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WINNETKA LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION  
NOTICE OF MEETING 

November 7, 2016 
7:30 p.m. 

 

On Monday, November 7, 2016 the Landmark Preservation Commission will convene a regular 
meeting at 7:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber at the Winnetka Village Hall, 510 Green Bay Road, 
Winnetka, Illinois. 

AGENDA 
1. Call to order. 

 
2. Approval of September 19, 2016 meeting minutes. 

 
3. Approval of October 3, 2016 meeting minutes 

 
4. Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition Permit of the single family residence 

at 1493 Asbury Ave.  Case No. 16-22. 
 

5. Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition Permit of the single family residence 
at 657 Sheridan Rd.  Case No. 16-23. 

 
6. Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition Permit of the single family residence 

at 1199 Whitebridge Hill.  Case No. 16-24. 
 

7. Review of the Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS) for the single family residence 
at 630 Rosewood Ave.  Case No. 16-17. 

 
8. Review of the Alteration of Designated Landmark 20 Fox Ln.  

 
9. Old Business. 
 
10. New Business. 
 
11. Adjournment. 
 

Note:  Public comment is permitted on all agenda items. 
 

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



DRAFT 
 

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
SEPTEMBER 19, 2016 MEETING MINUTES 

 
Members Present:   Louise Holland, Chairperson 

Chris Enck  
Anne Grubb 
Beth Ann Papoutsis  

 
Non-Voting Member Present: Andy Cripe  
 
Members Absent:    Laura Good 

Paul Weaver 
Brian Wolfe 

 
Village Staff:    Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant  
 
Call to Order: 
Chairman Holland called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Chairperson Holland stated that the first agenda item related to the approval of the July 14, 2016 
meeting minutes. She asked if there were any changes or questions. 
 
Ms. Papoutsis clarified several of her comments and referred the Commission to page 15 where 
she clarified her comment with regard to the home’s significance and the negative impact. Ms. 
Papoutsis then stated that on page 16 to add to quotes to the comment and further clarified her 
comment. She also clarified her comment with regard to residents being out of town and the 
comments received.  
 
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any other comments. No additional comments were 
made at this time. She then asked for a motion. 
  
A motion was made by Ms. Papoutsis and seconded by Chairperson Holland to approve the July 
14, 2016 meeting minutes as amended. A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously 
passed.  
 
Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition of the Single Family Residence at 
630 Rosewood Avenue. Case No. 16-17. 
Gary Frank introduced himself to the Commission as the architect for the applicant and stated 
that he was the former DRB chairman for many years. He also stated that he has an office in 
Winnetka. Mr. Frank stated that he is representing his clients, the Van Arkels, who live in the 
city and will move to Winnetka in the next couple of years.  
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Mr. Frank stated that the proposal is to demolish the home. He informed the Commission that 
they realize that there is a storied history to the home and that however, after going in it, he 
stated that in 1990, there was significant renovation done to the home and that it was not really a 
restoration but a renovation. Mr. Frank stated that he went through the home with the applicants 
and concluded that the home had seen better days. He noted that for the most part, while the 
home itself looked nice on the outside, the interior floor plan is terrible and does not meet any of 
the criteria of today for a family and how they live with the kitchen, breakfast room and family 
room being associative to the garage. Mr. Frank also stated that they have seen homes which are 
being built smaller.  
 
Mr. Frank then referred the Commission to the floor plan of the home as it originally existed and 
in 1990. He identified the red portion as the existing home as well as the front entrance. Mr. 
Frank then identified the first floor and informed the Commission that the red area represented 
the second floor. He stated that in 1990, everything shown in blue was added. Mr. Frank 
indicated that although you can see some red in an area which he identified, that portion was 
demolish and was a one story garage. He commented that there were nice, notable things done to 
the home.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that if you take a look at the home plan, as you come into the entry foyer, you 
have to go up stairs and then go down to get to the kitchen. He described it as a fairly impractical 
floor plan from that point of view. Mr. Frank also stated that in the foyer, you have to go up 
stairs to get to the living room. Mr. Frank then stated that while there are some nice features to 
the home, the floor plan did not lend itself to ease of access to the kitchen space or living space.  
 
Mr. Frank then stated that when the addition was put on, it encapsulated the existing home and 
put on a giant family room. He stated that with regard to the two story space, that is what the 
owner wanted then and which they would never do today in terms of size, square footage and 
energy efficiency. Mr. Frank stated that he also thought that the kitchen space had no relation to 
the family room area and reiterated that the spaces are pretty inefficient.  
 
Mr. Frank went on to identify the second floor and indicated that he is not sure how it could have 
been a three bedroom home. He stated that you can see that the back of the home was 
transformed into bedroom and bathroom spaces. Mr. Frank informed the Commission that he has 
photos of the spaces for the Commission’s review and asked if they had any questions.  
 
Chairperson Holland asked what is in the back of the first floor.  
 
Mr. Frank identified the garden room which also doubled as a bedroom. He also identified a full 
bedroom and two car garage.  
 
Ms. Grubb asked what is the open section.  
 
Mr. Frank responded that is the courtyard. He informed the Commission that they took the new 
family room space and created a gallery space going around the existing home. He noted that 
addition was a two story addition which went all the way up.  
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Mr. Enck asked Mr. Frank if they looked at removing the 1990 addition and keeping the original 
portion of the home and then build and maintain the character of the home with modern 
conveniences. 
 
Mr. Frank referred to the quirkiness about the floor plan and the different floor levels. He 
indicated that it made no sense and less sense when you go to the second floor. Mr. Frank then 
stated that on the second floor, to get to the bedroom, there is a quirky stairway which is not very 
wide and that it winds up with winders. He also stated that the second floor ceiling heights are 
very low and are at 8 feet at best with sloped pitches. Mr. Frank stated that is not going to work 
for the family.  
 
Mrs. Van Arkel informed the Commission that they have a three year old and a one year old and 
that she is pregnant with their third child. She stated that when they went to the home, they 
brought the children to the home. Mrs. Van Arkel stated that it would be quite a stressful 
experience because of the multi levels and despite the glass gallery, there are not a lot of sight 
lines. She then referred to the small tunnel into what was the children’s bedroom at some point 
which she described as neat but challenging when running after three children. Mrs. Van Arkel 
also stated that they did check it out to see if there was anything that could be done given the 
history pre-renovation. She concluded by stating that they struggled with the safety aspect and 
the totality of raising a young family there. 
 

Mr. Enck stated that they would be starting from scratch and that there are things they could do 
to address the concerns while maintaining the original fabric of the home. He then asked them to 
think about it. Mr. Enck also stated that if they are gutting the interior, they could still even out 
some of the floor plans.  
 
Chairperson Holland asked what type of building they would replace it with although it is not 
within the Commission’s purview.  
 
Mr. Frank responded that they have not decided on the aesthetics. He noted that they do have to 
observe the setbacks on the home which is currently legal nonconforming. He stated that the 
home is set back off of Rosewood 20 feet and that they would have to set the new home back 50 
feet. Mr. Frank then referred to the northerly setback of the home on the north and the southerly 
setback.  
 
Chairperson Holland asked Mr. Frank if he had anything else to add.  
 
Mr. Frank responded no and reiterated that he has photos of the interior of the home.  
 
Ms. Grubb confirmed that they have those.  
 
Chairperson Holland stated that they are from the 1950’s.  
 
Mr. Frank informed the Commission that he did not have photos of the existing home’s exterior 
and that he can do that. He reiterated that he brought interior photos only.  
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Chairperson Holland commented that it is a rather iconic home at an iconic corner. She also 
stated that it is one of only a few Mediterranean Revival homes in the Village. Chairperson 
Holland also stated that the history says that it was a copy of a home in Toledo, Spain and that it 
was the Eldreco’s (sp?) home. She added that she knew the previous owners quite well and that 
she spent a lot of time in the home. Chairperson Holland then informed the Commission that the 
tiles, doors and shutters were imported from Spain when the home was built in 1929.  
 
Ms. Grubb asked if they planned to salvage any of the hardware.  
 
Mr. Frank indicated that there are two parts to that. He informed the Commission that the owners 
wanted, since they live in California parts of the year, they would like to salvage some of the 
pieces in the home. Mr. Frank also stated that he works with a salvage company which 
dismantles pieces of the home and then resells them to individuals. He stated that they would try 
and recycle the home as much as possible for approximately 75% to 80% of the home. Mr. Frank 
indicated that they have not figured out whether the owner would pay for it or if they would have 
to do it on their own.  
 
Ms. Grubb stated that the home has nice big beams.  
 
Mr. Frank agreed with Ms. Grubb’s comment and stated that as far as the value historically of 
the home, he referred to the entrance and the living room. He then stated that with regard to the 
dining room, there is nothing there and nothing in the kitchen.  
 
Chairperson Holland commented that the courtyard is very interesting and that the front 
courtyard is interesting.  
 
Mr. Frank agreed that there are wonderful aspects to the home.  
 
Chairperson Holland also stated that there are wonderful lighting fixtures. She then stated that 
she knew that the previous owners took great care when they moved in the home in 1969 in 
keeping the history of the home. Chairperson Holland stated that the Winnetka Historical Society 
says that this is an architecturally unique home which was designed by a prominent Winnetka 
architect for the Martins and that the Historical Society recommended that an HAIS be 
completed to document the home and its ownership. She then asked if there were any comments.  
 
Ms. Grubb stated that she knows that the home had been on the market for a long time and that if 
someone wanted to save it, they would have bought it. She also stated that is one of her favorite 
homes in the Village. Ms. Grubb then stated that they lost the Mediterranean homes on Linden 
and Sheridan. She commented that it is a shame and that it is important to have an HAIS.  
 
Ms. Papoutsis stated that she agreed with Ms. Grubb’s comments. She also stated that she 
understood the family’s need for modern floor plans and conveniences. Ms. Papoutsis 
commented that it would be sad to see a piece of the fabric of the community fall and that the 
home definitely required an HAIS.  
 
Mr. Enck stated that he agreed with the comments made.  
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Chairperson Holland asked the applicant if they could not find another property.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that the home was sitting for sale since 2007.  
 
Chairperson Holland stated that is not the fault of the home. She stated that it depends on what 
the owner wants for the home and the way it is presented and that the home is what it is. 
Chairperson Holland then commented that she felt sad to see the home come down and described 
it as a very important home at that corner. She also stated that it is sad when they have this kind 
of thing happen in the Village and that is what the Commission is here for. Chairperson Holland 
added that the ordinance cannot prevent it and that it would not be a happy decision. She then 
asked for a motion to request an HAIS on 630 Rosewood.  
 
A motion was made by Ms. Papoutsis and seconded by Ms. Grubb to request an HAIS for 630 
Rosewood. A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.  
 
AYES:   Enck, Grubb, Holland, Papoutsis  
NAYS:  None  
NON-VOTING: Cripe  
 
Chairperson Holland informed the applicant that the Commission will look at the HAIS and 
determine if it is complete and then grant the demolition. 
 
Mr. Enck suggested that the applicant think about outside as to how to maintain the front and 
courtyard. He suggested that they can demolish 50% to 75% of the home in order to maintain a 
great part and asset to the home and the community. Mr. Enck also stated that he has seen a lot of 
successful examples of that being done. He stated that they would end up with a home with more 
character and that people can enjoy and something that they are happy with. Mr. Enck informed 
the Commission that he saw photos online and agreed that the addition did not present itself well 
now. He reiterated that the interesting parts of the home could be retained and that there are other 
examples where people did major over-halls and kept portions of the home. Mr. Enck added that 
in the back of the home, they could have everything they want in a new home.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that they would consider it and have a discussion.  
 
Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition Permit of the Single Family 
Residence at 459 Sheridan Road. Case No. 16-18. 
Aaron Stanton introduced himself to the Commission along with Charles Cook as the architect.  

Mr. Cook informed the Commission that they were hired to look at whether they could do 
something with the home and that it was determined that it was not going to work for their needs. 
He then stated that they are proposing a new single family residence which is smaller than the 
current home. Mr. Cook stated that they felt that the home did not work functionally and that 
aesthetically, there was nothing of redeeming value which would be impactful to the character of 
Winnetka. He also stated that the location of the home is hidden back in there and that there are 
flag lots and that it is tucked behind other homes. Mr. Cook indicated that most people do not 
know it existed back there. He concluded by stating that they would like permission take the 
home down and build a new structure. 
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Chairperson Holland asked if they are anticipating doing any work on the bluff and stated that 
there is not much of a bluff there.  
 
Mr. Cook confirmed that they would not be touching the bluff. He informed the Commission that 
there is an existing retaining wall at the top of 3 to 4 feet and that the goal is to keep that intact. 
Mr. Cook also stated that the stairs need work at the top and that they planned to keep the stairs 
down to the lakefront. He indicated that they would need to rework the top 8 or 10 steps and 
noted that there would be no construction into the bluff unless it is landscapers who would want 
to do work. Mr. Cook added that the home would not jut toward the lake.  
 
Chairperson Holland stated that as an aside, she remembered driving to Winnetka in 1968 and 
that homes were being built and that she talked to and asked what a lot went for at that time and 
was told that it was $40,000. She stated that she knew the owners well and that they have been in 
the home for a long time. She asked if there were any comments from the audience.  
 
Ms. Grubb asked the applicant what they envision for the replacement home.  
 
Mr. Cook responded that it would be a simple home. He stated that it would have a very open 
plan on the first floor and a couple of bedrooms upstairs and 2½ baths.  
 
Ms. Grubb then asked what it would be made out of.  
 
Mr. Cook stated that they planned to use simple materials and that there would be a little brick at 
the base and board and batten and that it would have an urban farm home look.  He also stated 
that it would have big windows and simple forms.  
 
Mr. Cripe asked if there would be no turrets.  
 
Mr. Cook confirmed that there would not.  
 
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any other questions from the Commission.  
 
Mr. Cook informed the Commission that there will be a swimming pool.  
 
Ms. Papoutsis asked if the home would have a similar footprint.  
 
Mr. Cook responded that the new home would have a smaller footprint and that it would be held 
to the south side of the property so that the pool could run parallel to the home to the north. He 
added that the current home rambles more northerly than the new home would.  
 
Chairperson Holland then asked for a motion to grant the demolition application for 459 
Sheridan Road.  
 
A motion was made by Ms. Grubb and seconded by Mr. Enck to grant the demolition permit 
application for 459 Sheridan Road. A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.  
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AYES:   Enck, Grubb, Holland, Papoutsis  
NAYS:  None  
NON-VOTING: Cripe  
 
Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition Permit of the Single Family 
Residence at 215 Ridge Ave. Case No. 16-19. 
Matt Huff, the applicant/builder, stated that there is not much to say about the home. He 
informed the Commission that the owners are currently in trouble and let it go. Mr. Huff then 
described the home as a “Frankenhouse” and informed the Commission that the front is original 
and that in the back, there is an Astroturf putting green and elevator done recently. He also stated 
that the kitchen had been “glopped on” and was done in the 1990’s. Mr. Huff stated that with 
regard to the family room, it looked to be from the 1980’s and that there is a different vibe in 
every room. He described the home as all over the place.  
 
Chairperson Holland indicated that it looked like the south end of the home is right on the lot 
line.  
 
Mr. Huff stated that the setbacks are very weird and that the home is set far back from the street 
and that it is not the same as the other homes. He then stated that across from the home, there 
was a gut job addition by North Shore Builders and another building. Mr. Huff stated that the 
home had faded cedar and overgrown bushes and that the current owners were stripping the 
home and that things did not go well. He stated that they bought the home at a bad time and 
referred to the market. Mr. Huff added that the home was not maintained and that the basement 
is terrifying in that it is unfinished, dark and dingy.  
 
Ms. Grubb referred to whether the elevator and Astroturf were there before they bought the 
home.  
 
Mr. Enck asked the builder if they had looked into a gut rehab.  
 
Mr. Huff responded that they did and that they helped represent the owner to buy it. He stated 
that they asked her about it and that she loved the location. Mr. Huff also stated that the kitchen 
is off in the corner by itself by the elevator and referred to the family room and new fireplace. He 
reiterated that the home is totally disjointed. Mr. Huff added that in today’s terms, he has done 
historic homes and that no one would want to live there. He informed the Commission that the 
home sat for years and dropped in value and that it is a home that no one liked.  
 
Mr. Enck stated that he saw the listing photos when the home was on the market. He referred to 
the living room and entry hall which had nice wood paneling.  
 
Mr. Huff stated that it is like east Kenilworth and that then, the next room is 1970’s retro. He 
then stated that they took out the historic parts of the home and that the living and dining rooms 
are cool but that is all.  
 
Mr. Enck commented that it would be nice if that could be kept.  
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Mr. Huff informed the Commission that there is one original fireplace that they are hoping to 
reuse and the rest of it would be resold.  
 
Ms. Grubb asked if it has sold.  
 
Mr. Huff responded that they have not closed yet.  
 
Ms. Grubb then asked what kind of home would be built.  
 
Mr. Huff responded that it would be his style of home which would be stone and cedar. He stated 
that the home would look like it had been there for a long time. He then referred to 471 Sunset, 
1004 Oak and 1015 Oak which he built. He also referred to cedar elements and siding and stone 
at the base. He stated that the home would look more historic and added that they did not do 
mansions.  
 
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any other questions. No additional questions were 
raised by the Commission at this time. She then asked for a motion to grant the demolition 
application for 215 Ridge.  
 
A motion was made by Ms. Grubb and seconded by Ms. Papoutsis to grant the demolition permit 
application for 215 Ridge. A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.  
 
AYES:   Enck, Grubb, Holland, Papoutsis  
NAYS:  None  
NON-VOTING: Cripe  
 
Old Business 
Chairperson Holland stated that next week, the awards would be presented.  
 
Ms. Klaassen confirmed that it would be on October 4, 2016.  
 
Chairperson Holland then stated that the Commission would be presenting seven preservation 
awards. She also stated that letters have gone out and that people are aware. Chairperson Holland 
commented that it is a nice thing that they do every year. She also stated that she had a call with 
regard to when the next awards are being given.  
 
New Business 
Mr. Enck stated that with regard to Old Business, there were two homes at the last meeting 
which received a 60 day delay. He asked if the delay period had expired.  
 
Ms. Klaassen confirmed that they delays expired September 12, 2016 and that the applicant is in 
for permit. She indicated that it is only a matter of time before construction will begin and that 
the properties were not sold to others that would keep the existing homes.  
 
Chairperson Holland informed the Commission that she spoke to the children of the neighbor 
who lives next door at 550 Oak and that when they found out what the home sold for to Mr. 
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Birov, they were horrified. She stated that they would have bought it at that price which was $1 
million. Chairperson Holland noted that the mother still lived in her home next door.  
 
Mr. Enck stated that at the first meeting, they required an HAIS and that there was thought to 
reselling it. He asked if they were not willing to work with anyone.  
 
Chairperson Holland stated that they encouraged the children to call the homeowner and make it 
worth their while and that over $1 million was paid for it.  
 
Ms. Papoutsis stated that the owner would have had to agree to that too.  
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that they did not close on the property until the end of October.  
 
Chairperson Holland also stated that there was a publication where one of them specializes in 
real estate which is a Friday publication which comes out. She then referred to the home at 1035 
Sheridan Road which would be 5,000 feet into the bluff. Chairperson Holland stated that the 
home would be 12,000 feet above and would be 17,000 square feet for one hone. She described 
the area as a wonderful little cul-de-sac of ranch homes. Chairperson Holland then stated that the 
Village is the only community on the North Shore that has no bluff ordinance. She stated that it 
is a crime because they get builders like Mr. Birov who do not have the table land for a 17,000 
square foot home and will build into the bluff.  
 
Ms. Papoutsis asked what they need to do to get a bluff ordinance. She stated that it is not sound 
for infrastructure.  
 
Chairperson Holland responded that it has been asked for for a long time and that the Village 
Council has enough to do.  
 
Ms. Papoutsis questioned whether the permit has been granted and asked if there is anything that 
the neighbors can do to protest this. She then commented that she would be scared what it would 
do to the foundation of the home if she lived there.  
 
Chairperson Holland reiterated that it is a wonderful enclave of four ranch homes and that this 
would be the biggest one.  
 
Ms. Grubb stated that it would be like a municipal building. She also stated that for it to be 5,000 
feet below grade would be horrible.  
 
Mr. Enck then referred to drainage issues.  
 
Chairperson Holland stated that to see it in the paper the day after their meeting was a slap in the 
face to the Commission to allow that to happen. She then asked Mr. Cripe to mention it. 
Chairperson Holland also stated that she did not see why Peter Friedman cannot examine other 
communities in terms of bluff ordinances. She then stated that she will bring the ad to the next 
meeting.  
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Ms. Papoutsis stated that she hoped that the neighbors understand this as well and that they 
should be up in arms. She also stated they should be encouraged to go to Mr. D’Onofrio.  

 
Ms. Klaassen stated that if it complies with the Village Code, the Village staff and neighbors 
cannot do anything.  
 
Mr. Cripe stated that it has not come up to the Village Council yet.  
 
Chairperson Holland then stated that there have been a few homes up for sale recently, one at 
505 Oak Lane and that it cannot have been the same home for sale. She stated that in the front, it 
is a nice home and that there is another mansion to the north. Chairperson Holland stated that the 
mansion was demolish and homes were built in the small subdivision. She stated that the photo 
was taken from the lake and that it went down into terraces and swimming pools. Chairperson 
Holland also stated that the other home which was looked at was Mr. Satter’s who wanted to put 
in a couple of boat homes, a pool and a structure for jet skis. She stated that he took care of the 
bluff at least.  
 
Chairperson Holland then stated that the Fitzgeralds are more to the north and that Mary Keefe 
and Bob Scales are the very first home which the Commission gave an award to last year. She 
stated that the home would be right on the ravine.  
 
Ms. Papoutsis referred to the construction and delivery issues.   
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Antionette Johnson,  
Recording Secretary 



DRAFT 
 

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
OCTOBER 3, 2016 MEETING MINUTES 

 
Members Present:   Chris Enck, Acting Chairman 

Laura Good 
Paul Weaver 
Brian Wolfe 

 
Non-Voting Member Present: Andrew Cripe  
 
Members Absent:    Louise Holland 

Anne Grubb 
Beth Ann Papoutsis  

 
Village Staff:    Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant  
 
Call to Order: 
Chairman Enck called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m.  
 
Ms. Klaassen informed the Commission that she received the minutes from the previous meeting 
today and would have them available in the packet for the November meeting.  
 
Chairman Enck called the first case.  
 
Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition Permit of the Single Family 
Residence at 912 Cherry Street. Case No. 16-20.  
Ms. Klaassen stated that the applicant was not present when a gentleman in the audience 
identified himself as a neighbor. She informed the Commission that she spoke to the applicant on 
Friday and expected him to be present.  
 
Chairman Enck asked if there was any discussion among the Commission members with respect 
to the property.  
 
Ms. Good stated that she did not see any reason why they should not allow the permit to go 
through. She stated that in order to expedite the request, she would be willing to do it without the 
owner being present.  
 
Mr. Wolfe suggested that they take any public comment.  
 
Chairman Enck stated that as Ms. Holland mentions in the packet of information, the Winnetka 
Historical Society research does not show that there is any evidence of architectural significance 
or evidence of significant ownership. He then asked if there was any comment from the 
audience.  
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Brian Ambrose, 906 Cherry, commented that it is a great home and that he did not see any reason 
that it should be torn down.  
 
Chairman Enck asked if they knew if Mr. Huff already owned the property.  
 
Ms. Klaassen responded that the Huff group is under contract to purchase the property. She 
confirmed that Mr. Huff  is purchasing the home.  
 
Chairman Enck then asked if the home was on the market.  
 
It was confirmed that the applicant is on his way to the meeting.  
 
Chairman Enck also asked if the home which was discussed at the last meeting which was asked 
to prepare an HAIS was going to be presented at the next meeting.  
 
Ms. Klaassen responded that the HAIS for Rosewood would be on the agenda for the November 
meeting.  
 
Ms. Good stated that since they are waiting, she asked if they could talk about something else 
and asked what is the time for the preservation awards to be held the next day.  
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that the meeting would begin at 7:00 p.m. but that it is not the first item on 
the agenda.  
 
Chairman Enck asked if there are other things which would be mentioned on the agenda.  
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that it is a light agenda.  
 
Mr. Cripe informed the Commission of other items which are the meeting agenda.  
 
The applicant arrived at the meeting at this time.  
 
Matt Huff stated that with respect to the home, he described it as having white stucco. He stated 
that the owners who bought the home bought it knowing that it was probably destined for the 
scrap heap. Mr. Huff  stated that he did not have much to say about the home and that there is 
nothing significant about it.  
 
Chairman Enck asked if there is a specific client that he is doing the project for.  
 
Mr. Huff responded that it would be a spec home for a local resident who grew up here and 
wanted to stay in town. He stated that the sellers are a family of five living in a home with three 
bedrooms and one bathroom which they stayed in for as long as they could. Mr. Huff stated that 
they wanted to buy it direct instead of putting it on the market and that the neighbors are fine 
with the request. He then informed the Commission that the roofs are all sagging and that there is 
not much else to say about the home.  
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Chairman Enck asked Mr. Huff what did he have in mind for the property.  
 
Mr. Huff stated that it would be similar to his other homes in that it would have cedar shake and 
stone. He stated that his homes are described as transitional when they are actually more 
traditional and that it would appear as though it had been there for 100 years. Mr. Huff then 
stated that they are looking to do a big swoop on the front and indicated that there are a few 
homes on the street which have this interesting roof detail. He stated that they felt that it would 
be cool to mimic that and referred the Commission to a photograph. Mr. Huff then stated that 
they are anti-McMansion.  
 
Ms. Good asked if the new home would be on the same footprint as the existing home.  
 
Mr. Huff stated that it would be close and that it would be a little bigger in one direction and 
indicated that a lot of the homes are oversized for their lots. He then referred to the home to the 
east which is 45 feet wide on a 50 foot lot. Mr. Huff also stated that there is a shared driveway 
which was determined when it was found in the deed according to an agreement dated from 
1971.  
 
A Commission member stated that there is one neighbor who is concerned.  
 
Chairman Enck asked Mr. Ambrose if he had any additional comments.  
 
Mr. Ambrose responded that he did not.  
 
Mr. Huff stated that inside of the home, it is pretty rough. He also stated that one of the things 
that should be mentioned is when Charlie, the owner, first asked him if there was anything which 
can be done to fix the home structurally. Mr. Huff informed the Commission that the foundation 
is failing along with the rest of the home. He then referred the Commission to the front of the 
home and that the home would have to be ripped from nothing and rebuilt from scratch. Mr. Huff 
also stated that would have cost more than new construction. He indicated that he did not know if 
the home was a rental and that there may not have been any money put into the home. Mr. Huff 
informed the Commission that the kitchen measured 7 feet x 7 feet and that there is a living room 
and dining room which represented the whole home. He noted that a family of five lived in the 
home for a while and for as long as they could.  
 
Mr. Huff then informed the Commission that they have a demolition guy who is an expert out of 
Chicago and that they attempted to find architectural elements to sell from the home and that 
there is nothing in the home worth saving.  
 
Chairman Enck asked if there were any other questions or comments. No additional comments 
were made at this time. He then asked for a motion to approve the demolition permit for 906 
Cherry.  
 
A motion was made by Ms. Good to grant the demolition permit for 906 Cherry. The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Weaver. A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously granted.  
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AYES:   Enck, Good, Weaver, Wolfe 
NAYS:  None  
NON-VOTING: Knipe 
 
Preliminary Review of the Application for Demolition Permit of the Commercial Building 
at 920-972 Green Bay Road. Case No. 16-21.  
The application was withdrawn; therefore, the Commission did not discuss this agenda item.   
 
OLD BUSINESS  
Chairman Enck asked if there is any old business.  
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that other than the preservation awards, there was no other old business to 
discuss. She informed the Commission that she would be helping Ms. Holland present the 
awards. Ms. Klaassen indicated that it would be pretty quick and simple. She informed the 
Commission that the next Commission meeting would be on November 7, 2016.  
 
NEW BUSINESS  
Chairman Enck asked if there was any new business. No new business was discussed by the 
Commission at this time.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Antionette Johnson,  
Recording Secretary 



VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

 
NOTICE OF DEMOLITION APPLICATION 

PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
TO:   Landmark Preservation Commission 
 
FROM:   Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 

 
DATE:  October 31, 2016 
    
REFERENCE: 1493 Asbury Ave.  Case No. 16-22 
 
An application for demolition was received September 30, 2016 for the removal of the single-family 
residence and detached garage at 1493 Asbury Ave.  The original date of construction is unknown.  
The first record in Village files is of the sewer connection in 1917.  The original owner and architect 
are unknown.  The structure is not a national, state, or local designated landmark.  The Winnetka 
Historical Society does not find that this home is architecturally significant or has evidence of 
significant ownership.  

In accordance with Section 15.52.040 of the Village Code, the Commission is required to determine 
whether the building and/or property is of sufficient historic or architectural merit to warrant  
conducting an HAIS prior to issuance of the demolition permit.  Upon completing the preliminary 
historic and architectural review, the LPC shall enter preliminary findings on the issue of whether the 
demolition permit application affects a building or property that has sufficient architectural or 
historic merit to warrant conducting a full HAIS prior to issuance of the demolition permit.  In 
making its determination, the LPC shall consider the following: 

1. The preliminary property history study (information on the original building, date of 
construction, name of property, architect and owner, current photographs of the property, list 
of work on the property for which the Village has issued a permit); 

2. Comments of the Winnetka Historical Society; 
3. Any other information, comment or evidence received by the LPC at the preliminary review 

meeting. 
 
If the LPC finds that the HAIS is warranted, it shall so notify the Director of Community 
Development and shall order the applicant to conduct such study. 
 
If the LPC finds that an HAIS is not warranted, it shall notify the Director of Community 
Development that it finds no historic or architectural grounds for delaying the demolition.  The 
preliminary determination of the LPC shall be supported by findings of fact based on the record.  The 
findings of fact shall include statements as to whether or not the building or property has 
architectural merit, historical significance, both, or neither.   
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The LPC shall require an HAIS for any demolition permit application that meets any of the following 
criteria: 
 
1. The property or structures have been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the 

Village Code; 
2. The property or structures have been included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure 

Survey conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of Conservation; 
3. The property or structures have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the 

Illinois Register of Historic places; and 
4. The property or structures have sufficient architectural or historical merit to warrant a full 

HAIS prior to issuance of a demolition permit. 
   
The Director of Community Development may delay the issuance of a demolition permit for up to 60 
days if one or more building or demolition permits for primary structures have been approved for 
properties, for which work is continuing, on either side of the right-of-way block face and/or alley 
along which the property is located, or if the Director determines that a delay is necessary to prevent 
undue congestion and noise impacts in the neighborhood.  Currently, there are no building or 
demolition permits for new primary structures on the block.  The Director has determined that a 
delay is not necessary to prevent undue congestion and noise impacts within the neighborhood. 
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 Village of Winnetka 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

Date:  September 30, 2016 
 
To:  Winnetka Historical Society 
 
From:  Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 
 

The Landmark Preservation Commission will consider a request to demolish the primary structure located 

at 1493 Asbury Ave.  on November 7, 2016 at 7:30 p.m.  Please return any available information regarding 

the architectural or historical significance of this structure to my attention on or before October 28.  If you 

have any questions please send e-mail to aklaassen@winnetka.org or call me at 716.3525. 

Preliminary Property History Study/Village Hall Records: 
 
Building Permits Issued: 
 
Date Type Owner Architect 
1917 Sewer connection. N/A N/A 
01.15.1932 One-story addition to residence. Peter J. Selzer Owner 
05.22.1937 Construct 1-story two car garage. Peter J. Selzer None 
07.05.1950 One-story addition to residence. William Steel Herman Lackner 

 
Other Pertinent Village Documentation/Information:   
 
Winnetka Historical Society Response: The Winnetka Historical Society does not find that this home is 
architecturally significant or has evidence of significant ownership. 

By:  P. Van Cleave  Date:  10.26.2016 
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                              Demolition and Construction Schedule for  
                                       1493 Asbury, Winnetka, Il 60093 
 
 
 
 
October, 2016- Disconnects for all utilities (sewer, water, gas, electric). 
Clear lot of bushes and trees. Install 6’ construction fence, 24’ gate and silt fence. 
 
November 15, 2016- demo of existing house and excavation for new house  
(1 week) 
 
November 22, 2016- concrete footings and foundation and backfill (3 weeks) 
 
 
December 15, 2016- framing of house, installation of windows and roof (6 weeks) 
Electric and gas services installed 
 
February – March- mechanicals installed. Finish exterior of house. Install new sewer 
and water service after March 15, 2017  
 
April- insulation and drywall 
 
May – June - Hardwood flooring and tile installed. Trim and interior doors installed.  
Cabinets installed 
 
July- August- counter tops installed. Mechanicals finish, finish painting, hardware 
installed.  
 
August- September- Hardwood floors final coat, punch list. Final grading, 
hardscaping and landscaping. Install asphalt driveway.   
 
 
Kevin McDonagh 
Lighthouse Homes 
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  10.03.2016 
 

1493 Asbury Ave. 
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VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

 
NOTICE OF DEMOLITION APPLICATION 

PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
TO:   Landmark Preservation Commission 
 
FROM:   Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 

 
DATE:  October 31, 2016 
    
REFERENCE: 657 Sheridan Rd.  Case No. 16-23 
 
An application for demolition was received October 12, 2016 for the removal of the single-family 
residence at 657 Sheridan Rd.  The residence was built in 1998.  The owner at the time of 
construction was Leo Birov; the architect of record is Chicago Workshop Architects.  The structure 
is not a national, state, or local designated landmark.  The Winnetka Historical Society commented 
that this home does not have historic significance or evidence of significant ownership.  

In accordance with Section 15.52.040 of the Village Code, the Commission is required to determine 
whether the building and/or property is of sufficient historic or architectural merit to warrant  
conducting an HAIS prior to issuance of the demolition permit.  Upon completing the preliminary 
historic and architectural review, the LPC shall enter preliminary findings on the issue of whether the 
demolition permit application affects a building or property that has sufficient architectural or 
historic merit to warrant conducting a full HAIS prior to issuance of the demolition permit.  In 
making its determination, the LPC shall consider the following: 

1. The preliminary property history study (information on the original building, date of 
construction, name of property, architect and owner, current photographs of the property, list 
of work on the property for which the Village has issued a permit); 

2. Comments of the Winnetka Historical Society; 
3. Any other information, comment or evidence received by the LPC at the preliminary review 

meeting. 
 
If the LPC finds that the HAIS is warranted, it shall so notify the Director of Community 
Development and shall order the applicant to conduct such study. 
 
If the LPC finds that an HAIS is not warranted, it shall notify the Director of Community 
Development that it finds no historic or architectural grounds for delaying the demolition.  The 
preliminary determination of the LPC shall be supported by findings of fact based on the record.  The 
findings of fact shall include statements as to whether or not the building or property has 
architectural merit, historical significance, both, or neither.   
 
The LPC shall require an HAIS for any demolition permit application that meets any of the following 
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criteria: 
 
1. The property or structures have been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the 

Village Code; 
2. The property or structures have been included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure 

Survey conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of Conservation; 
3. The property or structures have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the 

Illinois Register of Historic places; and 
4. The property or structures have sufficient architectural or historical merit to warrant a full 

HAIS prior to issuance of a demolition permit. 
   
The Director of Community Development may delay the issuance of a demolition permit for up to 60 
days if one or more building or demolition permits for primary structures have been approved for 
properties, for which work is continuing, on either side of the right-of-way block face and/or alley 
along which the property is located, or if the Director determines that a delay is necessary to prevent 
undue congestion and noise impacts in the neighborhood.  Currently, there are no building or 
demolition permits for new primary structures on the block.  The Director has determined that a 
delay is not necessary to prevent undue congestion and noise impacts within the neighborhood. 
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 Village of Winnetka 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

Date:  October 10, 2016 
 
To:  Winnetka Historical Society 
 
From:  Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 
 

The Landmark Preservation Commission will consider a request to demolish the primary structure located 

at 657 Sheridan Rd. on November 7, 2016 at 7:30 p.m.  Please return any available information regarding 

the architectural or historical significance of this structure to my attention on or before October 28.  If you 

have any questions please send e-mail to aklaassen@winnetka.org or call me at 716.3525. 

Preliminary Property History Study/Village Hall Records: 
 
Building Permits Issued: 
 
Date Type Owner Architect 
08.10.1998 Construct single family residence. Leo Birov Chicago Workshop 

Architects 
 
Other Pertinent Village Documentation/Information:   
 
Winnetka Historical Society Response: This home does not have historic significance or evidence of 
significant ownership. 

By:  P. Van Cleave  Date:  10.26.2016 
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RAMSA 

460 WEST 34TH STREET, NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10001 TEL 212 967 5100 FAX 212 967 5588 RAMSA.COM 
 
 
 

 
New Residence at 657 Sheridan Road, Winnetka 
Project Number: A16003 

 

ROBERT A.M. STERN ARCHITECTS, LLP 

 
 

 October 7, 2016    File for Demolition Permit. 

 November 1, 2016  File for Building Permit. 

 February 1, 2017    Demolition to begin, pending all permits granted. 

 March 1, 2017    Construction to begin on new residence. 

 October 1, 2018    Construction Completion 

 

PROPOSED DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCITON SCHEDULE
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GIS Consortium – MapOffice™
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VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

 
NOTICE OF DEMOLITION APPLICATION 

PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
TO:   Landmark Preservation Commission 
 
FROM:   Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 

 
DATE:  October 31, 2016 
    
REFERENCE: 1199 Whitebridge Hill Case No. 16-24 
 
An application for demolition was received October 18, 2016 for the removal of the single-family 
residence at 1199 Whitebridge Hill.  The residence was built in 1976.  The owners at the time of 
construction were Albert and Phyllis Zale; the architect of record is Johnston & Associates.  The 
structure is not a national, state, or local designated landmark.  The Winnetka Historical Society does 
not find that this home is architecturally significant or has significant ownership.  

In accordance with Section 15.52.040 of the Village Code, the Commission is required to determine 
whether the building and/or property is of sufficient historic or architectural merit to warrant  
conducting an HAIS prior to issuance of the demolition permit.  Upon completing the preliminary 
historic and architectural review, the LPC shall enter preliminary findings on the issue of whether the 
demolition permit application affects a building or property that has sufficient architectural or 
historic merit to warrant conducting a full HAIS prior to issuance of the demolition permit.  In 
making its determination, the LPC shall consider the following: 

1. The preliminary property history study (information on the original building, date of 
construction, name of property, architect and owner, current photographs of the property, list 
of work on the property for which the Village has issued a permit); 

2. Comments of the Winnetka Historical Society; 
3. Any other information, comment or evidence received by the LPC at the preliminary review 

meeting. 
 
If the LPC finds that the HAIS is warranted, it shall so notify the Director of Community 
Development and shall order the applicant to conduct such study. 
 
If the LPC finds that an HAIS is not warranted, it shall notify the Director of Community 
Development that it finds no historic or architectural grounds for delaying the demolition.  The 
preliminary determination of the LPC shall be supported by findings of fact based on the record.  The 
findings of fact shall include statements as to whether or not the building or property has 
architectural merit, historical significance, both, or neither.   
 
The LPC shall require an HAIS for any demolition permit application that meets any of the following 
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criteria: 
 
1. The property or structures have been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the 

Village Code; 
2. The property or structures have been included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure 

Survey conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of Conservation; 
3. The property or structures have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the 

Illinois Register of Historic places; and 
4. The property or structures have sufficient architectural or historical merit to warrant a full 

HAIS prior to issuance of a demolition permit. 
   
The Director of Community Development may delay the issuance of a demolition permit for up to 60 
days if one or more building or demolition permits for primary structures have been approved for 
properties, for which work is continuing, on either side of the right-of-way block face and/or alley 
along which the property is located, or if the Director determines that a delay is necessary to prevent 
undue congestion and noise impacts in the neighborhood.  Currently, there is one new single-family 
residence under construction adjacent to the subject property at 1175 Whitebridge Hill.  When the 
site restoration plan is approved, the Director will review the construction activity on the block to 
determine whether a delay is necessary to prevent undue congestion and noise impacts within the 
neighborhood. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

LPC Agenda Packet p. 2



 Village of Winnetka 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

Date:  October 10, 2016 
 
To:  Winnetka Historical Society 
 
From:  Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 
 

The Landmark Preservation Commission will consider a request to demolish the primary structure located 

at 1199 Whitebridge Hill on November 7, 2016 at 7:30 p.m.  Please return any available information 

regarding the architectural or historical significance of this structure to my attention on or before October 

28.  If you have any questions please send e-mail to aklaassen@winnetka.org or call me at 716.3525. 

Preliminary Property History Study/Village Hall Records: 
 
Building Permits Issued: 
 
Date Type Owner Architect 
07.29.1976 Build single family residence. Albert & Phyllis Zale Johnston & Associates 

 
Other Pertinent Village Documentation/Information:   
 
Winnetka Historical Society Response: The Winnetka Historical Society does not find that this home is 
architecturally significant or has significant ownership. 

By:  P. Van Cleave  Date:  10.25.2016 
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1512 North Throop St, Chicago, Illinois  60642       p: 312.440.9850    f: 312.440.9851      www.nwks.com 
 

                       1 

 
 
 
1199 Whitebridge Hill Rd. 
Proposed Constuction Schedule 

 
 
 
Phase 1 – Demolition, Proposed Schedule November‐December, 2016. 

‐ Demolition of an existing 2‐story single family residence. 
 
 
 
Phase 2 – Site restoration, Proposed Schedule January 2017 – May 2017. 

‐ Landscape and site work only including: 
o  New paved driveway with stone cobble banding for access to 1175 Whitebridge property. 
o  Underground mechanical vault for driveway radiant heating. 
o  Selective tree removal as necessary for new driveway. 
o  New trees and landscaping along the east property line and Whitebridge Hill Rd.   
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1199 Whitebridge Hill Rd.
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William F. Pridmore 
 

 
Winnetka, Il  60093 
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October	24,	2016	
	
Members	of	the	Village	Council		
Via	Email	–	contactcouncil@winnetka.org	
Village	of	Winnetka	
510	Green	Bay	Road	
Winnetka,	IL	60093	
	
RE:	Construction	Project	at	1175	Whitebridge	Hill	Rd.	and	Demolition	Permit	for	1199	
Whitebridge	Hill	Rd.	
	
Dear	Council	Members:	
	
We	are	writing	to	ask	each	of	you	a	simple	question.		How	would	you	feel	if	your	neighbor	had	a	
construction	project	that	dragged	on	for	over	3	years?		But	before	you	answer,	you	should	know	
that	this	is	not	a	project	with	just	a	few	carpenters,	a	couple	of	pick‐up	trucks	and	a	dumpster.		The	
project	in	question	is	a	massive	commercial	scale	project	plopped	down	in	the	middle	of	a	
residential	private	road.		For	over	1,192	days	our	neighborhood	has	been	under	assault	with:	
	

 Massive	earth	moving	equipment	
 Hundreds,	if	not	thousands,	of	huge	dump	trucks	
 Hundreds	of	cement	trucks	
 Hundreds	of	material	delivery	trucks	
 Hundreds	of	workers	driving	to	the	job	site	
 Incessant	noise	and	back	up	beeping	from	all	these	vehicles	
 Billowing	clouds	of	dust,	diesel	exhaust	and	muddy	cracked	pavement.	

	
This	may	be	a	commercially	scaled	project,	but	it	is	unlike	a	real	commercial	project	in	one	critical	
aspect.		Normally,	the	profit	motive	would	incent	the	owner	to	complete	the	project	quickly.			It	is	
apparent	that	neither	time	nor	money	(or	consideration	for	the	neighbors)	has	restrained	this	
project.	
	
Since	July	17,	2013	when	construction	fences	were	installed,	this	is	has	been	a	six	days	a	week	
plague	on	our	homes.		We	have	not	been	able	to	open	our	windows	for	3	full	summers	because	of	
the	noise,	dirt	and	exhaust	fumes.		We	risk	our	health	just	walking	down	the	street	because	of	all	
the	traffic.		And	still	it	is	not	over.		We	have	heard	of	many	now	distant	completion	dates,	the	most	
recent	being	February	2017,	with	“landscaping”	continuing	longer.		I	wager	that	we	will	soon	be	
into	the	4th	year	of	construction	if	past	“completion”	dates	are	any	guide.		And	just	yesterday	we	
receive	notice	that	the	owners	plan	on	demolishing	1199	Whitebridge.	
	
We	need	your	help!		Is	it	unreasonable	to	think	that	this	project	has	gone	on	for	far	too	long?		
Evidently	Community	Development	has	allowed	multiple	renewals	or	permit	extensions	without	
any	input	from	the	impacted	neighbors.		Does	that	make	sense?		
	
The	owner	of	the	project	in	question,	Patricia	O’Brien,	reminded	us	recently	that	“Everything	we	are	
doing	is	strictly	in	accordance	with	the	applicable	codes	and	permits…”		Something	is	wrong	with	
a	building	code	and	permit	process	that	does	not	take	into	consideration	the	disruption	such	a	
commercially	scaled	project	has	on	a	neighborhood.		I	hope	you	agree	that	this	process	requires	
some	serious	rethinking.			
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William F. Pridmore 
 

 
Winnetka, Il  60093 
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We	need	to	prevent	another	project	with	an	out‐of‐	control	construction	time	line	from	ever	
happening	again	in	Winnetka.		The	Village	should	develop	a	more	stringent	set	of	building	
restrictions	that	apply	to	any	structure	over	5,000	sq.	ft.		Some	sensible	restrictions	would	include	
the	following:	
	

 Building	permit	renewals	should	not	be	allowed	without	approval	of	the	impacted	
neighbors.		

 Substantial	fines	should	be	imposed	for	projects	that	extend	beyond	the	original	permit	
term.	

o The	fines	need	to	be	material	and	geared	to	the	size	of	the	project.			
o These	fines	should	escalate	for	each	week	that	the	project	is	extended.		(For	

example:		The	first	week	over	the	original	completion	date,	$1	times	the	building’s	
square	footage.		The	second	week	the	fine	would	be	$2	times	the	square	footage,	
rising	each	following	week	by	$1.	)		

 The	permit	process	should	require	the	building	owner	to	financially	compensate	the	
project’s	neighbors	for	any	construction	activity	that	exceeds	the	permit	date.	

	
These	sorts	of	restrictions	would	force	an	owner	to	properly	plan	their	project.		They	should	not	be	
able	to	start	construction	unless	they	can	demonstrate	that	they	will	complete	the	project	on	time	
or	face	a	substantial	financial	penalty	for	failing	to	do	so.			
	
The	current	inadequate	building	code	and	permit	process	may	have	saddled	the	residents	of	
Whitebridge	Hill	with	this	problem	project.		We	ask	that	any	demolition	permit	for	1199	be	
withheld	until	there	has	been	a	review	of	this	entire	project.		We	would	appreciate	scheduling	
a	meeting	between	the	appropriate	council	members	and	the	impacted	neighbors	in	order	to	
determine	what	the	Village	can	do	to	bring	this	problem	project	to	a	speedy	resolution.	
	
Sincerely,	
	
	
William	F.	Pridmore	–	1170	Whitebridge	Hill	Rd. John	& Ladd	Mengel	–	1147	Whitebridge	Hill	Rd.
	
Nancy	Bodeen	–	1180	Whitebridge	Hill	Rd. Brad	& Carrie	Shafer	–	1200	Whitebridge	Hill	Rd.
	
Craig	&	Linda	Umans	– 1155	Whitebridge	Hill	Rd. Ned	Jannotta	– 1171	Whitebridge	Hill	Rd.
	
	
	
CC:		 Whitebridge	Hill	Road	Association	
	 Ann	Klassen	(aklassen@winnetka.org)	
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VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

 
HAIS REVIEW 

IMPACT DETERMINATION MEETING 
 

TO:   Landmark Preservation Commission 
 
FROM:   Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 

 
DATE:  November 1, 2016 
 
REFERENCE: 630 Rosewood Ave. - Case Number 16-17 
 
At the September 19, 2016 meeting the Commission found there was sufficient historical and 
architectural merit to warrant a Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS).  An HAIS by 
Architectural Historian Jean L. Guarino, Ph.D. was submitted September 30, 2016. 
 
It is the duty of the LPC to determine whether the HAIS is complete and if so whether the proposed 
demolition will result either in the loss of a building or structure that is of historic or architectural 
significance or in the significant alteration of the architectural character of the immediate 
neighborhood.       
 
The Winnetka Historical Society has reviewed the HAIS and is in agreement with the information in 
the study and believes it to be complete. 
   
In accordance with Section 15.52.060 of the Village Code, the Commission is to enter findings on 
the following issues: 

a. whether the HAIS is complete; 
b. whether the proposed demolition will have a significant negative architectural or 

historical impact on either the Village as a whole or on the immediate neighborhood; and 
c. whether demolition should be delayed in order to explore alternatives to total demolition. 

 
In making its determination, the LPC shall consider the following: 

a. the HAIS;  
b. the preliminary property history study; 
c. comments of the Winnetka Historical Society on the HAIS; 
d. any other information, comment or evidence received by the LPC at the impact 

determination meeting or at the preliminary review meeting. 
 
The determination of the LPC shall be supported by findings of fact based on the entire record. 
 
If the LPC determines that the HAIS filed by the applicant is incomplete or otherwise insufficient to 
enable the LPC to make a determination as to the impact of the proposed demolition, the LPC may 
direct the applicant to complete, amend or supplement the report and may continue the impact 



 2 

determination meeting pending the applicant’s filing of a complete application.   
 
A building or structure shall be considered to be historically or architecturally significant if the LPC 
determines that it meets one or more of the following standards: 
 

a. the structure exhibits a high quality of architectural design without regard to the time 
built or historic associations; 

b. the structure exhibits a high quality of architectural design that is not the result of a 
change or a series of changes in the original structure; 

c. the structure exemplifies an architectural style, construction technique or building type 
once common in the Village; 

d. the structure exhibits an unusual, distinctive or eccentric design or construction technique 
that contributes to the architectural interest of its environs as an accent or counterpart; or 

e. that the property has been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the 
Village Code, has been included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure Survey 
conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of Conservation, or has been 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the Illinois Register of Historic 
Places.   

 
 



 Village of Winnetka 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

Date:  August 4, 2016 
 
To:  Winnetka Historical Society 
 
From:  Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 
 

The Landmark Preservation Commission will consider a request to demolish the primary structure located 

at 630 Rosewood Ave. on September 19, 2016 at 7:30 p.m.  Please return any available information 

regarding the architectural or historical significance of this structure to my attention on or before 

September 9.  If you have any questions please send e-mail to aklaassen@winnetka.org or call me at 

716.3525. 

Preliminary Property History Study/Village Hall Records: 
 
Building Permits Issued: 
 
Date Type Owner Architect 
01.11.1924 Construct 2-story concrete block 

residence. 
Mellen Martin Russell Walcott 

04.09.1990 Construct 2-story additions, garage 
and remodel the residence. 

Mr. & Mrs. John Sorin Mark T. Golan 

10.05.2004 Kitchen remodel. John & Bette Sorin William Murphy 
 
 
Other Pertinent Village Documentation/Information:   
 
Winnetka Historical Society Response:  This is an architecturally unique home designed by a prominent 
Winnetka architect for the Martins.  The Winnetka Historical Society recommends a study be completed to 
document the home and its ownership. 

By:  P. Van Cleave  Date:  09.08.2016 

 

 

 

 

 
 

































































































































































 

Village of Winnetka 

Memo 
To: Landmark Preservation Commission 

From: Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 

Date: October 31, 2016 

Re: 20 Fox Ln. Landmark Alteration Review  

The owners of 20 Fox Ln. have submitted a building permit for a screen porch and 
fireplace addition on the southeast corner of the residence behind the attached garage.  
The porch will measure 23.5 ft. by 22 ft.  An outdoor grill area is also proposed 
between the proposed porch and the attached garage.  All of the proposed 
improvements comply with the zoning regulations. 

According to the attached explanation, the porch addition will match the existing 
family room wing that was added in 2000 and will have the same roofing materials 
so that it matches.  Additionally, the columns will be of similar style as the front 
entry porch.  The proposed fireplace will also match the existing fireplace in the 
family room. 

Enclosed with the proposed plans and explanation is Section 15.64.060 Alteration of 
designated landmarks to assist in the review of the proposed alteration.  The LPC is 
required to complete an advisory review of an alteration of an exterior feature of a 
designated landmark.  The building permit will not be issued until the LPC has 
completed its advisory review. 
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WITMER AND ASSOCIATES 

ARCHITECTURE AND INTERIOR DESIGN 

1000 N. WESTERN AVENUE, LAKE FOREST, IL 60045 (847) 234-5240 

 

September 12, 2016 

Landmark Preservation Commission 

Village of Winnetka 

510 Green Bay Road 

Winnetka, Illinois 60093 

 

Re: Statement of Intent 

Porch Addition 

20 Fox Lane 

Winnetka, Illinois 60093 

 

The residence is a two story brick house at the end of Fox Ln. The original house was built in 

1936 with a single story addition to the south added in 2000. The proposed project consists of a 

525 square foot screen porch addition and outdoor grill area off of the existing family room 

which was part of the 2000 addition.  The proposed porch addition will match the existing family 

room wing and have elements echoing other portions of the existing residence – i.e. the columns 

will be of similar style as the front entry porch.  The addition will include a fireplace that 

matches that of the existing family room.  Eave and roof heights will align and the roofing 

material will be the same making it look consistent with the 2000 addition. There will be very 

little visibility of the addition from Fox Ln. The grill area will be to the South of the existing 

attached garage and constructed of brick walls & stone tops to match the existing residence.  

Exterior materials matching those of the existing residence will be wood/synthetic trim, 

wood/synthetic painted columns, brick, and metal roofing. 
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October 21, 2016 Plat of Survey 20 Fox Ln.



September 12, 2016 SCALE: 1"= 30.0'

CARROLL RESIDENCE
20 FOX LN, WINNETKAWitmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com

 
LPC Agenda Packet p. 4



Witmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com September 12, 2016SCALE: 1/8"= 1'-0"

Carroll Residence
FIRST FLOOR PLAN
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September 12, 2016 SCALE: 1/8"= 1'-0"

Carroll Residence
NORTH ELEVATIONWitmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com
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September 12, 2016 SCALE: 1/8"= 1'-0"

Carroll Residence
EAST ELEVATIONWitmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com
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September 12, 2016 SCALE: 1/8"= 1'-0"

Carroll Residence
SOUTH ELEVATIONWitmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com
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Sept 12, 2016 SCALE: 1/16"= 1'-0"

Carroll Residence
ELEVATIONSWitmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com

EXISTING SOUTH ELEVATION EXISTING EAST ELEVATION

PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION
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CARROLL RESIDENCE

20 FOX LANE

PCW

2016.09.09

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS 60093

SCREEN PORCH ADDITION

GB

PERMIT ISSUE

Witmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com

1000 N. WESTERN AVE, LAKE FOREST IL 60045

847 234-5240

FLOOR
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1/4" = 1'-0"
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CARROLL RESIDENCE
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2016.09.09

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS 60093

SCREEN PORCH ADDITION

GB

PERMIT ISSUE

Witmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design

witmerandassoc.com

1000 N. WESTERN AVE, LAKE FOREST IL 60045

847 234-5240

ELEVATIONS

A-200

VARIES
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CARROLL RESIDENCE

20 FOX LANE
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2016.09.09
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GB
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Witmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design
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1000 N. WESTERN AVE, LAKE FOREST IL 60045

847 234-5240
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A-300
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SHEET NO:
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CARROLL RESIDENCE

20 FOX LANE

PCW

2016.09.09

WINNETKA, ILLINOIS 60093

SCREEN PORCH ADDITION

GB

PERMIT ISSUE

Witmer & Associates

Architecture and Interior Design
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FACILITY

SERVICES

FS100

1/4" = 1'-0"
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Winnetka, IL Village Code

Section 15.64.060   Alteration of designated landmarks.

   A.   Review of Alterations. Except as expressly provided in this chapter, no alteration of an exterior feature of a designated
landmark may be performed and, if applicable, no building or other permits associated with such alterations may be issued until the
Commission has completed its advisory review pursuant to this chapter. Application for advisory review shall be submitted to the
Director on forms provided by the Village. If the proposed work requires a zoning variation or the issuance of a building or other
permit, a completed application for such variation or permit shall accompany the application for advisory review. Upon the filing of a
completed application for advisory review, the Director shall transmit such application to the Commission for its consideration. The
Commission shall, as soon as practicable but within twenty (20) days of the date of filing of a complete application, fix a time for
consideration of the application and give notice to the applicant; such consideration shall also be scheduled for a date within forty-five
(45) days of the date of filing unless such time requirement shall be waived by the applicant. If consideration of an application by the
Commission has not been initiated within forty-five (45) days, or having been initiated has not been concluded within forty-five (45)
days following the submission by the applicant of additional evidence required by the Commission, the Director shall, if the plans are
otherwise in compliance with applicable Village ordinances, issue the appropriate permits and approve the proposed alteration.

   B.   Consideration of Application; General Standards and Design Guidelines. The Commission shall consider the following general
standards and design guidelines in its review of applications for advisory review:

      1.   General Standards.

         a.   Conformance with the Village Zoning Ordinance,

         b.   Reasonable effort shall be made to use the building, structure, object or site for its originally intended purpose or to provide a
compatible use which requires minimal alteration, relocation or demolition,

         c.   The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, object or site should not be destroyed. The alteration,
relocation or demolition of any historic material or distinctive architectural feature should be avoided except when necessary to assure
an economically viable use of the property,

         d.   Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a building, structure, object or site
should usually be maintained and preserved,

         e.   Deteriorated architectural features should whenever possible be repaired rather than replaced. If replacement is necessary,
the new material should match as closely as practicable the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture and other
visual qualities. Repair or replacement of missing architectural features, where possible, should be based on accurate duplications of
features, substantiated by historic, physical or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different
architectural elements from other buildings, structures, objects or sites,

         f.   The surface cleaning of buildings, structures, objects or sites should be undertaken with the gentlest means possible.
Sandblasting and other cleaning methods which will damage the architectural or historic features and building material shall be
discouraged,

         g.   New buildings and structures and the alterations and relocation of existing buildings or structures shall not be discouraged
when such work does not destroy significant historical or architectural features and is compatible with the size, scale, color, material
and character of the property or neighborhood,

         h.   Alterations, relocations and demolitions which do not affect any significant exterior architectural or historic features of the
building, structure, object or site as viewed from a private street, a courtyard open to the public or a public street, place or way should
generally be permitted,

         i.   Demolition of a designated landmark shall be discouraged if the building, structure or property, as the case may be, is
economically viable and can yield reasonable return in its present condition or can be made economically viable and yield reasonable
return after completion of appropriate alteration, relocation, renovation or restoration work;

      2.   Design Guidelines.

         a.   Height. The height of any proposed alteration should be compatible with the architectural style and character of the
designated landmark.  
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         b.   Proportions of Windows and Doors. The proportions and relationships between doors and windows should be compatible
with the architectural style and character of the designated landmark.

         c.   Roof Shape. The design of the roof should be compatible with the architectural style and character of the designated
landmark.

         d.   Scale. The scale of the structure should be compatible with the architectural style and character of the designated landmark.

         e.   Directional Expression. The dominant horizontal or vertical expression of the facades should be compatible with the original
architectural style or character of the designated landmark.

         f.   Architectural Details. Materials, textures, colors and architectural details should be compatible with the original architectural
style or character of the designated landmark.

         g.   Appurtenances. Appurtenances including, but not limited to, signs, fences, accessory buildings or structures, permeable and
impermeable surfaces should be compatible with the original architectural style or character of the designated landmark.

         h.   Other. In addition to the foregoing, the Commission may consider the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (Revised 1983), and any amendments to such standards.

   C.   Commission Determination. The Commission shall make its required comment on the proposed work at the conclusion of its
meeting (or adjourned or continued meeting) or within ten (10) days after such meeting (Saturday, Sunday and legal holidays
excluded). The Commission shall determine whether the proposed alteration will be appropriate or not appropriate to the preservation
of the designated landmark.

   D.   Findings of Inappropriateness on the Application.

      1.   If the Commission determines that the proposed alteration is inappropriate, it shall make recommendations to the applicant
concerning charges, if any, in the proposed alteration which would cause the Commission to reconsider its determination and shall
confer with the applicant and attempt to resolve within thirty-five (35) days the difference(s) between the applicant and the
Commission. If, at the completion of that period, the difference(s) between the applicant and the Commission have not been resolved,
the Director shall, if the plans are otherwise in compliance with applicable Village ordinances, issue the appropriate permits and
approve the proposed alteration.

      2.   If the Commission determines that the removal or demolition of a principal building or structure is inappropriate, it may request
a conference with the applicant and extend the review process for a period not to exceed an additional ninety (90) days. Any delay by
the applicant in complying with such a request for conference shall be added to the additional review period. During the extended
review process the Commission shall attempt to reach a mutually satisfactory alternative to the proposed removal or demolition with
the applicant. If, at the completion of that period, a mutually satisfactory alternative to the proposed removal or demolition has not been
reached, the Director shall, if the removal or demolition is otherwise in compliance with applicable Village ordinances, issue the
appropriate permits and approve the removal or demolition.

   E.   Alterations Requiring Action by the Zoning Board of Appeals. The Commission's determination on any alterations which
requires a zoning variation or special use permit shall be made within forty-five (45) days of the filing of the application and shall
promptly be forwarded to the Zoning Board of Appeals for its consideration in accordance with Section 3.44.010 of this code.

(Prior code § 20.06)
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