
Winnetka Village Council 
REGULAR MEETING 

Village Hall 
510 Green Bay Road 

Tuesday, April 19, 2016 
7:00 p.m. 

 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
1) Call to Order 

2) Pledge of Allegiance 

3) Quorum 

a) May 3, 2016 Regular Meeting 

b) May 10, 2016 Study Session 

c) May 17, 2016 Regular Meeting 

4) Approval of Agenda 

5) Consent Agenda 

a) Approval of Village Council Minutes 

i) April 5, 2016 Regular Meeting ........................................................................................3 

b) Approval of Warrant List dated April 1-14, 2016 .................................................................10 

c) Ordinance No. M-8-2016: Authorizing the Disposition of Surplus Personal Property 
Owned by the Village of Winnetka (Introduction) ................................................................11 

d) Resolution No. R-22-2016: Green Bay Road & Elm Street Traffic Signal Funding 
(Adoption) ..............................................................................................................................14 

e) Resolution No. R-23-2016: Approving a Contract with B-Max Inc., for Electric 
Distribution Work (Adoption) ...............................................................................................16 

f) Resolution No. R-24-2016: Approving a Contract with Master Project Inc.,  
for Roofing Work at the Village’s Electric Generation Plant (Adoption) .............................66 

6) Stormwater Report:  None. 

  

Emails regarding any agenda item 
are welcomed.  Please email 
contactcouncil@winnetka.org, and 
your email will be relayed to the 
Council members.  Emails for the 
Tuesday Council meeting must be 
received by Monday at 4 p.m.  Any 
email may be subject to disclosure 
under the Freedom of Information 
Act.   
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NOTICE 
 

All agenda materials are available at villageofwinnetka.org (Government > Council Information > Agenda 
Packets & Minutes); the Reference Desk at the Winnetka Library; or in the Manager’s Office at Village Hall 
(2nd floor).   

Broadcasts of the Village Council meetings are televised on Channel 10 and AT&T Uverse Channel 99 
every night at 7 PM.   Webcasts of the meeting may also be viewed on the Internet via a link on the 
Village’s web site:  http://winn-media.com/videos/ 

The Village of Winnetka, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that all 
persons with disabilities who require certain accommodations to allow them to observe and/or participate 
in this meeting or have questions about the accessibility of the meeting or facilities, contact the Village 
ADA Coordinator – Megan Pierce, at 510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093, 847-716-3543; 
T.D.D. 847-501-6041. 

 

7) Ordinances and Resolutions 

a) Ordinance No. M-7-2016:  1112 Willow Road, Winnetka School District 36,  
Special Use Permit and Variation (Introduction/Adoption) ..................................................104 

8) Public Comment 

9) New Business 

a) Downtown Master Plan: Teska Associates’ Status Report ....................................................200 

10) New Business 

a) One Winnetka Planned Development (continued) ................................................................201 

11) Appointments 

12) Reports 

13) Closed Session 

14) Adjournment 
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MINUTES 
WINNETKA VILLAGE COUNCIL  

REGULAR MEETING 
April 5, 2016 

(Approved:  xx) 

A record of a legally convened regular meeting of the Council of the Village of Winnetka, which 
was held in the Village Hall Council Chambers on Tuesday, April 5, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. 

1) Call to Order.  President Greable called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  Present:  Trustees 
Andrew Cripe, Carol Fessler, William Krucks, Stuart McCrary, Scott Myers and Marilyn 
Prodromos.  Absent:  None.  Also present:  Village Manager Robert Bahan, Assistant to the 
Village Manager Megan Pierce, Village Attorney Peter M. Friedman, Community 
Development Director Mike D’Onofrio, Assistant Community Development Director Brian 
Norkus, Fire Chief Alan Berkowsky, Deputy Fire Chief John Ripka, and approximately 81 
persons in the audience.   

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

3) Quorum. 

a) April 12, 2016 Study Session.  Manager Bahan explained this meeting has been 
cancelled.  A Strand Vision Phase Workshop will be held instead at Washburne Middle 
School Theater on April 12.   

b) April 19, 2016 Regular Meeting.  All of the Council members present indicated that they 
expect to attend.   

c) May 3, 2016 Regular Meeting.  All of the Council members present indicated that they 
expect to attend.   

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

5) Consent Agenda 

a) Village Council Minutes.   

i) March 8, 2016 Study Session.      

ii) March 17, 2016 Rescheduled Regular Meeting.   

b) Warrant List.  Approving the Warrant List dated March 11-31, 2016 in the amount of 
$1,158,885.25. 

c) Resolution No.R-16-2016: 2016 Street Rehabilitation and Public Improvement Project 
(Adoption).  Approval of a contract with A Lamp Concrete, Inc. for the 2016 Street 
Rehabilitation and Public Improvement Program. 

d) Resolution No. R-17-2016: Public Works Building B Structural Floor Replacement 
Project (Adoption).  Approval of a contract with MAG Construction Company to repair 
the floor of Public Works Building B at a price not to exceed $498,201. 
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e) Resolution No. R-18-2016: Authorization to Use Motor Fuel Tax Funds (Adoption).  
Authorization to use $34,000 in Motor Fuel Tax funds for Phase I engineering for the 
Oak and Cherry Street bridge improvements. 

f) Resolution No. R-19-2016: Approving an Agreement with Clark Dietz, Inc. for Design of 
a Fire Protection System (Adoption).  Approval of an agreement with Clark Dietz Inc. to 
design a fire protection system. 

g) Resolution No. R-20-2016: Approving a Contract with Aramark Uniform Services  
for Uniform Rental and Laundering Services (Adoption).  Approval of a contract for 
uniform rental and laundering services. 

h) Resolution No. R-21-2016: Local Agency Federal Participation Agreement (Adoption).  
An authorization to approve an agreement outlining cost sharing provisions for Phase I 
Engineering for the Oak and Cherry Street Bridge rehabilitation. 

i) Annual Outdoor Seating Permits.  Approval of the 2016 Outdoor Permit applications. 

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

6) Stormwater.  No report. 

7) Ordinances and Resolutions. 

a) Ordinance No. MC-2-2016: Fire Sprinkler Requirements Amendments (Adoption).  
Chief Berkowsky reviewed the proposed amendments to the Fire Sprinkler regulations, 
which were discussed and approved by the Council on February 16.  He said the Village 
plans to communicate with the business community about the changes and to promote the 
new procedures. 

After the Council asked a few questions and Chief Berkowsky noted that he had not 
received any feedback about the subject Ordinance, President Greable asked for public 
comment. 

Richard Kates, 1326 Tower Road.  Mr. Kates said he was concerned that no building 
owners are in attendance at the meeting.  He suggested the Council delay adopting 
subject Ordinance until notices have been sent to every building owner and their tenants 
to gather their comments. 

Glen Weaver, 574 Lincoln.  Mr. Weaver said the Village Sprinkler Ordinance must be 
repealed to promote economic growth in Winnetka. 

Trustee Cripe suggested adopting all the proposed changes, with the exception of Section 
15.16.050(B), where language referring to increased fire hazards determined by the Fire 
Chief is being deleted, until more comment could be gathered. 

The rest of the Council agreed that since there is no method to determine what an 
increase of fire hazard would be, and the public has had ample opportunity to provide 
feedback, that the draft Ordinance should be adopted as presented. 
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Trustee McCrary, seconded by Trustee Krucks, moved to adopt Ordinance No.  
MC-2-2016.  By roll call vote, the motion carried.  Ayes:  Trustees Cripe, Fessler, 
Krucks, McCrary, and Myers.  Nays:  Trustee Prodromos.  Absent:  None. 

b) Ordinance No. M-6-2016:  150 and 191 Linden Street, Saints Faith, Hope and  
Charity, Special Use Permit and Variations (Introduction/Adoption).  Mr. D’Onofrio 
reviewed this request for a special use permit and zoning variations for gross floor area 
and roofed lot coverage.  He explained that Sts. Faith, Hope & Charity Church is 
planning to construct a new Parish Center east of the main church, along with circulation 
and parking improvements.  For the west side of Linden Street, a synthetic turf athletic 
field, a playground and more parking improvements are proposed. 

Mr. D’Onofrio said the Zoning Board of Appeals considered the request at its January 
meeting, and unanimously voted to recommend approval of the application.  The Plan 
Commission (PC) and Design Review Board (DRB) considered the application at their 
respective January meetings, and suggested changes.  Revised plans were submitted in 
February which addressed the concerns of the PC and DRB, and both of these boards 
voted to recommend approval.   

Mr. D’Onofrio reviewed the floor plans and the conditions included in the approval 
Ordinance, after which the Council discussed the request.  There was a conversation with 
the project architect, Jon Talty, and the parking consultant, Javier Milan, about safety 
issues on Linden Street once the diagonal parking is in place.  Mr. Milan noted that raised 
crosswalks or hatch-painted crosswalks could be implemented to increase the crosswalk 
visibility for motorists.  Mr. Talty said the school children will be accompanied by their 
teachers when crossing to and from the school. 

Next, President Greable asked for public comment. 

David Humphrey, 434 Willow Road.  Mr. Humphrey asked if concerns about the first 
diagonal space cutting across the crosswalk had been addressed.  Catherine Talty, the 
landscape architect, explained extra space in the landscape island was added to put more 
room between parked cars and school children at the crosswalk.   

Panny Lanphier, 250 Birch Street.  Ms. Lanphier expressed apprehension about the 
diagonal parking on both sides of the street, as Linden Street is used as a throughway to 
downtown.  She suggested limiting parking to the east side on weekdays.   

Trustee Krucks requested special safety considerations be implemented for the 
schoolchildren at the crosswalks.  Mr. Talty reiterated that the schoolchildren will be 
escorted across the street by their teachers as part of the overall safety plan for the 
improvement project. 

The Council was generally in agreement to leave safety plans up to the school, and all 
were in favor of waiving introduction. 

Trustee Cripe, seconded by Trustee Fessler, moved to waive introduction of Ordinance 
No. M-6-2016.  By roll call vote, the motion carried.  Ayes:  Trustees Cripe, Fessler, 
Krucks, McCrary, Myers and Prodromos.  Nays:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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Trustee Prodromos, seconded by Trustee Fessler, moved to adopt Ordinance No. M-6-
2016.  By roll call vote, the motion carried.  Ayes:  Trustees Cripe, Fessler, Krucks, 
McCrary, Myers and Prodromos.  Nays:  None.  Absent:  None. 

8) Public Comment.   

Richard Kates, 1326 Tower Road.  Mr. Kates stated that during his four years as Village 
Trustee the Village’s monthly financial statements were not disseminated on a timely basis.  
He said the statements are a requirement under Village Code and alleged they are still not 
being issued on a monthly basis. 

Manager Bahan explained that the implementation of the Village’s new financial software 
did initially delay the timing of the financial statements, but the Council has been receiving 
them regularly for approximately the past year. 

Phil Hoza, 605 Cherry Street.  Mr. Hoza said he was astounded to see the size of the agenda 
packet for this meeting, over 700 pages, and expressed appreciation for the diligence of the 
Council. 

9) Old Business. None. 

10) New Business. 

a) One Winnetka Planned Development.  Mr. D’Onofrio explained that a Planned 
Development (PD) is a parcel over 10,000 square feet that is governed by a special set of 
regulations that allow greater flexibility in applying the Zoning Ordinance to promote 
creative land use and conformity with the Comprehensive Plan.  The PD Ordinance calls 
for an extended review process with three Village advisory bodies: the Zoning Board of 
Appeals (ZBA), Plan Commission (PC) and Design Review Board (DRB).   

Mr. D’Onofrio reviewed the 1.61 acre One Winnetka site, which includes:   

• 511 Lincoln Ave. (formerly Fell clothing store); 
• 513-515 Lincoln Ave. (formerly Marian Michael clothing store); 
• 740 Elm St. (Phototronics ); 
• 718-732 Elm St. (multi-tenant building); 
• 714-716 Elm St. (formerly Baird & Warner Real Estate). 

Mr. D’Onofrio said Conney’s Pharmacy at 736 Elm Street was not a part of the 
development site when the advisory boards were considering the application.  However, 
the developer is in negotiations with Conney’s and is asking the Council to consider a 
plan that may include the parcel at 736 Elm Street. 

Mr. D’Onofrio explained that the development plans were revised on several occasions 
during the approval process with the advisory boards.  Amendments were made to 
building height, number of residential units, commercial square footage, parking and 
design features.  He briefly described each advisory board process, noting that the PC 
recommended approval of the application subject to conditions; the ZBA recommended 
denial of the project; and the DRB voted that the project is in compliance with the 
Village’s Design Guidelines. 
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Next, Jeff Beck, attorney for the developer, Stonestreet Partners, LLC, asserted  that the 
One Winnetka project will benefit Winnetka and he introduced David Trandell, the 
developer.   

Mr. Trandel noted that his project has been modified significantly to make it better, as his 
intent is to beautify the Village and provide amenities, not to create division.  He 
reviewed the qualifications of his team, architect Lucien LaGrange, landscape architects 
Daniel Ewinbach & Partners, as well as technical, traffic, planning/zoning, market and 
tax consultants. 

Mr. Trandel described the project:  71 luxury residential units, over 41,000 square feet of 
commercial space; 432 parking spaces for residents, commuters, retail customers and 
employees; and a public plaza for civic events and festivals.  He explained that there are 
three buildings in the proposal, with parking sufficient to support the proposed retail.  He 
reviewed the projected public benefits of the project:  investment in downtown Winnetka; 
public improvements; increases in tax revenue/fees; replacement of obsolete commercial 
space; and satisfy demand for simplified living for retirees.  He said a driving force in the 
design of the building was the lack of suitable living space to keep Winnetka’s aging 
population in the Village. 

George Kissel, Project Planner.  Mr. Kissel gave a brief history of Winnetka, describing 
the Bennet Plan and explaining how One Winnetka will fit in with that plan.  He 
reviewed vacancy rates and posited that they are largely driven by the outmoded nature of 
the business districts.  Lastly, he described the revisions made to the proposed 
development during the advisory board review process. 

Geoffrey Bird, Project Architect.  Mr. Bird reviewed the context of the project in 
conjunction with the Elm Street Business District and described the three buildings in 
greater detail.  He noted that the project is designed to be enjoyed at a pedestrian scale. 

Mr. Kissel reviewed the proposed reconfiguration of Lincoln Avenue, which would 
include underground parking and a plaza.  He expounded on the public benefits, 
including infrastructure improvements to parking, stormwater management, water mains, 
and reduced curb cuts.  Finally, he reviewed the requested zoning variations for height, 
rear yard setback and upper level setback. 

Mr. Trandel concluded that the review process has afforded an opportunity for 
constructive dialog and he wants to work with the Village to produce a result everyone 
will be proud of. He noted that this is a rare opportunity for the largest site ever re-
developed in Winnetka. 

President Greable called for audience questions.   

David Humphrey, 434 Willow Road.  Mr. Humphrey asked how the inclusion of 
Conney’s would affect the plan and the public encroachment.  Mr. Trandell said 
including Conney’s doesn’t impact the encroachment on Lincoln Avenue, which is being 
done to “square up” the plaza.   

Frank Petrek, 711 Oak Street.  Mr. Petrek had three questions:  (1) will a majority of 
Trustees need to vote for approval in light of the objections; (2) how will parking on the 
east side of Lincoln impact the entrance to 711 Oak Street; and (3) why was the garbage 
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collection changed to the south end of the development, right next door to 711 Oak 
Street? 

Attorney Friedman said he is confirming the objectors with a title company, but it looks 
like they’re over 20% of owners within 250 feet, which will mandate approval of four 
Trustees, with the Village President’s vote not counting. 

Mr. Trandel explained that the garbage will not be out in the open, and that the site was 
reconfigured to remove approximately 4,000 feet of retail, which improves the ability to 
manage the traffic flow from Lincoln Avenue.  Mr. Kissel noted that everything is at the 
preliminary stage, and nothing has been engineered yet. 

Patrick O’Neil, owner of Little Ricky’s.  Mr. O’Neil said he thinks the One Winnetka 
proposal is fabulous and the Village needs it. 

Marc Hecht, Spruce Street.  Mr. Hecht asked if the Village has received the market report 
from its real estate advisor CBRE and if the next meeting would be held if it hasn’t.  
Manager Bahan said the report is expected to be ready in the next 15-30 days, and the 
next Council meeting is set for April 19. 

Rob Newman, 610 Sheridan Road.  Mr. Newman asked what is being done to prevent the 
site from standing vacant another 5 or 6 years if One Winnetka is not approved.  Manager 
Bahan explained that the property is not owned by the Village, and is in the hands of the 
private sector. 

Debbie Guillod, 1301 Forest Glen.  Ms. Guillod asked why the Village President is being 
eliminated from the voting process, and why the community would potentially suffer 
based on the objections of a handful of people.  Attorney Friedman noted that the rule is 
in the Village Code, and many municipalities have protest provisions to trigger a 
supermajority vote.   

Richard Sobol.  Mr. Sobol asked if it is appropriate to consider the One Winnetka 
application before the Downtown Master Plan process is complete.  Manager Bahan 
responded that now is the right time to consider the application, and that the Village has 
four other potential re-development sites that will also benefit from a Downtown Plan. 

Eleanor Prince, Kenilworth.  Ms. Prince asked what Winnetka is doing to brand itself and 
bring in new businesses.  Manager Bahan said branding won’t be pursued until the 
Downtown Master Plan is finalized.  He added that several new businesses have come to 
Winnetka in the past year, and the Economic Development Program is examining 
recruitment strategies. 

President Greable announced that due to the lateness of the hour, the discussion would 
come to a close for the evening, and public comment and questions will be continued at 
the next Council meeting. 

11) Appointments.   

a) Trustee Krucks, seconded by Trustee Cripe, moved to appoint Mary Hickey as the 
Zoning Board of Appeals representative to the Plan Commission, to replace Chris Blum, 
effective immediately.  By voice vote, the motion carried. 
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12) Reports.   

a) Village President.  President Greable invited the community to the upcoming Strand 
Workshop at Washburne School next Tuesday. 

b) Trustees.   

i) Trustee Krucks congratulated the Fire Department on its excellent annual report. 

c) Attorney.  None. 

d) Manager.  None. 

13) Closed Session.  None.   

14) Adjournment.  Trustee Fessler, seconded by Trustee Prodromos, moved to adjourn the 
meeting.  By voice vote, the motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 10:42 p.m.  

 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Deputy Clerk 
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Title:

Presenter:

Agenda Date: Ordinance
Resolution
Bid Authorization/Award

Consent:   YES       NO Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:

Executive Summary:

Recommendation:

Attachments: 

Approval of Warrant List

Robert M. Bahan, Village Manager

04/19/2016

✔
✔

None.

The Warrant List dated April 1-14, 2016 was emailed to each Village Council member.

Consider approving the Warrant List dated April 1-14, 2016.

None.
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Agenda Date: Ordinance
Resolution
Bid Authorization/Award

Consent:   YES       NO Policy Direction
Informational Only
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Executive Summary:

Recommendation:

Attachments: 

Ordinance No. M-8-2016: Authorizing the Disposition of Surplus Personal
Property Owned by the Village of Winnetka (Introduction)

Alan Berkowsky, Fire Chief

04/19/2016

✔

✔

On December 2, 2014, the Village Council authorized the purchase of a new fire engine from the Smeal
Fire Apparatus Company. This new Engine replaces the current front line engine. The current front line
engine will become the reserve unit. Therefore, the Fire Department no longer has need of the 1996 Pierce
Sabre Pumper and indicated it would be sold as soon as the new engine had arrived. The new engine was
delivered on March 31, 2016.

Consistent with Illinois statutes and the home rule authority of the Village, the Village's established
practice is to pass an Ordinance authorizing the Village Manager to dispose of vehicles that have
reached their useful service life. Ordinance M-8-2016 authorizes the Village Manager to dispose of
the Fire Department's 1996 Pierce Sabre Reserve Fire Engine.

A closed bid process will be used to sell the reserve engine. The minimum opening bid for the retired
vehicle will be $30,000.

Consider introduction of Ordinance No. M-8-2016, titled "An Ordinance Authorizing the Disposition
of Surplus Personal Property Owned by the Village of Winnetka."

Ordinance No. M-8-2016, An Ordinance Authorizing the Disposition of Surplus Personal Property
Owned by the Village of Winnetka.
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ORDINANCE NO. M-8-2016 
 

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS 
PERSONAL PROPERTY OWNED BY THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA 

 
 WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka ("Village") is a home rule municipality in 
accordance with Article VII, Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; 
and 
  
 WHEREAS, the Village owns one 1996 Pierce Sabre Pumper (V.I.N. No. 
4P1CT02U3TA000195) (“Surplus Property”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Council of the Village of Winnetka ("Village Council") has 
determined that ownership of the Surplus Property is no longer necessary or useful to, or for 
the best interests of, the Village; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Village Council desires to dispose of the Surplus Property; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Village Council has determined that it is in the best interests of 
the Village to dispose of the Surplus Property as set forth in this Ordinance; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the Village of Winnetka do ordain as 
follows:  
 
 SECTION 1: RECITALS.  The foregoing recitals are incorporated into this 
Section as the findings of the Village Council, as if fully set forth herein.  
 
 SECTION 2: AUTHORIZATION TO DISPOSE OF SURPLUS 
PROPERTY.  Pursuant to Section 11-76-4 of the Illinois Municipal Code, 65 ILCS 
5/11-76-4, and the Village's home rule authority, the Village Council declares that 
ownership of the Surplus Property is no longer necessary or useful to, or in the best 
interests of, the Village.  The Village Council authorizes the Village Manager, or his 
designee, to dispose of the Surplus Property in a manner to be determined by the Village 
Manager, in his discretion. 
 
 SECTION 3: EXECUTION OF REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION. The 
Village Manager and the Village Clerk are authorized to execute and attest, on behalf of 
the Village, all documents necessary to complete the disposition of the Surplus Property 
authorized pursuant to Section 2 of this Ordinance. 
  
 SECTION 4: EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance will be in full force and 
effect from and after its passage by a majority of the corporate authorities then holding 
office, approval, and publication in the manner provided by law. 
 
 

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS] 
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PASSED this __ day of ___________, 2016, pursuant to the following roll call 
vote:  

AYES:    
NAYS:    
ABSENT:    
APPROVED this ___ day of __________, 2016. 

 
 Signed: 
 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 
 
  
Village Clerk 

Published by authority of 
the President and Board 
of Trustees of the Village 
of Winnetka, Illinois, this 
___ day of _______, 
2016. 

Introduced:  April 19, 2016 
Passed and Approved:  ______________, 2016 
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Resolution No. R-22-2016: Green Bay Road & Elm Street Traffic Signal Funding (Adoption)

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

04/19/2016

✔

✔

As part of the Village of Winnetka’s Capital Improvement Program for 2016, the traffic signals at the
intersection of Green Bay Road and Elm Street have been scheduled for modernization. The Village’s
Engineering Staff has prepared the plans and specifications, and are presently at the Illinois Department
of Transportation for review and approval. The preliminary Engineer’s Estimate of Cost is $333,855.48.

The Village of Winnetka is proposing to modernize the traffic signals at Green Bay Road and Elm
Street. This project entails removal and replacement of the existing traffic signal system with a
modernized traffic signal system, including mast arms, emergency vehicle priority system, and
accessible pedestrian LED countdown signal heads and push buttons.

The project is to be funded using a combination of $300,000 of Motor Fuel Tax funds, and $35,000 in
Corporate Funds. The Village’s Motor Fuel Tax funds are subject to supervision by the Illinois
Department of Transportation, and use of funds for eligible construction projects requires an
authorizing resolution. Resolution R-22-2016 (attached) authorizes use of $300,000 in Motor Fuel
Tax funding for the Traffic Signal Modernization Project for Green Bay Road and Elm Street.

Consider adoption of Resolution No. R-22-2016 authorizing expenditure of $300,000 in Motor Fuel
Tax funds for the Traffic Signal Modernization Project for Green Bay Road and Elm Street.

Resolution No. R-22-2016
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 Resolution for Improvement by 
 Municipality Under the Illinois  
 Highway Code 

 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the  PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES of the 
 Council or President and Board of Trustees  

VILLAGE of  WINNETKA Illinois 
City, Town or Village  

that the following described street(s) be improved under the Illinois Highway Code: 
 

Name of Thoroughfare Route From To
GREEN BAY ROAD 1291 AT ELM STREET INTERSECTION       
                        

                        

                        

                        

                        
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, 
1.  That the proposed improvement shall consist of  the traffic signal modernization at the intersection of Green 

Bay Road and Elm Street.  This project will involve the removal and replacement of the existing traffic signal 

standards and wiring.  The project does not involve any geometric modifications, right of way acquisitions, 

or street lighting, and is not located within a historic district.  This resolution is for construction. 

      and shall be constructed       wide 

and be designated as Section 16-00105-00-TL  

2.  That there is hereby appropriated the (additional   Yes    No) sum of Three Hundred Thousand 

and no cents Dollars ( $300,000.00 ) for the 

improvement of said section from the municipality’s allotment of Motor Fuel Tax funds. 

3.  That work shall be done by Contract ; and, 
 Specify Contract or Day Labor  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Clerk is hereby directed to transmit two certified copies of this resolution to the 
district office of the Department of Transportation. 
 

  

Approved  I,  Robert Bahan Clerk in and for the 

  Village of Winnetka 
  City, Town or Village  

   County of  Cook , hereby certify the 
Date 

  foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution adopted  

  by the President and Board of Trustees  
  Council or President and Board of Trustees  

Department of Transportation   at a meeting on April 19, 2016 
  Date
  IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 

         day of        
Regional Engineer   

 (SEAL)  

   
  City, Town, or Village Clerk 
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Resolution No. R-23-2016: Approving a Contract with B-Max Inc., for Electric Distribution Work (Adoption)

Brian Keys, Director of Water & Electric

04/19/2016

✔

✔

The Water & Electric Department issued Bid Number #016-009 for directional boring services which
includes the installation of conduit and equipment pads for the electrical distribution system. The existing
directional boring contract expires on May 31, 2016.

Bid notices were advertised in the Winnetka Talk and posted to the on-line bidding service, Demand
Star. A mandatory pre-bid meeting was held at the Village Yards on March 17th, 2016. Bids were
opened on April 1, 2016, with three vendors submitting bids.

The lowest qualified bidder was B-Max Inc. with a bid evaluation cost of $367,093.65 for the first year
of work. The Village has utilized B-Max for the five previous years. The contractor’s work has been
superior to that of prior vendors awarded the directional boring contract. Staff is recommending
acceptance of the unit prices bid by B-Max Inc.

Resolution No. R-23-2016, prepared by the Village Attorney, authorizes the Village President and
Village Clerk to execute and attest, a contract with B-Max Inc.

The FY 2016 Budget contains $561,000 for the directional boring and conduit installation. Through
March 31, staff has expended $82,081. There are two remaining months on the existing contract. Staff
is seeking initial funding authorization to expend $250,000 on directional boring services for the period
June 1 through December 31.

Consider adoption of Resolution No. R-23-2016, approving a contract with B-Max Inc. for electric
distribution work.

Agenda Report dated April 12, 2016
Exhibit 1 - B-Max Unit Price Bid
Exhibit 2 - Biagi Unit Price Bid
Exhibit 3 - Utility Dynamics Unit Price Bid

Resolution No. R-23-2016, Approving a Contract with B-Max Inc.
Exhibit A - Request for Proposal #016-009, Directional Boring Contract
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
Subject:   Resolution R-23-2016; Approving a Contract with B-Max Inc., for Electric 

Distribution Work. 
 
Prepared by:  Brian Keys, Director Water & Electric 
 
Ref:  October 27, 2015 Budget Presentation 
 
Date:    April 12, 2016 
 
The Water & Electric Department issued Bid Number #016-009 for directional boring services 
which includes the installation of conduit and equipment pads for the electrical distribution 
system. The existing directional boring contract expires on May 31, 2016. 
 
Each bidder was asked to provide fixed prices for various units of work.  The bid evaluation is 
based on estimated quantities of work for a one year period.  The bid evaluation quantities are 
the average of units of work completed in 2014 and 2015 with the exclusion of the New Trier 
renovation project, a non-recurring large project.  The actual work scope to be performed by the 
contractor will be based on an as-needed basis.  As such, it is anticipated that the estimated 
quantities and actual quantities used will vary over the course of the year.   
 
Contractors were asked to provide fixed prices for units of work during the next three (3) years; 
Year 1 (June 1st 2016 through May 31st 2017), Year 2 (June 1st 2017 through May 31st 2018), and 
Year 3 (June 1st 2018 through May 31st 2019).  Acceptance of Year 2 and Year 3 pricing is at the 
Village’s sole discretion. 
 
Bid notices were advertised in the Winnetka Talk and posted to the on-line bidding service, 
Demand Star. A mandatory pre-bid meeting was held at the Village Yards on March 17th, 2016.  
Five vendors attended the pre-bid meeting. Bids were opened on April 1st, 2016, with three 
vendors submitting bids.  The bid evaluation summary is shown below.  Individual bids for the 
unit pricing have been included as Exhibits to the Agenda Report.   
 

RFB #016-009 - Directional Boring Bid Evaluation Summary 
Vendor YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 

B-Max Inc. $     367,093.65 $     380,512.40 $    395,097.10 
Biagi Plumbing $     400,546.43 $     421,486.51 $    441,301.49 

Utility Dynamics $     456,396.60 $     503,086.75 $    561,153.50 
 
The lowest qualified bidder was B-Max Inc. with a bid evaluation cost of $367,093.65 for the 
first year of work.   The Village has utilized B-Max for the five previous years.  The contractor’s 
work has been superior to that of prior vendors awarded the directional boring contract.  Staff is 
recommending acceptance of the unit prices bid by B-Max Inc.  Upon award of the contract, B-
Max will be required to post a new performance bond with the Village prior to the start of the 
new contract period.   
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Resolution No. R-23-2016, prepared by the Village Attorney, authorizes the Village President 
and Village Clerk to execute and attest, a contract with B-Max Inc. 
 
The FY 2016 Budget contains $561,000 for the directional boring and conduit installation.  The 
Underground System Account (500.42.31-660) has $120,000 and the New Business Cable 
Pulling and Conduit Account (500.42.37-660) has $441,000.00 (account #500.42.37-660).  
Through March 31st, staff has expended $82,081.  There are two remaining months on the 
existing contract.  Staff is seeking initial funding authorization to expend $250,000 on directional 
boring services for the period June 1st through December 31st.  If additional funding is required, 
staff will request a change order from the Village Council. 
 
Recommendation: 
Consider adoption of Resolution No. R-23-2016 approving a contract with B-Max Inc. for 
electric distribution work.   
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RFB# 016-009 - Directional Boring
Vendor B-MAX

Work Process:  EVALUATION 
QUANTITIES  

UNIT PRICE "E" PRICE "E" TOTAL UNIT PRICE "F" PRICE "F" TOTAL  UNIT PRICE "G" PRICE "G" TOTAL 

Start or End Pit: For 2” conduit  155 58.00$                       8,990.00$                       60.00$                       9,300.00$                       62.50$                        9,687.50$                       
Start or End Pit: For 4” conduit  116.5 58.00$                       6,757.00$                       60.00$                       6,990.00$                       62.50$                        7,281.25$                       
Start or End Pit: For 5” conduit  0 58.00$                       -$                               60.00$                       -$                               62.50$                        -$                                
Start or End Pit: For 6” conduit  0 58.00$                       -$                               60.00$                       -$                               62.50$                        -$                                

0
Test Holes In: Concrete 1 375.00$                     375.00$                          390.00$                     390.00$                          410.00$                      410.00$                          
Test Holes In: Asphalt 10 350.00$                     3,500.00$                       370.00$                     3,700.00$                       390.00$                      3,900.00$                       
Test Holes In: Parkway 202 95.00$                       19,190.00$                     100.00$                     20,200.00$                     105.00$                      21,210.00$                     

Excavation for: Xfmr Pad 5’X5’X20” 0.5 170.00$                     85.00$                            180.00$                     90.00$                            190.00$                      95.00$                            
Excavation for: Xfmr Pad 8’X8’X20” 0 250.00$                     -$                               260.00$                     -$                               270.00$                      -$                                

Excavation for and Installation of: Xfmr Pad 5’X5’X20” 12 390.00$                     4,680.00$                       400.00$                     4,800.00$                       410.00$                      4,920.00$                       
Excavation for and Installation of: Xfmr Pad 8’X8’X20” 1 450.00$                     450.00$                          460.00$                     460.00$                          470.00$                      470.00$                          

Excavation for: Splice Box 28”X40”X30” 3 120.00$                     360.00$                          130.00$                     390.00$                          140.00$                      420.00$                          
Excavation for: Splice Box 40”X50”X22” 1.5 180.00$                     270.00$                          190.00$                     285.00$                          200.00$                      300.00$                          

Excavation for and Installation of: Splice Box 28”X40”X30” 21.5 490.00$                     10,535.00$                     495.00$                     10,642.50$                     500.00$                      10,750.00$                     
Excavation for and Installation of: Splice Box 40”X50”X22” 3 540.00$                     1,620.00$                       550.00$                     1,650.00$                       560.00$                      1,680.00$                       

Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 1 ¼” (Orange) w/ pull line 14416.5 1.10$                         15,858.15$                     1.20$                         17,299.80$                     1.30$                          18,741.45$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 2” 7963.5 1.30$                         10,352.55$                     1.40$                         11,148.90$                     1.50$                          11,945.25$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 4” 6315.5 3.70$                         23,367.35$                     4.00$                         25,262.00$                     4.30$                          27,156.65$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 5” 50 6.00$                         300.00$                          6.20$                         310.00$                          6.50$                          325.00$                          
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 6” 0 7.00$                         -$                               7.50$                         -$                               8.00$                          -$                                

Bore/Ream Size/ft. 3” 70 8.00$                         560.00$                          8.50$                         595.00$                          9.00$                          630.00$                          
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 4” 3127 9.25$                         28,924.75$                     9.50$                         29,706.50$                     9.75$                          30,488.25$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 6” 5421.5 11.00$                       59,636.50$                     11.25$                       60,991.88$                     11.50$                        62,347.25$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 8” 4493 14.00$                       62,902.00$                     14.50$                       65,148.50$                     15.00$                        67,395.00$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 10” 752.5 17.00$                       12,792.50$                     17.50$                       13,168.75$                     18.00$                        13,545.00$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 12” 322 21.00$                       6,762.00$                       21.50$                       6,923.00$                       22.00$                        7,084.00$                       
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 14” 117.5 35.00$                       4,112.50$                       25.50$                       2,996.25$                       26.00$                        3,055.00$                       
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 18” 0 34.00$                       -$                               36.00$                       -$                               38.00$                        -$                                

Tie into Existing Manhole First Conduit 7.5 510.00$                     3,825.00$                       530.00$                     3,975.00$                       560.00$                      4,200.00$                       
Tie into Existing Manhole Additional Conduits 6.5 120.00$                     780.00$                          125.00$                     812.50$                          130.00$                      845.00$                          

Tie into Existing Splice Box First Conduit 32.5 390.00$                     12,675.00$                     400.00$                     13,000.00$                     410.00$                      13,325.00$                     
Tie into Existing Splice Box Additional Conduits 0.5 26.00$                       13.00$                            28.00$                       14.00$                            30.00$                        15.00$                            

E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 1 1/4" 30 8.00$                         240.00$                          8.50$                         255.00$                          9.00$                          270.00$                          
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 2” 32 10.50$                       336.00$                          11.50$                       368.00$                          12.00$                        384.00$                          
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 4” 70 24.00$                       1,680.00$                       25.00$                       1,750.00$                       26.00$                        1,820.00$                       
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 5” 0 40.00$                       -$                               41.00$                       -$                               42.00$                        -$                                
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 6” 0 45.00$                       -$                               46.00$                       -$                               47.00$                        -$                                

Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 2” 0 35.00$                       -$                               40.00$                       -$                               45.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 4” 0 35.00$                       -$                               40.00$                       -$                               45.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 5” 0 35.00$                       -$                               40.00$                       -$                               45.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 6” 0 35.00$                       -$                               40.00$                       -$                               45.00$                        -$                                

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 2” – 18” Sweep 12 45.00$                       540.00$                          47.00$                       564.00$                          48.00$                        576.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 2” – 18” Sweep 2 11.00$                       22.00$                            12.00$                       24.00$                            12.90$                        25.80$                            
90º Bends (Installation Only) 2” – 18” Sweep 14 42.00$                       588.00$                          44.00$                       616.00$                          46.00$                        644.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 2” – 24” Sweep 0 54.00$                       -$                               56.00$                       -$                               58.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 2” – 24” Sweep 3.5 11.00$                       38.50$                            12.00$                       42.00$                            12.90$                        45.15$                            
90º Bends (Installation Only) 2” – 24” Sweep 3.5 42.00$                       147.00$                          44.00$                       154.00$                          46.00$                        161.00$                          
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 2” 10.5 67.00$                       703.50$                          68.50$                       719.25$                          70.00$                        735.00$                          
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 2” 11 38.00$                       418.00$                          39.00$                       429.00$                          41.00$                        451.00$                          
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 2” 2.5 25.00$                       62.50$                            26.00$                       65.00$                            27.00$                        67.50$                            
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 2” 3 37.00$                       111.00$                          38.00$                       114.00$                          40.00$                        120.00$                          

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 4” – 24” Sweep 2.5 120.00$                     300.00$                          130.00$                     325.00$                          140.00$                      350.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 4” – 24” Sweep 62.5 30.00$                       1,875.00$                       32.00$                       2,000.00$                       34.00$                        2,125.00$                       
90º Bends (Installation Only) 4” – 24” Sweep 65.5 44.00$                       2,882.00$                       46.00$                       3,013.00$                       48.00$                        3,144.00$                       
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 4” – 36” Sweep 5 140.00$                     700.00$                          145.00$                     725.00$                          150.00$                      750.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 4” – 36” Sweep 10.5 45.00$                       472.50$                          47.50$                       498.75$                          50.00$                        525.00$                          
90º Bends (Installation Only) 4” – 36” Sweep 15 70.00$                       1,050.00$                       72.50$                       1,087.50$                       75.00$                        1,125.00$                       
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 4" 10 190.00$                     1,900.00$                       195.00$                     1,950.00$                       200.00$                      2,000.00$                       
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 4" 10.5 40.00$                       420.00$                          42.50$                       446.25$                          45.00$                        472.50$                          
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 4" 17.5 60.00$                       1,050.00$                       70.00$                       1,225.00$                       80.00$                        1,400.00$                       
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 4" 16.5 35.00$                       577.50$                          37.50$                       618.75$                          40.00$                        660.00$                          

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 390.00$                     -$                               410.00$                     -$                               430.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 70.00$                       -$                               75.00$                       -$                               80.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 75.00$                       -$                               76.00$                       -$                               77.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 430.00$                     -$                               440.00$                     -$                               450.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 85.00$                       -$                               90.00$                       -$                               95.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 80.00$                       -$                               90.00$                       -$                               100.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 5" 0 300.00$                     -$                               310.00$                     -$                               320.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 5" 0 45.00$                       -$                               50.00$                       -$                               55.00$                        -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 5" 0 80.00$                       -$                               85.00$                       -$                               90.00$                        -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 5" 0 45.00$                       -$                               50.00$                       -$                               55.00$                        -$                                

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 390.00$                     -$                               400.00$                     -$                               410.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 120.00$                     -$                               125.00$                     -$                               130.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 100.00$                     -$                               105.00$                     -$                               110.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 550.00$                     -$                               560.00$                     -$                               570.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 160.00$                     -$                               170.00$                     -$                               180.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 120.00$                     -$                               125.00$                     -$                               130.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 6" 0 390.00$                     -$                               410.00$                     -$                               420.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 6" 0 50.00$                       -$                               55.00$                       -$                               60.00$                        -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 6" 0 100.00$                     -$                               110.00$                     -$                               120.00$                      -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 6" 0 50.00$                       -$                               55.00$                       -$                               60.00$                        -$                                

Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 2” 983.5 0.10$                         98.35$                            0.20$                         196.70$                          0.30$                          295.05$                          
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 4” 0 0.10$                         -$                               0.20$                         -$                               0.30$                          -$                                
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 5” 0 0.10$                         -$                               0.20$                         -$                               0.30$                          -$                                
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 6” 0 0.10$                         -$                               0.20$                         -$                               0.30$                          -$                                

Hourly Labor Rates: Foreman 119.5 104.00$                     12,428.00$                     108.00$                     12,906.00$                     112.00$                      13,384.00$                     
Hourly Labor Rates: Laborer 301 84.00$                       25,284.00$                     86.00$                       25,886.00$                     88.00$                        26,488.00$                     

Hourly Equipment Rates: Pickup Truck 147.75 50.00$                       7,387.50$                       52.50$                       7,756.88$                       55.00$                        8,126.25$                       
Hourly Equipment Rates: Dump Truck 10 78.00$                       780.00$                          83.00$                       830.00$                          88.00$                        880.00$                          
Hourly Equipment Rates: Mini Excavator w/trailer 71.75 68.00$                       4,879.00$                       73.00$                       5,237.75$                       75.00$                        5,381.25$                       
Hourly Equipment Rates: Air Compressor 0 40.00$                       -$                               42.00$                       -$                               44.00$                        -$                                

Traffic Ballards Install 4" steel pipe filled  with concrete
1 450.00$                     450.00$                          460.00$                     460.00$                          470.00$                      470.00$                          

EXHIBIT 1 - B-MAX
6/1/2016 to 5/31/17 6/1/2017 to 5/31/18 6/1/2018 to 5/31/19

367,093.65$                                                        380,512.40$                                                        395,097.10$                                                         
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RFB#016-009 - Directional Boring
Vendor BIAGI PLUMBING

Work Process:  EVALUATION 
QUANTITIES  

UNIT PRICE "E" PRICE "E" TOTAL UNIT PRICE "F" PRICE "F" TOTAL  UNIT PRICE "G" PRICE "G" TOTAL 

Start or End Pit: For 2” conduit  155 55.00$                       8,525.00$                       57.00$                       8,835.00$                       59.00$                        9,145.00$                       
Start or End Pit: For 4” conduit  116.5 55.00$                       6,407.50$                       57.00$                       6,640.50$                       59.00$                        6,873.50$                       
Start or End Pit: For 5” conduit  0 55.00$                       -$                               57.00$                       -$                               59.00$                        -$                                
Start or End Pit: For 6” conduit  0 55.00$                       -$                               57.00$                       -$                               59.00$                        -$                                

0
Test Holes In: Concrete 1 450.00$                     450.00$                          462.50$                     462.50$                          475.00$                      475.00$                          
Test Holes In: Asphalt 10 400.00$                     4,000.00$                       410.00$                     4,100.00$                       420.00$                      4,200.00$                       
Test Holes In: Parkway 202 100.00$                     20,200.00$                     110.00$                     22,220.00$                     120.00$                      24,240.00$                     

Excavation for: Xfmr Pad 5’X5’X20” 0.5 200.00$                     100.00$                          205.00$                     102.50$                          210.00$                      105.00$                          
Excavation for: Xfmr Pad 8’X8’X20” 0 250.00$                     -$                               255.00$                     -$                               260.00$                      -$                                

Excavation for and Installation of: Xfmr Pad 5’X5’X20” 12 400.00$                     4,800.00$                       410.00$                     4,920.00$                       420.00$                      5,040.00$                       
Excavation for and Installation of: Xfmr Pad 8’X8’X20” 1 450.00$                     450.00$                          460.00$                     460.00$                          470.00$                      470.00$                          

Excavation for: Splice Box 28”X40”X30” 3 110.00$                     330.00$                          115.00$                     345.00$                          120.00$                      360.00$                          
Excavation for: Splice Box 40”X50”X22” 1.5 170.00$                     255.00$                          175.00$                     262.50$                          180.00$                      270.00$                          

Excavation for and Installation of: Splice Box 28”X40”X30” 21.5 500.00$                     10,750.00$                     510.00$                     10,965.00$                     520.00$                      11,180.00$                     
Excavation for and Installation of: Splice Box 40”X50”X22” 3 550.00$                     1,650.00$                       560.00$                     1,680.00$                       575.00$                      1,725.00$                       

Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 1 ¼” (Orange) w/ pull line 14416.5 1.10$                         15,858.15$                     1.30$                         18,741.45$                     1.50$                          21,624.75$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 2” 7963.5 2.50$                         19,908.75$                     2.70$                         21,501.45$                     2.90$                          23,094.15$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 4” 6315.5 3.85$                         24,314.68$                     4.05$                         25,577.78$                     4.20$                          26,525.10$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 5” 50 5.95$                         297.50$                          6.50$                         325.00$                          6.45$                          322.50$                          
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 6” 0 8.25$                         -$                               8.60$                         -$                               8.95$                          -$                                

Bore/Ream Size/ft. 3” 70 9.00$                         630.00$                          9.50$                         665.00$                          10.00$                        700.00$                          
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 4” 3127 10.60$                       33,146.20$                     11.00$                       34,397.00$                     11.50$                        35,960.50$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 6” 5421.5 12.50$                       67,768.75$                     13.00$                       70,479.50$                     13.50$                        73,190.25$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 8” 4493 15.95$                       71,663.35$                     16.50$                       74,134.50$                     17.10$                        76,830.30$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 10” 752.5 23.65$                       17,796.63$                     24.35$                       18,323.38$                     25.10$                        18,887.75$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 12” 322 24.00$                       7,728.00$                       24.85$                       8,001.70$                       25.40$                        8,178.80$                       
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 14” 117.5 26.50$                       3,113.75$                       27.50$                       3,231.25$                       28.25$                        3,319.38$                       
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 18” 0 36.00$                       -$                               37.00$                       -$                               38.00$                        -$                                

Tie into Existing Manhole First Conduit 7.5 570.00$                     4,275.00$                       580.00$                     4,350.00$                       590.00$                      4,425.00$                       
Tie into Existing Manhole Additional Conduits 6.5 60.00$                       390.00$                          65.00$                       422.50$                          68.00$                        442.00$                          

Tie into Existing Splice Box First Conduit 32.5 412.50$                     13,406.25$                     422.50$                     13,731.25$                     435.00$                      14,137.50$                     
Tie into Existing Splice Box Additional Conduits 0.5 30.00$                       15.00$                            32.00$                       16.00$                            34.00$                        17.00$                            

E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 1 1/4" 30 9.00$                         270.00$                          10.00$                       300.00$                          11.00$                        330.00$                          
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 2” 32 12.00$                       384.00$                          13.00$                       416.00$                          14.25$                        456.00$                          
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 4” 70 30.00$                       2,100.00$                       33.00$                       2,310.00$                       36.00$                        2,520.00$                       
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 5” 0 45.00$                       -$                               48.00$                       -$                               51.00$                        -$                                
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 6” 0 55.00$                       -$                               58.00$                       -$                               62.50$                        -$                                

Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 2” 0 30.00$                       -$                               32.00$                       -$                               34.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 4” 0 30.00$                       -$                               32.00$                       -$                               34.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 5” 0 30.00$                       -$                               32.00$                       -$                               34.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 6” 0 32.00$                       -$                               34.00$                       -$                               36.00$                        -$                                

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 2” – 18” Sweep 12 51.00$                       612.00$                          52.00$                       624.00$                          53.00$                        636.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 2” – 18” Sweep 2 16.00$                       32.00$                            18.00$                       36.00$                            20.00$                        40.00$                            
90º Bends (Installation Only) 2” – 18” Sweep 14 46.00$                       644.00$                          47.50$                       665.00$                          48.00$                        672.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 2” – 24” Sweep 0 62.00$                       -$                               63.50$                       -$                               65.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 2” – 24” Sweep 3.5 16.00$                       56.00$                            18.00$                       63.00$                            20.00$                        70.00$                            
90º Bends (Installation Only) 2” – 24” Sweep 3.5 48.00$                       168.00$                          50.00$                       175.00$                          52.00$                        182.00$                          
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 2” 10.5 50.00$                       525.00$                          54.00$                       567.00$                          58.00$                        609.00$                          
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 2” 11 35.00$                       385.00$                          37.00$                       407.00$                          39.00$                        429.00$                          
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 2” 2.5 10.00$                       25.00$                            12.00$                       30.00$                            14.00$                        35.00$                            
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 2” 3 20.00$                       60.00$                            22.00$                       66.00$                            24.00$                        72.00$                            

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 4” – 24” Sweep 2.5 156.00$                     390.00$                          160.00$                     400.00$                          164.00$                      410.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 4” – 24” Sweep 62.5 43.00$                       2,687.50$                       46.00$                       2,875.00$                       49.00$                        3,062.50$                       
90º Bends (Installation Only) 4” – 24” Sweep 65.5 69.00$                       4,519.50$                       72.00$                       4,716.00$                       75.00$                        4,912.50$                       
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 4” – 36” Sweep 5 205.00$                     1,025.00$                       210.00$                     1,050.00$                       215.00$                      1,075.00$                       
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 4” – 36” Sweep 10.5 60.00$                       630.00$                          64.00$                       672.00$                          68.00$                        714.00$                          
90º Bends (Installation Only) 4” – 36” Sweep 15 69.00$                       1,035.00$                       72.00$                       1,080.00$                       75.00$                        1,125.00$                       
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 4" 10 150.00$                     1,500.00$                       160.00$                     1,600.00$                       170.00$                      1,700.00$                       
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 4" 10.5 40.00$                       420.00$                          45.00$                       472.50$                          50.00$                        525.00$                          
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 4" 17.5 20.00$                       350.00$                          24.00$                       420.00$                          27.50$                        481.25$                          
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 4" 16.5 30.00$                       495.00$                          32.00$                       528.00$                          34.00$                        561.00$                          

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 395.00$                     -$                               405.00$                     -$                               415.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 70.00$                       -$                               74.00$                       -$                               78.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 80.00$                       -$                               84.00$                       -$                               88.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 490.00$                     -$                               502.50$                     -$                               515.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 115.00$                     -$                               120.00$                     -$                               125.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 90.00$                       -$                               95.00$                       -$                               99.00$                        -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 5" 0 275.00$                     -$                               285.00$                     -$                               295.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 5" 0 40.00$                       -$                               45.00$                       -$                               50.00$                        -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 5" 0 30.00$                       -$                               35.00$                       -$                               -$                           
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 5" 0 30.00$                       -$                               32.00$                       -$                               34.00$                        -$                                

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 500.00$                     -$                               515.00$                     -$                               530.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 140.00$                     -$                               145.00$                     -$                               150.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 110.00$                     -$                               115.00$                     -$                               120.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 725.00$                     -$                               745.00$                     -$                               765.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 330.00$                     -$                               340.00$                     -$                               350.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 110.00$                     -$                               115.00$                     -$                               120.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 6" 0 350.00$                     -$                               375.00$                     -$                               390.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 6" 0 40.00$                       -$                               45.00$                       -$                               50.00$                        -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 6" 0 50.00$                       -$                               55.00$                       -$                               60.00$                        -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 6" 0 30.00$                       -$                               32.00$                       -$                               34.00$                        -$                                

Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 2” 983.5 0.05$                         49.18$                            0.06$                         59.01$                            0.06$                          59.01$                            
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 4” 0 0.05$                         -$                               0.06$                         -$                               0.07$                          -$                                
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 5” 0 0.05$                         -$                               0.06$                         -$                               0.07$                          -$                                
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 6” 0 0.05$                         -$                               0.06$                         -$                               0.07$                          -$                                

Hourly Labor Rates: Foreman 119.5 110.00$                     13,145.00$                     115.00$                     13,742.50$                     118.00$                      14,101.00$                     
Hourly Labor Rates: Laborer 301 88.50$                       26,638.50$                     93.00$                       27,993.00$                     95.00$                        28,595.00$                     

Hourly Equipment Rates: Pickup Truck 147.75 10.00$                       1,477.50$                       15.00$                       2,216.25$                       18.00$                        2,659.50$                       
Hourly Equipment Rates: Dump Truck 10 45.00$                       450.00$                          50.00$                       500.00$                          55.00$                        550.00$                          
Hourly Equipment Rates: Mini Excavator w/trailer 71.75 25.00$                       1,793.75$                       30.00$                       2,152.50$                       35.00$                        2,511.25$                       
Hourly Equipment Rates: Air Compressor 0 5.00$                         -$                               5.00$                         -$                               5.00$                          -$                                

Traffic Ballards Install 4" steel pipe filled  with 
concrete 1 450.00$                     450.00$                          460.00$                     460.00$                          470.00$                      470.00$                          

EXHIBIT 2 - BIAGI PLUMBING
6/1/2016 to 5/31/17 6/1/2017 to 5/31/18 6/1/2018 to 5/31/19

400,546.43$                                                        421,486.51$                                                        441,301.49$                                                         
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RFB# 016-009 - Directional Boring
Vendor Utility Dynamics

Work Process:  EVALUATION 
QUANTITIES  

UNIT PRICE "E" PRICE "E" TOTAL UNIT PRICE "F" PRICE "F" TOTAL  UNIT PRICE "G"  PRICE "G" TOTAL 

Start or End Pit: For 2” conduit  155 70.00$                       10,850.00$                     75.00$                       11,625.00$                     80.00$                        12,400.00$                     
Start or End Pit: For 4” conduit  116.5 70.00$                       8,155.00$                       75.00$                       8,737.50$                       80.00$                        9,320.00$                       
Start or End Pit: For 5” conduit  0 70.00$                       -$                               75.00$                       -$                               80.00$                        -$                                
Start or End Pit: For 6” conduit  0 70.00$                       -$                               75.00$                       -$                               80.00$                        -$                                

0
Test Holes In: Concrete 1 450.00$                     450.00$                          500.00$                     500.00$                          550.00$                      550.00$                          
Test Holes In: Asphalt 10 450.00$                     4,500.00$                       500.00$                     5,000.00$                       550.00$                      5,500.00$                       
Test Holes In: Parkway 202 120.00$                     24,240.00$                     130.00$                     26,260.00$                     140.00$                      28,280.00$                     

Excavation for: Xfmr Pad 5’X5’X20” 0.5 200.00$                     100.00$                          210.00$                     105.00$                          225.00$                      112.50$                          
Excavation for: Xfmr Pad 8’X8’X20” 0 300.00$                     -$                               315.00$                     -$                               330.00$                      -$                                

Excavation for and Installation of: Xfmr Pad 5’X5’X20” 12 800.00$                     9,600.00$                       850.00$                     10,200.00$                     925.00$                      11,100.00$                     
Excavation for and Installation of: Xfmr Pad 8’X8’X20” 1 900.00$                     900.00$                          950.00$                     950.00$                          1,025.00$                   1,025.00$                       

Excavation for: Splice Box 28”X40”X30” 3 200.00$                     600.00$                          210.00$                     630.00$                          225.00$                      675.00$                          
Excavation for: Splice Box 40”X50”X22” 1.5 300.00$                     450.00$                          315.00$                     472.50$                          330.00$                      495.00$                          

Excavation for and Installation of: Splice Box 28”X40”X30” 21.5 620.00$                     13,330.00$                     650.00$                     13,975.00$                     690.00$                      14,835.00$                     
Excavation for and Installation of: Splice Box 40”X50”X22” 3 700.00$                     2,100.00$                       725.00$                     2,175.00$                       760.00$                      2,280.00$                       

Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 1 ¼” (Orange) w/ pull line 14416.5 1.50$                         21,624.75$                     1.60$                         23,066.40$                     1.75$                          25,228.88$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 2” 7963.5 2.00$                         15,927.00$                     2.20$                         17,519.70$                     2.40$                          19,112.40$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 4” 6315.5 5.00$                         31,577.50$                     5.25$                         33,156.38$                     5.55$                          35,051.03$                     
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 5” 50 7.00$                         350.00$                          7.50$                         375.00$                          8.10$                          405.00$                          
Conduit/ft.  (Material and Installation) 6” 0 9.00$                         -$                               9.50$                         -$                               10.10$                        -$                                

Bore/Ream Size/ft. 3” 70 11.00$                       770.00$                          12.00$                       840.00$                          14.00$                        980.00$                          
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 4” 3127 11.00$                       34,397.00$                     12.00$                       37,524.00$                     14.00$                        43,778.00$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 6” 5421.5 14.00$                       75,901.00$                     16.00$                       86,744.00$                     18.00$                        97,587.00$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 8” 4493 17.00$                       76,381.00$                     19.00$                       85,367.00$                     22.00$                        98,846.00$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 10” 752.5 19.00$                       14,297.50$                     22.00$                       16,555.00$                     25.00$                        18,812.50$                     
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 12” 322 22.00$                       7,084.00$                       26.00$                       8,372.00$                       30.00$                        9,660.00$                       
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 14” 117.5 27.00$                       3,172.50$                       29.00$                       3,407.50$                       33.00$                        3,877.50$                       
Bore/Ream Size/ft. 18” 0 40.00$                       -$                               45.00$                       -$                               52.00$                        -$                                

Tie into Existing Manhole First Conduit 7.5 600.00$                     4,500.00$                       640.00$                     4,800.00$                       690.00$                      5,175.00$                       
Tie into Existing Manhole Additional Conduits 6.5 120.00$                     780.00$                          130.00$                     845.00$                          145.00$                      942.50$                          

Tie into Existing Splice Box First Conduit 32.5 440.00$                     14,300.00$                     470.00$                     15,275.00$                     510.00$                      16,575.00$                     
Tie into Existing Splice Box Additional Conduits 0.5 40.00$                       20.00$                            44.00$                       22.00$                            50.00$                        25.00$                            

E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 1 1/4" 30 10.00$                       300.00$                          11.00$                       330.00$                          13.00$                        390.00$                          
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 2” 32 14.00$                       448.00$                          16.00$                       512.00$                          19.00$                        608.00$                          
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 4” 70 30.00$                       2,100.00$                       33.00$                       2,310.00$                       37.00$                        2,590.00$                       
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 5” 0 45.00$                       -$                               50.00$                       -$                               57.00$                        -$                                
E-Loc Couplings or Approved Equivalent (Material and Labor): 6” 0 50.00$                       -$                               55.00$                       -$                               62.00$                        -$                                

Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 2” 0 40.00$                       -$                               50.00$                       -$                               62.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 4” 0 45.00$                       -$                               55.00$                       -$                               70.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 5” 0 50.00$                       -$                               62.00$                       -$                               74.00$                        -$                                
Fusion Butt Splice (Material and Labor): 6” 0 60.00$                       -$                               70.00$                       -$                               84.00$                        -$                                

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 2” – 18” Sweep 12 50.00$                       600.00$                          55.00$                       660.00$                          60.00$                        720.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 2” – 18” Sweep 2 16.00$                       32.00$                            18.00$                       36.00$                            20.00$                        40.00$                            
90º Bends (Installation Only) 2” – 18” Sweep 14 50.00$                       700.00$                          55.00$                       770.00$                          60.00$                        840.00$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 2” – 24” Sweep 0 60.00$                       -$                               65.00$                       -$                               70.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 2” – 24” Sweep 3.5 16.00$                       56.00$                            18.00$                       63.00$                            20.00$                        70.00$                            
90º Bends (Installation Only) 2” – 24” Sweep 3.5 60.00$                       210.00$                          65.00$                       227.50$                          70.00$                        245.00$                          
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 2” 10.5 75.00$                       787.50$                          82.00$                       861.00$                          90.00$                        945.00$                          
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 2” 11 40.00$                       440.00$                          43.00$                       473.00$                          47.00$                        517.00$                          
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 2” 2.5 75.00$                       187.50$                          80.00$                       200.00$                          88.00$                        220.00$                          
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 2” 3 40.00$                       120.00$                          43.00$                       129.00$                          48.00$                        144.00$                          

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 4” – 24” Sweep 2.5 150.00$                     375.00$                          160.00$                     400.00$                          175.00$                      437.50$                          
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 4” – 24” Sweep 62.5 35.00$                       2,187.50$                       39.00$                       2,437.50$                       44.00$                        2,750.00$                       
90º Bends (Installation Only) 4” – 24” Sweep 65.5 75.00$                       4,912.50$                       80.00$                       5,240.00$                       87.00$                        5,698.50$                       
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 4” – 36” Sweep 5 200.00$                     1,000.00$                       215.00$                     1,075.00$                       230.00$                      1,150.00$                       
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 4” – 36” Sweep 10.5 50.00$                       525.00$                          55.00$                       577.50$                          60.00$                        630.00$                          
90º Bends (Installation Only) 4” – 36” Sweep 15 75.00$                       1,125.00$                       82.00$                       1,230.00$                       90.00$                        1,350.00$                       
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 4" 10 210.00$                     2,100.00$                       225.00$                     2,250.00$                       245.00$                      2,450.00$                       
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 4" 10.5 200.00$                     2,100.00$                       235.00$                     2,467.50$                       252.00$                      2,646.00$                       
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 4" 17.5 200.00$                     3,500.00$                       235.00$                     4,112.50$                       252.00$                      4,410.00$                       
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 4" 16.5 50.00$                       825.00$                          55.00$                       907.50$                          60.00$                        990.00$                          

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 400.00$                     -$                               440.00$                     -$                               480.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 75.00$                       -$                               80.00$                       -$                               88.00$                        -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 5” – 36” Sweep 0 85.00$                       -$                               92.00$                       -$                               100.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 450.00$                     -$                               490.00$                     -$                               540.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 100.00$                     -$                               110.00$                     -$                               120.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 5” – 48” Sweep 0 100.00$                     -$                               110.00$                     -$                               120.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 5" 0 400.00$                     -$                               435.00$                     -$                               475.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 5" 0 200.00$                     -$                               215.00$                     -$                               230.00$                      -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 5" 0 200.00$                     -$                               215.00$                     -$                               230.00$                      -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 5" 0 200.00$                     -$                               215.00$                     -$                               230.00$                      -$                                

90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 500.00$                     -$                               540.00$                     -$                               590.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 120.00$                     -$                               130.00$                     -$                               142.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 6” – 48” Sweep 0 110.00$                     -$                               120.00$                     -$                               130.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, Steel) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 600.00$                     -$                               640.00$                     -$                               690.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Material Only, PVC) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 200.00$                     -$                               215.00$                     -$                               235.00$                      -$                                
90º Bends (Installation Only) 6” – 60” Sweep 0 120.00$                     -$                               130.00$                     -$                               142.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 6" 0 400.00$                     -$                               435.00$                     -$                               475.00$                      -$                                
10’ Steel Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 6" 0 250.00$                     -$                               270.00$                     -$                               295.00$                      -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Material Only) 6" 0 300.00$                     -$                               325.00$                     -$                               355.00$                      -$                                
10’ PVC Conduit w/coupling (Installation Only) 6" 0 200.00$                     -$                               215.00$                     -$                               235.00$                      -$                                

Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 2” 983.5 0.10$                         98.35$                            0.15$                         147.53$                          0.20$                          196.70$                          
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 4” 0 0.10$                         -$                               0.15$                         -$                               0.20$                          -$                                
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 5” 0 0.10$                         -$                               0.15$                         -$                               0.20$                          -$                                
Color Coded (Markup for red color or striped conduits 6” 0 0.10$                         -$                               0.15$                         -$                               0.20$                          -$                                

Hourly Labor Rates: Foreman 119.5 115.00$                     13,742.50$                     125.00$                     14,937.50$                     135.00$                      16,132.50$                     
Hourly Labor Rates: Laborer 301 90.00$                       27,090.00$                     100.00$                     30,100.00$                     115.00$                      34,615.00$                     

Hourly Equipment Rates: Pickup Truck 147.75 50.00$                       7,387.50$                       55.00$                       8,126.25$                       60.00$                        8,865.00$                       
Hourly Equipment Rates: Dump Truck 10 85.00$                       850.00$                          95.00$                       950.00$                          100.00$                      1,000.00$                       
Hourly Equipment Rates: Mini Excavator w/trailer 71.75 80.00$                       5,740.00$                       90.00$                       6,457.50$                       100.00$                      7,175.00$                       
Hourly Equipment Rates: Air Compressor 0 45.00$                       -$                               50.00$                       -$                               55.00$                        -$                                

Traffic Ballards Install 4" steel pipe filled  
with concrete 1 500.00$                     500.00$                          600.00$                     600.00$                          700.00$                      700.00$                          

EXHIBIT 3 - UTILITY DYNAMICS
6/1/2016 to 5/31/17 6/1/2017 to 5/31/18 6/1/2018 to 5/31/19

456,396.60$                                                        503,086.75$                                                        561,153.50$                                                         
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April 19, 2016  R-23-2016 
 

RESOLUTION NO. R-23-2016 
 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONTRACT WITH 
B-MAX, INC., FOR ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM WORK 

 
WHEREAS, Article VII, Section 10 of the 1970 Illinois Constitution authorizes the 

Village of Winnetka (“Village”) to contract with individuals, associations, and corporations in 
any manner not prohibited by law or ordinance; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Village has appropriated funds for the procurement of directional 
boring, equipment pad installation, splice box installation, conduit installation, and related work 
necessary to maintain and support the Village’s electric distribution system (“Work”); and  

 
WHEREAS, the Village requested unit-price bids for performance of the Work as 

needed at the Village’s direction; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Village received three bids for the Work and opened the bids on April 

1, 2016; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 4.12 of the Village Code and the Village’s purchasing 

manual, the Village Council has determined that B-Max, Inc. (“Contractor”), is the lowest 
responsible bidder for the Work; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Village Council desires to enter into a contract with Contractor for the 

performance of the Work in an amount not to exceed $250,000.00 (“Contract”); and  
 

WHEREAS, the Village Council has determined that it is in the best interests of the 
Village and its residents to enter into the Contract with Contractor; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the Village of Winnetka, 
Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

 
SECTION 1: RECITALS.  The Village Council hereby adopts the foregoing recitals as 

its findings, as if fully set forth herein. 
 
SECTION 2: APPROVAL OF CONTRACT.  The Village Council hereby approves 

the Contract in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A and in a final form 
approved by the Village Attorney. 

 
SECTION 3: AUTHORIZATION TO EXECUTE CONTRACT.  The Village 

Council hereby authorizes and directs the Village President and the Village Clerk to execute and 
attest, respectively, on behalf of the Village, the final Contract. 

 
SECTION 4:  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect 

from and after its passage and approval according to law. 
 

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS] 
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April 19, 2016  R-23-2016 
 

ADOPTED this 19th day of April, 2016, pursuant to the following roll call vote: 
 AYES:  ____________________________________________________________ 
 NAYS: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ABSENT: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ABSTAIN: ____________________________________________________________ 
     
       Signed 
 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       Village President 
 
Countersigned: 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Village Clerk 
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Title:

Presenter:

Agenda Date: Ordinance
Resolution
Bid Authorization/Award

Consent:   YES       NO Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:

Executive Summary:

Recommendation:

Attachments: 

Resolution No. R-24-2016: Approving a Contract with Master Project Inc., for
Roofing Work at the Village’s Electric Generation Plant (Adoption)

Brian Keys, Director of Water & Electric

04/19/2016

✔

✔

The Water & Electric Department issued Bid Number 015-027 for the replacement of three sections of the
Electric Plant roof. In 2015, the Village received bids to replace five sections of the Electric Plant roof but
due to budgetary constraints only two sections were awarded. The three remaining sections of flat roofing
have been in service more than 20 years, leak and exhibit signs of deterioration. A budgetary line item was
created in the FY2016 budget to complete the replacement work.

On March 1, 2016, a pre-bid meeting was held at the Electric Plant to provide firms with an onsite
review and scope of work. Bid notices were advertised in the Winnetka Talk and posted to the on-line
bidding service, Demand Star.

Five firm submitted bids for the roofing project. The lowest total bid was submitted by Master
Project, Inc. in the amount of $84,000. The contractor plans to utilize AK Sheet Metal & Roofing as a
subcontractor. The Village has not previously utilized either contractor. References for both firms
were contacted and indicated work was performed in an acceptable manner.

Resolution No. R-24-2016, prepared by the Village Attorney, authorizes the Village President and
Village Clerk to execute and attest, a contract with Master Project Inc.

The FY 2016 Budget contains $139,000.00 (account #500.41.27-570) for the repair and maintenance
of buildings, of which there is $109,000 budgeted for the replacement of the three remaining roof
sections.

Consider adoption of Resolution No. R-24-2016, approving a contract with Master Project Inc. for
directional boring services.

Agenda Report dated April 12, 2016
Exhibit 1 - Diagram of roof sections

Resolution No. R-24-2016; Approving a Contract with Master Project Inc., for Roofing Work at the
Village’s Electric Generation Plant

Exhibit A - RFB #015-018, Electric Plant Roof Replacement
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
Subject:   Resolution R-24-2016; Approving a Contract with Master Project Inc., for 

Roofing Work at the Village’s Electric Generation Plant 
 
Prepared by:  Giovanni McLean, Assistant Director Water & Electric 
 
Ref:  October 27, 2015 Budget Presentation 
 
Date:    April 12, 2016 
 
The Water & Electric Department issued Bid Number 015-027 for the replacement of three 
sections of the Electric Plant roof.  In 2015 the Village received bids to replace five sections of 
the Electric Plant roof but due to budgetary constraints only two sections were awarded. The 
three remaining sections of flat roofing have been in service more than 20 years, leak and exhibit 
signs of deterioration.  A budgetary line item was created in the FY2016 budget to complete the 
replacement work.   
 
On March 1, 2016, a pre-bid meeting was held at the Electric Plant to provide firms with an 
onsite review and scope of work. Bid notices were advertised in the Winnetka Talk and posted to 
the on-line bidding service, Demand Star. The Request for Bids (“RFB”) was released for the 
three remaining sections (A, B and C). Bids were opened on March 15, 2016. A diagram of 
showing the various roof sections at the Electric Plant has been provided in Exhibit 1.  Results 
for the bid totals are shown below. 
 

Vendor Section A Section B Section C Total
Master Project Inc. 56,000.00$ 14,000.00$ 14,000.00$ 84,000.00$   
Cuevas Roofing and Construction 45,000.00$ 24,000.00$ 24,000.00$ 93,000.00$   
L. Marshall, INC 56,200.00$ 28,000.00$ 29,000.00$ 113,200.00$ 
Malcor Roofing of IL 56,500.00$ 31,000.00$ 31,000.00$ 118,500.00$ 

2016 ELECTRIC PLANT ROOF REPLACEMENT 

 
 

Based on the bid amounts, two firms submitted responses within the budgeted amount. The 
lowest total bid was submitted by Master Project, Inc.  The contractor plans to utilize AK Sheet 
Metal & Roofing as a subcontractor. The Village has not previously utilized either contractor.  
The references provided by Master Project, Inc. and AK Sheet Metal & Roofing were contacted. 
Feedback on Master Project Inc. indicated that the contractor was responsive and completed 
other roofing and masonry projects.  AK Sheet Metal & Roofing has installed the same type of 
roofing product in an acceptable manner. At this time, staff is recommending awarding the 
project to Master Project, Inc.  All bidders were required to provide a contract bond and the 
successful bidder will be required to provide a performance bond. 
 
Resolution No. R-24-2016, prepared by the Village Attorney, authorizes the Village President 
and Village Clerk to execute and attest, a contract with Master Project Inc. 
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The FY 2016 Budget contains $139,000.00 (account #500.41.27-570) for the repair and 
maintenance of buildings, of which there is $109,000 budgeted for the replacement of the three 
remaining roof sections.  
 
Recommendation: 
Consider adoption of Resolution No. R-24-2016 approving a contract with Master Project Inc. 
for directional boring services.   
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Exhibit 1 

 

 

Locations: 

 Section A: Approximate Area: 2,420 square feet 

 Section B: Approximate Area: 900 square feet 

 Section C: Approximate Area: 904 square feet 
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April 19, 2016  R-24-2016 
 

RESOLUTION NO. R-24-2016 
 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONTRACT WITH 
MASTER PROJECT, INC., FOR ROOFING WORK AT 
THE VILLAGE’S ELECTRIC GENERATION PLANT 

 
WHEREAS, Article VII, Section 10 of the 1970 Illinois Constitution authorizes the 

Village of Winnetka (“Village”) to contract with individuals, associations, and corporations in 
any manner not prohibited by law or ordinance; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Village has appropriated funds for the procurement of the work 
necessary to replace three sections of the roof of the Village’s electric generation plant 
(“Work”); and  

 
WHEREAS, the Village requested bids for performance of the Work; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Village received four bids for the Work and opened the bids on March 

15, 2016; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 4.12 of the Village Code and the Village’s purchasing 

manual, the Village Council has determined that Master Project, Inc. (“Contractor”), is the 
lowest responsible bidder for the Work; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Village Council desires to enter into a contract with Contractor for the 

performance of the Work in an amount not to exceed $84,000.00 (“Contract”); and  
 

WHEREAS, the Village Council has determined that it is in the best interests of the 
Village and its residents to enter into the Contract with Contractor; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the Village of Winnetka, 
Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

 
SECTION 1: RECITALS.  The Village Council hereby adopts the foregoing recitals as 

its findings, as if fully set forth herein. 
 
SECTION 2: APPROVAL OF CONTRACT.  The Village Council hereby approves 

the Contract in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A and in a final form 
approved by the Village Attorney. 

 
SECTION 3: AUTHORIZATION TO EXECUTE CONTRACT.  The Village 

Council hereby authorizes and directs the Village President and the Village Clerk to execute and 
attest, respectively, on behalf of the Village, the final Contract. 

 
SECTION 4:  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect 

from and after its passage and approval according to law. 
 

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS] 

 
Agenda Packet P. 70



April 19, 2016  R-24-2016 
 

ADOPTED this 19th day of April, 2016, pursuant to the following roll call vote: 
 AYES:  ____________________________________________________________ 
 NAYS: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ABSENT: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ABSTAIN: ____________________________________________________________ 
     
       Signed 
 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       Village President 
 
Countersigned: 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Village Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 

CONTRACT 
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Title:

Presenter:

Agenda Date: Ordinance
Resolution
Bid Authorization/Award

Consent:   YES       NO Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:

Executive Summary:

Recommendation:

Attachments: 

Ordinance No. M-7-2016: 1112 Willow Road, Winnetka School District 36,
Special Use Permit and Variation (Introduction/Adoption)

Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development

04/19/2016 ✔

✔

None

Winnetka School District 36 is requesting a Special Use Permit and variation in order to install two modular units that would
result in a west side yard setback of 6 ft., whereas a minimum of 12 ft. is required, a variation of 6 ft. (50%). The two modular
units would be located southwest of the existing school and painted a color to match the existing school brick. Each unit would
house two classrooms. The installation of the units would be in two phases with “Modular Unit A” installed this summer and
“Modular Unit B” installed, if needed, in the summer of 2017. District 36 anticipates using the modular unit(s) for four years.
The District has indicated that they intend to have a three year lease with a one year option for “Modular Unit A” and a two year
lease with a one year option for “Modular Unit B.” The terms of the leases would expire concurrently.

The Design Review Board (DRB) first considered the application at its meeting on February 18, 2016 and continued the matter
to allow the applicant to develop more detailed plans to help obscure the proposed modular units. A revised landscape plan was
submitted for review by the DRB at its meeting on March 17, 2016. With a vote of 4 to 0, the DRB recommended approval of
the application.

The Plan Commission considered the application at its meeting on February 24, 2016 and voted unanimously to find the request
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Zoning Board of Appeals considered the application at its meeting on March 14, 2016. With a vote of 5 to 0, the Board
recommended approval of the variation and the special use, with a recommendation that the use of the modular units be limited
to four years.

Consider introduction of Ordinance No. M-7-2016, granting a Special Use Permit and a side yard setback variation to allow Winnetka School
District 36 to install two modular units at 1112 Willow Road.

Or

Consider waiving introduction of Ordinance No. M-7-2016 and consider adoption, granting a Special Use Permit and a side yard setback
variation to allow Winnetka School District 36 to install two modular units at 1112 Willow Road.

Agenda Report
Attachment A: Zoning Matrix
Attachment B: Ordinance No. M-7-2016
Attachment C: Application Materials
Attachment D: Excerpts of draft February 18, 2016 and draft March 17, 2016 DRB meeting minutes
Attachment E: Excerpt of draft February 24, 2016 PC meeting minutes
Attachment F: Public Correspondence
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AGENDA REPORT  
 
TO:   Village Council 
 
PREPARED BY: Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development 
 
SUBJECT: 1112 Willow Rd, Crow Island School, Ord. M-7-2016 

(1) Special Use Permit 
(2) Variation:  Side Yard Setback 

 
DATE:  April 7, 2016 
 
Ordinance M-7-2016 grants a Special Use Permit to Winnetka School District 36, in accordance 
with Section 17.56.010 and a variation from Section 17.30.060 [Side Yard Setback] of the 
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit the installation of two modular units that would result in a 
west side yard setback of 6 ft., whereas a minimum of 12 ft. is required, a variation of 6 ft. (50%). 
 
Schools 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 is subject to review by the Plan Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals, and Design 
Review Board, with final jurisdiction by the Village Council.   
 
Summary of Improvements 
Building Improvements:  As proposed, two modular units would be located southwest of the 
existing school and painted a color to match the existing school brick.  Each unit would house two 
classrooms.  The installation of the units would be in two phases with “Modular Unit A” installed 
this summer and “Modular Unit B” installed, if needed, in the summer of 2017.  District 36 
anticipates using the modular unit(s) for four years.  The District has indicated that they intend to 
have a three year lease with a one year option for “Modular Unit A” and a two year lease with a 
one year option for “Modular Unit B.”  The terms of the leases would expire concurrently.     
 
In addition to the Special Use Permit, a variation is required to allow the modular units to 
encroach the minimum required side yard setback of 12 ft. from the west property line.  The units 
themselves would be setback 10 ft. from the west property line.  However, the two exterior 
entrances on the west elevation of “Modular Unit A” would extend an additional 4 ft. from the 
west wall of the unit.  Therefore, the proposed setback is considered to be 6 ft.  As represented on 
the attached zoning matrix (Attachment A), with the exception of the side yard setback, the 
proposed modular units comply with the zoning regulations.  
 
Landscaping:  In response to neighbors’ concerns related to the perimeter landscaping of the site 
as well as the sight visibility lines of the proposed modular units, District 36 has contracted with a 
landscape architect and supplied a plan which details proposed maintenance of existing berms and 
existing plantings.  Additionally, new plant material is proposed along both the Mt. Pleasant and 
Glendale frontages.  The landscape plan details new perimeter plantings along the site’s south and 
east boundaries.      
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Crow Island 
April 7, 2016 
Page 2 of 3 
 
Lighting:  Lighting would be provided through a combination of existing pole mounted fixtures, 
supplemented by lights at each entry and on the underside of a covered canopy connecting the 
modular units to the main school building. 
 
The property is located in the R-2 Single Family Residential zoning district.  Construction of the 
school began in late 1939.  Over the years additions and modifications have been made to the 
school.  In 1990 the school was designated a National Historic Landmark.  The school is not a 
local landmark and therefore does not require review by the Landmark Preservation 
Commission.       
 
There are four previous zoning cases for the subject site.  In April 2002 the Village Council 
adopted Ordinance M-11-2002 granting a Special Use Permit, and front and side yard setback 
variations, to permit the installation of new playground equipment and play surfaces in the 
northwest and southwest playgrounds.  In June 2002 the Council adopted Ordinance M-16-2002 
granting a Special Use Permit and a front setback variation to permit the installation of new 
playground equipment in the playground south of the school and along the east property line.  In 
June 2003 the Council adopted Ordinance M-22-2003 granting a Special Use Permit and a front 
setback variation to permit the installation of new playground equipment in the northeast 
playground.  Lastly, in 2012 Winnetka School District 36 and the Winnetka Park District filed, 
and subsequently withdrew, a Special Use Permit to allow additional parking for the Crow Island 
Campus on both properties and within the public right-of-way on Mt. Pleasant Rd. 
 
Recommendation of Advisory Boards 
The Design Review Board (DRB) first considered the application at its meeting February 18, 
2016 and continued the matter to allow the applicant to develop more detailed plans to help 
obscure the proposed modular units.  A revised landscape plan was submitted for review by the 
DRB at its meeting March 17, 2016.  With a vote of 4 to 0, the DRB recommended approval of 
the application (Attachment D).      
 
The Plan Commission considered the application at its meeting February 24, 2016 and voted 
unanimously to find the request consistent with the Comprehensive Plan (Attachment E). 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals considered the application at its meeting March 14, 2016.  With a 
vote of 5 to 0, the Board recommended approval of the variation and the special use, with a 
recommendation that the use of the modular units be limited to four years.    
 
Recommendation  
Consider introduction of Ord. M-7-2016, granting a Special Use Permit and a side yard setback 
variation to allow Winnetka School District 36 to install two modular units at 1112 Willow Rd. 
 
Or 
 
Consider waiving introduction of Ord. M-7-2016 and consider adoption, granting a Special Use 
Permit and a side yard setback variation to allow Winnetka School District 36 to install two 
modular units at 1112 Willow Rd. 
 

 
Agenda Packet P. 106



Crow Island 
April 7, 2016 
Page 3 of 3 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  Zoning Matrix 
Attachment B:  Ordinance M-7-2016 
Attachment C:  Application Materials 
Attachment D:  Excerpts of draft February 18, 2016 and draft March 17, 2016 DRB meeting minutes  
Attachment E:  Excerpt of draft February 24, 2016 PC meeting minutes 
Attachment F:  Public Correspondence 

 
Agenda Packet P. 107



ZONING MATRIX
(Revised 04.06.2016)

ADDRESS:  1112 Willow Rd. (Crow Island School)
CASE NO:  16-05-SU
ZONING:  R-2

OK

Min. Average Lot Width

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

Max. Gross Floor Area

Max. Impermeable Surface

Min. Front Yard (North)

Min. Corner (Front) Yard (East)

Min. Front Yard (South)

Min. Side Yard (West)

NOTES: (1) Based on actual lot area of 239,872 s.f.

(2) Setback to building.  Existing playgrounds encroach the required 50 ft. setback.

OK

6 FT (50%) VARIATION

50 FT (+) 50 FT

EXISTING NONCONFORMING

50 FT 50.32 FT (2) N/A N/A OK

50 FT 31.57 FT (2) N/A N/A

OK

119,936 SF (1) 113,206 SF 4,115.2 SF 117,321.2 SF OK

56,985.56 SF (1) 51,825 SF 3,861.2 SF 55,686.2 SF

OK

59,968 SF (1) 49,811 SF 4,856.2 SF 54,667.2 SF OK

115 FT 321.85 FT N/A N/A

STATUS

N/A

ITEM REQUIREMENT

Min. Lot Size 25,200 SF 239,872 SF N/A

EXISTING

12 FT 9.44 FT

TOTALPROPOSED

6 FT N/A

N/A N/A

ATTACHMENT A
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April 19, 2016  M-7-2016 

ORDINANCE NO. M-7-2016 
 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT AND 
A VARIATION FROM THE WINNETKA ZONING ORDINANCE 

FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO TEMPORARY CLASSROOM STRUCTURES 
(1112 Willow Road) 

 
 WHEREAS, Winnetka Public School District No. 36 ("Applicant") is the record title 
owner of the parcel of real property commonly known as 1112 Willow Road in Winnetka, Illinois, 
and legally described in Exhibit A attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance 
(“Subject Property”); and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Subject Property is improved with buildings and structures known as the 
Crow Island School (“School”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Applicant desires to construct on the Subject Property two temporary 
structures for use as classrooms at the School (“Proposed Improvements”); and 
 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located within the R-2 Single Family Residential 
Zoning District of the Village ("R-2 District"); and 

 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.30.060 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance ("Zoning 
Ordinance"), the Subject Property may not have a side-yard setback of less than 12 feet; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Applicant desires to construct the Proposed Improvements with a 
side-yard setback of six feet in the side yard located adjacent to the west property line of the Subject 
Property, in violation of Section 17.30.060 of the Zoning Ordinance; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.24.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, the operation of an 
elementary school is not permitted within the R-2 District without a special use permit; and 

 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.56.090 of the Zoning Ordinance, no special use may be 
enlarged or extended without a special use permit; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Applicant filed an application for: (i) a variation from Section 17.30.060 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit the construction of the Proposed Improvements with a side-yard 
setback of six feet in the side yard located adjacent to the west property line of the Subject Property 
(“Variation”); and (ii) a special use permit pursuant to Section 17.24.020 and Chapter 17.56 of the 
of the Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of the Proposed Improvements and enlargement of 
the School ("Special Use Permit") (collectively, the Variation and the Special Use Permit are the 
“Requested Relief”); and  
 

WHEREAS, on March 14, 2016, after due notice thereof, the Zoning Board of Appeals 
(“ZBA”) conducted a public hearing on the Requested Relief and, by the unanimous vote of the five 
members then present, recommended that the Council of the Village of Winnetka (“Village 
Council”) approve the Requested Relief; and 

ATTACHMENT B
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April 19, 2016  M-7-2016 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapters 17.56 and 17.60 of the Zoning Ordinance, the ZBA 

heard evidence and made certain findings in support of recommending approval of the Requested 
Relief, which findings are set forth in the ZBA public hearing minutes attached to and, by this 
reference, made a part of this Ordinance as Exhibit B; and  

 
WHEREAS, on February 24, 2016, after due notice thereof, the Plan Commission met to 

consider whether approval of the Requested Relief is consistent with "Winnetka 2020," the 
Winnetka comprehensive plan ("Comprehensive Plan"), and found, by the unanimous vote of 
the eight members then present, that approval of the Requested Relief is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan; and 

 
WHEREAS, on February 18, 2016 and March 17, 2016, after due notice thereof, the 

Design Review Board met to consider the Requested Relief and, by unanimous vote of the four 
members then present, recommended that the Village Council approve the Requested Relief; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.60.050 of the Zoning Ordinance, the Village Council 

has determined that: (i) the Variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 
Zoning Ordinance and in accordance with general or specific rules set forth in Chapter 17.60 of the 
Zoning Ordinance; and (ii) there are practical difficulties or particular hardships in the way of 
carrying out the strict letter of the provisions or regulations of the Zoning Ordinance from which the 
Variation has been sought; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Village Council has determined that approval of the proposed Special Use 

Permit: (i) is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and (ii) satisfies the standards for the approval 
of special use permits set forth in Chapter 17.56 of the Zoning Ordinance; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the Village Council has determined that approval of the Requested Relief 
for the construction of the Proposed Improvements on the Subject Property is in the best interest 
of the Village and its residents; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the Village of Winnetka do ordain as follows:  
 
 SECTION 1: RECITALS.  The foregoing recitals are hereby incorporated into this 
section as the findings of the Village Council, as if fully set forth herein.  
 
 SECTION 2: APPROVAL OF SPECIAL USE PERMIT.  Subject to, and contingent 
upon, the terms, conditions, restrictions, and provisions set forth in Section 4 of this Ordinance, 
the Special Use Permit is granted, pursuant to Chapter 17.56 and Section 17.12.020 of the Zoning 
Ordinance and the home rule powers of the Village, to allow construction of the Proposed 
Improvements and enlargement of the School on the Subject Property.   
 
 SECTION 3: APPROVAL OF VARIATION.  Subject to, and contingent upon, the 
terms, conditions, restrictions, and provisions set forth in Section 4 of this Ordinance, the 
Variation is granted to allow construction of the Proposed Improvements on the Subject 
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April 19, 2016  M-7-2016 

Property, pursuant to Chapter 17.60 of the Zoning Ordinance and the home rule powers of the 
Village. 
 
 SECTION 4: CONDITIONS.  The Special Use Permit granted by Section 2 of this 
Ordinance and the Variation granted by Section 3 of this Ordinance are subject to, and 
contingent upon, compliance by the Applicant with the following conditions:   
 

A. Commencement of Construction.  The Applicant must commence the construction 
of the Proposed Improvements no later than 12 months after the effective date of 
this Ordinance. 
 

B. Compliance with Regulations.  Except to the extent specifically provided 
otherwise in this Ordinance, the development, use, and maintenance of the 
Proposed Improvements on the Subject Property must comply at all times with all 
applicable Village codes and ordinances, as they have been or may be amended 
over time. 
 

C. Reimbursement of Village Costs.  In addition to any other costs, payments, fees, 
charges, contributions, or dedications required under applicable Village codes, 
ordinances, resolutions, rules, or regulations, the Applicant must pay to the 
Village, promptly upon presentation of a written demand or demands therefor, of 
all fees, costs, and expenses incurred or accrued in connection with the review, 
negotiation, preparation, consideration, and review of this Ordinance.  Payment of 
all such fees, costs, and expenses for which demand has been made shall be made 
by a certified or cashier's check.  Further, the Applicant must pay upon demand 
all costs incurred by the Village for publications and recordings required in 
connection with the aforesaid matters. 
 

D. Compliance with Plans.  The development, use, and maintenance of the Proposed 
Improvements at the Subject Property must be in strict accordance with the 
following documents and plans, except for minor changes and site work approved 
by the Director of Community Development or the Director of Public Works (within 
their respective permitting authority) in accordance with all applicable Village 
codes, ordinances, and standards:  
 

1. The Overall Site Plan prepared by Green Associates, consisting of 
one sheet, and dated January 29, 2016, a copy of which is attached to 
and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance as Exhibit C;  

 
2. The Existing Site Plan prepared by Green Associates, consisting of 

one sheet, and dated January 29, 2016, a copy of which is attached to 
and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance as Exhibit D; 

 
3. The Proposed Site Plan prepared by Green Associates, consisting 

of one sheet, and dated February 9, 2016, a copy of which is 
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April 19, 2016  M-7-2016 

attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance as 
Exhibit E; 

 
4. The Modular Unit Floor Plan prepared by Green Associates, 

consisting of one sheet, and dated January 29, 2016, a copy of which 
is attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance 
as Exhibit F; 

 
5. The Modular Unit Elevations prepared by Green Associates, 

consisting of one sheet, and dated January 29, 2016, a copy of which 
is attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance 
as Exhibit G; 

 
6. The East Site Elevation prepared by Green Associates, consisting 

of one sheet, and dated January 29, 2016, a copy of which is 
attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance as 
Exhibit H; 

 
7. The South Site Elevation prepared by Green Associates, consisting 

of one sheet, and dated January 29, 2016, a copy of which is 
attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this Ordinance as 
Exhibit I; 

 
8. The Overall Site Plan – Context prepared by KM Talty Design, 

consisting of one sheet, and dated March 15, 2016, a copy of 
which is attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this 
Ordinance as Exhibit J; 

 
9. The South Berm Landscape Plan prepared by KM Talty Design, 

consisting of one sheet, and dated March 15, 2016, a copy of 
which is attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this 
Ordinance as Exhibit K; and 

 
10. The Drop-Off Area Landscape Plan prepared by KM Talty Design, 

consisting of one sheet, and dated March 15, 2016, a copy of 
which is attached to and, by this reference, made a part of this 
Ordinance as Exhibit L. 

 
 SECTION 5: RECORDATION; BINDING EFFECT.  A copy of this Ordinance will 
be recorded with the Cook County Recorder of Deeds.  This Ordinance and the privileges, 
obligations, and provisions contained herein inure solely to the benefit of, and are binding upon, 
the Applicant and each of its heirs, representatives, successors, and assigns. 
 
 SECTION 6: FAILURE TO COMPLY.  Upon the failure or refusal of the Applicant 
to comply with any or all of the conditions, restrictions, or provisions of this Ordinance, in 
addition to all other remedies available to the Village, the approvals granted in Sections 2 and 3 
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of this Ordinance will, at the sole discretion of the Village Council, by ordinance duly adopted, 
be revoked and become null and void; provided, however, that the Village Council may not so 
revoke the approvals granted in Sections 2 and 3 of this Ordinance unless it first provides the 
Applicant with two months advance written notice of the reasons for revocation and an 
opportunity to be heard at a regular meeting of the Village Council.  In the event of revocation, 
the development and use of the Subject Property will be governed solely by the regulations of the 
applicable zoning district and the applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, as the same 
may, from time to time, be amended.  Further, in the event of such revocation, the Village 
Manager and Village Attorney are hereby authorized and directed to bring such zoning 
enforcement action as may be appropriate under the circumstances. 
 
 SECTION 7: AMENDMENT OF VARIATION AND SPECIAL USE PERMIT.  
Any amendments to the approvals granted in Sections 2 and 3 of this Ordinance that may be 
requested by the Applicant after the effective date of this Ordinance may be granted only 
pursuant to the procedures, and subject to the standards and limitations, provided in the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 8: SEVERABILITY.  If any provision of this Ordinance or part thereof is 
held invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remaining provisions of this Ordinance 
shall remain in full force and effect, and shall be interpreted, applied, and enforced so as to 
achieve, as near as may be, the purpose and intent of this Ordinance to the greatest extent 
permitted by applicable law. 
 
 SECTION 9: EFFECTIVE DATE.  
 
 A. This Ordinance will be effective only upon the occurrence of all of the following 
events: 
  1. Passage by the Village Council in the manner required by law; 
 

2. Publication in pamphlet form in the manner required by law; and 
 
3. The filing by the Applicant with the Village Clerk of an Unconditional 

Agreement and Consent in the form of Exhibit M attached to and, by this 
reference, made a part of this Ordinance to accept and abide by each and 
all of the terms, conditions, and limitations set forth in this Ordinance and 
to indemnify the Village for any claims that may arise in connection with 
the approval of this Ordinance. 

 
 B. In the event that the Applicant does not file with the Village Clerk a fully 
executed copy of the unconditional agreement and consent described in Section 9.A.3 of this 
Ordinance within 60 days after the date of passage of this Ordinance by the Village Council, the 
Village Council shall have the right, in its sole discretion, to declare this Ordinance null and void 
and of no force or effect. 

 

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS] 
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PASSED this _____ day of _________, 2016, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

APPROVED this ____ day of _________, 2016. 

 
 Signed: 
 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 
 
  
Village Clerk 

Published by authority of the 
President and Board of Trustees 
of the Village of Winnetka, 
Illinois, this ___ day of _______, 
2016. 

Introduced:  April 19, 2016 

Passed and Approved:  ______________, 2016 
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EXHIBIT A 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY 

That part of vacated Glendale Avenue and of the East 13.00 Feet of Lots 37 to 47, inclusive, in 
Block 1 in Vernamo, being a subdivision of the Northwest ¼ of the Southwest ¼ of Section 20, 
Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the Third Principal Meridian and the East ¼ of the 
Northwest ¼ of the Southeast ¼ of Section 19, Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the Third 
Principal Meridian, according to the plat thereof recorded October 30, 1891 as Document 
Number 1560706, bounded and described as follows:  Beginning at a point on the East line of 
said Northwest ¼ of the Southwest ¼ of said Section 20, 222.33 Feet South of the Northeast 
corner thereof; thence South along said East line, 250.00 Feet; thence West at right angles to said 
last described East line, 46.00 Feet; thence North parallel with the East line of said Northwest ¼ 
of the Southwest ¼ of said Section 20, 250.00 Feet; thence East 46.00 Feet to the point of 
beginning, in Cook County, Illinois. 

Together with: 

Lots 48 to 70, both inclusive and the East 17.0 Feet of vacated Glendale Avenue, lying West of 
and adjoining Lots 61 to 70, both inclusive, in Alles’ Sunset Subdivision of the Northeast ¼ of 
the Southwest ¼ of Section 20, Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the Third Principal 
Meridian, according to the plat thereof recorded July 2, 1926 as Document Number 9327144, in 
Cook County, Illinois.  

Commonly known as:  Crow Island School, 1112 Willow Road, Winnetka, Illinois. 
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EXHIBIT B 

 

MARCH 14, 2016 PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES OF THE ZBA 

WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
MARCH 14, 2016 

EXCERPT OF MINUTES 
 

 
Zoning Board Members Present:  Joni Johnson, Chairperson 

Mary Hickey 
Thomas Kehoe 
Kathleen Kumer 
Carl Lane 

 
Zoning Board Members Absent:  Chris Blum  

Mark Naumann 
 

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

 
*** 

 
Case No. 16-05-SU:    1112 Willow Road, Crow Island School 

Winnetka School District 36 
Special Use Permit 
1. Modular Classrooms 
Variation by Ordinance 
1. Side Yard Setback 

 
1112 Willow Road, Crow Island School, Winnetka School District 36, Case No. 16-05-SU –
 Modular Classrooms and Variation by Ordinance – Side Yard Setback                              
Mr. D'Onofrio read the public notice.  The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and 
receive public comment regarding a request by Winnetka School District 36 for Crow Island 
School, located at 1112 Willow Rd., concerning a Special Use Permit in accordance with Section 
17.56.010 and a variation by Ordinance from Section 17.30.060 [Side Yard Setback] of the 
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit the installation of modular classrooms that would result in 
a west side yard setback of 6 ft., whereas a minimum of 12 ft. is required, a variation of 6 ft. 
(50%). 
 
Chairperson Johnson swore in those that would be speaking on this matter.  
 
Trisha Kocanda introduced herself to the Commission as the Superintendent of the Public 
Schools as well as Greg Kurr, the District CFO and Carol Pugh, the project architect.  She stated 
that she would provide a brief overview of the rationale as to why they are asking for modular 
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classrooms.  Ms. Kocanda informed the Board that she would review a presentation which was 
shared with the community and neighbors in the process in order to make sure that there is a 
consistent message.  She also stated that they began by having six sessions which were offered to 
parents and neighbors and that they wanted to be proactive in terms of communication and for 
the community to be well aware of the need and why they are asking for the units. 
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that with regard to their educational programing, although there are 150 
more children than at Greeley and Hubbard Woods, she described their program as a wonderful 
educational program.  She stated that the children at Crow Island have access to all of the 
instructional programming, specials and services, etc. and that the class guidelines that they have 
at the school district are in place at Crow Island.  Ms. Kocanda stated that they cap their K-1 and 
K-2 classes at 20 students, K-3 and K-4 at 21 and that they have a wonderful, supportive 
community at Crow Island and a beautiful facility.  
 
Ms. Kocanda then stated that with regard to space constraints, there are 91 first graders which 
required five classroom sections once they apply the section guidelines.  She stated that as a 
school district, the students have a similar experience with special classes, art, music, etc. and 
that for every extra section they have, it adds 13 sections of specials per week which required 
space to hold those classes.  Ms. Kocanda also stated that they have a mandated state program 
called Response to Intervention which allowed them to intervene on the behalf of children before 
they would need special services.  She stated that the Response to Intervention program does 
require small group space for the children.  Ms. Kocanda stated that they have different demands 
on their space given their recent commitment to having an assisted specials program across the 
district as well as Response to Intervention.   
 
Ms. Kocanda then informed the Board that they knew that the first grade size would be rather 
large and that they moved the classes’ two programs out of the school into other places in the 
district.  She stated that with 91 first graders, things do not always go as planned and that things 
are very tight and noted that they have eight teachers who provide special services to students in 
one classroom.  
 
Ms. Kocanda informed the Board that they are looking at longer term solutions.  She then stated 
that before they commit to any of these, they had to evaluate the financial and emotional cost and 
that they wanted to have that extra time to engage. Ms. Kocanda stated that they could either 
wait for the self-correction of enrollment, investigate school boundary shifts or invest in building 
new construction, all of which require more time.  
 
Ms. Kocanda then stated that as to why they want short term solutions, they need immediate 
relief now.  She informed the Board that the enrollment is projected to decrease and that the short 
term solution would allow greater time for study.  Ms. Kocanda then stated they are exploring 
whether to invest in extended day kindergarten and that decision would be made by the School 
Board in May.  She stated that they are asking for two phases of temporary classrooms with the 
first phase to take place in the summer with two classrooms which would provide space for 
immediate relief.  Ms. Kocanda then stated that with regard to the second phase, if the School 
Board approved extended day kindergarten and extended day kindergarten in three schools, they 
would add the second unit with two classrooms next summer.  She also referred the Board to the 
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drawings and applications for both phases.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if they are not proposing both modular units and just one for now.  
She also asked if they did not want to come back if they determined that they needed the second 
one.  
 
Ms. Kocanda confirmed that is correct.  
 
Mr. Lane asked if one unit would contain two classrooms.   
 
Ms. Kocanda responded that is correct.  She also stated that it would be for music and Spanish 
and that it would also be air conditioned.  
 
Greg Kurr stated that you can see the units in the slides and reiterated that each unit would have 
two classrooms.  He stated that ultimately, they are considering four classrooms and that they are 
starting with two.  Mr. Kurr then stated that in connection with the timeline, for the summer, the 
plan is putting the A unit in an area he identified in the illustration at the southwest corner of 
Crow Island and that the B unit would go in the other direction from east to west.  
 
Mr. Kurr then stated that with regard to amenities, the external planting, landscaping and air 
conditioning was discussed with the parents and neighbors.  He also stated that with regard to 
safety, the units would be equipped with communications, utilities, etc. which are regulated by 
the Illinois School Code and Village standards.  Mr. Kurr added that they are planning on 
sprinkling the units.  He then referred the Board to a diagram of what the units would look like.  
Mr. Kurr stated that the two units would be connected by a walkway with a canopy and that the 
installation plan met the code of the Village and the Illinois School Code.  
 
Mr. Kurr went on to state that in engaging with the parents, they talked to the general consensus 
as to the fact that there is a space need.  He indicated that there are different viewpoints on 
extended day kindergarten.  Mr. Kurr noted that the bigger issue was landscaping with the 
neighbors and that they would come up with a plan agreement with them.  
 
Mr. Kurr then stated that with regard to the timetable, there have been meetings with the Village 
and that they would come back to the DRB because of landscaping and the surrounding areas 
and then on to the Village Council.  
 
Mr. Kehoe stated that he was there Saturday with his grandchildren and noted the proximity to 
the closest neighbor at the southwest corner.   
 
Mr. Kurr indicated that they spoke to the Glendale neighbors and that there was minimal 
attendance. He also referred to the Mt. Pleasant neighbors.  Mr. Kurr then asked if there were 
any other questions.  
 
Carol Pugh introduced herself to the Board as the architect and stated that she would tell the 
Board why the modular units would be where they are and why they are asking for a variance. 
She informed the Board that the units would be located at the southwest corner by the wing of 
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the school.  Ms. Pugh also stated that they looked at various other locations and that with regard 
to the northwest side, the neighbors asked that they be located on the other side.  She noted that 
is not the school’s property and that it is the Park District property as well as the fact that it is in 
the 100 year flood plain.  Ms. Pugh stated that they cannot put the modular units in the flood 
plain.  She also stated that they cannot be placed in the front of the building.  
 
Ms. Pugh then stated that with regard to Glendale, there is no room there and that they have to 
keep the required 35 feet from the building.  She also stated that location would be obvious to the 
neighbors and that for the southeast corner, they would lose play space and access in and out.  
 
Ms. Pugh also stated that with regard to locating them in between the two wings of the school, 
there is not 35 feet from each building.  She indicated that left them with the southwest corner 
which is more obscure from the community as a whole and that although Glendale would see 
them, that is the best location.  Ms. Pugh also referred to the 35 foot requirement from the IBC 
building code and that the modular units have to be kept away from the building unless they are 
sprinklered but added that they would be sprinklered.  She also stated that there is a fire wall on 
the south wall which will be kept at 15 feet from the building and that in any other location, it 
would have to be 35 feet.  
 
Ms. Pugh then stated that with regard to the reason for the variation for the side setback, she 
referred the Board to an illustration of the configuration for modular units A and B.  She noted 
that they would have an L shaped configuration and that they would be nestled among the trees.  
Ms. Pugh informed the Board that they wanted to stay away from a 30 inch tree as well as 
another tree and identified the trees in an illustration for the Board.  She noted that they were 
held at 10 feet off of the Park District property.  Ms. Pugh informed the Board that the modular 
unit itself is at 10 feet and that the emergency exits are 4 feet closer which is why they need the 
variation.  She also stated that all of the children would come out of one end and door on the east 
side.  Ms. Pugh added that there would be ADA accessibility as well.  She then stated that if 
modular unit B is installed in 2017, it would run in an east-west position in order to save green 
space and that it would have the same distance off of the property line which is the rationale as to 
where they are located and why they are located there.  Ms. Pugh also referred the Board to an 
illustration of the landscaping plans and stated that they would come up with a plan for Glendale 
and Mt. Pleasant.  
 
Ms. Kocanda added that it would be considered by the School Board tomorrow.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there are berms and landscaping on the perimeter.  
 
Mr. Kurr and Ms. Kocanda confirmed that is correct.   
 
Ms. Pugh then referred the Board to an aerial view which was not available at the DRB meeting.  
She also identified modular unit A and the landscaping.  Ms. Pugh stated that they planned to 
clear the old landscaping and that it would be added in other areas.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that with regard to the landscaping around the units, she stated that 
she is curious that if they are temporary, that would represent quite an investment.  
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Mr. Kurr stated that for the nature of the plantings, they have to be careful because of the size 
and duration and that they would be transplantable.  He informed the Board that when the units 
come out, they would be put elsewhere on the property.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that there would be a combination of evergreens and seasonal color.  
 
Mr. Lane referred to the long term timeline for the necessity for these.  He then stated that in his 
experience when he grew up, they were called temporary classrooms and that they went up and 
never came down.  Mr. Lane asked when would they make a long term decision. 
 
Mr. Kurr stated that the first unit would have a three year lease option and that after three years, 
he referred to if any additional time is needed for the longer term plan.  He also stated that 
redistricting is an option as well as the consideration of putting an addition on the school.  Mr. 
Kurr then stated that because the school has historic value, the process that they would have to 
go through would take quite a while.  He stated that is how the duration of the units would be 
determined.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if with regard to the second one, if it is needed longer than three 
years.  
 
Mr. Kurr responded that it is not and that the second unit would have a two year lease and a one 
year option.  He noted that the terms would end concurrently.  Mr. Kurr also stated that the 
Illinois School Board would monitor it as well as far as duration is concerned and that they have 
to report annually with regard to a longer term commitment and disposition plan.  
 
Ms. Hickey stated that her children who attended Hubbard Woods grew up with temporary 
classrooms and that they are gone now.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that with regard to the growth projection, the applicant said that it would decline 
and asked how confident are they with that projection. 
 
Ms. Kocanda responded that there is an approved process for projection forecasting.  She 
indicated that it is dependent on the housing market and birth rates.  Ms. Kocanda then stated 
that years back, they have not looked at real estate movement as a predictor.  She indicated that 
they are comfortable that for a net three years, they would be expecting a 2% decrease.  Ms. 
Kocanda also stated that the piece that could shift is if the School Board approved extended day 
kindergarten and that because of that, they see a rebounding effect from enrollment.  She added 
that families do not choose a school because they do not have extended day kindergarten.  
 
Mr. Lane then referred to a letter from the neighbors and that concern in connection with safety.  
He stated that now, the units are not patrolled by the doors and referred to the difficulty getting 
into Crow Island.  Mr. Lane asked how they planned to make sure that they would still be able to 
control the children exiting the school where they are supposed to be exiting. 
 
Mr. Kurr informed the Board that there would be an electronic swipe entrance.  He also stated 
that the use is for specials and older children.  Mr. Kurr also stated that between the building 
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with the communication factor, there would be back and forth and assistance.  
 
Ms. Kocanda confirmed that the students would be escorted in and out and with the use of walkie 
talkies.  She stated that the ideal situation would be to have supervised transportation between 
the units.  
 
Mr. Kurr also referred to the use of cameras. 
 
Mr. Lane questioned the end of the school day.  
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that they would exit near where they do now.  She also stated that special 
classes would not let out at the end of the school day.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the pickup after school on Mt. Pleasant would not be blocked off.  
 
Ms. Kocanda confirmed that there would be supervision out there.  She noted that the vehicles go 
down Glendale to Mt. Pleasant. 
 
Ms. Kumer asked if they would not be changing the traffic pattern. 
 
Ms. Kocanda confirmed that is correct.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.   
 
Ms. Hickey questioned the agreement with the Park District.  
 
Mr. Kurr informed the Board that the original plan was for two units to be located together which 
would have encroached on their property.  He stated that there was an agreement with the Park 
District Board and that in a letter follow-up, it was determined that there was not any setback 
issue with them.  
 
Chairperson Johnson suggested that the applicant take that letter out of the packet since the units 
would not be located on Park District property.  
 
Ms. Kumer stated that with regard to extended day kindergarten and the second modular, would 
that only be at Crow Island.  
 
Ms. Kocanda responded that the other schools have capacity for extended day kindergarten.  
 
Ms. Kumer then asked if they addressed putting the modular units in between the wings. 
 
Ms. Pugh clarified in an illustration for the Board why that alternative would not work.  She 
stated that there is 80 feet in width which is not enough room and that the units are 24 feet wide.  
 
Ms. Kumer asked if they had the leased units yet.  
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Mr. Kurr stated that they did not.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.  She stated that it was mentioned 
that they might add sidewalks.  
 
Ms. Pugh noted that the units would be located on the asphalt and that they would add a sidewalk 
for the emergency exit doors.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the current permeability matrix accounted for the sidewalks they 
would be adding.  
 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct. 
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if that is for both units.  
 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct and that the calculation is for both units.  
 
Chairperson Johnson then stated that they would be adding lights and asked if there would be 
any glare.  
 
Ms. Pugh identified one light pole which would be 12 feet in height and confirmed that the light 
would shine down.  She also stated that the units would have lights at each door and that there is 
an existing tall pole behind one unit which shined down for the playground.  Ms. Pugh also 
stated that they would add lighting underneath the covered canopy.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if the DRB looked at it.  
 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that it is in their packet of materials.  She confirmed that there is a light at 
the exit door already.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.  
 
Mr. Lane stated that he is concerned with the length of time.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that when it moves forward, they should swap out the letters and that 
otherwise, it is confusing.  She then called the matter in for discussion.  Chairperson Johnson 
noted that the request is for a variation and special use.  
 
Ms. Kumer stated that she had no issues with the variation.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that since they are asking for two units and might not need one, if the 
recommendation should include the condition that the applicant come back when and if it is 
determined that they need the second one or if the Board should recommend approval for both 
units and for them to come back to the Village Council annually similar to the Illinois School 
Board review to get updates as to how much longer they would need them or not, as well as 
issues with the neighbors, traffic, etc.  
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Ms. Kumer stated that in terms of the contract itself and the lease agreements, she asked if they 
would go to 2019.  
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that if they cannot have the units, it would make it difficult as to how they 
offer programs.  
 
Mr. Kurr stated that in connection with the duration of the first unit, it related to the fact that they 
have a bubbling first grade.  He stated that the duration is determined on the classes and how 
they get to three years.  Mr. Kurr then stated that for the additional years, it would depend on 
how things settle out as to whether it would be self-correcting and the other plans to address it, 
etc.  
 
Ms. Hickey stated that the proposal is so prudent and that the applicant is not coming here saying 
that there needed to be additions on the school and that they understand that Crow Island is a 
national landmark.  She also stated that they evaluated the population and that it sounded like 
modular unit A is for Spanish and music and that everyone would be rotating through them.  Ms. 
Hickey stated that she had no problem with the applicants asking for two units now and referred 
to it being favorable for their presentation to the School Board tomorrow.  She also stated that it 
would help them plan and that it sounded great in terms of the evaluation going on.  Ms. Hickey 
then stated that if the Board was to make a condition that they come back, that would be fine and 
that approval would give them leeway for planning.  She also stated that for the special use in 
terms of the improvement of the property, it included two phases of landscaping and that they 
planned to improve the site.  
 
Chairperson Johnson referred to the cost associated with the landscaping and that it stated 
$400,000 in the report.  
 
Mr. Kurr confirmed that is correct. 
 
Chairperson Johnson then stated that if the School Board says it is fine, great.  She then asked 
what if the School Board says no to perimeter landscaping.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that it would not cost $400,000.  
 
Mr. Kurr then stated that they are viewing the berms as a maintenance issue and that for adding 
additional landscaping, they would have to get approval from the School Board.  
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that they can separate it as two components in terms of the implementation 
of landscaping and the fact that it is critical to the neighbors.  She informed the Board that they 
have been apprising the School Board as the project evolved and that they have received no 
dissenting opinion.  
 
Chairperson Johnson then referred to the view in the winter which is not good looking and that 
the units did not look good.  She stated that she would like to see the units and that it would be 
good to have that clarified in terms of perimeter landscaping.  
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Mr. Lane commented that it would be nice to know exactly what they are approving.  He 
described it as relatively straightforward here and that he would be comfortable to approve the 
entire thing. Mr. Lane then stated that his concern related to special use item no. 3 and standard 
no. 3 with regard to altering the essential character of the locality.  He stated that it would be 
dramatically different than the landmarked significant building and that the request will alter the 
character.  Mr. Lane then stated that given the fact that it is short term, he would be comfortable 
for the special use and variation.  He also stated that given the fact that the applicant would be 
entering into leases for four years or less, he would like to see the special use and variation have 
a restriction for four years and that the applicant would have to come back and have it evaluated 
again.  Mr. Lane then referred to long term modular classrooms even in the proposed location 
and landscaping which would impact the character of the locality and the willingness of people 
to buy homes in the area.  
 
Chairperson Johnson stated that she agreed that the units would alter the character of the locality 
near the Park District property.  
 
Mr. Lane then commented that the applicant made a nice presentation and that he would like to 
make a recommendation.  
 
Ms. Kumer asked what is the likelihood of the extended day program and asked if a survey was 
sent out.  
 
Ms. Kocanda responded that there has been interest in the community.  She then stated that the 
question is benefits and whether the investment would justify the cost.  Ms. Kocanda stated that 
the School Board narrowed the recommendation to say in May, they want to hear whether 
extended day only instead of full day would depend on others’ willingness to invest.  She 
reiterated that the School Board would make its decision in May which would determine the 
need for the second modular unit.  
 
Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were 
raised by the Board at this time.  She then asked for a motion and recommendation of a time 
limit which required the applicant to come back before the Village.  
 
Ms. Kumer moved to recommend approval for the zoning variation proposed.  She stated that the 
property cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the conditions 
allowed by regulations in that zone and that the plight of the applicant is due to unique 
circumstances.  Ms. Kumer stated that with regard to the alteration of the essential character of 
the locality, that is up for debate but that the units would be temporary.   
 
Ms. Kumer then stated that the hazard from fire and other damages would not be increased and 
that the taxable value would not be affected.  She stated that congestion is up for debate and that 
the units would be temporary.  Ms. Kumer concluded by stating that the public health, safety, 
comfort, morals and welfare of the Village will not be otherwise impaired.  
 
Chairperson Johnson added that the variation on the west side of the units facing the open Park 
District space is not close to any residential properties.  
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Mr. Lane and Ms. Hickey seconded the motion.  A vote was taken and the motion was 
unanimously passed.  
 
AYES:   Hickey, Johnson, Kehoe, Kumer, Lane 
NAYS:   None     
 
FINDINGS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
1. The requested variation is within the final jurisdiction of the Village Council.  
 
2. The requested variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 

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

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

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

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

under the conditions allowed by regulations in that zone.  The use of the modular units 
will be temporary.  Permanent construction is not justified for the current needs.  

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

associated with the characteristics of the property in question, rather than being related to 
the occupants.  The proposed location of the modular units causes the least amount of 
disruption and loss of playground and open space.  Additionally, the proposed location is 
not close to residential properties.  Floodplain and building code requirements further 
restrict the location of the units.    

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

modular units will be temporarily located on the property.  The use of the units is 
intended for a period of four years.     

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

location of the modular units is furthest from residential properties and adjacent to open 
park space.  Therefore, it will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to the 
adjacent Park District property.   

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

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

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

modular units will be temporarily located on the property and therefore will not diminish 
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the taxable value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  
 
7. The congestion in the public streets will not increase.  The location of the modular units 

will not impact pedestrian or vehicular traffic.     
 
8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village 

will not otherwise be impaired.  The modular units will be installed and maintained in 
compliance with the requirements of the Illinois School Code governing the education 
and safety of children and in accordance with applicable Village ordinances and codes.  

 
Ms. Kumer then moved to recommend approval of the special use permit and stated that the 
request meets the six characteristics required for a special use.  She stated that the proposed 
special use will not endanger or be detrimental to the public health, safety, comfort, morals or 
general welfare and that the special use will not substantially diminish or impair property values 
in the immediate vicinity, or be substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of land in the 
immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in that zoning district.  Ms. Kumer stated that the 
special use will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of other 
property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the zoning district and 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.  She stated that 
adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary for the operation 
of the special use either exist or will be provided and that the special use in all other respects 
conforms to the applicable zoning regulations and other applicable Village ordinances and codes.  
Ms. Kumer then stated that she would make a recommendation to put a restriction on the special 
use that there be a time limitation of four years and for the applicant to come back and for the 
special use approval to lapse in four years from the date of approval of the ordinance.  
 
Mr. Lane suggested that they either make it four years from the date of the ordinance or the date 
of the lease signing.  
 
Mr. Kurr noted that nothing would be done until the summer and that the lease would be entered 
into within a month.  
 
Mr. D'Onofrio stated that in terms of four years from now, they would key off the date of the 
ordinance.  
 
Mr. Kurr agreed that would be fine.  
 
Ms. Hickey seconded the motion.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.  
 
AYES:   Hickey, Johnson, Kehoe, Kumer, Lane 
NAYS:   None     
 
Standards for Granting Special Uses 
The standards for granting Special Uses are set both by statute and by Village Code.  Section 
17.56.010 requires that special uses be permitted only upon evidence that these meet standards 
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established by the applicable classification in the zoning ordinances.  Conditions “reasonably 
necessary to meet such standards” are specifically authorized.  Section 17.56.010 establishes the 
following standards for granting Special Use permits: 
 
1. That the establishment, maintenance, and operations of the Special Use will not be 

detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare.  The 
modular units will be installed and maintained in compliance with the requirements of the 
Illinois School Code governing the education and safety of children and in accordance with 
applicable Village ordinances and codes.     
 

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 location of the modular units is furthest from residential property and is adjacent to 
a wooded area of the adjacent park.  Landscaping will also installed around the modular 
units.   

 
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 modular units will not be an 
impediment to development on either the adjacent Park District property or the neighboring 
residential properties as there is a large amount of space between the units and the residential 
properties.  Additionally, the use of the units will be temporary.       

 
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 location of the modular units at the southwest corner of the school will not impact 
pedestrian or vehicular traffic.    

 
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.  Utilities and other connectivity to 
the building and safety features will be added in accordance with the Illinois School Code 
and applicable local ordinances and codes.  Access roads and drainage will be maintained.     

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

other Village ordinances and codes.  Installation and operation of the modular units will 
conform to the requirements of the Illinois School Code and applicable Village ordinances 
and codes.     

 
* * * 

 
Respectfully submitted,  
Antoinette Johnson 
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EXHIBIT C 

OVERALL SITE PLAN 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT C) 
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EXHIBIT D 

EXISTING SITE PLAN 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT D) 
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EXHIBIT E 

PROPOSED SITE PLAN 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT E) 
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EXHIBIT F 

MODULAR UNIT SITE PLAN 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT F) 
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EXHIBIT G 

MODULAR UNIT ELEVATIONS 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT G) 
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EXHIBIT H 

EAST SITE ELEVATION 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT H) 
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EXHIBIT I 

SOUTH SITE ELEVATION 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT I) 
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EXHIBIT J 

OVERALL SITE PLAN – CONTEXT 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT J) 
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MODULAR UNIT 1
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EXHIBIT K 

SOUTH BERM LANDSCAPE PLAN 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT K) 
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EXHIBIT L 

DROP-OFF AREA LANDSCAPE PLAN 

(SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT L) 
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EXHIBIT M 

UNCONDITIONAL AGREEMENT AND CONSENT 

 
TO:  The Village of Winnetka, Illinois ("Village"): 
 
 WHEREAS, Winnetka Public School District No. 36 ("Applicant") is the record title 
owner of the property commonly known as 1112 Willow Road in the Village (“Subject Property”) 
 
 WHEREAS, the Applicant desires to construct on the Subject Property two temporary 
structures for use as classrooms at the Crow Island School; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Ordinance No. M-7-2016, adopted by the Village Council on ______, 2016 
("Ordinance"), grants a variation from the provisions of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance and a 
special use permit to the Applicant to permit the construction of the temporary structures on the 
Subject Property and the expanded use of the Subject Property for the operation of an elementary 
school; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Section 9 of the Ordinance provides, among other things, that the 
Ordinance will be of no force or effect unless and until the Applicant has filed, within 60 days 
following the passage of the Ordinance, its unconditional agreement and consent to accept and 
abide by each and all of the terms, conditions, and limitations set forth in the Ordinance; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Applicant does hereby agree and covenant as follows: 
 
1. The Applicant does hereby unconditionally agree to accept, consent to, and abide by each 
and all of the terms, conditions, limitations, restrictions, and provisions of the Ordinance. 
 
2. The Applicant acknowledges that public notices and hearings have been properly given 
and held with respect to the adoption of the Ordinance, has considered the possibility of the 
revocation provided for in the Ordinance, and agrees not to challenge any such revocation on the 
grounds of any procedural infirmity or a denial of any procedural right. 
 
3. The Applicant acknowledges and agrees that the Village is not and will not be, in any 
way, liable for any damages or injuries that may be sustained as a result of the Village's grant of 
the variation and the special use permit for the Subject Property or its adoption of the Ordinance, 
and that the Village's approvals do not, and will not, in any way, be deemed to insure the 
Applicant against damage or injury of any kind and at any time. 
 
4. The Applicant does hereby agree to hold harmless and indemnify the Village, the 
Village's corporate authorities, and all Village elected and appointed officials, officers, 
employees, agents, representatives, and attorneys, from any and all claims that may, at any time, 
be asserted against any of such parties in connection with the Village's adoption of the Ordinance 
granting the variation and the special use permit for the Subject Property. 
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5. The Applicant hereby agrees to pay all expenses incurred by the Village in defending 
itself with regard to any and all of the claims mentioned in this Unconditional Agreement and 
Consent.  These expenses will include all out-of-pocket expenses, such as attorneys' and experts' 
fees, and will also include the reasonable value of any services rendered by any employees of the 
Village. 
 
Dated:  , 2016  
   
ATTEST: WINNETKA PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 

NO. 36 
   
By:   By:   
Its:   Its:    
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Attachment 1 
 

Explanation and Resolution of Need 
  
There are three primary and related reasons for requesting temporary classrooms on the Crow 
Island School property:   

● Current enrollment requires 21 classroom “sections”  
● Enrollment projections are expected to slightly decline  
● School Board is considering adding an Extended Day Kindergarten program 

 
Current Enrollment: 
  
Typically, there are four sections (homerooms) per grade level (20 total “sections”) at Crow 
Island School.  Each section requires a classroom space for the core instructional program; 
however, students also participate in specials during the week.  Specials include kinetic wellness, 
art, music, Spanish, and Resource Center time.  Each special also requires a space for instruction. 
Although less than ideal, we have needed to utilize shared spaces to meet the demands of the 
schedule.   
 
The first grade enrollment this school year is currently at 91, and students are divided into five 
sections.  This additional fifth section required a classroom space, which displaced space from 
other programs.  It also required additional shared spaces for specials, as each section of students 
requires 13, 30-minute specials classes per week.   
 
While the core instructional program is offered with fidelity, the instructional space is limited 
and tight. Every available space in the building is being utilized for programming, including 
small group instruction, interventions, and individualized student support.   
 
Enrollment Projections: 
 
Crow Island School’s enrollment is expected to slightly decline over the next three years (2015 - 
384 students; 2019 - 368 students) with an expected loss of the fifth grade level section in 2019 
(348 students).  Therefore, more costly and long-term solutions, such as redistricting or 
construction, are not as feasible as an intermediate solution. The District will continue to monitor 
enrollment and other alternatives if actual enrollment differs from the projection. 
 
Extended Kindergarten Day: 
 
The District is in its final stages of completing a study regarding extending the kindergarten day 
at The Winnetka Public Schools.  Currently, all kindergarten students attend school for half day 
sessions, which enables each classroom to serve two sections of kindergarten.  Extending the 
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kindergarten day will require one additional classroom for each section of kindergarten.  Based 
on enrollment projections and experiences from other schools, the District anticipates that 
kindergarten enrollment will increase if an extended day option is made available.  This could 
result in the need for up to 10 kindergarten classrooms across the three elementary schools.  
Current capacity for extended day kindergarten instruction across the three elementary buildings 
is eight classrooms.  
 
Rationale: 
 
Adding two temporary classrooms at Crow Island School for the next three school years (2016 - 
2019) allows for space relief and greater flexibility while the extra section of students (currently 
in 1st grade) are attending Crow Island School.  There will be more space to meet with children 
requiring small group instruction.  The use of shared instructional space will also be minimized 
due to the extra temporary classrooms.  These classrooms would installed in summer of 2016. 
 
The second two classroom unit may be installed if an extended day Kindergarten program is 
approved for implementation for the 2017-2018 school year unless other alternatives are 
considered. The School Board is expected to vote on this topic in May 2016.  These classrooms 
would not be installed until summer of 2017. 
 
The addition of temporary classrooms also allows the The Winnetka Public School District time 
to monitor enrollment patterns across the three elementary schools and to study options for 
boundary shifts to better balance enrollment across our three K-4 buildings.  This sort of study 
requires extensive input from our community and strategic planning for communication and 
decision-making.  If enrollment projections prove low, it will also afford us time to consider 
construction needs and planning, if necessary.  In summary, by 2019, the District will have a 
long-term plan to address the enrollment patterns and building capacity at our five schools.  The 
temporary classroom space use for up to the next four years provides us with the necessary time 
to thoughtfully plan our course of action with community input and intensive study. It is also 
possible that the situation may self-correct and the school could resume operations within its 
existing structure. 
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Attachment 2 
 
 
Compliance with the standards for granting a Special Use Permit is addressed as 
follows: 
 

1. The modular unit will be installed and maintained in compliance with the 
requirements of the Illinois School Code governing the education and 
safety of children and in accordance with applicable Village ordinances 
and codes. 

 
2. The modular unit is being positioned in a location that is furthest removed 

from residential property and is adjacent to a wooded area.  Landscaping 
will be added around other sides of the unit.  

 
3. The positioning of the modular unit does not create an impediment to 

other development.  A large amount of open District land remains 
between the unit and residential development. 

 
4. The positioning of the modular unit does not impact pedestrian and 

vehicle traffic. 
 

5. Utilities and other connectivity to the building and safety features will be 
added in accordance with the Illinois School Code and applicable local 
ordinances and codes.  Access roads and drainage will be maintained.  

 
6. Installation and operation of the modular units will confirm with the 

requirements of the Illinois School Code and applicable Village ordinances 
and codes. 
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Crow Island School 
 
Design and Finishes 
 
The two modular classroom units are prefabricated rectilinear one�story buildings similar in height 
and proportion to the adjacent classroom wing. The units will provide much needed instructional 
space on a temporary basis for the school. 
 
The exterior finish of the modular units is vertical Hardiepanel fiber cement boards which will be 
painted to match the brick tone of the existing building. The units will be extensively landscaped 
in keeping with the natural setting of the school and adjacent parkland which will serve to blend 
their appearance into the surroundings.  All existing trees will be maintained.  
 
The roof is a single�ply membrane with flat low slope, pitched towards the long walls with gutters 
and downspouts.  
 
The six exterior doors will be painted brown to match the south exit doors on the school.  
 
Existing site lighting near the proposed location of the classrooms consists of three pole mounted 
fixtures, soffit lights at exit doors, and building mounted lights on nearby classroom walls.  New 
small lighting fixtures will be located at each of six doors and on the underside of the covered 
walkway. 
 
Covered Walkway and sidewalks 
 
A metal noncombustible covered canopy will be installed to provide protection from the weather 
for students walking between the school and the modular classrooms.  The metal finish will 
approximate the existing metal fascia color on the classroom wing. 
 
Existing asphalt will be utilized as possible for access to and from the units. Where needed, new 
sidewalks will be added.  
 

 
 
Location of proposed modular classrooms, southwest side of the school 
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Crow Island School 
Modular Classroom Submission 
 
Existing Site Photographs 
(Reference site plan for locations) 
 
 

   
Photo 1, looking west 
 
 
 
 

  
Photo 2, looking west 
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Photo 3, looking north toward southwest classroom wing with entry doors 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 4, looking south 
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Photo 5, looking east 
 
 

 
Photo 6, east from the Park District shelter   
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Manufacturer sample information 
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DRAFT 
Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 

February 18, 2016 
Excerpt of Minutes 

 
 
Members Present:    John Swierk, Chairman  

Kirk Albinson 
Bob Dearborn 
Brook Kelly 
Michael Klaskin  
Paul Konstant 
Peg Stanley 

 
Members Absent:    None  
 
Village Staff:     Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 

Development 
 

* * * * 
 

Consideration of Certificate of Appropriateness and Comment to Village 
Council Regarding Proposed Modular Classrooms at Crow Island School, 1112 Willow 
Road         
Greg Kurr introduced himself to the Board as the CFO of Winnetka 36.  He then introduced Julie 
Pfeffer, the Principal of Crow Island and Carol Pugh, the district architect.  Mr. Kurr informed the 
Board that they have had community meetings and meetings with parents and provided them with 
a presentation which they will now present to the Board.  
 
Dr. Pfeffer stated that they have had four sessions, two with neighbors and two with parents with a 
couple more meetings scheduled for March and that they are trying to incorporate feedback as they 
get it.  She then stated that with regard to why they are requesting the temporary classrooms, the 
387 students at Crow Island all have access to instructional programs and all of the specials that all 
of the district 36 students have and that they are placed in classrooms based on the district 
guidelines.  Dr. Pfeffer also stated that they benefit from a wonderful community and a great 
teaching staff.  She noted that their building is a nationally historic landmark of which they are 
very proud. 
 
Dr. Pfeffer went on to state that some of their space constraint comes from a bit of an enrollment 
bubble that they had with first grade and that they currently have 21 sections of classes and that 
they are five sections at first grade.  She stated that the five sections cause the need for additional 
space for scheduling their specials classes which are music, gym, Spanish, etc. as well as the need 
for additional space to provide small group instruction for students who need it.  Dr. Pfeffer stated 
that in order to accomplish that, every available space is being used including the hallway. 
 
Dr. Pfeffer then stated that when they knew they were going to have five sections of first grade 

ATTACHMENT D
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Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 
February 18, 2016        Page 2  
 
over the summer, they made some preliminary space changes in the school to try to prepare which 
included the creation of three small spaces in the basement as well as the movement of the special 
educational program at Crow Island into another elementary school in the district and which will 
be phased over to Hubbard Woods next year.  She also stated that they moved the district’s 
publication department to Washburne School.  
 
Dr. Pfeffer informed the Board that they have been in the space with these adjustments for four 
months into the school year and that they realized that they were still crunched for space.  She 
informed the Board that they currently have eight special educational staff members in one 
classroom which she indicated is not ideal.   
 
Dr. Pfeffer stated that that there are longer term solutions to address these space issues such as 
waiting for the enrollment to go back down or to start investigating the school boundary site and 
redistrict, as well as investing in construction similar to addition.  She stated that those 
alternatives would require time and that they have students now for which they have to provide 
solutions.  Dr. Pfeffer stated that the proposed short term solution would allow them to watch the 
enrollment to see if it would go down as projected and would allow them time for further study to 
see if they would want to create a new addition which would take some time and thought.  
 
Dr. Pfeffer stated that another factor that caused some complication is the kindergarten factor 
extension which would happen in the 2017-2018 school year which would also require additional 
space.  She stated that in the proposal, there is a phase in of the temporary classrooms with the 
first phase being for the first installment this summer and which would allow them two additional 
classroom spaces and that if the school board was to approve the extended day kindergarten, the 
second unit would allow those two additional spaces for the kindergarten classrooms and that other 
programs would use the units as opposed to for the kindergarten classes.  
 
Dr. Pfeffer informed the Board that they determined at a staff meeting yesterday that if the first 
phase is approved, it would be used for Spanish and music programs for students in grades 1-4 for 
Spanish and K-4 for music.  She then stated that maybe that program may not be offered to all 
districts and may be for only the two other elementary schools.   
 
Mr. Kurr stated that they all know what a temporary classroom looked like and that the main thing 
here is that they have two bodies of government to adhere to in terms of regulations, one of which 
is the Illinois School Code.  He noted that everything they would do would be in compliance with 
that and that one of the interests would be to have the units sprinkled which they planned to do.  
 
Mr. Kurr stated that the next question related to how long they planned to have the units in place. 
He stated that they are required by the Illinois School Code to report every year as to what their 
intentions are in terms of revisions and what they are asking for is to have one of the units in place 
for four years and the other for three years which would provide them time to get the first grade 
bubble through the school as well as to have sufficient time to do some longer term planning and 
also to get the kindergarten program up and running if it is approved.  
 
Mr. Kurr then referred the Board to an illustration of the A plan which would go in first with the 
second unit to be installed the second year.  He stated that the first unit would be installed in the 
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summer and that while nothing has yet been approved by the school board, they have been advised 
and they were told to continue on with the process.  Mr. Kurr then stated that the units would be 
air conditioned and painted and that they planned on providing landscaping around the perimeter 
of the units on all four sides.  He noted that the A unit would be tucked against the Park District 
property which is a wooded area.   
 
Mr. Kurr stated that the other issue that came up with the parent group is safety and that they would 
do everything they are required to do over and above that and if there are any ideas that come up in 
discussions in terms of making the units as safe as possible, they would do that.  He informed the 
Board that the units would be tied into the building and will be sprinkled along with security 
cameras and would have all communication factors back and forth with the building as well.   
 
Mr. Kurr then referred the Board to an illustration of the configuration of the units which Ms. Pugh 
would be going through.  He then referred the Board to the southwest corner of the building and 
the property line with the Park District and stated that there are a number of reasons as to why this 
location was selected.  Mr. Kurr identified it as an area where they have had temporary 
classrooms in the past as well as the fact that it is the furthest area from the street from the south 
and east although it would still be visible from both of those areas.  He informed the Board that 
one of the areas they did consider as a point of reference is on the east side of their property which 
is an area with asphalt currently.  Mr. Kurr stated that with regard to the installation plan, they 
planned on installing one unit this summer with the second unit going in if the kindergarten 
program is approved.   
 
Mr. Kurr also stated that with regard to communication, he informed the Board that since they 
began the process in November and received direction to go forward, they are working on a tight 
timeline with the school board, the Village boards as well as working with the community with 
meetings.  He reiterated that they are attempting to gain insight from the public as well as to 
accommodate some of the ideas they are coming forward with.  Mr. Kurr noted that the parent 
groups are in support of the project as far as the units, security, lighting, etc.  He then stated that 
with regard to the neighborhood, their primary interest is enhancing some of their landscaping as 
well as the appearance of the units themselves.  Mr. Kurr stated that they brought up putting the 
units on the northwest corner of the property which they investigated.  He informed the Board that 
area did not hold a lot of promise and that they would identify the reasons for that.  Mr. Kurr 
added that with regard to dates, this is their first meeting with this Board and that they would be 
going forward on a concurrent track.   
 
Ms. Pugh stated that with regard to Crow Island and the location of the property, she identified the 
streets by which they are bounded and that to west of the property is the Crow Island Woods.  She 
then identified the jog in the property line and referred to the wings which were added onto the 
school.  Ms. Pugh stated that they looked at several ways to locate the units and that with regard to 
the north side on Willow, it would be too visible and congested and that to the east, they were 
limited in terms of the width of the units in proximity to the building.  She stated that to the 
southeast would take away too much of the play space.  Ms. Pugh stated that they selected the 
proposed space since modular units had been there before and that from Willow Road and the 
community at large, the proposed location is the best location.  
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Ms. Pugh stated that it has also come up at community meetings the consideration of putting the 
units on the northwest side of the school but that is not the school district’s property.  She also 
referred to the time constraint as to how fast they had to make things happen and that there is 
another agency involved as well as the fact that the property is in the 100 year flood zone which 
created its own set of problems together with MWRD and DNR permitting and the regional Office 
of Education which also did not let temporary units be located within a flood plain.  She then 
stated that with all of these constraints and the fact that although it is not an ideal location, they are 
presenting the request to the Board to locate the modular units 15 feet from Hill Road.  Ms. Pugh 
then referred to the solid wall with no windows which is considered a fire wall which is important.  
She informed the Board that in the packet, there are plans showing where the units would be going 
and that most of the surface is current paved and is all impervious surface and would meet all of the 
requirements for building. 
 
Ms. Pugh then stated that with regard to the proposed site plan, the units would be situated in an 
L-shape configuration and that the reason for that is to try to be cognizant of the large trees in the 
area so that they would not have to take any trees down.  She then stated that turning unit B in an 
east-west fashion would have less of an impact on the soccer field.  Ms. Pugh then asked if there 
were any questions.  
 
Chairman Swierk stated that if they were to go to brick and mortar, where would the additions be 
located. 
 
Ms. Pugh responded that it would depend on whether they would be classrooms or lunchroom 
space, etc. and that it may be an addition to the southeast wing.  She reiterated that they have a lot 
to think about in this process and that one thing to think about is to connect the two wings.  Ms. 
Pugh also stated that there may be some kind of glass separation due to the landmarked status of 
the building.   
 
Mr. Dearborn asked which parts of the structures would be viewed by the public and asked if they 
would be seen from Willow Road.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that they would not be seen from Willow Road in this location.  She then 
identified the point from which they would be visible which is the field by the shelter on the Park 
District property.  She then stated that from Mt. Pleasant, there is a berm and some landscaping 
and that you may be able to see them from the second floor.  Ms. Pugh noted that there are homes 
along Mt. Pleasant and that for the homes on Glendale, they may be able to see down the driveway 
and estimated it to be approximately 300 feet from the side of Glendale to the units.  She informed 
the Board that part of the conversations they have had with the neighbors is to add some additional 
landscaping in an area she identified for the Board.  
 
Mr. Dearborn stated that the critical parts of the building are the south and east and asked if they 
would be landscaping those areas.  
 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct.  She then stated that the landscape architect is on board to 
consider whether it would be evergreen screening or fencing to screen this portion of the property.  
Ms. Pugh stated that there is nothing in place at the moment and at this stage, they are considering 
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the landscaping for the units themselves.   
Mr. Konstant stated that although it ties to this, it has also been described as a maintenance issue. 
 
Ms. Pugh stated that in terms of landscaping, they have to realize that these are modular units and 
that there is nothing architecturally or aesthetically right about them and that they would try to 
dress them up the best that they can.  She stated that the landscaping would be mostly evergreens 
which would vary in height along with boxwoods as well as to mix in other plants for seasonal 
interest and that they have to be selective as to what they can put in the shady areas. Ms. Pugh then 
referred to the ramps and stairs which would come out of the units and that the finished floors 
would be 30 inches above the ground.  She also stated that they would put landscaping in an area 
to hide the ramp.  
 
A Board Member asked what type of fence would be used.  
 
Ms. Pugh responded that they have not selected it yet. 
 
Mr. Kurr stated that was one of the conversations that they had with the community.  He also 
stated that they do not want to have it so enclosed that you cannot see the children.  
 
Ms. Pugh went on to state that the units would be basically rectangular units with no plumbing 
other than the sprinkler system.  She noted that the students who would be going back and forth 
would not be out there all day.  Ms. Pugh then stated that one of the things that came up at the 
community meetings was the vertical siding for the units and that they have since changed that to 
be more contextual and that while the brick would match the building, it is the best they can do.  
She also stated that it would be painted to have the brick tone of the building.  Ms. Pugh then 
stated that there would also be a covered canopy walkway over to the entrance where you see the 
ramp and that it would stop there until the decision is made as to whether to have the second unit. 
She also stated that there would be a green awning similar to that at the Skokie School. 
 
Ms. Pugh stated that with regard to other construction of the units, it would be a hardy Board which 
she described as an improvement over what was previously used on the modular units and wood 
siding.  She then stated that with regard to roofing materials, there would be rubber __ and gutters 
and downspouts.  Ms. Pugh stated that another issue that came out of the community meetings 
were windows and that they are showing the use of more windows for the units.  
 
Ms. Kelly asked if there could be skylights in the units.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that there cannot and that the one thing about the units is that they are only what 
they have to be and that they cannot add a green roof or skylights, etc. and that there is very little in 
terms of options as to what they can do.  She then identified the color of the units themselves and 
agreed that they can be painted and that they would be painted to match the brick.  
 
Mr. Dearborn asked how the color was selected. 
 
Ms. Pugh stated that it would be the color of the existing school.  
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Mr. Konstant asked if the awning would be a darker color. 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct and noted that the awning would be a dark green color and 
referred to the posts for the walkway.  She added that the doors would be painted dark brown and 
that the posts would be white.   
 
Mr. Konstant then asked if the awning went to a back door.  
 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct  
 
Mr. Klaskin then asked if they would be adding windows to what they see or are they adding 
windows.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that they are going to have the manufacturer add windows to the end which is the 
only place that they can add windows.  
 
Ms. Kelly asked if they cannot cut in a skylight and referred to natural light and how shady the area 
is.  
 
Mr. Klaskin stated that is part of his concern and that the classrooms all have great natural light 
while the units do not.  He also asked what is the plan if the population went down and asked if the 
units would be removed or if they planned to keep them permanently in the event that more 
children show up in a couple of years.  
 
Mr. Kurr informed the Board that the idea is to look at a longer term plan while they are in place 
and that redistricting the right way takes about a year and a half to go through.  He then stated that 
the fact if they were to put in bricks and mortar and the fact that this is an historic building, it would 
take approximately two years to go through.  Mr. Kurr added that the population that is in there 
now as far as the first grade will be there for another three years.  
 
Ms. Pugh then stated that due to the restrictions, they have to be removed and that for temporary 
classrooms, they have to be temporary.   
 
Mr. Klaskin then asked if the student enrollment dipped and there is a period of time where there 
are not necessarily as many students for which they would need the units like they do today, would 
the plan be to say that they served their purpose and to remove them until they decide they need 
them again or they decide to expand with brick and mortar.  
 
Mr. Kurr stated that there are projections for things like that and that you have to get the student 
body.  He also stated that a three year horizon is pretty accurate.  
 
Chairman Swierk stated that this is temporary and that from a zoning standpoint for the Village, 
there would be a deadline on zoning which was presented when they first started.  
 
Mr. Klaskin referred to situations where there is opposition to redistricting or if funds are not 
raised, etc.  He stated that is his concern which he described as a sore thumb.  
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Ms. Kelly asked if they went through the same thing in Hubbard Woods.  
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct and that 19 years ago, there was a temporary classroom there 
for four years and that they then did a one classroom addition.  
 
Mr. Kurr stated that with regard to the comment in connection with the Park District, he stated that 
they called to have an intergovernmental agreement with the Park District as far as the 
encroachment and that with regard to the northwest consideration; they can go to them as far as 
going entirely on their property.  He stated that some of the things that would be involved with 
that is that they have to be 35 feet off of the building and Park District and that all of the 
playground equipment would have to accommodate the “L”.  Mr. Kurr stated that another issue 
related to dealing with the flood plain and that based on the calculations that they have gone 
through and they have checked with the Village, the area where they planned to place the units is 
one of the few if not the only areas which is not in the flood plain.  He then stated that one of the 
questions is to have a 500 year flood plain which Ms. Pugh investigated.  
 
Mr. Klaskin stated that alternative would make it much more visible from Hibbard Road.  
 
Ms. Pugh noted that where they planned to locate the units now is not in any flood plain or 
hazardous area.  
 
Ms. Kelly asked what were the negative comments in connection with the proposed location.  
 
Mr. Konstant asked if they thought of any other color as proposed to matching the building since 
they are never going to match the building color and suggested the use of a dark green color.  
 
Ms. Pugh responded that alternative was considered and is an option.  
 
Mr. Klaskin asked how is the air flow in general and that at Crow Island, it is a little stagnant.  He 
then stated that with regard to the comment to locate them in the northwest corner, it would be that 
much further away from the bathroom facilities.  
 
Chairman Swierk then asked the audience members for their comments and asked that the 
comments be limited to five minutes.  
 
Emily Reynolds, 317 Glendale, stated that she has children at Crow Island and that she has lived 
on Glendale across the street from the blacktop for 10 years.  She stated that they would be 
looking directly at these trailers and was one of the people asking them to investigate putting them 
in another location.  Ms. Reynolds then referred to the children’s play area and that the view is 
tucked away from Willow Road with the trees.  She then stated that they found out about the plan 
a couple of weeks ago and that they have not had time to learn enough yet.  Ms. Reynolds then 
identified the blacktop at Crow Island and that Glendale has become a one way street over the last 
couple of years. She then stated that they lost their ability to park on one side of the street.  She 
also stated that the landscaping along Glendale and Mt. Pleasant has fallen into disrepair and that 
now they are going to be looking through a gray weed patch at trailers which she described as a 
sour pill to swallow.  Ms. Reynolds then stated that she understood that the trailers are a necessary 
evil but that many of the neighbors could not be at this meeting and asked that the district look into 
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ways to make this more palatable for the neighbors.  She also stated that they love looking at the 
school and that they can see through the weed patch the woods and that their view would now be 
turned into looking at trailers through the weed patch.  Ms. Reynolds commented that they would 
need some substantial landscaping around the trailers and asked that there be substantial 
landscaping around the trailers as well as in another area she identified for the Board.  She stated 
that they all try to be good neighbors to the school and have been patient and have worked with 
traffic, etc. and asked that the district now be kind neighbors.  
 
Mr. Konstant asked Ms. Reynolds that if they were to put relatively large evergreens along 
Glendale, would she be comfortable with that. 
 
Ms. Reynolds stated that there is a large driveway and identified a mud mound which was 
previously grass and that there needed to be a lot of evergreens.  She referred to the fact that the 
school or the PTO may not have the funds to do a project like this and that it falls to the district.  
 
Shannon Pope, 311 Glendale, introduced herself to the Board as a parent at Crow Island and a 
neighbor.  She stated that although she realized that the school needed space, she would like to 
echo what Ms. Reynolds stated and added that although they had their first meeting last week and 
provided a lot of feedback, she described the plans as not complete and the fact that there are lots of 
ideas in the air.  Ms. Pope stated that they would like to see what it would look like when it 
actually comes together as far as the plans for the landscaping. She then identified her home on an 
illustration for the Board and stated that it would look directly at the trailer for four years which is 
a long time and would also affect their property values.  Ms. Pope stated that if they have to be in 
this location and that she hoped that the applicant would explore the alternative location since they 
are already using the Park District land for the play area, if they have to be there, they do not want 
to see them. She stated that they would like to see the landscape plan not only for the area near the 
blacktop but for Glendale and Mt. Pleasant as well and that you can definitely see the trailer from 
grade level at Mt. Pleasant since the landscaping has deteriorated over the years.  Ms. Pope stated 
that while the use of evergreens would help, they would like to see a more fully formed plan before 
anything moved forward.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked if there were any other comments.  He then stated that with regard to 
landscaping, there was landscaping there at one point and that it may be a maintenance issue.  
Chairman Swierk then referred to what was approved.  
 
Mr. Kurr commented that it is a fair statement that the process has moved along fairly quickly and 
that they are getting feedback.  He also stated that since these conversations, they have a 
landscaping architect going through the plans and that once it comes together; they will look at 
what makes sense. 
 
Chairman Swierk stated that whatever landscape plan is used on Glendale and Mt. Pleasant will be 
forever. 
 
Mr. Kurr stated that in connection with Chairman Swierk’s comment, they do not want it so dense 
that you cannot see anything.  He then stated that he is sure that they would come up with a good 
plan. 
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Ms. Pugh then stated that since the space is used differently now than it was years ago as well as 
the fact that the traffic pattern is different, she stated that she would assume the neighbors would 
say that it is improved in terms of safety and traffic flow which has impacted landscaping.  
 
Chairman Swierk suggested that the matter be postponed until the applicant has had time to get 
more landscaping plans together and come back to the Board next month which would not impact 
their schedule since the request would be presented to the Village Council in April.  
 
Mr. Klaskin asked the applicant if they could put together a landscape plan by next month.  
 
Ms. Pugh agreed that the matter happened very quickly and stated that they would not have enough 
time for review back and forth with the community.  
 
Mr. Kurr confirmed that they would have meetings.  
 
Mr. Albinson suggested making sure that they have commentary in that regard although the Board 
would not take any action.  
 
Chairman Swierk also suggested that they explore the northwest side.  
 
Mr. Klaskin stated that with regard to the neighbors who have voiced their opinion, they would be 
opening up a whole other channel for those on Willow Road who would have to be alerted and 
referred to the view from their perspective.  He then stated that from a logistics standpoint and as 
far as accessibility from the school, if they were to put the units on the Park District property, it 
would be a little further away and it would not be as cohesive.  
 
Mr. Kurr stated that other than looking at the northwest side of the property, all of the points raised 
were valid.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that there are a couple of points in connection with when they come back; she 
identified the play equipment which would need to be relocated and identified alternative locations 
for it.  
 
Mr. Albinson stated that he would like to offer a couple of comments and stated that with regard to 
the landscaping, he did not think that anyone objected to it from a beautification standpoint but 
from a concealment standpoint.  He then referred to the use of 6 foot Arbor Vitae to wrap the 
whole thing.  Mr. Albinson stated that it represented an opportunity to possibly look at the 
driveway access to the rear and suggested that there could be a slight redesign to that.  He stated 
that might help to conceal the view from the street.  
 
Mr. Klaskin stated that they have to have emergency access as well back there.  
 
Mr. Konstant then referred to the triangular green space and stated that something could be put 
there as far as the use of conifers which could be moved when the time came.  
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Mr. Albinson reiterated that since the pavement for the driveway is not in the best shape, there was 
an opportunity to improve that so that they would not have to travel from the sidewalk all the way 
to the building.  He then stated that although it sounded as though the landscaping is needed long 
term, he referred to wrapping the building with landscaping and that it might be cost effective to 
look at it from various vantage points. Mr. Albinson also suggested working with the community 
to find out what is the optimal solution for landscaping for concealment purposes.  
 
Mr. Konstant suggested that the applicant buy boxwood in four foot squares and put them right on 
the building.  
 
Penny Lanphier introduced herself as being on the Crow Island Building Committee and stated 
that they are going through a lot of research now to create a preservation plan for the building and 
that one of the elements for the building related to the original landscaping plans for the building 
and that she would see what she could find out in terms of the proposed landscaping plan. 
 
Mr. Albinson commented that it would be helpful with the coloring to provide some street level 
renderings that would help inform the community how this would look from different public 
vantage points.  
 
Ms. Kelly moved that the Board table the decision.  The motion was seconded.  A vote was taken 
and the motion was unanimously passed.  
 
AYES: Albinson, Dearborn, Kelly, Klaskin, Konstant, Stanley  
NAYS:   None  
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Antionette Johnson 
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Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 
March 17, 2016 

                  Excerpt of Minutes 
 
 
 
Members Present: Kirk Albinson, Acting Chairman 

Bob Dearborn 
Brooke Kelly 
Peggy Stanley 

 
Members Absent: Michael Klaskin 

Paul Konstant 
John Swierk 

 
Village Staff: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 

Development 
 
Call to Order: 

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

 
Zoning Case #16-05-SU: Consideration of Certificate of Appropriateness 
and Comment to Village Council Regarding Proposed Modular Classrooms 
at Crow Island School, 1112 Willow Road (Continued From Previous Meeting) 

 
Greg Kurr introduced himself as the CFO of School District 36 and stated that they were at last 
month’s meeting and provided a presentation as to what their needs are as far as students at Crow 
Island and put forth a plan to put in some temporary classrooms.   He stated that at that meeting, 
with regard to one of the pending things that the Board would like to see, he referred to their 
discussions with the neighbors with regard to landscaping and doing some berms in some of the 
surrounding areas.   Mr. Kurr stated that since that time, they have finalized that plan and that they 
do have their landscape architect here to present that.   He also stated that they formed a committee 
with their neighbors and that they seemed very satisfied. 

 
Katherine Talty introduced herself to the Board and stated that she was hired by the School District 
to discuss the landscaping with the district and the neighbors.   She began by stating that they have 
had several meetings to target what the areas of concern were for the neighbors and as it pertained 
to the modular classroom locations.   Mrs. Talty stated that overall, the opinion is that the location 
of the units is a pretty good solution in terms of the distance from the neighbors but that however, 
there were some areas that have unobstructed views down one particular asphalt path that ran 
straight back to the units. 

 
Mrs. Talty stated that they set their sights on three goals which included to obscure the view from 
the neighbors on Glendale and Mt. Pleasant by targeting three areas, the first of which related to a 
natural berm which surrounded the property.   She stated that the objective is to continue the 
naturalized planting which has over time been taken over by some invasive plant species and that 
they would do some maintenance work and clearing of buckthorn, etc.   Mrs. Talty also stated that 
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they would do some planting to enhance the perimeter view and take some measures to prevent 
further erosion of the berm. 

 
Mrs. Talty informed the Board that objective number two was to provide a place for the children to 
be picked up and dropped off.   She stated that the locations were changed and identified one area 
as an asphalt path which allowed for the view into the property.   Mrs. Talty stated that the area 
itself is relatively shady, established plants and the children who have over time killed some of the 
lawn since everyone stood in one spot on the grass.   She stated that they want to give them a better 
place to cue up and that they have created a drop-off area for the children to stand and wait on 
Glendale. 

 
Mrs. Talty identified the final objective as the landscape planting which did not change 
dramatically from what the Board has seen.   She stated that they realize that the plantings would 
be as temporary as the modular units and that they took the approach to put in plant material that 
would eventually be transplanted elsewhere on the property. 

 
Mrs. Talty then referred the Board to the berm and its naturalized areas.   She then stated that they 
would have the opportunity to collect some woodchips from the Village and use them to groom the 
trails which already exist as well as to add some woodland plants on the perimeter which would 
visually block some of the holes which already exist in the berm.   Mrs. Talty stated that on the 
southern exposure, they do not have that issue and referred to the use of shade tolerant evergreens 
to shield the views from second floor elevations. 

 
Mrs. Talty stated that with regard to the drop-off area, she identified the existing asphalt access 
drive which would remain the same.   She also identified an area of lawn which is now dirt that 
will be changed to pavers and which will also be bounded by shrubs and evergreens to visually 
obstruct the view down into that driveway.   Mrs. Talty then stated that there would be plants 
between the public sidewalk and the drop-off area and which would also serve as a visual and 
physical barrier for the children.   She noted that the existing play area in that location would 
remain the same. 

 
Mrs. Talty identified the plant palette as a mix of evergreen and some shade woodlands and plants 
that would occur naturally in this type of environment that would tolerate the conditions and abuse. 
She then provide the Board with an illustration of the before and after conditions. 

 
Ms. Stanley questioned the plantings near the building. 

 
Mrs. Talty identified the L shape configuration and the existing condition of the school.   She 
stated that the L shape represented the existing knee wall.   Mrs. Talty stated that they still want the 
children to be able to circulate in that area.   She then referred to the foundation planting which she 
stated is not that different than what the Board was shown before and that the only change related 
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to their consideration of plants which would be easily transplantable once the modular units are 
taken out.   Mrs. Talty stated that it would be a mix of evergreens, shade tolerant evergreens, 
shrubs and viburnum which would be able to tolerate the shade and abuse by the children. 

 
Mr. Dearborn asked what was the concern with regard to the color of the building.   He also how 
big is the size of the drop-off. 

 
Mrs. Talty responded that it is 455 square feet. 

Mr. Dearborn then questioned water runoff. 

Mr. Norkus informed the Board that it would be looked at as part of the engineering process. 
 
Carol Pugh added that she checked the amount of impervious surface on the lot and that they 
would be under the amount allowed. 

 
Ms. Kelly asked what material would the pavers be. 

 
Mrs. Talty stated that they would be standard one size brick pavers in a neutral color.   She stated 
that in the packet of materials, there is limestone and brick.   Mrs. Talty informed the Board that 
the thought was for it to go away. 

 
Ms. Stanley stated that in terms of the size, the limestone pavers would be more in keeping with the 
size that is shown. 

 
Mrs. Talty reiterated that the thought with regard to the pavers is to make them as invisible as 
possible. 

 
Ms. Stanley suggested that thought be given to using a different scale. 

 
Mrs. Talty stated that they considered some other ideas and that since it would be near brick at one 
point, they were thinking of going with a larger format at that point but they then moved it away 
from brick.   She then stated that it is never going to look like that limestone. 

 
Chairman Albinson stated that the applicant would finish their presentation and then they would 
take public comments. 

 
Carol Pugh from Green Associates Architects introduced herself to the Board and stated that she is 
back to follow-up on the Board’s recommendation and comment with regard to the lightness of the 
color that was selected the last time which was light tan and more in keeping with the brick color of 
the building and that the recommendation was to consider the use of something darker to allow the 
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building to fade away more into the vegetation. She stated that they also heard that loud and 
clear from the community members. 

 
Ms. Pugh stated that they have come back with a dark taupe color which she described as very 
neutral and that it is the color of the tree trunks and bark behind it since the tree bark is what you 
would see in relation to the modular units.   She stated that there would be a hardy board panel. 
Ms. Pugh then stated that they did not want to go any darker than that such as with dark chocolate 
colors or grays or olive green tones and that they would have to keep with the prefinished tones 
which are available.   She also stated that they did not want to go as dark as black tones because of 
the canopy that ran along the east side and that she estimated it to be approximately 10 feet deep 
which would be there as a covered walkway.   Ms. Pugh informed the Board that an elevation of 
the modular unit she identified for the Board would be in the shadow most of the time and that 
when combined with the tree canopy, it is mostly a shady area anyway as Mrs. Talty mentioned. 
She stated that she hoped that this is what the Board envisioned from the last meeting.   Ms. Pugh 
then asked the Board if they had any questions. 

 
A Board Member asked what the canopy material is. 

 
Ms. Pugh responded that it would be a flame retardant vinyl material for which they selected a 
neutral gray tone.   Ms. Pugh added that the students would not see the color from underneath and 
that they wanted to keep it light. 

 
Chairman Albinson then asked for any public comments. 

 
Emily Reynolds, 317 Glendale, informed the Board that she lives across from the school and stated 
that she wanted to thank everyone present and described it as a collaborative and nice process. She 
stated that they were not very excited about the trailers when they first heard about it and that the 
applicant has been really accommodating.   Ms. Reynolds described it as a good solution and that 
she loved the idea of enhancing areas that are permanent.   She also informed the Board that her 
neighbor, Shannon Pope, is also happy with the plan as well as several other neighbors. 

 
Mr. Norkus noted that he has received an email from Shannon Pope of Glendale Avenue directed 
to the DRB, voicing her support for the project as revised. He also noted that a previously 
distributed communication from Kimberly Brya of Glendale Avenue is on the table in front of 
Board members.   He noted that the communication was written prior to the development of the 
landscape plan before the board for consideration.   Mr. Norkus stated that Ms. Brya asked that her 
email be circulated to the Board again. 

 
Chairman Albinson asked the applicant if there has been any communication with the neighbors 
since the February DRB meeting. 
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Mr. Kurr confirmed that is correct and informed the Board that they have met with Ms. Brya, 
and that her concern was primarily the location of the unit. He reiterated that they looked at 
multiple locations around the property, one of which was on the west corner and other locations 
which were close to Glendale.   Mr. Kurr stated that she also asked if the units could be located 
between the two wings of the school and that the setbacks as far as the fire code did not work 
with that alternative.   He indicated that he is not sure that they totally convinced her but that 
they did discuss the matter with her.   Mr. Kurr stated that the proposed location is the best 
location. 

 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any other comments from the Board. 

 
Ms. Stanley commented that it looked so much better and that everyone collaborated and came 
up with a plan.   She also commented that she liked the dark color better and that she was happy 
to hear that the evergreens would not be located up against the building.   Ms. Stanley then stated 
that the applicant should be commended in working with them. 

 
Mr. Dearborn then moved to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the petition as revised 
for Zoning Case 16-05-SU as submitted.   The motion was seconded.   A vote was taken and 
the motion was unanimously passed. 

 
AYES: Albinson, Dearborn, Kelly, Stanley 
NAYS: None 

 
*** 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

Antionette Johnson 
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WINNETKA PLAN COMMISSION  

EXCERPT OF MEETING MINUTES 
FEBRUARY 24, 2016 

 
 
Members Present:    Tina Dalman, Chairperson 

Mamie Case  
Jack Coladarci 
Dana Fattore Crumley 
Carol Fessler 
Louise Holland 
Jeanne Morette 
John Thomas  

 
Non-voting Members Present:  Chris Blum  
 
Members Absent:    Caryn Rosen Adelman  

Paul Dunn 
John Golan 
Keta McCarthy 

 
Village Staff:  Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community  

Development 
 

* * * * 
 
Consideration of Special Use Permit Request by Winnetka Public Schools / District 36 for 
Proposed Modular Classrooms at Crow Island School, 1112 Willow Road                      
Trisha Kocanda introduced herself to the Commission as the Superintendent of the Public Schools 
as well as Greg Kurr, the District CFO and Carol Pugh, the project architect.  She began by stating 
that over the past few weeks, they have engaged with the parents and the neighborhood community 
near Crow Island to share this presentation.  Ms. Kocanda stated that she would explain why they 
are looking at these temporary classrooms, what their long terms plans are for Crow Island and 
what the temporary classrooms would look like.  
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that they engaged their parents and the neighbors and that they wanted to make 
sure that they built that shared understanding that they engaged in conversations and gathered that 
input to inform the school board and the processes along the way.  She stated that there is also a 
slide which represented the feedback that they received from the neighbors and an update that they 
made to their school board the previous night.  Ms. Kocanda informed the Commission that the 
school board is expected to vote on this at the next school board meeting on March 13, 2016.  
 
Ms. Kocanda informed the Commission that the students at Crow Island currently have access to 
all of the district’s structural programming, their specials, fine arts, physical education, etc. that the 
Hubbard Woods students benefit from as well.  She stated that although the population at Crow 
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Island is approximately 130 more students than Hubbard Woods and Greeley at 385, she stated 
that the programming is solid and that the children are benefiting from this approach.  
 
Ms. Kocanda then stated that they placed their students into sections or classrooms per the 
standard guidelines.  She also stated that they have the wonderful support of the community at 
Crow Island, a great teaching staff and a very special building which has historical significance.  
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that with regard to why they are looking for the temporary classroom solution, 
she informed the Commission that they have four sections of classes per grade level of students 
and noted that they have over 90 first grade students currently which necessitated a fifth section at 
that grade level.  She then stated that a few decades ago, Crow Island had over 600 students.  Ms. 
Kocanda stated that with regard to what is different in connection with their expectations today 
primarily related to their commitment to some of their specials and that when they reviewed their 
curriculum for arts, physical education and Spanish, they recognized that there was a lot of 
flexibility from school to school as to how much structural time the students were having at each of 
those programs.  She stated that they decided that those programs are very important to their 
students and that in the past, when the schools had larger enrollment, they might peel back on some 
of those specials and referred to the disparity of costs. 
 
Ms. Kocanda also stated that they have a program that is required and titled by the state as a 
mandated Response to Intervention and that the purpose of that it flipped how they service children 
a little.  She then stated that in a traditional special education model, students would have to keep 
failing through the system before they received services.  Ms. Kocanda stated that the state stated 
that they have to have a response to intervention model which allowed them to intervene early on 
behalf of students so that the route to services is not special education and that essentially, there 
would be less students in special education. 
 
Ms. Kocanda then stated that what this has to do with regard to space is that it required them to 
service students earlier in smaller group situations which required more space for a small group 
structural environment.  She stated that with regard to specials consistency, to give the 
Commission a mathematical domino effect, for every section they have of a grade level, it would 
add 13 30 minute sections of specials a week to the schedule.  Ms. Kocanda then stated that with 
regard to Response to Intervention, she spoke to the principal, Julie Pfeffer, about this and that it 
amounted to 100 to 125 students who would receive those services. 
 
Ms. Kocanda went on to state that they knew going into the school year that they would have an 
extra section at first grade and that they made some changes last summer that they felt were 
adequate changes, such as having the publication office at Crow Island servicing the district 
moving over to Washburn and a special education district program that they have since moved to 
Hubbard Woods.  She then stated that in going through the school year in November, they 
recognized that they are servicing students in the hallways for Response to Intervention and that 
there are eight teachers in a classroom which are servicing some of the small group classes and that 
they want to expand and make some more room for some of that programming to provide some 
relief.  
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that for their students at Crow Island today, they want to look at an interim 
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solution.  She stated that they also recognize that the district needs time and responsibility to look 
at longer term solutions to address the space.  Ms. Kocanda then stated that one is that there could 
be a self-correction at Crow Island and that the larger first grade hopefully moved on to the Skokie 
School.  She stated that they can also investigate school boundary shifts and informed the 
Commission that it takes approximately 10 years to recover from significant events of the school 
system, one of which is a strike and the other is redistricting.  Ms. Kocanda stated that it would 
take at least a year to look at redistricting and the long term impact on the community.  She stated 
that they could also invest in looking at construction at Crow Island but that they did not forecast 
another expected growth spurt and that it looked to be declining by approximately 2% per year.  
 
Ms. Kocanda then referred the Commission to the summary slide which indicated that the project 
would provide immediate relief to look at some temporary classrooms and that the overall 
enrollment projection does not look to sustain a high level at Crow Island and would allow them to 
investigate the costs of other long term solutions.  She also stated that another factor complicating 
the situation is the fact that the school board is considering extending the kindergarten day from a 
half day which would require additional classroom space.  Ms. Kocanda informed the 
Commission that the kindergarten day study has been ongoing during the school year and that the 
school board is expected to make a decision in May which would take effect in the 2017-2018 
school year.  She stated that related to the discussion with regard to phase two of a temporary 
classroom or that in May, they could have other alternative options where extended day 
kindergarten may only be offered at Greeley.  Ms. Kocanda then stated that Greg Kurr would now 
discuss the classrooms themselves and the positioning of them.  
 
Greg Kurr began by stating that the thing to point out that they have two governing bodies over this 
process which included the Commission and the Village, as well as the Illinois State Board of 
Education and that they have regulations as far as both of those are concerned in going through the 
process.  He then stated that as far as the units themselves, he identified the A and B units in an 
illustration for the Commission and stated that each unit would house two classrooms.  Mr. Kurr 
stated that if extended day kindergarten went into effect, there would be four classrooms or two 
units.  
 
Mr. Kurr then stated that as far as the installation of the units, the first is planned to be installed this 
summer which they have referred to as providing space relief for the school and that once extended 
day kindergarten is approved in May, they would be looking to put the second unit in the following 
summer.   
 
Mr. Kurr stated that in connection with some of the amenities of the units, the exterior painting as 
far as color tone, they discussed that with the community which is one of the outcomes that the 
Commission would see on a later slide.  He also referred to the design of the exterior as to whether 
it would be slatted or stucco.  Mr. Kurr then stated that landscaping is also a topic of concern and 
that they have engaged the community and hired a landscape architect.  He stated that as far as the 
community is concerned, they may feel a little pressured as they do and that as Ms. Kocanda 
explained, they began the process in November or December and began reaching out to the 
community in January and that they would hear during public comment that although it was a little 
late, they are attempting to catch up in the process.  
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Mr. Kurr then informed the Commission that the units would be air conditioned which is attractive 
for the faculty and the students.  He then stated that as far as the technology they have in the 
buildings, they would be part of the units as well.  Mr. Kurr added that in the area of security, it is 
the same and that there would be lighting, security cameras as well as the fact that they would be 
sprinkled units which is a requirement.  
 
Mr. Kurr then identified the school building on an illustration for the Commission as well as the 
southwest doorway and the A unit for space relief which would run in a north-south direction and 
that the B unit would run in an east-west direction.  He then referred the Commission to a 
summary and the fact that they are going through a tandem plan with the Village and the school 
board and that the timing would be over two summers in a row.  Mr. Kurr also referred to the 
parent and neighbor engagement sessions and identified some of the outcomes from that.  He 
stated that there is a general consensus as far as space needs from both parties.  Mr. Kurr also 
stated that with regard to questions as to how to utilize the classrooms, he stated that while it was 
identified that kindergarten being part of the extension program, there is no intent to put 
kindergarten students in the temporary classrooms.   
 
Mr. Kurr stated that there has also been a third dialog with regard to where to place the units which 
Carol Pugh would discuss.  He then pointed out that with regard to the layout of the property; he 
identified Willow Road and the open field.  Mr. Kurr stated that when they first considered the 
project, the first location was coming through a road which he identified for the Commission and 
current asphalted property which would be the most logical and easiest location from a physical 
standpoint.  He then identified the plan for the units at the southwest corner of the property and 
identified Park District property and the wooded area behind the units.  Mr. Kurr noted that this is 
the furthest location from the property lines and where they have had mobile units in the past.  He 
then stated that the neighboring community has asked them to look at other locations at the 
northwest corner of the property which is where there is a play area and playground equipment. 
Mr. Kurr also stated that another alternative would be to locate the units in between the U area he 
identified for the Commission and that the area progressed down to the basement level and which 
he described as an arena type area.   
 
Mr. Kurr stated that they have also had commentary from the neighbors as far as where the 
windows would go and that they would be adding a window to each as well as the color of the 
material.  He then stated that in connection with landscaping, the landscape architect would go 
through the plan.  Mr. Kurr informed the Commission that what that plan deals with is not only 
around the units themselves but that it also related to the perimeter area and the bermed area 
around the field. 
 
Mr. Kurr then referred the Commission to a summary of the key dates and timetables and informed 
the Commission that they have been before the DRB and would be going back before them in 
March and that the school board would be focusing on March 15 to approve the design and 
implementation as well as extended day kindergarten.  He identified the final target for them from 
the Village standpoint is to have approval by the Village Council on April 5, 2016.  
 
Carol Pugh introduced herself to the Commission as the architect on the project and that she is 
assisting the district with regard to the implementation of the units, the logistics and how to get the 
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modular units onto the site.  She then referred to the overall site plan and the fact that they looked 
at several different locations in order to find the least impactful place to put them.  Ms. Pugh 
stated that there have been modular units in the proposed location in the past in the late 1980’s. 
 
Ms. Pugh then stated that with regard to the first two alternative locations, they could have put the 
units out in the front of the building near Willow Road and that no one wants to do that, as well as 
the fact that the area is in the 100 year flood plain.  She stated that another location was off to the 
northwest side which is Park District property and that they would have to be located on Park 
District property which would affect the first grade playground and that they would have to 
remove the playground equipment in order to get the units in.  Ms. Pugh then referred the 
Commission to an illustration of the 100 year flood plain area on the property.  She also stated that 
an issue with the Willow Road location is that you would see the units in this location coming from 
the west on Willow Road.   
 
Ms. Pugh then stated that on the east side of the building, she identified a sliver of property which 
is not wide enough to put the units and which would be an obvious solution for the neighbors.  
She identified the area above that as the kindergarten play area and that they do not want to touch 
that.  Ms. Pugh also stated that another location on the southeast portion is an option but would be 
imposing to the neighbors and would infringe on police and security of driving by the property in 
terms of seeing what is going on at the property.  She then stated that they felt that the southwest 
location was the least impactful on the community and the neighbors. Ms. Pugh also identified the 
exit from the southeast wing and that the reason for the L shape is for the sake of the trees.  
 
A Commission member asked if there is fencing along the western property line. 
 
Ms. Pugh responded that there is fencing on the Park District property and that there is no fencing 
along the western edge and that it is mostly a tree line. 
 
Ms. Holland asked at what point does the log house come in. 
 
Ms. Pugh identified its location for the Commission.  
 
Mr. Thomas asked if this is a different site plan than was presented to the Park District in January. 
 
Mr. Kurr informed the Commission that the Park District had an initial plan where instead of 
having the A unit centered on the wall, there were two parallel units, that alternative would have 
encroached on their property.  He stated that when they started going through the process and 
identifying what would fit between trees as well as to accommodate maximum classroom size; 
they would have only been able to fit a smaller unit between the trees which would have shortened 
the classroom size.  Mr. Kurr then stated that as far as what the Park District approved, he referred 
to the location of the units at the property line. 
 
Mr. Thomas then asked since they changed the plan as to what was presented to the Park District, 
do they no longer need Park District approval since the units would not be located on their 
property. 
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Mr. Kurr confirmed that is correct.  He stated that they wanted to move along as quickly as they 
could and that depending on the plan sorting out and the fact that they had the intergovernmental 
agreement in the works.  
 
Ms. Holland indicated that she assumed that the applicant is aware that Crow Island is not on the 
National Register of Historic Places and that it is a national landmark which has very stringent 
requirements out of Washington.  She then asked what kind of implication and stated that she 
realized that they are not changing the building and asked if there had been any conversation with 
the National Preservation Commission in Washington about a national landmark having two 
modular units for a long period of time. 
 
Mr. Kurr responded that he has not had direct conversation with them but that they have a 
preservation committee which has looked at it as far as any conflict.  He added that he can look 
further.  Mr. Kurr reiterated that they have had these units in the past on the same location.  
 
Ms. Holland stated that there is a Washington connection and that she hoped that they would make 
that connection and make sure that irrespective of what happened in the past the fact that this has 
no impact on this very special structure and what kind of restrictions they may have.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that the two units would be removed and that when they are removed, there would 
be no trace of them.  She stated that they can inquire further about that issue and get a more expert 
opinion but stated that they are not talking about changing the structure at all.  Ms. Pugh also 
stated that for historic structures which undergo renovation, there sometimes have to be a 
temporary structure or things moved out.   
 
Ms. Holland stated that she could not vote on this as a special use unless there was a statement 
about the temporary time frame. 
 
Ms. Pugh stated that they do have a time frame for the approval specified which is three years and 
that four years would be the maximum.  
 
Mr. Kurr confirmed that the time period would be three years with an option for a one year 
extension for the A unit.  He reiterated that there is not only the oversight of the Village, but that 
they have to report to the state as far as their intentions and as far as disposition of the units to avoid 
the very concern Ms. Holland is expressing. 
 
Ms. Holland then stated that getting in touch with the proper people is important and that this is the 
one national landmark which although it is an honorific designation, she commented that it is a 
very important designation for not only the school district, but for Winnetka.  
 
Ms. Pugh agreed that they recognize that as a board and would like to note for the record that they 
have made significant improvements to Crow Island and that the significance of the building has 
always figured in to everything they have chosen to the point that they have made decisions to 
spend more money in some instances in order to preserve the historic character of the building and 
get renovations which are line.  She stated that it is a very important priority of the board. 
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Ms. Pugh went on to inform the Commission as to why the units are configured the way they are, 
she stated that they would be setting modular unit A 10 feet off of the Park District property and 
that the reason for that is to nestle it in between the trees there without taking any trees down.  She 
stated that one of the goals was to get the units as close to the building as possible so that the 
children do not have far to walk and to save the trees that are there.  Ms. Pugh stated that for 
modular unit B, it would be turned in an east-west fashion in order to maximize the green space of 
the soccer field just south of that location.  She stated that this L configuration would suit their 
needs the best.  
 
A Commission member asked if there would be any windows on the units.  
 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct and referred the Commission to an illustration.  She stated that 
there would be three windows in each one of the classrooms as well as glass in the door.  Ms. 
Pugh noted that these are premanufactured units and that there is not a whole lot of character to 
them and that there are not a lot of options that they have to customize them.  
 
A Commission member stated that it was mentioned that this was the previous location of modular 
units and asked if there are utilities already in the ground. 
 
Ms. Pugh responded that she believed that they were taken out and that she worked with the district 
back in the 1980’s and that they would have taken the utilities out and not left them in the ground.  
 
A Commission member questioned the connection to the existing school building. 
 
Ms. Pugh stated that they are anticipating putting in a plank which would be a vinyl public 
walkway which would take the children under cover to that entry.  She noted that it would have 
posts and that it would not be attached to the building and that it would not be enclosed.  
 
Mr. Thomas asked if the plan is to start with unit A and if the school board decided they needed the 
second unit, to go ahead with that a year or so later.  
 
Ms. Pugh confirmed that is correct.  
 
Mr. Thomas then stated that in getting to unit A, there would be a walkway which would come out 
of the southwest part of the school and would loop around to come into the front door and he asked 
why did they not just have them come in the back door.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that there are doors on the back of the units and that if the staff decided they 
wanted to take the children in that way, they certainly can.  She stated that for the sake of 
monitoring the students, the assumption is that they would all stay together and come in one door. 
Ms. Pugh then referred to the walkway to the A unit and that it would then continue on to the B 
unit.  
 
A Commission member asked if there would be a lot of going in and out of the classrooms between 
the building and the modular classrooms for the children.  
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Ms. Kocanda stated that there would be discussions with the staff and that the Spanish and music 
classes would be outside which was the result of a lot of the feedback from parents and because of 
the special nature of the classes and to not have classes isolated all day long out there.  She also 
stated that all of the students would rotate through and that they would be out there no longer in 
either of those classes one half hour.  Ms. Kocanda stated that in addition, it would also provide 
some air conditioning to all of the students since the building does get hot. 
 
Mr. Thomas asked if the school is K-4 and if one of the classrooms would be Spanish and the other 
would be music.  
 
Ms. Kocanda confirmed that is correct. 
 
A Commission member asked if the kindergarten gets, if a couple of classes have to be in the 
modular units and clarified that she meant grade level classes.  
 
Ms. Kocanda responded that they would not have to be and that they have plenty to look at if they 
need to have some of those small group environments outside. 
 
A Commission member then asked if they would be housing a complete class in the modular units 
if the extended or would they put other special … 
 
A Commission member then asked if there would be a first grade class in the units. 
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that the only class which was considered at one point was the fourth grade. 
 
It was stated that there are lot of other classes that could go out there and that there are a lot of 
special classes such as tutoring, etc.  
 
Ms. Pugh went on to state as far as the Commission’s concerns with regard to the request, there 
would be no change to traffic flow or parking or asphalt which is another reason they chose this 
location since there would be no change to the amount of impervious surface.  She also stated that 
they have a landscaping plan to screen the units the best that they can with the use of large 
evergreens and Arbor Vitae as well as the use of other seasonal interest plants.  Ms. Pugh noted 
that the berm is already there which is a maintenance issue. 
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that they are working with the neighbors in terms of landscaping and in terms 
of making decisions which they heard was something loud and clear as an issue to the neighbors.  
 
Ms. Pugh stated that was the end of the presentation and asked if there were any other questions.  
 
A Commission member asked if the units would be monitored in terms of going in and out of the 
building to the units.  
 
Ms. Kocanda informed the Commission that the students would be escorted out to the units by a 
teacher or a teacher associate and that if there is a need for a bathroom break, there would be an 
escort as well.  
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A Commission member asked if the units would affect drop-off and pickup at all.  
 
Ms. Kocanda stated that they would not.  
 
Chairperson Dalman asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were raised 
by the Commission at this time.  She then asked for any members of the public who would now 
like to speak to the request.  
 
Shannon Pope, 311 Glendale, introduced herself to the Commission as a neighbor of Crow Island 
as well as parent.  She commented that it is a great school with world class teachers and that while 
they love being a neighbor to Crow Island, lately it has gotten a little bit trickier with the trailers 
making it a bigger burden.  Ms. Pope stated that they recognize that there is a need for more space 
at Crow Island.  She stated that while she has a lot of concerns with the plan primarily, the fact 
that there are a lot of pieces that are not complete right now. Ms. Pope stated that she is aware that 
they are going to work together on a landscaping committee but that is not developed yet.  She 
also stated that while there has been investigation into fences and colors that has not been finalized.  
Ms. Pope stated that there are a lot of pieces in motion for which she would like to see the actual 
final collaboration.  
 
Ms. Pope informed the Commission that she has lived across the street for 10 years and that she 
has watched the trees in front of the berm deteriorate which ultimately get removed and that 
nothing is replaced.  She then stated that five years ago, Crow Island changed the traffic pickup 
pattern resulting in the redirection of vehicles off of Willow Road to Glendale and that although it 
as helpful in terms of the Willow Road traffic, it has really lead to a deterioration of the campus 
with the children all over the lawn waiting for their rides. She suggested that modifications can be 
made to endure that for the children waiting for their rides along Glendale.  Ms. Pope stated that 
the current situation on Glendale is not great and to add trailers which would be directly visible 
from her home would make it worse.  She then stated that while she is excited to work with the 
school, she asked that they think of ways to make it better and that there are not at that point tonight 
and that while they have a lot of meetings scheduled, they do not yet have a plan that everyone is 
on board with.  Ms. Pope also stated that they are concerned with regard to their property values 
and that selling a home with the trailers across the street would be very difficult. 
 
Ms. Pope then stated that they are concerned with the duration and that four years seemed like a 
really long time and that they are going to add programs and if they do not have the capacity to 
currently accommodate the children, it did not make sense to introduce new programs to this 
facility and that they could use some of the space in the other buildings where the enrollment is 
lower.   
 
Ms. Pope stated that with regard to the landscaping in general, they have discussed it quite a bit not 
just in front of the blacktop, but along Glendale to the north of the driveway entrance to the 
blacktop which is run down.  She stated that she is hopeful that they can see some more work on 
that that the school has for the final plans for the district.  
 
A Commission member asked Ms. Pope what would be her suggestion for a best space solution. 
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Ms. Pope responded that she understood that they need the trailers but that the best solution would 
be for her to feel as though she is not looking at the trailers for four years.  She also stated that if 
trees were added and if there was landscaping improvement on Glendale, your focus would not be 
on the area of the trailers 
 
Judy Klarfeld, 329 Glendale, informed the Commission that she has lived there for 52 years and 
that she can attest to Ms. Pope’s comments.  She then stated that last week, she could not get up 
the street to her driveway after school.  Ms. Klarfeld also stated that she has seen things 
deteriorate in the last several years.  She stated that when the shed was built across from her 
property, it was white and that she questioned whom she believed to be the president of the PTA as 
to the color and that the school is beige and aqua in color.  Ms. Klarfeld reiterated that the 
landscaping has gone to pot and that the trees are town down with nothing replaced.  She then 
stated that she may be leaving her home in a couple of years and that she understood the problem 
with the population rising and that four years is a very long time.  
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he did not have a problem with the proposal and that the business of 
temporary housing was something he was involved with years ago.  He described the proposal as 
a nice solution for a short term population problem and that he has seen the population of the 
schools go up and down over the years.  Mr. Thomas reiterated that it is a good solution and that 
he would leave it to the board and the professionals with regard to what they do.  He then referred 
to the miscommunication between the neighbors and the school board on a variety of issues, none 
of which had to do with alterations on the units.  Mr. Thomas stated that there is a problem in the 
neighborhood which should be addressed.  He concluded by stating the special use proposal 
sounded reasonable and logical.  
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that he agreed with Mr. Thomas’ comments and that the use of the temporary 
classrooms is an appropriate way to deal with the bump in student population and that it has been 
done fairly often as a temporary solution.  He stated that the criticism of the school by the 
neighbors of not keeping the property up is a valid criticism and that part of the plan here is to 
make sure that there is a real commitment by the school board and the school to replace trees and 
come up with a plan that helped. Mr. Coladarci stated that when you go to the property, you can see 
that no attention has been made to replacing trees and shrubs which would solve the problem of 
people looking at these modular units and feeling that they are an eyesore.  He stated that the use 
of landscaping might solve a lot of the visual problems. 
 
A Commission member stated that the school board reviewed the request on a preliminary basis 
last night and that she did not see there would be a problem with the school board being committed 
to doing landscaping.  She stated that Mr. Kurr mentioned that they are working with the same 
landscape architect on the Saint Faith Hope and Charity project and that they planned to get 
community input on that.  She stated that it is a project that had to happen in a time sensitive way 
and that in order to allow that community input, they had to have a committee for people to have 
voices and some choices.  She stated that she can state that the administration and the school 
board have a common vision with regard to the landscaping which needed to be improved and that 
this represented the opportunity to do it.  She then stated that the other issue is that they do not 
hear about these issues until a change is made.  She noted that the school board heard about traffic 
all the time and that they deal with it the best that they can.  
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Ms. Fessler commented that the plan is fine in terms of what they are proposing and that the people 
who have made their voices known about the landscaping and traffic should continue to do that 
since it will be presented to the Village Council.  She also stated that if the school’s population 
has expanded enough that they are adding these classrooms, traffic would be expanding which 
would require review and addressing.  
 
A Commission member stated that the placement of the units given the alternative is the best that it 
can be and that to add landscaping to alleviate some of the concerns and that parking is a separate 
issue.  
 
A Commission member stated that she agreed with all of the comments made and had nothing to 
add.  
 
Ms. Holland stated that she would agree that the project is fine given the comments by Ms. Fessler 
and Mr. Coladarci that the neighbors continue to work with the school board to make whatever 
changes vis-à-vis landscaping.  She also stated that although the applicant did not need an official 
blessing from Washington, but to make them aware that there would be changes on this site and 
that there are architectural historians that the Village is very familiar with in Illinois who do this all 
the time for the Landmark Commission.   
 
A Commission member stated that the application as submitted is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and that they are going through the efforts to landscape the modular units and 
have plant material out there as part of the basic ___ and referred to the parents at Hubbard Woods 
and how they have embraced it and the job done of the landscaping committee there.  She also 
stated that hopefully, that can take place at Crow Island as well.  She added that while it is 
incumbent on the applicant to install it, it is incumbent on the families of Crow Island to maintain 
things like flower pots and that their maintenance people have to do other things.   
 
A Commission member stated that she is excited to hear that the district is thinking about all day 
kindergarten which would boost enrollment and trigger a much bigger discussion in the Village.  
She stated that some of the other communities have gone to all day kindergarten and have seen a 
boost in enrollment.  She concluded by stating that it is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Chairperson Dalman stated that the Commission would now go through the procedure and make a 
motion for the findings that the application is consistent with the Village of Winnetka 
Comprehensive Plan.  She then asked for a motion.  
 
Mr. Thomas moved to state that the application is consistent with the Village of Winnetka 
Comprehensive Plan.  The motion was seconded. 
 
Chairperson Dalman then read the following findings.  
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DRAFT 
Findings of the Winnetka Plan Commission 

 
Consistency of the Winnetka Public Schools /  

Crow Island Elementary 
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 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 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 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 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 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 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 consistent with the objective to "Protect residential 

neighborhoods and homes from the encroachment of incompatible land uses and 
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traffic patterns." [Residential Areas-Single Family Residence Objectives:  
Objective #3; page 2-3].  

 
(8) The proposed special use is 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 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 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 
25].  

 
(11) The proposed special use is 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 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 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 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 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 consistent with the recommendation to "Encourage 

governmental and non-governmental institutions to work with their constituents, 
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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 Winnetka Public School District / Crow Island 
Elementary is consistent with the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Passed by a vote of eight in favor and none opposed.   
Date:  February 24, 2016 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Antionette Johnson  
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From: Kimberly Brya
To: Ann Klaassen; Mike Dlouhy; Brian Norkus
Cc: j ; Shannon Pope
Subject: Letter from Glendale resident regarding the Crow Island request for zoning variation
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 1:23:16 PM

To: Design Review Board, Planning Commission, Zoning Board and Village
Council ( Thank you for circulating to these boards)

RE:  Perspective from the Neighbors on Glendale and Mt. Pleasant for the Crow
Island request for zoning variation 

From: Kimberly and Tom Brya:  Glendale Avenue and neighbors

Dear Winnetka Design, Planning, Zoning and Village Council boards, 

I am writing to you on behalf of my husband Tom and me, as well as several of our
neighbors. We are a small community in the Glendale and Mt. Pleasant area and
care deeply about our neighborhood, Winnetka and the schools.  We are interested in
a collaborative solution that solves for the challenges the school is facing space wise
and honoring the preservation of our home values, safety and sense of community. 

Background

The Winnetka elementary schools were created to be part of a community
and neighborhood. At that time, they were placed so that no child would have
to walk more than a mile to school. 
Winnetka has historically, and is currently, a huge supporter of our school
system. We have successfully passed every referendum. This is quite the
accomplishment given that 75% of Winnetkians do not have children in
District 36 schools. 
98% of the Winnetka schools are funded by our tax base. Only 2% comes
from the state. 
Consequently, being respectful neighbors is important for our symbiotic
relationship. 
Over the past 20 years, the district has not been in tune with maintaining the
Crow Island property. 

Trees and bushes die and are not replaced. Worse, they sit dead for
long periods of time until a neighbor asks for them to be removed. 
Debris sits for weeks before a neighbor calls to have it picked up.
Trash is regularly picked up  from our lawns  left by children and
parents.
The secondary pick up location at the back of the school on Glendale
has created wear and tear on the "lawn" such that it is a dirt mound. 
Traffic and parking  8 years ago was so bad that children were in
danger and resident access to their own homes was blocked. The
neighbors initiated a plan and flow that is in place today and highly

ATTACHMENT F
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effective for all parties. Dr. Julie Pfeffer (Principal) has made this a
priority and we all respect and appreciate her for this. 
The respect for community and being a good neighbor has been
chipped away over time from the vantage point of some of the
neighbors. Many of whom have lived here for 30,40 and 50 years. 

Our neighbors on Glendale and Mt. Pleasant have worked to improve their
individual property. Homes have been expanded significantly, landscaping
done, sprinklers installed, etc. 

Current Situation

Crow Island (CI) has asked for a zoning variance and special use permit to
put one or possibly two trailers on the school property in the SW corner visible
to Glendale and Mt. Pleasant.
The neighbors were not engaged in the exploratory part of this process. We
were notified by letter late Friday afternoon of February 5th and told of a
meeting with neighbors on Monday February 8th at 12:30. 
Neighbors had much input on February 8th:

Explore and vet alternate locations. A) in the U or center of the school
property B) In the NW corner near the first grade playground.
Expand the landscaping concept to include the entire, ignored 
perameter of Crow Island to include a mix of evergreen, flowering and
substantial trees. Including regular and routine maintenance of this
new landscaping. 

Delightfully, the district has just formed a core committee to
work with a landscape architect to create a plan for CI. This
will include neighbors. 

Pulling apart the "problem we are solving for" to focus on the bubble
of first grade (91 students vs. 60 in kindergarten) and the need for
more space for small group/special need space will be useful
strategically. 

The full day kindergarten is a separate and important element.
If this comes to pass there are solutions for space that could
involve use of empty space at other school buildings which
would not require the addition of another trailer on the CI
campus. 

4 years is a very long time to "study" something, let alone enrollment
that we track annually. This feels excessive for a "temporary" solution
to a problem that is a bubble in one grade. From a broader
perspective, enrollment in Winnetka ebbs and flows at each of the
schools. We need to find a solution to this ebb and flow that does not
look like trailers each time it occurs. 

4+ years does not feel temporary. 

We respectfully ask that you consider the following response s  to the School Board
submission for zoning variation and a special use permit. The standards for granting
approval are identified as follows: 
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SPECIAL USE: There are 6 hurdles to clear .  We have identified the hurdles and our
responses.

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 committees should consider that this may impact the safety of the public
and children. The secondary pick up on Glendale is already crowded. These
trailers could cause parents to shift pick up to the back of the school causing
even more congestion than exists at this time. Parents talk on cell phones and
do not pull over enough to allow traffic to move past them or residents to
access their homes. 

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 i mpact   property values in the
immediate vicinity;

"...substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property...": This
will cause increased traffic and activity at the back of the school which is
already land locked. CI has only 2 streets of access; Willow and Glendale.
Shifting traffic to the back of the school in such limited space will cause traffic
and safety problems for the residents and the school population. 
"...not substantially diminish or impact property values...": In fact, trailers
placed on school property for 4+ years will impact property values, particularly
of those that have a direct line of sight (6 of the 11 homes). The deficient
nature of the landscaping will exacerbate the situation. The added traffic will
also impact values all along Glendale and Mt. Pleasant. 

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; 

Traffic congestion will impede "...normal and orderly development or
improvement..." to our property.
Residents will be reluctant to make improvements due to the trailers'
existence and question as to the future plans for the CI campus. 

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;

CI is road challenged. There is n o where to put more traffic. Ingress and
egress is impeded as it stands now, particularly during dismissal. 

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
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Again, CI is road challenged. We are also susceptible to flooding and
drainage issues ,  which adding a solid structure and more hardscape to ,
 could add to the flooding and drainage problems. 

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

REGARDING THE STANDARDS FOR GRANTING ZONING VARIATIONS: There
are 8 hurdles.  Our responses are below.

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used
only under the conditions allowed by regulations in that zone. 

Does not Apply in this instance

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. 

This is completely related to the occupants and a short term blip at that. First
grade is an aberration at 91 students. Enrollment then drops precipitously (60
in kindergarten) over the next several years. 
This is not a unique situation. CI has had blips in enrollment in the past. The
school should be looking at more permanent solutions to these cyclical
enrollment variations. 

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

In fact, it will. A temporary trailer made of prefabricated material does not
represent the standard of ascetics that we hold dear in Winnetka for
residents, schools and businesses. The aesthetics of the trailer should ,  at
minimum ,  be set up and maintained in a way that is consistent with
our Winnetka aesthetic standards as well as a high level of care and
maintenance of the buildings and grounds, as we do (and are required to do)
,  with our individual homes. 

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

Agreed. The alternate solutions also meet this standard. 

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

Agreed. The alternate solutions also meet this standard. 

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

In fact, the taxable value of the land and buildings (homes) will diminish in the
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neighborhood. This will also impact the school district from a taxable income
standpoint. 

7.  The congestion in the public street will not increase. 

The congestion in the public street WILL increase. This will potentially shift
traffic from the front of the school to the back which is a narrow and limited
space. It will create more traffic and congestion in an area without sidewalks
(Mt. Pleasant and Rosewood and Locust) which would be likely exit routes. 

8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the
Village will not other wise be impaired. 

We submit that public safety will be impacted as per our notes above. 

NOTE: The school district attachment 2 to the Zoning Board of Appeals has 3
duplicate responses; #3,4 and 6 are all the same statement. 

OUR INTENTION AND DESIRE IS TO WORK WITH THE SCHOOL DISTRICT TO: 

Find an appropriate placement of the one trailer so it minimizes exposure to
the neighborhood and provides close proximity to the school.  Honorably vet
the two additional options so an appropriate selection can be made. 
Create a landscaping plan, not only to soften the trailer, but to update the
landscape architecture of CI that has been sorely neglected and to arrange for
a maintenance plan that maintains the beauty of the new soft and hardscape. 
Consider and plan for the implications of a trailer on the school property for
4+ years as it relates to traffic congestion and flow, safety of the children and
access by neighbors to their personal property.  There will be implications for
any trailer in the back of the school. We need a plan for that. 
Preserve and protect the property values, and tax base, of the homes in the
CI neighborhood. 

We thank you for the opportunity to share our thoughts and ask that you consider the
neighborhood perspective in granting approvals for Special Use, Zoning or Design. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Respectfully, 

Tom and Kimberly Brya  Glendale Avenue

-- 
Kimberly M. Brya
BRYA CONSULTING: Strategy.   Insight.   Innovation

847.386.7786 o
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Title:

Presenter:

Agenda Date: Ordinance
Resolution
Bid Authorization/Award

Consent:   YES       NO Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:

Executive Summary:

Recommendation:

Attachments: 

Downtown Master Plan: Teska Associates' Status Report

Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development & Megan Pierce, Assistant to the Village Manager

04/19/2016

✔
✔

Teska Associates was engaged by the Village in July, 2015 to create Winnetka's first Downtown
Master Plan. This is the second of three project "check-in" points as outlined in the original scope of
work.

Since Teska's last Council update in December, 2015, there have been numerous and significant
accomplishments for the Downtown Master Plan process. To-date, seven Steering Committee and
four Working Group meetings have been conducted. Teska's efforts to engage the community and
gather public input have progressed well into 2016, with new people continually participating via
formats such as meetings, workshops, a dedicated project website, and polls.

Michael Blue, the Project Principal,and Erin Cigliano, the Project Planner, from Teska Associates will
be present at the April 19 Village Council meeting to provide a Status Report, which will include a
review of activities, with an emphasis on the Redevelopment Sites Workshops that were held by the
Steering Committee in February and March, 2016.

In addition, the Council and community should look forward to the release of a special Winnetka
Report newsletter. Teska will be highlighting this item, which documents the story of the process
conducted by the Village, what has been heard through public input, and work performed on
redevelopment site concepts.

Information only; no action required.

None.
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Executive Summary:

Recommendation:

Attachments: 

One Winnetka Planned Development (continued)

Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development

04/19/2016

✔ ✔

This case was before the Village Council at its April 5, 2016 meeting. No action was taken, and the case was continued to the April 19, 2016 Council meeting.
Stonestreet Partners, LLC has submitted an application for a Planned Development for the proposed One Winnetka project. The Planned Development process is a
specific and distinct form of regulatory review established under the Zoning Ordinance in December 2005. Planned Development regulations apply to all
developments in excess of 10,000 square feet and allow for greater flexibility within standard zoning requirements, coupled with a more comprehensive review
process, which includes a preliminary review and approval followed by a final review and approval. Both preliminary and final reviews require public hearings and
recommendations from the Plan Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals, and Design Review Board, and ultimate Village Council decision. These bodies have each
completed their respective public hearings and meetings on the One Winnetka proposal and they have each provided separate recommendations to the Council. At
the March 17 Village Council meeting, at the request of the Applicant, this matter was deferred to the April 5, 2016 meeting.

In accordance with Section 17.58 of the Village Code, Stonestreet Partners has made an application for preliminary approval of a Planned
Development (PD), known as One Winnetka. The development site which includes five parcels located at 511-515 Lincoln Ave. and 714 - 736 Elm
St.,and totals approximately 1.6 acres. Currently the site is developed with a number of commercial buildings. The PD calls for a mixed use
development, which includes the following major components:
• Three buildings ranging in size from one to six stories, which totals 174,729 s.f. including 41,381 s.f. of retail space and 108,300 s.f. of residential
space (71 residential units) and 25,045 s.f. of common area elements (hallways, loading docks, amenities and building service areas).
• Three parking structures - (1) a 122 space parking lot below the buildings; (2) a 116 space lot east of the development on the site of the existing
Village surface parking lot at 710 Elm Street; and, (3) a 194 space parking lot below the Lincoln Avenue right-of-way.
• A public plaza and new street in the Lincoln Avenue right-of-way.

As part of the PD approval, the Applicant has also requested approval of three exceptions to the zoning regulations. These include the following:
1. Exception to allow for a maximum building height of 70 feet; whereas the maximum allowable height is 45 feet.
2. Exception to allow for no upper story setback at the 4th floor or higher; whereas a 10 foot setback is required for floors at 4th floor and higher.
3. Exception to allow for no rear yard setback (east property line; whereas a 10 foot setback is required.

Beginning on March 25, 2015 and finishing on February 18, 2016, three village advisory boards/commissions (Plan Commission, ZBA and Design
Review Board) over the course of 13 meetings, considered the preliminary PD application. Each board/commission made recommendations on the
PD as follows:
Plan Commission - recommended in favor of the preliminary PD and exceptions; the approval included nine conditions being met.
ZBA - recommended against the preliminary PD.
Design Review Board - recommended in favor of the the preliminary PD.

Discuss the preliminary One Winnetka Planned Development and exceptions.

Agenda Report

The complete One Winnetka Preliminary Application Materials are available on the Village's website
at:
http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/departments/community-development/one-winnetka-planned-devel
opment/preliminary-application-village-council/
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AGENDA REPORT  
 

TO:   Village Council 

PREPARED BY: Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development 

SUBJECT: One Winnetka Planned Development 
(1) Preliminary Planned Development 
(2) Exceptions 

DATE:   April 13, 2016 
 

INTRODUCTION 
This updated agenda report refers to three exhibits that have previously been provided.  The first 
two exhibits (three-ring binders), were provided to you along with a draft agenda report on March 
11, 2016.    The first binder is the One Winnetka Preliminary Planned Development Application 
(OWPPD) Exhibit 1; this document has been submitted by the developer, Stonestreet Partners 
(Applicant).  It contains all the details related to the proposed One Winnetka Planned Development 
(PD) and includes a variety of materials including: ownership information, floor plans, elevation 
plans, parking and traffic study, shadow study, preliminary engineering plans, residential market 
analysis and financial information.  The second binder, One Winnetka, Village Documentation 
(OWVD), Exhibit 2, has been prepared by village staff.  This binder includes a number of 
attachments cited in this Agenda Report.  It includes minutes from the three advisory bodies (Plan 
Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals and Design Review Board) each of which reviewed the 
Preliminary PD application, pertinent regulating ordinances, review comments from village staff 
and correspondence from the public.  Exhibit 3 was provided to you as part of the Agenda Packet 
for the April 5, 2016 Council meeting and is described below. 
 
UPDATE TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT SUBMITTAL 
Since the draft agenda and Exhibits 1 and 2 were issued to the Council on March 11th, several 
revisions /updates to the PD documents have been submitted.  The revisions/updates are 
summarized below and fall into one of the following three categories: 
1. Changes to plans – the Applicant has made modifications to a number of the architectural detail 

drawings.  The first set of changes are to pages 79-84  of  Exhibit 1 and  expand floor area keys to 
include “other” and “amenities” designations, correct service area layout on Ground Floor, and 
exchange retail and amenities spaces on Floor 2. A second set of changes, also to Exhibit 1, 
including pages 88, 97, 108, 111 and 112 shows a revised maximum height of approximately 70ft. 
(the original plans showed a maximum height of 72 ft.).  

2. Revised Residential Market Analysis – the Applicant submitted a revised residential market 
analysis from Tracy Cross & Associates.  The original report dated April 20, 2015 can be found in 
Exhibit 1 pp. 304 -321.   

3. Additional Correspondence – attached is correspondence from the public received since March 11, 
2016. 

Note: With respect to revisions/updates 1 and 2, please update Exhibit 1 by replacing the originals 
with the updated documents included in Exhibit 3.  To assist, the new documents have been 
paginated to be consistent with the original page numbers. 
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I. PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 
The PD process is a form of development regulatory review established under the Village Zoning 
Ordinance (see Exhibit 2 OWVD, Planned Development pp.1-10).  The PD regulations were established in 
December 2005, with the intention of providing for a degree of flexibility in the development review 
process for larger sites over 10,000 square feet.  It should be noted that a PD is a type of Special Use. 

The PD process is mandatory for all development on sites 10,000 square feet or greater.  The process 
differs from the standard development review process in that it allows for departure from the strict 
application of specific zoning requirements by permitting the relaxation of certain applicable substantive 
requirements, based on the detailed review of individual proposals.  The intent of the PD process is 
further clarified in Section 17.58.020.B.1 thru .6, of the Zoning Ordinance to promote:  

• a creative approach to development and redevelopment;  
• a more desirable physical environment by allowing flexibility in building design and site 

layout; 
• a more efficient use of land, resulting in a more economic network of utilities, streets and 

other facilities; and 
• facilitation of a development pattern that is in harmony with the objectives of the 

Comprehensive Plan and the purpose of the zoning district.  

The PD process also differs from the standard development review process in that it provides for an 
extended public review process in which three advisory boards – Plan Commission, Zoning Board of 
Appeals (ZBA) and Design Review Board (DRB) - provide recommendations and issue 
resolution/findings to be considered by the Village Council.  

The PD process includes two rounds of review, the first being a preliminary review phase which 
consists of evaluation by the Plan Commission, ZBA and, DRB.  Each body conducts their own public 
meetings and/or hearings to evaluate the proposed development for consistency with specific standards 
and makes recommendations to the Village Council.  Each board may require the developer to submit 
additional details as it may deem necessary in order to better understand the impact of the proposal.  This 
review process began with the Plan Commission on March 25, 2015 and was completed on February 18, 
2016 when the DRB finished its review of the PD.  In total, the three bodies held 13 public meetings where 
the PD was considered. 

The Village Council may grant, deny, or modify the preliminary planned development application, or may 
send the application back to the advisory boards for further consideration. 

If granted preliminary approval, an application for final approval of the PD must be submitted within 18 
months. The final review stage provides time for the development of more specific plans for final 
approval, including site engineering and stormwater detention details, public improvements and the like. 

II.     PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS AND STANDARDS  
Despite the flexibility inherent in the process, such applications must meet certain specific requirements 
as identified below, per Section 17.58.030 of the Zoning Ordinance:  

A. Permitted locations.  Permitted only in B-1, B-2, C-1 and C-2 zoning districts; 

B. Comprehensive Plan.  Developments shall be consistent with the Winnetka 2020 Comprehensive 
Plan;  

C. Minimum area of development.   No planned development shall be permitted on any site that has an 
area of less than 10,000 square feet; 
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D. Planned Development required.  Planned development process is mandatory on all developments 
where the site exceeds 10,000 square feet; 

E. Ownership and control of land.  Site for a planned development may either be a single lot of record 
or a combination of contiguous lots that are under unified ownership or control; 

F. Compliance with Village code required. Construction and improvements shall comply with all 
applicable Village ordinances.  Any proposed deviations must be clearly listed on the preliminary 
plan submittal and fully justified as being necessary to the proper development of the property and 
consistent with the objectives of the applicable section of the Village code; 

G. Design Requirements.  Individual buildings and site improvements must conform with Village 
Design Guidelines; 

H. Compatibility of uses and design.  Uses permitted in the planned development shall be compatible 
with each other and existing land uses in the surrounding area.  Uses shall be deemed compatible if 
all of the following criteria are met: 

• The individual uses in the planned development must be permitted uses or permitted special 
uses in the underlying zoning district.  Any individual use that is permitted only as a special 
use must individually meet the standards for the granting of special use permits. 

• The uses must be designed and located in conformity with the Village Design Guidelines. 
• The uses, buildings and site layout of the planned development, considered as a whole, 

must meet the standards for the granting of special use permits. 
• The planned development will be responsive to a demonstrated need within the Village. 

 
III. ZONING 
The One Winnetka development is located in the C-2 Commercial Retail Overlay District.  The 
district purpose as established in Section 17.44.010 of the Zoning Ordinance is as follows: 

The requirements set forth in this chapter for the C-2 General Retail Commercial District have 
been adopted in order to provide for a community commercial district which offers a wide range 
of goods and services for residents of the Village and a wider market area. Portions of the C-2 
General Retail Commercial District shown in the shaded areas of the Official Village of Winnetka 
Zoning Map and referred to in this chapter as the C-2 Commercial Overlay District are subject to 
regulations that 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, 
and permitting as a special use other commercial uses only to the extent that they meet certain 
additional requirements. 
 

With respect to the properties adjacent to the One Winnetka site, to the south is a 4-story 
residential condominium, which is zoned B-2 Multi-Family Residential; to the east is Hadley School 
for the Blind, which is zoned B-1 Multi-Family Residential; to the north are mixed use (retail, office 
and apartments) buildings along Elm Street, which are zoned C-2 Commercial Retail Overlay;  and 
to the west are the Green Bay Trail and Union Pacific railroad tracks, which are zoned R-5 Single 
Family Residential.   
 
The C-2 Commercial District regulations establish a number of minimum/maximum standards with 
respect to building size, setbacks and parking requirements.  Any development, whether subject to 
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the PD requirement or not, must comply with the standards.  Compliance with these regulations 
will be discussed later in this report. 
 
IV.   ONE WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 
Stonestreet Partners is the developer of the One Winnetka PD. As mentioned in the Introduction, 
the Applicant’s complete submittal can be found in Exhibit 1, One Winnetka, Planned Development 
Application. The development site is located in the East Elm business district, at the southeast 
corner of Elm St. and Lincoln Ave.  The 1.61 acre site includes five parcels (listed below):  

• 511 Lincoln Ave. (formerly Fell clothing store); 
• 513-515 Lincoln Ave. (formerly Marian Michael clothing store); 
• 740 Elm St. (Phototronics); 
• 718-732 Elm St. (multi-tenant building);  
• 714-716 Elm St. (formerly Baird & Warner Real Estate). 

It needs to be noted that Conney’s Pharmacy property was not included in the development site 
when it was considered by the three advisory bodies. However, negotiations have been ongoing 
between the Applicant and the owners of Conney’s. Given the possibility of the Conney’s property 
becoming part of the development, the Applicant is asking the Council to consider a plan that could 
include the Conney’s parcel. In the event that the Conney’s Pharmacy property (736 Elm Street) 
becomes part of the development, it would add 3,140 s.f. of lot area.  

V. PLAN EVOLUTION 
While being considered by the three advisory bodies, the development plans were revised on several 
occasions.  In general, the revisions included changes to the building height, number of residential units, 
commercial square footage, parking, and design elements.  Although more detail is provided on each the 
actions of the three bodies later in this report (pp. 9-12) following is a summary of the plan revisions 
based on the individual advisory board review comments: 
 
Plan Commission 
The original PD application was submitted in February, 2015 and initially considered by the Plan 
Commission on March 25, 2015.   Following three meetings before the Commission in March and April 
2015, the project was revised.  The significant revisions included: (1) reducing the building height from 
7-stories (83’) to 6- stories (70’); (2) modifying the architectural style along Elm Street (from Beaux Arts 
to Tudor); (3) reducing the number of residential apartments from 120 to 71 units; (4) reducing the 
commercial  space from 46,440 s.f. to 40,250 s.f.; and, (5) reducing  the amount of residential parking by 
eliminating a second floor of below grade parking under the proposed residential/commercial building. 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
The revised plans that came out of the Plan Commission were submitted to the ZBA, which then 
considered the PD at meetings in November and December 2015 and January 2016.  Following the initial 
ZBA review in November, the Applicant then made the following revisions to the plan: (1) reducing the 
height of the east building from five to four stories and eliminating the fourth floor setback; (2) increasing 
the height of the building along Elm Street from three to four-stories, with the fourth story being stepped 
back 15 feet from the lower three stories.  
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Design Review Board 
The DRB considered the design components at three of its meetings in November 2015 and January and 
February 2016.  As a result of its consideration, the DRB required the Applicant to provide additional 
detail and design elements concerning the exterior portion of the development.  
 

VI. PROPOSED PLAN 
The proposed PD includes both private and public development components, all of which are provided in 
detail in Exhibit 1.  Prior to providing detail on each component, following is a summary of the major 
project features. 

• Three buildings ranging in size from one to six stories, which totals 174,729 s.f. including 41,381 
s.f. of retail space and 108,300 s.f. of residential space (71 residential units)and 25,045 s.f. of 
common area elements (hallways, loading docks, amenities and building service areas). 

• Three parking structures - (1) a 122 space parking lot below the buildings; (2) a 116 space lot 
east of the development on the site of the existing Village surface parking lot at 710 Elm Street; 
and, (3) a 194 space parking lot below the Lincoln Avenue right-of-way. 

• A public plaza and new street in the Lincoln Avenue right-of-way. 
 
Another way to obtain a general understanding of the development is to identify its size and uses on a 
floor by floor basis, which is provided below: 

• Immediately below the building (1-story below grade),  is a 122 space parking lot; 116 spaces for 
use by the residents of the multi-family units and 6 for commercial users; 

• First floor of the building includes 46,216 s.f. of gross floor area, including 33,591 s.f. of 
commercial space, 4,698 s.f.  of residential associated space (residential lobby), with the 
remaining 7,927 s.f.  used for common area elements; 

• Second floor totals 38,174 s.f. of which includes 7,790  s.f. of commercial space, 20,280 s.f. of 
residential, and 10,104 s.f. of common area elements; 

• Third floor includes 34,375  s.f. of residential and 2,787 of common area elements;  
• Fourth floor includes 30,980 s.f. of residential and 2,787 of common area elements; 
• Fifth floor includes 14,260 s.f. of residential and 1,440 s.f. of common area elements;  
• Sixth floor includes a 3,710 s.f. residential penthouse. 

For additional details see Exhibit 1, OWPPD – Detailed Development Plan, Architecture, pp. 79-84. 

PROPOSED PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT PORTION OF PD APPLICATION  
Materials submitted by the Applicant depict a proposed mixed-use commercial and residential 
development which at its highest point would measure six (6) stories and 70 feet in height (at the 
top of the sixth floor penthouse on the west building.  The proposed development would include 
41,138 square feet of commercial space on two levels, and 71 apartments. Immediately below the 
proposed building, a one level below grade parking garage is proposed.  This garage would contain 
122 parking spaces, 116 of which will be dedicated to residents of the 71 residential units. This 
translates into 1.63 parking spaces per unit. In addition to developing the five privately owned 
parcels, the Applicant is also proposing to acquire a portion of adjacent Village land measuring 
7,767 square feet (0.18 acre) within the Lincoln Avenue right-of-way (area identified in Figure 1 
next page).    
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FIGURE 1 – DEVELOPMENT SITE   

PROPOSED PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT PORTION OF PD APPLICATION 
The development proposal also proposes public improvements to Village - owned properties 
including: (a) reconstruction and expansion of public parking along Lincoln Ave. and the village 
parking lot at 710 Elm St.; (b) construction of a public gathering space and plaza on Lincoln Avenue; 
(c) other incidental streetscape improvements; (d) water main replacement; and, (e) incidental 
stormwater detention improvements serving Village parcels. Additional details follow. 

1. Public parking improvements – the Applicant proposes certain improvements to existing public 
parking that would require a cost sharing between the Village and the Applicant. In its proposal, 
public parking described below would be constructed by the Applicant, with the Village assuming 
ownership and operations. 
a) East Elm Village parking lot  reconstruction and expansion - the existing surface lot located west of 

Hadley School for the Blind would be reconstructed, expanding the number of spaces from 63 to 
116.  The additional 53 spaces would be provided by constructing an additional “half-level” 
below grade (see Exhibit 1, OWPPD - Detailed Development Plan, Floor 1 and Ground Floor, pp. 
76-79, and Proposed Parking, p. 168, additional details can also be found on pp. 96 and 155-156). 

b) Lincoln Avenue commuter parking – 33 existing street-level commuter parking spaces would be 
relocated to a two-story below-grade parking facility constructed beneath the existing Lincoln 
Avenue surface (see Exhibit1, OWPPD  - Detailed Development Plan, Floor 2 and Floor 1, pp.77-
78 and Proposed Parking, pp. 168, additional details can also be found on pp. 96 and 157).   The 
parking facility would include 141 commuter spaces, an increase of 108 commuter spaces.  
Commuter parking spaces would open onto the adjacent Green Bay Trail and allow access to the 
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Metra station at the boarding platform level (see Exhibit 1, OWPPD - Detailed Development Plan, 
West Garage – Details, pp. 121-126).  

c) Lincoln Avenue short term visitor/retail parking – 30 existing street-level short term spaces for 
shoppers and business district visitors would be relocated and increased in number.  Plans call 
for an increase of 36 spaces, to a total of 66 short term shopper parking spaces.  Thirteen (13) 
spaces would be located at street-level on Lincoln Avenue, and 56 within the below-grade 
parking facility beneath Lincoln Ave (see Exhibit 1, OWPPD -Detailed Development Plan, Floor 2 
and Floor 1, pp. 77-78, and Proposed Parking, p.168).  
 

                        Summary table of proposed public parking changes 
 Lincoln Avenue public parking Elm Street east lot  

Short term (shopper) Long term (commuter)  Total 
Existing total 30 (street level) 33 (street level) 63 126 
Proposed 
total 

56 (below grade) 
+ 13 (street level) 144 (below grade) 116 329 

Net increase 39 space increase 111 space increase 53 space increase 203 space 
increase 

 
2. Lincoln Avenue gathering space and plaza – In conjunction with the development of below-grade 

parking, plans call for a narrowing of the Lincoln Avenue right-of-way and provision of 
additional pedestrian amenities, which would allow for establishment of an informal gathering 
space, and provide additional enhancements that would permit programming of occasional 
community events. Figure 2 (see next page) identifies the current rights-of-way of Lincoln Ave., 
Elm St., and Oak St.  It should be noted that although Lincoln Ave. would be reconstructed to 
allow for a plaza, it would still accommodate two-way vehicular traffic (24 ft. width of travel 
lanes) when not being actively used for community events. Plans call for special paving 
treatment, street tree plantings and other landscaping, seating, and other site amenities (see 
Exhibit 1, OWPPD – Detailed Development Plan, Landscape Architecture, pp.143-152).                                          
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 Figure 2- Existing Lincoln ave. right of way 

3. Other incidental streetscape improvements (Elm Street) – In addition to Lincoln Avenue 
upgrades, the plan calls for the reconstruction of approximately 400 linear feet along the south 
side of  Elm Street, including sidewalk, curb, and gutter, new pedestrian lighting, planting beds, 
and pedestrian bump outs (see Exhibit 1, OWPPD – Detailed Development Plan, Landscape 
Architecture, pp.143-152). 
 

4. Water main replacement (Elm Street) – An existing 6” Elm Street water main would be upgraded to 
a new 16” main, extending approximately 730’ from Lincoln Avenue to Maple Street.  The new water 
main would serve the new development as well as other Elm Street businesses, and is necessitated in 
part by taking an existing 16” water main beneath Lincoln Avenue out of service to accommodate 
below grade parking (see Exhibit 1, OWPPD - Supporting Documentation, Preliminary Civil Plans, pp. 
157-158).   
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5. Stormwater facilities – Stormwater detention facilities will be constructed serving both the 
private development area as well as the proposed public parking improvements.  Plans call for 
construction of stormwater detention facilities to collect and detain stormwater runoff for a 
100-year storm event (see Exhibit 1, OWPPD - Supporting Documentation, Preliminary Civil Plans, 
pp. 159-160).   

With respect to proposed public improvements, the Applicant proposes a cost-sharing agreement 
with the Village whereby the applicant would contribute toward public improvements as part of a 
proposed public benefit component.  In Exhibit 1, OWPPD, under Financial Information, in the 
Memo dated March 17, 2016, pp. 295-297, a detail of the proposed allocation of developer costs and 
requested Village contributions is provided. 

A detailed analysis of the Applicant’s fiscal projections, as well as an analysis of its requested Village 
contribution toward new public parking, will be conducted by the Village’s real estate development 
consultant, CBRE. If it is determined by the Village Council to proceed with this development, any 
public improvement financial contributions on the part of Village will be included in a development 
agreement between the Village and the Applicant.    

PARKING AND TRAFFIC STUDY 
As part of the PD application, a traffic and parking impact study was submitted (see Exhibit 1, 
OWPPD - Supporting Documentation, Traffic and Parking, pp.171-265).  The original study was 
conducted by KLOA, Inc. and dated February 20, 2015.  It was subsequently revised on several 
occasions based on analysis and comments from the Plan Commission and Public Works Director 
Steve Saunders.   The most recent submittal from KLOA (dated March 17, 2016), includes updates 
based on the most recent plans.  Upon completion of its study, KLOA made the following 
conclusions: 

• The site of the proposed development will be located in close proximity to the train 
station. 

• The amount of traffic that will be generated by the proposed development will be 
reduced due to the availability of public transportation serving the area. 

• The results of the capacity analyses indicate that the studied intersections are and will 
continue operating at acceptable levels of service with minimal increase in delays and 
that queues will not impact adjacent intersections. 

• The proposed access system will provide maximum access flexibility for residents and 
customers and commuters entering and departing the site. 

• The proposed parking supply of 116 spaces for the proposed apartments will be 
adequate in accommodating the projected peak demand. 

• The proposed public and commuter parking garage will more than adequately offset the 
loss of existing parking and will provide additional supply for future uses of the East 
Elm District. 

As is customary, the Applicant’s parking and traffic study has been provided to the Village Engineer for 
review and comment. Public Works Director Steve Saunders originally issued a memo on March 10, 
2015, (see Exhibit 2,  OWVD, Attachment B, Correspondence from PW Director, pp.11-12) expressing a 
number of concerns about both the parking and traffic components of the project, as well as engineering, 
drainage and related matters.  As a result of the issues raised by Mr. Saunders, revisions were made to 
the plans.  Subsequently on June 18, 2015, Mr. Saunders issued a second memo. (Exhibit 2, OWVD, 
Attachment B, pp.13-17)  Whereas he concluded that the revised proposal appears to satisfy the Village’s 
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current development-related parking requirements, he added that some areas need to be further 
addressed prior to approval of the Final PD, which is as follows: 

• The applicant, prior to final development approval, should provide a dimensioned and 
detailed plan for Lincoln Avenue roadway/public plaza that shows roadway dimensions, 
turning radii, striping and signage detail. 

• The applicant, prior to final development approval, should provide detailed and 
dimensioned plans for the entrance to the east parking lot, showing streetscape materials, 
dimensions, turning radii, striping and signage details. 

• The applicant, prior to final development approval, should provide detailed and 
dimensioned plans for the intersection of Lincoln Ave. and Elm St.   
 

VII. EXCEPTIONS 
As mentioned previously, there are a number of bulk regulations with which the development must 
comply.  However, under the PD regulations, it is anticipated that not all bulk regulations will be 
met. Therefore, relief from them is possible thru the approval of “exceptions” (Section 17.58.040.G) 
(see Exhibit 2, OWVD, Attachment A, Planned Developments, p.3).  Exceptions are considered by the 
Plan Commission; the ZBA, however as part of its consideration of the PD, does not include the 
exceptions. It is important to note that exceptions are not the same as variations and are treated 
differently.  Exceptions must meet findings different from those for variations; these findings 
include the following:  

• that the exception or modification meets the standards for modification defined in the 
relevant provision of this section; 

• that the exception or modification is solely for the purpose of promoting a unified site 
plan and of meeting the objectives of both this Title and the Comprehensive Plan; and 

• that the exception or modification is necessary to achieve the stated objectives and goals 
of this Chapter. 

The following chart identifies the three exceptions that are being requested as part of the One 
Winnetka PD: 
 

Type of Standard Zoning Requirement Proposed in PD 
Maximum building 
height 

4-stories, 45’-0’ 6 - stories, 70’0” 

Upper story step back Stories at 4th floor and higher 
must be stepped back 10 feet 

No setback provided 

Rear yard setback (east 
lot line) 

10’ required 0’ proposed 

 
VIII. PLAN COMMISSION ACTION 
Pursuant to Section 17.58.110.C. of the Zoning Ordinance (see Exhibit 2, OWVD, Attachment A, 
Planned Developments, P.9) the role of the Plan Commission is to determine whether the proposed 
development, as a whole, is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Winnetka 2020 
Comprehensive Plan.  These goals and objectives are as follows: 

      1.   to ensure that commercial, institutional, and residential development is appropriate to   
the character of and minimizes the adverse impact on its surrounding neighborhood; 

      2.  to limit commercial, institutional and residential development within the Village to 
minimize potentially adverse impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods and to 
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prevent the need for significant increases in such infrastructure as streets, parking, 
utilities and sewers, and in other community resources such as schools, parks and 
recreational facilities; 

      3.  to ensure that development proposals minimize the potential adverse impact they might 
have on residential neighborhoods, including the impact on pedestrian character, on-site 
parking, traffic patterns, congestion, open space, storm water management and Village 
infrastructure; 

      4.   to provide for a wide range of office/service and retail commercial land uses and 
development within the existing business districts in the Corridor; 

      5.   to promote a strong community identity and opportunities to interact while building a 
healthy commercial tax base; 

      6.   to provide 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; 

      7.   to 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.   to encourage the provision of on-site parking at the rear of buildings, with access via 
alleys or private driveways, to reduce demand for on-street parking; and 

      9.   to ensure that new development does not decrease public parking supply, particularly on 
street parking that supports retail use. 

 
Beginning on March 25, 2015 and finishing on September 30, 2015, the Plan Commission discussed 
the PD at seven meetings.  Its final action was taken at the September 30th meeting where it voted 
eight in favor and two against to recommend in favor of preliminary approval of the PD and the 
three exceptions.  For details concerning the Plan Commission’s consideration of the Preliminary 
PD, its meeting minutes and resolution see Exhibit 2, OWVD, Attachment C, Plan Commission Minutes 
and Findings pp.18-232.   
 
Plan Commission approval was made based on the following nine conditions being met:  

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 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; 

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;  

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 the 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 storm water 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;  
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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 Village 
Council, 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; and, 

9. Transferability. The approvals for the proposed Development shall be granted to the 
applicant and shall not be transferable except as specifically authorized and in compliance 
with the final approval documents approved by the Village Council. 
 

IX. ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS ACTION 
Pursuant to Section 17.58.110.B. of the Zoning Ordinance (see Exhibit 2, OWVD, Attachment A, 
Planned Development pp. 8-9), the role of the ZBA is to determine whether the proposed 
development is consistent with the same standards applied to any Special Use Permit application.  
These standards are as follows: 

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

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

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

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 and 
private ways; 

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

6. that the planned development in all other respects conforms to the applicable zoning 
regulations and other application of Village ordinances and codes. 

 
Beginning on November 14, 2015 and concluding on January 11, 2016, at three meetings, the ZBA 
considered the PD.  At its January 11th meeting, the ZBA’s final action was to recommend against the 
Preliminary PD.  The motion to recommend denial was approved on the vote of four in favor and 
two against.  For details concerning the ZBA’s consideration of the PD, the minutes of its meetings 
and resolution, see Exhibit 2, OWVD, Attachment D, ZBA Minutes and Resolution, pp.233-312. 
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X. DESIGN REVIEW BOARD ACTION 
Pursuant to Section 17.58.110.D of the Zoning Ordinance (see Exhibit 2, OWVD,  Attachment A, 
Planned Development, p. 9), the role of the DRB is to provide comment and recommendations to 
the Village Council as to whether the building design, landscape plan and other proposed exterior 
aspects of the proposed development are in conformity with the Village’s Design Guidelines.  
 
The DRB began its consideration of the PD at its November 19, 2015 meeting.  After three meetings, 
the DRB completed its deliberations on the PD at its February 18, 2016 meeting and voted four in 
favor and three against recommending that the PD is in conformity with the Village’s Design 
Guidelines.  For details concerning the DRB’s consideration of the PD, the minutes of its meetings 
and findings, see Exhibit 2, OWVD, Attachment E, DRB Minutes and Findings, pp.313-378.   Please 
note that at the time this report was put together the February 18, 2016 DRB minutes were still 
being drafted and will be issued under separate cover when complete.   
 
X.  VILLAGE COUNCIL ACTION 
As is with the case of the three advisory bodies, the Village Council must consider findings that are 
identified in Section 17.58.110.E of the Zoning Ordinance (see Exhibit 2, OWVD, Attachment A, 
Planned Developments, p. 9).  The findings include the following: 

1.   that the proposed development meets the special use standards for planned development, 
as set forth in subsection B of this Section; 

      2.   that the proposed development, as a whole, is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, 
Winnetka 2020; 

      3.   that a certificate of appropriateness of design should be issued for the buildings, 
landscaping and other exterior elements of the proposed development; and 

      4.   that the proposed development is otherwise consistent with the intent and objectives of 
this Chapter. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Discuss the Preliminary One Winnetka Planned Development and exceptions. 

EXHIBITS 
Exhibit 1 - One Winnetka Preliminary Planned Development Application Binder (previously issued) 
Exhibit 2 - One Winnetka Village Documentation Binder (previously issued) 
Exhibit 3 –Revised Plan Documents, Residential Market Analysis and Public Comment (previously   

issued) 
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