described as a wedge 

which barely fits into a smaller space than this and that it happens.  

 

Mr. Schrauth then stated that the proposal here is to eliminate the vacant lot and enhance the two 

lots beside it.  He informed the Commission that the Murtaughs’ lot is for sale and that there is 

nothing to preclude a future owner from building on that space.  Mr. Schrauth stated that they 

would be confined to all of the local building codes and the drainage ordinance in place.  He 

stated that there would be a major expansion of the easement which is the north-south easement for 

storm water drainage and that there is currently a 5 foot easement on the boarder of 220 DeWindt 

just inside of the western border which would be expanded to 20 feet.  Mr. Schrauth stated that the 

substantial increase would allow access to large construction vehicles which would need access for 

storm water drainage.  
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Mr. Schrauth informed the Commission that this area is subject to lots of flooding issues and that 

many parts of it are in the flood plain.  He stated that all of those protections that the Village has in 

place are in place with regard to future construction.  Mr. Schrauth then stated that the issue today 

is whether the subdivision itself and the expansion of the two lots would have any material 

negative public health or safety impact and that the answer is respectfully no.  He noted that they 

are not proposing any improvements with regard to the subdivision and that many times, there are 

not only plans to divide or expand but plans to build.  Mr. Schrauth informed the Commission that 

is not the intention of the Veachs’ at 1040 Sunset or the Murtaughs and that they are not trying to 

hide the fact that the property is for sale and that they do not know what future owners would do.  

He stated that future owners would have a significant lot volume on which they would be able to 

build.  

 

Mr. Schrauth then stated that any drainage issues which come up would be sufficiently protected 

by the code.  He described the proposal as straightforward in terms of what is being done and that 

there would be a 50-50 split of the vacant lot which would be added to each property.  Mr. 

Schrauth also stated that they would be fully complaint with the subdivision criteria and in 

particular, would satisfy the last piece with regard to any nonconformity having no negative 

impact to the public health, safety, etc.  He added that it is fairly evident that there would be no 

negative impact and that any negative impact from development is not being proposed now.  Mr. 

Schrauth asked the Commission if they had any questions.  

 

Chairperson Dalman also asked the Commission if they had any questions.  

 

Ms. Adelman stated that she did not understand and asked if 220 DeWindt is in the R-3 zoning 

district. 

 

Mr. Schrauth responded that they are both in the R-2 zoning district.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were raised 

by the Commission at this time.  She then asked if there were any questions from the audience.  

No questions were raised by the audience at this time.  Chairperson Dalman then closed the public 

hearing portion of the request and there would be discussion by the Commission.  She asked if 

there were any comments or concerns.  No comments were made by the Commission at this time.   

 

Chairperson Dalman then stated that as long as the applicant accepts the easements as proposed by 

the Village, it would be a beneficial proposal for the Village.  She also stated that now, the 

Murtaughs own two lots and that they could theoretically develop a supersized home.  

Chairperson Dalman stated that the easements are for potential storm water improvements in the 

future and that those issues are contingent on the nonconformity mitigating those factors.  She 

noted that for the record.  Chairperson Dalman again asked if there were any comments.  No 

comments were made by the Commission at this time.  She asked if the Commission is to make a 

recommendation to the Village Council.  

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct and that they should split it into two actions, the first of which 

are findings and then a recommended approval of the subdivision.  
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Chairperson Dalman then asked if there is no need for two separate motions.  

 

Mr. Norkus responded that there is not.  

 

Chairperson Dalman then moved to consider the two recommendations on page 7.  The motion 

was seconded.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.   

 

AYES:  Adelman, Bawden, Crumley, Dalman, Dunn, Golan, Holland, McCarthy, 

Morette, Thomas  

NAYS:   None 

NON-VOTING: Blum, Fessler  

 

Recommendations: 

 

1. Consider motion to make a finding of no material increase adverse impact with regard to 

(a) existing nonconforming lot depths for Lots 1 and 2 which measure less than 200 feet, 

and (b) existing nonconforming front setbacks for the existing residence at 220 DeWindt 

Road, which measure less than 50 feet;  

 

2. Consider a motion to recommend approval of the proposed DeWindt-Sunset Subdivision, 

subject to modifications to incorporate additional utility easements as requested by the 

Village Water and Electric and Public Works Departments.  

  

Public Comment 
 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any public comments.  

 

Richard Sobel stated that his father designed the Fell store and that he has spoken before.  He then 

stated that he has a couple of new things.  Mr. Sobel stated that first, he would like to remind the 

Commission that the agenda says to note that public comments are permitted on all agenda items. 

He stated that the agenda was not followed by not allowing him and others to address the Fell site 

development during that period or after the Commission members’ discussion and before the vote 

was taken and that he was required to wait until the end of the meeting.  Mr. Sobel described it as 

inappropriate.  

 

Mr. Sobel stated that next, all of the Commission members have received a letter from the 

American Institute of Architects, the Chicago Chapter, and read parts of it in connection with their 

opposition to the development of the Fell store building in Winnetka.   

 

Mr. Dunn informed Mr. Sobel that the Commission members read that letter. 

 

Chairperson Dalman also stated that it is in the public record and was submitted as part of the first 

agenda item.  She stated that Mr. Sobel did not have the opportunity to re-read things which were 

already submitted and that the public comments portion of the meeting represented the opportunity 

for any new items that the public wanted to bring to the Commission’s attention.  
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Ms. Holland informed Mr. Sobel that when the property comes before the LPC for a demolition 

permit, it would be appropriate to resubmit the letter and that she would keep a copy of the letter in 

the file of the LPC.  

 

Mr. Sobel then stated that his ability to speak has been compromised.  He stated that his second 

point related to Peter Milbrandt who wanted to make a presentation to the Commission.  Mr. 

Sobel stated that he checked with Mr. Norkus and that Mr. Milbrandt has a presentation on a flash 

drive which showed the very specific designs put together when the Fell building was first built 

and then years later to accomplish what the developer is trying to accomplish.  He stated that is 

why he is encouraging the Commission, the Village staff and the developer to look to it as an 

architecturally and aesthetically appropriate way to encourage the goals in the plan.   

 

Mr. Sobel then noted that in The Winnetka Report this month, there was long discussion of the new 

consultants on planning.  He then stated that if they have a master plan, they should do that before 

a development is approved and which would make that moot.  Mr. Sobel also stated that with 

regard to the number of times he spoke to the Commission, he asked that there be specific 

discussion within the Commission’s conversation with regard to the adaptive reuse and the 

possibilities of that and that it never came up.  He then stated that he read the minutes which say 

that the issues would be covered in the discussion and that it was never discussed.  Mr. Sobel 

stated that the Commission needed to do that.  

 

Mr. Dunn asked Mr. Sobel if he met with the developer to consider adaptive reuse.  

 

Mr. Sobel responded that he asked for a meeting and that he has not done that yet.  

 

Mr. Dunn then stated that avenue should be pursued as opposed to the Commission insisting that 

as an alternative to the proposed development and that he should deal directly with Stonestreet. 

 

Mr. Sobel responded that would be a different approach and that it is valid.  He then stated that the 

Commission is the public body for that discussion that is shown the criteria for the Village master 

plan and goals and discussion with the developer and stated that he is asking for the discussion 

considering the issues with regard to the nature of the neighborhood, the architectural importance 

of the building and accomplishing the goals.  Mr. Sobel stated that the Commission needed to do 

that and that the Commission would see again the request for final approval to say to develop 

alternatives and consider the advantages.  He added that there would be a huge cost if the building 

is torn down and rebuilt again and that apartments can be added above it.  Mr. Sobel stated that 

there would be great advantages from the Commission’s discussion.  He then stated that he hoped 

that there would have been a brief discussion and that the Fell store was hardly mentioned with the 

exception of his presentation and a few others.  

 

Mr. Sobel also stated that he would like to note that in the minutes last month, Mr. Blum pointed 

out that there were 97% of the public comments which were negative against the development yet 

the discussion of that incorporating criticisms hardly came into the Commission’s discussion. He 

then stated that they do not have to go with public opinion as Mr. Blum stated and that what they 

have is some of what is going on when the Commission does not address public opinion. 
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Mr. Dunn asked Mr. Sobel to limit his comments to five minutes.  

 

Ms. Adelman stated that with regard to what was incorporated in the comments, something may 

have been missed along the way with regard to the historic nature of the building.  She indicated 

that what she did not understand is that when the Fell project surfaced when there is proposed 

development.  Ms. Adelman also asked why landmark status was not applied for or historic 

preservation in the seven years between the failed development and now.  She added that they 

keep hearing at every meeting that there is historic value, etc. and the conversation after the fact 

putting it on the Commission if it is important to him and others.  

 

Mr. Sobel agreed that is a good point and stated that the Commission is the public body to consider 

these things.  He referred to the continued discussion when NTP proposed a development and 

since then.  Mr. Sobel then stated that he was not aware until recently that someone other than the 

property owner could propose something like including the property on the National Register of 

Historic Preservation or he would have worked on that years ago.  He also referred to the 

submission of a long email from Anthony Rubino on the nature and importance of the building.  

Mr. Sobel indicated that he was not aware of what was in the email and only some of it. He added 

that he has talked with people trying to get the building on various lists.  

 

Mr. Sobel then stated that he had one more point and informed the Commission that he would be 

giving a talk about the Fell development in 1966 and 2016 at the Winnetka Public Library and that 

he would appreciate seeing as this is an important community issue on October 6 and 7, 2015 and 

encouraged the Commission members to come.  He then stated that there is still time in the 

development process to recognize the importance of incorporating the adaptive reuse of the 

building.  

 

Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other comments from the audience.  No additional 

comments were made at this time.  

 

Chairperson Dalman then asked when is the next Commission meeting.  

 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that the next meeting would be October 21, 2015 at 7:30 p.m.  

 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Antionette Johnson  
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WINNETKA PLAN COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION  

RECOMMENDING 
PRELIMINARY PLANNED 

DEVELOPMENT AND 
OTHER APPROVALS FOR 

THE  
ONE WINNETKA MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT  

PLAN COMMISSION CASE # 15-10-SU 

 
511-515 LINCOLN AVENUE  

710-740 ELM STREET &  
PORTION OF ADJACENT LINCOLN AVENUE  

RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 
WHEREAS, an application has been submitted by Stonestreet Partners LLC (the “Applicant”), 

for the property located at 511-515 Lincoln Avenue and 714-732 Elm Street, owned by Winnetka 
Station LLC, and the property located at 740 Elm Street, owned by PSB/Elm Street LLC, (the “Applicant-
owned Parcels”); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Applicant has proposed to purchase an irregularly shaped portion of the adjacent 

Lincoln Avenue public right-of-way (the “Adjacent Right-of-Way”), measuring 7,767 square feet, for 
purposes of consolidating with the Applicant-owned Parcels, which are collectively referred to herein as the 
“Subject Property”; and   

 
WHEREAS, the Applicant desires to develop the Subject Property as a mixed-use planned 

development consisting of an apartment building with commercial space on the first and second floor, as 
described more specifically below and as depicted in the plan documents (defined below)  (collectively, 
"Development"); and 

 
WHEREAS, in conjunction with the proposed Development, the Applicant has developed plans for 

certain additional improvements to Village properties, including construction of additional public parking, 
reconstruction of existing public parking, construction of a public gathering space / plaza, other streetscape 
improvements and replacement of a public water main (the “Public Improvements”); and 

 
WHEREAS, during the public hearing process and in response to Plan Commission and publ ic  

comments  and concerns, the Applicant (a) reduced the height of the building adjacent to Lincoln 
Avenue, from 7 stories to 5 ½ stories, (b) reduced the height of the building on the easterly edge of the site 
adjacent to Elm Street, from 6 stories to 5 stories, (c) increased the building height from 2 to 3 stories along 
the remainder of Elm Street, (d) altered the architectural style and massing of the Elm Street elevation, (e) 
reduced the number of residential units from 120 to 71, and (f) reduced the amount of commercial square 
footage from 46,250 gross square feet to 40,250 gross square feet, and  

 
WHEREAS, the Application has been designated as Plan Commission Case No. 15-10-SU, consisting 

of the following requested approvals: 

 
A.  Special Use Permit for a planned development on the Subject Property, and concept plan approval 

for said planned development.  The proposed Development includes 40,250 gross square feet of 
commercial space, 71 dwelling units and 122 private parking spaces beneath the building. 
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B.  Planned development modification to allow a  bui l d in g  he ig ht  o f  5  ½  s tor ies  an d 70  fee t . 

 
C.  Planned development modification to allow the reduction or elimination of the required 10 foot 

upper story step back at the building’s 4th floor level.  
 
D.  Planned development modification to allow elimination of the required 10 foot rear yard setback 

measured from the easterly property line of the Subject Property.  
 
E.   Tentative subdivision plat approval. 

 
WHEREAS, a public notice for Case No. 15-10-SU was duly published on March 5, 2015, in the 

Winnetka Current and a public hearing was held at the Plan Commission’s meetings on March 25, April 8, 
April 22, June 24, July 22, August 26, and September 30, 2015, and 

 
WHEREAS, a sign was properly posted on the Subject Property indicating the time and date of the 

public hearing, and that all property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property were notified of the 
public hearing by US Mail; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has considered all the evidence presented to it, including, but not 

limited to, the following: 

 
1. T h e  Village Zoning  Ordinance ,  inc ludin g  the  C2  Reta i l  Over lay  D is t r ict  

s tandards ,  P lanned Deve lopment  s tandards ,  Spec ia l  Use  Permit  s tandards . 

 
2.  Site plan, floor plans, elevations, preliminary engineering plans, traffic study, perspective 

drawings, and other documents submitted by the Applicant and included in the record of the 
public hearing (“Plan Documents”). 

 
3.   All written and oral testimony concerning the application; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Future Land Use Map of the Winnetka 2020 Comprehensive Plan (Attachment A) 

designates the Subject Property as appropriate for mixed use commercial development; and 

 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Plan Commission of the Village of W i n n e t k a ,  
I l l i n o i s, THAT: 

 
1.    Findings. 

 

A.   Comprehensive Plan.    Pursuant  to  Subsect ion 17 .58 .110 .C o f  the V i l lage  Code,  w ith 
respect to Case  No. 15-10-SU, the Plan Commission finds that the proposed Deve lopme nt ,  
as  a  who le ,  i s  con s is te nt  wit h  the goals and objectives of the Winnetka 2020 
Comprehensive Plan that are affected by or otherwise pertain to the proposed Development, which 
specific goals and objectives are set forth below; 

 
1) requiring the screening and buffering of off-street parking lots while considering the safety of 

pedestrians and motorists; 
2) protecting and enhancing the Village’s street tree planting program on public rights-of-way; 
3) promoting the use of high quality materials when constructing public improvements, and 

incorporating appropriate decorative details, artwork or sculpture;   
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4) Contributes to the variety of housing stocks available in the Village; 
5) requiring multiple family developments to be of high quality material and design, combined with 

adequately screened or underground parking and substantial landscaping; 
6) encouraging an appropriate number of rental units compatible with the predominantly single- 

family residential character of the Village; 
7) improving major streets, especially their intersections, to enhance traffic flow, safety and 

appearance, as well as use by pedestrians and bicyclists; 
8) promoting alternatives to motor vehicles such as bicycling and walking; 
9) provide for adequate parking in commercial areas and enhance opportunities for people who 

work in the commercial districts to park in employee-designated off-street or underground 
parking areas; 

10) provide adequate off-street or underground parking for Winnetka commuters; 
11) enhance the overall appearance and environmental quality of public rights-of-way, including the 

railroad right of way; 
12) require developments to be appropriate to the character of its surroundings, to interface with 

the surrounding neighborhood, rather than exist as an isolated complex, and to recognize that 
the architectural design of multiple family buildings is of vital importance in maintaining the 
character of the Village, and thus new multiple family buildings should be designed to 
complement the historic character of the Village, constructed of high quality materials, providing 
below grade parking; 

13) ensure that there is an appropriate transition to buffer single family neighborhoods from 
commercial districts; 

14) planning for systematic water main replacement program in conjunction with the street 
replacement and renovation program; 

15) encourage development that is appropriate for the scale and intensity of commercial activity and 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Map;  

16) minimize the number of curb cuts to help retain block face continuity in the business districts;  
17) redevelopment of the block on the south side of Elm Street east of Lincoln Avenue to be 

compatible and architecturally harmonious with the character of this portion of the Village. 
 
 

B.   Planned Development.  Pursuant to Paragraphs 17.58.110.C.1 –  9 of the Village Code, with respect to 
Case No. 15-10-SU, the Plan Commission hereby finds that the proposed Development is consistent 
with the following specific goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, in that the proposed 
Development:  

1) Is appropriate to the character of and minimizes the adverse impact on its surrounding 
neighborhood;  

2) Minimizes potentially adverse impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods and will not create 
the need for significant increases in infrastructure as streets, parking, utilities and sewers, and in 
other community resources such as schools, parks and recreational facilities; 

3) Minimizes the potential adverse impact on residential neighborhoods, including the impact on 
pedestrian character, onsite parking, traffic patterns, congestion, open space, storm water 
management and Village infrastructure; 

4) enhances the provision of a wide range of office/service and retail commercial land uses and 
development within the existing business district; 

5) contributes positively toward the promotion of a strong community identity and opportunities to 
interact while building a healthy commercial tax base; 

6) provides an opportunity for a broad range of goods and services so that Winnetka residents can 
satisfy most of their ordinary shopping requirements in the Village and so that non-residents will 
come to the Village for specialty goods and services; 
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7) will maintain the essential quality, viability and attractiveness of Winnetka’ s business districts 
while encouraging new economic development consistent with the character of the Village and 
the individual business districts; 

8) provides for on-site parking at the rear of buildings, with access via alleys or private driveways, to 
reduce demand for on-street parking; and 

9) is consistent with the goal to ensure that new development does not decrease public parking 
supply, particularly on street parking that supports retail use. 

 
C.  Tentative Plat of Subdivision.     With respect to Case No. 15-10-SU, a request for tentative plat 

approval for the proposed Development and the related Winnetka Station subdivision, the Plan 
Commission hereby finds that the requested tentative plat satisfies the criteria established in 
Chapter 16.08 of the Village of Winnetka Subdivision Code, subject to modification of the tentative 
plat to incorporate changes necessary to effectuate the requested vacation of a portion of Lincoln 
Avenue as may be approved by the Village.  

 
D.    Other Recommended Approvals.   With respect to Case No. 15-10-SU, the Plan Commission hereby 

finds the following: 

 
1) Building Height Modification.   Having taken into consideration other buildings in the vicinity, the 

goals of 2020 Comprehensive Plan, the accommodation of open space and compatibility with 
adjoining properties, the request to allow a building height of 5 ½ stories and 70 feet is consistent 
with the standards set forth in Subsection 17.58.040.G of the Zoning Code. 

2) Upper story stepback modification. Having taken into consideration other existing buildings in the 
vicinity, the goals of 2020 Comprehensive Plan, the accommodation of open space and 
compatibility with adjoining properties, the requested modification from provision of a 10 foot 
stepback at the 4th floor level is consistent with the standards set forth in Subsection 17.58.040.G 
of the Zoning Code. 

3) Rear yard setback modification. Having taken into consideration other existing buildings in the 
vicinity, consistency with goals in the Comprehensive Plan, accommodating parking and open 
space requirements and compatibility with adjoining properties, the requested modification to 
provide a 0’ rear yard setback from the easterly property line is consistent with the standards set 
forth in Subsection 17.58.040.G of the Zoning Code. 

  
2.   Recommendations:  The Plan Commission does hereby recommend to the President and Board of 

Trustees approval of the following associated with Case No. 15-10-SU based on the findings established 
herein, with the recommended conditions, restrictions, and obligations provided in this Resolution, as 
follows: 

  
A.   Mixed Use Planned Development.  Special Permits shall be granted for the proposed Development, a 

Mixed Use Planned Development incorporating the following uses: 

 
1) Commercial uses including any and all of those uses allowed as either permitted, conditional, 

or special permit uses in the C-2 Retail Overlay District consisting of approximately 40,250 
square feet of gross floor area; and 
 

2) Multiple Family dwelling units consisting of no more than 71 units. 

 
B.   Concept Plan. The proposed Development Concept Plan for the Subject Property, consisting of 

the following plans shall be approved: 
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1)   Revised Preliminary Engineer Plan Sheets set, prepared by Eriksson Engineering Associates, Ltd., 

with the most recent revision date of February 19, 2015, consisting of 8 plan sheets 
 

2)  Tentative Winnetka Station Subdivision Plat, prepared by Gremley and Biederman, with the 
most recent revision date of July 23, 2014, and consisting of (1) plan sheet. 

 
3)   Aerial Perspective renderings, Building Elevations, Site Photos, Lot Coverage Plan, Context Plan, 

Parking Level Plans, Building Floor Plans, Area Calculations, Parking Summary, and Context Plan, 
a n d  L o g i s t i c s  P l a n  prepared by Lucien Lagrange Studio, dated M ay 27 ,  2 015 ,  and 
consisting of 24 sheets. 

 
4) East Parking Lot Study and East Parking Lot View from Elm Street prepared by Lucien Lagrange 

Studio, dated June 12, 2015 and consisting of 2 sheets. 
 
5)   Letter regarding “One Winnetka Public Benefits”, from David Trandel / Stonestreet Partners LLC, 

dated August 26, 2015 and consisting of 2 pages. 

 
C. Tentative Plat.  The Tentative Winnetka Station Plat prepared by Gremley and Biederman, with the 

most recent revision date of July 23, 2014, and consisting of one plan sheet shall be approved, subject 
to revisions as may be necessary in conjunction with matters approved by the Village Council. 

 
D.   Modifications.  The following planned development modifications shall be granted: 

 
1) A modification to increase the building height to 5 ½ stories and 70 feet along the westerly 

edge of the development site, and to increase the building height to 5 stories along the easterly 
edge of the development site, with consideration given to the proximity of the adjacent transit 
station to the west, and proximity of the adjacent surface parking lot to the east, all as depicted 
on the Plan Documents); 

2) A modification from the required 10 foot upper story stepback to be provided at the 4th story 
level, with consideration given to the building’s design to incorporate a mansard roof design 
resulting in a corresponding  reduction in scale and mass.    

3) A modification from the required 10 foot rear yard setback to be provided from the site’s 
easterly boundary, to allow a 0’ rear yard setback, with consideration given to the rear yard 
being adjacent to a public parking lot serving the business district.  
 

E.   Recommended Conditions.  The Commission further recommends the following conditions be 
considered by the Village Council as part of any preliminary approval of the proposed Development: 

 
1) Restricting Use of Property.  The Applicant may not lease space in the Development for a 

full-service commercial health club open to the general public .  
 

2) Commercial delivery and trash collection.  The location of delivery and trash collection related 
to the Development site should be relocated to access points from Lincoln Avenue, subject to 
approval by the Village Engineer. 

 

3) Outdoor seating.  The Applicant shall give further consideration to the width of public sidewalks 
adjacent to the Development and consider the appropriateness of sidewalk widths for outdoor 
dining; the Applicant shall modify the location of curbs and/or building placement to facilitate 
such seating, subject to approval by the Village Engineer. 
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4) Accommodating the visually impaired.  The Applicant shall give further consideration to the 
width, slope and materials of the public sidewalk, cross walks and other streetscape elements 
adjacent to Development;  

 
5)  Green Roofs.  Green roofs should be installed on the roofs as depicted in the Plan Documents in 

order to soften the visual impact of the roofs from adjacent buildings, as well as to provide 
stormwater management and heat island benefits. 

 
6)  Lincoln Avenue Public Plaza.    Additional information on the costs and benefits of the proposed 

public plaza, as well as alternative designs and value engineering options, should be reviewed 
and carefully evaluated.   

 
7) Compliance with all Village Codes & Regulations.  Other than the specific relief recommended 

by this resolution, the proposed Development shall be required to meet all Village codes and 
regulations, including but not limited to the Zoning Code, the Village of Winnetka Subdivision 
Code, as amended, the Standards and Specifications for Public and Private Improvements 
Manual, as amended, and all building, fire, and life-safety code requirements. 

 
8) Final Concept Plan Approval. Prior to final plan approval of the development by the Vil lage 

Counci l ,  the Applicant shall: 

 
a)   Present to the Design Review Board for review and recommendation the final site plan, 

landscaping plan, signage plan, and building elevations details.  This review shall occur 
prior to the Plan Commission’s consideration of the final plan. 

b)   Submit a final plan and final plat for Village staff review and approval pursuant to all Village 
ordinances and regulations. 

 
9) Transferability.   The approvals for the proposed Development shall be granted to the applicant 

and shall not be transferable e x c e p t  a s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a u t h o r i z e d  a n d  i n  c o m p l i a n c e  
w i t h  t h e  f i n a l  a p p r o v a l  d o c u m e n t s  a p p r o v e d  b y  t h e  V i l l a g e  C o u n c i l .    

 

 
 

ADOPTED THIS 30th day of SEPTEMBER, 2015. 

 
AYES:  Golan, Morette, McCarthy, Thomas, Crumley, Dunn, Adelman, Dalman (8)  

 
NAYS:  Bawden, Holland (2) 

ABSENT:  Coladarci 

NON-VOTING:  Blum, Fessler  
 
 
 
 
 

ATTEST: 

 
 _   
Director of Community Development  

    
Tina Dalman, Chair  

Winnetka Plan Commission
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WINNETKA PLAN COMMISSION  
MEETING MINUTES 
OCTOBER 21, 2015 

 
Members Present:    John Golan, Acting Chairman  

Mamie Case 
Jack Coladarci 
Dana Fattore Crumley 
Louise Holland 
Keta McCarthy 
Jeanne Morette 
John Thomas  

 
Non-voting Members Present:  Carol Fessler 
 
Members Absent:    Caryn Rosen Adelman  

Chris Blum  
Tina Dalman 
Paul Golan 

 
Village Staff:  Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community  

Development 
 

Call to Order: 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Golan at 7:30 p.m.   
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any comments or corrections to be made to the August 26, 
2015 meeting minutes.  He noted the correction of Ms. McCarthy’s name throughout the minutes.  
 
Ms. McCarthy stated that she gave Mr. Norkus a non-substantive change to be made to the 
minutes.  
 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the Plan Commission meeting minutes from August 
26, 2015, as amended.   The meeting minutes were unanimously approved.   
 
Chairman Golan referred to the fact that the Commission did not have the September 2015 meeting 
minutes yet.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that is because of the compressed meeting schedule and that there would likely 
be two sets of minutes for approval at the next meeting.  
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Consideration of Request for Special Use Permit Request by  
H. Gary Frank Architects, to Permit an Office Use on the  
Ground Floor of the C-2 Retail Overlay District at 523 Chestnut Street 
 
Chairman Golan asked Mr. Norkus to provide a brief description of the request.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the subject parcel is located south of Elm Street on the east side of Chestnut.  
Mr. Norkus then referred the Commission to page 2 of the agenda packet which showed the 
location of the proposed use within the boundaries of the C-2 retail overlay district with the 
location of the overlay district.   
 
Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that the space was previously occupied by a beauty salon 
and that the space, measuring 561 square feet, has been vacant for approximately one year.  He 
stated that due to the limited number of employees that would be occupying this office space, the 
Village staff has waived the otherwise customary parking study and that it was determined to not 
be necessary for a use of this scale.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that this matter is subject as all special use permits are to final approval by the 
Village Council and that the Commission is to make a recommendation to the Village Council 
based on the 11 standards which are outlined in the agenda materials.  He noted that the 
applicant’s written materials address those 11 standards for the granting of the special use permit 
and pointed out that standards numbered #7-#11 are specific to those applications such as this one 
when the special use involves a nonretail use within the retail overlay district.    
 
Chairman Golan stated that before the applicant made their presentation, the Commission would 
swear in those that would be speaking on this matter.  
 
Gary Frank introduced himself to the Commission as an architect in the Village whose work 
included the paddle hut, the Nielsen Tennis Center and that he was the chairman of the DRB for 
many years which gave him a unique perspective on the boards in the Village.  He began by 
stating that the special use they are asking for is to take over the former Rosemary Shugar space on 
the first floor.  Mr. Frank stated that they left approximately one year ago for a number of reasons.  
He indicated that the business may have still been here if Rosemary had not moved to Arizona for 
other reasons.  Mr. Frank also stated that Josh Braun is present who is the owner of the building 
and that he can answer any questions the Commission may have with regard to the rentability and 
viability of the space.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that the space measured 561 square feet of which only 425 square feet is usable 
office space.  He informed the Commission that he is located upstairs at 525 Chestnut which is 
larger than the proposed space on the first floor.  Mr. Frank then referred the Commission to the 
floor plan which he identified as Sheet A-3 in the packet of materials. He then stated that he has a 
small residential architectural practice and that he has two to three architect employees.  
 
Mr. Frank then stated that he assumed that everyone is familiar with the space and what is 
interesting about the space is that it is the only retail space on that block.  He referred to the hair 
salon which occupied the space on the corner.  Mr. Frank then identified the entrance to his space 
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on an illustration for the Commission as well as the entrance for a business above Rosemary 
Shugar.  He also identified Good Grapes on the illustration which is located near Chestnut Court.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that as far as identifying additional traffic in terms of pedestrian traffic, it did not 
exist when compared to other retail areas.  He then stated that he understood that if he was asking 
to move into a retail space where there were several other retailers on the block, which would not 
happen here.  Mr. Frank stated that he would now ask Mr. Braun to go through the viability and 
rentability and how many individuals have come to him to rent the space.  
 
Mr. Frank responded to a question as to why he wanted to be located on the first floor and stated 
that it would help his business be identified a little bit better as opposed to being upstairs as well as 
the fact that it is a great space with great viewing and great light.  He informed the Commission 
that he did not necessarily need all the space that he has upstairs.  Mr. Frank also stated that there 
is a basement in the building which measured approximately the same size as the retail space at 
560 square feet.  He then stated that it is a 7 foot basement which would be used for storage, 
printers and drawings and that it is an unusable space.   
 
A Commission member asked if his clients come to his space.  
 
Mr. Frank responded very often, he would have clients come in to meet with him and go through 
their design drawings as well as contractors who come in.  He stated that there are always people 
stopping by for a variety of reasons. Mr. Frank then stated that they always use Peet’s or Starbucks 
for meetings.  He also stated that he has clients who come to the Village from Glenview, 
Deerfield, etc.  
 
Ms. Holland stated that Mr. Frank has worked in the Village for a number of years and has built 
beautiful homes and commercial buildings.  She also stated that he is very acquainted with the 
retail overlay district.  Ms. Holland then stated that she disagreed with Mr. Frank’s comment that 
there is no other retail establishment on the block and that there is a very busy beauty parlor and the 
new Good Grapes store to the south.  Ms. Holland also stated that she hoped that the post office 
site will be redeveloped and that this may be a very busy retail-commercial area.  She then stated 
that she could not see breaking that wall of two retail businesses even though their entrances are on 
Elm and Moffat Court, they still contribute to the pedestrian traffic going back and forth.  Ms. 
Holland stated that to have an office in the middle would take away.  She stated that she is a great 
proponent of the retail overlay district and that she reviewed Mr. Norkus’ list of retail overlay 
requests which have been made within the last ten years.  She noted that only two of them do not 
pay sales tax and that there are three of them which are 50 feet back from the sidewalk.  Ms. 
Holland then stated that the Spanish school was an interior space and that the fire department 
would not allow a school without windows.  
 
Ms. Holland then referred to the most recent one, Yogi Bear on Lincoln Avenue, which pays sales 
tax as well as the clothing consignment shop which pays sales tax.  She reiterated that in ten years, 
there have only been two offices that do not pay sales tax and that both of them are on Lincoln 
Avenue.  Ms. Holland stated that there are spaces in the Village for offices on the second floor and 
referred to the north area of Lincoln Avenue which is not in the retail overlay district as well as all 
of Indian Hill which is also not in the retail overlay district.  She then stated that it is her feeling 
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that there are other locations rather than the Rosemary Shugar space.   
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other comments.  He then asked Mr. Braun if he wanted 
to make any comments.  
 
Josh Braun introduced himself to the Commission and informed the Commission that his family 
has owned the building for approximately nine years and have been residents of the Village for 
over 20 years.  He also stated that they own the building at 906-908 Green Bay Road and that his 
family was responsible for redeveloping both buildings.   
 
Mr. Braun then stated that Mr. Frank has been a staple in the Village for a very long time and has 
done some amazing work.  He stated that he realized that the retail overlay district is a very 
important aspect of what the Village has and that it is worth it as a property owner to keep in mind 
that the Village is fluid and that the way that people do business has changed.  Mr. Braun stated 
that they have had that space available for a year and that he can count on one hand the number of 
phone calls he received with regard to that space.   
 
Mr. Braun informed the Commission that they had the space listed with Steve Hirsch who had no 
luck.  He then stated that he found out that the space next to the toy store is still vacant.  Mr. 
Braun stated that he thought that it is important to having a vibrant downtown and that having 
vacant stores does not look nice. He then stated that Mr. Frank would be putting up his work in the 
window which would look nice and that having people walk by and see an active space, that is 
what people want to see as opposed to vacant space and “For Rent” signs in the window.   
 
Mr. Braun then referred to Benvenuti & Stein and stated that although they sell cabinets, that is not 
really a whole lot different and that it is important for Winnetka to have a healthy mix of 
businesses and uses.  He noted that Conlon just got a special use permit and that they are a broker.  
Mr. Braun urged the Commission to keep in mind that this would help the downtown area be a 
vibrant space and keep it looking nice for the foot traffic that is created there.   
 
A Commission member asked if Rosemary Shugar was in the space for a year before they left.  
 
Mr. Braun responded that they occupied the space for five years and that Rosemary Shugar had 
health issues which is why she moved to Arizona.  He also stated that it is important to keep in 
mind is that there are a lot of businesses which were here when he was small which are no longer 
here. Mr. Braun reiterated that it is important to note that the way business occurred around them is 
changing and having a different mix of uses would serve to bring people downtown.  He informed 
the Commission that he spoke to many building owners in Winnetka who spoke with different 
people at different times in the Village and that they use different businesses which bring people to 
the Village who go and use other services.   
 
Mr. Frank suggested that the Commission also keep in mind that the space is only 450 square feet 
and that they are not talking about a 25 foot x 75 foot space and that the space is a small space for 
which Mr. Braun has had one inquiry.  He stated that he is here to advocate that he would like to 
take over the space which is only 450 square feet.  Mr. Frank then stated that if it was a larger 
space, he would agree that you probably would not want to put a real estate office there.  He 
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reiterated that it is a very unique, small space and that you have to weigh that factor versus having 
a piece of paper in the window similar to the way in which many other spaces sit today.   
 
Ms. McCarthy asked if the applicant could recall who occupied the space before Rosemary Shugar 
and for how long.  
 
Mr. Braun responded that Martha Turner who owned S’Agaro was in the space and that she 
consolidated her two stores.  He also stated that Sterns Camera had been there as well as a beauty 
salon.   
 
Ms. McCarthy then referred to the new Good Grapes space.  
 
Mr. Braun stated that space had been vacant for a very long time.   
 
Ms. McCarthy also referred to Lakeside and that going the other way, Frances Heffernan is in that 
block as well as Citibank, then Lakeside and then a bank.   
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other questions.  
 
Ms. Holland described the area as the State and Madison of downtown Winnetka and that it is a 
critical corner.   
 
Mr. Golan asked Mr. Frank how many people came to his office in the course of a week.   
 
Mr. Frank responded between three to five people per week depending on where they are on 
various projects.   
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other questions from the Commission.  No additional 
questions were raised by the Commission at this time.  He then asked if there were any comments 
from the audience.  No comments were made from the audience at this time.   
 
Ms. McCarthy stated that she had a concern and that she understands Mr. Frank and that he does 
beautiful work and where it would make sense for him to move downstairs with people on the 
street walking by.  She also stated that she could see where the space should be rented and that 
they do not want to have empty space.  Ms. McCarthy then stated that she had a concern with 
regard to the retail aspect downtown and that she would like to hear the others’ comments.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he understood the business of needing retailers in retail space in first floor 
retail space.  He then stated that this space is very small and that if it was going to be rented, it 
would have been.  Mr. Thomas stated that he would rather have Mr. Frank and a nice clean 
architectural office as opposed to a big gaping hole like there is now.   
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that everything that Mr. Frank said is true and that everything Ms. Holland 
said is also true.  He stated that the space is small and that would go to answer some of the 
questions or problems that people make about finding space in Winnetka that is affordable. Mr. 
Coladarci then stated that if there was a small business that wanted to start out in Winnetka, there 



October 21, 2015         Page 6 
 

could be a small space that they could rent.  He then stated that the fact that it has had tenants in 
the past indicates that it is a space that can be used by retail.  Mr. Coladarci also stated that if they 
do get the post office site developed, that would be a big retail area and that space could become 
more popular.   
 
Mr. Coladarci then stated that there is nothing wrong with a good architectural business being 
there but that he would rather see retail there. He also stated that he did not want to say that he is 
against the proposal and commented that it is a very difficult one to divide.  
 
Mr. Frank suggested that the Commission keep in mind that the retail that was there was S’Agaro 
Shoes and that as part of their business, they had a little jewelry section.  He stated that it was not 
as if there were separate businesses there.  Mr. Frank added that he did not plan on occupying the 
space until he is 75 when asked that question.  
 
Chairman Golan stated that this is an issue that they can talk about all night and that while this is a 
service business, they all wish that lots of retail businesses wanted to come into the community and 
referred to T.L. Fritz which is closing.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that Arthur Braun who is also a former Village Council member would like to 
speak.  
 
Arthur Braun, 850 Bell Lane, introduced himself to the Commission and stated that he has listened 
to the comments made.  He then stated that as has been pointed out, the space is very small and 
has been up for rent for a year and that no one wanted to rent the space.  Mr. Braun stated that 
there are other vacant spaces in Winnetka and that it is very important that they take into account 
what Ms. Holland stated as being in the retail overlay district.  He stated that he understood that 
and her commitment to that.  Mr. Braun stated that they also have to look at the situation of what 
is there today and what might be there in the next few years.  He stated that the Village Council is 
looking to do a master plan which will take some time to be developed and that the Commission 
would be a major part of that.  Mr. Braun then stated that the master plan will involve the post 
office site and that they have to recognize that it is going to take a number of years before the post 
office site is developed.  He stated that the problem is that they have a situation here today.  Mr. 
Braun stated that Mr. Frank occupied the space already upstairs and is a recognized architect as 
opposed to bringing in someone unknown.  He also stated that the space can continue to be vacant 
for a much longer period of time but that in this particular situation, it would make a lot of sense to 
have a recognized individual be in that space.  Mr. Braun asked the Commission to indulge and 
provide a special use permit and that it was created specifically for situations like this.   
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other comments.  
 
Ms. McCarthy stated that Benvenuti & Stein or another architectural firm in Hubbard Woods and 
asked if they sold cabinets.  She noted that they do have a Wilmette showroom.  
 
Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that Benvenuti & Stein was approved as one of the 
permitted uses within the commercial zoning district as a cabinet shop which was the major 
component of that business.  He also referred to Celeste Robbins as occupied space formerly by 
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Leoleno, a children’s furniture, clothing and toy store.  Mr. Norkus then stated that Robbins 
Architecture is similar to an interior designer and that architectural practice also does custom 
furniture.  He identified that as the break between service uses and retail uses that the zoning code 
allowed which allowed certain offices if they sell retail products or merchandise to be located in 
that district.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other comments.  No additional comments were made at 
this time.  He then stated that as he looked at the 11 criteria that the Commission is supposed to 
address, he asked if anyone had any specific criteria here that they are concerned that the request 
did not meet.  
 
Ms. Holland referred to criteria no. 2 mainly based on the answer given by the applicant that there 
are no other retail establishments or any other businesses on this side of the block. She stated that 
she disagreed with that assessment and noted that she has known Mr. Frank and Arthur Braun for a 
long time.  Ms. Holland stated that she drove downtown Saturday and that there were a lot of 
people and that an office is dark and would cut up retail spaces which she commented is not what 
you want to achieve in a vibrant retail community.  She added that you do not want have a funeral 
home in the middle of a shopping district.  
 
Chairman Golan described Ms. Holland’s comments as harsh and referred to the use and 
enjoyment of other properties and suggested that maybe Ms. Holland is concerned since there are 
two other businesses whose entrances are not on Chestnut but which do have frontage on Chestnut.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that to him, if they were to look on Elm Street, there is Koenig & Strey, the pet 
store and Ellen’s.  He stated that when he thought about retail space and traffic, on that block, 
people are walking into those spaces and that on this particular block, he described it as a pass 
through.  
 
Ms. Holland then stated that Koenig & Strey is located where Carson Pirie Scott was which gave 
rise to the overlay district which is why Winnetka adopted this ordinance.   
 
Chairman Golan stated that he assumed that Mr. Frank would leave lights on at night so that it 
would not look like a blank wall in the Village and for it look like a part of the hopefully vibrant 
downtown business district.  
 
Mr. Frank agreed that is correct.  
 
A Commission member stated that Rosemary Shugar had a desk and retail space and that he went 
into the store a lot and there was only one person sitting in the window the entire time.  He then 
stated that Mr. Frank is claiming to have more people than one person and that in all fairness, they 
would be trading the view of what they have had there which would not change that drastically.  
He then stated that with her having only one or two customers, the store would look the same as 
what Mr. Frank is proposing.  He also stated that from a historical standpoint, there used to be 
shutters in the windows and that you could not see into the facility.  He then stated that the store 
has only continued to improve as you look at it.   
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Chairman Golan asked the Commission if they had any other concerns in connection with the 
standards.  
 
Ms. McCarthy asked for clarification with regard to standard no. 8.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that standard related to proposed street frontages providing access to or 
visibility for one or more special uses which shall provide for a minimal interruption in the existing 
and potential continuity and concentration of retail uses of a comparison shopping nature.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he respectfully disagreed with several people and that he walked in the area 
the other day and that he did not see any retail wall there at all.   
 
Chairman Golan then asked for a motion.  
 
Mr. Thomas moved to recommend approval of the request for a special use permit to be located in 
the retail overlay district at 523 Chestnut Street as in the proposal of October 15, 2015.  The 
motion was seconded.  A vote was taken and the motion passed 8 to 1.  
 
AYES:  Case, Coladarci, Crumley, Golan, McCarthy, Morette, Thomas  
NAYS:   Holland  
NON-VOTING: Fessler  
 
 
Consideration of Proposed Subdivision of 5 Indian Hill Road 
 
Chairman Golan stated that he would like to request that when they do have public comment, it 
would be limited to five minutes or less in order to move the process along.  He then asked Mr. 
Norkus to provide an overview.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the proposed subdivision of the existing property located at 5 Indian Hill is 
proposing to take a lot which is just shy of two acres and 85,290 square feet and divide it into two 
lots measuring 38,700 square feet approximately and 46,600 square feet approximately on the 
larger lot.  He noted that the parcel is located in the R-2 zoning district which is the second largest 
lot classification within the Village.  Mr. Norkus then stated that the R-2 district required a 
minimum lot size of 25,200 square feet for corner lots such as the west lot which is proposed here 
and a slightly smaller lot area of 24,000 square feet for other interior lots which would be the lot to 
the east.   
 
Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that both lots as proposed do comply with these minimum 
lot area standards however the proposed subdivision is nonconforming in connection with other 
aspects of the zoning ordinance.  He then stated that because the subdivision does have these 
other nonconforming properties, the applicants have filed an application concurrent with it for 
relief under the zoning variations which would be considered by the ZBA.  Mr. Norkus stated that 
the variations that are to be considered are issues that the ZBA would be considering but that since 
the request is a subdivision and these variations are created by the subdivision, it is important for 
the Commission to understand what those variations are.  
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Mr. Norkus then stated that the ZBA would be considering variations at its November 16, 2015 
meeting with regard to the fact that both lot nos. 1 and 2 do not meet the minimum rectangular area 
requirement of the zoning ordinance.  He stated that hopefully the Commission had an 
opportunity to read the agenda materials describing the rectangular area requirement and that he 
would illustrate to the Commission and that the intent of the agenda report was to give the 
Commission a visual.  
 
Mr. Norkus then referred the Commission to the graphics in the agenda report to the extent that the 
proposed lots do not comply with the rectangular requirement, he stated that there are shaded areas 
which are intended to show the extent to which each of the two lots do not meet the minimum 
rectangular area requirement. He stated that in addition to that requirement, lot no. 2 to the east 
does not comply with the zoning ordinance’s minimum depth requirement and that the R-2 district 
required that lots have a minimum depth of 200 feet.  Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that 
the lot as proposed measuring north to south measured 160.62 feet. 
 
Mr. Norkus also stated that the request involved a variation from the maximum GFA for the 
westerly lot.  He then stated that the size of the existing structures will exceed the maximum 
permitted footprint for the size of the lot that is proposed. Mr. Norkus reiterated that these are all 
variations that the ZBA would be considering.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the Commission’s discussion of the standards for the evaluation of this 
request is located on page 5 of the agenda report.  He noted specifically that the Village’s 
subdivision ordinance stipulated that subdivisions shall not result in what is referred to as not 
being permitted to create side lot lines which abut rear lot lines.  Mr. Norkus stated that the agenda 
report provided quite a bit of background in terms of the creation of that standard as well as the 
rationale behind that standard.  He stated that the proposed subdivision would result in two such 
situations where side yards abut rear yards.  Mr. Norkus then stated that the side yard of the 
proposed east lot would abut the rear yard of the proposed west lot as well as the side yard of the 
east lot and abutting the rear yard of the neighboring properties to the east on Church Street.  He 
stated that those are the variations that the Commission is to consider whether to grant relief from 
standards of the subdivision code.  Mr. Norkus stated that the subdivision does provide for the 
Commission to consider variations from standards such as that and permits variations to be granted 
when the Commission feels that the strict application of the rules would result in real difficulties 
and substantial hardships or injustices and that it may vary the application of those standards 
accordingly. 
 
Mr. Norkus stated that lastly, in addition to those variations, the Commission has seen as recently 
as last month where they had the opportunity to review existing nonconformities and to make a 
finding and referred to the DeWindt–Sunset subdivision at the previous meeting which had 
existing zoning nonconformities on which the Commission made a finding.  He stated that this 
subdivision has similarly existing nonconformities which relate to the structures on both lots 
which are currently nonconforming with regard to several aspects of the zoning ordinance and 
which are identified in the agenda report.  Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that the existing 
residence is located 5.2 feet from the north lot line whereas 50 feet is required and that the existing 
garage is located within 3 inches of the north lot line and is required to have a 50 foot setback.  He 
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also stated that the swimming pool is located in the minimal front yard and that the existing coach 
house is located closer than 50 feet to both the east and north lot lines.  Mr. Norkus informed the 
Commission that the Commission is to consider those existing nonconformities and to evaluate 
those in the context of the proposed subdivision and make a finding as to whether there would be a 
“material increased adverse impact” due to these nonconformities.  
 
Mr. Norkus added that the agenda report concludes by listing both the three zoning variation 
requests which are to be considered by the ZBA and the six subdivision ordinance matters which 
are before the Commission.  He stated that the applicants are present and that he would be happy 
to answer any questions now or after they make their presentation.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if the original home was built in 1922 and if there were different rules in 
1922 which allowed building at 5 feet from the lot line or if the property was subdivided with a 
road put through it.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the first the zoning ordinance of the Village was adopted in 1922 and that it 
may be a combination of predating modern zoning requirements and resubdivision activity as well.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other questions for Mr. Norkus.   
 
Ms. Morette stated that she did not understand the rectangular build requirement and asked what 
that meant.  She then stated that if they were to subdivide, tear the structures down, would they 
have to build within this rectangle.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that as shown in the exhibits, there are setback requirements which are outlined 
with blue dashed lines for each of the lots.  He then stated that there are underlying zoning 
setbacks which are resulting from any subdivision which is based on the lots’ setback requirements 
from each lot line and determined by the lots’ size and width as well as the zoning district that it is 
located in.  Mr. Norkus noted that any construction on either one of these two lots will need to do 
one of two things, which are that it would need to be constructed wholly within those setbacks 
lines concentrated in the center of the lot or if any construction happened in the future, and that if it 
does not fall within those setback lines such as expansion of the existing structures that are 
nonconforming, any construction of that nature would need to receive zoning variations. He then 
stated that the rectangular area requirement is separate and in addition to the Village’s minimum 
lot area requirement of 24,000 square feet.  Mr. Norkus stated that the rectangular buildable area 
requirement is a layer on top of the minimum lot requirement and is more restrictive in many 
respects such that you would need to have this minimum area within those setback lines measuring 
16,335 square feet in order to assure that every lot has a large enough rectangle to actually build 
on.  He stated that the Village has a few areas where there are irregularly shaped lots and that the 
rectangular area requirement is intended to have regularly shaped lots with a minimum size.  
 
Chairman Golan then asked how is a minimum rectangular buildable area determined and asked if 
there is a formula.  
 
Mr. Norkus responded that it is somewhat flexible and that the area must be a minimum of 16,000 
plus square feet but that it would have to have a width of at least 90 feet and that if you have a 
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combination that meets any of those two criteria, it would comply.  He stated that the graphics in 
front of the Commission intended to show the extent.  
 
Chairman Golan stated that by the time you apply the setbacks to the lot, the minimum rectangular 
buildable area is not big enough to satisfy the requirement.  
 
Ms. Morette then asked with regard to this minimal area, what size home could be built there.  
 
Chairman Golan stated that he read through the materials three times and that he is not sure that the 
minimum house size is relevant to the discussion.  He then stated that while they are considering 
that, for the applicant to make their presentation.  
 
Ms. Case asked Mr. Norkus to explain in connection with this area of Indian Hill Road which is 
very dense.  She then stated that if you take into account the three properties to the north of this 
property and those homes behind this property on Indian Hill and Church Road, most of the 
properties are the larger properties.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that he can give the Commission an explanation of how the areas are zoned 
differently as well as how historically that came to be.  He then stated that the areas including 5 
Indian Hill and the homes to the immediate north are the zoning classification and more relatively 
speaking are more densely developed with the R-2 district being the second largest lot 
classification.  Mr. Norkus also stated that with regard to the area to the immediate west, a large 
portion of the Indian Hill area proper north of the country club and to the west a very large portion 
of the Indian Hill Road area is zoned R-1 which is a larger lot size requirement of over one acre.  
He stated that the R-2 zoning classification also applies to the properties immediately to the north 
as well as to the immediate east and west.  
 
Ms. Case then asked if there are a lot of R-1’s and that there are a lot of sprinkled properties which 
measure almost two acres on that side a little further down.  
 
Mr. Norkus responded that the R-1 district included several larger lots.  
 
Ms. Case stated that some of those larger properties have older homes which are weirdly skewed 
on the property and that her question is how does dividing a property like this impact those 
properties down the road.  
 
Mr. Norkus responded that to the extent there are different zoning classifications.  
 
Ms. Case then asked would they start running into the issue of those larger lots asking to be 
subdivided with regard to homes in the R-1 zoning district and two acre lots in the R-2 zoning 
district.  
 
Chairman Golan stated that Ms. Case’s question related to precedent setting. 
 
Mr. Norkus stated that he is not sure that the answer to the question would be whether it would be 
precedent setting but that it is worth pointing out that in the agenda report, within the last 15 years 
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or so, the minimum lot size was increased in terms of their requirements to what they are today.  
He noted that the R-2 district previously had a minimum lot size which measured precisely ½ acre 
or approximately 21,700 square feet and that now, it is 24,000 square feet.  Mr. Norkus stated that 
in terms of approving one subdivision establishing a precedent for others, they should each be 
evaluated on their own merits.   
 
Chairman Golan then asked for the applicant to make their presentation.  
 
Debra Gill, 5 Indian Hill Road, introduced herself to the Commission and stated that she has lived 
in Winnetka for over 25 years.  She then informed the Commission that the pool is 
nonconforming and that when they purchased the home, it was conforming and that the regulations 
were subsequently changed.  Mrs. Gill also stated that when they purchased the home 15 years 
ago, a developer had a contract on it to split it into three lots.  She stated that they convinced the 
seller to sell to them and that they restored the home which she commented was a tremendous job 
and that they value it.   
 
Mrs. Gill then identified the main home as the west lot and that there is an existing coach home on 
the eastern lot which is a two story, 3 bedroom home with 3 full bathrooms and a 3 car garage that 
her friends live in.  She stated that the home is recognized as its own separate entity with its own 
address, etc. and that it functioned as an independent home.  Mrs. Gill then stated that their home 
may be the only one in Winnetka which has roads on all four sides which resulted in them having 
multiple front lots and which created a lot of weird setbacks.  She stated that they have two acres 
which they want to split into approximately one acre each but that because of the setbacks and the 
roads, that is where the variations come in.   
 
Mrs. Gill then stated that in connection with all of their neighbors, none of them have an acre lot so 
that both of their lots would be bigger than that of their neighbors.  She stated that is because they 
have the hardship of having streets on all four sides of their property.  Mrs. Gill stated that they 
did a lot of research and began the application process last October as well as working with Mr. 
Norkus.  She described it as a mess because of the lot having four roads on all four sides.  
 
Mrs. Gill informed the Commission that they have two driveways, one of which comes off of 
Indian Hill and the original driveway which came in off of Church.  She then asked the 
Commission if they had any questions.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any questions for the applicant.  
 
Mr. Thomas indicated that there seemed to be a thread running through some of the neighbors’ 
comments that there is an assumption that either one or both of these homes would be torn down 
and that if the property is subdivided, a new home would be built there.  He then stated that Mr. 
Norkus went through an elaborate rectangular thing and asked if that only came into play if there is 
a new home to be built there.  Mr. Thomas then asked why would the rectangular explanation 
come into play unless something new is going to be built there.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the rectangular area requirement has little or nothing to do with what is built 
on the lot.  He stated that the rectangular area requirement is very similar to the lot area 
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requirement in that it determines whether any subdivision is conforming or not.  Mr. Norkus 
described it as a more complex standard for determining whether the lot is adequately sized.  He 
then stated that the setbacks which are shown in the other series of lines will be the zoning 
requirement that dictates where any future construction occurred.  Mr. Norkus stated that they 
happen to be very similarly located and almost identically sized and that the graphics are confusing 
in that it is an attempt to show how the setbacks do not meet that rectangular area requirement.  
 
Ms. Fessler referred to lot 1 and the setbacks which are shown on the table and asked in terms of 
built area versus total area, impermeable surface, etc., how did it fit within those zoning 
constraints.  She also asked for the proposed lot 1, how did it meet those standards.  
 
Mr. Norkus responded that the proposed lot 1 meets all zoning standards with the exception of 
GFA and that the variation requested amounted to 49 square feet.   
 
Ms. Fessler then asked if the lot line was moved to the east by a small amount, would it also fall 
within the buildable area.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the applicant’s architect might inform them to what lead to the line being 
proposed for the location that it is.  He also stated that there is a certain amount of fluidness as to 
where that line would be located.  Mr. Norkus indicated that it may have been an attempt to 
balance the lot area.   
 
Lesa Rizzolo introduced herself to the Commission as the architect and noted that she originally 
worked on the home with the applicants 15 years ago on restoring the home.  She informed the 
Commission that they initially moved the line back and forth which would have resulted in making 
lot 1 bigger and both lots complying.  Ms. Rizzolo stated that with regard to all of the 
nonconformities on lot 2 and after a lot of meetings with the Village, they felt that by making both 
lots close to equal and referred to lot 2 being a flag lot, all of that square footage is 4,500 square 
feet which did not get considered into the lot area and GFA.  She agreed that it was a very fluid 
line and that at some point, they had to make a decision.   
 
Ms. Fessler also stated that with regard to the driveway access, she referred to the Church Street 
address and suggested that rather than calling it Indian Hill property, she referred to Indian Hill 
Road which ran along the north perimeter of lot 1 and halfway into lot 2, she stated that if there is 
concern about elevated traffic getting out onto Church, she asked what is the decision with regard 
to having the address be on Church as opposed to Indian Hill Road.  
 
Dan Gill informed the Commission that is the way it has always been with regard to the main home 
and the coach home which he stated were both redone.  He reiterated that it has always been that 
way and why should they change it.  
 
Ms. Rizzolo then informed the Commission that Indian Hill owned the property outside of the 
fence and that they would not be allowed to put a driveway out without their permission.  She also 
referred to a brick wall along that side of the property.  
 
Mr. Gill stated that he is not sure that he can comment on how often the driveway is used going out 
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to Church but informed the Commission that there is someone living in the coach home for the last 
four or five years and that they use that driveway.  
 
Ms. Fessler stated that in an attempt to understand the driveway situation, the applicants have a 
driveway which exited south onto southern Indian Hill Road and asked if that is the main access.  
 
Mr. Gill stated that he wanted to caution referring to main access and that they go in and out both 
ways.  
 
Ms. Fessler questioned the proposed lot 1’s access to Indian Hill.  
 
Mrs. Gill identified the driveway for the Commission.  
 
Ms. Fessler then asked with regard to the garage in the northeast corner on lot 1 which would be 3 
inches away from the lot line, would it have to be reoriented.  
 
Mrs. Gill stated that there are garage doors on both sides of the structure to the south and east.  
 
Mr. Gill stated that to be clear, the garage being located 3 inches away is near a stone/brick wall.   
 
Mrs. Gill confirmed that they own and maintain the brick wall.    
 
Ms. Fessler then asked if drainage for the western property is being used as the drainage area for 
their property.  
 
Mrs. Gill responded that across from the pool, there is a manhole cover which accepted water 
drainage and that to the southwest part of lot 1, water would drain there.  
 
Ms. Fessler stated that she is asking what role did the second lot play in terms of water retention.  
 
Mrs. Gill responded that each has their own right now.  
 
Chairman Golan stated that when the applicants purchased the property, there was someone who 
wanted to divide it into three lots and asked if that had been presented to the Village.  
 
Mrs. Gill stated that supposedly, there was an agreement and that it was for the R-2.  
 
Mr. Gill informed the Commission that the previous owners had been there for 50 years and that 
the owners were infirmed and the home fell into disrepair.  He noted that it was the estate for the 
property which entertained that concept.   
 
Chairman Golan asked the applicants what did they plan to do with the property if the subdivision 
is approved.  
 
Mrs. Gill stated that they moved to Kenilworth and that they are not living in the home.  
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Chairman Golan then referred to the minimal rectangular buildable area and that while in theory, it 
is not quite enough.  He then stated that by the time you put a coach home and a pool on lot 2 
which is already built, the rectangular buildable area is much less than the calculations would be 
with the existing structures.   
 
Mr. Gill reminded the Commission that they did the main home which is located on lot 1 and that 
lot 2 has an existing 3 bedroom home.   
 
Ms. McCarthy stated that she is wondering that living in Winnetka and she is sure that they have 
beautiful homes on their property, suppose that a developer wanted to purchase the property and 
subdivides and is forced to use this as the model with regard to buildable lot, she asked what effect 
would that have on the neighbors and water.  She added that she believed that the neighbors are 
concerned about that.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the attempt for the setbacks which are depicted in the agenda report as far as 
the impact to the neighborhood, he stated that the best way to respond to that is to say new 
construction would have to be located within those setbacks.  He then stated that with regard to 
drainage, the Village’s drainage requirements require that for most development, the rate or runoff 
to adjoining properties is no greater than it currently is under existing conditions.  Mr. Norkus 
stated that it would be worth having an engineer answer that more specifically.  
 
Ms. McCarthy then asked if new sewers or infrastructure would be required on the property for 
redevelopment of lot 2.  
 
Mr. Norkus responded that if a new home is going to be built, he is relatively certain that new 
water and sewer services would be required.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if the Village would have to come in and expand the sewer services or if 
they would have to figure out to hook up the existing.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that they would have to come up with a plan to hook up to existing services 
which would be borne by whoever is proposing to build on that lot.  
 
Ms. Fessler then stated that in terms of the impact to the east, she stated that the coach home is very 
close to the adjacent property but that under new construction, it would have to be further in.  She 
then questioned the tree coverage on the second lot.  
 
Ms. Rizzolo stated that to address the new construction, as an architect, she stated that it is more 
stringent than adding on.  She then stated that with new construction, if someone was to tear down 
the coach home or the main home, they would be following the codes of the Village which are 
more stringent than for existing properties.  Ms. Rizzolo stated that it is a fairly open lot and that 
there are trees along the property lines and that there are no trees where they are proposing the lot 
line.  She added that there are beautiful, old trees on the property and reiterated that it is not dense.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any questions from the Commission.  No additional 
questions were raised at this time.  He then asked if there were any comments from the audience.  
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Dana Connell, 2 Indian Hill, introduced himself to the Commission.  He thanked the Commission 
for the opportunity to provide public comment on the proposal.  Mr. Connell stated that he and his 
wife, Laura, live at one of the properties which was mentioned and noted that they live across the 
stone wall.  He informed the Commission that they purchased their property approximately 12 
years ago and that his wife was born and raised in the Village.  
 
Mr. Connell then stated that they would be directly and negatively impacted by this change and 
that the neighbors are worried that this property which is for sale would be sold and parceled out 
with something built on lot 2.  He informed the Commission that the property is listed for sale for 
$5,999,999 and that they are worried with regard to the request being made to chop the property 
into two which would be sold and that a builder would build on lot 2.  Mr. Connell then stated that 
it would depersonalize it, change their life and view, the property and its value as well as result in 
more construction and the addition to the Village’s impermeable surfaces, increase in density on 
Indian Hill and the loss of another estate type property in the Village.  He stated that the 
Commission knew what standards to evaluate better than he did and referred to the perceived 
financial gain of the owners to chop up the property versus preservation of the property in the 
neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Connell also stated that they have heard comments with regard to the efforts which have been 
made and the way in which it could be done and that it would result in the owners getting very 
significant variances from the ZBA and that he believed that those standards will not be met.  He 
stated that his testimony represented their concerns and that he is trying to be as nice about it as 
possible but that when you add all of those considerations together, you shudder to think about the 
precedent that is set if owners are allowed to chop up properties of this type and for the Village to 
condone it and grant variances.  Mr. Connell stated that for all of those reasons, he hoped that the 
Commission would conclude that the request be denied.   He added that the Commission should 
have received their written comments as well.   
 
Mr. Thomas asked Mr. Connell if his home is across the road from the second lot and if there is a 
big stone wall there.  He also asked what is the height of that wall.  
 
Mr. Connell responded that you can see it and identified the wall as approximately 12 feet in 
height.  He referred to the brick wall which the applicants own as well as a stone wall which they 
and the McVickers own.   
 
Mr. Thomas then asked how much of their current view because of these two walls would be 
changed.  
 
Mr. Connell informed the Commission that their home sat up on the lot and that they look down. 
He also stated that if new construction is built there, it would impact them and they would see it as 
opposed to them looking now into greenery and sky.   
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other comments.  
 
Thomas Lilla stated that he and his wife live at 100 Church Road which is in the cul-de-sac and 
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that their view looked out onto Indian Hill Road.  He then stated that their concern is not 
necessarily the view because the Indian Hill Club owned the property right behind their home.  
Mr. Lilla stated that their concerns related to the sewer systems and drainage systems which might 
be affected.  Mr. Lilla stated that last year, there have been a lot of problems with sewage and 
construction which was done on the property line in the club.  
 
Ms. Fessler asked Mr. Lilla if he is talking about storm water or sanitary sewer.  
 
Mr. Lilla confirmed that he is talking about storm water.  He then stated that with regard to the 
long list of variances being requested and in terms of what would be able to be built there, they are 
concerned that it would affect the services and the impermeable land.  Mr. Lilla also stated that he 
sent an email.  
 
Ernie McVicker, 1 North Indian Hill Road, informed the Commission that he concurred with all of 
the reasons previously stated.  He stated that he would like to add that if the property is split, 
without a doubt, the second property would have another home built on it and that it would be a 
large home which would block part of their view and that Mr. Connell’s view would be more 
impacted by that.  Mr. McVicker stated that what appealed to them when the purchased their 
property was being on a private road and having that type of privacy.  He also stated that it would 
add to more congestion and that while he appreciated the fact that someone is allowed to maximize 
the value of their property, it would damage others.  Mr. McVicker informed the Commission that 
he has already suffered a substantial decline in the value of his home and that he is convinced that 
if another large home is built, it would change the ambiance of the neighborhood and that they 
would suffer in terms of the value of their home.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other comments.  No additional comments were made at 
this time.  He then asked the Commission members for their comments.  Chairman Golan stated 
that he would start the decision and that it is a little overwhelming to him knowing that the 
applicants have been working on this for a year to have a packet for a week and be able to come to 
a conclusion about it.  He described it as a big task.  Chairman Golan then stated that he asked 
Mr. Norkus earlier and that he would like for him to clarify for the Commission what they are to 
weigh in on.  He then referred to page 5 which contained the issues of the setbacks and the 
nonconforming issue is something for the ZBA to look at. Chairman Golan also referred to Section 
16.12.010 and that the Commission is supposed to address whether granting a variation here and 
allowing the owners to develop their property, would it impact public health, public safety, public 
welfare and public convenience which represented the four questions that the Commission is asked 
to address here.  
 
Mr. Thomas stated that as he looked at Mr. Norkus’ report under Section 3 where it talked about 
Section 16.12.010, in the context of whether it would result in the increased adverse impact upon 
the public health, safety and welfare, he has heard the testimony of the neighbors but that he cannot 
see where it would have a real impact on health, safety and welfare in that area.  He then stated 
that if he lived there, he might feel differently but that he did not see any negative impact.  Mr. 
Thomas also stated that there are a lot of technical factors that the applicants spent a year 
discussing and that it appeared to be alright to him because he did not see that there is a real 
adverse impact on the public health, safety and welfare.  
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Ms. Fessler began by stating that she is a nonvoting member of the Commission and would weigh 
in on the request once it is presented to the Village Council.  She stated that this is an area which is 
zoned for smaller property sizes and that these two new lots would both be the appropriate size for 
the R-2 district.  Ms. Fessler then stated that the plan for the Village has put them in that area and 
that they would not be violating where they would want to have the larger estates versus that.  She 
stated that with regard to homeowners, she referred to having an oversized lot in that area and that 
is the premise.  Ms. Fessler also stated that there are a lot of other issues which are to be dealt with 
and that the Commission should weigh in on what kind of constraints they might want to impose 
on the subdivision or any recommendations that they wish to make.   
 
Ms. Fessler stated that it is not as though you are taking a normal sized lot and splitting it in half. 
She stated that the question then is whether all of the mitigating services and situations are too 
much to approve and allow those variations or are they doable.   
 
A Commission member asked Ms. Fessler with regard to her comments, for clarification, she 
asked if each lot is almost an acre subdivided which she commented is a good sized lot.  
 
A Commission member stated that this has been one of the most difficult things which has been 
put forth before the Commission.  She stated that she is not usually at a loss for an opinion but that 
the issues here which strike her as more zoning related and that what the ZBA would have to say is 
more crucial than what the Commission would have to say.  She then stated that she is a big 
proponent of property rights but that she found it very difficult.  She also stated that if they were 
to get a list of all of the things that they would be voting on and that in the packet, it is three words 
and referred to whether the subdivision would result in a material increased adverse impact on the 
public health, safety and welfare which is a criteria on which they have to vote and that she would 
have to agree with Mr. Thomas’ comments.  She also stated that she is not particularly 
comfortable that is all that they are voting on.  
 
Ms. Case stated that she thought that the Commission did rule on side yard and rear yard setbacks. 
 
Chairman Golan confirmed that is correct but that the Commission did not rule on rectangular 
building area. 
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that it gets down to whether the Commission may vary or modify the 
requirements so that the owners are allowed to develop the land in a reasonable manner provided 
that the public health, safety and welfare and convenience are protected.  He then stated that if the 
Commission agreed with the creation of the side yards abutting rear yards, they have to make the 
determination that the public health, safety, welfare and convenience are protected.  
 
Ms. Case stated that in the Winnetka Comprehensive Plan, it said that they do not want to create 
side yards abutting rear yards and questioned why would they go out of their way to create a 
situation like this if it has been said that is something that they do not want.  
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that whether the Commission’s duties under the Comprehensive Plan impact 
their decision on a subdivision and do they operate separately with a different jurisdiction.  
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Mr. Norkus stated that the Comprehensive Plan is the document that provides broad land use 
policy and objectives that are more general in nature.  He also stated that the Comprehensive Plan 
is the document that ultimately serves as the foundation for the zoning ordinance and the 
subdivision ordinance regulations which are more precise in nature.  Mr. Norkus then stated that 
some of them have a relationship between the Comprehensive Plan and subdivisions and that the 
Comprehensive Plan rather than being the bible of subdivisions on a case by case basis, he stated 
that it is more the foundation for the regulations. 
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that the Commission should use the Comprehensive Plan to interpret their 
duties under the subdivision ordinance.  He then stated that when they are attempting to determine 
whether the public health, safety, welfare and convenience, it is not what they thought as 
individuals but that the definition of that might be under the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the Comprehensive Plan certainly has language in it pertaining to the future 
development within residential neighborhoods and that for example, it would speak to the issues of 
development being consistent with the scale and character of surrounding properties, that broad 
goal or objective is ultimately expressed more precisely in the form of zoning regulations such as 
lot area requirements as well as a subdivision ordinance requirement that this evening would result 
in the Commission considering two variations from the subdivision code.  
 
Mr. Coladarci then asked if it would make sense for them to get further information for how the 
Comprehensive Plan would address their duty under the subdivision ordinance in a broader 
category to allow them to interpret these terms more specifically so that they can take into account 
a lot of the factors which they may be struggling with.  He then stated that he is struggling with 
how to interpret public health, safety, welfare and convenience without having the broader 
document and the broader parameters to tell him what that meant in this circumstance.  
 
A Commission member stated that most of them are pretty comfortable in stating what is the role 
of the Commission.  He stated that in looking at the application, he can give it thumbs up or down 
but that he is not sure that he has a good understanding of why they are being asked this question in 
addition to the ZBA.  
 
Ms. McCarthy stated that it looked like in what was written, in terms of the original nonconformity 
of the buildings that are on the land, she stated that lead them to looking at it in terms of that.  She 
stated that she is not 100% clear either. 
 
Mr. Norkus stated that he could simplify it a little for the Commission and described it as very 
complex.  He then stated that the variations which are going to be considered by the ZBA are 
specifically limited to the rectangular buildable area that is complex, as well as the less complex lot 
depth requirement for lot 2 and the 49 square foot GFA variation.  Mr. Norkus noted that there are 
two matters before the Commission, the first of which is the creation of side lot lines abutting rear 
lot lines condition which is a variation request which the Commission only has the responsibility 
of recommending to the Village Council whether it is appropriate to allow a situation like that to be 
created.  He stated that lastly, the existing nonconformities which were outlined with regard to the 
location of the existing structures, those are not variations from the subdivision ordinance but are 
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existing nonconformities that the Commission needs to consider and make a finding as to whether 
in this subdivision, for those nonconformities which are already existing, whether there is an 
adverse impact arising out of this new division which is being proposed.  
 
Ms. Holland stated that the problem she is having is that when the side yard abutting rear yard was 
put into an ordinance, the concern was not in a parcel this large but was in smaller lots east of 
Green Bay Road where you have front yards and rear yards where another home was horseshoed 
in.  She informed the Commission that she lives in a home where another home was horseshoed in 
with one home facing Elm Street, one home facing Oak Street and another home with side yards 
abutting a rear yard.  Ms. Holland described them as very small lots which measure a little over 
8,000 square feet. She stated that the lot which measured 17,000 square feet was subdivided in 
1937 and built a home in the middle of that block.   
 
Ms. Holland stated that it occurred often on the east side of Winnetka where you have larger block 
faces and when you have homes horseshoed in when you had a corner situation.  She then stated 
that in this situation, you have very large lots and that if these two lots are going to be redeveloped, 
that problem would not exist and that is the future. Ms. Holland added that to her, it did not apply 
to this size lot and asked when was it put into effect.  
 
Mr. Norkus responded 10 to 12 years ago is when the amendment happened to prohibit the side 
yards abutting rear yards.  He then stated that the example which is in the agenda report is at the 
corner of Ash and Linden and that the Historical Society now occupied 411 Linden.  Mr. Norkus 
stated that property now has a home in what was 411 Linden’s former rear yard area.  He then 
stated that to Ms. Holland’s comment, the concern was not only side yards abutting rear yards 
which is the language in the code that was used to address that particular development pattern that 
was of concern, but that the issue that it was attempting to be addressed was not just the creation of 
lots that were smaller than the neighbors, but the reorientation of entire block faces to create yards 
within blocks that formerly had no homes facing the street.  Mr. Norkus stated that it was also 
related to the creation of lots which were atypical for the neighborhood because it is squarer and 
less rectangular in nature than the development pattern that the Village had always been.  He 
stated that all of these things were coming together to represent a concern. 
 
Ms. Holland added that density was also a big concern.  
 
Mr. Norkus also stated that the side yard abutting rear yard standard was the tool that was crafted 
to help address that.   
 
A Commission member stated that a neighbor mentioned a low lying area and questioned whether 
the area was in a flood plain.   
 
Mr. Coladarci indicated that it may not be in the flood plain and that it may only be a low lying 
spot. 
 
Ms. Fessler stated that looking at lot 2 in terms of where its orientation would be, it currently 
looked like it is oriented to be facing northward.  She also asked if there is no prospect of 
changing the orientation to face south to Indian Hill Road.  
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The applicant answered Ms. Fessler’s questions. 
 
Ms. Fessler stated that the matter is really the division of the lot and that it would come up once 
there is a proposal for building a new structure to go on that lot and that she is trying to keep away 
from that in terms of the fact that the Commission is not approving anything that is not going to 
have to go through a tremendous process hereafter.  She also stated that drainage would be 
addressed and that unless it is obvious that this is a low point and is the draining pond for everyone, 
that is something that would be dealt with at the time of building permitting.  Ms. Fessler stated 
that with respect to the rear yards abutting side yards issue which first caused the amendment to be 
made, for a property of this size the situation is very different.  She then stated that if the coach 
home would be gone, the new home would be much further away from those rear yards.  
 
Chairman Golan asked Mr. Norkus that if the request was approved and the lot was sold, would 
part of the requirement for the new home being built is that everything else would have to be 
brought into conformity, including removing the pool and the coach home so that the new building 
would conform to the building codes or is that another separate issue.  
 
Mr. stated that the construction of a new home on this property would require the coach home itself 
to be removed because under the Village’s zoning regulations in the single family zoning district, 
they would not be permitted to have more than one dwelling unit on a property, and that any new 
home proposed would require elimination of the existing dwelling unit.   
 
Mr. Norkus cautioned that elimination of the dwelling unit could be satisfied under the zoning 
code in other ways short of demolition, such as converting the structure to a garage or otherwise 
remove the elements which make it a residential dwelling unit such as the kitchen and/or sleeping 
rooms.  He then stated that to take question a step further, the Commission could in light of the 
nonconforming setback of the existing coach, could recommend the inclusion of a restrictive 
covenant which would require demolition of the coach house prior to construction of any new 
home.   
 
Mr. Norkus then stated that if the Commission is concerned about the location of the coach house, 
they could see the elimination of that nonconformity by putting a restrictive covenant that required 
it be removed.  He indicated that if the Commission’s intent is to see its ultimate removal, versus 
conversion, the Commission would want to consider specific conditions to require that.   
 
Mr. Norkus also stated that the same thing is true of the pool, in that it may remain in its current 
location unless the Commission specifies otherwise.   
 
Ms. Fessler then stated that if it was a garage at that point and that it was being viewed as the side, 
the front, the back, etc., these landlocked properties are theoretical constructs which do not 
necessarily always match the situation.  She stated that on the rear side of the Church Street 
properties, their rear property lines are abutting the eastern edge of lot 2 and that to the extent that 
they would put a garage against that line, there is a possibility and would be similar to what you 
would do with these two properties abutting each other.  Ms. Fessler stated that whether there is a 
need for that type of condition or not, she did not know and that she could see a situation where 
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there is not a need for it and that whether the Commission felt that is an important thing, she did not 
know.  
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he is significantly less conflicted about the meanings of public health, 
safety, welfare and convenience and that he did not think that the 2020 Plan spoke to that at all.  
He stated that when you read something and use the term “reasonable,” that irritated lawyers and 
that definition can be two entirely different things. Mr. Thomas stated that he is not conflicted in 
making up his mind but that if others felt differently, he would not argue with them.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the other part of it is that he balanced off strongly are property rights and 
the right of the people who own the property to do something that is legal but that on the other 
hand, he would have to respect the property rights of the neighbors.  He then stated that none of 
the neighbors in their testimony said to him clearly that their property rights are in any way being 
necessarily violated although they may not like the view and that he did not see that their property 
rights outweigh the right of the applicants to have the lot that they own cut in half and sold off in 
the way in which they want to.  
 
A Commission member stated that if the Commission did grant the subdivision, they do have to 
put something in saying that the coach home needs to be removed.  
 
Mr. Connell commented on the subdivision.  
 
Mr. Norkus agreed that Mr. Connell is correct and that at this point in the process, the Commission 
is evaluating the request for preliminary approval.  He informed the Commission that when a 
subdivision such as this one includes requests for zoning relief, it would be presented to the ZBA 
for a determination and a recommendation to the Village Council.  Mr. Norkus then stated that the 
ZBA’s recommendation on the zoning variations together with the Commission’s preliminary 
recommendations on the subdivision would go to the Village Council for the final decision.  He 
stated that if the variations are granted, the subdivision would come back to the Commission for a 
second time for final approval and added that the final approval would be more ministerial in 
nature where there would be the approval of utility easements and precise language on restrictive 
covenants.  Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that if they were to make a recommendation of 
approval with conditions, the Village staff and the Village Council would appreciate it if they 
could outline those conditions at least conceptually.  
 
Chairman Golan asked if there were any other comments.  
 
Ms. McCarthy stated that the lots are very large and that to build on a lot that large seemed 
reasonable to her.  She suggested that the Commission include a condition to demolish the coach 
home and referred to the fact that the request would go before the ZBA.  Ms. McCarthy also 
referred to the information that Mr. Norkus carefully included in the packet of information as to 
what they have to agree or disagree on are the noncompliance.  She then stated that she felt that 
the Commission could move ahead with it and that the owners have spent enough time on trying to 
get this organized.  
 
Mr. Golan stated that he is having trouble understanding how this related to what the 
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Commission’s real job here is and that for that to be articulated a little bit differently and 
discussing it again at the next meeting is something that he would feel more comfortable with.  He 
then stated that while he did not understand the complexities, he understood it with regard to safety 
and public health and that he agreed with the fact that it would not be impacted by the subdivision.  
 
Mr. Golan then stated that there are more issues related to the 2020 Comprehensive Plan that they 
are not seeing quite well articulated before.   
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that in looking at the compliance with the subdivision ordinance standard and 
referred to Section 16.12 which stated that “whenever land to be subdivided is such an unusual size 
or shape for the R-2 district whereas it is surrounded by such development or unusual conditions 
that a strict application of this section” and noted that the wording stated “shall” as opposed to 
“may” and that it went on to state that “…would result in real difficulty or substantial hardships or 
injustices,” he stated that is the burden on the applicant.  He stated that the Commission may vary 
or modify such requirements.  Mr. Coladarci then stated that he agreed with the idea of coming 
back to the Commission which would help them to make a decision and that they would have to 
look at whether the desire to subdivide is based on what some of them interpret to be a desire to 
split off the property and sell it.  He questioned whether that is a real difficulty or substantial 
hardship or injustice which was an issue that was raised by the neighbors.  
 
Mr. Coladarci then stated that in terms of coming up with what the Commission is supposed to be 
doing, he stated that it related to whether they allow the applicants to subdivide the property and 
has there been a showing of real difficulty, substantial hardships or injustices.  
 
Chairman Golan stated that he would take a straw vote and asked who on the Commission would 
be comfortable voting on the request tonight.  The straw poll resulted in two Commission 
members in favor of voting tonight.  
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he would like to comment on stalling the request for another month for 
people.  He stated that the Village has been trying to streamline the process and that if the 
Commission cannot move this ahead to the ZBA and then on to the Village Council, he 
commented that the Commission is not doing their job.  Mr. Thomas stated that to say that the 
applicants would be coming back to the Commission anyway is unconscionable and unfair to the 
applicants.  
 
Chairman Golan noted that the applicants do not have to come back but that the Village Council 
and the Village staff has to help the Commission understand.  
 
Ms. Holland noted that the next ZBA meeting is November 16, 2015 and that One Winnetka is 
being presented to the ZBA at that meeting.  
 
Chairman Golan asked Mr. Norkus if the Commission has to vote before the ZBA saw the 
application and whether there is a sequential order which has to occur.  
 
Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that he would be happy to come back with additional 
information and clarification they can provide and respectfully suggested that some of the burden 
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of establishing the practical difficulties and hardship, he would say a significant burden rested with 
the Village staff.  He indicated that it would be inappropriate for them to articulate why this is a 
hardship.  
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that is something that the application needed to address a little more.  
 
Ms. Fessler referred to the DeWindt subdivision which was similar in that it there was an oversized 
property for that area and that it sounded like the Commission is asking for this application to jump 
over an extra bar.  
 
Ms. Holland noted that it was not a buildable lot and that what was being subdivided was way 
under what was necessary.  
 
Ms. Fessler asked about the Hubbard Woods property across from the school.  
 
Ms. Holland stated that they were both buildable lots which did not require a variation.  
 
Ms. Fessler then asked if there were other properties like this which have been subdivided in 
memorable history.  She stated that she is trying to get a sense of how high is the bar that they are 
asking the applicants to jump over in order for them to make their case.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that one of the pieces that might help the Commission would be for staff to 
come back with a history of recent and not so recent subdivisions in order to put the request in a 
broader view and context which might be helpful.  
 
Mr. Thomas noted that in the applicants’ submission, for lot nos. 1 and 2, they were given a list of 
hardships.  
 
Mr. Gill stated that he did not presume to know the order in which things needed to go, but that his 
understanding is that the decision by the ZBA would be the critical first step for this group and that 
this group cannot make the kind of decision it needed to make until they know whether the request 
would conform with the zoning requirements which they would not know unless the variations are 
granted.  He then suggested that the ZBA do its job first before this group can rule on the issues.  
Mr. Gill also stated that he did not understand the timing of the next ZBA meeting but that if the 
variations are not granted, the Commission would be in a position where they cannot grant the 
subdivision request because it has nonconforming land. 
 
Chairman Golan stated that he would like to add that the Commission is an advisory board to the 
Village Council and that whether the Commission said yes or no did not mean to the Village 
Council that they would listen to their advice.  He then asked if there were any other comments 
from the audience.  Chairman Golan also asked if anyone wanted to propose a motion.  
 
Ms. Holland moved to adjourn the meeting.  
 
Chairman Golan suggested that the Commission table the request until the next meeting with the 
addition of and that he did not want the Village to make the case for the applicants but that he 
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would like for the Village to give the Commission a historical perspective.  
 
Ms. Holland also referred to how it tied into the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Ms. McCarthy also asked for clarification on these issues which the Commission discussed and 
suggested that they be identified with bullet points.  
 
The motion was seconded.  A vote was taken and the motion was passed to table the discussion 
until the next meeting to allow Mr. Norkus and the Village staff to gather additional information 
for the Commission to make a decision.  
 
AYES:  Case, Coladarci, Crumley, Golan, Holland, McCarthy, Morette, Thomas  
NAYS:  None 
NON-VOTING: Fessler  
 
Mr. Gill stated that they need a lot of approvals and this is one which is needed and referred to the 
discussion as to what the Commission needed in order to vote which is not their business and 
which is up to the Village to figure out.  He then stated that they have been working with Mr. 
Norkus for a long time to lay that out for the Commission.  Mr. Gill then stated that he is 
concerned that when they come back and they have what they need in order to make a ruling.  
 
Chairman Golan agreed that is their understanding and that most of the Commission members are 
overwhelmed by the magnitude of the proposal along with more of how it tied in with their job 
which is to ensure that the Village’s 2020 Comprehensive Plan is preserved and acted upon 
appropriately.  He stated that most of the Commission members are unclear with regard to what 
they are voting on.  
 
Other Business 
 
Chairman Golan then asked if there was any new business.  No new business was discussed by the 
Commission at this time.  
 
A motion was made and seconded to adjourn the meeting.  
 
Public Comment 
 
No additional public comment was made at this time.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:38 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Antionette Johnson  



 

SUBJECT: Proposed Subdivision of 5 Indian Hill Rd.  (Continued from October 21, 2015 

meeting) 

 

PREPARED BY: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development  

  

DATE: January 20, 2016  

 

 

The owner of 5 Indian Hill Road has submitted the attached application seeking approval of a land 

subdivision which would divide the existing single lot measuring 85,290 square feet (1.96 acres) into 

two (2) lots, measuring 38,698 square feet (west lot) and 46,592 square feet (east lot).     

This request was first heard at the Plan Commission’s October 21, 2015 meeting, but was continued, 

in part to allow staff to provide additional background information relating to the frequency of 

requests for relief from land subdivision standards.  Additional information as requested is included in 

the pages that follow together with a recap of previously presented information.    

 
Figure 1  - Proposed subdivision 
 

38,698 s.f. 46,592 s.f. 
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I. Description of subdivision and neighborhood context 

The subject parcel is located in the R-2 Zoning district, which requires a minimum lot area of 24,000 

square feet for interior lots and a lot area of 25,200 for corner lots.  As proposed, the two-lot 

subdivision will comply with minimum lot area standard of the Zoning Ordinance, exceeding the 

minimum lot area by 94% (east lot) and 53% (west lot).  

The subject parcel is one of thirty-eight (38) similarly-zoned lots located south of Hill Road and east 

of Church Road.  This area of R-2 zoning is highlighted green in Figure 2 on the following page.     

 
Figure 2 – R2 Zoning district boundaries 
 

The highlighted R-2 Zoning district is located at the southerly edge of the Village, adjacent to the 

Indian Hill Club which lies outside the Village in unincorporated Cook County.  The highlighted area 

includes a wide range of different lot sizes, with the 38 lots highlighted ranging from a size of 10,045 

square feet on the small end of the range, and with the largest lot (the subject parcel) measuring 

85,290 square feet.  Attachment B lists the lot area for each the 38 parcels in the R-2 district 

highlighted above. 

 

In addition to a wide variation of lot sizes, this particular section of R-2 zoning is improved with an 

irregular, largely curvilinear street layout, contributing to a concentration of irregular, non-rectangular 

lots in contrast with more regular grid layout to the north and east.   
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II. Recap of variations required under subject application 

 

October agenda materials summarized the current application as requiring relief from both standards 

of the Village Zoning Ordinance, as well as a standard of the Village Subdivision Ordinance.   Table 

1 below recaps the status of various subdivision and zoning standards for the proposed subdivision, 

highlighting those items noted as being non-compliant and requiring relief.   
 

Table 1 – subdivision Ordinance compliance reported in October agenda report 

 Code Requirement 5 Indian Hill subdivision  Status 

Zoning Ordinance requirements [17.30.010 & .020 Village Code] 

A. Minimum lot area 

(interior lot) 

24,000 square feet 42,009 square feet  
Complies 

Minimum lot area 

(corner lot) 

25,200 square feet 38,698 square feet 

 
Complies 

B. Minimum lot width 

(interior lot) 

100 feet 261.54 feet 

 
Complies 

Minimum lot width 

(corner lot) 

120 feet 165.49 feet 

 
Complies 

C. Minimum lot depth  

(proposed east lot) 

200 feet 160.62 feet  

(measured north to south) 

Does not comply – requires 

variation by ZBA 

Minimum lot depth 

(proposed west lot) 

200 feet 233.84 feet  

(measured east to west) 
Complies 

D. Rectangular buildable 

area / rectangular lot 

area 

16,335 square feet 

rectangular area with a 

minimum dimension of 

90’   

See Fig. 3 & Fig. 4 
Does not comply – requires 

variation by ZBA 

E. Existing improvements   

 

Lot area must be 

adequate to support 

existing improvements  

In addition to minimum 

lot area standards, lot 

sizes must be adequately 

sized to allow existing 

improvements to comply 

density limits 

 
Does not comply – requires 

variation by ZBA 

F. Existing improvements  

 

Lot reconfiguration 

must not create 

nonconforming setbacks  

 

 

 Complies 

Subdivision Ordinance lot requirements [16.12.010.D Village Code] 

A. Side lot lines to be 

perpendicular to 

street lines 

  

Complies 

B. No side lot line 

shall abut another 

lot’s rear lot line.  

 

See Fig. 5 
Does not comply – requires 

variation by Plan Commission 

 

Because the proposed subdivision involved the several requests for relief, the Plan Commission 

requested that staff provide additional information on the frequency of subdivision requests’ 

incorporating such requests for relief. 
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III. Subdivision and variation history  

 

A staff memorandum dated November 13, 2015 was distributed to the Plan Commission detailing an 

analysis of fifty (50) subdivision applications filed from 1990-2015, and describing the seventeen (17) 

cases which incorporated one or more forms of such relief, representing 34% of the total of all 

subdivisions.    

 

Commission discussion of the November 13 report has not yet occurred due to the cancellation of its 

November meeting.  An additional copy of the memo is included as Attachment C, providing a 

breakdown to the type of variations requested (lot width, lot area, etc.) as well as their final 

disposition.   Key findings in the November 13 memo included the following: 

 

A. Five (5) requests for zoning relief came from lot consolidation requests, involving 

instances where lot sizes were increased. All five requests were based on a unique feature 

of the Zoning Ordinance that increases setback requirements as lot area increases – in 

each case existing structures became nonconforming with a setback requirement even as 

lot size and lot width increased. All five requests were approved.  Due to the unique 

combination of zoning relief resulting from an increase in lot size, such requests for relief 

might best be considered a unique circumstance. 

 

B. Five (5) cases involved requests for relief from minimum lot area requirements, with one 

(1) approved for a nominal reduction in lot area. The remaining cases were either 

withdrawn (3 cases) or denied (1 case). 

 

C. While no requests involved relief from the minimum lot depth standard (as in the current 

application), three (3) requests for zoning relief involved lot width requirements, a 

somewhat similar “dimensional” standard.  Two (2) requests for lot width relief were 

approved and one (1) withdrawn. 

 

D. Rectangular lot area - Two (2) cases involved request for zoning relief from “rectangular 

lot area requirements. One case was denied and one was withdrawn. 

 

E. Seven (7) requests for variation from subdivision standards, primarily for cases in which 

side lot lines were not perpendicular to the street, as is often the case with irregularly 

shaped lots.  All such requests were approved. 
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IV. Additional detail on current application’s four (4) categories of relief 

 

1. Minimum 200’ lot depth (ZBA jurisdiction)- Lot 1 (west) provides a conforming lot depth of 

234’, while Lot 2 (east) results in a nonconforming depth of 160’.   Figure 3 below depicts the 

measurement of each lot’s depth.  Under the Zoning Ordinance, lot depth is measured from 

the “front street line” to the farthest point from that line.   

It is worth pointing out that, in this particular subdivision, each lot’s depth is measured with a 

different orientation (east-west, versus north-south) due to the location of abutting streets and 

due to the fact that the west lot is a corner lot with two street frontages. 

 
Figure 3 - lot depth measurement 
 

 

2. Minimum rectangular area requirement (ZBA jurisdiction) – The October staff report to 

the Plan Commission noted that the proposed subdivision required relief from minimum 

rectangular buildable area requirements.    

However, during the course of reviewing subdivision and variation history as requested by the 

Commission, it was discovered that an unintended change to zoning text substantively altered 

the “minimum rectangular area” standards in 2002.  Having researched the legislative history 

of the Zoning Code, and in consultation with the Village Attorney, staff has determined that 

the current application does not require relief from the rectangular lot area standard as 

was previously reported, and will be proposing a clean-up amendment to Zoning Ordinance 

to correct the error described more fully below. 

Current zoning language states that each lot shall contain, within its buildable area, a rectangle 

buildable area measuring 16,335 square feet.  An excerpt of the current zoning language is 

attached as Attachment D, with pertinent language highlighted. Figure 4 and 5 on the 

following pages were used in October agenda materials to illustrate the extent to which both 

proposed lots were found to be out of compliance with the standard for minimum rectangular 

buildable area (assuming that standard is based on the “buildable area” calculation).   

160’ 

234’ 
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In researching historical cases it was revealed that prior to 2002, the Zoning Ordinance 

required the same rectangular area (16,335 square feet), but the rectangular area need only fit 

within the overall lot area.   An excerpt of the 1990 Zoning Ordinance is included (Attachment 

E), showing prior language. 

The change in language can be tracked to a 2002 zoning amendment adopted by the Village.  

Ordinance MC-6-2002 (Attachment F), was adopted to address a series of concerns relating to 

the size of residential homes.  Ordinance MC-6 amended residential zoning standards to 

reduce building height limits, while also modifying other language and zoning methodology 

such as the method of calculating Gross Floor area.  

Less substantive in nature, but noteworthy is the fact that MC-6-2002 also identifies what it 

described as “structural amendments” intended to make the code easier to read by 

reformatting the Zoning Ordinance into “tabular” form.     Only during recent research did 

staff become aware that the reformatting of the Zoning Ordinance also had the unintended 

effect of substantively altering the zoning requirement for “rectangular lot area”, redefining 

the term as “rectangular buildable lot area”- in doing so, the Zoning Ordinance was 

unintentionally modified to be more restrictive. 

Staff has reviewed the legislative history behind Ordinance MC-6-2002, including meeting 

minutes and agenda reports, and has verified that modification to change rectangular lot area 

was not advertised as being under consideration, nor described in agenda reports or meeting 

minutes.  Accordingly, staff and the Village Attorney have concluded that the insertion of the 

word “buildable” was a scriveners error and was not intended to alter the previous method of 

calculating the rectangular lot area restriction.   

The current application is the first and only case to have been evaluated under the erroneous 

“buildable area” standard  - twenty one subdivision applications submitted after the 2002 

change took effect were evaluated under the originally intended standard.  
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             Figure 4 – October depiction of rectangular buildable area variation – Lot 1 
 

 
             Figure 5 – October depiction of rectangular buildable area variation – Lot 2 
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3. Gross Floor Area variation (ZBA jurisdiction) – The proposed size of the west lot (Lot 1) 

allows for a maximum Gross Floor Area of 10,715 square feet.  The existing 5 Indian Hill 

residence and other existing improvements (garage, etc.) exceed that limit, measuring 10977 

square feet.  The applicants have requested a variation to allow the existing house to exceed 

the maximum permitted Gross Floor area by difference, 262 square feet.  

It is worth noting that the proposed subdivision would be able to comply with Gross Floor 

area limits by increasing the size of Lot 1 by 1,145 square feet. 

4. Side yards abutting rear yards – (Plan Commission jurisdiction) 

Section 16.12.010(D) (6) of the Village Subdivision Ordinance stipulates that subdivisions 

shall not “result in the creation of one or more lots having side lot lines abutting rear lot lines”.  

Generally speaking, this standard was adopted to place limits on subdivisions such as the one 

depicted in Figure 6 on the following page.    The subdivision in Figure 6 was approved by 

the Village, but later felt to have disrupted a regular “grid” form of the neighborhood by 

placing structures closer to neighbors than had previously been permitted.  The prohibition of 

“side lot lines abutting rear lot lines” was the approach used to place limits on such practices.  

 
Figure 6 – example of “side yards abutting rear yards” 
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The proposed Gill Subdivision would result in two (2) such “side yards abutting rear yards”, as follows: 

 

1. As proposed, the rear (east) lot line of Lot 1 abuts the side lot line of Lot 2; the Plan Commission must 

consider whether to grant relief from this standard. 

 

2. In addition, the proposed subdivision will result in the creation the side (east) lot line of lot 2 abutting 

the rear lot line of adjacent parcels to the east at 102 Church Road and 112 Church Road. Similarly, 

the Plan Commission must consider whether to grant relief. 

 

Section 16.12.010 (F) of the Subdivision Ordinance states that “Whenever the land to be subdivided is of such 

unusual size or shape or is surrounded by such development or unusual conditions that the strict application of 

this section would result in real difficulties and substantial hardships or injustices, the Plan Commission may 

vary or modify such requirements so that the owner is allowed to develop the land in a reasonable manner; 

provided that, public health, safety, welfare and convenience are protected.” 
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V. Other factors for consideration by the Plan Commission  

 

Village subdivision regulations contemplate that there may be instances where existing structures are 

already nonconforming with respect to setbacks or other requirements, and therefore may continue to 

exist after a subdivision is approved and recorded.  

In the case of the proposed subdivision, the following zoning nonconformities exist and will continue 

to exist;  

1. The existing residence at 5 Indian Hill located on proposed Lot 1 is located within 5.20 feet of 

the north lot line, whereas a front yard setback of 50 feet is required; 

2. The existing garage at 5 Indian Hill on proposed Lot 1 is located within 3 inches of the north 

lot line, whereas a front yard setback of 50 feet is required; 

3. The existing swimming pool on proposed Lot 2 is located within 37 feet of the north lot line 

whereas a front yard setback of 50 feet is required; 

4. The existing coach house on proposed Lot 2 is located within 12.48 feet of the east lot line, 

and within 36 ½ feet of the north lot line, whereas a front yard setback of 50 feet is required. 

In the event of existing zoning nonconformities, such as those described above, Section 16.12.010.D 

of the Subdivision Ordinance requires the Plan Commission to determine whether such existing 

nonconformity, in the context of the proposed subdivision, will result in a material increased adverse 

impact upon the public health, safety or welfare.   

 

VI. Recommendation 

 

The Plan Commission should consider both (a) the existence of the four nonconforming building 

locations outlined in Section V above, as well as (b) the extent and nature of relief requested as 

outlined in Section IV in making its recommendation to the Village Council. 

The Zoning Board of Appeals is tentatively scheduled to consider requests within its jurisdiction on 

March 14. 

Both the request for subdivision and variations is subject to Council approval. 

Attachments 

Attachment A – application materials  

Attachment B – Neighborhood lot areas 

Attachment C – November 13, 2015 summary of variations  

Attachment D – Excerpt of current zoning Ordinance  

Attachment E – Excerpt of 1990 zoning Ordinance 

Attachment F – 2002 Council Ordinance amending Zoning Code  

Attachment G – Correspondence received   
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Address Lot area (sq. ft.)

830 Hill 46,371
808 Hill 51,286
770 Hill 47,812
710 Hill 44,880
686 Hill 56,124
670 Hill 39,270
660 Hill 21,858
650 Hill 21,868
640 Hill 42,731
626 Hill 33,238
600 Hill 25,717

142 Church 32,416
128 Church 16,255
120 Church 13,524
112 Church 18,827
102 Church 17,621
100 Church 10,045
96 Church 10,579

19 Indian Hill 22,022
16 Indian Hill 31,194
14 Indian Hill 46,365
12 Indian Hill 62,540
11 Indian Hill 37,200
10 Indian Hill 39,000
9 Indian Hill 81,752
8 Indian Hill 23,795
7 Indian Hill 24,249
6 Indian Hill 25,147
5 Indian Hill 85,290 subject
4 Indian Hill 27,302
4-1/2 Indian Hill 21,167
3 Indian Hill 24,740
2 Indian Hill 24,875
1 Indian Hill 23,353

4 Golf Ln 21,855
3 Golf Ln 69,525
2 Golf Ln 36,093
1 Golf Ln 42,772

38 lots existing 34,754 average lot area 

85,290 largest lot
10,045 smallest lot
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SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION  - Proposed Gill’s Subdivision of 5 
Indian Hill Rd. 

 
PREPARED BY: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development  
  
DATE: November 12, 2015  
 

Enclosed agenda materials include a duplicate copy of last month’s agenda materials, which 
have not been modified. 

More than one member of the Plan Commission has inquired regarding the extent to which 
the Village has considered other subdivision requests which involve variations from either 
Subdivision Ordinance standards or Zoning Ordinance standards.  

This report supplements last month’s agenda materials in order to provide a summary of 
prior subdivision requests considered in the Village, from 1990 to present.   

For the period from January 1, 1990 to present, subdivision requests consisted of the 
following types of requests: 

 

 Consolidations (2 lots combined into 1, 3 into 2, etc.)   13 requests 

 Lot split (1 lot into 2, 1 lot into 3, etc.)     24 requests 

 Reconfiguration of existing lots        12 requests 
(Changed lot lines, with no additional lots created)  
 

Total        50 requested re-subdivisions 

 

Applications incorporating requests for subdivision code relief    6 requests  
(side yard abutting rear yard, for example) 
 
Applications incorporating requests for zoning code relief    10 requests 
(undersized lot, zoning nonconformity created, etc) 
 
Applications incorporating both types of relief     1 request 
 
 
Total         17 requests for relief 

 
Details on each of the seventeen subdivisions which incorporated any form of relief is 
summarized on the following pages.    

One (1) request for relief was denied, and four (4) requests were withdrawn prior to final 
consideration 
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CONSOLIDATIONS (5) 
(Lot areas increased) 

 

 

 

 Five (5) variations approved  

 None denied
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Essex Consolidation  (357 Sunset – 222 Essex) 
ZONING VARIATION (NONCONFORMING SETBACK CREATED) 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In May 2002 the Plan Commission considered a request to consolidate 222 Essex and 357 
Sunset into a single lot (shown below).  

 

Consolidation of two lots into a single lot created a nonconforming corner (front yard) 
setback for the existing residence due to the increase in lot width.    

Zoning Variation and plat of subdivision approved.  

The Village Council approved the request subject to restrictive covenants limiting future 
additional improvements on the property.  In addition, the plat of subdivision was subject a 
restrictive covenant which reverts the consolidated lot into the original two-lot configuration if 
the structure is voluntarily demolished at any point in the future. 
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Odle’s Subdivision (769-777 Locust) 

ZONING VARIATION (NONCONFORMING SETBACK CREATED) 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In February 2011 the Plan Commission considered a request to consolidate 769 and 777 
Locust for purposes of allowing an expansion to the 769 Locust residence. 

 

Consolidation of two lots into a single lot created a nonconforming side yard setback for the 
existing residence due to the increase in lot width.    

Zoning Variation and plat of subdivision approved.  

The Village Council approved the request subject to restrictive covenants limiting future 
additional improvements as well as imposing additional side yard and front yard setback 
requirements.  
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Larkin Subdivision (988 & 992 Oak)  

ZONING VARIATION (NONCONFORMING SETBACK CREATED) 

 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 
 

In November 2013 the Plan Commission considered a request to consolidate 988 and 992 
Oak for purposes of allowing an expansion to the 988 Oak residence. 

 

 

 

Consolidation of two lots into a single lot created a nonconforming side yard setback for the 
existing residence due to the increase in lot width.    

The Village Council approved the request subject to restrictive covenants limiting future 
additional improvements as well as imposing a restrictive covenant reverting back to the 
original two lots if the existing structure is demolished. 
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Berlet Pilipovic Subsivision (984 & 992 Ash)  

ZONING VARIATION (NONCONFORMING SETBACK CREATED) 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In December 1997 the Plan Commission considered a request to consolidate three existing 
50 foot lots into two 75 foot wide lots.. 

 

 

 

Increase in lot size created a nonconforming side yard setback for the existing residence 
due to the increase in lot width.    

Zoning Variation and plat of subdivision approved  
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Bartels Subdivision (984 & 992 Ash)  

ZONING VARIATION (NONCONFORMING SETBACK CREATED) 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In July 2014 the Plan Commission considered a request to consolidate three existing lots at 
265 through 277 Poplar into two lots. 

 

 

 

Increase in lot size increased the degree of zoning nonconformity on the corner lot at 277 
Poplar, requiring consideration of zoning relief by the ZBA.       

Zoning Variation and plat of subdivision approved  
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LOT SPLITS  
(9) 

 
 

 

 Five (5) variations granted 

 One (1) variation denied 

 Three (3) cases withdrawn
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Mains – Beharry Subdivision (1065 Fisher Lane) 

ZONING VARIATIONS (1) nonconforming lot size (2) nonconforming lot width  

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In July 1992 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into the 
two lots shown below.  

 

 

As proposed, the two lots had a minimal nonconformity, deficient in lot width by .02 feet (1/4 
inch), and deficient in lot area by 3.8 square feet.  

Zoning Variation and plat of subdivision approved.  

Page 26



5 Indian Hill Subdivision – Supplement to October agenda report 
Page 10 
 

 

Hahn Subdivision (734 Lincoln) 

SUBDIVSION CODE VARIATION  - side lot line not perpendicular to street  

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In August 1997 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into 
the two lots shown below.  

 

 

As proposed, the subdivision had an existing side lot line which was, and would remain at an 
irregular angle.  The Plan Commission voted to recommend denial of the subdivision due to 
the nonconforming side lot line. 

The Village Council approved the request, subject to the imposition of conditions including 
minimizing the size of house that could be built on the lot, and imposing setbacks greater 
than the minimum, in order to mitigate the impact of the side lot line. 
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Page Flannery Subdivision (120 Thorntree) 

SUBDIVSION CODE VARIATION  - side lot line not perpendicular to street  

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In May 2000 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into the 
two lots shown below.  

 

 

 

As proposed, the subdivision had an existing side lot line which was not perpendicular to the 
curved street line. The Plan Commission voted to recommend approval of the subdivision. 

The Village Council approved the request. 
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Harza Subdivision (655 Sheridan Road) 

SUBDIVSION CODE VARIATION  - extension of nonconforming private street  

 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In October 1998 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into 
the two lots shown below.  

 

 

The proposed subdivided lots did not have required frontage on an existing street. The Plan 
Commission granted relief from the subdivision ordinance, allowing the lots to be served by 
a new private roadway easement. 

The Village Council approved the subdivision  
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O’Neill’s Subdivision (889 Sheridan Road) 

1. SUBDIVSION CODE VARIATION  - side lot line not perpendicular to street line 

2. ZONING CODE VARIATION – minimum lot area 

3. ZONING CODE VARIATION – minimum rectangular area 

  

VARIATIONS DENIED 

In October 1999 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into 
the two lots shown below.  

 

 

The proposed subdivided lots did not have provide the required minimum lot area or 
minimum rectangular area. The Plan Commission voted to recommend approval of the 
subdivision, and the Zoning Board of Appeals voted to recommend approval of the zoning 
variations; 

The Village Council denied the requested subdivision.  
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Radcliffe Subdivision (1177 Ash Street) 

ZONING CODE VARIATION – minimum lot width 

 

VARIATION GRANTED 

In June 2000 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into the 
two lots shown below.  

 

 

As proposed, the subdivided lots did not have provide the required minimum lot width of 60 
feet. . The Plan Commission voted to recommend approval of the subdivision, and the 
Zoning Board of Appeals voted to recommend approval of the zoning variations; 

The Village Council approved both the zoning variation and subdivision. 
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Reinert Subdivision – 854 Prospect 

ZONING CODE VARIATION – minimum lot area 

 

APPLICATION WITHDRAWN 

In January 2014 the Zoning Board of Appeals considered a request to divide the single 
parcel into the two lots shown below.   As proposed, the subdivided lots did not have provide 
the required minimum lot area of 16,000 square feet. 

 

 

The application was withdrawn prior to coming to a vote by either the ZBA or Plan 
Commission. 
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Marren’s Subdivision  – 936 Sunset 

ZONING CODE VARIATIONS – (1) minimum lot area, (2) minimum rectangular area 

 

APPLICATION WITHDRAWN 

In February 2014 the Zoning Board of Appeals considered a request to divide the single 
parcel into the two lots shown below.   As proposed, the subdivided lots did not have provide 
the required minimum lot area of 24,000 square feet, and did not provide the required 
minimum rectangular area. 

 

 

 

 

The application was withdrawn prior to coming to a vote by either the ZBA or Plan 
Commission. 
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Webster Subdivision  – 596 Arbor Vitae / 595 Lincoln  

ZONING CODE VARIATIONS – (1) minimum lot area, (2) minimum lot width, (3) 
minimum rectangular area 

 

APPLICATION WITHDRAWN 

In August 2008 the Zoning Board of Appeals considered a request to divide the 100 foot 
wide parcel facing Lincoln Avenue into two 50 foot wide lots.  As proposed, the subdivided 
lots did not have provide the required 60 foot lot width, the required lot area of 8,400 square 
feet, or the rectangular buildable area of 5445 square feet.  

 

 

 

 

The ZBA voted to recommend denial of the request in August 2008 and the application was 
withdrawn prior to coming to a vote by the Plan Commission. 
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RECONFIGURATION OF  
EXISTING LOTS  

(3) 
 

(no increase in the number of buildable lots) 
 

 

 Three (3) variations granted 

 None denied 
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Byrne Heller  Subdivision (999 Hill Rd-101 Thorntree Ln) 

SUBDIVSION CODE VARIATION  - side lot line not perpendicular to street  

 

VARIATION GRANTED 

In May 2000 the Plan Commission considered a request to adjust the location of the lot lined 
dividing the two parcels shown below, increasing the size of the south lot.  

 

 

As proposed, the subdivision had an existing side lot line which was not perpendicular to the 
curved street line. The Plan Commission voted to recommend approval of the subdivision. 

The Village Council approved the request. 

Page 36



5 Indian Hill Subdivision – Supplement to October agenda report 
Page 20 
 

 

Hackberry West  Subdivision (1361-1363 Hackberry Ln) 

SUBDIVSION CODE VARIATION  - side lot line not perpendicular to street  

 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In May 2000 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into the 
two lots shown below.  

 

 

As proposed, the subdivision had an existing side lot line which was not perpendicular to the 
curved street line. The Plan Commission voted to recommend approval of the subdivision. 

The Village Council approved the request. 
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McKinven Subdivision (120 Thorntree) 

SUBDIVSION CODE VARIATION  - side lot line not perpendicular to street  

 

 

VARIATIONS GRANTED 

In May 2000 the Plan Commission considered a request to divide the single parcel into the 
two lots shown below.  

 

 

 

As proposed, the subdivision had an existing side lot line which was not perpendicular to the 
curved street line. The Plan Commission voted to recommend approval of the subdivision. 
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The Village Council approved the request. 
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From: Barb Sheridan
To: Brian Norkus
Cc: Kevin Sheridan
Subject: Opposition to Subdividing Property Indian Hill Road #5
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 5:12:01 PM

Hello Brian -
It has recently been brought to our attention that our neighbors (the Gills) directly East of our property
at 7 Indian Hill Road are looking to subdivide their land into two lots.  We are opposed to this
proposition.  We feel that more building on Indian Hill Road will detract from its beauty; which is
enjoyed by the members of the Indian Hill Golf course, as well as the countless neighbors who walk
around its perimeter.  In addition, there has been a significant amount of construction on this road over
the past few years; clearly disrupting the peace of a private road.  We are also concerned about the
infrastructure of the sewage and water systems, knowing that these systems are very old and have
already had some problems that have affected both the #5 property and our property as well. 

We intend to come to the October 21st meeting for further discussion. 

Thank you for your consideration,
Barb and Kevin Sheridan
7 Indian Hill Road
Winnetka
(847) 386-7485

Page 74

BNorkus
Rectangle

BNorkus
Rectangle

BNorkus
Text Box
Attachment G 



From: Kevin Sheridan
To: "Barb Sheridan"; Brian Norkus
Subject: RE: Opposition to Subdividing Property Indian Hill Road #5
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 8:07:23 AM

Indeed Brian.  I have not spoken with a single neighbor who feels this
partitioning proposal is a good idea.

In addition to the great points outlined by my wife below, the reality is
that the Gills don't even live at the property.  As such, I believe their
motivation is strictly economic and driven by money, as opposed to what is
simply right for the neighborhood.

In addition, it looks as though the partitioning proposal is in direct
contradiction to how the property is zoned (R-2).  It is my understanding
that R-2 zoning is meant to preserve a neighborhood with "large yards and an
abundance of trees," which of course would be decimated by sub-dividing the
property.

Lastly, the partitioning of the as such zoned property would result is very
questionable "variations" of both of the subdivided properties.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our opinion and we will indeed
attend the meetings.

All the best,

Kevin

Kevin Sheridan
Leading Expert on Employee Engagement & Managing Virtual Workers, Keynote
Speaker, Consultant

Check out the Related Videos at this web site:  www.kevinsheridanllc.com

Kevin Sheridan LLC, 7 Indian Hill Road, Winnetka, IL 60093
Office Phone:  847-386-7486
Cell Phone: 312-953-6096

-----Original Message-----
From: Barb Sheridan [mailto:barb_sheridan@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2015 5:12 PM
To: bnorkus@winnetka.org
Cc: Kevin Sheridan <kevinsheridan5@yahoo.com>
Subject: Opposition to Subdividing Property Indian Hill Road #5

Hello Brian -
It has recently been brought to our attention that our neighbors (the Gills)
directly East of our property at 7 Indian Hill Road are looking to subdivide
their land into two lots.  We are opposed to this proposition.  We feel that
more building on Indian Hill Road will detract from its beauty; which is
enjoyed by the members of the Indian Hill Golf course, as well as the
countless neighbors who walk around its perimeter.  In addition, there has
been a significant amount of construction on this road over the past few
years; clearly disrupting the peace of a private road.  We are also
concerned about the infrastructure of the sewage and water systems, knowing
that these systems are very old and have already had some problems that have
affected both the #5 property and our property as well. 
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We intend to come to the October 21st meeting for further discussion. 

Thank you for your consideration,
Barb and Kevin Sheridan
7 Indian Hill Road
Winnetka
(847) 386-7485
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From: Connell, Dana S.
To: Brian Norkus
Cc: Laura Connell
Subject: Opposition to Requested Subdivision and Multiple Variations at 5 Indian Hill Road and 116 Church Street.
Date: Friday, October 09, 2015 5:41:07 PM
Attachments: Pages from ZBA Application (2015 calendar).pdf

Dear Brian:
 
We are writing to oppose the application for Land Subdivision and related requests for
multiple variations at 5 Indian Hill Road and 116 Church Street.   
 
Our home is directly to the north of the property at issue and would be negatively impacted
by the request. 
 
Please share this statement of opposition with both the Winnetka Plan Commission and the
Winnetka Board of Zoning Appeals.     
 
We recognize that the Plan Commission and Board of Zoning Appeals have far greater
experience in these matters than we do.  Nevertheless, we offer the following observations
in support of our opposition:
 
1.   The applications do not recognize/disclose any of the following: (a) that the property
and house is for sale, for $5,999,999; (b) that the purpose of the subdivision request is to
maximize the financial return on the property; and (c) that the petitioners do not currently
live on the property.  See
 
http://www.thehudsoncompany.com/real-estate/5%20Indian%20Hill/Winnetka/08165813.php

  
2.  The chopping up of the property – which is described in the applications as containing a
“Significant Architectural Structure” – will not benefit Winnetka or the neighborhood.  It will
also result in adding more impermeable surface in the Village. 
 
3.   The property is zoned R-2.  The Winnetka 2020 Comprehensive Plan (and perhaps other
authorities) describe R-2  properties as those that “have a small estate character,” and
“buildings on the property are generally subordinate to the landscape” and are characterized
by houses “with large yards and an abundance of trees.”    That is the case now.  It would
certainly not be the case if the current property is split in two. 
 
4.   The request for subdivision cannot stand on its own but rather is dependent on the
granting of variations on both properties. Under the Village Code, it is our understanding
that a subdivision request can only be granted if the resulting lots comply with all standards
of the zoning ordinance, including but not limited to lot depth requirements.  See Village
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Code 16.12.010(D) and subparts.  That is not the case here. 
 
5.  The requested variations are significant – as we read the applications, the existing
structure on 5 Indian Hill Road is too big by over 10%, and the proposed lot on 116 Church
Street does not come close to meeting the minimum depth requirements.  
 
6.  The Application for Zoning Variation form used by the Village (see p. 4 of attached)
clearly states that applications for variations “must provide evidence and explain in detail the
manner wherein the strict application of the provisions of the regulations would result in a
clearly demonstrated practical difficulty or particular hardship.”  (Emphasis in original).  
There is no practical difficulty or particular hardship here.  In this case, there is an existing
structure and home, on sale for almost $6 M.   
 
7.  There are eight standards under the Village Code, each of which has to be met for the
granting of a zoning variation.  See Village Code 16.12.010(D) 17.60.040(C).  See also the
Application for Zoning Variation form used by the Village (p. 4 of attached).  As described
below, at least several of these standards – the first two – clearly are not met in this case. 
 
8.  The first of the eight standards is that “[t]he property in question cannot yield a
reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the conditions allowed by regulations
in that zone.”  This standard is not met here.  As noted above, the property is for sale for
almost $6M and can yield a reasonable return. 
 
9.  The second of the eight standards is that “[t]he plight of the owner is due to unique
circumstances,” which is associated with the property.  Again, this standard is not met here. 
The only “plight” here, leading to the request for the variations, has been caused by the
owners’ desire to subdivide. 
 
10.  The application for variations does not address those first two of the eight standards at
all.  They are careful to have a list of eight, but they achieve it by adding in other facts or
repeating some of the others to make it look like they have all eight covered.   
 
11.  The Village application packet for zoning variations contains a page called “General
Findings Upon Which Zoning Variations Have Been Denied.”  (See p. 5 of attached).   That
page notes that the burden rests with the applicant and that “personal convenience or
preference” and/or a belief that the “property will be more readily saleable or could be sold
at a higher price” do not constitute a practical difficulty or particular hardship which will
justify the granting of a variation.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information.  We will plan to attend the
scheduled hearings on October 21 and November 16.  In the meantime, please do not
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hesitate to contact us if you or others in Village positions have any questions regarding our
opposition. 
 
Dana and Laura Connell
2 Indian Hill Road
Winnetka, Illinois 60093
 

--------------------------
This email may contain confidential and privileged material for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for the
recipient), please contact the sender by reply email and delete all copies of this
message.

Littler Mendelson, P.C. is part of the international legal practice Littler Global, which
operates worldwide through a number of separate legal entities. Please visit
www.littler.com for more information.
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It is recommended that all variation requests be discussed with village staff prior to submittal.   Prior to submittal of an 
application for variation, the applicant, architect and other project representatives should direct attention to the Standards for 
Granting of Zoning Variations on page 4.  
 
Only completed variation applications will be accepted. Application deadlines and meeting dates are listed below. All Zoning 
Board of Appeals (ZBA) hearings are held on the 2nd Monday of each month.  

 
Zoning Board of Appeals Regular Meeting Dates 

 
Application Deadline   Meeting Dates 

    December 10, 2014       January 12, 2015 
    January 7, 2015       February 9, 2015 

    February 4, 2015                   March 9, 2015 
    March 11, 2015       April 13, 2015 

                 April 8, 2015               May 11, 2015 
    May 6, 2015                    June 8, 2015 

                 June 10, 2015       July 13, 2015 
    July 8, 2015           August 10, 2015 
    August 12, 2015       September 14, 2015 
    September 9, 2015         October 12, 2015 
    October 7, 2015       November 9, 2015 
    November 11, 2015       December 14, 2015 

 
 
1. A maximum of five zoning requests will be considered at each hearing. Submittal by the application deadline does not 

assure placement on the next agenda, therefore it is recommended that applications be submitted as soon as they are 
complete rather than waiting until the deadline. 

 
2. Questions regarding upcoming meeting calendars and schedule availability may be directed to the Dept. of Community 

Development Administrative Assistant at 847.716.3527. 
 
3. Variations, if granted, require initiation of construction activity within 12 months of final approval.  Consider your ability 

to commence construction within this 12 month time period to avoid lapse of approvals. 
 
4. There are three types of variations, minor, standard and major.  Minor variations are considered by the Zoning 

Administrator, standard variations are considered by the ZBA and major variations are considered by both the ZBA and 
Village Council.  Minor and standard variations require one meeting before either the Zoning Administrator or the ZBA.  
Major variations require one meeting before the ZBA and two before the Village Council.  Following submittal of a 
variation application village staff will inform you as to the type of variation you will be required to obtain. 

 

V I L L A G E  O F  W I N N E T K A ,  I L L I N O I S  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

APPLICATION FOR  
ZONING VARIATION 

ZBA 
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

______1. Proof of ownership (in the form of a deed) and owner signature on application. 
 
 NOTE: Applications involving property held by a land trust must be signed as the owner of the property by 

the trust officer of the institution holding the trust as the owner of the property.  The trust beneficiary(ies) and 
their current address(es) must be disclosed on the application form.  The application must also be accompanied 
by a Certified copy of the Trust Agreement and a letter from the trustee certifying that the beneficiary (ies) 
shown on the application are correct and disclosing any beneficiary changes or lack thereof during the 12 
months immediately preceding the filing of this application.  Applications by contract purchasers must be 
accompanied by a copy of an executed contract and letter of authorization from property owner, in addition to 
above described proof of ownership. 

 
______2. One copy of completed Lot Coverage and Gross Floor Area Calculation worksheet (attached). 
 
______3. One (1) full size copy with complete and thorough dimensions [not reduced or enlarged] and one (1) set of 

reduced copies (8½“ x 11”) of the following: 
 

A. Existing Conditions/Plans 
 

i. Plat of Survey.  The plat must be an original survey (or complete and legible copy), prepared by an 
Illinois licensed land surveyor. The plat must be current, showing all improvements as they currently 
exist.  In no case may a plat of survey be more than five (5) years old.  The plat must show the lot area, 
legal description and all current improvements on the property.  Note: building permit requirements 
have separate more stringent survey requirements, including requirements for topographic 
information. 

 
ii. Floor Plans.   The floor plans must be fully dimensioned and show all levels of the structure or 

structures on the property and all rooms must by fully dimensioned.  This information is also used to 
verify calculation worksheets. 

 
iii. Exterior Elevations.  Elevations must be provided of the existing elevations that will be changing.  All 

elevations must be fully dimensioned. 
 

B. Proposed Changes 
 

i. Site Plan.  Show and dimension all proposed additions and/or new structures.  Provide dimensioned 
site plan, showing proximity of improvements to all adjacent property lines. 

 
ii. Floor Plans.   Provide fully dimensioned floor plans of all levels of the structure where changes are 

proposed.  
 

iii. Exterior Elevations.  Provide drawings of all elevations that are proposed to change.  All elevations 
must be fully dimensioned. 

 
 

 
 
 

______4. Minimum $250 Filing Fee, payable to the Village of Winnetka.  Final fee will be established upon complete 
review of application by village staff, with any balance due prior to initial hearing.  Fee Schedule is as follows:  
Minor Variation - $250; Standard Variation - $400; and, Major Variation - $800. (The Filing Fee covers the 
cost of publishing the legal notice, conducting a zoning analysis, preparation of agenda reports and writing of 
ordinances). 
 

______5. Address the “Standards for Granting of Zoning Variations. (See page 4). 

NOTE:  Limit one building detail, plan or image per page on reduced copies. All copies must be legible.   
8 ½” x 11” reductions should maintain a scale of no less than 1/8” to assure legibility. Applications which 
are incomplete or illegible may be delayed and/or rejected. 
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          CASE NO.                      
 

APPLICATION FOR VARIATION 
WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
Owner Information: 
 
Name:               
 
Property Address:              
 
Home and Work Telephone Number:            
   
Fax and E-mail:               
 
Architect Information: Name, Address, Telephone, Fax & E-mail: 
 
              
 
              
 
              
 
Attorney Information: Name, Address, Telephone, Fax & E-mail: 
 
              
 
              
 
              
 
Date Property Acquired by Owner:    
 
Nature of Any Restrictions on Property:           
 
              
 
Explanation of Variation Requested:           
(Attach separate sheet if necessary) 
              
 
              
 
              
 
              
 
              

 
OFFICE USE ONLY 

 
Variation Requested Under Ordinance Section(s):          
    
Staff Contact: _________________________ Date: _____________________ 
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STANDARDS FOR GRANTING OF ZONING VARIATIONS 

 
 
Applications must provide evidence and explain in detail the manner wherein the strict application of the provisions of the 
zoning regulations would result in a clearly demonstrated practical difficulty or particular hardship.  In demonstrating the 
existence of a particular difficulty or a particular hardship, please direct your comments and evidence to each of the following 
items: 
 

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. 
 

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. 
 

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
 
4.   An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired. 
 
5. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased. 

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

 
7. The congestion in the public street will not increase. 
 
8.  The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will not otherwise be 

impaired. 
 
 
For your convenience, you will find attached examples of general findings, for and against the granting of a variation, which 
have been made by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Village Council in prior cases.   
 
NOTE: The Zoning Board of Appeals or the Village Council, depending on which body has final jurisdiction, must make a 
finding that a practical difficulty or a particular hardship exists in order to grant a variation request. 
 
 
Property Owner’s Signature: ___________________ Date: ___________________ 
 
(Proof of Ownership is required) 
 
 
Variations, if granted, require initiation of construction activity within 12 months of final approval.  Consider your 
ability to commence construction within this 12 month time period to avoid lapse of approvals. 
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GENERAL FINDINGS UPON WHICH ZONING VARIATIONS HAVE BEEN DENIED 
 
Failure to prove a practical difficulty or particular hardship requires a denial of a variation request.  The burden of 
proving such difficulty or hardship rests with the applicant. 
 
The following do not constitute a practical difficulty or a particular hardship which justify the granting of a 
variation: 
 
1. The appearance of the property or neighborhood will be improved; 
2. Personal convenience or preference; 
3. The property will be more readily saleable or could be sold at a higher price; 
4. A physical disability or handicap pertaining to a family member; 
5. An increase in the size of a family, the number of people living in the house, or the age of a family member; 
6. Lack of awareness of a particular zoning provision; 
7. Practical alternatives exist to the proposed request or the proposed improvement(s) can be placed in a 

conforming location; 
8. The fact that neighbors do not object or are in favor of the variation request; 
9. The hardship was created by how the property has been developed over time; or 
10. It will be more expensive to comply with the zoning ordinance; 
 

 
GENERAL FINDINGS UPON WHICH ZONING VARIATIONS HAVE BEEN APPROVED 

 
The following may constitute a practical difficulty or particular hardship, which can serve as the basis for the 
granting of a variation: 
 
1. Irregular lot shape or  topography; 
2. The presence of three or more street frontages; 
3. Correction of an existing code deficiency; 
4. Although a conforming location for an addition to a building exists, a nonconforming location is preferable 

from a Village Policy standpoint (e.g. a conforming location will require removal of significant trees that are 
protected under the Village’s Tree Ordinance; 

5. There is an existing legal nonconformity of a minimal degree, the proposed improvement requires the 
formalizing of the nonconformity without increasing the degree of nonconformity, the proposed 
improvement will enhance the utility and value of the property within the context of the established 
neighborhood, and there is no economically viable alternative that will cure the nonconformity (e.g., the 
house pre-dates the original zoning ordinance and encroaches 1 foot into the front yard, the owner proposes 
to extend the second floor to align the first floor to create a master suite, the proposed improvements are still 
within the FAR limitations and the only way to cure the nonconformity is to demolish the house and build 
anew); or 

6. The lack of an available alternative where the degree of the existing legal nonconformity will not be increase 
and additional nonconformities will not be created.  
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From: Cindy Lillard
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: 5 Indian Hill Road
Date: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 3:44:43 PM

Mr.  Norkus,

I am writing to let you know that both my husband Tom Lillard and I oppose the proposed subdivision
of 5 Indian Hill Road. We feel it will negatively impact the neighborhood and potentially our property.
We feel the request does not comply with Village of Winnetka zoning requirements and the variation
requests are unreasonable.

Please forward this email to the Winnetka Plan Commission and the Winnetka Board of Zoning Appeals.

Thank you

Cindy and Tom Lillard
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From: Connie
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: 5 Indian Hill - Proposed Subdivision
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 11:16:17 AM

James and Connie Aslaksen
102 Church Road
Winnetka
 
847-922-9834
 
Re: Proposed Subdivision 5 Indian Hill
 
 
 
To Brian Norkus, Asst. Dir. Commumity Development,
 
We will be unable to attend either meeting as we will be out of state for both.  We are
concerned about the variances being requested on many levels but the following are of
primary concern:
 
1)  Impermeable surface - Most of the Indian Hill properties (as well as much of Winnetka)
have significant water/flooding issues.
      The east side of 5 Indian Hill backs up directly to our back fence.  This new proposed
home would now be directly behind our 
      property.  The land there is extremely low and already has problems.  We do not believe
Winnetka should issue variances of 
      permeable surface for anyone without a unique or practical difficulty or hardship
circumstance.  This certainly does not qualify
      as such.  If this is allowed then we should all be able to add additions, circular drives,
larger patios, etc. to increase usability and
      potential property values without concerns of area flooding.
 
2)  Traffic - The traffic on Church Road is already very heavy and dangerous at certain times
of day.  It is our understanding that the
      entry is the Church Road drive already in existence.  5 Indian Hill almost never uses that
access drive.  In the 8 years we have 
      lived here we have never seen anyone coming in or out there. Adding more
ingress/egress across or into the already backed up
      traffic (at the intersection stop sign) will cause more hazardous circumstances.  During
the heavy traffic times there are many 
      children using the intersections at Winnetka Avenue and Hill, as well as during train
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commuter times.  With the turn lane at 
      Church/Winnetka it will be even more impossible and dangerous.
 
3)  When we purchased 102 Church it backed up to an expansive "open" property that could
not be subdivided (our realtor 
      checked) and felt quite confident because Winnetka does not grant unnecessary
variances.   We chose this home over many
      others available partly because of this open property and the cost of our purchase
reflected this open back.  If Winnetka starts  
      issuing variance subdivisions of Indian Hill properties I think there will be many
repercussions from homeowners going forward.
      The properties in Indian Hill belong to their owners not those of us living adjacent to
them.  However, changes to those
      properties fundamentals without real cause should not be allowed. 
 
 
 
 
Please see that our concerns are presented to both the Planning Commission and the Board
of Zoning Appeals.
 
Thank you,
 
James and Connie Aslaksen
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 87



David and Karen Hawkins 
3 Indian Hill Road 

Winnetka, Illinois 60093 
Cell 773.230.1294 

 
October 20, 2015 
 
Mr. Brian Norkus 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
Village of Winnetka 
510 Green Bay Road 
Winnetka, IL 60093 
 
RE: Proposed Subdivision of 5 Indian Hill Road 
 
Dear Brian: 
 
I am writing to you regarding the referenced matter as I will not be able to attend the Winnetka 
Plan Commission meeting scheduled for Wednesday, October 21, 2015. 
 
For the record, I OPPOSE the proposed subdivision.  My rationale is as follows: 
 

1. The sub-division of the property is not in character with the neighborhood.  The look feel 
of the Indian Hill Road community is that of larger plots of land with less density than 
other parts of Winnetka.  A subdivision of the property would not be aligned with that 
character. 

2. The owner does not live in the property having already purchased another home on the 
Lake Michigan shoreline.  As such, they will not suffer through the effects on the 
neighborhood that result from the subdivision.  They will, however, benefit from the 
financial gain resulting from the subdivision. 

3. Our neighborhood has suffered through two straight years of construction on properties 
within 150 yards of our home.  Subdividing the property will subject us to yet another year 
or more of construction noise and traffic. 

4. The property owner does not maintain the current property to proper standards after 
having vacated the home.  As examples, the brick fence line on the north end of their 
property is in disrepair and appears ready to collapse at any moment.  Additionally, there 
was a gas leak on or within their property over the summer that resulted in the road in 
front of our home being dug up as a result of work being done to find the leak. 

5. The home is currently for sale and I am told the reason the home has not sold as currently 
situated is that the price it is being offered at does not reflect the fact that a new owner 
will need to spend significant dollars to update the home.  As such, the property owner is 
subdividing this piece of land purely for financial gain to sell what he can and not to 
enhance the use of the property by the owner. 

 
In summary, it appears to me that the only reason the homeowner wants the subdivision is so 
that they can maximize their financial gain, not to enhance their use of the property as residents 
of the neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely, 
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From: MacVicar, Ernie
To: Brian Norkus
Cc: Janice MacVicar
Subject: Regarding the Gill Subdivision proposal
Date: Friday, October 09, 2015 1:53:51 PM

 

Brian,

 

I am writing you to be on the record that Janice and I  are opposed to the Gill’s proposal to

subdivide their property located at 5 Indian Hill Road.    The subdivision of this property is

not in compliance with the Village zoning requirements.   Also, we believe this type of

development would negatively impact our neighborhood and property value.  Please share

this note with both the Winnetka Plan Commission and the Winnetka Board of Zoning

Appeals. Janice and I are happy to discuss this issue further at your convenience.

 

Best Regards,

 

Ernie MacVicar

1 North Indian Hill Road

 
Ernie MacVicar
Institutional Equity Department
Credit Suisse
Tel: (312) 750-3152
Cell - (312) 961-4689
Toll-Free: (800)-962-1326
Fax: (312) 609-3523
IM:emacvicacsfbim                                                                                                    
ernie.macvicar@credit-suisse.com
 
Please follow the attached hyperlink to an important disclosure:
<http://www.csfb.com/legal_terms/market_commentary_disclaimer.shtml>.
 

 

 
 
==============================================================================

Please access the attached hyperlink for an important electronic communications

disclaimer:

http://www.credit-suisse.com/legal/en/disclaimer_email_ib.html

==============================================================================

==============================================================================

Please follow the attached hyperlink to an important disclosure:

http://www.credit-suisse.com/legal/marketcommentary

==============================================================================

==============================================================================

Please access the attached hyperlink for an important electronic communications

disclaimer:

http://www.credit-suisse.com/legal/en/disclaimer_email_ib.html

==============================================================================
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From: Cindy Lillard
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: 5 Indian Hill Road
Date: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 3:44:43 PM

Mr.  Norkus,

I am writing to let you know that both my husband Tom Lillard and I oppose the proposed subdivision
of 5 Indian Hill Road. We feel it will negatively impact the neighborhood and potentially our property.
We feel the request does not comply with Village of Winnetka zoning requirements and the variation
requests are unreasonable.

Please forward this email to the Winnetka Plan Commission and the Winnetka Board of Zoning Appeals.

Thank you

Cindy and Tom Lillard
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TO:  Plan Commission  

 

SUBJECT: 554 Green Bay Rd., Case No. 15-28-SU 

 

DATE:  January 19, 2016 

 

PREPARED BY: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 

 

Verizon Wireless, represented by Insite, Inc., is requesting a Special Use Permit in 

accordance with Chapters 17.52 and 17.56 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit 

the placement of a wireless telecommunication antenna on the existing chimney at 554 

Green Bay Rd.     

 

 
Figure 1 - Subject property (554 Green Bay), looking north 
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History and Background  

 

In 1997 the Village amended the Zoning Ordinance creating a new chapter providing a 

framework for the evaluation and approval of telecommunication service facilities.  

Chapter 17.52 of the Zoning Ordinance [WTSF Wireless Telecommunications Service 

Facilities Overlay District] was adopted to establish acceptable locations for such 

facilities as well as to provide standards to minimize their visual impact.  

 

Prior to the adoption of Chapter 17.52, the Village had limited involvement with wireless 

service providers - early cell phone service was provided in the Village through antenna 

facilities mounted to the Electric Plant’s smokestack at 725 Tower Road, as well as 

through a monopole located at the Winnetka Police Department at 410 Green Bay Road 

(pictured in Figure 2).   

 

 
Figure 2 – 410 Green Bay Rd., circa 1995 
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As technology matured and demand for service increased, additional providers entered 

the market with additional facilities sought in Winnetka and neighboring communities. 

 

In order to address the influx of equipment that would follow, the Village adopted 

chapter 17.52 with the expressed purpose of “promoting service coverage within the 

Village while maintaining the character of the Village” by dealing with issues of 

telecommunication services demand, visual mitigation, engineering and facility siting so 

as to minimize aesthetic and other impacts.” 

 

Location and prioritization of equipment - In order to minimize adverse visual impact 

of WTSF installations, Chapter 17.52 identifies specific permitted locations and 

prioritizes these locations based upon their impacts.  Applicants are required, to the 

extent technically feasible, to locate their facilities in the highest priority locations.  The 

following is the list of permitted locations, listed in order of preference: 

 

Priority #1 

 

a. New facilities along the west and south boundaries of the Park District Golf Course; 

b. New facilities at the Village Public Works Yards or adjacent Village Landfill site 

(1390 Willow Road); 

c. Replacement of existing equipment at the Village Water and Electric Plant 

smokestack (725 Tower Road);   

d. Replacement of existing equipment at the Village Public Safety Building (410 Green 

Bay Road); 

 

Priority # 2 

 

Replacement of existing golf driving range netting poles on east side of Park District golf 

driving range (west of Hibbard Rd); 

 

Priority #3 

 

Concealed antennas in either the C-1 or C-2 Commercial Zoning Districts.  

 

Concealed antenna facilities are defined as being “designed to resemble a natural object 

or architectural feature that is not a wireless communication facility, such as clock 

towers, bell steeples, light poles and similar alternative-designs”.  An example of an 

existing concealed facility at the Winnetka Laundry Mall (566 Chestnut St) is pictured in 

Figure 3), disguised to appear as part of the building’s chimney. 
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Figure 3 – existing concealed facility (Priority #3), with portion of shroud removed 
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Figure 4 below depicts an approved wall mounted fixture at 907 Green Bay Road, 

painted to match the background color of the building.   

 

 
Figure 4 - existing wall mounted antenna (Priority #4) 
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Priority #5 

 

Roof mounted antennas in either the C-1 or C-2 Commercial Zoning Districts. 

 

Roof mounted antennas, by virtue of their projection above a building’s roofline, are 

considered to be the lowest priority site.  Figure 5 below depicts the approved 

installation of a roof mounted antenna at 874 Green Bay Road.  As illustrated in Figure 5, 

a building’s architectural features may suggest a roof mounted installation as a more 

appropriate means of concealing the installation.  

 

 
Figure 5 - existing roof mounted antenna (priority #5) 

   

Current application 

 

The proposed small cell antenna by Verizon Wireless would be located on the chimney at 

554 Green Bay Road, a two-story commercial building located in the C-2 General Retail 

Commercial District.  The proposed installation consists of a single panel antenna, 

measuring 1 ft. x 2 ft., and cable flush mounted to the building’s chimney and painted to 

match the existing brick.  This particular antenna would be aimed directly at the Elm 

Street Metra Station to address capacity issues in that single location, with the current 

system overloaded at times of peak usage.  The antenna’s design is engineered to target 

the Metra station, and immediately surrounding area.   
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As explained in the applicant’s written materials, the proposed “infill” antenna allows an 

increase in system capacity without resorting to a more substantial “backbone” 

installation.  

 

“Under-build” technology 

 

The current application is described as a small “infill” installation, and is different from 

the installations considered by the Village in the past.   Whereas the current proposal 

incorporates a single panel antenna measuring 1 ft. x 2 ft., typical installations such as 

shown in Figure 4 typically incorporate three antennas to achieve full 360 degree 

coverage, and utilize antennas with a greater surface area (typically between 36” – 48” in 

height). 

 

The current application utilizing a single small cells referred to as “under-build” 

technology, designed to work beneath the umbrella of the macro signal and to supplement 

the “backbone network”, with small the under-build technology providing capacity relief 

during peak usage periods, at specific locations, designed to boost system performance.   

 

Because the requested antenna is not being proposed to fill a gap in signal coverage (as 

has been the case in previous requests), the equipment proposed by the current 

application has a smaller visual footprint than standard “backbone” installations.   

 

Process for consideration 

 

Chapter 17.52 addressing wireless facilities establishes that such facilities, when 

proposed within either the C1 and C2 district, that such facilities be evaluated as a 

Special Use.  

 

The applicant has provided written materials addressing how the application meets the 

five (5) general standards applicable to Special Uses.   

 

In addition, the application materials address the inability to use a higher priority site. 

 

Minimum zoning standards for approval 

 

Section 17.52.010(N)(4) of the Zoning Ordinance provides for minimum standards for 

wall mounted antenna installations within the C1 and/or C2 commercial zoning districts.  

Those standards, and staff analysis of the proposed installation, are as follows: 

 

A. Location (complies) - Antennas shall be placed on the side of an existing structure 

and shall be located at least two hundred fifty (250) feet from any single-family 

residence. 

B. Height (complies) - Antennas shall not exceed the height limitation of the C-1 or 

C-2 Zoning District, except that an antenna may be wall-mounted on an existing 

structure that is of a legally nonconforming height without increasing the degree 

of nonconformity. 
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C. Co-Use and Collocation (not applicable) - Two antenna sites for two 

telecommunications providers are allowed per existing structure. 

 

D. Design. 
 

a. Color of Antennas (complies) - Antennas attached to the side of an 

existing structure shall be of a color identical to or closely compatible with 

the surface to which they are mounted. 

b. Equipment Cabinets and Shelters (complies) -  All electronic and other 

related equipment and appurtenances necessary for the operation of any 

WTSF shall be located within a lawfully pre-existing structure or 

concealed completely below grade. 

 

E. Architectural Compatibility (complies) - Wall-mounted antennas shall be 

architecturally compatible with the structure on which they are mounted, and 

designed and located so as to minimize any adverse aesthetic impact. 

 

F. Mounting Requirements (complies) - Wall-mounted antennas shall be mounted in 

a configuration as flush to the wall as technically possible and shall not project 

above the wall on which they are mounted unless for technical reasons the 

antennas need to project above the roof line. If required to project above the roof 

line, the antennas may not project above the parapet of the roof by more than ten 

(10) feet. 
 

G. Set Back (complies) - No wall-mounted antennas, antenna array, or support 

structure shall be erected or maintained closer to any street than the minimum 

setback for the zone in which it is located. 

.     

 

On November 16, 2015, the Zoning Board of Appeals voted unanimously to recommend 

approval of the requested Special Use Permit.  

 

The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request. 

 

 

 

Attachments: 
Attachment A:  GIS Map 

Attachment B:  Application Materials 

 

 

 

 



GIS Consortium – MapOffice™

https://apps.gisconsortium.org/....620493767)_554 GREEN BAY RD, WINNETKA 60093&ads=05202080120000&ss=TEXTBOX&zl=12[10/21/2015 12:25:18 PM]

554 Green Bay Rd.

0 30 60ft
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Explain in detail how the proposed Special Use meets the following standard.  Under the 
terms of the Zoning Ordinance, no Special Use Permit shall be granted unless it is found: 
 
1. That the establishment, maintenance, and operation of the Special Use will not be 

detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general 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; 

 
3. That the establishment of 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; 

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

and other village ordinances and codes. 
 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________                 _________________ 
                       Property Owner                                                                    Date 
 
 
 
__________________________________________ 
                           Address 
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554 Greenbay; Response to SUP Standards: 

In accordance with the requirements of the Winnetka zoning ordinance, the applicant wishes to 
address the following applicable standards: 

1. That the establishment, maintenance, and operation of the Special Use will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare; 

 
The proposed facility will be designed and constructed to meet all applicable government 
and industry regulatory compliance standards.  Specifically, Verizon Wireless is required 
to comply with all FCC and FAA rules governing construction, technical standards, 
radio frequency interference protection, and power limitations as a condition of their 
FCC license. 
 
Wireless technology does not have an adverse effect on matters relating to public health, 
safety and welfare.  In fact, wireless technology supports vital communications in 
emergency situations and will be used by local residents and emergency personnel to 
protect the general public’s health, safety and welfare.  These emergency services include 
e911 support, the ability to transmit vital data and a backup system to traditional 
landline telephone communications. 

 
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 proposed Verizon installation will not negatively impact the use or enjoyment of 
other neighboring properties nor diminish or impair the value of other property in the 
immediate vicinity.  The proposed installation consists of a single panel antenna flush 
mounted to the building’s chimney and painted to match the existing brick.  Upon 
completion, it will be less noticeable than the many satellite dishes, television antennas, 
and other appurtenances on the roofs of surrounding buildings.  The presence of the 
proposed facility will provide more reliable and stable wireless communications service 
to residents and visitors who enjoy Winnetka’s downtown area.  Enhanced wireless 
communication will have a positive influence on the economic desirability of this area, 
and all Verizon Wireless subscribers will benefit. 

 
3. That the establishment of 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 proposed Verizon installation is a minor appurtenance flush mounted to the chimney 
of an existing building and as such will have no impact of any sort upon development or 
improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity. 
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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 proposed installation is a self-sustained, unmanned, technological apparatus 
requiring only infrequent visits by a single technician during off hours, and will thus have 
no impact on pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways.  
   

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; and 
 
The proposed facility will be serviced by standard electric service and a fiber or cable 
backhaul network already present in the area and therefore will not create any additional 
burden upon Winnetka’s public utility infrastructure, nor will the minor scope of this 
project create any adverse impact on public roads or drainage. During the infrequent 
maintenance visits noted above, the Verizon technician will arrive in a non-commercial 
car or van which can take advantage of ample on street parking. 
 

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

It is Verizon’s intention to conform to all applicable regulations, ordinances, and codes 
of the Village of Winnetka as they pertain to the proposed antenna facility.   

 

Additional Standards under Section 17.56.120.B. Additional Standards for Granting 
Special Uses for Antenna Arrays in the C-1 and C-2 Zoning Districts 

In addition to the standard set forth in this section for consideration of special use permit 
applications, no special use for a WTSF in the WTSF Overlay District of the C-1 and C-2 Zoning 
Districts shall be granted unless it is found: 

1.   That the location of antennas on existing structures in the C-1 or C-2 Zone is a matter  of 
absolute engineering necessity in order to operate the applicant's network; 

As opposed to the conventional function of filling gaps in signal coverage, small cells are an 
“under-build” technology designed to work beneath the umbrella of the macro signal as a 
supplement to the backbone network, thus providing capacity relief during times the backbone 
network is overburdened. By design, small cells are not replacements for macro sites, but instead 
and add-on designed to boost system performance. Verizon engineers have identified network 
congestion issues surrounding the Metra commuter station during the morning and evening 
hours which necessitate increasing spectrum capacity in that location.  The proposed small cell 
is the most reasonable, minimally impactful solution available to remedy this issue.  
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2.   That locating its antenna array on the western edge of the golf course, at 1390 Willow Road, 
on the landfill or on the golf netting poles is not technically feasible and there is no replacement 
site available on the smokestack of the Water and Electric Plant or on the monopole at the Public 
Safety Building; 

The proposed Verizon installation consists of a single, low power antenna aimed directly at the 
Metra commuter station designed to address capacity issues in that single location during times 
of peak usage.  The signal is precisely engineered to not spread beyond the target location and to 
remain low to the ground to prevent interference with the macro signal, thus precluding the 
viability of other locations within the Village. 

3.   If a roof-mounted antenna array is being proposed, that there are no feasible locations for a 
wall-mounted array or for an antenna array using concealed facilities within three hundred (300) 
feet of the proposed roof-mounted array; and 

Does not apply. 

4.   If a wall-mounted antenna array is being proposed, that there are no feasible locations for an 
antenna array to use concealed facilities within three hundred (300) feet of the proposed wall-
mounted array. 

It is the petitioner’s opinion that this condition does not apply in this instance in that the 
proposed Verizon installation is not technically an “antenna array” as addressed by the code, 
but instead a single, one-foot-wide by two-foot-tall panel antenna flush mounted to the building 
chimney and painted to match (ie “camouflaged”). What’s more, in that the proposed antenna is 
smaller in surface area than many of the existing roof and chimney mounted satellite dishes 
throughout the area, none of which are concealed or camouflaged, any attempt to conceal 
Verizon’s antenna would prove more obtrusive than the proposed paint camouflage, resulting in 
a less visually appealing outcome. 
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WINNETKA
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554 GREENBAY RD.
WINNETKA, IL 60093
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TITLE SHEET

SITE NAME: WINNETKA METRA SC

LOCATION NUMBER: 292391

CONSTRUCTION:

OPERATIONS:

REGIONAL MAPVICINITY MAP

PROJECT INFORMATION

JURISDICTION:

APPLICANT:

OCCUPANCY:

APPROVALS

CONSTRUCTION TYPE:
ZONING:

RF:

REAL ESTATE:

PROPOSED VERIZON WIRELESS SMALL CELL EQUIPMENT AND
ANTENNA ON EXISTING BUILDING.

UTILITIES:

CONSULTANT TEAM

STRUCTURAL:

REAL ESTATE MANAGER:

CONSTRUCTION MANAGER:

EQUIPMENT ENGINEERING:

TERRA CONSULTING GROUP, LTD.
600 BUSSE HIGHWAY
PARK RIDGE, IL  60068
(847) 698-6400

LATITUDE:  42° 06' 22.91"  N (1A CERTIFICATON)

SITE COORDINATES:

POWER: COMED FIBER: WOW

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA

UNINHABITED
-

JASON EISELEIN  (847) 706-7668

KATHY COGSWELL  (847) 619-4270

LONGITUDE:  87° 44' 04.28"  W (1A CERTIFICATON)
ELEVATION:  ±654' (1A CERTIFICATON)

CO LO

REVISIONSHEET DRAWING INDEX

N.T.S. N.T.S.

554 GREENBAY RD.
WINNETKA, IL 60093

PROPERTY OWNER:

CHICAGO SMSA
limited partnership
d/b/a Verizon Wireless
1515 WOODFIELD ROAD
SCHAUMBURG, IL 60173

ILLINOIS
ONE CALL SYSTEM

CALL JULIE TOLL FREE
1(800) 892-0123

48 HOURS BEFORE
YOU DIG

OPERATES 24 HOURS
A DAY 365 DAYS A YEAR

PHONE:  (847) 619-5397         FAX:  (847) 706-7415

CHICAGO SMSA LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

CHICAGO SMSA
limited partnership

SCHAUMBURG, ILLINOIS  60173
1515 WOODFIELD ROAD, SUITE 1400

d/b/a VERIZON WIRELESS

PROJECT
CONSULTANT:

PROJECT TYPE

HUTTER TRANKINA ENGINEERING
32 W 273 ARMY TRAIL RD,
SUITE #100
WAYNE, IL 60184
(630) 513-6711

SITE
LOCATIONSITE

LOCATION

ATTACHMENTS
SE-1 SITE EXHIBIT -

PROJECT #: 20141048512

-

T-1 TITLE SHEET -
LP-1 AERIAL LOCATION & EXHIBIT PHOTO -
ANT-1 EXISTING SITE ELEVATIONS A
ANT-2 PROPOSED SITE ELEVATIONS -
ANT-3 ANTENNA & RRU INFORMATION -
ANT-4 CABINET INFORMATION AND DETAILS -
E-1 UTILITY ROUTING DETAILS -
E-2 GROUNDING PLAN & DETAILS -
S-1 STRUCTURAL DETAILS -
SP-1 SPECIFICATIONS -
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LOC# 292391
WINNETKA
METRA SC

554 GREENBAY RD.
WINNETKA, IL 60093

ELW

TAZ

04/29/15

88-031

ROOF PLAN

A-1

S
C

A
LE

 =
 1

/8
" =

 1
'-0

"

1 SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"
ROOF PLAN

NOTE:
1.) PROPOSED ELECTRICAL ROUTE PENDING POWER
     COORDINATION.

2.) PROPOSED FIBER ROUTE PENDING FIBER
     COORDINATION.

PROPOSED LESSEE ANTENNA
(MODEL # QXW-63206340BF-EDIN
OR EQUIVALENT) & (2) RRUS TO BE
MOUNTED TO EXISTING CHIMNEY.
SEE SHEET ANT-1/1 FOR LAYOUTS

PROPOSED NON-PENETRATING
CABLE TRAY MOUNTED ON SLEEPERS

EXISTING PROPERTY LINE

14'±

3'±

PROPOSED FIBER "MEET POINT"
ON EXISTING UTILITY POLE (BY
FIBER PROVIDER)

PROPOSED OVERHEAD SECONDARY
SERVICE ON EXISTING UTILITY POLE
(TO BE VERIFIED WITH POWER
PROVIDER).

SEE SHEET A-2/1 FOR
ENLARGED EQUIPMENT PLAN

EXISTING 1' WIDE PARAPET (TYP.)

PROPOSED OVERHEAD
SECONDARY SERVICE AND
POWER LINES
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LOC# 292391
WINNETKA
METRA SC

554 GREENBAY RD.
WINNETKA, IL 60093

ELW

TAZ

04/29/15

88-031

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0" ±1
PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION

TOP OF BRICK CHIMNEY:
45.0' ± A.G.L.

PROPOSED SITE
ELEVATION

ANT-1

PROPOSED AMPHENOL PANEL ANTENNA
(MODEL# QWX-63206340BF-EDIN) TO BE
MOUNTED TO CHIMNEY. PAINT TO
MATCH BUILDING.

EXISTING GUTTER

EXISTING FENCE

EXISTING GARAGE

TOP OF ROOF:
22.2' ± A.G.L.

ANTENNA RAD CENTER:
40.0' ± A.G.L.

(4) PROPOSED COAX CABLES
ROUTED TO LESSEE ANTENNA
(MOUNT ON UNISTRUT @ 4' O.C.)

TOP OF ROOF PEAK:
31.0' ± A.G.L.

TOP OF ROOF:
25.6' ± A.G.L.

NOTE:
THIS DRAWING IS FOR EXHIBIT
AND LAYOUT PURPOSES ONLY.

PLEASE REFER TO STRUCTURAL
REPORT PREPARED BY HUTTER
TRANKINA ENGINEERING.

TOP OF PARAPET:
24.0' ± A.G.L.

TOP OF PARAPET:
20.7' ± A.G.L.

(2) PROPOSED RRUS TO BE
MOUNTED TO CHIMNEY

RRU ELEVATION:
22.7' ± A.G.L.

OVERALL STRUCTURE HEIGHT:
46.2' ± A.G.L.
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LOC# 292391
WINNETKA
METRA SC

554 GREENBAY RD.
WINNETKA, IL 60093

ELW

TAZ

04/29/15

88-031

STRUCTURAL
DETAILS

S-11 SCALE: N.T.S.
TYPICAL ANTENNA PIPE MOUNT

VALMONT B2018 SLIDER BRACKET
T&B. (2) 12" Ø HILTI HIT-A ROD
ANCHOR & HILTI HIT-HY20
ADHESIVE EMBEDED 3-1/2" INTO
MASONRY (MIN.) AT EACH BRACKET.

ANTENNA ATTACHED TO PIPE
MOUNT PER MANUFACTURER'S
RECOMMENDATIONS.

2-3/8" O.D. STD. PIPE

EXISTING MASONRY

ANTENNA RAD CENTER:

TOP OF ANTENNA:

8"
 M

IN
.

8"
 M

IN
.

℄ BOLT

℄ BOLT

1/4" CAP ⅊

2 SCALE: N.T.S.
TYPICAL RRU/CHARLES CABINET MOUNT

1'
-0

" M
IN

.

℄ BOLT

℄ BOLT

PROPOSED RRU OR
CHARLES CABINET.
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600 Busse Highway, Park Ridge, IL 60068
Phone: 847.698.6400 Fax: 847.698.6401

Winnetka Metra SC

View facing Northwest

AFTER

BEFORE

PROPOSED PANEL ANTENNA

(PAINT TO MATCH EXISTING)

(4) 1/2" COAXIAL CABLE

MOUNTED TO UNISTRUT
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AGENDA REPORT 

 

SUBJECT: 150 and 191 Linden St., Saints Faith, Hope and Charity  

Special Use Permit - Case No. 16-02-SU 

 

DATE:  January 18, 2016 

 

PREPARED BY: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development 

 

 

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity is requesting a Special Use Permit and variations in order 

to build an addition consisting of a Parish Center east of the main church, as well as 

provide circulation and parking improvements.  In addition to the proposed 

improvements on the parcels east of Linden St., a synthetic turf athletic field and parking 

improvements are also proposed on the parcels west of Linden St. 

 

Churches are permitted within residentially zoned areas, but are classified as a “Special 

Use” in order to allow for the evaluation of proposed modifications.  Establishment or the 

alteration of Special Uses are subject to review by the Plan Commission, Zoning Board 

of Appeals, and Design Review Board, with final consideration by the Village Council.    

 

Summary of Improvements 

 

Building Improvements:  The proposed addition is internal to the campus.  This requires a 

portion of the existing parking lot east of the main church to be removed in order to 

accommodate the construction of the proposed Parish Center.  The footprint of the 

proposed addition is approximately 5,672 s.f.  There would be an internal connection 

between the existing church lobby to the Parish Center lobby.  The purpose of the 

proposed addition is to consolidate existing school, church, and community programming.  

According to the petitioner, no change is proposed to the types of activities or visitor 

volume currently occurring on the campus.     

 

With a proposed height of 25 ft. and two-stories, the proposed addition complies with 

building height and setback regulations.    

  

Athletic Field:  A new synthetic turf athletic field, measuring 206 ft. x 154 ft., is proposed 

on the lots west of Linden St.  A rubberized tile play equipment zone is also proposed 

south of the field.  The new field would function similar to the existing field, serving the 

church and school.  The intent of the improvements to the athletic field is to improve the 

quality of experience for the existing church and school users.    

 

 Access, circulation, and parking enhancements:  The plans call for modification to the 

parking lot to improve traffic flow and the appearance of the site.  The existing surface 

parking lot located on the subject site provides 88 spaces.  The proposed redevelopment of 

the on-site parking will result in the loss of 15 parking spaces.  To offset this loss, the 

petitioner is proposing 15 angled on-street parking spaces in the existing grass parkway on 
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the west side of Linden St. adjacent to the athletic field.  These proposed spaces would be 

wholly located within the Village right-of-way.  An easement would be established for the 

sidewalk that would be rerouted onto private property. 

  

As part of the Special Use Permit application, the petitioner has provided a parking and 

traffic study by KLOA (included in Attachment A) evaluating the existing traffic and 

parking conditions around the church and school and to evaluate the impact the proposed 

improvements would have on the drop-off and pick-up operations for the school and 

parking for both the church and school.  The study has been reviewed by Director of 

Public Works/Village Engineer Steve Saunders, with his comments included in 

Attachment B. 

 

The reconfiguration of the parking lot consolidates access by eliminating the connection 

from the circular driveway on Linden St. and by providing separated one-way drives for 

ingress and egress along Hill Rd.  Internal landscaping and channelization improvements 

clarify expected vehicular and pedestrian movements within and adjacent to the parking 

lot.  The proposed modifications to the parking lot would result in a new operation for 

drop-off and pick-up activities.  Please see p. 12 of KLOA’s report for its recommended 

drop-off and pick-up operations.     

 

Plan Commission standards for review 

The attached application materials submitted by Saints Faith Hope and Charity address 

specifically six standards for the granting of a Special Use Permit, which are subject to 

evaluation by Zoning Board of Appeals, Plan Commission, and Village Council.   

The Plan Commission is charged with evaluating each Special Use Permit request for 

consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  To assist the Plan Commission in making such 

findings, draft findings are attached, which represent relevant policy statements and 

recommendations contained in the Winnetka Comprehensive Plan.   These findings are 

intended to provide a means by which the project can be informally “scored”, and thus 

evaluated for conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.     

Other Board action 

 

On January 11, 2016 the Zoning Board of Appeals voted unanimously to recommend 

approval of the Special Use Permit an d associated zoning variations.  This request is also 

scheduled for consideration by the Winnetka Design Review Board on Thursday, January 21
st
. 

 

This request is subject to final approval by the Village Council.  

 

Attachments 
Attachment A:  Application materials  

Attachment B:  Director of Public Works/Village Engineer Steve Saunders memo 

Attachment C:  Public Correspondence 
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DRAFT 
Findings of the Winnetka Plan Commission 

Regarding 
Consistency of the Saints Faith Hope and Charity  

Special Use Permit  
With the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan 

 
 
After considering the application, the Commission makes its findings as follows,  
 

Chapter II  – Vision, Goals and Objectives 

 

 

(1) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the Goal to “Preserve and 

enhance those public assets, public lands, natural resources and architecturally 

significant structures that create the attractive appearance and peaceful, single-family 

residential character of the Village.” [Community Goals: Village Character and 

Appearance page 2-1].  

 

(2) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the Goal to “Support educational 

excellence and the enrichment of Winnetka’s religious and cultural environment”. 

[Community Goals: Educational and Community Institutions page 2-1]. 

 

(3) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the Goal to “Limit commercial, 

institutional and residential development within the Village to minimize the 

potentially adverse impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods and to prevent the 

need for significant increases in infrastructure (streets, parking, utilities, sewers) and 

other community resources (schools, parks, recreational facilities, etc.)” [Community 

Goals: Growth Management page 2-2]. 

 

(4) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Ensure that 

commercial, institutional and residential development is appropriate to the character 

of and minimizes the adverse impact on its surrounding neighborhood” [Village 

Character and Appearance: Objective #1; page 2-2]. 

 

(5) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Recognize the 

critical role of the Village’s historic architecture in defining Winnetka’s unique 

character in public, institutional, commercial and residential areas, and encourage its 

preservation” [Village Character and Appearance: Objective #3; page 2-2]. 

 

(6) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Encourage 

organizations, schools, religious institutions, businesses, and citizens in their efforts 

to beautify the Village”; [Village Character and Appearance: Objective #7; page 2-2].  

 

(7) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Protect 

residential neighborhoods and homes from the encroachment of incompatible land 
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uses and traffic patterns.”; [Residential Areas-Single Family Residence Objectives: 

Objective #3; page 2-3]. 

 

(8) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Maintain the 

quiet ambience of residential neighborhoods”; [Residential Areas-Single Family 

Residence Objectives: Objective #5; page 2-3]. 

 

(9) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Use high quality 

design and materials when constructing public improvements.  Enhance the beauty of 

improvements with appropriate decorative details, artwork, or sculpture”; [Village 

Character and Appearance: Objective #13; page 2-3]. 

 

(10) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Recognize 

the critical importance of educational, religious and other community institutions to 

Village residents”; [Educational and Community Institutions: Objective #1; page 2-

5]. 

 

(11) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Maintain and 

atmosphere in which diverse cultural, educational and religious organizations may 

flourish and in which special activities for residents of all ages may be enhanced”; 

[Educational and Community Institutions:  Objective #2; page 2-5]. 

 

(12) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Engage in a 

public process that balances institutional goals and minimizes any adverse impact to 

the character of the adjacent residential neighborhood”; [Educational and Community 

Institutions:  Objective #3; page 2-5]. 

 

(13) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the objective to “Ensure safe 

and attractive access to educational and community institutions.  Pursue 

improvements that address public safety as well as traffic, congestion and parking”; 

[Educational and Community Institutions:  Objective #5; page 2-5]. 

 

(14) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the Goal to “Preserve or 

expand the quantity, quality and distribution of open space and recreational 

opportunities”, and to “protect the Village’s natural features and environmental 

resources”. [Open Space Recreation and Environment: Goals  page 2-5]. 

 

Chapter IV: Issues and Recommendations 

  

(15) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the recommendation to 

“Ensure proposals don’t have an adverse impact on the residential character of the 

surrounding residential neighborhoods.” [Issues and Recommendations, 4.3.6. Land 

Use - Public and Semi-Public; page 4-5]. 

 

(16) The proposed special use (is/is not) consistent with the recommendation to 

“Encourage governmental and non-governmental institutions to work with their 
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constituents, neighbors and the Village to minimize the impact of traffic and parking 

on surrounding residential streets and to develop on-site solutions where appropriate” 

[Issues and Recommendations, 4.3.6. Land Use - Public and Semi-Public; page 4-5]. 

  

 

RESOLUTION 

 

 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Winnetka Plan Commission 

finds that the proposed Special Use Permit application by Saints Faith Hope and Charity 

(is/is not) consistent with the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Passed by a vote of         in favor and         opposed.           Date: January 27, 2016 
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STATEMENT OF INTENT for SPECIAL USE PERMIT and 

 
 
The scope of work for this submission consists of two main 
church identified as the Saints Faith
northwest corner of Hill and Linden.
 
 
Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center:
 
Description of Existing Elements: 
The existing principal buildings on Saints Faith, Hope 
1963), bell tower (1963), school (1939, 1954, 1957)
was designed by Edward J Schulte in the American Colonial style, with exterior cladding of brick, Indiana 
limestone, standing seam metal roofing
 
Proposed Work: 
A new Parish Center is proposed as an addition 
interior connection from the existing church lobby to the 
consolidate existing school, church and community programming currently 
buildings. Exterior cladding materials shall be brick, stone and aluminum
standing seam metal roofing to complement the 
transitions to a flat roof at the connection to the main church to allow light to enter the east stained glass 
windows of the church nave. A terrace is proposed at the north end of 
function as an extension of the existing 
 
Considerable thought has been given to the reconfiguration of the church parking areas, so as to improve 
circulation into, through and exiting the site during the highest volume church
Access drives are maintained at Hill Road and at Linden Street
separated to limit movement through the 
Hill ingress and egress drives prevents cross traffic from Linden
two parking areas. Fifteen parking spaces are proposed in the western right
offset the loss of fifteen parking spaces in the 
easement shall be provided where the public sidewalk has been routed onto the owner’s property.
 
 
Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Athletic Field:
 
Description of Existing Elements: 
An open grass field enclosed by a fe
Charity campus. The site is unimproved, except 
 
Proposed Work: 
A new Athletic Field is proposed to function similar
populations. Areas are designated for a synthetic turf system playfield and a rubberized tile system play 
equipment zone, surrounded by natural vegetation, grass and trees. 
along the street frontage at Hill and Linden, with a wood fence at the rear and side
property. 
 
 

OKW 

600 W. Jackson Blvd.

Suite 250

Chicago, IL 60661

T 312.798.7700

@okwarchitects

www.okwarchitects.com

SPECIAL USE PERMIT and CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

for this submission consists of two main areas: a building addition east of the main 
Faith, Hope & Charity (FHC) Parish Center, and an Athletic F

Hill and Linden. 

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center: 

principal buildings on Saints Faith, Hope & Charity campus consist of 
1939, 1954, 1957) , rectory (1951) and convent (1951)

was designed by Edward J Schulte in the American Colonial style, with exterior cladding of brick, Indiana 
, standing seam metal roofing and abstracted stained glass windows. 

A new Parish Center is proposed as an addition on the east side of the main church building, with a
connection from the existing church lobby to the new Parish Center lobby. The Parish Center shall 

solidate existing school, church and community programming currently housed in the various campus 
Exterior cladding materials shall be brick, stone and aluminum-clad wood windows

standing seam metal roofing to complement the material palette of the existing church. 
at the connection to the main church to allow light to enter the east stained glass 

A terrace is proposed at the north end of the addition, with a metal canopy to
function as an extension of the existing arcade wrapping the church.  

Considerable thought has been given to the reconfiguration of the church parking areas, so as to improve 
circulation into, through and exiting the site during the highest volume church and school functions.

maintained at Hill Road and at Linden Street, although ingress and egress on Hill are 
separated to limit movement through the main parking area to one-way traffic. A traffic island between the 

drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, eliminating traffic conflicts between the 
Fifteen parking spaces are proposed in the western right-of-way on Linden Street to 

offset the loss of fifteen parking spaces in the church parking areas for a net neutral parking count. An 
easement shall be provided where the public sidewalk has been routed onto the owner’s property.

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Athletic Field: 

An open grass field enclosed by a fence exists on the westernmost portion of the Saints Faith,
campus. The site is unimproved, except for a softball backstop at the northwest corner of the site

A new Athletic Field is proposed to function similarly to the existing field, serving the church and school 
Areas are designated for a synthetic turf system playfield and a rubberized tile system play 

equipment zone, surrounded by natural vegetation, grass and trees. A decorative metal fence is proposed 
ong the street frontage at Hill and Linden, with a wood fence at the rear and side internal lot lines

KW Architects 

600 W. Jackson Blvd. 

Suite 250 

Chicago, IL 60661 

T 312.798.7700 

okwarchitects  

www.okwarchitects.com 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

 

: a building addition east of the main 
r, and an Athletic Field at the 

of the church (circa 
(1951). The main church 

was designed by Edward J Schulte in the American Colonial style, with exterior cladding of brick, Indiana 

church building, with an 
new Parish Center lobby. The Parish Center shall 

the various campus 
clad wood windows and 

existing church. A gabled roof 
at the connection to the main church to allow light to enter the east stained glass 

addition, with a metal canopy to 

Considerable thought has been given to the reconfiguration of the church parking areas, so as to improve 
and school functions. 

, although ingress and egress on Hill are 
way traffic. A traffic island between the 

, eliminating traffic conflicts between the 
way on Linden Street to 

for a net neutral parking count. An 
easement shall be provided where the public sidewalk has been routed onto the owner’s property. 

n the westernmost portion of the Saints Faith, Hope and 
at the northwest corner of the site. 

isting field, serving the church and school 
Areas are designated for a synthetic turf system playfield and a rubberized tile system play 

A decorative metal fence is proposed 
internal lot lines of the 
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center
Special Use Permit and Certificate of Appropriateness
OKW Project No. 14028 
 

                                          
    
 
 
 
 
 
 

Standards for granting Special Use Permit per Village of Winnetka Title 17 
 

1. That the establishment, mainten
endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare;
 
The Parish Center shall consolidate existing school, church and community programming 
currently housed in the vario
experience for the existing church and school users. 
activities or visitor volume currently occurring on campus.

 
2. That the special use will not be su

in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by right in the district or districts of concern, nor 
substantially dimish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity;

 
Pedestrian safety is improved via two dedicated sidewalks connecting the school and athletic 
field, sidewalks at the parking perimeter, and a crosswalk mid
Athletic field and main parking lot design and layout responds to existing tree locat
preserve as many trees as possible. 
on main campus, allowing for i
church programming. A fence enclosure provides 
amenity.The proposal includes a net increase in permeable surface on
responsible plan for storm control on both 
Center design is sympathetic to the existing adjacent church and campus building design, as well 
as the broader Village of Winnetka architectural aesthetic

 
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 location of the Parish Center 
the proposed Athletic Field 
development or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity.

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

which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffi
 

Care has been taken in the redesign of the 
on campus, which directly affect traff
Hill Road, with separate ingress and egress to limit movement through the 
one-way traffic. A traffic island between the two drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, 
eliminating traffic conflicts between the two parking areas. 
at Linden Street, with movement through the parking area south of the church 
westbound to Linden during school dropoff/pickup periods.
the horseshoe parking drive on Linden, between the church
eliminated to consolidate site access locations.
exiting the site improves upon 
and around the campus via the main parking lot and proposed off

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

operation of the special use exist or are to be provided;
 

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center           December 14, 2015
Special Use Permit and Certificate of Appropriateness     

OKW 

600 W. Jackson Blvd.
Suite 250
Chicago, IL 60661
T 312.798.7700
@okwarchitects
www.okwarchitects.com

Standards for granting Special Use Permit per Village of Winnetka Title 17 Zoning Ordinance 17.56.120:

That the establishment, maintenance and operation of the special use will not be detrimental to or 
endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare; 

The Parish Center shall consolidate existing school, church and community programming 
currently housed in the various campus buildings. The Athletic Field shall improve the quality of 
experience for the existing church and school users. No change is proposed to the types of 
activities or visitor volume currently occurring on campus. 

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 dimish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity; 

y is improved via two dedicated sidewalks connecting the school and athletic 
field, sidewalks at the parking perimeter, and a crosswalk mid-block on Linden north of Hill.
Athletic field and main parking lot design and layout responds to existing tree locat
preserve as many trees as possible. The proposed design provides a net increase in green space 

, allowing for improved opportunities for healthy and strength-building 
A fence enclosure provides for orderly use of this improved Athletic Field 

The proposal includes a net increase in permeable surface on the main campus, and a
plan for storm control on both the main campus and the athletic field

thetic to the existing adjacent church and campus building design, as well 
as the broader Village of Winnetka architectural aesthetic. 

That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development or 
perty in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the district or 

Parish Center is internal to the campus. Athletic activities
Athletic Field location. Neither amenity shall impede the normal and orderly 

development or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

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 ways; 

in the redesign of the church parking areas to ease existing traffic conflicts 
on campus, which directly affect traffic in the immediate vicinity. An access drive 

ingress and egress to limit movement through the main parking area
A traffic island between the two drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, 

eliminating traffic conflicts between the two parking areas. A two-way access drive is mai
at Linden Street, with movement through the parking area south of the church 
westbound to Linden during school dropoff/pickup periods. Access from the east parking area to 
the horseshoe parking drive on Linden, between the church and gym buildings, has been 
eliminated to consolidate site access locations. The orderly design of traffic flow 

upon the current traffic conditions, and the parking count is maintained in 
ia the main parking lot and proposed off-street parking on Linden Street.

That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary to the 
operation of the special use exist or are to be provided; 

December 14, 2015 
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KW Architects 

600 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Suite 250 
Chicago, IL 60661 
T 312.798.7700 

okwarchitects  
www.okwarchitects.com 

Zoning Ordinance 17.56.120: 

ance and operation of the special use will not be detrimental to or 

The Parish Center shall consolidate existing school, church and community programming 
The Athletic Field shall improve the quality of 

No change is proposed to the types of 

bstantially 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 

y is improved via two dedicated sidewalks connecting the school and athletic 
block on Linden north of Hill. 

Athletic field and main parking lot design and layout responds to existing tree locations in order to 
The proposed design provides a net increase in green space 

building school and 
for orderly use of this improved Athletic Field 

main campus, and a 
main campus and the athletic field. The Parish 

thetic to the existing adjacent church and campus building design, as well 

That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development or 
perty in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the district or 

 currently occur at 
amenity shall impede the normal and orderly 

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

to ease existing traffic conflicts 
ccess drive is maintained at 

main parking area to 
A traffic island between the two drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, 

way access drive is maintained 
at Linden Street, with movement through the parking area south of the church limited to one-way 

Access from the east parking area to 
and gym buildings, has been 

he orderly design of traffic flow into, through and 
he parking count is maintained in 

street parking on Linden Street. 

That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary to the 
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center
Special Use Permit and Certificate of Appropriateness
OKW Project No. 14028 
 

                                          
    
 
 
 
 
 
 

See comments above regardin
management scheme is proposed to adequately address the design of the Parish Center, parking 
areas and Athletic Field. 

 
6. That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations 

Village ordinances and codes. In the event that the application for special use permit involves a 
request for variation from the terms of this title, such request, subject to required notification 
procedures, may be considered at the same
reviewed by the Board of Appeals.

 
OKW and its engineering consultants shall issue detailed construction drawings and 
specifications for this work to be reviewed for permit subsequent to Special Use appr

 

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center           December 14, 2015
Special Use Permit and Certificate of Appropriateness     

OKW 

600 W. Jackson Blvd.
Suite 250
Chicago, IL 60661
T 312.798.7700
@okwarchitects
www.okwarchitects.com

See comments above regarding parking and access roads. A site drainage and storm 
management scheme is proposed to adequately address the design of the Parish Center, parking 

That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations 
Village ordinances and codes. In the event that the application for special use permit involves a 
request for variation from the terms of this title, such request, subject to required notification 
procedures, may be considered at the same public hearing at which the proposed special use is 
reviewed by the Board of Appeals. 

OKW and its engineering consultants shall issue detailed construction drawings and 
specifications for this work to be reviewed for permit subsequent to Special Use appr

December 14, 2015 
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KW Architects 

600 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Suite 250 
Chicago, IL 60661 
T 312.798.7700 

okwarchitects  
www.okwarchitects.com 

g parking and access roads. A site drainage and storm 
management scheme is proposed to adequately address the design of the Parish Center, parking 

That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of this and other 
Village ordinances and codes. In the event that the application for special use permit involves a 
request for variation from the terms of this title, such request, subject to required notification 

public hearing at which the proposed special use is 

OKW and its engineering consultants shall issue detailed construction drawings and 
specifications for this work to be reviewed for permit subsequent to Special Use approval. 
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STATEMENT OF INTENT for ZONING VARIATIONS

 
 
The scope of work for this submission consists of two main 
church identified as the Saints Faith
northwest corner of Hill and Linden.
 
 
Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center:
 
Description of Existing Elements: 
The existing principal buildings on Saints Faith, Hope 
1963), bell tower (1963), school (1939,
was designed by Edward J Schulte in the American Colonial style, with exterior cladding of brick, Indiana 
limestone, standing seam metal roofing
 
Proposed Work: 
A new Parish Center is proposed as an addition 
interior connection from the existing church lobby to the 
consolidate existing school, church and
buildings. Exterior cladding materials shall be brick, stone and aluminum
standing seam metal roofing to complement the 
transitions to a flat roof at the connection to the main church to allow light to enter the east stained glass 
windows of the church nave. A terrace is proposed at the north end of 
function as an extension of the existing 
 
Considerable thought has been given to the reconfiguration of the church parking areas, so as to improve 
circulation into, through and exiting the site during the highest volume church and school functions.
Access drives are maintained at Hill Road and at Linden Street
separated to limit movement through the 
Hill ingress and egress drives prevents cross traffic from
two parking areas. Fifteen parking spaces are proposed in the western right
offset the loss of fifteen parking spaces in the 
easement shall be provided where the public sidewalk has been routed onto the owner’s property.
 
 
Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Athletic Field:
 
Description of Existing Elements: 
An open grass field enclosed by a fence exists o
Charity campus. The site is unimproved, except 
 
Proposed Work: 
A new Athletic Field is proposed to function similar
populations. Areas are designated for a synthetic turf system playfield and a rubberized tile system play 
equipment zone, surrounded by natural vegetation, grass and trees. 
along the street frontage at Hill and 
property. 
 
 

OKW 

600 W. Jackson Blvd.

Suite 250

Chicago, IL 60661

T 312.798.7700

@okwarchitects

www.okwarchitects.com

ZONING VARIATIONS 

for this submission consists of two main areas: a building addition east of the main 
Faith, Hope & Charity (FHC) Parish Center, and an Athletic F

Hill and Linden. 

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center: 

principal buildings on Saints Faith, Hope & Charity campus consist of 
1939, 1954, 1957) , rectory (1951) and convent (1951)

was designed by Edward J Schulte in the American Colonial style, with exterior cladding of brick, Indiana 
, standing seam metal roofing and abstracted stained glass windows. 

A new Parish Center is proposed as an addition on the east side of the main church building, with a
connection from the existing church lobby to the new Parish Center lobby. The Parish Center shall 

consolidate existing school, church and community programming currently housed in the various campus 
Exterior cladding materials shall be brick, stone and aluminum-clad wood windows

standing seam metal roofing to complement the material palette of the existing church. 
at the connection to the main church to allow light to enter the east stained glass 

A terrace is proposed at the north end of the addition, with a metal canopy to 
sting arcade wrapping the church.  

Considerable thought has been given to the reconfiguration of the church parking areas, so as to improve 
circulation into, through and exiting the site during the highest volume church and school functions.

maintained at Hill Road and at Linden Street, although ingress and egress on Hill are 
separated to limit movement through the main parking area to one-way traffic. A traffic island between the 

drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, eliminating traffic conflicts between the 
Fifteen parking spaces are proposed in the western right-of-way on Linden Street to 

offset the loss of fifteen parking spaces in the church parking areas for a net neutral parking count.
easement shall be provided where the public sidewalk has been routed onto the owner’s property.

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Athletic Field: 

An open grass field enclosed by a fence exists on the westernmost portion of the Saints Faith,
campus. The site is unimproved, except for a softball backstop at the northwest corner of the site

A new Athletic Field is proposed to function similarly to the existing field, serving the church and
Areas are designated for a synthetic turf system playfield and a rubberized tile system play 

equipment zone, surrounded by natural vegetation, grass and trees. A decorative metal fence is proposed 
along the street frontage at Hill and Linden, with a wood fence at the rear and side internal lot lines

KW Architects 

600 W. Jackson Blvd. 

Suite 250 

Chicago, IL 60661 

T 312.798.7700 

okwarchitects  

www.okwarchitects.com 

 

: a building addition east of the main 
ty (FHC) Parish Center, and an Athletic Field at the 

of the church (circa 
(1951). The main church 

was designed by Edward J Schulte in the American Colonial style, with exterior cladding of brick, Indiana 

church building, with an 
new Parish Center lobby. The Parish Center shall 

the various campus 
clad wood windows and 

existing church. A gabled roof 
at the connection to the main church to allow light to enter the east stained glass 

addition, with a metal canopy to 

Considerable thought has been given to the reconfiguration of the church parking areas, so as to improve 
circulation into, through and exiting the site during the highest volume church and school functions. 

, although ingress and egress on Hill are 
way traffic. A traffic island between the 

, eliminating traffic conflicts between the 
way on Linden Street to 

for a net neutral parking count. An 
easement shall be provided where the public sidewalk has been routed onto the owner’s property. 

n of the Saints Faith, Hope and 
at the northwest corner of the site. 

to the existing field, serving the church and school 
Areas are designated for a synthetic turf system playfield and a rubberized tile system play 

A decorative metal fence is proposed 
internal lot lines of the 
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center
Standards for Granting of Zoning Variations
OKW Project No. 14028 
 

                                          
    
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Village of Winnetka has identified the following Zoning Variations required to accommodate the 
Special Use proposal: 
 

1. Maximum Building Size (GFA);
2. Intensity of Use of Lot (roofed lot coverage and impermeable lot coverage (ILC)).

are required for both lots. 
3. Variation required on east lot to allow parking spaces 153.12 s.f., whereas a minimum of 180 s.f. 

is required; 
4. Front and corner yard setbacks on the w

and Hill; 
5. Rear yard setback on west lot.
6. Variation required to allow parking within the Linden right

 
 
Standards for granting of Zoning Variations
 

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 Parish Center shall consolidate 
currently housed in the various campus buildings. 
experience for the existing church and school users. 
activities or visitor volume currently occurring on campus
 

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;
 
The campus is currently improved by the church, bell tower, school, rectory and convent
Special Use Permit, and the 
 

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality;
 
Pedestrian safety is improve
field, sidewalks at the parking perimeter, and a crosswalk mid
Athletic field and main parking lot design and layout responds to existing tree locations in orde
preserve as many trees as possible. 
on main campus, allowing for i
church programming. A fence enclosure provides for orderly 
amenity. The proposal includes a net increase in permeable surface on
responsible plan for storm control on both 
Center design is sympathetic to th
as the broader Village of Winnetka architectural aesthetic
 

4. An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired;
 
The location of the Parish Center 
supply of light and air to adjacent properties. Athletic activities currently occur at the proposed 
Athletic Field location, and the proposed
and air to adjacent properties.
 

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

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center             January 04, 2016
Standards for Granting of Zoning Variations      

OKW 

600 W. Jackson Blvd.
Suite 250
Chicago, IL 60661
T 312.798.7700
@okwarchitects
www.okwarchitects.com

The Village of Winnetka has identified the following Zoning Variations required to accommodate the 

Maximum Building Size (GFA); 
Lot (roofed lot coverage and impermeable lot coverage (ILC)).

Variation required on east lot to allow parking spaces 153.12 s.f., whereas a minimum of 180 s.f. 

Front and corner yard setbacks on the west lot.  40 ft. setbacks are required from both Linden 

Rear yard setback on west lot.  25 ft. setback required from the north property line;
Variation required to allow parking within the Linden right-of-way.  

Variations per Village of Winnetka Title 17 Zoning Ordinance 17.56.120:

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 Parish Center shall consolidate existing school, church and community programming 
currently housed in the various campus buildings. The Athletic Field shall improve the quality of 
experience for the existing church and school users. No change is proposed to the types of 

e currently occurring on campus. 

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;

ntly improved by the church, bell tower, school, rectory and convent
ial Use Permit, and the proposal relates to underlying Special Use. 

The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 

Pedestrian safety is improved via two dedicated sidewalks connecting the school and athletic 
field, sidewalks at the parking perimeter, and a crosswalk mid-block on Linden north of Hill.
Athletic field and main parking lot design and layout responds to existing tree locations in orde
preserve as many trees as possible. The proposed design provides a net increase in green space 

, allowing for improved opportunities for healthy and strength-building 
A fence enclosure provides for orderly use of this improved Athletic Field 

The proposal includes a net increase in permeable surface on the main campus, and a
plan for storm control on both the main campus and the athletic field

Center design is sympathetic to the existing adjacent church and campus building design, as well 
as the broader Village of Winnetka architectural aesthetic. 

An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired;

Parish Center is internal to the campus and shall not prevent an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent properties. Athletic activities currently occur at the proposed 

the proposed athletic field shall not prevent an adequate supply of light 
and air to adjacent properties. 

e hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased; 

January 04, 2016 
 Page 2 

KW Architects 

600 W. Jackson Blvd. 
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Chicago, IL 60661 
T 312.798.7700 

okwarchitects  
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The Village of Winnetka has identified the following Zoning Variations required to accommodate the 

Lot (roofed lot coverage and impermeable lot coverage (ILC)).  ILC variations 

Variation required on east lot to allow parking spaces 153.12 s.f., whereas a minimum of 180 s.f. 

40 ft. setbacks are required from both Linden 

25 ft. setback required from the north property line; 

Zoning Ordinance 17.56.120: 

The property in question can not yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the 

existing school, church and community programming 
The Athletic Field shall improve the quality of 

No change is proposed to the types of 

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; 

ntly improved by the church, bell tower, school, rectory and convent under a 

d via two dedicated sidewalks connecting the school and athletic 
block on Linden north of Hill. 

Athletic field and main parking lot design and layout responds to existing tree locations in order to 
The proposed design provides a net increase in green space 

building school and 
use of this improved Athletic Field 

main campus, and a 
main campus and the athletic field. The Parish 

e existing adjacent church and campus building design, as well 

An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired; 

the campus and shall not prevent an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent properties. Athletic activities currently occur at the proposed 

shall not prevent an adequate supply of light 
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center
Standards for Granting of Zoning Variations
OKW Project No. 14028 
 

                                          
    
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Parish Center shall comply with applicable fire protection requirements.
 

6. The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish
 
The location of the Parish Center 
the proposed Athletic Field location. Neither amenity shall impede the normal and orderly 
development or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity.
 

7. The congestion in the public street will not increase;
 
The Parish Center shall consolidate existing school, church and community programming 
currently housed in the various campus buildings. 
experience for the existing church and school users. 
activities or visitor volume currently occurring on campus.
 

8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will not 
otherwise be impaired; 
 
Care has been taken in the redesign of the church parking areas to ease existing traffic conflicts 
on campus, which directly affect traffic in the immediate vicinity. An access drive is maintained at 
Hill Road, with separate ingress and egre
one-way traffic. A traffic island between the two drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, 
eliminating traffic conflicts between the two parking areas. A two
at Linden Street, with movement through the parking area south of the church limited to one
westbound to Linden during school dropoff/pickup periods. Access from the east parking area to 
the horseshoe parking drive on Linden, between the church and gym buildings,
eliminated to consolidate site access locations. The orderly design of traffic flow into, through and 
exiting the site improves upon the current traffic conditions, and the parking count is maintained in 
and around the campus via the main parking

 

Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Parish Center             January 04, 2016
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shall comply with applicable fire protection requirements. 

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

Parish Center is internal to the campus. Athletic activities currently occur at 
the proposed Athletic Field location. Neither amenity shall impede the normal and orderly 
development or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

gestion in the public street will not increase; 

The Parish Center shall consolidate existing school, church and community programming 
currently housed in the various campus buildings. The Athletic Field shall improve the quality of 

ting church and school users. No change is proposed to the types of 
activities or visitor volume currently occurring on campus. 

The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will not 

Care has been taken in the redesign of the church parking areas to ease existing traffic conflicts 
on campus, which directly affect traffic in the immediate vicinity. An access drive is maintained at 
Hill Road, with separate ingress and egress to limit movement through the main parking area

way traffic. A traffic island between the two drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, 
eliminating traffic conflicts between the two parking areas. A two-way access drive is maintained 

treet, with movement through the parking area south of the church limited to one
westbound to Linden during school dropoff/pickup periods. Access from the east parking area to 
the horseshoe parking drive on Linden, between the church and gym buildings,
eliminated to consolidate site access locations. The orderly design of traffic flow into, through and 
exiting the site improves upon the current traffic conditions, and the parking count is maintained in 
and around the campus via the main parking lot and proposed off-street parking on Linden Street.
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The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish; 

is internal to the campus. Athletic activities currently occur at 
the proposed Athletic Field location. Neither amenity shall impede the normal and orderly 

The Parish Center shall consolidate existing school, church and community programming 
The Athletic Field shall improve the quality of 

No change is proposed to the types of 

The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will not 

Care has been taken in the redesign of the church parking areas to ease existing traffic conflicts 
on campus, which directly affect traffic in the immediate vicinity. An access drive is maintained at 

main parking area to 
way traffic. A traffic island between the two drives prevents cross traffic from Linden, 

way access drive is maintained 
treet, with movement through the parking area south of the church limited to one-way 

westbound to Linden during school dropoff/pickup periods. Access from the east parking area to 
the horseshoe parking drive on Linden, between the church and gym buildings, has been 
eliminated to consolidate site access locations. The orderly design of traffic flow into, through and 
exiting the site improves upon the current traffic conditions, and the parking count is maintained in 

street parking on Linden Street. 

Page 14



Saints Faith, Hope & Charity Parish Center

December 14, 2015

Page 15



DRAWING LIST

AERIAL PHOTO

SITE CONTEXT PHOTOS

ZONING MAP

ZONING DIAGRAMS

SURVEY - BOUNDARY

SURVEY - TOPOGRAPHY

CIVIL ENGINEERING PLAN

ARCHITECTURAL SITEPLAN

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN

TREE PRESERVATION PLAN

BASEMENT PLAN

GROUND LEVEL PLAN

ROOF PLAN

NORTH ELEVATION

EAST ELEVATION

SOUTH ELEVATION

BUILDING SECTIONS

AXONOMETRIC VIEWS

RENDERED VIEW

PAGE

01

02A - 02G

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

AERIAL PHOTO

N

PAGE 01 Page 16



PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

PAGE 02A Page 17



PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

PAGE 02B Page 18



PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

PAGE 02C Page 19



PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

PAGE 02D Page 20



PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

PAGE 02E Page 21



PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

PAGE 02F Page 22



PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

PAGE 02G Page 23



SUBJECT PROPERTY

PROJ. NO.:DATE:

ArchitectsOKW

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS DECEMBER 14, 2015 14028

SAINTS  FAITH, HOPE & CHARITY

PARISH CENTER

ZONING MAP - N.T.S.

N

PAGE 03 Page 24
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2D SCHOOL

CONVENTATTACHED
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E
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6
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E
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T

5
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E
E

T

5
4
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E
E

T

1H

NEW PARISH CENTER

AUXILIARY SITE

MAIN SITE

1A 15,388 7,694

* VILLAGE OF WINNETKA - INSTITUTIONAL BUILDING STUDY  JUNE 24, 1996

EXISTING  -  INSTITUTIONAL BUILDING STUDY:

GFA (SQFT) LC (SQFT) HEIGHT

1B 4,844 4,844

1C 196 196

1D 405 405

1E 1,076 1,076

1F 1,033 1,033

1G 835 835

2A 17,667 5,889 32'

2B 36,299 12,100 35'

2C 20,810 10,405 52'

2D 7,996 4,392 31'

1H 10,898 5,449 26'

GROSS FLOOR AREA AND LOT COVERAGE SUMMARY

PROPOSED: GFA (SQFT) LC (SQFT) HEIGHT

MAIN SITE

AUXILIARY SITE

HILL ROAD

LI
N

D
E

N
 S

TR
E

E
T

R
ID

G
E

 A
V

E
N

U
E

EXISTING PAVEMENT AREA APPROX. 50,252 SQFT

IMPERMEABLE SURFACE LOT COVERAGE SUMMARY

EXISTING IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE

EXISTING SIDEWALK AREA APPROX. 11,960 SQFT

NEW PAVEMENT AREA 25,766 SQFT

PROPOSED IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE

NEW SIDEWALK AREA 14,051 SQFT

(EXISTING PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED: APPROX. 43,875 SQFT)

TOTAL PROPOSED IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE: 48,073 SQFT*

* INCLUDES APPROXIMATE EXISTING TO REMAIN

NEW SIDEWALK PAVERS AREA 1,869 SQFT

EXISTING PAVEMENT AREA APPROX. 833 SQFT

EXISTING IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE

EXISTING SIDEWALK AREA APPROX. 924 SQFT

EXISTING PAVEMENT AREA TO REMAIN  APPROX. 833 SQFT

PROPOSED IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE

EXISTING SIDEWALK AREA TO REMAIN APPROX. 924 SQFT

TOTAL EXISTING IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE: APPROX. 1,757 SQFT

NEW ATHLETIC FIELD AREA 31,792 SQFT

NEW RUBBER SURFACE AREA 1,850 SQFT

NEW SIDEWALK AREA 1,634 SQFT

MAIN LOT

AUXILIARY LOT

TOTAL PROPOSED IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE: 36,933 SQFT*

* INCLUDES APPROXIMATE EXISTING TO REMAIN

EXISTING PAVEMENT TO REMAIN               APPROX. 6,377 SQFT

TOTAL EXISTING IMPERMEABLE LOT COVERAGE: APPROX. 62,212 SQFT

ASPHALT SURFACE

CONCRETE SIDEWALK

PAVER SYSTEM

ATHLETIC FIELD TURF SYSTEM &
RUBBERIZED TILE SYSTEM

IMPERMEABLE SURFACE KEY
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TREE PROTECTION NOTES

1.  BEFORE ANY EXCAVATION ON THE SITE, CALL TO LOCATE ANY EXISTING UTILITIES ON THE SITE.  THE

CONTRACTOR SHALL FAMILIARIZE HIM/HERSELF WITH THE LOCATIONS OF ALL BURIED UTILITIES IN THE

AREAS OF WORK BEFORE STARTING OPERATIONS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE LIABLE FOR THE COST

OF REPAIRING OR REPLACING ANY BURIED CONDUITS, CABLES OR PIPING DAMAGED DURING THE

INSTALLATION OF THIS WORK.

2. SIX FOOT HIGH CHAINLINK FENCING IS TO BE ERECTED AROUND THE DRIPLINE OF ALL TREES TO BE

SAVED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA FORESTRY PROTECTION PROCEDURES.

3.  TREES IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO DEMOLITION WORK SHALL BE BANDED AS OUTLINED IN THE VILLAGE

OF WINNETKA FORESTRY PROTECTION PROCEDURES.

4. PROTECT STRUCTURES, SIDEWALKS, PAVEMENTS AND UTILITIES TO REMAIN FROM DAMAGE CAUSED

BY SETTLEMENT, LATERAL MOVEMENT, UNDERMINING, WASHOUTS AND OTHER HAZARDS CAUSED BY

SITE IMPROVEMENT OPERATIONS.

5.  CAREFULLY MAINTAIN PRESENT GRADE AT BASE OF ALL EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN.  PREVENT ANY

DISTURBANCE OF EXISTING TREES INCLUDING ROOT ZONES.  USE TREE PROTECTION BARRICADES

WHERE INDICATED.  PROTECT EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN AGAINST UNNECESSARY CUTTING, BREAKING

OR SKINNING OF ROOTS, BRUISING OF BARK OR SMOTHERING OF TREES.  DRIVING, PARKING, DUMPING,

STOCKPILING AND/OR STORAGE OF VEHICLES, EQUIPMENT, SUPPLIES, MATERIALS OR DEBRIS ON TOP

THE ROOT ZONES AND/OR WITHIN THE DRIPLINE OF EXISTING TREES OR OTHER PLANT MATERIAL TO

REMAIN IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED.

6.  THE CONTRACTOR AT ALL TIMES SHALL KEEP THE PREMISES ON WHICH WORK IS BEING DONE, CLEAR

OF RUBBISH AND DEBRIS.  ALL PAVEMENT AND DEBRIS REMOVED FROM THE SITE SHALL BE DISPOSED OF

LEGALLY.

7.  ALL WORK AND OPERATIONS SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL

CODES AND ORDINANCES.

8.  EMPLOY CAUTION WHEN DEMOLISHING WITHIN TREE DRIPLINE.  CLEANCUT ANY EXPOSED ROOTS AND

BACKFILL IMMEDIATELY.  WHEN REMOVING CONCRETE FOOTINGS/FOUNDATION WITHIN DRIPLINE, USING

A JACKHAMMER AND WHEELBARROW IS RECOMMENDED.

9.  SILT FENCING CAN NOT BE TRENCHED UNDER TREE DRIPLINES.  SILT FENCING MAY BE SECURED WITH

SANDBAGS, HAY BALES, ETC.

10.  RECOMMEND HAVING A CERTIFIED ARBORIST EVALUATE ASH TREES FOR PRESENCE OF EMERALD

ASH BORER.
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity  
Catholic Parish and School 
Winnetka, Illinois 1  

 

Introduction 
 
This report summarizes the results of a traffic and parking evaluation conducted by Kenig, 
Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) for the Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Catholic 
Parish and School. The church/school is located in the northeast quadrant of the intersection of 
Linden Street and Winnetka Avenue (Hill Road) in Winnetka, Illinois. As proposed, the church 
is to be expanded to provide an approximately 5,400 square-foot parish center on the northeast 
corner of the church. This expansion will result in the modification of the on-site parking lot for 
the church and school. Figure 1 shows an aerial view of the site area. 
 
The Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Catholic (SFHC) Parish and School is served by a full 
ingress/egress access drive on Winnetka Avenue approximately 250 feet southwest of Ridge 
Avenue, a full ingress/egress access drive on Linden Street approximately 125 feet north of 
Winnetka Avenue and via the Linden Street bell tower horseshoe driveway approximately 365 
feet north of Winnetka Avenue which also provides access to the on-site parking area. The 
school has an enrollment of approximately 310 students in grades pre-kindergarten through 
eighth and has approximately 33 full time employees. The church has a membership of 
approximately 1,100 families. Parking for the parishioners of the church is provided via the 
existing surface parking lot and the on-street parking spaces on Ridge Avenue, Winnetka Avenue 
and Linden Street. There are two distinct areas designated for drop-off/pick-up activities. The 
drop-off/pick-up activity in the parking lot located between the church and the school is for 
grades one through eight and the drop-off/pick-up activity for kindergarten and pre-kindergarten 
students and respective siblings occurs along a dedicated zone on Ridge Avenue.  
 
This study was conducted to examine and evaluate the existing traffic and parking conditions 
around the church and school and to evaluate the impact the proposed improvements will have 
on the drop-off and pick-up operations for the school and parking for the church and school.  
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity 
Catholic Parish and School 
Winnetka, Illinois  2  

 
Aerial View of Site Location                   Figure 1 

 
 
 

SITE
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity 
Catholic Parish and School 
Winnetka, Illinois  3  

Existing Traffic Conditions   
 
In order to obtain a better understanding of the traffic conditions in and around the 
school/church, KLOA, Inc. conducted turning movement traffic counts on Thursday, November 
12, 2015 during the morning (7:00 A.M. to 9:00 A.M.) and afternoon (2:00 P.M. to 4:00 P.M.) 
peak periods and on Sunday, November 15, 2015 during the Sunday morning (9:30 A.M. to 
11:30 A.M.) peak period at the following intersections. 
 
1. Winnetka Avenue with Linden Street 
2. Winnetka Avenue with Ridge Avenue 
3. Winnetka Avenue with SFHC Access Drive 
4. Linden Street with SFHC Access Drives 
 
These time periods were chosen to coincide with the arrival/dismissal times of the school and the 
busiest mass time on Sunday. 
 
The results of the traffic counts show that the weekday morning peak hour occurs from 7:30 to 
8:30 A.M., the afternoon peak hour occurs from 2:30 to 3:30 P.M. and the Sunday morning peak 
hour occurs from 9:45 to 10:45 A.M. The existing peak hour traffic volumes are shown in 
Figure 2. Based on a review of the traffic counts, the school generates approximately 125 
inbound trips and 96 outbound trips during the morning peak hour and approximately 62 inbound 
trips and 66 outbound trips during the afternoon peak hour. The church generates approximately 
119 inbound trips and 138 outbound trips during the Sunday morning peak hour.  
 
Saints Faith, Hope and Charity Catholic Parish and School Characteristics 
 
As previously indicated the existing SFHC parish and school is located in the northeast quadrant 
of the intersection of Linden Street and Winnetka Avenue (Hill Road) and has an enrollment of 
approximately 310 students and 33 full time employees.  School starting time is 8:00 A.M. and 
dismissal time is 3:00 P.M.  The church offers masses on Mondays, Tuesdays, Thursdays and 
Fridays at 7:00 A.M. and 8:00 A.M. On Wednesdays, masses are offered at 7:00 A.M. and 8:15 
A.M.  On Sundays, the church has masses at 7:30 A.M., 9:00 A.M., 10:30 A.M., 11:45 A.M. and 
5:00 P.M.  The heaviest attended mass is at 10:30 A.M. 
 
Drop-off and Pick-Up Operations 
 
The drop-off and pick-up operations for the school occur in two different zones. The parking lot 
located between the church and the school serves as the drop-off and pick-up zone for grades one 
through eight and the loading zone on Ridge Avenue serves kindergarten/pre-kindergarten 
students and their siblings. The operations of the two zones are as follows: 
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity 
Catholic Parish and School 
Winnetka, Illinois  5  

Parking Lot Loading Zone  
 
During drop-off activities, vehicles enter and exit the zone via all three of the access drives with 
the majority of vehicles entering via the Winnetka Avenue access drive. All students are dropped 
off at the northeastern corner of the parking lot with some parents parking within the parking lot 
and walking students into the building.  
 
During pick-up activities, all vehicles enter the parking lot via the Linden Street bell tower 
access drive and form approximately six rows of four vehicles facing east. Students are released 
to vehicles closest to the east and staff allows the first column of vehicles to depart. The 
following vehicles move closer to pick up their children and repeat the procedure. The vehicles 
exit toward the Winnetka Avenue access drive where a crossing guard stops the through traffic 
on Winnetka Avenue to allow the vehicles to exit the parking lot.  
 
Ridge Avenue Loading Zone 
 
The Ridge Avenue loading zone is located approximately 310 feet north of Hill Road.  Ridge 
Avenue is restricted to one-way southbound traffic between Winnetka Avenue and Sunset Road 
from 8:00 to 9:00 A.M. and from 2:30 to 3:30 P.M. During drop-off and pick-up activities, 
vehicles queue along the western curb front of Ridge Avenue beginning at the loading zone and 
faculty assist students to/from vehicles during both activities.   
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Operations 
 
In addition to the crossing guard at the intersection of Winnetka Avenue with the access drive 
during the pick-up activity at the main parking lot, crossing guards are used at the intersections 
of Winnetka Avenue with Ridge Avenue and Linden Street. The crossing guards are present 
from 7:50 to 8:05 A.M. and from 3:10 to 3:25 P.M. All students walking home and to vehicles 
parked on-street must depart the school using the sidewalk located between the school building 
and the playground and cannot walk through the parking lot. 
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity 
Catholic Parish and School 
Winnetka, Illinois  6  

Traffic Observations 
 
In addition to the traffic counts, observations were made of the drop-off/pick-up activities as well 
as the traffic flow during the peak periods. Below is a summary of these observations. 
 
Morning Peak Period  
 
Parking Lot Drop-off/Pick-up Zone 

 
 Approximately 125 vehicles used this zone during the morning peak hour. 

 
 Although the southern access drive on Linden Street is restricted to outbound movements 

during school hours, approximately 30 vehicles entered the parking lot drop-off area via 
this access drive. 
 

 The average drop-off queue was four to five vehicles with a maximum queue of nine 
vehicles occurring a few times between 8:00 and 8:10 A.M. During this time, a few 
vehicles (three on the west approach and four on the east approach) were queued on 
Winnetka Avenue waiting to turn either left or right onto the access drive.   
 

 This inbound queue was the result of no distinct drop-off procedure. Vehicles entered and 
exited via any access drive and dropped off students at the northeast section of the 
parking lot or parents parked their vehicles and walked the students into the building. 
Because of this, there were many overlapping movements and points of conflict affecting 
on-site queueing.  

 
 The outbound queues from the access drive onto Winnetka Avenue were typically four to 

five vehicles. These queues extended beyond the southern Linden Street access drive 
causing a conflict between exiting movements and vehicles that entered the site via 
Linden Street.  
 

 Eastbound queues beginning at the all-way stop-sign controlled intersection of Winnetka 
Avenue with Ridge Avenue were observed to extend beyond the Winnetka Avenue 
access drive which did not allow outbound left-turning vehicles to exit onto Winnetka 
Avenue efficiently. 
 

 The average vehicle occupancy observed was 2.1 children per vehicle. 
 

 The majority of the people attending mass during the weekday morning were observed to 
park in the main parking lot. 
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Saints Faith, Hope and Charity 
Catholic Parish and School 
Winnetka, Illinois  7  

Ridge Avenue Drop-off/Pick-up Zone  
 

 Approximately 42 vehicles used this area during the morning peak hour.  
 
 All of the vehicles dropping off students approached the zone from the north on Ridge 

Avenue or Sunset Road and departed to the south. 
 
 Vehicles queued outside the drop-off/pick-up area along the western curb of Ridge 

Avenue between 7:45 and 8:00 A.M. with a maximum drop-off queue of six vehicles. It 
should be noted that parking is restricted along this curb from 8:00 to 10:00 A.M. on 
weekdays which allows for vehicles to queue along the curb between the loading zone 
and Sunset Road and not obstruct through traffic on Ridge Avenue. 

 
Afternoon Peak Period 
 
Parking Lot Drop-off/Pick-up Zone 

 
 Approximately 62 vehicles used this zone during the evening peak hour. 

 
 The Winnetka Avenue access drive is gated prior to pick-up activities and contrary to the 

school’s dismissal procedure which indicates that all vehicles will enter the parking lot 
from Linden Street and form three lines facing north towards the gym and exit the bell 
tower turning right (northbound) towards Linden Street, the majority of the traffic (50 
vehicles) entered the site via the bell tower access drive and formed six rows of four 
vehicles facing to the east. 
 

 The remaining inbound traffic entered via the southern access drive on Linden Street. 
 

 Family name cards are placed in the front window of each vehicle to easily identify a 
student’s vehicle. 

 
 No outbound queues occurred at the Winnetka Avenue access drive as a crossing guard 

stopped through traffic along Winnetka Avenue to allow each surge of vehicles to exit 
uninterrupted. In doing so, queues were observed in the eastbound and westbound 
direction on Winnetka Avenue to extend to Linden Street and Ridge Avenue, 
respectively.  

 
 The majority of vehicles are queued on-site before students are released. 
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Ridge Avenue Drop-off/Pick-up Zone  
 

 Approximately 34 vehicles used this area during the evening peak hour.  
 

 All of the vehicles dropping-off students approached the zone from the north on Ridge 
Avenue or Sunset Road and departed to the south. 

 
 All of the vehicles waiting to pick-up students queued along the western curb of Ridge 

Avenue with maximum observed queue of 16 vehicles which extended beyond and onto 
Sunset Road.  
 

 These observed queues dissipated within 15 minutes. 
 
Pedestrian Operations Observations  
 
Pedestrian flow was observed during the morning and afternoon peak periods and the following was 
found: 
 

 During the morning peak period, parents who parked their vehicles in the school parking lot 
escorted their children into the school building.  

 
 During the afternoon peak period, parents park their vehicles in the on-street parking 

locations along Winnetka Avenue and Linden Street. Once the students are released, 
students in grades one through eight are able to walk unassisted to where their parents are 
parked along Winnetka Avenue or Linden Street.  
 

 Crossing guards are present at the intersections of Winnetka Avenue with Linden Street, 
Ridge Avenue and the access drive to assist students across the street.  

 
Existing Parking Supply and Demand 
 
As previously indicated, the church and school are served by a surface parking lot that provides 
88 parking spaces.  In addition, there are approximately 139 on-street parking spaces provided 
along Wilmette Avenue, Ridge Avenue and Linden Street for a total of 227 spaces. In order to 
determine the existing parking demand, KLOA, Inc. conducted a parking occupancy survey on 
the parking lot, Wilmette Avenue (between Linden Street and Ridge Avenue), and Linden Street 
and Ridge Avenue (between Winnetka Avenue and Sunset Road) on Sunday, November 15, 
2015 at 9:15 A.M. and at 10:45 A.M. to coincide with the parking demand of the two most 
attended masses. The results of the parking occupancy surveys indicated that the church had a 
peak parking occupancy of 189 vehicles at 9:15 A.M. and 170 vehicles at 10:45 A.M. 
 
  

Page 47



Saints Faith, Hope and Charity 
Catholic Parish and School 
Winnetka, Illinois  9  

Key Findings 
 
Based on KLOA, Inc.’s observations the following summarizes the key findings as they relate to 
vehicle and pedestrian activity generated by the school. 
 

 Approximately 70 percent of the drop-off/pick-up activity occurs within the parking lot with 
the remainder occurring in the Ridge Avenue zone or via on-street parking locations.  

 
 The peak morning drop-off on-site activity is approximately 75 percent higher than the 

afternoon pick-up activity.  This is due in part to parents parking on-street when picking up 
their students compared to dropping them off at the designated location during the morning 
peak drop-off activity and due to the availability of extracurricular/after school activities. 
 

 With no established ingress/egress pattern during the morning peak hour, overlapping traffic 
movements create congestion causing conflicts and excessive queuing on site.  
 

 The afternoon pick-up operation within the parking lot promotes efficient traffic flow within 
the parking lot and minimizes conflicts between entering and exiting vehicles and vehicular 
conflicts with pedestrians.  

 
 Limiting Ridge Avenue to one-way southbound movements only during drop-off and pick-

up periods reduces traffic and pedestrian conflicts and promotes efficient traffic flow.   
 

 The outbound queues occurring on the Winnetka Avenue access driveway during the peak 
drop-off activity is due to the vehicles attempting to turn left onto Winnetka Avenue and the 
eastbound queues on Winnetka Avenue from its all-way stop-sign controlled intersection 
with Ridge Avenue. 
 

 The drop-off/pick-up activity peak is typically limited to a 10 to 20 minute period. 
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Proposed Modifications 
 
As previously stated, the parking lot provides a total of 88 parking spaces. As proposed, the 
church will be expanded to provide an approximately 5,400 square-foot addition to provide 
additional storage, meeting/gathering rooms and restrooms to expand the available facilities for 
the existing church and its parishioners. The proposed expansion is not expected to increase the 
family membership of the church or increase the student population at the school.  
 
Furthermore, the parking lot will be modified to provide the following: 
 
 A one-way counterclockwise circulation drive aisle off Winnetka Avenue with the 

entrance to the drive located approximately 310 feet east of Linden Street and the exit to 
the drive located approximately 280 feet east of Linden Street. This one-way circulation 
drive aisle will provide access to 34 angled parking spaces and five perpendicular parking 
spaces. 

 
 The southern Linden Street access drive will be modified to provide a two-way drive 

aisle and the parking lot will be restriped to provide 34 perpendicular parking spaces. 
 

 The connection between the main parking lot and the bell tower horseshoe drive will be 
eliminated. 
 

The total provided on-site parking will be 73 parking spaces. However, as part of the proposed 
improvements, the west side of Linden Street will be widened to provide 15 on-street angled 
parking spaces. When combined with the 73 on-site parking spaces, a total of 88 parking spaces 
are proposed which will maintain the existing number of provided parking spaces on-site. 
 
With the elimination of the connection between the parking lot and the bell tower access drive, 
new traffic operations for drop-off/pick-up during both the morning and afternoon peak hours 
will be established (to be discussed in the next section). The elimination of the cross-connection 
will require the existing traffic to be reassigned to the roadway system in accordance to the 
proposed access system. The reassignment of traffic during the peak hours is illustrated in 
Figure 3.  
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Recommended Operations 
 
The proposed modifications to the parking lot will result in a new operation for drop-off and 
pick-up activities. The following describes the recommended drop-off/pick-up operations for the 
parking lot: 
 
 During both drop-off and pick-up activities, all vehicles should enter the site via the 

access drive on Winnetka Avenue and exit via the Winnetka Avenue access drive or via 
the Linden Street southern access drive. 
 

 During both drop-off and pick-up activities, parents should be instructed to approach the 
access driveway from the east in order to minimize the number of westbound left-turns 
from Winnetka Avenue onto the access drive. 
 

 During drop-offs, all vehicles should continue to drop-off students in the northeast corner 
of the parking lot.  
 

 The Linden Street southern access drive should be physically restricted to one-way 
westbound (exit) traffic only during drop-off/pick-up activities. During the rest of the day 
and on weekends, two-way traffic should be allowed. 
 

 During pick-ups, vehicles should begin queueing on the church side of the parking lot 
(facing south). Parents should continue to display nameplates and students should 
continue to be escorted to their vehicles. Once the first three vehicles in line are loaded, 
vehicles should be released thus allowing the next group of vehicles to proceed south. 
 

 The proposed loading zone can accommodate 14 stacked vehicles. Given the observed 
number of vehicles waiting to pick-up students it is recommended that parking within the 
parking lot be restricted during school hours, therefore providing for six additional 
vehicles that can be accommodated on site along the northeast corner of the parking lot. 
Figure 4 shows the proposed stacking available with the proposed improvements. 
 

 Furthermore, the on-street parking located on the north side of Winnetka Avenue 
between Linden Street and Ridge Avenue should be prohibited during school hours to 
maximize the available storage area for drop-off/pick-up activities. 
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Capacity Analyses  
 
In order to determine the impact the reassignment of traffic will have on the operations of the 
area intersections, capacity analyses were conducted for the weekday morning, weekday 
afternoon and Sunday morning peak hours for the existing traffic conditions and for the 
reassignment of the traffic volumes.  
 
The traffic analyses were performed using the methodologies outlined in the Transportation 
Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 2010 and analyzed using the 
Synchro/Simtraffic 8 computer software.  
 
The analyses for the unsignalized intersections determine the average control delay to vehicles at 
an intersection. Control delay is the elapsed time from a vehicle joining the queue at a stop sign 
(includes the time required to decelerate to a stop) until its departure from the stop sign and 
resumption of free flow speed.  The methodology analyzes each intersection approach controlled 
by a stop sign and considers traffic volumes on all approaches and lane characteristics. 
 
The ability of an intersection to accommodate traffic flow is expressed in terms of level of 
service, which is assigned a letter from A to F based on the average control delay experienced by 
vehicles passing through the intersection.  The Highway Capacity Manual definitions for levels 
of service and the corresponding control delay for signalized intersections and unsignalized 
intersections are included in the Appendix of this report.   
 
Summaries of the traffic analysis results showing the level of service and overall intersection 
delay (measured in seconds) for the existing and projected traffic conditions are presented in 
Tables 1 and 2, respectively. A discussion of the intersections follows. Summary sheets for the 
capacity analyses are included in the Appendix. 
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Table 1 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS – EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 Weekday 

Morning 
Peak Hour 

 Weekday 
Afternoon     
Peak Hour 

 Sunday 
Morning     

Peak Hour 
Intersection LOS Delay  LOS Delay  LOS Delay 
Winnetka Avenue/Hill Road with Linden Street/Indian Hill Road 

 Northbound Approach C 24.6  C 22.0  C 15.0 

 Southbound Approach C 20.2  B 14.2  B 11.8 

 Eastbound Lefts A 2.2  A 1.9  A 2.5 

 Westbound Lefts A 0.1  A 0.1  -- -- 

Winnetka Avenue/Hill Road with Ridge Avenue/Golf Lane 

 Overall C 16.8  B 13.3  A 9.3 

 Northbound Approach A 9.9  A 9.4  A 8.4 

 Southbound Approach B 11.1  A 9.9  A 8.5 

 Eastbound Approach C 19.6  B 14.4  A 9.3 

 Westbound Approach C 16.0  B 13.2  A 9.6 

Winnetka Avenue/Hill Road with Access Drive 

 Southbound Approach C 16.3  B 13.0  B 12.9 

 Eastbound Lefts A 1.4  -- --  A 1.9 

Linden Street with Southern Access Drive 

 Westbound Approach A 9.2  A 9.4  A 9.6 

 Southbound Lefts A 2.6  A 0.4  A 1.9 

Linden Street with Bell Tower Access Drive 

 Westbound Approach A 9.8  A 9.6  A 9.8 

 Southbound Lefts A 1.7  A 2.5  A 2.7 
LOS = Level of Service  
Delay is measured in seconds. 
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Table 2 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS – PROJECTED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 Weekday 

Morning 
Peak Hour 

 Weekday 
Afternoon     
Peak Hour 

 Sunday 
Morning     

Peak Hour 
Intersection LOS Delay  LOS Delay  LOS Delay 
Winnetka Avenue/Hill Road with Linden Street/Indian Hill Road 

 Northbound Approach C 25.2  C 21.3  C 15.0 

 Southbound Approach C 21.2  B 14.0  B 11.8 

 Eastbound Lefts A 2.2  A 1.3  A 2.5 

 Westbound Lefts A 0.1  A 0.1  -- -- 

Winnetka Avenue/Hill Road with Ridge Avenue/Golf Lane 

 Overall C 17.4  B 13.7  A 9.3 

 Northbound Approach B 10.1  A 9.5  A 8.4 

 Southbound Approach B 11.5  B 10.2  A 8.5 

 Eastbound Approach C 20.5  B 15.0  A 9.3 

 Westbound Approach C 16.6  B 13.6  A 9.6 

Winnetka Avenue/Hill Road with Access Drive 

 Southbound Approach C 15.4  B 13.1  B 12.0 

 Eastbound Lefts A 1.8  A 0.9  A 1.6 

Linden Street with Southern Access Drive 

 Westbound Approach A 9.3  A 9.1  A 9.6 

 Southbound Lefts -- --  -- --  A 1.9 

Linden Street with Bell Tower Access Drive 

 Westbound Approach A 9.8  A 9.5  A 9.8 

 Southbound Lefts A 2.4  A 0.9  A 2.5 
LOS = Level of Service 
Delay is measured in seconds. 
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Discussion and Evaluation 
 
The results of the capacity analyses indicate that the intersections currently operate at acceptable 
levels of service during the weekday morning, weekday afternoon and Sunday morning peak 
hours. With the reassignment of traffic due to the elimination of the cross connection between 
the parking lot and the bell tower horseshoe access drive, the intersections are projected to 
continue operating at acceptable levels of service with increases in delay of less than one second. 
As such, the expansion of the church, redevelopment of the parking lot and elimination of the 
cross-connection will have a limited impact on the operations of the area intersections and no 
roadway or traffic control improvements will be necessary.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the preceding evaluation and recommendations, the following conclusions have been 
made: 
 
 The proposed modifications of the parking lot will improve drop-off/pick-up operations 

of the school by reducing internal conflicts between entering and exiting vehicles. 
 

 Allowing vehicles to exit onto Winnetka Avenue and Linden Street will reduce on-site 
queueing and will allow vehicles to travel northbound on Linden Street without turning 
onto Winnetka Avenue. 
 

 Encouraging parents to arrive to the Winnetka Avenue access drive from the east will 
reduce the number of conflict points and enhance the outbound operation. 
 

 Adequate storage will be provided on-site to accommodate the drop-off/pick-up queues. 
Restricting parking on the north side of Winnetka Avenue between Linden Street and 
Ridge Avenue will provide additional storage for loading of students. 
 

 Adequate parking is currently provided and will continue to be provided by the church 
and school to accommodate the parking demand. 
 

 The adjacent studied intersections will continue operating at acceptable levels of service, 
thus indicating that the proposed internal layout and reassignment of traffic will have 
minimal impacts on traffic conditions.    
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LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA 
Signalized Intersections 

 
Level of 
Service 

 
 

Interpretation 

Average Control 
Delay  

(seconds per vehicle)
A 
 
 
 

Favorable progression.  Most vehicles arrive during the 
green indication and travel through the intersection 
without stopping. 

10 

B 
 
 

Good progression, with more vehicles stopping than for 
Level of Service A. 

>10 - 20 

C 
 
 
 

Individual cycle failures (i.e., one or more queued 
vehicles are not able to depart as a result of insufficient 
capacity during the cycle) may begin to appear.  
Number of vehicles stopping is significant, although many 
vehicles still pass through the intersection without 
stopping. 
 

>20 - 35 

D 
 
 
 

The volume-to-capacity ratio is high and either 
progression is ineffective or the cycle length is too long.  
Many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are 
noticeable. 
 

>35 - 55 

E Progression is unfavorable.  The volume-to-capacity ratio 
is high and the cycle length is long.  Individual cycle 
failures are frequent. 
 

>55 - 80 

F The volume-to-capacity ratio is very high, progression is 
very poor and the cycle length is long.  Most cycles fail to 
clear the queue. 

>80.0 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Level of Service Average Total Delay (SEC/VEH) 

A      0 - 10 

B > 10 - 15 

C > 15 - 25 

D > 25 - 35 

E > 35 - 50 

F > 50 
Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, 2010. 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Indian Hill Road/Linden Street & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

AM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 64 393 1 2 350 63 0 3 1 10 2 23
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 86 531 1 3 473 85 0 4 1 14 3 31
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 558 532 1258 1268 532 1229 1226 516
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 558 532 1258 1268 532 1229 1226 516
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 92 100 100 97 100 91 98 94
cM capacity (veh/h) 1023 1045 130 155 552 143 164 563

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 619 561 5 47
Volume Left 86 3 0 14
Volume Right 1 85 1 31
cSH 1023 1045 189 284
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.17
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 2 15
Control Delay (s) 2.2 0.1 24.6 20.2
Lane LOS A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 2.2 0.1 24.6 20.2
Approach LOS C C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Golf Lane/Ridge Avenue & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

AM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 3 385 1 0 329 5 11 0 2 57 2 64
Peak Hour Factor 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78
Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 494 1 0 422 6 14 0 3 73 3 82

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 499 428 17 158
Volume Left (vph) 4 0 14 73
Volume Right (vph) 1 6 3 82
Hadj (s) 0.07 0.02 0.08 -0.22
Departure Headway (s) 5.1 5.2 6.7 6.0
Degree Utilization, x 0.71 0.61 0.03 0.26
Capacity (veh/h) 499 671 442 529
Control Delay (s) 19.6 16.0 9.9 11.1
Approach Delay (s) 19.6 16.0 9.9 11.1
Approach LOS C C A B

Intersection Summary
Delay 16.8
Level of Service C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015

AM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 39 365 376 41 14 39
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 53 493 508 55 19 53
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 564 1134 536
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 564 1134 536
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 91 90
cM capacity (veh/h) 1018 214 549

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 546 564 72
Volume Left 53 0 19
Volume Right 0 55 53
cSH 1018 1700 389
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.33 0.18
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 17
Control Delay (s) 1.4 0.0 16.3
Lane LOS A C
Approach Delay (s) 1.4 0.0 16.3
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Linden Street & Access Drive 12/9/2015

AM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 3 130 13 17 35
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 4 176 18 23 47
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 278 184 193
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 278 184 193
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 705 863 1392

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 4 193 70
Volume Left 0 0 23
Volume Right 4 18 0
cSH 863 1700 1392
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.11 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 1
Control Delay (s) 9.2 0.0 2.6
Lane LOS A A
Approach Delay (s) 9.2 0.0 2.6
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 24.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Linden Street & Bell Tower Entrance Drive 12/9/2015

AM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 5

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 128 1 14 54
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 206 2 23 87
Pedestrians 2
Lane Width (ft) 0.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 342 209 210
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 342 209 210
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 648 836 1373

Direction, Lane # NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 208 110
Volume Left 0 23
Volume Right 2 0
cSH 1700 1373
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 1.7
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 1.7
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Linden Street & Bell Tower Exit Access 12/9/2015

AM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 6

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 35 129 0 0 64
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62
Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 56 208 0 0 103
Pedestrians 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 313 210 210
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 313 210 210
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 682 834 1370

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 65 208 103
Volume Left 8 0 0
Volume Right 56 0 0
cSH 811 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.12 0.06
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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1: Indian Hill Road/Linden Street & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

PM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 50 284 1 2 283 72 1 2 0 9 0 34
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 67 379 1 3 377 96 1 3 0 12 0 45
Pedestrians 12
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 1
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 485 380 989 1003 379 957 956 437
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 485 380 989 1003 379 957 956 437
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 94 100 99 99 100 95 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 1077 1190 199 226 672 222 241 617

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 447 476 4 57
Volume Left 67 3 1 12
Volume Right 1 96 0 45
cSH 1077 1190 216 450
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 1 11
Control Delay (s) 1.9 0.1 22.0 14.2
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 1.9 0.1 22.0 14.2
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Golf Lane/Ridge Avenue & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 1 314 2 2 280 3 10 0 2 36 1 42
Peak Hour Factor 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 436 3 3 389 4 14 0 3 50 1 58

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 440 396 17 110
Volume Left (vph) 1 3 14 50
Volume Right (vph) 3 4 3 58
Hadj (s) 0.03 0.01 0.07 -0.23
Departure Headway (s) 4.8 4.8 6.2 5.7
Degree Utilization, x 0.59 0.53 0.03 0.17
Capacity (veh/h) 724 722 476 555
Control Delay (s) 14.4 13.2 9.4 9.9
Approach Delay (s) 14.4 13.2 9.4 9.9
Approach LOS B B A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 13.3
Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015

PM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 293 328 3 11 27
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 391 437 4 15 36
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 441 830 439
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 441 830 439
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 96 94
cM capacity (veh/h) 1129 343 622

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 391 441 51
Volume Left 0 0 15
Volume Right 0 4 36
cSH 1129 1700 503
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.26 0.10
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 8
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 13.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 13.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Linden Street & Access Drive 12/9/2015
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 1 10 124 7 2 42
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 13 165 9 3 56
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 231 170 175
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 231 170 175
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 98 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 760 879 1414

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 15 175 59
Volume Left 1 0 3
Volume Right 13 9 0
cSH 867 1700 1414
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.10 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.2 0.0 0.4
Lane LOS A A
Approach Delay (s) 9.2 0.0 0.4
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Linden Street & Bell Tower Entrance Drive 12/9/2015
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 107 26 24 55
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 153 37 34 79
Pedestrians 18
Lane Width (ft) 0.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 337 189 208
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 337 189 208
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 646 858 1375

Direction, Lane # NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 190 113
Volume Left 0 34
Volume Right 37 0
cSH 1700 1375
Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 2
Control Delay (s) 0.0 2.5
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.5
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Linden Street & Bell Tower Exit Access 12/9/2015

PM Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 12 107 0 0 74
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70
Hourly flow rate (vph) 7 17 153 0 0 106
Pedestrians 17
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 1
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 276 170 170
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 276 170 170
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 98 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 708 867 1400

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 24 153 106
Volume Left 7 0 0
Volume Right 17 0 0
cSH 813 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.09 0.06
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Indian Hill Road/Linden Street & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

SAT Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 55 149 2 0 189 57 4 0 1 12 1 38
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 72 196 3 0 249 75 5 0 1 16 1 50
Pedestrians 8 3
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 1 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 327 199 687 669 197 633 633 297
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 327 199 687 669 197 633 633 297
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 94 100 98 100 100 96 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 1241 1386 320 358 849 376 376 740

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 271 324 7 67
Volume Left 72 0 5 16
Volume Right 3 75 1 50
cSH 1241 1386 366 593
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.11
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 1 10
Control Delay (s) 2.5 0.0 15.0 11.8
Lane LOS A C B
Approach Delay (s) 2.5 0.0 15.0 11.8
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Golf Lane/Ridge Avenue & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

SAT Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 15 162 3 1 199 14 2 0 0 27 1 49
Peak Hour Factor 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77
Hourly flow rate (vph) 19 210 4 1 258 18 3 0 0 35 1 64

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 234 278 3 100
Volume Left (vph) 19 1 3 35
Volume Right (vph) 4 18 0 64
Hadj (s) 0.02 -0.04 0.20 -0.31
Departure Headway (s) 4.5 4.4 5.4 4.7
Degree Utilization, x 0.29 0.34 0.00 0.13
Capacity (veh/h) 778 792 590 684
Control Delay (s) 9.3 9.6 8.4 8.5
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 9.6 8.4 8.5
Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 9.3
Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015

SAT Existing Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 33 129 202 49 48 44
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 43 170 266 64 63 58
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 330 555 298
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 330 555 298
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 96 87 92
cM capacity (veh/h) 1241 479 746

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 213 330 121
Volume Left 43 0 63
Volume Right 0 64 58
cSH 1241 1700 578
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.19 0.21
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 20
Control Delay (s) 1.9 0.0 12.9
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 1.9 0.0 12.9
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Linden Street & Access Drive 12/9/2015
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 16 11 112 5 11 35
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 14 147 7 14 46
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 226 151 154
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 226 151 154
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 97 98 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 759 901 1439

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 36 154 61
Volume Left 21 0 14
Volume Right 14 7 0
cSH 811 1700 1439
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.09 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 1
Control Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 1.9
Lane LOS A A
Approach Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 1.9
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Page 74



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Linden Street & Bell Tower Entrance Drive 12/9/2015
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 117 3 19 38
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 156 4 25 51
Pedestrians 58
Lane Width (ft) 0.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 317 216 218
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 317 216 218
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 667 829 1364

Direction, Lane # NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 160 76
Volume Left 0 25
Volume Right 4 0
cSH 1700 1364
Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 2.7
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.7
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 15.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Linden Street & Bell Tower Exit Access 12/9/2015
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 4 15 117 0 0 53
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 20 156 0 0 71
Pedestrians 55
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 5
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 282 211 211
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 282 211 211
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 97 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 680 796 1309

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 25 156 71
Volume Left 5 0 0
Volume Right 20 0 0
cSH 768 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.09 0.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 64 406 1 2 353 63 0 3 1 10 2 20
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 86 549 1 3 477 85 0 4 1 14 3 27
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 562 550 1276 1290 549 1251 1248 520
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 562 550 1276 1290 549 1251 1248 520
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 92 100 100 97 100 90 98 95
cM capacity (veh/h) 1019 1030 127 151 539 138 160 560

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 636 565 5 43
Volume Left 86 3 0 14
Volume Right 1 85 1 27
cSH 1019 1030 184 265
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.16
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 2 14
Control Delay (s) 2.2 0.1 25.2 21.2
Lane LOS A A D C
Approach Delay (s) 2.2 0.1 25.2 21.2
Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 3 385 1 0 329 5 11 0 2 57 2 81
Peak Hour Factor 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78
Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 494 1 0 422 6 14 0 3 73 3 104

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 499 428 17 179
Volume Left (vph) 4 0 14 73
Volume Right (vph) 1 6 3 104
Hadj (s) 0.07 0.02 0.08 -0.27
Departure Headway (s) 5.2 5.3 6.8 6.0
Degree Utilization, x 0.72 0.63 0.03 0.30
Capacity (veh/h) 499 659 434 533
Control Delay (s) 20.5 16.6 10.1 11.5
Approach Delay (s) 20.5 16.6 10.1 11.5
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 17.4
Level of Service C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 427 376 0 14 39
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 577 508 0 19 53
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 508 1085 508
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 508 1085 508
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 92 91
cM capacity (veh/h) 1067 242 569

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 577 508 72
Volume Left 0 0 19
Volume Right 0 0 53
cSH 1700 1700 419
Volume to Capacity 0.34 0.30 0.17
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 15
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 15.4
Lane LOS C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 15.4
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 52 389 376 58 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 70 526 508 78 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 586 1214 547
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 586 1214 547
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 93 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 998 188 541

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 596 586
Volume Left 70 0
Volume Right 0 78
cSH 998 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.34
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0
Control Delay (s) 1.8 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 1.8 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Linden Street & Access Drive 12/9/2015

AM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 25 130 0 0 32
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 34 176 0 0 43
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 219 176 176
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 219 176 176
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 96 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 774 873 1413

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 34 176 43
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 34 0 0
cSH 873 1700 1413
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.10 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.3 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 16.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Linden Street & Bell Tower Entrance Drive 12/9/2015

AM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 5

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 150 1 14 34
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 242 2 23 55
Pedestrians 2
Lane Width (ft) 0.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 345 245 246
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 345 245 246
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 645 799 1332

Direction, Lane # NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 244 77
Volume Left 0 23
Volume Right 2 0
cSH 1700 1332
Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 2.4
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.4
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Linden Street & Bell Tower Exit Access 12/9/2015

AM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 6

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 2 13 150 0 0 46
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62
Hourly flow rate (vph) 3 21 242 0 0 74
Pedestrians 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 318 244 244
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 318 244 244
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 97 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 678 798 1332

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 24 242 74
Volume Left 3 0 0
Volume Right 21 0 0
cSH 780 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.14 0.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Indian Hill Road/Linden Street & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

PM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 34 307 1 2 283 72 1 2 0 9 0 34
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 45 409 1 3 377 96 1 3 0 12 0 45
Pedestrians 12
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 1
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 485 411 977 991 410 945 944 437
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 485 411 977 991 410 945 944 437
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 96 100 99 99 100 95 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 1077 1159 206 235 646 230 250 617

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 456 476 4 57
Volume Left 45 3 1 12
Volume Right 1 96 0 45
cSH 1077 1159 224 456
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 1 11
Control Delay (s) 1.3 0.1 21.3 14.0
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 1.3 0.1 21.3 14.0
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Golf Lane/Ridge Avenue & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

PM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 1 314 2 2 280 3 10 0 2 36 1 61
Peak Hour Factor 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 436 3 3 389 4 14 0 3 50 1 85

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 440 396 17 136
Volume Left (vph) 1 3 14 50
Volume Right (vph) 3 4 3 85
Hadj (s) 0.03 0.01 0.07 -0.30
Departure Headway (s) 4.9 4.9 6.3 5.6
Degree Utilization, x 0.60 0.54 0.03 0.21
Capacity (veh/h) 709 706 463 561
Control Delay (s) 15.0 13.6 9.5 10.2
Approach Delay (s) 15.0 13.6 9.5 10.2
Approach LOS B B A B

Intersection Summary
Delay 13.7
Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015

PM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 323 328 0 11 27
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 431 437 0 15 36
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 437 868 437
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 437 868 437
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 95 94
cM capacity (veh/h) 1133 325 623

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 431 437 51
Volume Left 0 0 15
Volume Right 0 0 36
cSH 1700 1700 493
Volume to Capacity 0.25 0.26 0.10
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 9
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 13.1
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 13.1
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015

PM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 23 317 329 22 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 31 423 439 29 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 468 937 453
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 468 937 453
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1104 288 611

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 453 468
Volume Left 31 0
Volume Right 0 29
cSH 1104 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.28
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.9 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Linden Street & Access Drive 12/9/2015

PM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 1 10 108 0 0 42
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 13 144 0 0 56
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 200 144 144
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 200 144 144
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 99 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 793 909 1451

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 15 144 56
Volume Left 1 0 0
Volume Right 13 0 0
cSH 897 1700 1451
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.08 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.1 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.1 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 15.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Linden Street & Bell Tower Entrance Drive 12/9/2015

PM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 5

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 107 10 7 53
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 153 14 10 76
Pedestrians 18
Lane Width (ft) 0.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 274 178 185
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 274 178 185
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 715 870 1402

Direction, Lane # NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 167 86
Volume Left 0 10
Volume Right 14 0
cSH 1700 1402
Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.9
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.9
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 12.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Linden Street & Bell Tower Exit Access 12/9/2015

PM Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 6

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 12 107 0 0 55
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70
Hourly flow rate (vph) 7 17 153 0 0 79
Pedestrians 17
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 1
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 248 170 170
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 248 170 170
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 98 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 734 867 1400

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 24 153 79
Volume Left 7 0 0
Volume Right 17 0 0
cSH 823 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.09 0.05
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.5 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.5 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Indian Hill Road/Linden Street & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

SAT Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 54 150 2 0 189 57 4 0 1 12 1 38
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 71 197 3 0 249 75 5 0 1 16 1 50
Pedestrians 8 3
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 1 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 327 200 686 667 199 631 631 297
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 327 200 686 667 199 631 631 297
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 94 100 98 100 100 96 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 1241 1384 321 359 847 377 377 740

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 271 324 7 67
Volume Left 71 0 5 16
Volume Right 3 75 1 50
cSH 1241 1384 367 594
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.11
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 1 9
Control Delay (s) 2.5 0.0 15.0 11.8
Lane LOS A B B
Approach Delay (s) 2.5 0.0 15.0 11.8
Approach LOS B B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Golf Lane/Ridge Avenue & Winnetka Avenue 12/9/2015

SAT Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 15 162 3 1 199 14 2 0 0 27 1 51
Peak Hour Factor 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77
Hourly flow rate (vph) 19 210 4 1 258 18 3 0 0 35 1 66

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 234 278 3 103
Volume Left (vph) 19 1 3 35
Volume Right (vph) 4 18 0 66
Hadj (s) 0.02 -0.04 0.20 -0.32
Departure Headway (s) 4.5 4.4 5.4 4.7
Degree Utilization, x 0.29 0.34 0.00 0.13
Capacity (veh/h) 777 790 589 685
Control Delay (s) 9.3 9.6 8.4 8.5
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 9.6 8.4 8.5
Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 9.3
Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015

SAT Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 163 202 0 48 44
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 214 266 0 63 58
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 266 480 266
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 266 480 266
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 88 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 1310 548 778

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 214 266 121
Volume Left 0 0 63
Volume Right 0 0 58
cSH 1700 1700 638
Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.16 0.19
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 17
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: Winnetka Avenue & Access Drive 12/9/2015

SAT Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 34 177 201 51 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 45 233 264 67 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 332 620 298
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 332 620 298
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 96 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1239 438 746

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 278 332
Volume Left 45 0
Volume Right 0 67
cSH 1239 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.20
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0
Control Delay (s) 1.6 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 1.6 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Linden Street & Access Drive 12/9/2015

SAT Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 16 11 111 5 11 35
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 14 146 7 14 46
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 224 149 153
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 224 149 153
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 97 98 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 761 903 1440

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 36 153 61
Volume Left 21 0 14
Volume Right 14 7 0
cSH 813 1700 1440
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.09 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 1
Control Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 1.9
Lane LOS A A
Approach Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 1.9
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Linden Street & Bell Tower Entrance Drive 12/9/2015

SAT Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 5

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 117 2 17 38
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 156 3 23 51
Pedestrians 58
Lane Width (ft) 0.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 311 215 217
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 311 215 217
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 674 830 1365

Direction, Lane # NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 159 73
Volume Left 0 23
Volume Right 3 0
cSH 1700 1365
Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 2.5
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.5
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 15.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Linden Street & Bell Tower Exit Access 12/9/2015

SAT Projected Peak Hour  12/9/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
BSM Page 6

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 4 15 117 0 0 51
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 20 156 0 0 68
Pedestrians 55
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 5
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 279 211 211
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 279 211 211
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 97 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 682 796 1309

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 25 156 68
Volume Left 5 0 0
Volume Right 20 0 0
cSH 769 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.09 0.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Memorandum 

To: Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals 

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

Date: January 4, 2016 

Re: Traffic and Parking Evaluation – Saints Faith, Hope, and Charity Proposed 

Special Use  

The Village of Winnetka has received an application to permit a Special Use at Saints Faith, 
Hope, & Charity – 190 Linden Street. The proposed development consists of expanding the 
building by adding approximately 5,400 square feet of additional program and storage space, 
and modifications to the parking lot to improve traffic flow and appearance of the site 
 
The Village Code requires that certain findings must be satisfied for the approval of a Special 
Use. These findings include 1) 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 ways; and 2) that adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other 
facilities necessary to the operation of the special use exist or are to be provided. To 
demonstrate that these conditions have been satisfied, the applicant has engaged KLOA, Inc., 
a traffic engineering firm, to complete a traffic and parking study for the property. I have 
reviewed this study, dated December 11, 2015, and offer the following comments: 
 
1) On whether 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 ways. 
The proposed construction program also includes a redevelopment of the existing on-site 
parking are to the south of the building. The redevelopment consolidates access to the parking 
lot by severing the connection from the circular driveway on Linden Street, and by providing 
separated one-way drives for ingress and egress along Hill Road. Parking is consolidated, and 
internal landscaping and channelization improvements clarify expected vehicular and 
pedestrian movements within and adjacent to the parking lot. KLOA analyzed the expected 
impacts of the proposed project on traffic patterns both within the parking lot and on the 
adjacent street system. These analyses are based on existing traffic counts and observations 
performed Thursday, November 12, and Sunday, November 15, 2015, and on re-assignment 
of existing traffic and parking patterns based on the proposed driveway and parking lot 
configurations. 
 
For the adjacent public street system, the impact of the proposed improvements is minimal, 
according to KLOA's calculations, and no significant modifications or improvements are 
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needed to address on-street traffic flow or congestion. KLOA has suggested that parents be 
encouraged to approach the south parking lot from the east on Hill Road, rather than from the 
west, to avoid creating conflicting left-turn backups. Consideration should be given to 
restricting left turns from the parking lot exit during peak hours, should encouragement not be 
sufficient to protect against "left-turn-lock". 
 
Internal circulation within the parking lot is expected to be improved by consolidating the 
number of entrance/exit points and by better channelizing traffic movements. KLOA has 
made recommendations for the pick-up/drop-off periods, contained on page 12 of their report. 
These recommendations should be adopted and implemented. 
I do have one concern, which should be investigated further, related to the stacking capacity of 
the parking lot in comparison with the existing conditions, particularly for the afternoon pick-
up period. KLOA's description of this activity indicates current stacking capacity for 24 
vehicles (page 5) and proposed stacking capacity for 14 vehicles with a possibility of 
accommodating up to 20 vehicles if parking restrictions are implemented. It is my 
recommendation that this additional capacity be accommodated, but to do so requires 
identifying both the specific nature of the parking restrictions, and their impact on parking 
capacity. 
 
2) On whether adequate parking, access roads, and other facilities necessary to the operation 
of the special use exist or are to be provided. 
The property currently provides a total of 227 parking spaces. 88 of these spaces (38.8%) are 
provided in a surface parking lot located on the property, and the remaining 139 parking 
spaces (61.2%) are located on Village-owned streets on the west, south, and east sides of the 
property. KLOA conducted parking counts during the two most heavily attended Sunday 
morning masses, at 9:15am and 10:45am. These counts were obtained on Sunday, November 
15, 2015. KLOA has indicated that the peak parking occupancy occurred during the 9:15am 
mass, and totaled 189 vehicles. Thus, the existing parking supply appears adequate, based on 
this single count.  
 
The proposed redevelopment of the onsite parking lot will result in the loss of 15 parking 
spaces. The applicant proposes to replace these lost parking spaces by creating 15 diagonal 
parking spaces in the existing grass parkway on the west side of Linden Street adjacent to the 
grass athletic field. KLOA has represented that the proposed expansion "is not expected to 
increase the family membership of the church or increase the student population of the school" 
(see p. 10 of their report). As a result, the proposed development appears to provide sufficient 
parking for the expected demand. It should be noted, however, that the 15 proposed 
replacement spaces would be located on Village-owned right of way, which would increase 
the percentage of parking located on Village rights-of-way to 67.8%. Since the property is 
located within a residential area, consideration should be given to mitigating any potential 
impacts from the on-street parking on the residential character of the adjoining properties.  
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Finally, it should be noted that the traffic and parking study is silent on any traffic or parking 
impacts that might be associated with replacing the existing grass field on the west side of 
Linden Street with an all-purpose synthetic turf field. If this project is part of the proposed 
application, the study should be revised to examine any potential associated impacts. 
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From: Mazzocco, Katherine
To: aklaassen@winnitka.org; Brian Norkus
Cc: Ray Mazzocco (rjmazz@comcast.net); katherine.mazzocco@gmail.com
Subject: Comments to Faith Hope & Charity Project
Date: Monday, January 11, 2016 12:13:43 PM

Thanks for getting back to me so quickly with your contact information.  I know that the Zoning
Board of Appeals meeting is tonight and the Design Review Board for this project is scheduled for
1/21.
 
My husband Ray and I have lived directly across from the church at 180 Linden Street for 30 years
and we have enjoyed having the church as a neighbor.  The proposed addition to the church sounds
wonderful but I am concerned with the plans for additional parking in the area where the playing
field is.
 
There are already three places where cars come in and out at Faith Hope in that short area of
Linden, combined with parallel and diagonal parking.  Linden Street is a direct road into town and
many cars turn from Hill onto Linden.   I understand that Faith Hope would like to add more parking
at the field via a circle drive kind of configuration.  That would add 2 more places where cars come
in and out.  That seems very dangerous for pedestrians and for cars parking or driving through.
 Faith Hope has students using the field and the traffic would make it more dangerous for that
usage.
 
We go to Kenilworth Union Church and there is no parking there.  We have parked in the
neighborhood and walked to church.  I think that it would be better for Faith Hope to rely on the
neighborhood for the additional 20 parking spaces.  Right now, even on very busy church day like
Easter, street parking usage only spans a block or 2.  There is more capacity and would be much
safer than 5 ingress/egress spots in a small area.
 
Thanks.  I look forward to hearing how the zoning and design review goes.  I did share my concerns
about the parking plan with the church.
 
____________________________________________________

Katherine B. Mazzocco | Senior Vice President | Community Development Lending

BMO Harris Bank | US Commercial Real Estate

115 S. LaSalle St-20W | Chicago, IL 60603

Katherine.mazzocco@bmo.com

(T) 312-461-2797| (M) 312-350-8781

Visit us at https://www.bmoharris.com/main/commercial

 

We’re here to help.

 
This email and its attachments are confidential. Any unauthorized use or disclosure is prohibited. If you receive this email in

error, please notify me by reply email and permanently delete the original without making any copies or disclosing its

contents.
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To: Plan Commission    

From: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development 

Date: January 20, 2016 

Re: Consideration of Special Use Permit for fast food restaurant to locate within the 

Retail Overlay District at 1009 Green Bay Road   

The attached application describes the proposed use of 1009 Green Bay Road, proposed to be 

occupied by a Domino’s restaurant.  The subject property is located within the Village’s C2 

Commercial Retail Overlay District, which requires certain uses to be evaluated under the 

Special Use Permit process.  The proposed use is classified under the zoning code as a “fast 

food restaurant” and thus requires a Special Use Permit due to the fact that food is primarily 

prepared for delivery and take-out service.   

Retail Overlay District background - The Retail Overlay District was established in 1987 out 

of concern about the viability of the business districts as a whole if non-retail occupancies 

were allowed to proliferate and occupy significant areas within retail shopping districts.  At 

the time of adoption there was a concern about the possible proliferation of real estate offices 

and financial institutions. 

The Village Zoning Ordinance describes the purpose of the Retail Overlay District, and its 

restrictions on non-retail uses as being    

“to encourage retailing of comparison shopping goods and personal services compatible with 

such retailing on ground floor in order to encourage a clustering of such uses, to provide for a 
wide variety of retail shops and expose such shops to maximum foot traffic, while keeping 
such traffic in concentrated (yet well distinguished) channels throughout the district.” 

A map of the C2 Retail Overlay District is included as Figure 1 on the following page. 

Current application - The applicant proposes to occupy an existing ground floor space located 

at northern border of the Village, and the periphery of the Village’s Hubbard Woods Business 

District.    As described in the accompanying narrative, the applicant currently maintains an 

existing restaurant within the Hubbard Woods Plaza development in Glencoe.   The proposed 

Winnetka location would replace the current Glencoe location which is inadequately sized for 

Domino’s modern space requirements.    

The applicant has supplied a parking study addressing both the availability of parking in the 

vicinity, as well as addressing the impact of the proposed use on traffic circulation.    The 

study evaluates the impact of peak traffic and peak parking conditions, and concluded that the 

proposed use will not have a negative impact on traffic flow or parking availability. 

Village Engineer Steve Saunders has reviewed the parking and traffic study and has issued a 

memorandum, agreeing with the methodology of the study and its conclusions that there not 

be a negative impact on parking or traffic. 
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In April 2015 the Village Council adopted Ordinance MC-3-2015, which amended the Village 

Zoning Code to streamline the zoning approval process for Special Use Permits within C2 

Retail Overlay District.  Under revised procedures, such requests no longer require an 

appearance before both the ZBA and Plan Commission, with such requests resting solely with 

the Plan Commission.   

Final approval remains subject to approval by the Village Council. 

   

Figure 1. OVERLAY DISTRICT – Hubbard Woods Business District  

 

  

SITE 
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Plan Commission Standards for evaluation of Non-retail occupancies in the C2 Retail Overlay 

District 

 

Any application to establish a Special Use listed in Section 17.46.010 Table of Uses to be 

located on the ground floor in the C-2 Overlay District must establish in detail how the 

proposed occupancy and its operation will be in compliance with the following standards: 

 

1. That the establishment, maintenance, and operation of the Special Use will not be 

detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general 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; 

 

3. That the establishment of 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; 

 

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; 

 

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;  

 

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

other village ordinances and codes; 

 

7. The proposed special use at the proposed location will encourage, facilitate and enhance 

the continuity, concentration, and pedestrian nature of the area in a manner similar to that 

of retail uses of a comparison shopping nature; 

 

8. Proposed street frontages providing access to or visibility for one or more special uses 

shall provide for a minimum interruption in the existing and potential continuity and 

concentration of retail uses of a comparison shopping nature; 

 

9. The proposed special use at the proposed location will provide for display windows, 

facades, signage and lighting similar in nature and compatible with that provided by retail 

uses of a comparison shipping nature; 

 

10. If a project or building has, proposes or contemplates a mix of retail, office and service-

type uses, and the retail portions of the project or building shall be located adjacent to the 

sidewalk. The minimum frontage for each retail use adjacent to the sidewalk shall be 

twenty (20) feet with a minimum gross floor area of four hundred (400) square feet. In 

addition, such retail space shall be devoted to active retail merchandising which maintains 

typical and customary hours of operation;  
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11. The proposed location and operation of the proposed special use shall not significantly 

diminish the availability of parking for district clientele wishing to patronize existing retail 

businesses of a comparison shopping nature. 

 

 

 

RESOLUTION 

 

 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Winnetka Plan Commission 

finds that the proposed Special Use Permit application for the property at 1009 Green 

Bay Road (is/is not) consistent with the standards for Special Use Permits. 

 

Passed by a vote of         in favor and         opposed. 

 

 

Date: January 27, 2016   
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Dear Village Planner and Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I respectfully request a “Special Use Permit” for the purpose of relocating my Domino’s Pizza store to 

1009 Green Bay Rd. Winnetka, IL. 60093. 

Let me begin by stating that I currently operate this store across the street at The Hubbard Woods 

Shopping center and have done so since October 1994. The store was opened in 1987 by the gentleman 

that I purchased it from.  I began my career ten years early making this my 32nd year in the business.  I 

currently own and operate 12 stores with our 13th set to open in late December 2015. 

Domino’s  has been in business since 1960 and has gone through a transformation over the last few 

years starting in late 2009 and early 2010 with a complete revamp of our product lines.  This part of the 

transformation was heralded by many business pundits because of our openness to air our failures in 

meeting customer expectations with regards to our product quality and more importantly the changes 

that were made in improving the quality and variety of our food products.  This has prompted us to drop 

the word Pizza from our name.  We are now just Domino’s. 

The next part if the transformation was with our people and the training they received around customer 

service and hospitality.  Since the early days, Domino’s Pizza was 95% delivery with very few customers 

coming to our stores.  Customers attitude have changed and today they want to see their food being 

prepared and engage the people who are making if for them.   

The last part of this transformation is the physical buildings.  Our reimage at the turn of the century 

closed up our stores and did not allow for the customers to view what was happening behind the 

scenes.  See Exhibit 1.  Today that has changed.  By 2017 all Domino’s stores will be Pizza Theater stores. 

See Exhibit 2, 3, and 4.  This re-image design came from global input of franchisees, competitive 

benchmarking, and the expertise of professional design firms.   The Pizza Theater design provides more 

than modern finishes to an old pizza place.  It puts a non-traditional spin on our layout offering a more 

interactive customer/Team member experience targeted to elevate the brand and support our growing 

carry out business.  The result is a redesigned store that drives greater customer engagement. 

Domino’s is an extremely strong franchisor and holds us to very high standards.  We have 3 to 5 

unannounced visits each year that score our stores in areas of Product, Safety, Training, Store condition, 

and Service metrics on a 1 to 5 star rating scale.  I am happy to say that this store constantly scores a 

solid 4 star with its only loss of points coming from store condition because we have not yet re-imaged.  

After relocation we will have a solid 5 star operation. Because of this, I believe that we will “not be 

detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare of the 

community”. 

As for the effect of our operations on property in our immediate vicinity and their values, we are 

budgeting between $300,000.00 and $350,000.00 in both new equipment and leasehold improvements 

for this store.  We pride ourselves on being great corporate citizens that contribute to our communities 

both as an employer and as a support to the schools and community programs that involve children.   

Pizza is a great motivator for kids.   
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Our request for this special use permit will not impede the normal and orderly development or 

improvement to other properties in the immediate area because of our commitment to be a positive 

influence in the area.  We have served the Winnetka community from our Glencoe address for over 30 

years.  We would like to become part of the community. 

As for what measures we are taking to address congestion of the public ways; I have organized the 

layout of our store to have all delivery drivers exit and enter from our rear door where it is 

approximately 15 steps to the public parking garage.  All Drivers will be required to park in the garage 

leaving street parking for customers.  Along the north side of our building are 9 spaces that have 15 

minute limits as well as spaces in the front of the store.  Our make and bake time on a carry out order in 

10 to 12 minutes ensuring that our customers will not tie up public parking.  Also during our walk 

through it was pointed out that some changes to our exterior would have to be made for public safety 

which we whole heartedly agree with and will do.   

With the public parking lot we will have more than enough parking. Reviews of the utilities at the site 

prove that there are sufficient utilities to meet our needs and would not burden our neighbors.  

It is my belief that this request for Special use will in all other aspects conform to the regulations, 

ordinances, and codes of the Village of Winnetka. As well as bring in a leading corporate citizen to the 

community. 

Our proposed request will, I believe, actually enhance and encourage the pedestrian nature of the area 

because of the openness of our store front.  With our theater design we invite our customers to observe 

the entire process of making and baking their dinner.   

The site of our proposed Special use permit will see no interruption in its existing retail uses.  We are 

requesting no changes to the building, with the exception of a railing that we will be adding for safety.  A 

single sign in the monument out front of the space will be our only sign.  See exhibit 5.   Our soffit and 

soft lighting seen from the street will show case our store as an open inviting space to come in and “Pick 

up dinner”.   Since very few of our customers actually visit our store with 75+% of our business being 

delivered to our customer’s door, the few that come, will have easy access from street parking while 

they do their banking or other needed shopping. 

As for our meeting of the minimum frontage for retail space, we are locating to an existing site that has 

been a retail store. I believe we meet these minimum standards.  Our Store hours are 10:30am to 

Midnight Sunday through Thursday and 10:30am to 1:00am Friday and Saturday.  We close our carry out 

for pick up at 10 pm. 

And finally as for our impact to the area parking and how it might impact the existing retail businesses 

and their clientele, according to the KLOA parking study provided, we will have in excess of 180 spaces 

available during our busiest time. 

Thank you  

Ray J Montez 
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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 

 
MEMORANDUM TO: Ray Montez 
    NRJM, Inc. 
     
FROM:   Javier Millan 

Senior Consultant 
 
Luay Aboona, PE 

    Principal 
 
DATE:    December 11, 2015 
 
SUBJECT:   Parking Evaluation  

Proposed Domino’s Pizza Relocation 
    Winnetka, Illinois 
 
At your request, Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) has conducted a parking 
evaluation for the proposed occupancy by the existing Domino’s Pizza on 67 Green Bay Road, 
Glencoe, Illinois to 1009 Green Bay Road (within the Hubbard Woods Court strip center) in 
Winnetka, Illinois.  The Domino’s Pizza will have no more than five employees at any given 
time (including three to four delivery drivers) and the hours of operation are Sunday through 
Thursday from 10:30 A.M. to 12:00 A.M. and Friday through Saturday from 10:30 A.M. to 1:00 
A.M.  The restaurant has truck deliveries twice a week between 3:00 A.M. and 6:00 A.M.  No 
indoor or outdoor seating is provided as all of the business is delivery or take out.  The future 
parking needs of the employees and customers are expected to be satisfied by the existing on-
street and off-street parking within the Hubbard Woods Business District. 
 
The purpose of this parking impact study was to determine the availability of the public parking 
within the immediate area and compare it with the expected parking demand of the Domino’s 
Pizza. 
 
 
Existing Conditions 

 
The site will be located at 1009 Green Bay Road within the Hubbard Woods Court strip center in 
Winnetka.  Land uses in the area are mainly retail and service.  The site is near the Hubbard Woods 
train station, which is located approximately 530 feet southeast and is currently served by a Village 
of Winnetka two-story public parking structure that provides approximately 223 parking spaces.  
The upper level contains approximately 115 parking spaces that are signed for Zone A (employee 
parking) or two hour parking from 10:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.  The lower level contains 
approximately 108 parking spaces that are signed for Zone C (commuter parking) or two hour 
parking from 10:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.  In addition to this public lot, Scott Avenue provides on-
street parking on the north and south sides from Green Bay Road west to the access drive into the 
public structure, Green Bay Road between Scott Avenue and Tower Court and Tower Court 
between Green Bay Road and the access drive to the parking structure lower level.  Figure 1 shows 
an aerial view of the site and the study area.   
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Existing Parking Characteristics 
 
In order to determine the availability of parking within close proximity to the site, a parking survey of the 
public lot (per level) and the on-street parking spaces on Scott Avenue, Green Bay Road and Tower Court 
was conducted.  The surveys were conducted every 15 minutes on Friday December 4 and Saturday 
December 5 from 5:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M.  These times were chosen to coincide with the busiest times for 
pick-up and delivery of the Domino’s Pizza.  Table 1 shows the survey area parking inventory while Table 2 
summarizes the parking demand and availability of the parking spaces within the study area.  The results of 
the parking surveys of the public parking lot and the on-street parking per side are summarized in the 
Appendix. 

 
Table1 
SURVEY AREA PARKING INVENTORY 

Location 

              

Block Side Capacity 
15-min. 
spaces 

2 hour 
spaces 

90-min 
spaces Parking Regulation 

1 Scott Avenue North 7 3 4 0 
Two hour parking 
9:00 A.M. – 5:30 P.M. 

(Green Bay Road to 
Public Lot Drive) South 3 0 0 3 

90 minute parking 
8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. 

2 Green Bay Road East 7 0 0 7 
90 minute parking 
8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. 

(Scott Avenue  
to Tower Court) West 9 0 0 9 

90 minute parking 
8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. 

3 
Tower Court North 0 0 0 0 No parking anytime 
(Green Bay Road  
to Public Lot Drive) South 12 0 12 0 

Two-hour parking  
8:00 A.M. - 6:00 P.M. 

4 Public Lot 
Upper 
Level 115 0 115 0 

Zone A parking (8:00 to 
10:30 A.M.) and two 
hour parking (10:30 
A.M. to 6:00 P.M.) 

Lower 
Level 108 0 108 0 

Zone C parking (8:00 to 
10:30 A.M. M-F) and 
two hour parking (10:30 
A.M. to 6:00 P.M.) 

Total 261 3 239 19   
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Table 2 
SUMMARY OF PARKING OCCUPANCY SURVEY 
  Friday December 4, 2015  Saturday December 5, 2015 
Time  Occupied Available  Occupied Available 

5:00 P.M.  78 183  55 206 

5:15 P.M.  74 187  52 209 

5:30 P.M.  72 189  51 210 

5:45 P.M.  72 189  52 209 

6:00 P.M.  73 188  51 210 

6:15 P.M.  74 187  59 202 

6:30 P.M.  73 188  67 194 

6:45 P.M.  61 200  63 198 

7:00 P.M.  67 194  65 196 
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Proposed Development 
 
As proposed, the Domino’s Pizza restaurant will occupy the north endcap building of the Hubbard Woods 
Court strip center.  The Domino’s Pizza will have no more than five employees at any given time 
(including three to four delivery drivers).  The hours of operation are Sunday through Thursday 
from 10:30 A.M. to 12:00 A.M. and Friday through Saturday from 10:30 A.M. to 1:00 A.M.  
The restaurant has truck deliveries twice a week between 3:00 A.M. and 6:00 A.M.  No indoor or 
outdoor seating is provided as all of the business is delivery or take out.   
 
Based on data of seven consecutive days (Monday through Sunday), the Domino’s Pizza 
experiences the busiest hours during 5:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. period with 30 percent of their 
business being carry-out and the remaining 70 percent being delivery.  Further inspection of the 
data indicated that Friday experienced its heaviest demand with eight carry outs and 38 deliveries 
at 6:00 P.M.  The seven day data is included in the Appendix. 
 
Given this information, it is anticipated that the maximum parking demand generated by the 
proposed Domino’s Pizza will be five vehicles (employees) and eight vehicles for carry outs.  As 
can be seen from Table 2, there are over 185 parking spaces available in the immediate area during 
the 6:00 to 7:00 P.M. hour.  These number of available parking spaces can easily accommodate the 
projected peak parking demand of the Domino’s Pizza.  Although, the number of available parking 
spaces within close proximity will be adequate to accommodate the future parking demand, 
consideration should be given to converting the three spaces on the south side of Scott Avenue to 
15-minute (similar to the spaces on the north side of Scott Avenue) in order to ensure quick turnover 
parking is readily available for carry-out customers.   
 
 
Conclusion    
 
Based on the results of the parking surveys, adequate parking supply exists in the vicinity of the 
proposed Domino’s Pizza to accommodate the anticipated projected peak parking demand of five 
employees and eight carry-out customers.  The combination of available unoccupied on-street 
parking spaces and off-street parking spaces in the adjacent public parking lots will ensure that the 
parking needs of the proposed Domino’s Pizza as well as other vacant storefronts within the area 
will be met even under the conservative scenario with a parking demand of up to 13 spaces. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Domino’s Pizza Parking Study in Winnetka December 11 2015 jm lra 
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Table 3 
PARKING OCCUPANCY (FRIDAY, DECEMBER 4, 2015) 

   Number of Spaces Occupied 

Location Side 
 

Capacity 
5:00 
P.M. 

5:15 
P.M. 

5:30 
P.M. 

5:45 
P.M. 

6:00 
P.M. 

6:15 
P.M. 

6:30 
P.M. 

6:45 
P.M. 

7:00 
P.M. 

1 North 7 4 5 7 5 5 7 7 6 6 
South 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 

2 East 7 5 4 3 6 5 6 6 6 6 
West 9 6 4 6 4 5 4 6 2 7 

3 North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South 12 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 

Upper 
Level 

 
115 28 33 26 31 32 29 27 22 22 

Lower 
Level 

 
108 30 25 26 24 23 25 25 22 23 

 
 
 

Table 4 
PARKING OCCUPANCY (SATURDAY, DECEMBER 5, 2015) 

   Number of Spaces Occupied 

Location Side 
 

Capacity 
5:00 
P.M. 

5:15 
P.M. 

5:30 
P.M. 

5:45 
P.M. 

6:00 
P.M. 

6:15 
P.M. 

6:30 
P.M. 

6:45 
P.M. 

7:00 
P.M. 

1 North 7 2 2 3 3 4 6 7 6 6 
South 3 2 1 1 2 3 3 3 2 3 

2 East 7 3 4 4 6 4 7 7 7 7 
West 9 2 1 1 1 2 2 4 4 4 

3 North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 

Upper 
Level 

 
115 27 24 24 23 22 26 28 28 28 

Lower 
Level 

 
108 19 20 18 17 16 15 18 16 17 
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Domino’s Pizza Data 
Monday 11-16  Tuesday 11-17  Wednesday 11-18 

Time Carry-
Out 

 
Delivery 

Hourly 
Total 

 Time Carry-
Out 

 
Delivery

Hourly 
Total 

 Time Carry-
Out 

 
Delivery

Hourly 
Total 

10:00 AM 2 1 3  10:00 AM 0 0 0  10:00 AM 0 0 0 
11:00 AM 4 2 6  11:00 AM 1 7 8  11:00 AM 3 2 5 
12:00 PM 5 1 6  12:00 PM 1 1 2  12:00 PM 6 1 7 
1:00 PM 1 1 2  1:00 PM 1 1 2  1:00 PM 5 2 7 
2:00 PM 3 0 3  2:00 PM 2 1 3  2:00 PM 0 1 1 
3:00 PM 0 0 0  3:00 PM 1 4 5  3:00 PM 0 2 2 
4:00 PM 0 0 0  4:00 PM 2 4 6  4:00 PM 4 6 10 
5:00 PM 0 8 8  5:00 PM 2 10 12  5:00 PM 2 8 10 
6:00 PM 7 4 11  6:00 PM 3 8 11  6:00 PM 5 9 14 
7:00 PM 7 2 9  7:00 PM 4 3 7  7:00 PM 2 5 7 
8:00 PM 0 1 1  8:00 PM 2 2 4  8:00 PM 2 0 2 
9:00 PM 1 3 4  9:00 PM 1 1 2  9:00 PM 0 3 3 
Daily Total 30 23 53  10:00 PM 1 1 2  10:00 PM 0 1 1 
     Daily Total 21 43 64  11:00 PM 0 1 1 
          Daily Total 29 41 70 
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Domino’s Pizza Data (Continuation) 
Thursday 11-19  Friday 11-20  Saturday 11-21 

Time Carry-
Out 

 
Delivery 

Hourly 
Total 

 Time Carry-
Out 

 
Delivery

Hourly 
Total 

 Time Carry-
Out 

 
Delivery

Hourly 
Total 

10:00 AM 1 0 1  10:00 AM 0 0 0  10:00 AM 0 0 0 
11:00 AM 2 1 3  11:00 AM 4 4 8  11:00 AM 2 2 4 
12:00 PM 6 2 8  12:00 PM 6 4 10  12:00 PM 6 3 9 
1:00 PM 1 0 1  1:00 PM 5 3 8  1:00 PM 1 9 10 
2:00 PM 2 1 3  2:00 PM 0 2 2  2:00 PM 2 6 8 
3:00 PM 1 2 3  3:00 PM 2 3 5  3:00 PM 3 4 7 
4:00 PM 0 5 5  4:00 PM 6 13 19  4:00 PM 4 10 14 
5:00 PM 6 18 24  5:00 PM 11 31 42  5:00 PM 3 32 35 
6:00 PM 6 14 20  6:00 PM 8 38 46  6:00 PM 2 26 28 
7:00 PM 5 14 19  7:00 PM 8 22 30  7:00 PM 4 26 30 
8:00 PM 2 7 9  8:00 PM 4 12 16  8:00 PM 3 8 11 
9:00 PM 1 6 7  9:00 PM 1 9 10  9:00 PM 7 7 14 
10:00 PM 0 2 2  10:00 PM 1 4 5  10:00 PM 0 7 7 
11:00 PM 2 3 5  11:00 PM 0 6 6  11:00 PM 1 3 4 
Daily Total 35 75 110  12:00 AM 1 2 3  12:00 AM 2 2 4 
     1:00 AM 0 0 0  Daily Total 40 145 185 
     2:00 AM 1 0 1      
     Daily Total 58 153 211      
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Domino’s Pizza Data (Continuation) 
Sunday 11-22 

Time Carry-
Out 

 
Delivery 

Hourly 
Total 

10:00 AM 0 0 0 
11:00 AM 1 5 6 
12:00 PM 1 7 8 
1:00 PM 0 6 6 
2:00 PM 0 2 2 
3:00 PM 0 1 1 
4:00 PM 1 6 7 
5:00 PM 3 16 19 
6:00 PM 4 8 12 
7:00 PM 2 9 11 
8:00 PM 2 4 6 
9:00 PM 1 3 4 
10:00 PM 0 2 2 
11:00 PM 0 3 3 
Daily Total 15 72 87 
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Memorandum 

To: Winnetka Plan Commission 

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

Date: January 8, 2016 

Re: Traffic and Parking Evaluation – 1009 Green Bay Road Proposed Special 

Use (Domino’s Pizza) 

The Village of Winnetka has received an application to permit a Special Use at 1009 Green 

Bay Road. The proposed development consists of relocation of a Domino’s Pizza restaurant to 

existing tenant space at the above location. The proposed operation will provide for delivery 

and pick up only, with no in-store seating. The proposed development does not include any 

parking changes or improvements, or other access-related changes. 

 

The Village Code requires that certain findings must be satisfied for the approval of a Special 

Use. These findings include 1) 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 ways; and 2) that adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other 

facilities necessary to the operation of the special use exist or are to be provided. To 

demonstrate that these conditions have been satisfied, the applicant has engaged KLOA, Inc., 

a traffic engineering firm, to complete a traffic and parking study for the property. I have 

reviewed this study, dated December 11, 2015, and offer the following comments on whether 

adequate parking, access roads, and other facilities necessary to the operation of the special 

use exist or are to be provided. 

 

The applicant currently operates a restaurant in Hubbard Woods Plaza just north of the 

proposed location, with a similar carry-out/delivery model. KLOA gathered data on the 

current operation to determine average numbers of carry-outs and deliveries, based on a 

typical week in November. Based on this data, the peak time for carry-outs is Friday evening 

between 5pm and 7pm. KLOA has estimated a peak-hour parking demand associated with 

carry-out activities of 8 vehicles, plus an employee parking demand of 5 vehicles. It is 

expected that the employees will park in the designated employee spaces in the upper level of 

the adjacent Hubbard Woods parking facility, and that carry out customers will either park on-

street or in the upper level of the parking facility. Based on a parking occupancy study 

completed December 4-5, 2015, while available on-street parking on Green Bay Road and 

Scott Avenue is limited, there are in excess of 80 available spaces in the upper level of the 

parking facility during the peak hour. It is therefore my opinion that the ample parking is 

available for the proposed special use. 
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