
Emails regarding any agenda item 
are welcomed.  Please email 
rbahan@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.   

Winnetka Village Council 
Rescheduled Regular Meeting 

 

Winnetka Police Department 
410 Green Bay Road 

Tuesday, January 10, 2012 
7:30 p.m. 

 
 

AGENDA 
 

 

1) Call to Order 

2) Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 

3) Quorum 

a) January 17, 2012, Regular Meeting. 

b) February 7, 2012, Regular Meeting 

4) Approval of Agenda 

5) Consent Agenda 

a) Village Council Minutes 

i) December 13, 2011, Study Session......................................................................................3 

b) Warrant Lists Nos. 1731 and 1732 ............................................................................................5 

c) Change Order:  Lead Service Replacements .............................................................................6 

d) Change Order:  Bid #11-018 – Trapp Lane Improvement Costs...............................................8 

e) Change Order:  Primary Cable...................................................................................................9 

f) Change Order:  Secondary Cable.............................................................................................10 

6) Stormwater Update (Oral Report) 

7) Ordinances and Resolutions 

a) Ordinance M-1-2012 - Landmark Designation: 545 Oak St. – Introduction...........................11 

b) Ordinance M-2-2012 - Special Use Permit and Zoning Variations: @ Properties,  
30 Green Bay Rd. – Introduction.............................................................................................59 

c) Resolution R-2-2012 - New Trier Partners – 718-732 Elm Redevelopment:  
Consent to Proceed with Conditional Purchaser – Adoption.................................................151 

8) Public Comment 

9) Old Business 

10) New Business 

11) Reports 
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NOTICE 
All agenda materials are available at www.villageofwinnetka.org (click Council and then Current Agenda), the Reference Desk at the 
Winnetka Library, or in the Manager’s Office at Village Hall (2nd floor).   

Videos of the Regular Village Council meetings are televised on Channel 10, Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays at 7:00 p.m.  Videos 
of the meeting may also be viewed on the Internet via a link on the Village’s web site:  www.villageofwinnetka.org. 

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 – Liz Rosenthal, at 510 Green Bay Road, 
Winnetka, Illinois 60093, (Telephone (847) 716-3540; T.D.D. (847) 501-6041). 
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12) Appointments 

13) Executive Session 

14) Adjournment of Rescheduled Regular Meeting 
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MINUTES 
WINNETKA VILLAGE COUNCIL STUDY SESSION 

December 13, 2011 

(Approved:  xx) 

A record of a legally convened meeting of the Council of the Village of Winnetka, which 
was held in the Village Hall Council Chambers on Tuesday, December 13, 2011, at 
7:30 p.m. 

1) Call to Order.  President Tucker called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m.  Present:  
Trustees Arthur Braun, Gene Greable, Bill Johnson, Richard Kates, Chris Rintz and 
Jennifer Spinney.  Absent:  None.  Also in attendance:  Village Manager Robert 
Bahan, Village Attorney Katherine Janega, Finance Director Ed McKee, Public 
Works Director Steve Saunders, Assistant Community Development Director Brian 
Norkus, Police Chief Patrick Kreis and approximately 7 persons in the audience.   

2) Consolidated Dispatch:  Manager Bahan and Chief Kreis reported to the Council on 
discussions which began in 2009 concerning the consolidation of the dispatch centers 
of the Winnetka, Northfield and Kenilworth police departments.  Tom Pavek of Elert 
and Associates presented the feasibility study prepared by his firm, which 
recommends that the three communities consolidate their public safety 
communications operations to improve emergency dispatch services and provide 
long-term capital expense savings.   

Council discussion included comments regarding staffing, cost savings, Next 
Generation 911 services, grant opportunities and implementation. 

Chief Kreis explained that the first step was to formalize an intergovernmental 
agreement between the communities; planning would begin and implementation 
would be in the second year. 

President Tucker ascertained that there was consensus among the Trustees to accept 
the staff recommendation to support the findings of the feasibility report, advance the 
exploratory phases of the project and draft an intergovernmental agreement and 
implementation details. 

3) Sanitary sewer evaluation.  Public Works Director Steve Saunders reported on the 
continuing effort to mitigate stormwater flooding and sanitary sewer back up, and 
stated that staff is proposing a process to identify and address causes of the backups.  
He described the condition known as inflow/infiltration, which occurs when 
stormwater enters the sanitary sewer systems, causing the pipes to surcharge and 
water to backup into unprotected basements.  Mr. Sunders proposed a physical 
assessment of the sewer system (Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey or SSES), to 
evaluate the condition and effectiveness of Winnetka’s sanitary system and to 
monitor the flow of water to the 46 sewer basins in the Village.  He added that he has 
identified three consulting engineering firms with expertise in this type of work and 
has prepared a draft Request for Proposal for providing an SSES for the Village. 

After a short discussion in which Trustee Rintz suggested including a requirement for 
periodic progress reports in the RFP, the consensus of the Trustees was to authorize 
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staff to solicit proposals from qualified engineering firms to conduct a Sanitary Sewer 
Evaluation Survey for the Village. 

4) METRA Station Coffee Concession.  Assistant Director of Community Development 
Brian Norkus reported on the four proposals staff received for the coffee concession 
at the Elm Street station, and explained the six different evaluation factors:  rental 
rate, hours of operation, quality of food and beverages, extent of other sundry 
convenience items offered, staffing and experience in food service and sanitations, 
and evidence of adequate financial resources.  The proposal received from Cafe 
Francais was rated best all around in 4 of 6 categories and Mr. Norkus asked the 
Council’s approval to negotiate a 2-year lease with a 2-year option for renewal. 

The Trustees expressed general approval and the consensus was to move forward 
with the lease negotiation.  

5) Public Comment:  None.  

6) Executive Session.  None.  

7) Adjournment.  Trustee Greable, seconded by Trustee Kates, moved to adjourn the 
meeting.  By roll call vote, the motion carried.  Ayes:  Trustees Braun, Greable, 
Kates, Johnson, Rintz and Spinney.  Nays:  None.  Absent:  None.  The meeting 
adjourned at 9:15 p.m.  

 

 
____________________________ 
Deputy Clerk 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
 
SUBJECT:  Warrant Lists Nos. 1731 and 1732 
 
PREPARED BY: Robert Bahan, Village Manager 
 
DATE:   January 5, 2012 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________  
 
 
Warrants Lists Nos. 1731 and 1732 are enclosed in each Council member’s packet.  
 
 
Recommendation:  Consider approving Warrants Lists Nos. 1731 and 1732. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
Subject:   Lead Service Replacements; Change Order, Rick’s Sewer and Drainage 
 
Prepared by:  Brian Keys, Director Water & Electric 
 
Ref:    February 15, 2011  Council Meeting, pp. 13-14 
  November 1, 2011  Council Meeting, pp. 6-7 
 
Date:  January 5, 2012 
 
In 2007, the Council adopted Ordinance MC-9-2007, which amended Section 13.04.100 of the 
Village Code to address the allocation of costs for the replacement of lead water service lines 
(Reference Exhibit A).  For residential properties, the Village assumes the cost of replacing the 
lead service connection between the property line and the main.  In the case of non-residential 
properties, the Village assumes the cost of replacing the lead service between the curb and the 
main. 
 
Due to the recurrent nature for these services, a bid document was issued to secure contractor 
resources for the replacement of lead water services on an annual basis.   Each bidder provided 
fixed prices for various units of work and the bid evaluations were based on the estimated annual 
quantity of work.   In February 2011, Rick’s Sewer and Drainage, was awarded a contract in the 
amount of $99,058 for lead service replacements during FYE 2012.  In November 2011, staff 
requested an additional $64,000 of funding which increased the total award to $163,058. 
 
To date, the contractor has replaced twenty one lead water services during FYE 2012 at a cost of 
$154,031 (average cost $7,335 each).  It is anticipated that additional replacements will be 
required prior to the close of the current fiscal year.  Enclosed below is a summary of the lead 
service replacements. 
 

Fiscal Year 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 YTD 
No. of Services 
Replaced 

12 18 11 22 21 

Avg. Cost $4,814 $5,132 $6,876 $6,748 $7,335 
 
Staff is requesting authorization for an additional $36,675 of funding to replace leaking lead 
water services.  This would increase the total award to Rick’s Sewer and Drainage to an amount 
not to exceed $199,733.   The FYE 2012 budget (account 52-67-640-303) contained $130,000 
for the replacement of leaking lead water services.   
 
Recommendation:   
Consider authorizing the Village Manager to execute a change order with Rick’s Sewer and 
Drainage in the amount of $36,765 for the replacement of lead water services through March 
31st, 2012 at the unit prices contained in Bid #011-002.    
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Exhibit A 
 
Excerpt from Village of Winnetka Code, Section 13.04.100 Water Service Connections 
 
 
D. Allocation of Certain Costs to Village. 
 1. Service connection breaks caused by Village.  In the event a service connection 
break is caused by work being performed by the Village, its employees, agents or contractors, the 
Village or such agent or contractor shall, at no cost to the owner, repair the service connection, 
which may include the replacement of all or part of the service connection. 
   

2. Repairs to service connections in single-family residential districts.  In the event 
of a service connection break in a single-family residential zoning district, as defined in Title 17 
of this Code, if the service connection break is located between the main and the property line, 
and if the roundway is located within one foot of the property line or between the property line 
and the curb, the Village or its contractor shall repair the portion of the line between the 
roundway and the main.  As part of such work, the Village, in its sole discretion, may relocate 
the roundway to a location within one foot of the property line, in which case the Village will 
also supply the roundway at no additional cost to the owner.  In the event such service 
connection break is in a lead service, the Village will assume the cost of replacing that portion of 
the service connection line from the main to within one foot of the property line. 
  
 3. Repairs to service connections in multi-family, commercial and light industrial 
districts.  In the event of a service connection break in a service connection on property located 
in a multi-family, commercial or light industrial zoning district, as defined in Title 17 of this 
Code, the Village will assume the cost of repairing or replacing that portion of the service 
connection line from the Village's water main up to the curb nearest the property being served, 
regardless of the location of the roundway.  If the roundway is located between the building line 
and the curb, the Village shall have the sole discretion to relocate the roundway to a location 
closer to the curb, in which case the Village will also supply the roundway at no additional cost 
to the owner.  In the event such service connection break is in a lead service, the Village will 
assume the cost of replacing that portion of the service connection line from the main to the curb 
nearest the property being served. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
Subject: Change Order #1: Bid Number 11-018 – Trapp Lane Roadway and Utility 

Improvements Construction Costs 
 

Prepared By: Steven M. Saunders, Dir. of Public Works/Village Engineer 
 

Date: January 4, 2012 
 

Ref: June 7, 2011 Council Meeting 
 
 
On June 7, 2011, the Village Council awarded a contract to Copenhaver Construction of Gilberts, Illinois, 
for the Trapp Lane Roadway and Utility Improvement project, in the amount of $449,886.50. The project 
consists of the reconstruction of Trapp Lane including the installation of curb and gutter, the construction 
of a new storm sewer, and water main extension. The project is substantially complete. 
 
During construction, it was necessary to add three Time and Material Lump Sum pay items to handle 
unforeseen field conditions; clearing of additional brush to facilitate the installation of storm sewers, 
adjusting a sanitary sewer service line that conflicted with the proposed storm sewer line, and adjusting 
the grade of existing electric utility structures. 
 
In addition, two contract pay items were identified on the plans and specifications, but were not included 
in the unit price bid form, which resulted in adding unit prices for 12 PVC Storm Sewer (21 linear feet) 
and Hot Mix Asphalt Driveway Replacement (1,441.2 square yards). Finally, there were various 
increases and decreases in the constructed quantities of various pay items required for the proper 
completion of the project. 
 
These factors result in a total increase of $53,260.14 in the construction contract amount as summarized 
below:  
 
Time & Materials #1 (Brush Clearing) $759.19 
Time & Materials #2 (Sanitary Sewer Service Relocation) $3,845.78 
Time & Materials #3 (Adjustment of Electric Utility Structures) $1,952.12 
Storm Sewer PVC SDR 26, 12”, 21 FOOT (Missing Pay Item) $987.00 
Hot Mix Asphalt Driveway, 2”, 1441.2 SY (Missing Pay Item) $43,236.00 
Addition and Deletion of Contract Plan Quantities $2,480.05 
TOTAL CHANGE ORDER $53,260.14 
  
 
Recommendation: 
Consider authorizing Change Order #1 to the Trapp Lane Roadway and Utility Improvements project in 
the amount of $53,260.14. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
SUBJECT:    Change Order for Primary Cable, The Okonite Company 
 
PREPARED BY:  Brian Keys, Director Water & Electric 
 
REF:     April 7, 2011  Council Meeting, pp. 11-15 
   June 7, 2011  Council Meeting, pg. 75 
   October 4, 2011 Council Meeting, pg. 37 
 
DATE:  January 5, 2012 
 
The Water & Electric Department issued Bid Number 11-007 for the purchase and delivery of 
cable for the period of April 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012.  Vendors provided unit prices for 
each of the cables required on the electric system.  Bid prices are indexed to the cost of metals.   
 
At the April 7, 2011 Council Meeting, the Village Manager was authorized to award two 
purchase orders for the procurement of primary and secondary cable.  Based on the bid 
evaluation, the primary cable was awarded to the Okonite Company in an amount not to exceed 
$340,248 and the secondary cable was awarded to Wesco in an amount not to exceed $111,395.  
The Village Council has since awarded the Okonite Company two change orders; $69,502 on 
June 7th and $69,434 on October 4th, for additional cable. 
 
In order to insure an adequate supply of underground residential distribution (URD) primary 
cable is available for upcoming projects and through the transition of the bid process and fiscal 
year, staff is requesting authorization to purchase an additional 3,500 ft. of three phase 1/0 15kV 
primary cable and 5,500 ft. of the single phase 1/0 15kV cable. This is the smaller sized primary 
cable that is predominantly used for connections between transformers or switchgear-to-
transformer connections.  The manufacturing lead-time for this cable is 10-12 weeks.  
 
The requested change order amount is $81,961.  The change order amount includes additional 
funds for manufacturing length tolerances as noted below.  

 
1/0 15kV PRIMARY CABLE 

Additional 
Quantity 
Required

3,500 ft. 3 ph. 
5,500 ft. 1 ph. 

Metals 
Escalation 

Shipping Length 
Tolerance (5%) & 

Packaging 

Requested 
Amount 

$78,058.00 $0 $3,902.90 $81,960.90 
           
              $81,961 
 
The FY2011-12 Budget contains $1,207,500 (account #50-47-640-209) for the purchase and 
installation of cable.  The Village Council has previously approved purchase orders (including 
change orders) for $590,579 of cable purchases and $220,393 of wire pulling services.  
 
Recommendation: 
Consider authorizing the Village Manager to award a change order to the Okonite Company in 
the amount of $81,961 for the purchase of 15kV 1/0 primary cable at the unit prices bid, subject 
to the contract conditions. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
SUBJECT:    Change Order for Secondary Cable, Wesco 
 
PREPARED BY:  Brian Keys, Director Water & Electric 
 
REF:     April 7, 2011  Council Meeting, pp. 11-15 
    
DATE:  January 5, 2012 
 
The Water & Electric Department issued Bid Number 11-007 for the purchase and delivery of 
cable for the period of April 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012.  Vendors provided unit prices for 
each of the cables required on the electric system.  Bid prices are indexed to the cost of metals.   
 
At the April 7, 2011 Council Meeting, the Village Manager was authorized to award two 
purchase orders for the procurement of primary and secondary cable.  Based on the bid 
evaluation, the primary cable was awarded to the Okonite Company and the secondary cable was 
awarded to Wesco in an amount not to exceed $111,395.   
 
In order to insure an adequate supply of underground secondary cable is available for 
maintenance, new business projects and the transition of the fiscal year and upcoming bid, staff 
is requesting authorization to purchase additional quantities of cable.  This type of cable is used 
for connections between a transformer and the customer’s meter pedestal and in streetlight 
applications. 
 
The requested change order amount is $61,497.  The change order amount includes additional 
funds for manufacturing length tolerances as noted below.  

 
SECONDARY CABLE 

Additional 
Quantity 
Required

2,500 ft. of 3-1/c #8 
3,000 ft. of 3-1/c 1/0 
2,000 ft. of 3-1/c 4/0 
500 ft. of 4-1/c 350 

Metals 
Escalation 

Shipping Length 
Tolerance (5%) & 

Packaging 

Requested 
Amount 

$58,568.50 $0 $2,928.43 $61,496.93 
           
              $61,497 
 
The FY2011-12 Budget contains $1,207,500 (account #50-47-640-209) for the purchase and 
installation of cable.  The Village Council has previously approved purchase orders (including 
change orders) for $590,579 of cable purchases and $220,393 of wire pulling services.  
 
Recommendation: 
Consider authorizing the Village Manager to award a change order to Wesco in the amount of 
$61,497 for the purchase of secondary cable at the unit prices bid, subject to the contract 
conditions. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
  
 
TO:    Village Council 
 
PREPARED BY:  Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 
 
DATE:   December 15, 2011 
 
SUBJECT:  545 Oak St. Landmark Nomination 

Ordinance No. M-1-2012 
 
On September 19, 2011 the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) voted 5-0 to 
recommend the Village Council designate 545 Oak St. as a Winnetka Landmark.  Based 
upon the adopted System for Evaluation of Landmarks, the property received an overall 
score of 80.4 points, resulting in a “Unique” rating. 
 
The LPC found 545 Oak St. satisfies the criteria for local landmark designation based 
upon a variety of factors, most significantly the home’s original design integrity and its 
association with a historically significant person on the local level, specifically former 
Village President Louise A. Holland.  Furthermore, 545 Oak St., known as the Dr. Paul 
W. and Eunice Greeley House, is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  A 
report from the LPC is attached providing full details on all the categories considered by 
the LPC.  
 
Pursuant to the recommendation of the LPC, Ordinance M-1-2012 designates 545 Oak St. 
as a Winnetka Landmark.  Introduction of the ordinance requires the concurrence of a 
simple majority of the Council members present.  
  
Recommendation:  
Consider introduction of Ordinance M-1-2012, which would designate 545 Oak St. as a 
local landmark. 
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REPORT ON PUBLIC HEARING 

SEPTEMBER 19, 2011 
 

CONSIDERATION OF LANDMARK ELIGIBILITY 
 

Dr. Paul W. and Eunice Greeley House 
545 Oak Street, Winnetka  

 
This report is an integral part of the September 19, 2011 Landmark Preservation Commission 
meeting minutes and the National Register of Historic Places Nomination for the Greeley House 
prepared by Benjamin Historic Certifications that were prepared separately.  It is also compiled 
based on the submitted application for landmark designation. 
 
Findings of the Commission 
Based on the System for the Evaluation of Landmarks contained in the Landmark Preservation 
Ordinance (see attached rating sheet) 545 Oak St. was rated a “Unique” property with a score of 
“80.4.”      
 
Architectural Type, Style & Period.  The Greeley House was built in 1937 in the Classical Revival 
style inspired by Greek Revival architecture.  The Commission felt that it is an excellent example of 
late Classical Revival architecture, and unique because it is a literal interpretation of an early 19th 
century Greek Revival residence.  More specifically the Greeley House replicated Dr. Greeley’s 
family home in upstate New York.  According to the report by Benjamin Historic Certifications, 
written for the Greeley House National Register of Historic Places nomination, it is necessary to 
classify the residence as Classical Revival in spite of its adherence to the Greek Revival style 
because of the time period in which it was constructed.  Classical Revival Architecture was built 
well into the 1900’s, whereas Greek Revival architecture implies a building style that was popular 
between the 1820’s and 1850’s.  Its association with Greek Revival architecture makes the Greeley 
house unusual.  In fact, there are only three additional examples of high-style Classical Revival 
residences in Winnetka besides the Greeley House.  Furthermore, the Greeley House is the only 
residence in Winnetka that is clearly modeled after a Greek Revival house.   
 
Based on these facts, the architectural type, style and period of the home were judged to be 
“extremely rare,” with a rating of “5.”   
 
Method of Construction.  The Greeley House is primarily constructed of brick with some wood, all 
of which is painted white.  It is a variation of the gable front upright and wing subtype, with two 
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flanking wings.  Typical for Greek Revival architecture, the house is symmetrical with a two-story 
center pavilion and one-story flanking wings on either side.  The center entrance is accentuated on 
either side by projecting bricks and above with an entablature containing a dentil molding made of 
projecting bricks.  Although the house does not have a wide entablature, the gable end is emphasized 
with a dentil molding of projecting brick.  The one-story wings have a projecting gabled roof plane 
that is supported by four Ionic columns.  Above the columns is a simple wood entablature featuring 
dentil molding.   
 
With regard to rarity in method of construction, the home was judged to be “common” and therefore 
rated “0.”   
 
Association with a Historical Event, Person, or Cultural Activity.  The Greeley House has had 
three owners.  Dr. Paul W. and Eunice Greeley commissioned the home and were the owners until 
1960 when Mr. and Mrs. Philip Stone purchased the home.  Mr. and Mrs. J. William and Louise A. 
Holland purchased the home in 1970.  As the current owner, Mrs. Holland is the residence’s most 
long-time owner.  Mrs. Holland is a prominent local resident.  She has been, and still is, an integral 
member of many local organizations and groups, most noteworthy were her years as Village Trustee 
from 1992-1996 and as Village President from 1997-2001.   
 
With regard to association with a historical event, person or cultural activity, the Commission rated 
the home as a “5,” of “local” significance. 
 
Association with an Architect or Master Builder.  The architect for the Greeley House was Frank 
Polito.  Mr. Polito designed a number of residential, institutional, commercial, and educational 
buildings during his career in Chicago and the surrounding suburbs.  Many of the residences 
designed by Mr. Polito were designed in a historical revival style, the Greeley House was found by 
Benjamin Historic Certifications to be his only Classical Revival house inspired by Greek Revival 
architecture. 
 
Mr. Sydney Fiske Kimball is believed to have designed the interior finishes in the dining room of the 
Greeley House.  Though no proof can be found there was a close personal relationship between the 
Greeleys and Mr. Kimball, he was married to the sister of Eunice Greeley.  Also, the interior 
moldings for the dining room were not included in Polito’s drawings for the home while the rest of 
the moldings are clearly shown on the plans.  Another reason the dining room finishes are believed 
to have been designed by Mr. Kimball is that the moldings in the dining room are noticeably 
different from those throughout the other public rooms on the first floor.  The dining room features a 
low-relief molding that is highly stylized with Ionic pilasters evenly spaced along the dining room 
walls that add an Art Deco feel to the room, whereas the remaining interior spaces feature more 
formal, classical moldings. 
 
Fiske Kimball began serving as the Director of the Philadelphia Museum of Art in 1925 and retired 
in 1955.  Mr. Kimball was also an advocate for historic preservation.  In 1948 he received the 
Jefferson Presidential Medal for his “tireless devotion” in restoring Thomas Jefferson’s Monticello. 
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It is also worth noting that the landscaping of the Greeley House was originally designed by the firm 
of Root & Hollister, a highly regarded landscape firm.  Root & Hollister shared an office with Frank 
Polito in Chicago at the time the Greeley house was built. 
 
The Commission rated the home as a “1,” “architect or builder identified but of no known 
importance.”  
 
Established or Familiar Visual Feature.  The Greeley House sits at the northwest corner of Oak 
St. and Poplar St. facing south.  The Commission agreed that the house is nicely settled on the lot 
and is architecturally appropriate for the neighborhood.  Therefore, the Commission rated the home 
as a “symbol of a neighborhood or a conspicuous and familiar structure in the context of the entire 
Village,” warranting a score of “4.”   
 
Originality.   The only alteration to the Greeley House was the enclosure of the rear porch in 1974.  
Given the remarkable integrity of the home, as well as the fact that there have been no alterations to 
the public spaces or any of the historic detailing, the Commission rated the home’s alterations of 
design integrity as “excellent,” warranting a score of “5.” 
 
Age of Structure.  The Greeley House was constructed in 1937, therefore, the home warrants a 
score of “2.” 
 
Alteration of Surrounding Properties (View from Property).  The homes surrounding the 
Greeley House are historic themselves, some dating back to 1873, which have not been substantially 
altered over the years.  The landscaping in the area has also remained unaltered.  The Commission 
determined the existing conditions of the surrounding area to be “original,” which warranted a score 
of “5.”   
 
Alteration of Original Site (View of Property).  It is unknown how much of the original 
landscaping designed by Root & Hollister remains today; however, the original public view of the 
house itself remains unaltered.  The Commission determined the condition of the site to be 
“original,” which warranted a score of “5.” 
 
Structural Condition.  The Commission determined the structural condition to be “good,” which 
warranted a score of “3.” 
 
Resolution 
The Landmark Preservation Commission provides this recommendation of landmark status to the 
Dr. Paul W. and Eunice Greeley House at 545 Oak Street.  They were happy to recommend such an 
unusual example of Classical Revival architecture that is a literal interpretation of an early 19th 
century Greek Revival house that maintains remarkable integrity.  The Commission found the home 
to more than satisfy the criteria for local landmark designation.   
 
Based upon these considerations and the System for Evaluation rating of “Unique,” with a score of 
“80.4,” the Commission unanimously voted to recommend that the Village Council designate the Dr. 
Paul W. and Eunice Greeley House at 545 Oak Street a local landmark. 
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Minutes adopted 12.05.2011 

 
LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 19, 2011 MEETING MINUTES 
 
 

Members Present:   Louise Holland, Chairperson 
     Hugh Brower 
     Susan Curry 
     Marilyn Garcia 
     Anne Grubb 
     Beth Ann Papoutsis  
 
Members Absent:   Laura Good 
 
Village Staff:    Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 
 
 
Call to Order: 
 
Chairperson Holland called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m.  
 
Review of Landmark Designation Application: 545 Oak Street 
 
Chairperson Holland recused herself from the discussion of this matter and stated that Ms. Grubb 
would chair this portion of the meeting.   
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the request is for the landmark nomination for 545 Oak Street and 
whether the nomination should be approved or denied.  She stated that all of the paperwork is 
completed very well and that it is very interesting to read about this historic building.  
Chairperson Grubb then stated that the Commission would vote on the various categories in the 
System for the Evaluation of Landmarks. 
 
Ethan Holland, 510 Poplar, introduced himself to the Commission as the next door neighbor and 
that he also grew up in the home.   
 
Chairperson Grubb commented that the home is very gracious with regard to the way it sits on the 
lot. She then referred to the integrity of the home.   
 
Chairperson Grubb referred to the first category on the System for the Evaluation of Landmarks, 
which related to the Rarity of the Home, the Architectural Type, Style and Period.  
 
Mr. Brower stated that the study indicated that it is the only Greek revival home in the Village.   
 
The Commission determined that the home is extremely rare (5).  
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Landmark Preservation Commission          September 19, 2011    
                     Page 2 
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the next category related to Rarity: Method of Construction and its 
Application.  She noted that it is a white brick home.  Chairperson Grubb also stated that there 
was something else in connection with this category that the Commission is to consider, such as 
how well it was constructed or whether anything had been added to the home.   
 
Ms. Holland stated that white brick construction is common.   
 
The Commission determined that this category rated common (0).  
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the next category related to Association with a Historical Event, 
Person or Cultural Activity.  She noted the home’s association with a former Village President.   
 
The Commission determined that this category rated State, County or Local (5).  
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the next category related to Association with an Architect or 
Master Builder.  She then referred to Frank Polito as the architect and asked if he is a nationally 
known architect.  
 
Ms. Holland responded that he is not.  She suggested a rating of 1 and that he is an architect of no 
known importance.  Ms. Holland informed the Commission that the home was copied from the 
home that Dr. Greeley lived in New York.  She also stated that the moldings were not in the 
original plans for the home and that his brother-in-law (Sydney Fiske Kimball) was the curator of 
Federal Furniture and eventually was the head of the Philadelphia Museum of Art and was 
revered in Philadelphia in terms of Greek Revival architecture.  Ms. Holland stated that while the 
architect built a lot of homes, he could not be compared to Frank Lloyd Wright.  
 
The Commission determined that this category rated a 1.  
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the next category related to Established or Familiar Visual Feature.  
She suggested a rating of 4 and that the home established the neighborhood.  Chairperson Grubb 
also commented that the home is nicely settled on the lot. 
 
The Commission determined that this category rated a 4.  
 
Chairperson Grubb referred to the Tier 1 score.  
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that the Commission has to decide which one is to be given the highest point 
value, such as the Rarity of the Architectural Type or Association with a Historical Event or 
Person.  
 
Chairperson Grubb then asked the Commission members for their comments.   
 
A Commission member commented that it is a very important person’s home in the community 
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and that it is very significant that it fit with the architecture.  The Commission decided the 
Association with a Historical Event, Person, or Cultural Activity would be given the most weight 
in Tier 1.  
 
Chairperson Grubb determined that the Tier 1 score is 60.  She then stated that the Commission 
would review Tier 2 and referred to the first category of Alteration of (Originality) Design 
Integrity.  Chairperson Grubb asked Ms. Holland if there were any alterations to the home.  
 
Ms. Holland stated that the rear porch was altered and that it was enclosed.   
 
Chairperson Grubb suggested a rating of excellent (5).   
 
Several Commission members agreed with Chairperson Grubb’s suggestion.  
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the next category related to the Age of the Structure and noted that 
the home was built in 1937, which merited a rating of 2.  
 
The Commission determined that this category rated a 2.  
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the next category related to Alteration of Surrounding Properties 
(View from Property).  She asked the Commission members for their comments.  
 
Ethan Holland stated that there are a lot of old Norway spruce trees and that considering how 
little distance there is between the properties, it is fairly covered.  He reiterated that the trees are 
extremely old.   
 
Ms. Holland informed the Commission that she could not see the Harney’s home at all and that 
she can see 510 Poplar and 559 Oak Street which dated to 1873 and is located to the west of her 
home.  
 
The Commission determined that this category rated a 5.  
 
Chairperson Grubb stated that the next category related to Alteration of Original Site (View of 
Property).  She then asked if anything had been changed much.  
 
Ms. Holland confirmed that the only thing which had been changed is the rear porch.  
 
The Commission determined that this category rated a 5.  
 
Chairperson Grubb then stated that the last category related to Structural Condition.   
 
Ms. Holland described the structural condition as good, but not exceptional.  She informed the 
Commission that there was only one steel “I” beam put in the home and that the prior owners cut 
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the beam to put in a stairway to the basement.   
 
The Commission determined that this category rated a 3.   
 
The Commission determined that the Tier 2 score amounted to 102 and that the final score of 80.4 
resulted in a unique category rating.   
 
Chairperson Grubb then asked for a motion to recommend that the Village Council approve the 
application for local landmark designation for the home at 545 Oak Street.   
 
Multiple commissioners responded simultaneously to accept the motion to recommend the 
Village Council approve the application for local landmark designation for the home at 545 Oak 
Street.  The motion was also seconded by multiple commissioners.    
 
A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.  
 
AYES:  Brower, Curry, Garcia, Grubb, Papoutsis 
NAYS: None 
RECUSED: Holland 
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ORDINANCE NO. M-1-2012 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
DESIGNATING A LANDMARK  

PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 15.64 OF THE  
WINNETKA VILLAGE CODE (545 Oak) 

 
WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka is a home rule municipality in accordance with 

Article VII, Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970, pursuant to which it has 

the authority, except as limited by said Section 6 of Article VII, to exercise any power and 

perform any function pertaining to the government and affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the Council of the Village of Winnetka (“Village Council”) find that the 

identification, designation and preservation of buildings and structures in the Village that are 

historically, culturally, and architecturally significant, and the encouragement of the restoration 

and rehabilitation of those buildings and structures are matters pertaining to the affairs of the 

Village; and 

WHEREAS, Chapter 15.64 of Title 15 of the Winnetka Village Code, titled “Landmark 

Preservation,” establishes standards and procedures for preserving, protecting, enhancing, 

rehabilitating and regulating buildings, structures, objects, and places of historical, cultural or 

architectural importance; and 

WHEREAS, the property commonly known as 545 Oak Street, Winnetka, Illinois (the 

“Subject Property”), is legally described as follows: 

The South 103.5 feet of the East 85 feet of Lot 10 in County Clerk’s Division of 
Block 21 of Winnetka, a subdivision of the North East Quarter of Section 20 and 
North Fractional Half of Section 21, in Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the 
Third Principal Meridian; in Cook County, Illinois; and 

WHEREAS, the owner of the Subject Property has submitted an application seeking 

Village of Winnetka landmark designation of the Subject Property, which is known as the  

Dr. Paul W. and Eunice Greeley House and is listed on the National Register of Historic Places; 

and 

WHEREAS, the owner of the Subject Property is also the current Chairperson of the 

Landmark Preservation Commission, and accordingly recused herself from the proceedings; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 15.64 of the Winnetka Village Code 

(the “Landmark Ordinance”) and notice duly published and sent, the Landmark Preservation 
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Commission held a public hearing on September 19, 2011, to consider the application for 

landmark designation and, applying the Village’s System for the Evaluation of Landmarks to the 

information received into the record, gave the home an overall score of 80.4, and a rating of 

Unique; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission found the architectural type, style and period of the home, 

to be extremely rare in that: (a) the Greeley House is a literal interpretation of an early 19th 

Century Greek Revival residence, being a replica of the Greeley family home in upstate New 

York; (b) although the home is classified as Classic Revival Architecture because it was 

constructed in 1937, it adheres to the Greek Revival style of architecture, which was in vogue in 

the early to mid-1800’s; and (c) the Greeley House is the only residence in Winnetka that is 

clearly modeled after a Greek Revival house; and  

WHEREAS, the Commission rated the local significance of the home a 5, because of the 

home’s three owners, Louise A. Holland, who is the residence’s current and most long-time 

owner, is also an integral member of many local organizations and groups in the Village, 

including having served as a Village Trustee from 1992-1996, as Village President from 1997-

2001, and being a member of the governing boards of such civic organizations as the Winnetka 

Community House; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission gave the home, which is situated on the northwest corner 

of Oak and Poplar Streets and faces south, a rating of 4 for architectural appropriateness in the 

neighborhood, and for being a neighborhood symbol or a conspicuous and familiar structure; and  

WHEREAS, the Commission gave the home a score of 5 for design integrity, for 

existing conditions of the surrounding area, and for the condition of the site; and  

WHEREAS, pursuant to the findings entered at the September 19, 2011, meeting of the 

Landmark Preservation Commission, the five members who were then present and qualified to 

vote, unanimously voted to recommend that the Greeley House, located at 545 Oak Street, be 

designated a Winnetka landmark, based on the Commission’s conclusion that the overall rating 

of the residence is unique, and that it meets the criteria of the Landmark Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the Council of the Village of Winnetka have considered the 

recommendation of the Landmark Preservation Commission and have determined that it is in the 

best interest of the Village and its residents to accept the findings and recommendation of the 

Commission and to establish the Greeley House, located at 545 Oak Street, as a designated 
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landmark, because of its unique architecture, its excellent design integrity and its association 

with a prominent local resident. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the Village of Winnetka do ordain as follows:  

SECTION 1: The foregoing recitals are hereby incorporated as the findings of the 

Council of the Village of Winnetka, as if fully set forth herein. 

SECTION 2: The residence located on the property at 545 Oak Street, permanent real 

estate index number 05-21-112-012-000, is hereby designated a landmark under Section 

15.64.070 the Landmark Preservation Ordinance, in accordance with the findings and 

recommendations of the Landmark Preservation Commission.  

SECTION 3: This Ordinance is passed by the Council of the Village of Winnetka in 

the exercise of its home rule powers pursuant to Section 6 of Article VII of the Illinois 

Constitution of 1970.  

SECTION 4: This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage, approval 

and posting as provided by law.  

PASSED this ___day of ______________, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

APPROVED this ___day of ______________, 2012. 

 Signed: 

 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

 

  
Village Clerk 

Introduced:  January 10, 2012 
Posted:   
Passed and Approved:   
Posted:   
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AGENDA REPORT 
  
TO:   Village Council 
 
PREPARED BY: Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development 
   Katherine S. Janega, Village Attorney 
 
SUBJECT: M-2-2012 - @properties (26-30 Green Bay Road) 

(1) Special Use Permit 
(2) Variations 

a. Intensity of Use of Lot 
b. Rear Yard Setback 

 
DATE:  January 4, 2012 
 
REF:   December 20, 2011 Council Agenda, pp. 117-192 
 
The Application and Subject Property  

@properties, a real estate sales business with offices at 30 Green Bay Road, has 
applied for a special use permit and two zoning variations, to allow it to construct a 1,000 
s.f. addition at the rear of its existing one-story building at 30 Green Bay Road (Subject 
Property).  Currently, the office has 39 desks for agents and has five full and part time 
employees.  The proposed 20 ft. x 50 ft. addition will accommodate 12 additional agent 
desks.  (See p. 20 for proposed floor plan.)  According to the application, no additional 
full or part time employees will be added as part of this expansion.  

 
Applicable Zoning  

The Subject Property is located in the Indian Hill Business District, on the west 
side of Green Bay Road, south of Winnetka Avenue, and is in the C-1 Limited Retail 
Commercial District. The C-1 zoning district has a broader range of permitted uses, 
including professional offices, than does the C-2 General Retail Commercial District.  
However, as is the case in the C-2 zoning districts (Elm Street and Hubbard Woods), the 
operation and expansion of real estate offices in the C-1 district require a special use 
permit.  (Attached at the end of these agenda materials is a copy of the table of uses from 
Section 17.46.010 of the Zoning Ordinance, which lists the uses allowed in the C-1 and 
C-2 Commercial zoning districts, and indicates whether they are permitted by right or 
whether they require a special use permit.)  

The Village Council grants special uses by ordinance, following hearings and 
evaluation by the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) and Plan Commission (PC).  The ZBA 
conducts an evidentiary hearing to evaluate the impact of the proposed special use on 
neighboring uses, as well as the need for the proposed use at the particular location.  The 
ZBA also conducts hearings and makes recommendations on zoning variation requests 
that accompany special use applications.  The PC evaluates special use applications for 
consistency with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan, Winnetka 2020.  In addition, the 
Design Review Board (DRB) considers the exterior appearance of the proposed use for 
consistency with the Village’s commercial design guidelines. 
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Each of the three advisory bodies submits its findings and a recommendation to 
the Village Council, which makes the final determination as to whether the standards for 
a special use have been met.  

 
Procedural Background  

In April 2010, pursuant to positive recommendations from the ZBA and PC, the 
Village Council adopted Ordinance M-5-2010, granting a special use permit for 
@properties to establish a real estate office on the Subject Property.  (pp. 72-76).  
Because the plans submitted with an application are incorporated into the grant of the 
special use permit, any change to the size of the building requires an amendment to the 
special use permit.  Therefore, as required by the Zoning Ordinance, @properties 
submitted the special use application now under consideration, seeking approval of its 
proposed building expansion.  

@properties has also applied for two related zoning variations, to permit the 
building addition to exceed the maximum intensity of use of lot (lot coverage), and to 
provide a reduced rear yard setback.  The Zoning Ordinance allows 90% of the lot to be 
occupied by the principal building, accessory buildings and all other impermeable 
surfaces.  While the existing building and impermeable surfaces cover 4,260 s.f. 
(81.14%) of the lot, which is less than the maximum allowable lot coverage of 4,725 s.f., 
the proposed building addition would add a net of 841.6 sq. ft. of impermeable surface, 
due to the replacement of the existing concrete along the full width of the building with a 
5 ft. x 3.32 ft. concrete walk from the new rear door to the public alley.  The resulting 
total lot coverage would be 5,101.6 s.f. (97.17% of the lot area), requiring a variation of 
376.6 s.f. (7.97%).  The proposed addition would also provide a rear yard setback of  
3.32 ft., whereas a setback of 10 ft. is required.  

 
Parking Study  

The Zoning Ordinance does not require off-street parking for nonresidential uses 
located at the street level in the commercial districts.  However, although the expanded 
use itself does not require additional parking, the special use application requires an 
examination of whether and to what extent the proposed expanded use has an impact on 
traffic and parking in the immediate vicinity.  

Therefore, the Applicant’s traffic engineers, KLOA, prepared an updated parking 
impact study (pp. 28-35), to determine the availability of public parking along Green Bay 
Road on a weekday and on a Saturday to meet the peak parking needs of the proposed 
office expansion.  According to KLOA’s study, the existing office generates a peak 
parking demand of 17 parking spaces on a weekday and 12 parking spaces on a Saturday.  
The 12 additional desks would create an additional demand of five parking spaces on a 
weekday and four on a Saturday.  KLOA concluded that there is sufficient on-street 
parking on Green Bay Road and in the permit parking lot on the east side of Green Bay 
Road to support the proposed office expansion.  Village Engineer Steve Saunders has 
reviewed the KLOA parking study and prepared a memorandum stating that he concurs 
with KLOA’s method of analysis and conclusions.  (p. 27) 
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Recommendations of Lower Boards  

At the PC meeting on October 26, 2011, the nine voting members then present 
unanimously found the proposed expansion consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
(pp. 45-54)  The PC recommended conditional approval of the special use, accepting 
staff’s recommendation that the unused curb-cuts to the north and south of the Subject 
Property be removed and replaced with a full height curb (as shown in conceptual 
illustrations on pp. 6-7), which would provide three additional on-street parking spaces 
and improve the pedestrian character of the district.  

The curb-cuts are depicted in Figures 1-3 on the next two pages of this agenda 
report.  Figures 1 and 2 show the current condition in the right-of-way immediately south 
of @properties, in front of Fitness Revolution at 22 Green Bay Road.  Village records 
indicate this curb-cut was last used with any regularity approximately 18-19 years ago for 
a former tenant, the Kenilworth Grocery, which used the curb cut and overhead door for 
deliveries.  Figure 3 shows the condition in front of the vacant lot immediately north of 
@properties.  Fields BMW once used this vacant lot for long-term vehicle storage.  The 
owner of the vacant lot has since taken steps to prevent unauthorized parking there, by 
installing metal pipes in front of the driveway.  (Reestablishing the parking on the vacant 
lot would require a special use permit.)  

Village staff sent letters to the property owners with the unused curb-cuts 
informing them of the specific curb-cut recommendation.  (pp. 36-40)  At the ZBA 
hearing November 14, 2011, two of the business owners at 22 Green Bay Road testified 
in opposition to the expansion of @properties (pp. 55-71), and a petition in opposition to 
the proposed expansion was also presented.  (p. 41)  No comment has been received from 
the owner of the vacant lot north of the Subject Property.  In the end, the five ZBA 
members then present voted unanimously to recommend approval of the special use 
permit, but voted 3 to 2 to recommend denial of the two variations.  

At its meeting on October 20, 2011, the DRB commented favorably on the 
proposed addition (pp. 42-44).  

 
Ordinance M-2-2012  

Because of the negative recommendation of the ZBA, the Village Council 
considered the application at its December 20, 2011, meeting.  Pursuant to the Council’s 
policy direction, the attached draft Ordinance M-2-2012 contains favorable findings, 
grants the special use permit in accordance with Chapter 17.56, and grants the requested 
variations from Section 17.46.040 [Intensity of Use of Lot] and Section 17.46.080 [Rear 
Yard Setback] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance.  While introduction of M-2-2012 
requires the concurrence of the majority of the Village Council members present, passage 
of the ordinance will require the affirmative vote of a majority of the trustees.  
 
Recommendation: 

Consider introduction of Ordinance M-2-2012, granting the special use permit 
and variations from (i) the maximum permitted intensity of use of lot and (ii) the 
minimum required rear yard setback, all to permit a building addition to the 
existing @properties real estate office at 26-30 Green Bay Road. 
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Figure 1 

Figure 2 
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ZONING MATRIX 
ADDRESS: 30 Green Bay Rd. (@ properties) 
CASE NO: 11-23-SU 
ZONING: C-1 

ITEM 

Min. Lot Size 

Max Roofed Lot Coverage 

Max. Impermeable Lot Coverage 

Max. Gross Floor Area 

Min. Front Yard (East) 

Min. Side Yards 

Min. Rear Yard (West) 

Building Height 

NOTES: 

REQUIREMENT EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL STATUS 

N/A 5,250 SF N/A N/A OK 

N/A(1) N/A N/A N/A OK 

4,725 SF (2) 4,260 SF 841.6 SF 5,101 .6 SF 376.6SF (7.97%) VARIATION 

N/A (3) N/A N/A N/A OK 

Maximum of 3 FT OFT N/A N/A OK 

If provided, at least 3 FT OFT OFT N/A OK 

10 FT 23.32 FT 3.32 FT N/A 6.68 FT (66.8%) VARIATION 

35 FT / 2.5 stories 14.67 FT /1 story 14.67 FT /1 story N/A OK 

(1) In the C-1 Zoning District, a roofed coverage limitation of 60% of the lot area applies only to upper (second or third) 
floors, that are used partially or wholly for residential purposes. No residential occupancies exist or are proposed. 

(2) 90% of lot area. 

(3) Density limitation of 32 units/acre not applicable as no residential occupancies are proposed. 
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ORDINANCE NO. M-2-2012 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
GRANTING CERTAIN VARIATIONS 

AND 
AMENDING THE SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

PREVIOUSLY GRANTED FOR A REAL ESTATE  
OFFICE WITHIN THE C-1 LIMITED RETAIL  

COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT (26-30 Green Bay Road) 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka is a home rule municipality in accordance with 

Article VII, Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970, pursuant to which it has 

the authority, except as limited by said Section 6 of Article VII, to exercise any power and 

perform any function pertaining to the government and affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the Council of the Village of Winnetka (“Village Council”) find that 

establishing standards for the use and development of lands and buildings within the Village and 

establishing and applying criteria for variations from those standards are matters pertaining to the 

affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, @Properties, is the owner of the following described real estate (the “Subject 

Property”), which is commonly known as 26-30 Green Bay Road: 

Lots 31 and 32 (except the Northeasterly 20 feet thereof) in Block 1 in Manus 
Indian Hill Subdivision of parts of the North ½ of Section 28, Township 42 North, 
Range 13, East of the Third Principal Meridian, according to the Plat thereof 
recorded June 22, 1922 as Document 7550571, in Cook County, Illinois; and 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is improved with a one-story building that was 

constructed in 1945; and 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located in the Indian Hill business district, on the 

west side of Green Bay Road, in the C-1 Limited Retail Commercial Zoning District provided 

for in Chapter 17.40 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code; 

and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Sections 17.40.020(B) and 17.46.010(I) of the Winnetka 

Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, real estate offices are permitted only 

as special uses in the C-1 Limited Retail Commercial Zoning District; and 
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WHEREAS, in April of 2010, after being vacant for 12 years, the Subject Property was 

granted a special use permit by Ordinance M-5-2010, pursuant to which @properties was 

allowed to locate its real estate offices in the one-story building on the Subject Property; and  

WHEREAS, on October 11, 2011, the Village received an application from @Properties 

(“Applicant”) for a special use permit pursuant to Section 17.40.020(B) of the Winnetka Zoning 

Ordinance, to allow @Properties to construct a 20-foot by 50-foot addition at the rear of the 

building in order to provide additional desk spaces in its real estate office; and 

WHEREAS, the @Properties has also applied for the following variations:  (i) a 

variation of 376.6 square feet (7.97%) from the Intensity of Use of Lot limitations of Section 

17.46.040 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, to allow a lot coverage of 5,101.6 square feet, 

whereas a maximum of 4,725 square feet is permitted; and (ii) a variation of 6.68 feet (66.8%) 

from the Rear Yard Setback requirements of Section 17.46.080 of the Winnetka Zoning 

Ordinance, to allow a rear yard setback of 3.32 feet, rather than the required minimum of 10 feet; 

and  

WHEREAS, on October 26, 2011, on due notice thereof, the Plan Commission convened 

to consider the requested special use, at which time the nine voting members of the Plan 

Commission then present unanimously found the proposed special use to be consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan and conditionally recommended that the special use be granted; and 

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission’s conditional recommendation of approval accepted 

staff’s recommendation that the unused curb-cuts immediately to the north and south of the 

Subject Property be removed and replaced with a full height curb, which would provide three 

additional on-street parking spaces and improve the pedestrian character of the district; and 

WHEREAS, on November 14, 2011, on due notice thereof, the Zoning Board of Appeals 

held a public hearing to consider the special use permit and requested variations, and the five 

members then present voted unanimously voted to recommend approval of the special use; and 

WHEREAS, the five members of the Zoning Board of Appeals did not make a favorable 

recommendation regarding the two zoning variations, with three of the five members voting to 

recommend denial of the variations, on the grounds that the Applicant had not established the 

existence of a hardship or the inability to obtain a reasonable return from the Subject Property; 

and  
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WHEREAS, the separate proceedings before the Zoning Board of Appeals and the Plan 

Commission both included questioning of the Applicant by members of the Zoning Board of 

Appeals and the Plan Commission; and 

WHEREAS, at the Zoning Board of Appeals hearing, two witnesses who owned a 

business at 22 Green Bay Road stated their opposition to the application; and 

WHEREAS, one of the two witnesses also submitted a petition, that was signed on 

behalf of nine persons, and that stated that the persons signing are owners, tenants and operators 

of businesses in Indian Hill who object to the proposed building expansion on grounds relating to 

concerns about a detrimental impact on neighboring properties and businesses due to (i) 

increased occupancy and traffic in and out of the building, (ii) increased demand for curbside 

parking, (iii) increased parking in the public lot on the east side of Green Bay Road, and (iv) 

increased vehicular traffic; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant has submitted a parking impact study prepared by the traffic 

engineering firm of Kenig, Lindgren, O'Hara, Aboona, Inc. (“KLOA”), which concluded that an 

adequate parking supply exists in the vicinity of the Subject Property to accommodate the 

projected peak demand of five additional spaces, and that the combination of available 

unoccupied parking spaces on Green Bay Road and in the Green Bay Road public parking lot 

“will ensure that the parking needs of the proposed office use as well as other vacant storefronts 

along Green Bay Road will be met;” and 

WHEREAS, the Village Engineer reviewed the KLOA study and report and concurred 

with both its methodology and conclusions; and 

WHEREAS, no interested party has presented any credible evidence that either the 

methodology or the conclusions of the KLOA study and report are incorrect or otherwise flawed; 

and 

WHEREAS, neither the two witnesses nor any of the persons whose signatures were on 

the petition identified themselves as being owners of property within 250 feet of the Subject 

Property; and 

WHEREAS, several of the signatures on the petition submitted in opposition were 

signed in a representative capacity by one of the testifying witnesses, and none of the signatures 

on the petition was signed and acknowledged as provided in Section 17.56.050 of the Winnetka 

Zoning Ordinance, and 
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WHEREAS, no other form of opposition or written protest has been received, no other 

evidence was proffered by the two opposing witnesses, and there were no requests for an 

opportunity to cross-examine witnesses at either the Zoning Board of Appeals hearing or the 

Plan Commission meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the proceedings of the Zoning Board of Appeals and Plan Commission 

conformed with all requirements of their procedural rules, the Winnetka Village Code and 

applicable statutes of the State of Illinois; and 

WHEREAS, at the October 20, 2011, meeting of the Design Review Board, that Board 

considered the consistency of the proposed building modifications with the Commercial Design 

Guidelines and provided favorable comment on the proposed addition; and  

WHEREAS, special uses granted pursuant to Section 17.40.020(B) are subject to the 

conditions and requirements set forth in Chapter 17.56 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use will allow the modest expansion of the recently 

renovated building, which will assure the continued occupancy of the once-vacant building and 

will continue to contribute to the revitalization of the surrounding area; and 

WHEREAS, real estate offices are the only office use in the C-1 zoning district that 

requires a special use permit, and the proposed special use is of a similar character to the other 

office uses that are permitted as of right; and 

WHEREAS, there is no evidence that granting the special use to allow the proposed 

building expansion will either endanger or be detrimental to the public health, safety, comfort, 

morals or general welfare, in that the proposed expanded real estate office is no more intense 

than such permitted uses as barber shops, salons and day spas, animal grooming establishments, 

and financial institutions and business offices, which generate streams of both pedestrian and 

vehicular traffic; and  

WHEREAS, when the special use is implemented in accordance with the terms and 

conditions of this Ordinance, the Applicant will have contributed to the restoration of several on-

street parking spaces; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use will not either substantially diminish or impair 

property values in the immediate vicinity, nor will it impede the normal and orderly development 

and improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the 

zoning district in that area, in that (i)  the area is already developed, (ii) there are a variety of 
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other uses in the vicinity, and (iii) the proposal will result in further improvement to the recently 

occupied and renovated Subject Property, which will add vitality to the area; and 

WHEREAS, when implemented in accordance with the terms and conditions of this 

Ordinance, adequate measures will have been taken to provide ingress and egress in a manner 

that minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways, in that the 

renovated space will continue to use the existing streets, sidewalks and access routes to the 

Subject Property; and 

WHEREAS, subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, adequate parking, 

utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary for the operation of the special use 

already exist; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable 

zoning regulations and other applicable Village ordinances and codes; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objective to 

“ensure that commercial, institutional, and residential development is appropriate to the character 

of and minimizes the adverse impact on its surrounding neighborhood;” and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objectives to: 

(a) “limit commercial, institutional and residential development within the Village to minimize 

potentially adverse impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods and to prevent the need for 

significant increases in infrastructure and other community resources;” and (b) “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;" and  

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 goal to 

“provide for a wide range of office/service and retail commercial land uses and development 

within the existing business districts in the Corridor;” and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objective 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;” and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objective to: 

(a) “ensure that new development does not decrease public parking supply, particularly on-street 
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parking that supports retail use;” and (b) “guide any redevelopment of the Indian Hill Business 

District so as to preserve the residential character of the adjacent neighborhood;” and 

WHEREAS, there are practical difficulties and unique circumstances related to the strict 

application of the Zoning Ordinance to the Subject Property in that: (i) the adjacent parcels of 

property are not available for purchase by the Applicant; (ii) the additional building size and 

impermeable surface are consistent with the development patterns on the other commercial 

properties in the immediate vicinity; (iii) the new construction must comply with the Village’s 

engineering standards and there is no competent evidence in the record that the additional 

impermeable surface or increased building footprint will create or add to stormwater drainage 

problems in the Village; (iv) the additional building size is necessary to accommodate the 

reasonable business needs of the Applicant, which has already invested substantial sums and 

contributed to the restoration of the Indian Hill business area by moving to the Subject Property 

and improving and occupying a building that had been vacant for approximately 19 years; and 

(v) the Village’s Zoning Ordinance reflects the development policy that requires real estate 

offices to locate in the periphery of the Village’s commercial districts, and denying the requested 

variations could lead to the further relocation of the Applicant’s offices, either outside of the 

Village entirely, which would result in a new building vacancy and eliminate a source of patrons 

for the other businesses in the vicinity, or in another area of the Village that is less desirable for 

the Village’s land use development purposes; and 

WHEREAS, the variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 

neighborhood, as the one-story addition and the increased building footprint are consistent and 

compatible with the pattern of development in the immediate vicinity; and 

WHEREAS, an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property will not be impaired, 

as there are no proximate structures to the proposed addition, the proposed addition is a single story 

and concerns expressed regarding the second floor window on the adjacent building to the south are 

related to the side yard setbacks, which are not affected by the requested variations; and 

WHEREAS, the hazard from fire or other damages to the Subject Property will not be 

increased as the proposed improvements will comply with all applicable building code standards, 

including fire and life safety requirements; and 

WHEREAS, there is no evidence that granting the variation from the intensity of use of 

lot and rear yard setback requirements will add to congestion in the public streets; and  
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WHEREAS, there is no evidence that the taxable value of land and buildings throughout 

the Village will not diminish as a result of the variation, and the taxable value of the Subject Property 

is likely to increase, as the proposed construction is generally an improvement to the Subject 

Property; and 

WHEREAS, there is no evidence that the requested variations will otherwise impair the 

public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, based on all of the foregoing, and subject to the terms and conditions of this 

Ordinance, the proposed special use satisfies the standards for special uses set forth in section 

17.56.010  of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance and the additional standards of Chapter 17.46 that 

apply to requests for real estate office uses within the C-1 Limited Retail Commercial Zoning 

District; and 

WHEREAS, based on all of the foregoing, and subject to the terms and conditions of this 

Ordinance, the requested variations are in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 

Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, in that they will allow the expansion of a real estate sales office that (i) 

is located in an area that is consistent with the Village’s desired land use and development patterns 

and (ii) is contributing to the economic viability of the Indian Hill business district. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the Village of Winnetka do ordain as follows: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing recitals are hereby incorporated as the findings of the 

Council of the Village of Winnetka, as if fully set forth herein. 

SECTION 2: Pursuant to Section 17.46.010 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, and 

subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, a special use is hereby granted to the 

Subject Property, commonly known as 26-30 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois, and located in 

the C-1 Limited Retail Commercial Zoning District provided in Chapter 17.40 of the Winnetka 

Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, to allow the expansion of the real 

estate sales office of @Properties by constructing a 20-foot by 50-foot addition at the rear of the 

building on the Subject Property, as depicted in the plans submitted with the application. 

SECTION 3: Pursuant to Section 17.46.010 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, and 

subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, the following variations are hereby 

granted to the Subject Property, commonly known as 26-30 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois, 

and located in the C-1 Limited Retail Commercial Zoning District provided in Chapter 17.40 of 

the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code:  (i) a variation of 376.6 
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square feet (7.97%) from the Intensity of Use of Lot limitations of Section 17.46.040 of the 

Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, to allow a lot coverage of 5,101.6 square feet, whereas a maximum 

of 4,725 square feet is permitted; and (ii) a variation of 6.68 feet (66.8%) from the Rear Yard 

Setback requirements of Section 17.46.080 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, to allow a rear 

yard setback of 3.32 feet, rather than the required minimum of 10 feet, said variations being for 

the purpose of allowing the expansion of the real estate sales office of @Properties by 

constructing a 20-foot by 50-foot addition at the rear of the building on the Subject Property, as 

depicted in the plans submitted with the application. 

SECTION 4: The special use permit hereby granted is subject to the following 

conditions: 

A. The unused curb-cuts immediately to the north and south of the Subject Property shall 

be removed and replaced, at the expense of @Properties, with a full height curb, and the restored 

areas shall be striped for on-street parking.  The specifications, materials, restoration work and 

striping shall all be subject to the review and approval of the Village Engineer. 

B. The vacant lot to the north of the Subject Property shall not be used for parking 

purposes by visitors or real estate agents unless and until @Properties acquires title to the vacant 

lot and obtains a special use to permit from the Village of Winnetka for a surface parking lot on 

that property. 

C. The stipulations, conditions and restrictions set forth in the foregoing Section 3 of this 

Ordinance may be modified or revised from time to time by the Village Council following public 

notice and hearing, following the procedures specified in Section 17.56 of the Winnetka Village 

Code for processing special use applications.  

D. In addition to the foregoing, the special use granted pursuant to this Ordinance shall 

be subject to expiration or termination as provided in Section 17.56.010 (J) of the Winnetka 

Zoning Ordinance. 

SECTION 5: This Ordinance is passed by the Council of the Village of Winnetka in 

the exercise of its home rule powers pursuant to Section 6 of Article VII of the Illinois 

Constitution of 1970. 

 

[Remainder of this page intentionally left blank.] 
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SECTION 6: This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage, approval 

and posting as provided by law. 

PASSED this ___ day of _________, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

APPROVED this ___ day of _________, 2012. 

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 

 

Introduced:  January 10, 2012 

Posted:   

Passed and Approved:   

Posted:   

75



@ properties' 

September 21, 2011 

Mr. Brian Norkus 
Village of Winnetka 
510 Green Bay Road 
Winnetka, IL 60093 

RE: @properties proposed office expansion 
26-30 Green Bay Rd 
Winnetka, IL 

Dear Mr. Norkus: 

love whereyou II v E 

I am enclosing the special use permit application for our proposed real estate office expansion at 
26-30 Green Bay Road. The overwhelmingly favorable response to our new office in Winnetka 
has facilitated the need for an expansion of the building. We are proposing to expand the building 
by 1000sf or roughly 20 x 50. This expansion will necessitate a variance for lot coverage, about 
equal to our neighbors building on the West. 

We have concluded an updated traffic study for the property conducted by KLOA and copies of 
this report are attached. The conclusion of the report is that it shows enough availability for the 
proposed expansion. 

It is our desire to be placed on the October agenda, if possible. To that extent, please contact me if 
there is any additional information you require to process this application. 

If you should have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me @ 312-334-8362 

ECE 
OCT 1 1 2011 

BY:, ______ _ 

ATPROPERTIES.COM 
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CASE NO. \ \ _. ~5 ~0U 

APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL USE 

Name of Applicant. __ .--:@,,;;......· _? __ CO---'-GJ_ef2-'-----_---_I....;..1 ~f;:...o'~ _________ _ 

Property Address. __ ----=3=-.:D=------=(;--=-::u-=-=,e--'--N_' ~D=---:....frt4--_--'-Ro__=:.......:A-O..:..= ___ _ 

Home and Work Telephone Number ___ ~=--Y..:....·-'l_-_2=-:=g~)_-__.!.O~ao=_=:D _____ _ 

Fax and Email g Ii l - ~ g l- 13 0 0 

Architect I ormation: Name, Address, Telephone, Fax & Email 
At'f\\b\ Z ~ v,.) A ,-\ 

fY\. \ \ W fle) 't.ee- f\-.J' G C-h I ~ 0 I J: t- ~tlt/i-:1. 
3ii=' ~a't-(pi.ht.. (j) f{/s,jp--{,.OI-9,nA 

Attorney Information: Name, Address, Telephone, Fax & Email :r c> h,u Lo" e.s t-~ ~ As lq 0 h.N @ (.J-TP fLopetin£ 6, CiJ~ 

~D Q,~ ~Ay ~ 

Wi N~eA-~1 XL- Ce DbCc.3 

1S' ~( -~~ I - (D'iOl) CD J 

8J..t1-<6~i-{3{JD 0=') 
Date Property Acquired by Owner 'A-r(L\ \ aO \ D 

Nature of Any Restrictions on Property _______________ _ 

.----
Explanation of Special Use Requested._---LI..lo!O'--..... f-"-Ly..,,~~F__'_fu):..L..:--.1=D=--~c.-=· =-i.J~((...{U.=' ::.:..>-rJ_· -:,.I ___ _ 

of .pI Le- 50 p &.e- b V I DOD .sf: 

OFFICE USE ONLY 

Special Use Requested under Ordinance Section(s) _____________ _ 

StaffContact ________ _ Date:. ___________ _ 

OCT 1 1 2011 . 

By;, _____ _ 
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@ properties· love whereyou LI v E 

Stated below, in detail, is how the proposed Special Use for the proposed @properties 
office at 26-30 Green Bay Rd. meets the following standard. Under the terms of the 
C-1 Zoning Ordinance, no Special Use Permit shall be granted unless it is found: 

1. That the establishment, maintenance, and operation of the Special Use will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare; 

The Applicant hereby states the Special Use will not be detrimental to or endanger the 
public health, safety, comfort, moral or general welfare. With over 1100 real estate 
agents, @properties is one of the largest, independently owned real estate brokerage 
companies in the United States. Known throughout the Chicagoland area, @properties 
offices are an integral part of the community, supporting numerous community events 
and charitable causes throughout the year. 

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 Applicant hereby state the Special Use will not be substantially injurious to the use 
and enjoyment of the other property in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by 
right in the district of concern, nor diminish or impair the property values in the 
immediate vicinity. In fact, just the opposite is true. @properties is making a substantial 
investment in expanding the building which in turn will help support property values in 
the area. 

3. That the establishment of Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly 
development or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses 
permitted by right in the district or districts of concern; ~ 

The Applicant hereby states 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. As stated in the 
attached traffic study, there currently exists plenty of available parking for applicants 
intended use. With today' s advanced technology, real estate agents spend less time in the 
office and more time working out of their homes or in the field. The office has become a 
place of support for the agents, where they come to pick up marketing information and 
materials but not necessarily work. . 

ATPROPERTIES.COM @[B 11 
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4. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress in a 
manner which minimize pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways; 

The Applicant hereby states 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 attached traffic study addresses this in detail and 
indicates that there is plenty of available public parking during Applicants proposed 
hours of use. Infact, the Applicant's intended use will more than likely result in less 
parking being used than another applicant who may occupy the premises. 

5. That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage, and other facilities necessary to 
the operation of the Special Use exists or are to be provided. 

The Applicant hereby states that adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage, and 
other facilities necessary to the operation of the Special Use exists or are to be provided. 
If approved, only 1000 sf of building will be added to the existing structure. Therefore the 
existing utilities, drainage and improvements are sufficientfor Applicant's intended use. 

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

The Applicant hereby states that the Special Use in all other respects conforms to the 
applicable regulations of this and other village ordinances and codes. Ultimately, the 
final determination will be made by the Village staff but the Applicant is confident that 
the proposed Special Use is within Village guidelines for this district. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

@properties, as owner 

~ 
Michael P. Rourke, its authorized agent 

618 W. Fulton Chicago. IL 60661 
Address 

ATPROPERTIES.COM 

September 20, 2011 
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CASE NO. \ \ - C?3 -00 

Owner Information: 

APPLICATION FOR VARIATION 
WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Name: __ @~?.L...:~~():..v-P-.,;::.eg...!=.::Ti-!...l,--",€:::..::.S __ --IC!}o...;::;..l>~~-:...\ ~~Ae.=....;l_K....:.-...::...D u..a..l<e-~ __ _ 

Property Address:._---.;:s=...::O:::.....----'G...:; . ....;.;t.eer:>~_=_____._:...~_N~-....:..~~. 0=--_______ _ 

Home and Work Telephone Number:, __ 3---=...\ l...-=-----=3=3;....'i.:-----..::<g=-3_b_~ __________ _ 

Fax and E-mail:' __ ...LVV\..;,..-=.~~o_~..----;~_e,==--:-.;A1?..:.....:......;.(l.o~e:....::e.cz..:.:..~......;.......;):....::e.s-:........:,-=,~=-(V'.-________ _ 

Architect Information: Name, Address, Telephone, Fax & E-mail: 

SVALe- A£c.h,-ta..-I ~~ ~\M~ 

Attorney Information: Name, Address, Telephone, Fax & E-mail: 

::::rb h..J L le\Jes~.o 

Date Property Acquired by Owner: 

Nature of Any Restrictions on Property: ___________________ _ 

Vrl14t'rhu0 +-~ ft'flrJw..I ~ Cb1Js7tt..vUit1~ Q'r f}- ;;'0 x..sb 

/±ddf fr tJ,J ii:J -fh.e- I lLopuQy & 30 G~ ~Ay ~. 

OFFICE USE ONLY 

Variation Requested Under Ordinance Section(s): 

Staff Contact: __________ Date: 

BV:,_~----------
Village ofWmnctka Zoning Variation Application :\I.ey. 11.01.2010 
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STANDARDS FOR GRANTING OF ZONING VARIATIONS 

i y, • 

Applications must provide evidence and explain in detail the mabner wherein the strict application of the provisions of the 
zoning regulations would result in a clearly demonstrated practical difficulty or particular hardship. In demonstrating the 
existence of a particular difficulty or a particular hardship, please direct your comments and evidence to wh of the following 
items: 

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

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstance. Such circumstances must be associated with the 
characteristics of the property in question, rather than being related to the occupants. 

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

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

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

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

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

8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfarr ,.,of the inhabitants of the Village will not otherwise be 
impaired. ' . 

For your convenience, you will find attached examples of general findings, for and against the granting of a variation, which 
have been made by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Village Council in prior cases. 

NOTE: The Zoning Board of Appeals or the Village Council, depending on which body has final jurisdiction, must make a 
fmding that a practical difficulty or a particular hardship exists in order to grant a variation request. 

Property Owner's Signature: ~ate: If) /11/ :lb Ii 
~~-. 17 

(proof of Ownership is required) 

Variations, if granted, require initiation of construction activity within 12 months of final approval Consider your 
ability to commence construction within this 12 month time period to avoid lapse of approvals. 

Vlllage ofWinnotka Zoning Variation Application Rev. 11.01.2010 
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C 
October 20,2011 

OCT 24 2011 

Ms. Ann Klaassen 
Village of Winnetka 
510 Green Bay Rd 
Winnetka, IL 60093 

BY: _ _ ____ _ 

RE: @properties variation request 
30 Green Bay Rd 

Dear Ann: 

In conjunction with our application for a zoning variation at 30 Green Bay Rd, I have 
detailed below my responses as to why the zoning regulations clearly demonstrate a 
practical difficulty for our office. 

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return ifpermitted to be used only 
under conditions allowed by regulations in that zone. Due to the initial success of the 
@properties office at 30 Green Bay Road} it;!has pecome necessary to provide more 
space to allow for this growth. The inabilhy to expand the office would present a 
hardship in our ability to successfully recruit new agents and continue to grow the 
business. 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. Such circumstances must be 
associated with the characteristics o/the property in question, rather than being 
related to the occupants. The situation is unique and the owner looked at expanding 
the building vertically but the initial review determined that the cost would be 
prohibitive given all of the upgrades that would need to be done and the impact to 
the ex.isting layout of the first floor. The only economically viable alternative is to 
expand off the back. 

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. The 
contemplated expansion is at the rear of the building and will not alter the character 
of the locality. The adjacent building to the south is already built to the property line 
and the parcel to the north is a vacant lot. Directly behind the bUilding is a 16' public 
alley and a vacant triangular piece of land. From the back of our proposed addition 
to the residential fence to the west would still be approximately 60 feet. 

4. An adequate supply oflight and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired. As 
outlined above, except for one window to the south, an adequate supply of light and 
air to the surrounding properties will not be impacted. The OWner will work with 
the Village and the adjacent building owner to minimize any impact to the 8' x. 8' 
foot rear window. ~ :t~1' i.' 

S. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased. Nothing 
in the proposed expansion would indicate that the hazard from fire and other 
damages to the property would be increased. 

ATPROPERTIES.COM 
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6. The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish. 
The approval of this variance will not diminish the value of the land and buildings 
throughout the Village, if anything, in would enhance the values. 

7. The congestion in the public street will not increase. The Applicant has conducted a 
traffic study that indicates that there is ample parking in the area and that the 
congestion in the public street will not increase. This study has been confirmed by 
the Village engineer. The Applicant will continue to work with its agents to insure 
that they purchase parking permits for the lot across the street and park their 
vehicles in that lot. i ,~ 

8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village 
will not otherwise be impaired. The Applicant will continue to strive to be a good 
neighbor and support businesses in the community and will use best efforts to make 
sure the public health, safety, Comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the 
Village will not otherwise be impaired. 

Sincerely, 

'\ ~ I \; 
Michael P. Rourke 

ATPROPERTIES,COM 

~ .' 
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GIS Consortium - MapOffice™ Page 1 of2 

MapOfflc8™ 30 Green Bay Rd. 
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AREA CALCULATIONS 

TAG DIMENSIONS GFA 

A 80.35' X 50' 4013.86 

8 20.0' X 50.0' 1000.00 

TOTAL 5013.86 

GFA 

LOW GROWTH 
ALONG REAR - TYP. -+--oIG 

/ ~H.>'I-- B. PROPOSED ADDITION 

D, CONCRETE P"""D w''''' 

AREA CALCULATIONS 

TAG DIMENSIONS GFA 

C VARIES 153.64 

o 3.3' X 5.0' 16.25 

TOTAL 5183.75 

IMPERMEABLE SURFACE 

EXISTING GRAVEL AREA 

105.00' 

26-30 GREENBA Y ROAD 
1 STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDING 

TYPE III-B CONSTRUCTION 

A. EXISTING STRUCTURE 

1 PROPOSED ADDITION - SITE PLAN 
SCALE: 114· = 1'-0· 

c 
C. EXlSnNG CONCRETE « 

OCT 1 1 2011 
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>
« 
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z 
w 
w 
~ 
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BY: ______ _ 
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North Building Elevation 
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West Building Elevation 
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West Building Elevation 
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West Building Elevation (looking south) 
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Memorandum 

To: lillian Morgan, Community Development Department 

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

Date: November 10, 2011 

Re: Special Use Permit Application Parking Study Review: 26-30 Green Bay Rd. 

@ Properties North Shore has submitted a request for a Special Use permit to 
expand their existing office building at 26-30 Green Bay Road in Winnetka. The 
proposed expansion will provide an additional 1,000 square feet with room for an 
additional 12 desks for agents. One of the standards the applicant must meet to 
obtain a Special Use permit is demonstrating that sufficient parking exists in the 
vicinity of the proposed Special Use to support the proposed use. @ Properties has 
submitted a parking study prepared by KLOA, Inc., a traffic engineering firm, for 
the proposed offices at 26-30 Green Bay Road. 

This parking study updates a 2009 study, which approached the analysis by first 
evaluating the parking inventory in the vicinity of the site, and then by evaluating 
actual use of the nearby spaces to calculate average and peak parking demand, for 
both a weekday and a weekend. 

The updated study evaluates that an additional 12 desks creates an additional 
demand of five spaces on a weekday and four spaces on a weekend in the vicinity of 
the site. Based on the parking vacancy counts contained in both the 2009 study, and 
the 2011 update, ample spaces exist to accommodate this additional demand. Even 
in the unlikely event that the 12 additional desks generate a demand for 24 
additional spaces (one employee and one customer per desk - a figure not suggested 
nor supported by the headcount data) there is sufficient parking capacity to handle 
the additional demand. 

KLOA has concluded that sufficient parking exists to support the proposed Special 
Use. I have reviewed this study and concur with both the method of analysis and the 
conclusions. It is my opinion that sufficient parking exists to support the proposed 
Special Use. 

27 
94



MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Mike Rourke 
@ Properties 

Javier Millan 
Senior Consultant 

Luay Aboona, PE 
Principal 

9575 West Higgins Road. Suite 400 j Rosemont, Illinois 60018 
p: 847-518-9990 d: 847-518-9987 

EC 'V 
NOV - 2 2011 

B~ ____________ __ 

March 23,2011 - Revised November 2,2011 

Proposed Expansion to @ Properties Brokerage Office 
26-30 Green Bay Road 
Winnetka, Illinois 

At your request, Kenig, Lindgren, O'Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) has conducted an updated 
parking impact study for the proposed 1,000 square feet expansion of the existing @ Properties 
Northshore brokerage office building located at 26-30 Green Bay Road in Winnetka, Illinois. The 
existing brokerage office has approximately five full and part time employees and approximately 39 
desks for agents. Under the proposed expansion plan, the @ Properties Northshore office will add 
approximately 10-12 desks and cubicles for agents. No additional full or part time employees will 
be added as part of the expansion. The purpose of this updated parking study is to determine the 
availability of public parking along Green Bay Road on a weekday and on a Saturday to meet the peak 
parking needs of the proposed expansion. 

Existing Conditions 

Green Bay Road between Winnetka Avenue and Roger Avenue provides on-street parking on both sides 
of the road. Parking on the west side of the road is limited to 90 minutes. From 642 Green Bay Road 
and south the restriction is from 8:00 AM. to 5:00 P.M. 

Parking on the east side of Green Bay Road is also limited to 90 minutes from Roger Avenue north to 44 
Green Bay Road except on Sundays and Holidays. From 44 Green Bay Road north to Winnetka 
Avenue, parking is limited to 2 hours from 9:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M. with no parking allowed from 8:00 to 
8:45 AM. on School days. 

A permit parking lot is located between Green Bay Road and the railroad tracks. The lot provides 
angled parking spaces and is a "Zone A" permit parking for the employees in the area from 8:00 A.M. to 
5:00 P.M. Monday through Fridays. 

Figure 1 shows an aerial view of the Green Bay Road study segment and Table 1 shows the number 
parking spaces provided along Green Bay Road. 

KLOA. Inc. Transportation and Parking Planning Consultants 
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Figure 1 
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Table1 
GREEN BAY ROAD ON-STREET PARKING INVENTORY 

East Side of West Side of Permit 
Green Bay Green Bay Parking Total 

Road Road Lot Parking 
North of Site 

Vacant Lot to 48 Green Bay Road 10 spaces 10 spaces 20 spaces 

48 to 64 Green Bay Road 10 spaces 4 spaces 14 spaces 

64 Green Bay Road to Land Rover Dealer 7 spaces 7 spaces 

Permit Lot Exit to 62 Green Bay Road 7 spaces 7 spaces 

South of Site 

30 Green Bay Road to Permit Lot Entrance 10 spaces 9 spaces 19 spaces 

Pennit Lot Entrance to 628 Green Bay Road 10 spaces 9 spaces 19 spaces 

628 to 614 Green Bay Road 10 spaces 10 spaces 20 spaces 

614 Green Bay Road to Roger Avenue 5 spaces 5 spaces 

Permit Lot 

Permit Lot Entrance to Vacant Lot 21 spaces 21 spaces 

Vacant Lot to Pennit Lot Exit --- 48 spaces 48 spaces 

Total Parking 62 spaces 49 spaces 69 spaces 180 spaces 

In order to determine the availability of parking in the area, a parking survey was conducted along 
Green Bay Road from Winnetka A venue south to Roger Avenue as well as the permit parking lot 
between Green Bay Road and the railroad tracks. The surveys were conducted on Tuesday, 
February 22, 2011 from 10:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. and on Saturday February 19, 2011 from 
10:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. In addition to the parking counts, KLOA, Inc. obtained an hourly head 
count of the number of people (employees, agents and clients) at the 26-30 Green Bay Road office 
during the same days the parking surveys were conducted. Table 2 shows the hourly head count on 
Tuesday and Saturday. Tables 3 and 4 show the parking demand in the area (in half hour 
increments) for Tuesday and Saturday. It should be noted that the Village of Winnetka cOIporate 
limits extend slightly south of the permit lot entrance drive. The Village of Kenilworth begins at 
this point. Based on the survey, approximately 41 on-street parking spaces out of the 180 spaces 
(including the permit lot) are located within the Village of Kenilworth cOIporate limits. 

3 
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Table 2 
HOURLY HEAD COUNT AT 26-30 GREEN BAY ROAD 

Date and Time Employee Agent Client Total 

Tuesday February 23, 2011 

10-11 AM. 2 1 0 3 

11 AM. - Noon 4 5 0 9 

Noon-1 P.M. 2 9 12 

1-2 P.M. 3 6 0 9 

2-3 P.M. 2 12 2 16 

3-4 P.M. 3 14 0 17 

4-5 P.M. 2 10 0 12 

5-6 P.M. 6 5 0 11 

Saturday February 19,2011 

10-11 AM. 0 2 

11 A.M. - Noon 4 3 7 

Noon-1 P.M. 4 5 3 12 

1-2 P.M. 1 3 3 7 

2-3 P.M. 1 3 6 10 

3-4 P.M. 4 0 5 

4 
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Table 3 
EXISTING ON-STREET PARKING OCCUPANCY (TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 2011) 

Parking 
Area 

3SW 2SW tSW tNW 2NW 3NW 3NE 2NE tNE tSE 2SE 3SE 4SE A B C 0 E F G Total 

Inventory 10 9 9 10 

10:00 a.m. o 7 7 6 

10:30 a.m. o 8 7 5 

11:00 a.m. o 6 5 7 

11 :30a.m. 7 7 7 

12:00 p.m. 8 7 6 

12:30 p.m. 2 8 6 7 

I:OO p.m. o 7 5 

1:30 p.m. 5 7 7 

2:00 p.m. o 5 6 7 

2:30 p.m. o 6 8 7 

3:00 p.m. 5 7 8 

3:30 p.m. o 5 5 7 

4:00 p.m. o 6 7 6 

4:30 p.m. o 5 6 7 

5:00 p.m. o 7 7 6 

Avg Occup~ ."'0_---'6=--_...:6'--_. 7 

!&.Iw!!!. 
North of Site 
I NE = 26-30 Green Bay Rd to 48 Green Bay Rd 
INW = 26-30 Green Bay Rd to 48 Green Bay 
Rd 
2NE = 48 Green Bay Road to 62 Green Bay Rd 
2NW = 48 Green Bay Rd to 64 Green Bay Rd 
3NE =62 Green Bay Road to Exit from Angled Lot 
3NW = 64 Green Bay Rd to Land Rover Dealer 

4 7 7 to 10 10 10 10 5 10 10 10 10 10 to 9 180 

2 5 4 2 2 6 6 6 4 8 10 10 9 3 6 5 t08 

3 4 3 2 7 5 7 5 8 10 10 9 3 7 5 109 

4 3 o 7 3 7 5 9 10 10 9 4 7 4 102 

2 4 4 o 7 5 7 4 9 10 10 10 4 7 4 ltO 

2 2 4 3 7 6 6 5 9 10 10 10 4 7 6 114 

2 3 3 2 5 6 6 6 5 9 9 8 9 4 9 5 114 

2 4 4 3 6 5 6 5 10 9 6 10 5 10 5 108 

2 4 5 2 6 6 6 5 10 8 7 10 5 10 5 112 

2 4 4 2 5 7 6 6 5 10 9 8 10 6 10 5 117 

2 4 3 4 8 9 7 8 4 10 10 8 10 6 9 5 128 

2 3 2 8 8 4 9 5 9 10 8 10 6 10 6 122 

4 3 3 5 7 7 6 3 9 10 8 10 7 9 8 117 

3 3 3 6 7 6 5 4 8 9 7 9 8 9 7 114 

3 3 0 4 7 4 5 4 5 6 8869899 

3 2 2 4 6 5 3 3 3 5 ...::..8 _7.!..--,8,,--..::9~.9 98 
2 _---'4'--_::..3 _.-:.2 __ 4. _ _ _7 ___ 5 __ 6 _ _ 4 8 9 8 9 5 8 6 ttt 

South of Site 
I SE = 26-30 Green Bay Rd to Permit Lot Entrance 

ISW = 26-30 Green Bay Rd to 644 Green Bay Rd 
2SE = Permit Lot Entrance to 628 Green Bay Rd 
2SW = 644 to 626 Green Bay Rd 
3SE = 628 to 614 Green Bay Rd 
3SW = 626 Green Bay Rd to Roger Ave 
4SE = 614 Green Bay Rd to Roger Ave 

Permit Lot Spaces starting at the north end -
A (spaces 1-10) 

B (spaces 11-20) 
C (spaces 21-30) 
D (spaces 3 1-40) 
E (spaces 41 -50) 
F (spaces 51-60) 
G (spaces 6 I -69) 
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Table 4 
EXISTING ON-STREET PARKING OCCUPANCY {SATURDAY! FEBRUARY 19, 2011} 

Parking 
3SW 2SW ISW tNW 2NW 3NW 3NE 2NE tNE tSE 2SE 3SE 4SE A B C 0 E F G 

Area Total 

Inventor~ 10 9 9 10 4 7 7 10 10 10 10 10 5 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 180 

10:00 a.m. 0 4 3 5 3 3 5 2 2 2 4 2 0 7 5 0 3 2 4 7 63 

10:30 a.m. I 5 3 6 3 4 6 2 3 5 2 0 7 5 0 2 4 8 70 

11 :00 a.m. 5 6 5 2 4 5 4 0 4 2 0 5 6 2 I 5 7 66 

11 :30a.m. 0 6 5 5 3 4 4 3 4 5 I 0 7 6 3 5 8 72 

12 :00 ~.m. 4 5 7 2 2 4 4 I 5 0 9 6 4 7 68 

12 :30 ~.m. 4 4 6 3 3 4 2 3 I 0 8 4 7 58 

I :OO ~.m. I 3 6 5 2 3 3 2 4 3 4 2 0 8 4 3 7 63 

1:30 ~.m. 0 3 3 6 3 2 3 2 I 2 5 0 8 4 2 2 7 56 

2 :00 ~.m. 0 5 3 6 3 2 3 4 0 8 2 0 4 I 2 7 54 

2 :30 ~.m. 4 4 7 2 3 2 5 0 8 2 0 4 0 2 6 54 

_3:00 p.m. 4 3 6 I 3 2 2 5 0 8 2 0 4 0 3 6 53 
Avg Occup'!!'!!£y' 4 4 6 2 3 4 2 2 2 4 O. 8 3 _I 4 7 62 

.I.&wl!! 
NQrth Qi ~il~ ~Quth 2i Sile f~lIDi1 !"Qt ~l!iI£~~ ~tarting at!h~ nQrth eng = 
1NE =Vacant Site to 48 Green Bay Rd ISE = Vacant Site to Permit Lot Entrance A (spaces 1-10) 
INW = Vacant site to 48 Green Bay Rd I SW = Vacant Site to 644 Green Bay Rd B (spaces 11-20) 
2NE = 48 Green Bay Road to 62 Green Bay Rd 2SE = Permit Lot Entrance to 628 Green Bay Rd C (spaces 21-30) 
2NW = 48 Green Bay Rd to 64 Green Bay Rd 2SW = 644 to 626 Green Bay Rd D (spaces 31-40) 
3NE =62 Green Bay Road to Exit from Angled Lot 3SE = 628 to 614 Green Bay Rd E (spaces 41-50) 
3NW = 64 Green Bay Rd to Land Rover Dealer 3SW = 626 Green Bay Rd to Roger Ave F (spaces 51-60) 

4SE = 614 Green Bay Rd to Roger Ave G (spaces 61-69) 

6 
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As can be seen from Table 3, the area has a peak: parking demand on a weekday of 128 parking 
spaces occurring at 2:30 P.M. The average parking demand on a weekday is 111 parking spaces. 
On Saturday, the peak: parking demand occurred at II :30 A.M. with 72 parked vehicles. The 
average parking demand on a Saturday is 62 parking spaces. 

Based on Table I and assuming that all of the employees and agents drive a vehicle, the existing 
brokerage office generates a peak parking demand of 17 parking spaces on a weekday and 12 
parking spaces on a Saturday. This translates into a peak: parking demand of 0.43 parking spaces 
per desk on weekday and 0.3 parking spaces per desk on a weekday. 

Proposed Expansion Analysis 

Based on the proposed plan, the existing @ Properties Northshore brokerage office will expand its 
facility by 1,000 square feet to provide an additional 10-12 desks and cubicles for agents. No 
additional full or part time employees will be added as part of the expansion. As such and based on 
the calculated peak: parking demand per desk, the provision of 12 additional desks will create an 
additional parking demand of five parking spaces on a weekday and approximately four on a 
Saturday. 

As can be seen from Table 3, the peak: parking demand occurred at 2:30 P.M. with a total of 
128 occupied parking spaces or 71 percent of available spaces. During this time period, 70 of the 
IlIon-street parking spaces were occupied while 58 out of the 69 off-street parking spaces were 
occupied. The availability of 52 on-streetloff-street parking spaces during this peak: time and more 
during other times of the day will be more than adequate to meet the projected demand of five 
additional spaces by the proposed expansion. This translates into a parking occupancy in the 
adjacent area of approximately 74 percent thus leaving 47 parking spaces still available to 
customers and other businesses along the Green Bay Road study area. It should be noted that as a 
comparison, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Manual, 4th Edition, indicates 
that the projected peak: parking demand for a general office building with 12 employees would be 
approximately 10 vehicles. Based on the above and a review of Table 2, even if the parking 
demand of the proposed expansion is 10 vehicles, this potential additional parking demand as well 
as the demand of other businesses can be accommodated by the existing off-street and on-street 
parking spaces along Green Bay Road. 

On Saturday, the peak: parking demand was observed to be 72 spaces or 40 percent occurring at 
11 :30 A.M. leaving 108 spaces available to accommodate the potential parking demand of four 
additional parking spaces as well as the demand of other businesses along the Green Bay Road 
study area. 

Given the parking study area was approximately 880 feet north 710 feet south of the site, KLOA, 
Inc. further inspected the availability of parking within 300 feet of the site (26-30 Green Bay Road). 
Based on the parking survey, there is an average of 28 and 39 unoccupied parking spaces within 
close proximity of the site on a weekday and on Saturday respectively. As such and as previously 
stated, the potential additional parking demand by the proposed expansion can easily be 
accommodated by the existing off-street and on-street parking spaces along Green Bay Road. 
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, the parking study indicates that adequate parking supply exists in the vicinity of the 
proposed @ Properties brokerage office to accommodate the projected peak demand of five 
additional spaces. The combination of available unoccupied parking spaces on Green Bay Road 
and in the parking lot will ensure that the parking needs of the proposed office use as well as other 
vacant storefronts along Green Bay Road will be met. 

Rourke Proposed@Properties Brokerage Office - 26-30 Green Bay Road in Winnetka March 23 2011 Revised 11-2-2011 jm Ira 
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November 7,2011 

Taxpayer of Record 
444 Hibbard Rd. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 

Dear Mr. Kondelis: 

Assistant Director of Community Development 
(847) 716 - 3522 

I am writing to advise you that an application for Special Use Permit has been filed by the owner 
of a neighboring property adjacent to your vacant land on Green Bay Road. @ Properties has 
petitioned the Village of Winnetka for a Special Use Permit together with zoning variations, to 
allow for expansion of their existing facilities at 30 Green Bay Road, adjacent to your vacant 
land on Green Bay Road. 

A notice of public hearing was mailed several days ago, for a hearing before the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, on Monday, November 14,2011 at 7:30 pm. An additional copy of that notice of is 
attached. 

The Winnetka Plan Commission has recommended that @ Properties be required to close an un
used curb cut in the public right-of-way in front of your property on the public right-of-way (as 
depicted in the attached photos) in order to re-capture on-street parking and mitigate the 
additional parking demands brought by their expansion. 

Comments regarding the application for Special Use Permit, including the recommended closure 
of the curb cuts, are welcome and may be provided at the Public Hearing, or in writing. 

Final consideration and approval ofthe requested expansion is subject to review by the Winnetka 
Village Council. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Norkus 

Assistant Director of Community Development 

Community Development Department 
510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093 
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Office of Cook County Treasurer· Maria Pappas 

Cook County Property Tax & Payment Information 

Printed copies of this information may not be used as a tax bill. 
Payments must be submitted with original tax bill. 

Property Index Number (PIN): 05-28-103-042-0000 

2010 Tax Year Information· Payable in 2011 
Tax Year: 2010 Tax Type: Current Tax Volume: 103 pel: 5-90 

Property Location 

34 GREEN BAY RD 
WINNETKA. Il 60093-4006 

Mailing Information 

TAXPAYER OF 
444 HIBBARD RD 
WilMETTE, IL 60091-2952 

Exemption Information 

Homeowner Exemption Received: NO 

Senior Cnizen Exemption Received: NO 

Senior Freeze Exemption Received: NO 

Tax Payment Information 

Installment Tax Amount Billed Tax Due Date last Payment 
Received 

1st $1.368.29 04101/2011 $1,368.29 

2nd $1,501.21 11/0112011 $1,501.21 

Balance Due: I $0.00 I 

Date Received 

04101/11 

11/01/11 

The balance duo, includillg any penalty, is as of: 111T/20f1 

Printed copies of this Information may not be used as a tax bill. 
Payments must be submitted with Original tax bill. 

Payments processed are posted through: 111412Q11 

http://www .cookcountytreasurer.com/paymentprintout. aspx?paymenttype=current&pin=O... 11 /0712011 37 104



November 7,2011 

Vincent Comerci 
3 Landmark 
Northfield, IL 60093 

Dear Mr. Comerci: 

Assistant Director of Community Development 
(847) 716 - 3522 

I am writing to advise you that an application for Special Use Permit has been filed by the owner 
of a neighboring property adjacent to your vacant land on Green Bay Road. @ Properties has 
petitioned the Village of Winnetka for a Special Use Permit together with zoning variations, to 
allow for expansion of their existing facilities at 30 Green Bay Road, adjacent to your property at 
20-22 Green Bay Road. 

A notice of public hearing was mailed several days ago, for a hearing before the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, on Monday, November 14, 2011 at 7:30 pm. An additional copy of that notice of is 
attached. 

The Winnetka Plan Commission has recommended that @ Properties be required to close an un
used curb cut in the public right-of-way in front of your property on the public right-of-way (as 
depicted in the attached photos) in order to re-capture on-street parking and mitigate the 
additional parking demands brought by their expansion. 

Comments regarding the application for Special Use Permit, including the recommended closure 
of the curb cuts, are welcome and may be provided at the Public Hearing, or in writing. 

Final consideration and approval of the requested expansion is subject to review by the Winnetka 
Village Council. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Norkus 

Assistant Director of Community Development 

Community Development Department 
510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093 
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Office of Cook County Treasurer - Maria Pappas 

Cook County Property Tax & Payment Information 

Printed copies of this information may not bo used as a tax bill. 
Payments must be submitted with original tax bill. 

Property Index Number (PIN): 05-28·103·048·0000 

2010 Tax Year Information - Payable in 2011 
Tax Year: 2010 Tax Type: Current Tax Volume: 103 PCl: 5·92 

Property Location 

22 GREEN SAY RD 
WINNETKA. Il 60093-4049 

Mailing Information 

VINCENT COMERCI 
3 THE LANDMARK 
NORTHFIELD. Il 00000-0000 

Exemption Information 

Homeowner Exemption Received: NO 
Senior Citizen Exemption Received: NO 

Senior Freeze Exemp~on Received: NO 

Tax Payment Information 

Installment Tax Amount Billed Tax Due Date last Payment 
Received 

1st $10.509.37 04/01/2011 $10.509.37 

2nd $4.748.48 11/01/2011 $4.748.48 

Balance Due: I $0.00 I 

Date Received 

03/18/11 

10/23/11 

The balance due, Incfuding any penalty, Is as of: 11nl2011 

Printed copies of this Information may not be used as a tax bill. 
Payments must be submitted with original tax bill. 

Payments processed are posted through: 111412011 

http://www.cookcountytreasurer.comJpaymentprintout.aspx?paymenttype=current&pin=O... 11/0712011 39 106



November 7,2011 

Fitness Revolution 
22 Green Bay Road 
Winnetka, IL 60093 

Assistant Director of Community Development 
(847) 716 - 3522 

I am writing to advise you that an application for Special Use Permit has been filed by the owner 
of a neighboring property adjacent to your vacant land on Green Bay Road. @ Properties has 
petitioned the Village of Winnetka for a Special Use Permit together with zoning variations, to 
allow for expansion of their existing facilities at 30 Green Bay Road, adjacent to your business at 
22 Green Bay Road. 

A notice of public hearing was mailed several days ago, for a hearing before the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, on Monday, November 14,2011 at 7:30 pm. An additional copy ofthat notice of is 
attached. 

The Winnetka Plan Commission has recommended that @ Properties be required to close an un
used curb cut in the public right-of-way in front of your property on the public right-of-way (as 
depicted in the attached photos) in order to re-capture on-street parking and mitigate the 
additional parking demands brought by their expansion. 

Comments regarding the application for Special Use Permit, including the recommended closure 
of the curb cuts, are welcome and may be provided at the Public Hearing, or in writing. 

Final consideration and approval ofthe requested expansion is subject to review by the Winnetka 
Village Council. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Norkus 

Assistant Director of Community Development 

Community Development Department 
510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093 
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STATEMENT OF OPPOSITION AGAINST THE EXPANSION OF 
@ PROPERTIES AT 26-30 GREEN BAY ROAD, WINNETKA 

We, the owners, tenants and operators of businesses in the Indian Hill commercial district along the west wide of 
Green Bay Road in Winnetka, oppose the proposed expansion of the offices of @ Properties for the reasons that: 

(1) the addition will increase the number of desks and seats available in the building at 26-30 Green Bay Road and 
permit an corresponding increase in the number of brokers and agents working in the building as well as the number 
of clients visiting without increasing off-street parking; 

(2) this increase in people will result in an increased demand for on-street curbside street parking along Green Bay 
Road between Brier Street on the north and Roger Avenue on the south and for permit parking in the village's permit 
lot on the east side of Green Bay; 

(3) curbside parking along Green Bay Road is already limited and at times completely unavailable; 

(4) permit parking in the village lot east of Green Bay Road and south of Winnetka Road is near or at capacity; 

(5) the impact on existing businesses, their employees and customers will be substantial an to their detriment; and, 

(6) there is no public need, special or otherwise, for this expansion. NOV 1 'i 7~!11 
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Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 
October 20,2011 
Final minutes approved 12.15.11 

Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 
October 20, 2011 

Members Present: 

Members Absent: 

John Swierk, Chairman 
Bob Dearborn 
Brooke Kelly 
Janet Shen 
Peggy Stanley 

Cindy Gavin 

Page 1 

Village Staff: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 
Development 
Jill Morgan, Planning Technician 

Call to Order: 

Chairman Swierk called the meeting to order at 7:46 p.m. 

Comment to Village Council Regarding Special Use Permit Application for Expansion of 
an Existing Real Estate Office at 30 Green Bay Road (@ Properties) 

Mike Rourke of @ Properties introduced himself to the Board along with the architect, Ramiel 
Kenoun. He stated that the request is for a proposed addition to the building and informed the 
Board that they have a 4,000 square foot building. Mr. Rourke stated that the business has 
experienced a nice amount of growth since they opened a year ago and that they would like to 
expand with a 20 foot x 50 foot addition on the back of the building which would be simple brick 
with aluminum clad windows. He then referred to the brick samples to match. Mr. Rourke also 
stated that on the north wall, a parapet is proposed to keep it all brick to the opening and that it 
would be different visually than the north side. He then asked if there were any other questions. 

Chairman Swierk asked if there would be no alley access. 

Mr. Rourke confirmed that there would not. 

Mr. Norkus informed the Board that there is a platted, unimproved alley. He stated that the area 
was an original subdivision from the tum of the last century and that they planned for an alley. 
Mr. Norkus stated that Kenilworth was not interested in having an alley and that it was never 
improved. 

Chairman Swierk asked if there is a horne on the other side of the alley. 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct and stated that there is more than an alley's width 
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Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 
October 20, 2011 
Final minutes approved 12.15.11 

Page 2 

separating the building adjoining to the home. He stated that there is a triangle shaped property 
on the other side of the alley and that the nearest home is located at least 60 feet away. Mr. 
Norkus confirmed that the homeowners have been notified of this meeting and subsequent 
meetings. He stated that some neighbors called and were satisfied by the one story addition. 

Mr. Dearborn stated that one is here. He asked if it would be less than 25% glass on the back. 

Mr. Rourke referred the Board to a photograph of the existing condition and stated that it would 
be less. 

Mr. Kenoun informed the Board that the windows would be higher and shorter. He also stated 
that they would be lowering the window line since it would interfere with the cubicles. 

Mr. Rourke stated that the south windows would interfere with the south office. 

Mr. Norkus stated that he called to the Board's attention their responsibility and that it is for the 
Board to decide whether it is important. 

Mr. Dearborn referred to whether the neighbors felt that there would be too much wall and that 
there are no neighbors present. 

Mr. Norkus indicated that the neighbors may feel that windows are not a desirable thing. 

Mr. Rourke noted that there would be an 8 foot fence along the back. 

Mr. Dearborn asked if you can see the brick on the north side from the road. 

Mr. Kenoun stated that it can be seen slightly. He also stated that a site visit was done and that 
they were given samples which were an identical match to the existing brick. 

Mr. Rourke stated that their intent is to make it look like one uniform building. 

Ms. Stanley referred to the variance with regard to lot coverage. 

Chairman Swierk stated that issue is not before the Board. He then asked if there were any 
comments. 

Ms. Morgan informed the Board that the last 4 items were outlined in terms of what the Village 
Council is looking for from the Board to evaluate the request, as follows: 

1. Whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
appropriate to and compatible with the character of the immediate neighborhood; 

2. Whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
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appropriate to and compatible with adopted Village plans for and improvements 
in the immediate neighborhood; 

3. Whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
consistent with applicable Village design guidelines; and 

4. The probable effect of the proposed external architectural features on the integrity 
of the immediate vicinity. 

Chairman Swierk confirmed that all four items are not an issue. He then moved to state that the 
Board addressed recommendation nos. 1 through 4 and that they are acceptable to the Board. 

Mr. Dearborn then moved to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness to approve the proposal for 
the extension at 30 Green Bay Road to construct a one story addition to the rear of the building. 
He noted that the Board addressed in full the issues under its purview as outlined by Ms. Morgan 
in the summary and found them to be consistent with the Village design guidelines. 

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

AYES: 
NAYS: 

Dearborn, Kelly, Shen, Stanley, Swierk 
None 
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Non-voting Members Present: Gene Greable 

Members Absent: 

Village Staff: 

Call to Order: 

10hn Golan 
10hn Therle 
10hn 1 ansson 

Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 
Development 
lillian Morgan, Planning Technician 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Hurley at 7:30 p.m. 

Comment to Village Council and Zoning Board of Appeals Regarding Special Use Permit 
Application for Consistency with Winnetka 2020 Comprehensive Plan - Proposed 
Expansion of Real Estate Office Use Within C-1 Zoning District at 26-30 Green Bay Road 

Mike Rourke introduced himself to the Commission as a vice president and stated that he would 
present the request on behalf of @ Properties, along with the architect, Ramiel Kenoun. He 
stated that they are seeking from the Commission a recommendation to allow for an addition 
which measured 20 feet x 50 feet to the existing building. Mr. Rourke stated that approximately 
one year ago, they rehabbed the building which measures 4,000 square feet. He informed the 
Commission that business has been good and that they need to expand the facility. Mr. Rourke 
noted that the requested variance is a Zoning Board of Appeals issue and that they are looking 
for a variance in terms of lot coverage and rear yard setback. 

Mr. Rourke stated that the building is unique in that there is a public alley located immediately 
behind the property. He also stated that the adjacent building to the south goes back to the lot 
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already. Mr. Rourke stated that with regard to the alley to the west, he referred to the building to 
the south and the vacant lot to the north. He stated that they are requesting consideration to 
allow for the expansion. 

Mr. Rourke went on to state that the lot had been discussed in connection with parking with 
regard to their first application as well as with this application. He stated that for both 
applications, they conducted a traffic study which indicated that there is adequate parking. Mr. 
Rourke indicated that it is their hope that the Village will support the request. He infonned the 
Commission that their agents have purchased numerous parking passes for the parking lot 
located across the street and that the office managers enforce parking. Mr. Rourke also stated 
that the Village engineer agreed with the traffic study which was done when the office had been 
open for 7 months. He noted that there would not be any additional full time staff added as a 
result of the expansion and that the proposed expansion would contain approximately 10-12 
desks and two private offices. 

Mr. Rourke stated that given the parking ratios they experience currently which use 40% of the 
desks that they have, they anticipate that another four to five parking spaces would be used on 
Green Bay Road. He also stated that given the traffic study and its review and approval of the 
findings by the Village engineer, there is adequate parking on Green Bay Road. 

Mr. Rourke then stated that in the packet of materials, there is a recommendation or 
consideration be given to the current depressed curbed areas which are within 200 to 300 feet of 
parking. He stated that they planned to recapture those which no longer service existing uses. 
Mr. Rourke noted that it would help everyone and the businesses within the area by increasing 
the amount of parking and that although three [parking spaces] seemed minimal, they do not 
exist ~ow. He then asked the Commission if they had any questions Or comments. 

Chairperson Hurley asked the staff if they had anything to add beyond the materials in the 
packet. 

Mr. Norkus stated that he had nothing in addition to the packet to add. He commented that it 
speaks well and that it would be fine for the Commission to discuss. 

Ms. 10hnson asked Mr. Norkus, because the matter would be presented to the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, she would not be voting, but would participate in the discussion. She then referred to 
the special use sign in the front of the building and stated that while she did not read it, she asked 
whether it provided notice of the Commission meeting. 

Mr. Norkus stated that notice would be given to the Zoning Board of Appeals and that a notice 
was mailed to the neighbors for this meeting and the Design Review Board meeting. 

Ms. 10hnson stated that it did not state that the Design Review Board would review the request. 

Mr. Norkus infonned the Commission that they already did and provided favorable comment. 
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He noted that the Design Review Board's primary consideration is to assure that there would be 
a good match to the existing brick color on the building. 

Ms. Johnson stated that she assumed that the back end of the building to the south is a 
nonconforming use. 

Mr. Norkus indicated that it extended into the rear yard setback and confirmed that building is 
nonconforming. 

Ms. Johnson then stated that with regard to the public alley to the west, she asked if vehicles can 
drive on it. 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that no alley existed in the legal sense and that it is not a physical alley. 
He informed the Commission that when the area was originally platted when Green Bay Road 
and the commercial properties were first laid out in the subdivision, a provision was made for the 
alley to extend to the immediate west of the Green Bay Road commercial parcels. Mr. Norkus 
stated that only a portion of that block actually received a physical alley and that the southerly 
250 to 300 feet of Winnetka is an unincorporated area which did not receive a physical alley. He 
added that the deeded alley is owned by the Village, but was not improved as such. 

Ms. Johnson referred to the proposed conditions on page 5 of the materials. 

Mr. Norkus stated that is the intent. 

Ms. Johnson stated that with regard to the applicant, when they came before the Commission in 
January 2010, they stated that there would be weekly meetings with the entire staff offsite. 

Mr. Rourke noted that they have one hour onsite meeting and that they are not always the same 
day. 

Ms. Johnson asked for clarification on page 15 in connection with the reference to the property 
to the west having a lot coverage variance when they actually meant the property to the south. 

Mr. Rourke confirmed that is correct. 

Ms. Johnson stated that since the KLOA representative is not present, she referred to the last 
paragraph on page 7 of the traffic study which stated that there is additional parking within 300 
feet of the site. She asked if it did not include whether it was included in the formal parking 
analysis or if it is outside of the analyzed area. Ms. Johnson then referred to page 22 of the 
agenda packet. 

Ms. Holland arrived at the meeting at this time. 

Mr. Rourke indicated that he did not know, but that he can find out. 
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Ms. Johnson also stated that in the first paragraph, the peak in demand was noted both at 10:00 
a.m. and 2:30 p.m. on Tuesday and asked if one was incorrect. 

Chairperson Hurley confirmed that is a typographical error. 

Ms. Johnson stated that it should be corrected to read 2:30 p.m. 

Chairperson Hurley stated that she is comfortable that Steve Saunders looked over the request. 
She stated that she would like to point out that she is very comforted by the expectation of 
another four to five parking space demand. 

Mr. Rourke stated that based on the current usage, there would be four to five additional spaces 
on Green Bay Road. 

Chairperson Hurley stated that [the traffic study] concluded that even if there were 12 
[additional] desks, it would generate 24 parking spaces. She asked if there were any comments. 

Mr. Dunn asked with regard to the curb cut restoration, if it is located in the right-of-way. 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct. 

Mr. Dunn then asked if the property owners knew of it and whether they are in favor. 

Mr. Norkus stated that they were not made aware based on this evening's meeting and that they 
planned to bring them into the process. He also stated that since it is within the right-of-way and 
that there is an abandonment of the curb cuts, rather than make a recommendation of this nature, 
he consulted with Mr. Saunders who agreed with his suggestion. Mr. Norkus stated that the 
property owners of the abutting property have not yet been made directly aware of this 
component of the agenda report. 

Mr. Dunn asked if they object, what is their position then. 

Mr. Norkus stated that he envisioned that the Village Council is the body to rule on whether it is 
advisable to close either of the curb cuts off or not. 

Chairperson Hurley asked if the northern curb cut would not block the south driveway to Captain 
Nemo's. 

Mr. Norkus stated that it would not and that it would work as depicted in the graphics in the 
report and that it is conceptual in nature. He stated that there would be a final design and what 
they build would have to be within the standards of the Village engineer. Mr. Norkus also stated 
that in general, narrowing the driveway and eliminating the abandoned portion of it immediately 
to the south would make the Captain Nemo's alley function better in that it would be more well 
defined than it is currently. 
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Mr. Dowding asked if the absence of "No Parking" signs is reflective of any legal abandonment. 

Mr. Norkus noted that there is a sign advising that the driveway not be locked. He stated that 
while there is no sign similar to that on the south, that property owner erected pipes in order to 
keep vehicles from parking there. Mr. Norkus stated that if they were to start parking there, that 
would represent a different problem in that it would be illegal parking. He also stated that closing 
the curb cut would eliminate the likelihood that someone would park there without the 
Commission's prior approval. 

Chairperson Hurley indicated that was the concern of the Commission last time with regard to 
that becoming an informal parking lot. 

Mr. Dowding asked with regard to the existence of the alley right-of-way, how wide is it. 

Mr. Rourke confirmed that it is 16 feet wide. 

Mr. Dowding then asked if the setback for the majority of the property owners to the west would 
be 19 feet. 

Mr. Rourke stated that it is 60 feet from the back of the proposed expansion to the west fence. 

Mr. Dowding stated that there are two issues which are the alley and the triangular parcel of 
land. He asked who are the owners. 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that it is the same owner as the vacant lot to the north of the applicant. 

Ms. Johnson stated that in the minutes, there were discussions after the applicant purchased the 
property where they attempted to negotiate with that property owner and were not successful. 
She stated that Landrover previously parked vehicles there. 

Mr. Dowding referred the triangular piece of land to the west and asked if it can be accessed 
without going across the alley. 

Chairperson Hurley stated that if it is the same owner to the north, they adjoin. She stated that 
the Commission will look at the standards as they relate to special use applications. Chairperson 
Hurley stated that while they can recommend changes to curb cuts regardless of ownership, she 
is not sure what else related to the applicant. 

Mr. Greable stated that it would cut into the sidewalks on Village property. He asked the 
applicant to say as part of the condition of granting this proposed addition of 1,000 square feet of 
business space, that they want them to pay for the right-of-way improvements which are owned 
by the Village. Mr. Greable stated that while the applicant agreed that would be fine, he asked 
what is the cost. 

49 
116



October 26, 2011 
Draft 

Page 6 

Mr. Rourke indicated that he had a rough idea when he first saw the photographs of the extent. 

Mr. Greable stated that the Commission needed to know the cost since it would in the public 
right-of-way. He stated that it is a matter of fairness and that if you went down the street for 
curbs and sidewalks, the question is who should pay for it. He indicated that he was very pleased 
to see an additional business go into the C-l district. Mr. Greable stated that from a trustee 
standpoint, he would like to see more businesses there. 

Chairperson Hurley commented that she was also glad to see this petition come. She noted that 
the property had been vacant for 12 years and described it as a difficult property. Chairperson 
Hurley then referred to the recent BP Amoco project where they were in the right-of-way and 
that the Village agreed to pay for bollards and sidewalk work. 

Mr. Norkus commented that BP Amoco represented a good example of a project where 
conditions were imposed and that the request was to improve the existing building which 
contained a convenience store within the shell of the building. He referred to the issues raised by 
the Commission, the Design Review Board and the Zoning Board of Appeals with regard to the 
function of the site, in particular, vehicle and pedestrian safety. Mr. Norkus stated that even 
though the convenience store nature of the request did not drive the fact that pedestrians are less 
safe, the Commission imposed conditions to address the goal of the Village of the pedestrian 
environmental of the business district. He also stated that for this applicant, where the 
boundaries were extended a bit, it suggested the ability here since it is directly adjacent to 
address the issue closely related to the proposed expansion since it would provide an additional 
five vehicles in the business district. Mr. Norkus stated that in the Comprehensive Plan, there is 
one finding in particular, finding no. 7 on page 9, which addressed the specific notion of dealing 
with looking at the parking supply in general and stressed the importance of available parking for 
retail use. He stated that it related to what the additional three on-street parking spaces would 
provide a balance to the five additional vehicles which they are likely to see and the fact that it is 
valuable to supporting retail business in that area. 

Mr. Norkus then referred to the muffler shop which was turned into a pizza restaurant and the 
fact that they became very excited. He stated that in that case, the restauranteur paid for a 
significant amount of improvement to the public right-of-way, including curb cuts. Mr. Norkus 
also stated that it goes with the redevelopment process as viewed by the Comprehensive Plan and 
the Community Development Department. 

Ms. Johnson stated that she disagreed with Mr. Greable's comments and that if the applicant has 
the money to do the addition, it would be reasonable to impose conditions even though they do 
not know the cost. 

Mr. Greable disagreed and stated that it is a fairness issue. 

Ms. Johnson stated that it is a parking issue and that the applicant would be increasing the 
demand and use of a finite amount of parking. She also stated that there would be a parking 
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challenge despite the results of the traffic report. Ms. Johnson stated that the Village should talk 
to Fitness Revolution which may own the abandoned driveway to see if they want to contribute. 
She commented that it is reasonable if the applicant agreed and that it is not a question of 
fairness. 

Mr. Rourke stated that while he appreciated the Commission's dialog and described it as a very 
constructive parking issue. He agreed that there should be give and take and commented that 
they have been a good neighbor to the other retail there. Mr. Rourke stated that it also went back 
to Chairperson Hurley's point that the building had been vacant for some time and that if not 
them, then who. He then referred to the peak of 15 to 18 in the numbers for 4,000 square feet 
and that there are four to five vehicles per thousand [square feet]. Mr. Rourke stated that if it 
represented a condition of approval, they would take a look at the numbers and respond at the 
Zoning Board of Appeals meeting as to what the consideration might be. 

Ms. Powell asked Mr. Norkus what is the status of the alley. 

Mr. Norkus responded that the alley was addressed in the Comprehensive Plan in that there is a 
desire to have an alley at some point which continued behind all the way through to __ more 
(?) Lane in Kenilworth. He then referred the Commission to the map on page 1 and stated that 
the area has challenges and that the right yard bisected the alley. Mr. Norkus stated that despite 
the Comprehensive Plan, he is not sure of the likelihood that the alley would be improved in the 
near future. He also stated that the proposed expansion would not encroach on the alley 
footprint. 

Chairperson Hurley commented that she was quite pleased to see this business come in. 

Ms. Powell stated that they have to protect the present retailers in the area. 

Chairperson Hurley also stated that vitality feeds upon itself. She stated that part of being a good 
neighbor is to contribute to the infrastructure when reasonable. Chairperson Hurley then asked if 
the Commission as a whole agree with recommending the curb cut and sidewalk improvements, 
although the matter is going to the Village Council for final approval. 

The Commission members agreed with Chairperson Hurley's recommendation. 

Ms. Johnson asked with regard to 15 minute parking spaces, if any consideration was given if the 
curb cut improvement is made to put one 15 minute parking space on the west side. 

Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that he suspected that the Indian Hill business district 
changed the nature of business from years ago. He commented that it would be a good idea to 
give a fresh look for the appropriateness of the parking signs there and whether a parking space 
is to be designated for shorter term parking. Mr. Norkus stated that an informal suggestion be 
made from the Village staff and comment through the Commission for that to be done. He stated 
that they would deal with it at the Village staff level. 
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Chairperson Hurley asked if there were any other comments. No additional comments were 
made by the Commission at this time. She then suggested that the Commission review the 
findings. 

Findings of the Winnetka Plan Commission Regarding Consistency of the 26-30 Green Bay 
Rd. (@ Properties) 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 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]. 

2. The proposed special use is consistent with the Objective to "Limit commercial, 
institutional and residential development within the Village to minimize 
potentially adverse impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods and to prevent 
the need for significant increases in infrastructure (streets, parking, utilities, 
sewers) and other community resources (schools, parks, recreational facilities)". 
[Growth Management: Goal; page 2-7]. 

3. The proposed special use is consistent with the objective 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." [Growth Management: Objective #1; page 2-7]. 

4. The proposed special use is consistent with the Goal to "Provide for a wide range 
of office/service and retail commercial land uses and development within the 
existing business districts in the Corridor." [Green Bay Road Corridor: 
Commercial Development and Multiple Family Land Use Goals Objectives and 
Policies; page 5-4]. 

5. The proposed special use is consistent with the Goal to "Promote a strong 
community identity and opportunities to interact while building a healthy 
commercial tax base. 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;" [Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and Recommendations; 
page 5-8]. 

6. The proposed special use IS consistent with the objective to "Maintain the 
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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"; [Business Districts -
Objectives and Recommendations: Economic Vitality; page 5-8]. 

7. The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Ensure that new 
development does not decrease public parking supply, particularly on street 
parking that supports retail use"; [Business Districts - Objectives and 
Recommendations: Commercial Development and Multiple Family Land Use; 
page 5-10]. 

The Commission determined that this finding is consistent along with a condition to be imposed. 

8. The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Guide any 
redevelopment of the Indian Hill Business District so as to preserve .the residential 
character of the adjacent neighborhood." [Business Districts- Indian Hill Business 
District Planning Sub-Area - Objectives and Recommendations: Commercial 
Development and Multiple Family Land Use; page 5-20]. 

RESOLUTION 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Winnetka Plan Commission finds that 
the proposed Special Use Permit application for the property at 26-30 Green Bay Road is 
consistent with the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan. 

Date: October 26, 2011 

Chairperson Hurley asked if there were any comments on the conditions and referred to page 5 in 
the packet of materials. 

Mr. Norkus referred the Commission to the second to last paragraph as follows: 

"Staff recommends that consideration be given to imposition of a condition of 
approval, requiring the applicant to remove the existing depressed curbs and 
replace with a full height curb (together with incidental sidewalk work) as shown 
in the conceptual illustrations below. Final approval of plans for work in the 
right-of-way will be subject to review by the Village engineer." 

Mr. Norkus confirmed that the illustrations as shown referred to those on page nos. 6 and 7 in the 
packet of materials. 

The Commission agreed that is fine. 

Chairperson Hurley stated that the Commission would be recommending that the findings are 
consistent and to recommend approval with that condition. 
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A vote was taken and the motion was passed by a vote of eight in favor and none opposed with 
one abstention. 

Mr. Norkus then informed the Commission that there is a typographical error in the report and 
that the address stated in the resolution should be corrected. 

A vote was again taken and the motion was unanimously passed by a vote of eight in favor with 
one abstention. 
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WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
NOVEl.\1BER 14, 2011 

Zoning Board Members Present: Joe Adams, Chairman 
J oni Johnson 
Bill Krucks 
Carl Lane 
Scott Myers 

Zoning Board Members Absent: Mary Hickey 
Jim McCoy 

Village Staff: 

Agenda Items: 

Case No. 11-23-SU: 

Call to Order: 

Michael D' Onofrio, Director of Community 
Development 
Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant 

30 Green Bay Rd. 
@ Properties 
Special Use Permit: To allow the expansion of the 
existing real estate office (@ Properties) in the C-l 
Limited Retail Commercial District 
Variations by Ordinance 
1. Intensity of Use of Lot 
2. Rear Yard Setback 

Minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals 
November 14, 2011 

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

30 Green Bay Rd., Case No. 11-23-SU: @ Properties - Special Use Permit: To allow the 
expansion of the existing real estate office (@ Properties) in the C-1 Limited Retail 
Commercial District; Variations by Ordinance: (1) Intensity of Use of Lot and (2) Rear 
Yard Setback 

Mr. D'Onofrio read the public notice. The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and 
receive public comment regarding a request by @ Properties, 618 W. Fulton, Chicago, IL for the 
property located at 30 Green Bay Rd., concerning a Special Use Permit in accordance with 
Section 17.56 and variations by ordinance from Section 17.46.040 [Intensity of Use of Lot] and 
Section 17.46.080 [Rear Yard Setback] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit a building 
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addition to the existing real estate office in the C-1 Limited Retail Commercial District that 
would result in lot coverage of 5,255.24 square feet, whereas a maximum of 4,725 square feet is 
permitted, a variation of 530.24 square feet 01.22%) and a rear yard setback of 3.32 ft., whereas 
a minimum of 10 ft. is required, a variation of 6.68 ft . (66.8%). 

Chairman Adams swore in those that would be speaking on this case. 

Michael Rourke stated that he would present the request to the Board on behalf of the applicant, 
@ Properties. He stated that they are requesting two variances for lot coverage and the rear yard 
setback to construct an addition to the existing building. Mr. Rourke indicated that they would 
like to add 1,000 square feet and that the proposed addition would measure 20 feet x 50 feet. He 
referred to the plans included in the packet of materials and informed the Board that there was a 
lot of discussion before the Design Review Board and the Plan Commission which focused on 
parking. Mr. Rourke added that the traffic consultant is also present which supplied the traffic 
study and that either he or the consultant can answer any questions. 

Mr. Rourke stated that at the Plan Commission meeting, the Village staff suggested that a 
recommendation to approve the proposed addition be made with a condition on recapturing three 
parking spaces in the depressed curbs on Green Bay Road. He stated that he was not aware of 
the cost at that time and that it was made as more of a suggestion. Mr. Rourke informed the 
Board that he looked into the potential financial exposure of that suggestion and that subject to 
the Board's approval; they would be fIne with incurring the cost to recapture three parking 
spaces in the public way which are depressed curbs and making them three additional parking 
spaces. He then asked the Board if they had any questions. 

Chairman Adams stated that the request for a Special Use Permit to allow the real estate office at 
this location was presented to the Board a year ago. 
Mr. Rourke confirmed thar their initial application was in January 2010 and concluded in 
February 2010. 

Chairman Adams referred to the applicant's previous testimony with regard to how many people 
are in the office and asked if things have changed. 

Mr. Rourke commented that fortunately, business has been good and that they have had the 
ability to attract agents successfully. He stated that the plans show a number of desks which are 
consistent with the testimony from 2010 and that they planned to add two additional offices and 
10 to 12 seats. Mr. Rourke stated that the nature of the business is short term in that the agents 
are in and out of the office. He also stated that a lot of the agents have acquired permits for 
parking in the lot across the street. Mr. Rourke informed the Board that the office manager 
enforced it as much as possible. He added that there is also 90 minutes of parking on the west 
side of Green Bay Road. Mr. Rourke stated that it has become necessary for them to consider 
the expansion to accommodate their growing business. 

Ms. Johnson asked with regard to conforming alternatives, why the agents can't share desks. 
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Mr. Rourke responded that they already do and that there are 80 agents in that office. He added 
that they do have teams that share desks. 

Ms. Johnson stated that according to the traffic analysis, on Tuesday, there is a peak of 17 
employees, agents and clients. She stated that there was also testimony that on Saturday, there is 
a peak of 12 people in those same categories. 

Mr. Rourke stated that they currently have 39 desks. 

Ms. Johnson asked if with 80 agents, there are desks which are vacant. 

Mr. Rourke informed the Board that people come in the office throughout the day and that there 
is rotation during the day. He indicated that it is important for the agents to have as much of 
their own space as much as to team up. 

Ms. Johnson stated that there was testimony that they would treat the desks so that anyone can 
use them. 

Chairman Adams indicated that he thought that there was going to be a "hotel concept." 

Chairman Adams then swore in Mike Golden, 975 Pine Street. 

Mr. Golden stated that the concept for the office is a blend of the traditional and hoteling 
concept. He stated that there is a variety of people at different production levels and that the 
higher producing agents demand their own space and their own desk. Mr. Golden stated that 
there are other agents who are part-time who may come in the office once every two weeks. He 
also stated that there are virtual agents who only come in the offiCe to pick up forms. Mr. 
Golden informed the Board that the amount of licenses is now higher since there are Highland 
Park agents in their office and that they have had more attraction than they anticipated in the 
marketplace which resulted in a demand for more desks. 

Mr. Myers asked Mr. Golden to first break down the number of high producers and second, he 
asked how many agents would be moving to Highland Park when that office opened. 

Mr. Golden estimated that 20 agents would be going to Highland Park. He informed the Board 
that they have a license count of over 100 and that a lot of them are Highland Park agents. Mr. 
Golden then stated that with regard to the high producers, he did not have the exact numbers and 
stated that between 10% and 15% are the higher producers, 30% are moderate producers, 
between 30% and 40% are somewhat producing agents and that 10% are non-producing at all. 

Ms. Johnson suggested that if they were to remove the partitions and have an open floor plan 
similar to that at Koenig & Strey on Chestnut and Elm, there would be more space without 
having to do an addition. 
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Mr. Golden stated that would not work and that they are very efficient in terms of the use of the 
existing space. He stated that the average size of the desks is smaller than those in other offices. 
Mr. Golden also stated that if there was an open floor plan, it would be too loud. 

Mr. Myers asked if currently they have space for 40 to 50 separate agents. 

Mr. Golden stated that is correct if every seat was occupied. He also stated that out of all of the 
offices in the network, he has never been in an office when it is fully occupied, even in the 
downtown office. Mr. Golden stated that the nature of the business is to have 10% to 20% in the 
office. 

Mr. Myers stated that he is sympathetic to help people grow their businesses and that he 
understood that if only a small percentage of the space is occupied with 80 agents and that he 
understood the match for additional space. 

Mr. Golden informed the Board that the space would also allow it to be sectioned for training, 
would allow them to gain more agent desks and to bring more people in and grow the office. He 
stated that modem agents will only work for them with dedicated desks. Mr. Golden stated that 
20 to 25 years ago, they were a brand name office and had local advertising only and that 
everyone had their own desks. He stated that the world has changed and that because of 
technology, the agents still demand their own space and that the agents would not work for them 
if they felt as if they did not have space for them. 

Ms. Johnson stated that on the one hand, they say the agents are not coming into the office and 
on the other hand, they are saying that all of the desks are full. She commented that Mr. Golden 
is undercutting their argument. 

Mr. Golden did not agree with Ms. Johnson's comment and stated that agents want their own 
dedicated space. He stated that for a million dollar producer, that agent would want their own 
space. 

Ms. Johnson asked if it would be cost prohibitive to add on to the building vertically and asked 
the applicant if that was considered when they purchased the building and sought a special use 
permit. 

Mr. Golden stated that they did not. 

Ms. Johnson then stated that they are proposing to add 1,000 square feet and that in the zoning 
matrix, the Village staff referred to 841 square feet. She asked if the difference is attributable to 
removing the concrete strip. 

Mr. D'Onofrio confirmed that is correct. 
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Ms. Johnson then referred to page 18 of the site plan and referred to the amount of impermeable 
lot coverage as a result of the proposed addition and that the zoning matrix noted 5,255 square 
feet. She asked what is the reason for that discrepancy. 

Ms. Klaassen responded that the existing building lot coverage was taken directly from the plat 
of survey as certified by the surveyor and that the 5,255 square foot figure included building 
coverage and impermeable lot coverage. 

Ms. Johnson stated that since the Plan Commission meeting on which she is a liaison member 
from the Zoning Board, notice was given to the adjoining property owners with regard to the 
potential curb cut removal and asked if there were any objections. 

Mr. D'Onofrio stated that there have been no responses unless those objecting are here now. 

Chairman Adams asked if there were any other comments. 

Mr. Lane stated that he would like comment with regard to the window on the adjacent south 
property. He stated that the applicant has indicated that they would work with the Village and 
asked how they planned to deal with that. 

Mr. Rourke stated that they have had a conversation with the Village plan examiner, who had 
concerns with regard to fire rating, and confirmed that they planned to work with the adjacent 
property owner. He indicated that there is no definite plan at this time and that they have not 
spoken to the adjacent property owner. 

Mr. Lane referred to the vacant lot and the alley and asked if it is a dirt alley. 

Mr. D'Onofrio informed the Board that the vacant lot is privately owned. 

Ms. Johnson informed the Board that at the Plan Commission meeting, Brian Norkus indicated 
that the Village had planned to improve the public alley, but had not done so. She stated that 
even if the applicant did the addition, it would not impact the Village's ability to develop the 
alley in the future. 

Chairman Adams asked if there were any comments. No additional comments were made Board 
members at this time. He noted that the Board would be making a recommendation to the 
Village Council and suggested that between now and the final meeting before the Village 
Council, that the applicant makes progress in resolving the issue with the neighbor. Chairman 
Adams then asked if there were any comments from the audience. 

Chairman Adams then swore in John Louis of 22 Green Bay Road and 40 Green Bay Road. 

Mr. Louis informed the Board that there is a petition containing nine signatures of property 
owners in Indian Hill who are adamantly opposed to the proposed expansion. He noted that 
there are line items which are outlined. Mr. Louis informed the Board that he has been a 
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business owner in Indian Hill for 22 years. He stated that when the applicant proposed to take 
the space, they warned that there would be a negative impact on parking and that the applicant's 
parking has dominated the area. Mr. Louis stated that for the first time in 22 years, their clients 
are parking two blocks away. He added that it is important to note that while it is not all of the 
time, it occurred often enough to be a concern. 

Mr. Louis stated that when they spoke a year ago, all of the businesses were down 15 to 20%. 
He stated that when the economy recovers, they would be negatively impacted by the applicant 
wanting to expand in terms of parking domination. Mr. Louis stated that while they do have 
permanent parking on the east side of Green Bay Road, it is dominated by the applicant. He 
stated that the applicant represented one business and that there are 15 businesses there with the 
applicant dominating parking. 

Mr. Louis stated that two to three years ago when they took the space, it was suggested strongly 
that they purchase the adjacent vacant lot which is privately owned and that they made an 
attempt. He indicated that it is imperative that if the applicant is to expand, they need to buy that 
lot. Mr. Louis noted that as land owners, the other businesses would lease some of that property 
from them. He stated that it is important to note that the owner of 22 Green Bay Road has given 
him power of attorney and that property owner is adamantly opposed to the applicant adjoining 
his building and to do what they can to stop it. 

Mr. Louis stated that it should also be noted that the lot in the back floods and that there is 
currently 100 square feet of standing water. He commented that the property needed treatment 
and that the land owner does not take care of it. Mr. Louis commented that it made sense to the 
Village approval for that property to be sold as a parking lot and that it would give them freedom 
to park for their customers without hindrance. He descr~bed the applicant as very aggressive and 
that with 15 to 20 new brokers from other companies, the trend will continue. Mr. Louis stated 
that they need to consider the neighbors and the fact that parking is very important to their 
success. He concluded by stating that he had no sympathy for the applicant's argument that they 
cannot grow the business. 

Ms. 10hnson stated that to put a parking lot there, assuming the applicant could purchase it, a 
special use permit would be needed. 

Mr. Louis confirmed that is correct. He also stated that there is no parking for that vacant space 
to be used for retail. 

Mr. Myers asked if there is difficulty for the employees walking blocks away or the customers. 

Mr. Louis responded that it is difficult for the customers. He also stated that the permitted 
parking lot is full on a regular basis and commented that it is a big problem. 

Ms. 10hnson asked Mr. Louis even if the applicant was only to park in the permitted lot, would 
that not help. 
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Mr. Louis confirmed that is correct. 

Mr. Myers asked Mr. D'Onofrio if surveying of the parking lot's usage is done. 

Mr. D'Onofrio stated that it is not surveyed by the Village and that a parking and traffic study 
was submitted by the applicant which is required as part of the special use process. 

Chairman Adams stated that KLOA submitted a parking study to counter what Mr. Louis is 
saying. 

Mr. Louis described the traffic report as ridiculous and that it had no value to him. He also 
stated that a two day assessment cannot be made and that it is not fair to them. Mr. Louis added 
that after 22 years, he can provide a detailed report on parking. 

Mr. Krucks asked Mr. Louis to identify the businesses represented by the petition. 

Mr. Louis identified Paul Kondalis of 22 Green Bay Road, Paul Armstrong of 20 Green Bay 
Road, Dr. Jeffrey Dreebin of 42 Green Bay Road, Robert Wells of 18 Green Bay Road, Vincent 
Comerci of 22 and 24 Green Bay Road, himself, Frank Keisel of 46 Green Bay Road, Kash 
Kamada of 50 Green Bay Road and John Vlahakis of 44 Green Bay Road. He indicated that he 
has not heard from Captain Nemo's owner. He added that Fitness Revolution is also part of the 
petition. 

Chairman Adams asked if there were any other comments. 

Chairman Adams then swore in John Sitt (sp?). 

Mr. Sitt introduced himself to the Board as a 25% owner of Fitness Revolution and stated that he 
agreed with Mr. Louis' comments totally. He also stated that in connection with the curb cuts 
and driveway, he identified it as the current location for the dumpster and that the garbage men 
may have a problem unless it is relocated. Mr. Sitt stated that otherwise, he described parking as 
a total nightmare for the staff and their clients. He stated that they have clients between 6:00 
a.m. and 7:00 a.m. and from 9:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and that during peak hours, there is a 
problem parking. 

Chairman Adams asked Mr. Sitt approximately how many agents do they see going into the @ 

properties office. 

Mr. Sitt responded that he did not know and stated that four or five years ago, there was no issue 
with parking. He stated that currently from 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., you have to circle a lot to 
find parking and that their 6 to 7 employees park in the lot. 

Mr. Myers asked Mr. Sitt regardless of whether the Board allowed the additional space, the 
applicant could bring more agents in. He referred to the opportunity to do more sharing. Mr. 

61 
128



November 14,2011 Page 8 

Myers stated that even if the Board said no to the request, there could be more agents and asked 
Mr. Sitt for his reaction. 

Mr. Sitt stated that the issue mostly related to parking. He indicated that expansion is great for 
any business, but that in the planning of expansion, they need to be accommodating. Mr. Sitt 
stated that 12 agents would need a lot of space. 

Mr. Lane asked Mr. Sitt if he felt they were losing business due to the lack of parking. 

Mr. Sitt stated that there have definitely been complaints. 

Mr. Lane asked Mr. Louis if he felt that they would lose business. 

Mr. Louis stated that they have been hearing complaints from clients and that they have not lost 
business yet. 

Chairman Adams asked if there were any other comments. 

Ms. Johnson asked Mr. D'Onofrio with regard to 90 minute parking, do they have police records 
of ticketing. 

Mr. D'Onofrio stated that records are not kept by location of where the ticketing occurred. 

Mr. Louis stated that the limits are not being enforced. 

Mr. Sitt stated that the limits are enforced for the lot, but that he had no idea if it is done for 
street parking. . 

Chairman Adams swore in John Vlahakis, 44 Green Bay Road. 

Mr. Vlahakis stated that for the gallery on Lincoln, enforcement is punctually checked, but not 
on Green Bay Road since the service officer cannot park there. 

Mr. Lane stated that the traffic study was based on two days on Tuesday, February 22,2011 and 
Saturday, February 19, 2011. He then asked if they felt that the traffic study was sufficient 
which only included two days. Mr. Lane also asked what they propose is reasonable. 

Mr. Louis stated that the traffic study was done during the winter and that it would have been 
sufficient to ask people such as himself who have been in the area for 22 years. 

Mr. Lane stated that there is a purpose for the traffic study process and that it is not based on 
hearsay and comments. 

Mr. Louis stated that a photograph was taken of the street with four vehicles which is not 
representative of reality. 
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Mr. Myers asked Mr. Golden if it is his testimony that 20 people from the Highland Park office 
do not really use the office. 

Mr. Golden responded not on a regular basis. He also stated that he would like to clarify that 
they do not do closings in the office. Mr. Golden stated that the volume of traffic that the 
neighbors are seeing is staff and agents going in and out. He also stated that they do not hold 
weekly meetings in the office and that for training, they use the Winnetka Community House and 
that the Lake Forest office is already open. 

Mr. Rourke stated that they have heard that traffic and parking is sensitive to everyone. He 
stated that the building had been primarily vacant for 10 to 12 years and if not them occupying 
the space, then who. Mr. Rourke also stated that the headcount showed a peak of 17 people in 
4,000 square feet of space and that their type of use is at the low end of demand since a retail or 
restaurant use could be higher. He added that they realize that there is a parking demand, but 
that relative to what type of use could be in 4,000 square feet of space, he described them as 
average. 

Chairman Adams swore in Javier Millan, the KLOA consultant. 

Mr. Myers referred to whether two days' worth of observation provided a good representation 
and whether more days of observation would have provided a greater probability of recognizing 
the complete profile of the community. Mr. Myers then asked Mr. Millan how many days would 
increase a probable 90% clear view. 

Mr. Millan informed the Board that they avoided counts on Mondays and Fridays since the 
results can be skewed. He stated that there may be a long weekend and that the days typically 
used by the state and other municipalities are Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays which give 
an average volume. Mr. Millan stated that they used Tuesday as one of the normal high days for 
the facility. He stated that roughly speaking, if there were 70 parking spaces, the next day, there 
would be a lower amount of parking spaces available and that the amount would stay within a 
certain range. Mr. Millan indicated that there would still be the same results if the other days 
were used. 

Mr. Myers stated that in terms of seasonality, he referred to the use of February from a real estate 
point of view versus May through October. 

Mr. Golden informed the Board that the high season is the spring market and that from January 
through May, they would see 65% of their business. He stated that February is the heart of the 
season when the market is heating up and that February, March and April result in the highest 
counts with slower volume in the summer. 

Mr. Lane asked if they do house tours. 

Mr. Golden confirmed that they do and that it drove traffic up. He added that generally, Tuesday 
is the heaviest day of the week. 
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Ms. Johnson stated that Green Bay Road is a four lane street with a double line. She stated that 
coming from the north, if there is no available parking on the west side of Green Bay Road, the 
traffic report did not take into account whether drivers are willing to make an illegal u-turn to get 
to a parking space on the east side. Ms. Johnson stated that the tables indicate that parking on 
the east side of the street is less utilized. She also stated that it is a busy street and that people 
would have to fight four lanes of traffic to get to a business on the west side of the street. Ms. 
Johnson referred to whether that should be taken in account in the traffic analysis and that it is 
not noted anywhere in the report. She suggested that it should be a footnote. 

Mr. Millan stated that because the businesses are on the west side of the street, that side 
represented prime parking. He then stated that to the south, there is parking either on the east 
side and that people may do an illegal u-turn to get to the west side. Mr. Millan stated that when 
you look at the report, the study area was shrunken to a radius closer to the site. He stated that 
they wanted to know what would happen in close proximity to the site. Mr. Millan also stated 
that they took into account the shrunken study area to 300 feet from the site. He noted that 
Kenilworth is slightly south to the parking lot entrance and that they went to 628 Green Bay 
Road on the south and 48 Green Bay Road to the north. Mr. Millan stated that when they used 
the 300 foot area, when people are shopping, the prime space is 300 feet to the door. He noted 
that a car length is 16 feet and that a parking space measured 19 feet. 

Mr. Rourke stated that south on Green Bay Road is not as popular with businesses. 

Mr. Krucks asked that since they observed parking two days in February, they cannot say with 
certainty that it is representative during the other times of the year. He also stated that 
consideration should be given that it may be the holiday weekend. 

Mr.-Millan stated that in the summer, other business may be higher. 

Mr. Golden stated that they cannot say with certainty unless they made observations every day. 
He informed the Board that there is a small amount of staff in the office on Saturday. 

Chairman Adams asked if there were any other comments. 

Mr. Myers asked Mr. Golden if they engaged in conversation with the other businesses in order 
reach an agreement in terms of the usage of parking spaces and how many agents park across the 
street versus within 300 feet. 

Mr. Golden stated that they did not and that some businesses appreciate them there such as the 
restaurants. He noted that Marco Roma and Captain Nemo's get business from them. Mr. 
Golden also informed the Board that they purchased permits for their employees and that they 
encourage the agents to do the same thing. He stated that traffic and the usage of the space is 
good for the Village and that while they are not attempting to hurt business on the street, they are 
trying to be reasonable. 
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Chairman Adams then called the matter in for discussion. He noted that the Board is to discuss 
the special use and variations. 

Mr. Myers stated that he is sympathetic and that he would take the traffic study as a good 
representation. He stated that they could ask for additional days and that unfortunately, they are 
in a period of the year which is lower for real estate. Mr. Myers stated that would not be a 
reasonable request and that they may only get a marginally more accurate representation. 

Mr. Myers stated that on the weekdays there is a fair amount of usage of parking spaces in the 
300 foot area. He stated that with regard to the group of businesses which signed the petition, he 
is sympathetic to their concerns and that they are dealing with a change in perception from a 
neighborhood where there was always easy parking since there was little traffic. Mr. Myers 
stated that the question for the Board is what is a reasonable request of the customers or 
employees which would not adversely affect business. He commented that he hoped that the 
neighborhood and businesses grow to make greater usage. Mr. Myers described the request as 
reasonable and that he understood that current businesses are saying there is an effect, but that he 
did not think it is adverse in terms of being substantially injurious, which is a standard that the 
Board is being held to. He also stated that they have not. heard testimony that it had or will be 
substantially injurious by the addition of space and that it is not unreasonable to ask someone to 
walk 1 '12 blocks to a business in the area. 

Mr. Lane stated that there are two separate sets of standards to be considered. He stated that he 
agreed with Mr. Myers' comments. Mr. Lane stated that while the study is not perfect, with any 
consultant, the more study which is done, the more accurate it will be. He stated that the Board 
should rely on the prior experience and information provided. Mr. Lane also indicated that two 
days of observation is reasonable and that clearly, there are parking spaces available, especially 
on Saturday. He stated that there was the same conclusion as at the last Board meeting with 
regard to the parking study. 

Mr. Lane then stated that with regard to pushing back towards the alley, there is a special and 
unique situation since the alley is not used. He also stated that the Village has no issue with 
ultimately paving the alley and using it if they had to, which represented a unique circumstance. 
Mr. Lane then stated that with regard to reasonable return, without the addition, he is not sure if 
it would apply to the building in general versus the business and that he understood the testimony 
as to what agents want and that it made sense to him for the agents to want space and want their 
own desk. He suggested that they look at the previous testimony which stated that there were 9 
to 10 people and what the averages are in the results currently. 

Mr. Lane stated that he is generally in favor of the request and that he is sympathetic to the other 
business owners. He stated that he asked and got an answer with regard to the potential effect on 
business in that it would be inconvenient and represent a change in expectations. Mr. Lane 
indicated that he would like to see the applicant spend more time and work with the neighboring 
businesses and that the window may be covered and that they need to deal with it. He also 
suggested that there be definite plans to work with them before a decision like this is made. 
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Mr. Myers noted that in the documents, the applicant stated that they planned to work with them. 

Mr. Lane stated that while he is generally in favor of the request, he had difficulty with regard to 
reasonable return. 

Ms. Johnson stated that while she had no problem with the special use, she had difficulty with 
regard to reasonable return, the hardship and unique circumstances. She stated that the agents 
want their own desk regardless of how much they use it and that it is not an absolute barrier to 
them to accommodate growth. Ms. Johnson also stated that there has been no evidence to the 
contrary. She stated that it is hard to see why the applicant needed to add all those desks when 
they have few people in the office and few clients there. 

Ms. Johnson then stated that on the other hand, the applicant did improve the area and are 
recapturing three parking spaces on the west side of Green Bay Road. She also noted that the 
applicant agreed to pay for curb cut restoration and that the three parking spaces represent a 
major factor since they have not been used in 20 years. Ms. Johnson stated that with regard to 
the west side parking issue, the police need to be more vigilant in enforcing the 90 minute limit. 
Ms. Johnson then stated that the applicant can get reasonable return without adding 1,000 square 
feet and that the promise of the applicant to restore cub cuts might tip the balance. She concluded 
by stating that with regard to the special use, she had no problem with the standards. 

Mr. Krucks stated that he is sympathetic to the complaints of the residents and business owners 
with regard to parking, especially parking which is taken by employees. He also stated that he 
agreed with the observation that there is inconsistent enforcement by the police department in 
Indian Hill. Mr. Krucks then stated that the hardship requirement has not been met and that there 
may be hardship only with regard to the applicant's business plan. 

. . .. 

Chairman Adams stated that he agreed with the comments made and that he is in favor of the 
special use permit and that the business is already there. He stated that the request is problematic 
in connection with adequate parking which related to the fifth requirement. Chairman Adams 
stated that the Board must rely on the Village expert analysis of the traffic study and that the 
study was done at the busiest time of year for the business. 

Chairman Adams stated that with regard to the variation, he is troubled in connection with 
reasonable return. He then stated that he supported the fact that the property had been empty for 
a long time and that the applicant has done a nice job of bringing it back and bringing more 
traffic to the area. Chairman Adams indicated that he is not convinced that the applicant cannot 
yield reasonable return. He asked if there were any other comments. 

Ms. Johnson stated that she would like to point to two items in connection with the variation 
request. She stated that the extra 1,000 square feet is benign since it is not a restaurant or other 
noisy operation. Ms. Johnson stated that on the other hand, the business does not generate tax 
revenue for the Village. She referred to the difficult and strict application of the variance 
standards which she commented are hard to meet. Ms. Johnson also stated that there has been no 
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contrary evidence. She then stated that there could be conforming alternatives such as the agents 
sharing the desks more or to carve the space differently inside. 

Chairman Adams then asked for a motion to approve the special use and a different motion for 
the variations. 

Mr. Myers moved to recommend approval of the special use and referred to page nos. 10 and 11 
in the packet of materials as rationale for recommending approval of the special use. He again 
moved to approve the special use permit and enter into the record the findings included on page 
nos. 10 and 11 in the packet of materials as follows: 

1. The Applicant hereby states the Special Use will not be detrimental to or endanger the 
public health, safety, comfort, moral or general welfare. With over 1,100 real estate 
agents, @ properties is one of the largest, independently owned real estate brokerage 
companies in the United States. Known throughout the Chicagoland area, @ properties 
offices are an integral part of the community, supporting numerous community events 
and charitable causes throughout the year. 

2. The Applicant hereby states the Special Use will not be substantially injurious to the use 
and enjoyment of the other property in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by 
right in the district of concern, nor diminish or impair the property values in the 
immediate vicinity. In fact, just the opposite is true. @ properties is making a substantial 
investment in expanding the building which in tum will help support property values in 
the area. 

3. The Applicant hereby states that the establishment of the Special Use will not impede the 
norma1 and orderly development or iinprovement of other property in the immediate 
vicinity for uses permitted by right in the district or districts of concern. As stated in the 
attached traffic study, there currently exists plenty of available parking for the applicant's 
intended use. With today's advanced technology, real estate agents spend less time in the 
office and more time working out of their homes or in the field. The office has become a 
place of support for the agents, where they come to pick up marketing information and 
materials but not necessarily work. 

4. The Applicant hereby states 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 attached traffic study addresses this in detail and 
indicates that there is plenty of available public parking during the applicant's proposed 
hours of use. In fact, the applicant's intended use will more than likely result in less 
parking being used than another applicant who may occupy the premises. 

5. The Applicant hereby states that adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage, and 
other facilities necessary to the operation of the Special Use exists or are to be provided. 
If approved, only 1,000 square feet of building will be added to the existing structure. 
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Therefore the existing utilities, drainage and improvements are sufficient for the 
applicant's intended use. 

6. The Applicant hereby states that the Special Use in all other respects conforms to the 
applicable regulations of this and other Village ordinances and codes. Ultimately, the 
final determination will be made by the Village staff but the applicant is confident that 
the proposed Special Use is within Village guidelines for this district. 

Mr. Lane seconded the motion. 

A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed, 5 to O. 

AYES: 
NAYS: 

Adams, Johnson, Krucks, Lane, Myers 
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 they meet standards 
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: 

• 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; 

• 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; 

• 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; 

• 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; 

o That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities 
necessary to the operation of the special use exist or are to be provided; 

• That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of 
this and other Village ordinance and codes. 
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Imposition of Conditions 

Special use permits are frequently referred to as "conditional use permits," because an essential 
element of all special uses is the imposition of conditions designed to offset the negative impact 
of the use proposed. 

The recommendation from the Zoning Board of Appeals may include recommended stipulations, 
restrictions, or conditions that it considers necessary "to assure the protection of the public 
health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare." 

The Village Council is not bound by the recommendation of the Zoning Board of Appeals and 
retains the discretion to grant, deny, or modify the special use application. The Zoning 
Ordinance specifically authorizes the Council to apply stipulations, conditions, or restrictions as 
the Council itself deems necessary to assure the protection of the public health, safety, comfort, 
morals, or general welfare. The Village Council may also require evidence and guarantees that it 
deems necessary to assure compliance with the stipulations, conditions, or restrictions imposed. 
The guarantees are often in the form of recorded restrictive covenants. 

Following are examples of typical conditions imposed for the issuance of special use permits: 

• provide additional off-street parking 

o upgrade area utilities 

• provide landscaping, fences, and/or other visual elements to screen the more 
negative aspects of the special use from view or to serve as a buffer between the 
special use" and adjoining residential uses " " 

• provide secure fencing to make hazardous areas of the proposed use inaccessible. 

Just as the relief granted by a zoning variation should be related to the hardship claimed, there 
must be a nexus between the conditions imposed for a special use and a defmed negative impact 
or public need that arises as a result of the special use. This requirement is found in the statutory 
and ordinance provisions that require that the stipUlations, conditions, or restrictions be only 
those that are "necessary" to protect the general public or to assure compliance with zoning and 
other regulations. The necessity addressed by the conditions need not be an absolute necessity. 
Courts that have interpreted this provision have construed it to mean what is "expedient" or 
"reasonably convenient" to the public welfare. Some courts have found that the conditions 
imposed must bear a "real and substantial" relation to the public health or general welfare. 

Chairman Adams then asked for a motion with regard to the requested variations. 

Mr. Myers stated that he would be in favor of granting the request. 

Mr. Krucks stated that he would oppose the variation request. 
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Ms. Johnson stated that she would also oppose the variation request. 

Chairman Adams again asked for a motion. 

Ms. Johnson moved to recommend denial of the request for the intensity of use of lot and rear 
yard setback because the applicant has not established that they cannot get reasonable return 
without the approval of the variations and that there has been no evidence of hardship or 
practical difficulty which would deprive the applicant of the reasonable use of the property 
without the variations. She stated that with regard to the findings, the property can yield a 
reasonable return and that there are no unique circumstances established which are associated 
with the character of the property as opposed to the occupants. Ms. Johnson stated that the 
request did meet standard nos. 3 through 8 although standard no. 4 with regard to adequate light 
to adjacent properties has not been resolved with the Village or the property owner. 

Mr. Krucks seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion was passed, 3 to 2. 

AYES: 
NAYS: 

Adams, Johnson, Krucks 
Lane, Myers 

FINDINGS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

1. The requested variations are within the final jurisdiction of the Village Council. 

2. The requested variations are not in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance. The proposal is not 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 no practical difficulties or a particular hardship which prevents strict 
application of Section 17.46.040 [Intensity of Use of Lot] and Section 17.46.080 [Rear 
Yard Setback] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance which is related to the use or alteration 
of the building. 

The evidence in the judgment of the Zoning Board of Appeals has established: 

1. The property can yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the 
conditions allowed by the zoning regulations. No evidence of hardship or practical 
difficulty was provided that establishes the applicant would be deprived a reasonable 
return without the approval of the Intensity of Use of Lot and Rear Yard Setback 
variations. 

2. The plight of the applicant is not due to unique circumstances which are related to the 
property, but are more related to the applicant's business plan. 
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3. The variations, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. The 
proposed one-story addition is compatible, in general, with the character of the existing 
commercial development in the immediate neighborhood. 

4. An adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property may be impaired by the proposed 
variations, as there are proximate structures to the proposed addition. Any issues with the 
second floor window on the adjacent building to the south must be resolved with the 
applicant, neighboring property owner, and the Village in order to ensure compliance 
with the building code. 

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 
proposed construction is generally an improvement to the property. 

7. Congestion in the public streets will not increase. 

8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village 
will not be otherwise impaired. 
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VILLAGE OF WINNETKA M·ORDINANCES 120101 ORDINANCE NO. M·5·2010 
ORDINANCE NO. M-S-2010 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR A REAL ESTATE OFFICE 
WITHIN THE C-l LIMITED RETAIL COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT (26-30 Green Bay 
Road) 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka is a home rule municipality in accordance with Article 
VII, Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of lllinois of 1970, pursuant to which it has the 
authority, except as limited by said Section 6 of Article VII, to exercise any power and perform 
any function pertaining to the government and affairs of the Village~ and 

WHEREAS, the Council of the Village of WiImetka ("Village Council") find that establishing 
standards for the use and development of lands and buildings within the Village and establishing 
and applying criteria for variations from those standards are matters pertaining to the affairs of 
the V illage~ and 

WHEREAS, @Properties, is the owner of the following described real estate (the "Subject 
Property"), which is commonly known as 26-30 Green Bay Road: 

Lots 31 and 32 (except the Northeasterly 20 feet thereof) in Block 1 in Manus Indian Hill 
Subdivision of parts of the North Y2 of Section 28, Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the 
Third Principal Meridian, according to the Plat thereof recorded June 22, 1922 as Document 
7550571, in Cook County, lllinois~ and 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located in the Indian Hill business district, on the west side 
of Green Bay Road, in the C-l Limited Retail Commercial Zoning District provided for in 
Chapter 17040 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code~ and 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is improved with a one-story building that was constructed in 
1945~and 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property has been vacant for 12 years, and is bounded on the north by a 
vacant lot and on the south by a strength training clinic; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17AO.020(B) of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of 
the WiImetka Village Code, certain uses are permitted only as special uses in the C-l Limited 
Retail Commercial Zoning District; and 

WHEREAS, uses that are permitted as special uses in the C-l Limited Retail Commercial 
Zoning District are enumerated in Chapter 17046 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, on December 28,2009, @Properties ("Applicant") filed an application for a special 
use permit pursuant to Section 17.40.020(B) of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, to allow a real 
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estate sales office to occupy the space at 26-30 Green Bay Road; and 

WHEREAS, the stated purpose of the proposed special use is to allow @Properties to remodel 
the existing space for use as a real estate office for a staff of nine full and part-time employees 
and agents; and 

WHEREAS, on January 27,2010, on due notice thereof, the Plan Commission convened to 
consider the requested special use, at which time the ten members of the Plan Commission then 
present unanimously found the proposed special use to be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and recommended that it be approved; and 

WHEREAS, on February 8,2010, on due notice thereof, the Zoning Board of Appeals held a 
public hearing to consider the special use permit and the five members then present unanimously 
voted to recommend approval of the request; and 

WHEREAS, the separate proceedings before the Zoning Board of Appeals and the Plan 
Commission both included questioning of the Applicant by members of the Zoning Board of 
Appeals and the Plan Commission; and 

WHEREAS, no owners of property located within 250 feet of the Subject Property filed written 
objections, submitted any evidence, or requested an opportunity to cross-examine witnesses at 
either the Zoning Board of Appeals hearing or the Plan Commission meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the proceedings of the Zoning Board of Appeals and Plan Commission conformed 
with all requirements of their procedural rules, the Winnetka Village Code and applicable 
statutes of the State of lllinois; and 

WHEREAS, special uses granted pursuant to Section 17.40.020(B) are subject to the conditions 
and requirements set forth in Chapter 17.56 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use would allow the renovation of a vacant building and 
would contribute to the revitalization of the surrounding area; and 

WHEREAS, @Properties, the business for which the special use is being sought, has been in 
business since 2000 and has offices in Evanston and Chicago; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use will neither endanger nor be detrimental to the public 
health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare in that the proposed real estate office will be 
replacing another office that was previously housed in the building; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use will not either substantially diminish or impair property 
values in the immediate vicinity, nor will it impede the normal and orderly development and 
improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the zoning 
district in that area, in that (i) the area is already developed, (ii) there are a variety of other uses 
in the vicinity and (iii) the proposal will result in the renovation an existing vacant space, which 
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will add vitality to the area; and 

WHEREAS, adequate measures have been taken to provide ingress and egress in a manner that 
minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways, in that the renovated 
space will continue to use the existing streets, sidewalks and access routes to the Subject 
Property; and 

WHEREAS, subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, adequate parking, utilities, 
access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary for the operation of the special use already 
exist; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable zoning 
regulations and other applicable Village ordinances and codes; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objective to "ensure 
that commercial, institutional, and residential development is appropriate to the character of and 
minimizes the adverse impact on its surrounding neighborhood;" and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objectives to: (a) 
"limit commercial, institutional and residential development within the Village to minimize 
potentially adverse impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods and to prevent the need for 
significant increases in infrastructure and other community resources;" and (b) "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;" and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 goal to "provide for 
a wide range of office/service and retail commercial land uses and development within the 
existing business districts in the Corridor;" and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objective 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;" and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Winnetka 2020 objective to: (a) 
"ensure that new development does not decrease public parking supply, particularly on-street 
parking that supports retail use;" and (b) "guide any redevelopment of the Indian Hill Business 
District so as to preserve the residential character of the adjacent neighborhood;" and 

WHEREAS, based on all of the foregoing, and subject to the terms and conditions of this 
Ordinance, the proposed special use satisfies the standards for special uses set forth in section 
17.56.010 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance and the additional standards of Chapter 17.46 that 
apply to requests for real estate office uses within the C-l Limited Retail Commercial Zoning 
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District. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the Village of Winnetka do ordain as follows: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing recitals are hereby incorporated as the findings of the Council of 
the Village of Winnetka, as if fully set forth herein. 

SECTION 2: Pursuant to Section 17.46.010 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, and subject to 
the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, a special use is hereby granted to the Subject 
Property, commonly known as 26-30 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, lllinois, and located in the C-l 
Limited Retail Commercial Zoning District provided in Chapter 17.40 of the Winnetka Zoning 
Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, to allow the real estate sales office of 
@Properties, as depicted in the plans submitted with the application. 

SECTION 3: The special use permit hereby granted is subject to the following conditions: 

A. The vacant lot to the north of the Subject Property will not be used for parking purposes 
by visitors or real estate agents unless and until @Properties acquires title to the vacant lot and 
obtains a special use to permit from the Village of Winnetka for a surface parking lot on that 
property. 

B. The stipulations, conditions and restrictions set forth in the foregoing Section 3 of this 
Ordinance may be modified or revised from time to time by the Village Council following public 
notice and hearing, following the procedures specified in Section 17.56 of the Winnetka Village 
Code for processing special use applications. 

C. In addition to the foregoing, the special use granted pursuant to this Ordinance shall be 
subject to expiration or termination as provided in Section 17.56.010 (J) of the Winnetka Zoning 
Ordinance. 

SECTION 4: This Ordinance is passed by the Council of the Village of Winnetka in the 
exercise of its home rule powers pursuant to Section 6 of Article VII of the lllinois Constitution 
of 1970. 

SECTION 5: This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage, approval and 
posting as provided by law. 

PASSED this 6th day of April, 2010, pursuant to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: Trustees Greable, Johnson, Pedian, Poor, Spinney 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: Trustee Rintz 

American Legal Publishing 4 

75 
142



Village of Winnetka, IL Ordinances and Resolutions 

APPROVED this 6th day of April, 2010. 

Signed: 

sl1 essica B. Tucker 

Village President 

Countersigned: 

slDouglas G. Williams 

Village Clerk 

Introduced: March 16,2010 

Posted: March 17,2010 

Passed and Approved: April 6, 2010 

Posted: April 9, 2010 
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Excerpt of WVC  Chapter 17.46 Page 1 of 7 

Chapter 17.46 

USE, LOT, SPACE, BULK AND YARD REGULATIONS 
FOR RETAIL COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS 

(Excerpt) 
 

Section 17.46.010  Table of Uses 

 

Table of Uses 
C-1 

Limited 
Retail 

C-2 
General 
Retail 

C-2 
Retail 

Overlay 

P 
SU 
NO  

= 
=  
=  

Permitted uses 
Special  uses 
Not permitted 

   

 
A.   RESIDENTIAL USES 

Dwelling unit above the ground floor in a commercial 
building  

P P P 

Dwelling Unit at the ground floor, less than 50 feet from 
front street line 

SU NO NO 

Dwelling Unit at the ground floor, 50 feet or more from front 
street line 

SU SU SU 

 
B.   PERSONAL SERVICE ESTABLISHMENTS and  CUSTOM CRAFT USES 

Barber shop P P P 

Beauty salon or day spa, including nail salons, skin care and 
related services 

P P P 

Laundry and dry cleaning receiving store (Processing not 
performed on premises) 

P P P 

Photography studio P P P 

Picture framing (retail only)  P P P 

Printing shop with retail sales component, or mailing and 
related office services  

P P P 

Shoe or hat repair P P P 

Tailor shop or dressmaking establishment P P P 

Tanning Salon SU SU SU 

Taxidermy shop P P SU 

Travel agency P P SU 

Upholstery shop and furniture repair/refinishing  P P SU 

Weight loss clinic / diet center SU SU SU 
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Table of Uses 
C-1 

Limited 
Retail 

C-2 
General 
Retail 

C-2 
Retail 

Overlay 

 
C.   GENERAL RETAIL SALES and RELATED SERVICE USES 

Antique store P P P 

Apparel store P P P 

Apparel rental, not including cleaning  P P P 

Appliance service, repair or sales P P P 

Art, craft, or hobby supply store P P P 

Art gallery or studio  P P P 

Bath supply or accessory store P P P 

Bicycle sales service, repair or sales  P P P 

Book store P P P 

Cabinet sales establishment (not including cutting, assembly, 
etc.) 

P P P 

Camera and photo store P P P 

Card /stationery store P P P 

China, glassware, ceramic or flatware shop P P P 

Coin, stamp, precious metal or similar shop P P P 

Computer equipment sales and service P P P 

Department or variety store P P P 

Drug store P P P 

Electrical and household appliance sales and service  P P P 

Electronics store P P P 

Fabric & sewing accessory store  P P P 

Floor covering store  P P P 

Florist shop, retail (no on-site greenhouse, outdoor storage, or 
related horticultural activities) 

P P P 

Furniture and home accessories store  P P P 

Furrier and fur apparel shop (including storage/repair when 
incidental to retail) 

P P P 

Garden supply shop P P P 

Gift shop, specialty shop or novelty shop P P P 

Hardware store P P P 

Interior decorating (with retail inventory on display) P P P 

Interior decorating service (no retail inventory)  P P SU 

Jewelry store  P P P 
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Table of Uses 
C-1 

Limited 
Retail 

C-2 
General 
Retail 

C-2 
Retail 

Overlay 

Leather goods store P P P 

Lighting and electrical equipment store (retail) P P P 

Luggage store P P P 

Musical instrument store, including music lessons when 
incidental to retail  

P P P 

Newspaper or magazine store P P P 

Office supply store P P P 

Optical goods store P P P 

Paint and wall covering store  P P P 

Pet shop and supplies (not including animal boarding or 
kennel services)  

P P P 

Pharmacy P P P 

Record, tape and video recording store P P P 

Resale shop, secondhand store or rummage shop P P SU 

Rummage collection and/or storage SU SU SU 

Shoe store  P P P 

Sporting goods store  P P P 

Tobacco shop P P P 

Toy store P P P 

Window covering, drapery or curtain store  P P P 

 
D.   PLANTS, ANIMALS AND RELATED USES 

Animal grooming establishments P P   P  

Animal hospital or veterinary clinic (for care and treatment of 
domestic pets and animals only, and operated completely 
within a building.  (No Boarding permitted, and cannot 
operate 24 hours) 

P P SU 

Wholesale florist, or commercial greenhouse SU SU SU 

 
E.   FOOD PRODUCT USES 

Bakery, retail P P P 

Candy/confectionery shop P P P 

Convenience food store SU SU SU 

Grocery store SU P P 

Meat, fish or poultry market P P P 

Specialty Food or Beverage Shop   P P P 
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Table of Uses 
C-1 

Limited 
Retail 

C-2 
General 
Retail 

C-2 
Retail 

Overlay 

 
F.   FOOD AND BEVERAGE SERVICE USES 

Catering establishment with no retail or restaurant component P P SU 

Ice cream or frozen desert shop P P P 

Restaurant, drive-in  SU SU SU 

Restaurant, fast food SU SU SU 

Restaurant, standard P P P 

 
G.   FINANCIAL USES 

Accounting, auditing and bookkeeping services P P SU 

Banks without drive through facilities SU P SU 

Banks with drive through facilities SU SU SU 

Credit Union Office SU P SU 

Financial Counseling office P P SU 

Income tax service P P SU 

Insurance agents or brokers P P SU 

Loan or mortgage brokers P P SU 

Stock, commodity or security broker  P P SU 

 
H.   BUSINESS SERVICE USES 

Advertising agency offices P P SU 

Building maintenance service offices P P SU 

Business machine sales, service or rental P P P 

Employment Agency P P SU 

Printing shop (with no retail sales component)  P P SU 

Stenographic & Other temporary Office Employment Service 
Offices 

P P SU 

 
I.   OFFICE AND PROFESSIONAL USES 

Business association offices P P SU 

General offices P P SU 

Newspaper offices P P SU 

Professional Offices, including architect, attorney, engineer P P SU 

Publishing offices P P SU 
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Table of Uses 
C-1 

Limited 
Retail 

C-2 
General 
Retail 

C-2 
Retail 

Overlay 

Office of Institution of Religious, Charitable or Philanthropic 
nature 

P P SU 

Real Estate offices SU P SU 

 

J.   MEDICAL AND RELATED USES 

Acupuncture Services P P SU 

Chiropractor’s Offices P P SU 

Dental Office P P SU 

Dental Laboratory P P SU 

Home Health Care Provider’s Offices P P SU 

Medical Offices P P SU 

Medical Laboratory P P SU 

Offices for the fitting, sales and repair of hearing aids, 
prosthetic appliances and the like 

P P P 

Optical  Laboratory  P  P SU 

Psychiatrist’s & Psychologist’s Office or similar mental 
health counseling  

P P SU 

 

K.   TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED USES 

Automobile parts accessories store (retail) P P P 

Automobile, motorcycle, boat and marine sales and 
showroom (limited to indoor storage of display models) 

SU P P 

Automobile Service Station (including incidental repair and 
washing accessory to principal use) subject to being located a 
minimum of 200 feet from a church, or temple, library, 
community or parish house, or public or private school or 
kindergarten  

SU SU SU 

Motor vehicle battery and tire sale & service  SU SU SU 

Parking Lot SU SU SU 

Public Garage (any building used for storage, parking, repair, 
etc., but not including body and fender shop, an auto laundry, 
an automotive machine shop, a welding shop, an automobile 
repainting shop or a shop engaged in the repair or testing of 
engines) 

SU SU SU 

Railroad passenger station SU SU SU 
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Table of Uses 
C-1 

Limited 
Retail 

C-2 
General 
Retail 

C-2 
Retail 

Overlay 

 
L.   MATERIAL SUPPLY AND CONSTRUCTION USES 

Glass and mirror shop P P P 

Heating and air conditioning sales and service establishments P P P 

Heating and air conditioning service establishments P P SU 

Lighting & Electrical sales and service establishments P P P 

Lighting & Electrical service establishments P P SU 

Roofing sales and service establishments P P P 

Roofing service establishments P P SU 

Plumbing sales and service establishments P P P 

Plumbing service establishments P P SU 

 
M.   COMMUNICATION AND PUBLIC UTILITY USES 

Newspaper distribution agencies P P SU 

Newspaper home delivery center NO SU SU 

Public utility service store or collection office P P SU 

Telephone exchange P P SU 

 
N.   GOVERNMENTAL USES 

Postal Service pick up stations, retail P P P  

Postal service, Distribution service SU SU SU 

Parks SU SU SU 

 
O.   MISCELLANEOUS USES 

Drive in or drive through uses SU SU SU 

Equipment rental P P SU 

Fix-it shop P P P 

Funeral parlor and undertaking establishment P P SU 

Private Open Space  SU SU SU 

 
P.   CULTURAL, RECREATIONAL AND ENTERTAINMENT USES 

Bowling alley NO SU SU 

Health club  NO SU SU 

Library or reading room P P SU 

Ticket agency (amusements) P P P  
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Table of Uses 
C-1 

Limited 
Retail 

C-2 
General 
Retail 

C-2 
Retail 

Overlay 

 
Q.   EDUCATIONAL USES 

Business or commercial school P P  SU 

Dancing, music, or language academy P P  SU 

Educational therapy and counseling service P P  SU 

 
(MC-4-2009, Added, 05/05/2009) 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
SUBJECT: R-2-2012 – New Trier Partners – Elm Street Redevelopment 

Consent to Proceed with Conditional Purchaser 
 
PREPARED BY:  Katherine S. Janega, Village Attorney 
    Michael D’Onofrio, Director of Community Development 
 
REF: April 28, 2009 Council Agenda, pp. 20 - 153 
 
DATE:   January 5, 2012 
 
 
Factual and Procedural Background 

On April 28, 2009, the Village Council adopted Ordinance M-6-2009, granting 
preliminary approval to New Trier Partners (“NTP”) for a planned development consisting of a 
four-story mixed-use building that would contain underground parking, first floor commercial 
space, and 31 residential condominiums on the upper three floors.  As preliminarily approved by 
Ordinance M-6-2009, the proposed building would replace the following structures near the 
southeast corner of Elm Street and Lincoln Avenue:  the building located between the Conney’s 
Pharmacy and Baird & Warner buildings on the south side of Elm Street east of Lincoln, the two 
buildings located south of the Phototronics building on the east side of Lincoln Avenue south of 
Elm Street, and the parking areas located behind the buildings.  The development project has 
commonly been referred to as “the Fell property redevelopment” because the southernmost 
building of the property that is the subject of the planned development was formerly the location 
of the Fell clothing store. 

 
Under the Village’s Planned Development regulations, which are set out in Chapter 17.58 

of the Village Code, the approval process has two major steps:  preliminary approval and final 
approval.  Both the preliminary and final approval processes call for a series of proceedings 
before the Plan Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals and Design Review Board.  Each of the 
three advisory boards send their findings and recommendations to the Village Council, which 
takes final action in the form of an Ordinance. 

 

Status of Development 
As required by Ordinance M-6-2009, New Trier Partners filed a timely application for 

final approval, and proceedings were set before the three subordinate boards.  In the course of the 
process, New Trier Partners began exploring alternatives to the condominium units, and 
requested time from the Plan Commission to allow it to pursue a possible alternative 
development. 

 
New Trier Partners’ principals then contacted Community Development Director Mike 

D’Onofrio and, in accordance with Section 17.58.060 of the Planned Development Ordinance, 
arranged a pre-application conference with him, Assistant Director Brian Norkus, the Village 
Manager and the Village Attorney to discuss NTP’s preliminary concept for a modified 
development and to discuss the required procedural steps.  Consistent with established practice, 
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Village staff also informed the Village President that NTP was considering a modified 
development plan. 

 
As described by NTP in the preliminary discussions, the amended plan would involve 

new construction that would replace only the buildings and structures on the Elm Street portion 
of the development site.  The new building would have a smaller footprint than was originally 
proposed, while the existing buildings and structures along Lincoln Avenue (the former Fell 
Store building, the building immediately to the north, and the related on-site parking), would 
remain.  As with the preliminarily approved plan, the new building would provide first floor 
commercial space and on-site parking, but the upper three floors would consist of smaller rental 
apartments rather than the condominium units originally proposed.  In addition, NTP proposes to 
bring in another party, First American Properties, LLC, to which it would transfer the Elm Street 
parcel for construction if the modified plan were to be approved. 

 
Village staff informed NTP that, based on both Village Code Chapter 17.58 and 

Ordinance M-6-2009, the Village would consider the type of proposal NTP was describing to be 
a significant change from the plans that were preliminarily approved by Ordinance M-6-2009.  In 
addition, to preserve the development conditions imposed in Ordinance M-6-2009, Village staff 
also informed NTP that the Village would treat NTP’s modified application as an amendment to 
the preliminarily approved development plan. 

 
Because of the detailed application materials required by the Planned Development 

Ordinance, Village staff and NTP agreed that it is in the best interests of both the Village and the 
developer for NTP and First American to present their proposed new development concept to the 
Village Council to obtain preliminary comment and determine whether the Council would be 
receptive to considering the proposed concept.  Therefore, the developers’ presentation to the 
Village Council is being treated as an extension of the Section 17.58.060 pre-application.   

 
It is important to note that NTP has not yet submitted an application to amend the 

proposed planned development and that the pre-application conference does not require complete 
development details.  In addition, because the development concept is before the Village Council 
as part of the pre-application process, the Council is being asked only to provide preliminary 
comment on the new development concept.  While this comment may include identifying issues 
that may be of particular concern to the Council and that the Council would want the developers 
to address in the course of the proceedings should they proceed with an amended application, the 
Council is not being asked to vote or make any binding finding or decision on the proposed new 
development concept. 

 
The materials that accompany this Agenda Report are therefore preliminary and 

conceptual and will be explained further in the course of the developers’ presentation at the 
Council meeting.  Should the developers determine to move forward with the proposed new 
concept, the developers would then prepare the detailed application package required by the 
Planned Development Ordinance will be Sections 17.58.070 and 17.58.090.  As was the case 
with the initial plan, the amended plan would be subject to consideration at public meetings and 

152



Agenda Report - R-2-2012 
January 5, 2012 
Page 3 
 
 
hearings before the Plan Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals and Design Review Board.  
These subordinate bodies would then forward their recommendations and procedural records to 
the Village Council for its consideration and action.  

 
However, as explained in the following section, although the amended concept does not 

require formal action by the Council at this time, the proposed transfer of ownership to First 
America Properties does. 

 

Resolution R-2-2012 
As noted above, NTP proposes to bring in a development partner that would eventually 

assume ownership of the Elm Street portion of the development site.  Section 6 of Ordinance 
MC-6-2009 sets out various conditions for the final development.  Section 6.K, a copy of which 
follows the text of R-2-2012, pertains to transfers of the developer’s interests in the property, and 
prohibits a transfer such as the one proposed unless the Village Council has given its consent.   

 
Paragraph 4 of Section 6.K requires a transferee to sign a written agreement to be bound 

to the preliminary approval, final approval and development agreement that will ultimately 
govern the final development.  A transferee must also submit its qualifications and demonstrate 
its capability of proceeding with the development.  (See par. 6 of Section 6.K) 

NTP proposes to transfer a portion of the property to First American Properties, LLC.  
However, because the transfer is contingent on the Village’s approving the proposed amended 
plan, the final documentation of the transfer and the transferee’s qualifications cannot yet take 
place, since requiring full documentation and formally approving the transfer at this point would 
make the transferee immediately subject to the plan that was approved by Ordinance M-6-2009.  
However, some Village Council approval and documentation are necessary at this juncture, 
because, given the phrasing of paragraph 4 of Section 6.K, NTP’s moving ahead with First 
American Properties without some expression of approval from the Village Council could be 
construed as a violation of paragraph 4 of Section 6.K.  

 
Because the eventual transfer from NTP to First American is subject to contingencies 

between those two parties, Resolution R-2-2012 does not grant actual approval for the transfer.  
Rather, it expresses the Council’s consent for NTP and First American Properties to proceed 
with the amended application.  At the same time, R-2-2012 fully reserves the Village Council’s 
right to grant or deny approval of the proposed amended development, to require First American 
to provide all documentation required under Section 6.K, and to impose such other and 
additional conditions for development as the Council may deem to be appropriate after 
considering the entire record. 

 
In addition, to avoid any questions as to whether NTP must still move forward with its 

original plan at the same time it is seeking to amend it, R-2-2012 states that NTP shall not be 
required to proceed with the development as preliminarily approved while NTP is proceeding in 
good faith with the amendment application. 
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Agenda Report - R-2-2012 
January 5, 2012 
Page 4 
 
 
Developer’s Submittals 

Copies of the materials submitted by the developers are attached following the excerpt of 
Ordinance M-6-2009.  Full-size copies of the site plans and elevations will be presented at the 
Council meeting.  The documents are as follows: 

1) Letter from New Trier Partners’ attorney, Steven Elrod, dated November 16, 2011. 

2) Revised Site and Elevation Plans dated December 15, 2011. 

3) Statement of First American Properties, LLC, with notarized signature of Chief 
Operating Officer, Max Plzak, and signed authorization of First American LLC’s two 
managers. 

4) Certificate of Incumbency, dated December 16, 2011, signed by the managers of First 
American Properties and acknowledged by a notary public. 

5) Illinois Secretary of State Certificate of Good Standing for First American Properties 
LLC, dated December 16, 2011. 

6) Print-outs of on-line corporate records for First American Properties, LLC. 

7) Revised Parking Study prepared by KLOA, dated December 22, 2011. 
 

Recommendation: 

1) Provide preliminary, pre-application comment on proposed amended development 
concept. 

2) Consider adopting Resolution R-2-2012, consenting to New Trier Partner’s 
proceeding with an application to amend its proposed planned development, 
which, if approved, would be conveyed to and constructed by First American 
Properties, LLC.  
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R-2-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION 
GRANTING ITS CONSENT 

FOR THE OWNERS OF THE PROPERTIES COMMONLY KNOWN AS  
511 – 515 LINCOLN AVENUE AND 718-732 ELM STREET 

IN THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA 
TO PROCEED WITH AN APPLICATION FOR 
AN AMENDED PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

WITH FIRST AMERICAN PROPERTIES, LLC  
 

WHEREAS, NTP-Winnetka, LLC is the owner of the properties commonly known as 

511 Lincoln Avenue and 718 – 732 Elm Street in the Village of Winnetka; and 

WHEREAS, NTP-Lincoln Avenue, LLC is the owner of the properties commonly known 

as 513 – 515 Lincoln Avenue in the Village of Winnetka; and 

WHEREAS, NTP-Winnetka, LLC and NTP-Lincoln Avenue, LLC, are both wholly owned 

subsidiaries of New Trier Development, LLC, an Illinois limited liability company; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka is a home rule municipality in accordance with 

Article VII, Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970, pursuant to which it has 

the authority, except as limited by said Section 6 of Article VII, to exercise any power and 

perform any function pertaining to the government and affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the Council of the Village of Winnetka (“Village Council”) find that 

establishing standards for the use and development of lands and buildings within the Village and 

establishing and applying criteria for variations from those standards are matters pertaining to the 

affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2009, in the exercise of its home rule powers, the Village 

Council passed Ordinance M-6-2009, granting preliminary approval to NTP-Winnetka, LLC,  

NTP-Winnetka, LLC, NTP-Lincoln Avenue, LLC, and  New Trier Development, LLC, 

(collectively “New Trier Partners”) for a proposed planned development for the properties 

commonly known as 511 – 515 Lincoln Avenue, and 718 – 732 Lincoln Avenue in the Village of 

Winnetka (collectively, the “Subject Property”); and 

WHEREAS, the preliminarily approved planned development consists of a four-story 

mixed-use building that contains underground parking, first floor commercial space, and 31 

residential condominiums on the upper three floors, in a single building that would replace all of 

the buildings and structures currently on the Subject Property; and 
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WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance M-6-2009, New Trier Partners filed a timely 

application for final approval of the proposed planned development; and 

WHEREAS, in the course of the final approval process, New Trier Partners began 

exploring alternatives to the condominium units, and requested time from the Plan Commission 

to allow it to pursue a possible alternative development; and 

WHEREAS, New Trier Partners now proposes to file an application with First American 

Properties, LLC, (“First American”), whereby the planned development would be amended to 

provide for a new building that would replace only the buildings and structures on the Elm Street 

portion of the Subject Property; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed new building would have a smaller footprint than was 

originally proposed, while the existing buildings and structures along Lincoln Avenue would 

remain; and 

WHEREAS, the new building proposed for the amended plan would provide first floor 

commercial space and on-site parking, while the upper three floors would consist of smaller 

rental apartments rather than the condominium units originally proposed; and 

WHEREAS, Section 6.K of Ordinance M-6-2009 requires Village Council consent 

before the ownership of any portion of the Subject Property can be transferred; and 

WHEREAS, New Trier Partners and First American have presented preliminary 

information regarding the qualifications of First American; and 

WHEREAS, the ultimate transfer to First American is conditioned upon the Village’s 

approval of the proposed amended planned development; and 

WHEREAS, subject to the conditions set forth in this Resolution, the Village Council 

have determined that it is necessary and appropriate to give preliminary consent to the proposed 

transfer of a portion of the Subject Property to First American, so that New Trier Partners and 

First American can proceed with filing and processing the application to amend the preliminarily 

approved development. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 

SECTION 1: The foregoing recitals are hereby incorporated as the findings of the 

Council of the Village of Winnetka, as if fully set forth herein. 
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SECTION 2: Preliminary Transfer Consent.  Subject to the terms and conditions 

hereinafter set forth, and pursuant to Section 6.K of Ordinance M-6-2009, the Council of the 

Village of Winnetka (“Village Council”) hereby gives its preliminary consent to allow New Trier 

Partners and First American Properties, LLC, (“Preliminary Transfer Consent”) to file an 

application to amend the preliminary development approval previously granted pursuant to said 

Ordinance M-6-2009 (“Application for Amendment”). 

SECTION 3: Terms and Conditions of Preliminary Transfer Consent.  The 

Preliminary Transfer Consent granted herein shall be subject to the following terms and 

conditions: 

A. Reservation of Rights – Application for Amendment.  The Village of Winnetka 

hereby reserves all right and authority to exercise its discretion in considering the 

Application for Amendment, to grant or deny approval of the Application for 

Amendment, and to impose such other or additional terms and conditions for the 

grant or denial of such approval as the Village Council may deem necessary and 

appropriate under the circumstances. 

B. Reservation of Rights – Transfer Consent.  The Village of Winnetka hereby 

reserves all right and authority to make its final determination on the proposed 

transfer to First American in conjunction with the Village Council’s decision on the 

Application for Amendment. 

C. Section 6.K Conditions and Limitations.  All of the conditions and requirements 

stated in Section 6.K of Ordinance M-6-2009 for the transfer of any rights or interest 

in the Subject Property or its development remain in full force and effect.  Nothing in 

this Resolution shall be construed as a determination that the Village has waived any 

of the conditions or requirements for transfer approval under Section 6.K of 

Ordinance M-6-2009, or that the Village has determined that any or all of such 

conditions or requirements have been met. 

D. No Third Party Beneficiaries.  Nothing in this Resolution shall create, or shall be 

construed or interpreted to create, any third party beneficiary rights. 

SECTION 4: Ordinance M-6-2009.  All of the terms and conditions of Ordinance  

M-6-2009 shall remain in full force and effect unless and until such time as the Ordinance has 

been amended or repealed by another ordinance of the Village Council.  Notwithstanding the 

January 10, 2012 - 3 - R-2-2012 

157



January 10, 2012 - 4 - R-2-2012 

foregoing, New Trier Partners shall not be required to continue the proceedings for final 

approval of the development that was preliminarily approved in Ordinance M-6-2009, so long as 

it files its Application for Amendment within 45 days after the adoption of this Resolution and 

proceeds with said Application for Amendment in good faith and with due diligence.  In the 

event the Application for Amendment is denied, New Trier Partners shall have the right to 

resume the proceedings for final approval of the development as preliminarily approved pursuant 

to Ordinance M-6-2009. 

SECTION 5: Home Rule Powers.  This Preliminary Transfer Consent  is passed by 

the Council of the Village of Winnetka in the exercise of its home rule powers pursuant to 

Section 6 of Article VII of the Illinois Constitution of 1970. 

SECTION 6: This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED this ____ day of _________________, 2012, pursuant to the following roll 

call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 
 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 
 

  
Village Clerk 
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Excerpt of Ordinance M-6-2009 

SECTION 6: Conditions.  The preliminary approval of the Development shall be 

subject to the following conditions, all of which shall be incorporated into the ordinance granting 

final approval of the Development and into the Development Agreement required by Section 

15.32.080(K) of the Winnetka Village Code: 

* * * 

K. Successors, Transferees and Release of Transfers. 

1. Binding Effect.  Developer acknowledges, agrees and intends that this 
Preliminary Approval Ordinance, as well as the subsequent final approval and 
the Development Agreement required by this Preliminary Approval 
Ordinance shall inure to the benefit of and shall be binding upon Developer 
and any and all of its heirs, successors and Permitted Transferees, and the 
successor owners of all or any portions of the Subject Property, except as 
otherwise expressly provided in the following paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5. 

2. Transfer and Transferee Defined.   

a. For purposes of this subsection, the term “transfer” shall be deemed to 
include any assignment, sale, transfer to a receiver or to a trustee in 
bankruptcy, transfer in trust, or other transfer or disposition of the Subject 
Property, or any beneficial interest therein, in whole or in part, by 
voluntary or involuntary sale, foreclosure, merger, sale and leaseback, 
consolidation, or otherwise except for Permitted Transfers and Excluded 
Transfers. 

b. For purposes of this subsection, neither the restructuring of the 
Developer’s legal form of business, whether through the formation of a 
new corporation, limited liability company, partnership or joint venture, 
nor the addition of shareholders, members, managers, partners or joint 
venturers shall be considered a transfer under this Section 6.K; provided 
that (i) such restructuring does not constitute a transfer as defined in the 
foregoing subparagraph a, (ii) Developer remains in majority ownership 
and management control of the Subject Property and the Development, 
(iii) Developer does not transfer any of its rights or responsibilities under 
this Preliminary Approval Ordinance, the final approval or the 
Development Agreement, and (iv) Developer remains solely responsible 
for the construction of the Development and Developer’s performance 
under this Preliminary Approval Ordinance, the final approval and the 
Development Agreement. 

3. Excluded Transfers and Excluded Transferees Defined.  The term 
“transfer” shall not be deemed to include the formation of a condominium 

April 28, 2009  M-6-2009 
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association, or the assignment, transfer, sale or conveyance of a residential 
unit upon its completion, or the mortgage of any residential or commercial 
unit, unless such assignment, transfer, sale or conveyance is to the Developer 
or any person or entity for the benefit of or subject to the control of the 
Developer, which permitted transfers shall be referred to herein as “Excluded 
Transfers”.  The recipients of such Excluded Transfers shall be known as 
“Excluded Transferees.” 

4. Transferee Assumption.  To assure that any potential heir, successor, or 
Permitted Transferee has notice of this Preliminary Approval Ordinance and 
the obligations created by it, Developer shall agree as follows: 

a. The final plat of development and the Development Agreement shall be 
recorded with the Cook County Recorder of Deeds. 

b. Prior to the transfer of a legal or beneficial interest in all or any portion of 
the Subject Property to other than an Excluded Transfer to an Excluded 
Transferee, Developer shall require, the transferee of the Subject Property 
to execute an enforceable written agreement stating the transferee’s 
unequivocal agreement to be bound by the provisions of this Preliminary 
Approval Ordinance, the final approval and the Development Agreement 
and, in the event that the Development has not been completed at the time 
of such transfer, to provide the Village with such assurance of the 
transferee’s ability to meet such obligations as are required pursuant to 
this Preliminary Approval Ordinance, the final approval and the 
Development Agreement, as such qualifications are set forth in paragraph 
6, below (“Transferee Qualifications”). 

c. Developer agrees to notify the Village in writing at least 45 days prior to 
the date on which Developer proposes to transfer a legal or beneficial 
interest in all or any portion of the Subject Property or the Development, 
other than with respect to Excluded Transfers described above.  Developer 
shall, at the same time, provide the Village with a fully executed copy of 
the above required agreement by the transferee to be bound by the 
provisions of this Preliminary Approval Ordinance, the subsequent 
approval ordinance and the Development Agreement and the transferee’s 
proof of Transferee Qualifications.  The Village shall promptly review 
Developer’s request and approve or reject the proposed transfer prior to 
the proposed date of such transfer, as set out in the Developer’s notice.   If 
the Village determines that the proposed successor or transferee has 
completed the foregoing requirements, the transfer shall be deemed a 
“Permitted Transfer” and the Village Council shall adopt a resolution 
accepting the proposed transferee as a “Permitted Transferee” hereunder, 
and releasing the liability of Developer or other predecessor obligor to the 
extent of the Permitted Transferee’s assumption of liability.  For purposes 
of the foregoing, the consent of the Village Council shall not be 
unreasonably withheld, and the Village’s decision as to whether to so 
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April 28, 2009  M-6-2009 
 Section 6K – Page 3 

5. Prohibited Assignments and Transfers.  It is the express intent of the 
parties hereto that this Preliminary Approval Ordinance, the final approval 
and the Development Agreement, and all of the rights and privileges granted 
pursuant to those instruments, are for the sole and exclusive benefit of 
Developer.  Accordingly, notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Preliminary Approval Ordinance, and except for a Permitted Transfer or an 
Excluded Transfer, in the event that Developer, at any time prior to the 
completion of the Development, does, or attempts to, voluntarily or 
involuntarily transfer its interests in the Subject Property, in whole or in part, 
without the prior consent of the Village Council as provided in the foregoing 
paragraph 4, all of the rights and privileges granted Developer herein, shall, at 
the option of the Village, become null and void and be of no force or effect, 
and the Village shall be entitled to stop all work on the Development. 

6. Transferee Qualifications.  For purposes of this Section 6.K, “Transferee 
Qualifications” shall mean and include that the proposed transferee: (i) has the 
financial and economic ability of a proposed transferee to meet Developer’s 
financial obligations under the Preliminary Approval Ordinance, the final 
approval and the Development Agreement, (ii) demonstrates that it has 
experience in completing a development reasonably comparable to the 
Development; (iii) is not currently in personal bankruptcy or in a bankruptcy 
for any reasonably comparable development; (iv) does not have any pending 
criminal charges against it; and (v) is not in default or breach of any 
development agreements to which it may be bound for any reasonably 
comparable development.  The information provided pursuant to this 
paragraph 6 shall be considered proprietary and shall not be subject to public 
disclosure unless it is a record maintained by a court or other public body and 
is generally available to the public as such, or unless such disclosure is 
required by law. 
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To all to whom these Presents Shall Come, Greeting:

I, Jesse White, Secretary of State of the State of Illinois, do
hereby certify that

In Testimony Whereof, I hereto set

my hand and cause to be affixed the Great Seal of

the State of  Illinois, this

day of  _________________   A.D.  __________ .

___________________________________

File Number ______________________

SECRETARY OF STATE

Authentication #:

Authenticate at: http://www.cyberdriveillinois.com

DECEMBER

1135001952

FIRST AMERICAN PROPERTIES L.L.C., HAVING ORGANIZED IN THE STATE OF
ILLINOIS ON APRIL 22, 2003, APPEARS TO HAVE COMPLIED WITH ALL PROVISIONS OF
THE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY ACT OF THIS STATE, AND AS OF THIS DATE IS IN
GOOD STANDING AS A DOMESTIC LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY IN THE STATE OF
ILLINOIS.

0090410-4

16TH
2011
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LLC - File Detail Report

http://www.ilsos.gov/corporatellc/CorporateLlcController[12/9/2011 2:26:40 PM]

SERVICES  PROGRAMS  PRESS  PUBLICATIONS  DEPARTMENTS  CONTACT

LLC FILE DETAIL REPORT

 Entity Name FIRST AMERICAN
PROPERTIES L.L.C.

 File Number 00904104

 Status ACTIVE  On 03/21/2011

 Entity Type LLC  Type of LLC Domestic

 File Date 04/22/2003  Jurisdiction IL

 Agent Name SCN&R REGISTERED AGENT,
INC.

 Agent Change Date 03/24/2010

 Agent Street
Address

233 S WACKER DR #7800  Principal Office 1731 N MARLEY ST STE 520
CHICAGO, IL 60614

 Agent City CHICAGO  Management Type MGR   View

 Agent Zip 60606  Duration PERPETUAL

 Annual Report
Filing Date

03/21/2011  For Year 2011

 Series Name NOT AUTHORIZED TO ESTABLISH SERIES

Return to the Search Screen  
(One Certificate per Transaction)                       

 
BACK TO CYBERDRIVEILLINOIS.COM HOME PAGE
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LLC - MANAGERS

http://www.ilsos.gov/corporatellc/CorporateLlcController?command=mms&fileNbr=00904104&type=MGR[12/9/2011 2:25:27 PM]

SERVICES  PROGRAMS  PRESS  PUBLICATIONS  DEPARTMENTS  CONTACT

LLC MANAGERS

 Entity Name FIRST AMERICAN PROPERTIES
L.L.C.

 File Number 00904104

Name Address

BENACH, RONALD J 101 N MAIN ST STE 16C, CRYSTAL LAKE, IL - 60014

MORETTI, WAYNE 1731 N MARKET ST STE 520, CHICAGO, IL - 60614
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KLOA, Inc. Transportation and Parking Planning Consultants 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO: Moises Cuckierman 
    First American Properties, LLC 
 
FROM:   Javier Millan 
    Senior Consultant 
 

Luay R. Aboona, PE 
    Principal 
 
DATE:    December 22, 2011 
 
SUBJECT:   Parking Study 
    718-732 Elm Street Mixed Use Development 
    Winnetka, Illinois 
 
 
This memorandum summarizes the results of a Parking Study conducted by Kenig, Lindgren, 
O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) for the proposed mixed-use development to be located on 718-
732 Elm Street in Winnetka, Illinois.  The site is currently occupied by a building that is partially 
occupied by small retail stores.   
 
The plans call for developing 39 apartment units and 11,500 square feet of ground floor retail.  
Underground parking with 39 spaces will be provided for the apartment residents with retail parking 
demand to be met by available public parking in the vicinity of the site. 
 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
The site is located in downtown Winnetka within the East Elm Street District.  It should be noted 
that downtown Winnetka is divided into two districts, East Elm Street and West Elm Street.  
East Elm Street district boundaries are Pine Street to the north, Maple Street to the east, Oak Street 
to the south and the Metra tracks to the west.  The West Elm Street District is located west of the site 
and its boundaries are Pine Street to the north, the Metra tracks to the east, Oak Street to the south 
and Birch Street to the west.  Figure 1 shows an aerial view of the site, the East Elm Street District 
and West Elm Street District. 
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Aerial View of Site, East Elm Street District and West Elm Street District              Figure 1  
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Existing Parking Characteristics 
 
Based on discussions with the Village of Winnetka, the downtown area has three parking 
zones/permits.  These are Zone A - Employee Parking, Zone B - Post Office Employee Parking and 
Zone C - Commuter Parking.  In addition, free parking ranging from 90 minutes to four hours is 
provided throughout the downtown area.  It should be noted that, based on discussion with the 
Village of Winnetka staff, current apartment residents can purchase a Zone C pass (valid for six 
months) if they need additional parking.  Furthermore, residents of the area are allowed to park 
overnight on the public parking lots. 
 
In order to determine the availability of parking within close proximity to the site, 
a parking survey of the East Elm Street District and the West Elm Street District per block and 
per side was conducted.  The surveys were conducted on Thursday, November 3 and 
Saturday, November 5, 2011 at 6:00 A.M., 9:00 A.M., 12:00 Noon, 3:00 P.M., 6:00 P.M. and 
9:00 P.M.  Figures 2 and 3 show the parking survey locations of the East Elm Street District and the 
West Elm Street District. 
 
East Elm Street District 
 
The survey area extended from 550 feet north of Elm Street south to Oak Street and from Lincoln 
Avenue east to Maple Avenue.  Tables 1 and 2 in the Appendix summarize the on-street and off-
street parking occupancy data for the weekday and Saturday.  The East Elm Street District provides 
approximately 352 free parking spaces and 135 permit spaces.  Approximately 73 of the permit 
spaces are designated for a Zone C permit.   
 
As can be seen from Tables 1 and 2, the East Elm Street District has a peak parking demand on a 
weekday of 346 parked vehicles (222 free parking spaces and 124 permit parking spaces) occurring 
at 12:00 P.M.  This means that approximately 130 free parking spaces and 11 permit parking spaces 
are available during 12:00 P.M.  These 11 permit parking spaces were designated for a Zone C 
permit.  Inspection of the on-street parking demand on Elm Street between Lincoln Avenue and 
Maple Street indicated that at 12:00 P.M. there were 29 parking spaces available.  Furthermore, 
approximately 14 off-street parking spaces were available on the public parking lot east of the site. 
 
On Saturday, the peak parking demand also occurred at 12:00 P.M. with 250 parked vehicles (179 
free parking spaces and 71 permit parking spaces).  As such, approximately 173 free parking spaces 
and 64 permit parking spaces are available during 12:00 P.M.  Approximately 54 parking spaces of 
the 64 available permit parking spaces were designated for Zone C.  Inspection of the on-street 
parking demand on Elm Street between Lincoln Avenue and Maple Street indicated that at 12:00 
P.M. there were 27 parking spaces available.  Furthermore, approximately 40 off-street parking 
spaces were available on the public parking lot east of the site. 
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East Elm Street District Parking Survey Locations              Figure 2 
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West Elm Street District Parking Survey Locations             Figure 3 
 

185



 

6 

West Elm Street District 
 
The survey area for the West Elm Street District extends from Pine Street on the north to 
Oak Street to the south and from Birch Street on the west to the Metra tracks on the east.  
Tables 3 and 4 in the Appendix summarize the on-street and off-street parking occupancy data for 
the weekday and Saturday.  The West Elm Street District provides approximately 240 free parking 
spaces and 381 permit spaces.  Approximately 143 of the permit spaces are designated for a Zone C 
permit. 
 
As can be seen from Tables 3 and 4, the West Elm Street District has peak parking demand on a 
weekday of 420 parked vehicles (172 free parking spaces and 248 permit parking spaces) occurring 
at 12:00 P.M. thus leaving approximately 68 free parking spaces and 70 permit parking spaces 
available.  On Saturday, the peak parking demand also occurred at 12:00 P.M. with 316 parked 
vehicles (157 free parking spaces and 159 permit parking spaces).  As such, approximately 83 free 
parking spaces and 159 permit parking spaces are available during 12:00 P.M. 
 
 
Proposed Development Characteristics and Parking Demand 
 
The proposed mixed-use development will consist of 39 apartment units and 11,500 square feet 
of ground floor retail.  As planned, the development will provide underground parking for the 
apartment at a one to one ratio with retail parking demand to be met by available public parking 
in the vicinity of the site.   
 
A review of the Village of Winnetka Zoning Ordinance indicates that a multi-unit residential 
development should provide two parking spaces per unit and 0.25 parking space per unit for 
visitor parking.  However, surveys conducted by ITE have indicated that the peak parking 
demand ratio is 1.0 space per dwelling unit.  Furthermore and as previously indicated, current 
apartment residents can purchase a Zone C pass (valid for 6 months) if they need additional 
parking.  In addition residents are allowed to park in the public parking lots overnight. 
 
It should also be noted that the proximity of the site to the Metra station qualifies the project as a 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). By definition, a TOD is a compact, mixed-use 
development within walking distance of public transportation.  TODs are key elements of livable 
and sustainable communities as they foster attractive lifestyles where housing, jobs, restaurants 
and entertainment are all in convenient proximity while increasing transit ridership, promoting 
walking and biking, and reducing automobile use, congestion and emissions.   
 
Best practices with respect to parking policies that are supportive of Smart Growth and TODs 
include strategies that promote walking, biking and the use of public transit while reducing or 
eliminating the need for private automobiles.  These strategies include the following. 
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• Incorporate transit-friendly parking design 
 

• Manage/limit the amount of parking provided 
 

• Reserve parking space for carsharing services 
 

• Allow for parking to be shared by multiple uses 
 

• Provide enclosed, secured storage facilities for bicycles  
 

• Unbundle parking by separating parking costs from unit leases, which provides economic 
incentives for tenants to opt out of parking and make better use of alternative travel 
modes  

 
Carsharing programs provide participants with convenient and flexible access to centrally-owned 
and maintained vehicles.  Carsharing offers an alternative to individual car ownership 
which effectively increases the number of users per vehicle and contributes to lower auto 
ownership rates and reduced parking demand.  According to recent North American studies and 
carsharing member surveys, each carsharing vehicle removes an average of 15 privately-owned 
cars from the community.  
 
The incorporation of the above-noted strategies into a development is recognized by the 
U.S. Green Building Council in the form of credits towards LEED certification of the project.   
 
While the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance does not contain provisions for such parking reductions 
as the above noted cities do, the recognition of the value that these best practices provide towards 
encouraging alternative modes of travel can be considered in the decision on whether to grant the 
parking variance.  Based on the above, the proposed parking supply of one space per unit will be 
adequate in meeting the resident’s parking demand. 
 
Based on a review of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation, 
3rd Edition report, and the Urban Land Institute (ULI) publication Shared Parking, 2nd Edition, 
11,500 square feet of retail would require anywhere between three and four spaces per 
1,000 square foot.  This translates into a peak parking demand of approximately 46 parking 
spaces.  Given that the immediate area (East Elm Street District) has in excess of 130 free 
parking spaces, this projected demand can easily be accommodated by the available on-street 
parking spaces. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
Based on the preceding parking analysis, the following conclusions and recommendations are 
made: 
 

• The site is ideally situated to take advantage of nearby public transportation options (i.e. 
Metra), which will effectively lower the site’s parking demands. 
 

• The development will provide a total of 39 off-street parking spaces for the proposed 
apartments and rely on on-street parking for the proposed retail component. 
 

• The parking surveys indicated that adequate on-street parking is available in the 
immediate area to accommodate the parking needs of the development’s retail and guests 
of the apartment residents.  The surveys showed that at least 130 on-street parking spaces 
within the East Elm Street District were available for use during the peak period of 
parking occupancy (12:00 P.M.) on a weekday and on a Saturday (12:00 P.M.). 
 

• Parking surveys previously conducted by ITE indicated that the peak parking demand 
ratio is 1.0 space per dwelling unit, which would suggest that the 1:1 parking ratio 
proposed for the apartments would be sufficient to accommodate the peak parking 
demand from the apartment tenants. 
 

• In the unlikely event that additional parking is required by residents of the apartments, 
consistent with current practice in downtown, permits for Zone C will be available for 
purchasing and overnight parking is also allowed in the public parking lots. 
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Table 1
Village of Winnetka East Elm Street District
On‐Street Parking Occupancy Counts Thursday November 3, 2011

Block No. Block Side Capacity Parking Regulation 6:00 AM 9:00 AM Noon 3:00 PM 6:00 PM 9:00 PM
Elm Street North 0 No Parking Anytime 0 2 1 1 1 5
(Green Bay Rd. to Lincoln Ave.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Elm Street North 12 1‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 0 5 8 6 8 1
(Lincoln Ave. to Arbor Vitae Rd.) South 22 1‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 0 14 13 15 12 2
Elm Street North 15 1‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 0 3 4 3 2 0
(Arbor Vitae Rd. to Maple St.) South 8 4‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 0 4 3 4 4 1
Maple Street West 15 No Parking 7‐9 AM Monday ‐ Friday 0 1 0 0 41 5
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 17 No Parking 7‐9 AM Monday ‐ Friday 0 2 1 1 0 0
Oak Street North 6 Three minute parking 0 0 0 0 1 0
(Green Bay Rd. to Lincoln Ave.) South 6 Three minute parking 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oak Street North 14 4‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 4 13 10 8 1 1
(Lincoln Ave. to Maple St.) South 14 2‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM (12 spaces)/Zone C parking (2 spaces) 0 11 2 2 0 1
Lincoln Avenue West 43 90 min. parking 8 AM ‐ 6PM (10 spaces)/Zone C parking 8 ‐ 10:30 AM (33 spaces) 27 38 41 39 23 13
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 32 90 min. parking 8 AM ‐ 6PM (21 spaces)/Zone C parking 8 ‐ 10:30 AM (11 spaces) 3 19 28 24 13 2
Lincoln Avenue West 30 90 min. parking 2 28 26 29 22 11
(Elm St. to Public Lot  Access Drive) East 35 90 min. parking 1 34 35 33 23 14
Public Parking Lot 69 90 min. parking, 2‐hr parking, 4‐hr parking 9 41 46 35 17 2
(West of Lincoln north of Elm) 90 Zone A or C 6 76 79 66 20 8
Public Parking Lot 62 Zone A or 2‐hr parking 13 44 48 37 16 8
(South of Elm St. East of the Site)

490 65 335 345 303 204 74Total

Number of Spaces Occupied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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Table 2
Village of Winnetka East Elm Street District
On‐Street Parking Occupancy Counts Saturday November 5, 2011

Block No. Block Side Capacity Parking Regulation 6:00 AM 9:00 AM Noon 3:00 PM 6:00 PM 9:00 PM
Elm Street North 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Green Bay Rd. to Lincoln Ave.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Elm Street North 12 1‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 1 5 4 4 7 4
(Lincoln Ave. to Arbor Vitae Rd.) South 22 1‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 1 8 18 10 11 11
Elm Street North 15 1‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 0 4 3 3 3 5
(Arbor Vitae Rd. to Maple St.) South 8 4‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 0 3 5 3 5 3
Maple Street West 15 No Parking 7‐9 AM Monday ‐ Friday 0 2 1 1 1 0
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 17 No Parking 7‐9 AM Monday ‐ Friday 0 1 1 2 0 0
Oak Street North 6 Three minute parking 0 0 0 0 1 0
(Green Bay Rd. to Lincoln Ave.) South 6 Three minute parking 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oak Street North 14 4‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM 1 5 4 3 0 0
(Lincoln Ave. to Maple St.) South 14 2‐hr parking 8 AM ‐ 6 PM (12 spaces)/Zone C parking (2 spaces) 0 4 1 1 0 0
Lincoln Avenue West 43 90 min. parking 8 AM ‐ 6PM (10 spaces)/Zone C parking 8 ‐ 10:30 AM (33 spaces) 2 3 8 4 7 5
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 32 90 min. parking 8 AM ‐ 6PM (21 spaces)/Zone C parking 8 ‐ 10:30 AM (11 spaces) 1 3 8 2 4 1
Lincoln Avenue West 30 90 min. parking 2 14 22 18 15 7
(Elm St. to Public Lot  Access Drive) East 35 90 min. parking 7 31 34 17 19 9
Public Parking Lot 69 90 min. parking, 2‐hr parking, 4‐hr parking 0 18 52 13 7 17
(West of Lincoln north of Elm) 90 Zone A or C 3 41 65 34 6 10
Public Parking Lot 62 Zone A or 2‐hr parking 11 20 22 15 7 8
(South of Elm St. East of the Site)

490 29 162 248 130 93 80Total

Number of Spaces Occupied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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Table 3
Village of winnetka
West Elm‐Street District On‐Street Parking Occupancy Counts Thursday November 3, 2011

Block No. Block Side Capacity Parking Regulation 6:00 AM 9:00 AM Noon 3:00 PM 6:00 PM 9:00 PM
Pine Street North 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Birch St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Birch Street West 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Pine St. to Spruce St.) East 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spruce Street North 5 1‐hr parking 8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 P.M. 0 1 5 2 3 2
(Birch St. to Chestnut St.) South 9 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 2 5 8 6 3 2
Green Bay Road West 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Pine St. to Spruce St.) East 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spruce Street North 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Chestnut St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Birch Street West 28 Zone A and B permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 0 2 12 10 4 1
(Spruce St. to Elm St.) East 29 4‐hr parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 1 9 10 13 7 2
Elm Street North 15 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 0 6 10 9 5 0
(Birch St. to Chestnut St.) South 14 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 0 5 8 8 4 0
Chestnut Street West 20 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 4 19 20 16 15 9
(Spruce St. to Elm St.) East 24 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 3 23 24 15 10 5
Elm Street North 11 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 0 8 11 7 1 2
(Chestnut St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 13 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 1 11 11 10 5 1
Green Bay Road West 14 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 0 11 8 9 5 1
(Spruce St. to Elm St.) East 11 No Parking 8:00 ‐ 9:00 AM, 11:00 AM ‐ 1:00 PM, 3:00 ‐ 4:00 PM weekdays/preschool 1 10 11 10 5 1
Birch Street West 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 35 Zone A and B permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 0 11 14 12 6 1
Oak Street North 7 Zone A permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 4 7 6 5 1 0
(Birch St. to Chestnut St.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chestnut Street West 16 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 3 9 14 4 0 0
(Elm St. to Iak St.) East 10 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 1 7 10 4 5 5
Oak Street North 12 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM)/20 min. parking (1 space) 8 5 7 6 3 1
(Chestnut St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 14 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 8 7 9 5 1 0
Green Bay Road West 25 Zone C permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 4:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 2 19 19 19 14 1
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 21 Zone A permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 1 17 13 21 4 1
Public Parking Lot 42 Zone A, B and C permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 24 37 37 21 12 7
(South of Pine St. East of Birch St.)
Public Parking Lot 38 Zone A permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 1 33 37 30 8 1
(South of Spruce St. East of Birch St.)
Public Parking Lot 145 Zone A permit parking (8:00 ‐ 10:30 AM) ‐ 109 spaces/2‐hr parking (8:00 AM ‐  60 125 116 112 57 41
(South of Elm St. west of Chestnut St.) 6:00 PM) ‐ 23 spaces/Zone C permit parking (8:00 ‐ 10:30 AM, 2‐hr after 10:30 AM) ‐ 13 spaces

558 124 387 420 354 178 84

15

16

17

18

Total

11

Number of Spaces Occupied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

12

13

14
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Table 4
Village of winnetka
West Elm‐Street District On‐Street Parking Occupancy Counts Saturday November 5, 2011

Block No. Block Side Capacity Parking Regulation 6:00 AM 9:00 AM Noon 3:00 PM 6:00 PM 9:00 PM
Pine Street North 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Birch St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Birch Street West 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Pine St. to Spruce St.) East 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spruce Street North 5 1‐hr parking 8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 P.M. 0 5 3 3 2 4
(Birch St. to Chestnut St.) South 9 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 0 8 8 8 6 7
Green Bay Road West 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Pine St. to Spruce St.) East 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spruce Street North 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Chestnut St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Birch Street West 28 Zone A and B permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 3 14 3 4 1 0
(Spruce St. to Elm St.) East 29 4‐hr parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 4 14 12 8 5 5
Elm Street North 15 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 0 2 9 10 1 1
(Birch St. to Chestnut St.) South 14 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 0 2 10 7 0 0
Chestnut Street West 20 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 6 19 20 15 14 15
(Spruce St. to Elm St.) East 24 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 4 23 24 17 13 10
Elm Street North 11 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 2 8 10 7 2 1
(Chestnut St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 13 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 2 8 9 7 2 0
Green Bay Road West 14 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 1 10 9 1 0 0
(Spruce St. to Elm St.) East 11 No Parking 8:00 ‐ 9:00 AM, 11:00 AM ‐ 1:00 PM, 3:00 ‐ 4:00 PM weekdays/preschool 1 8 8 2 1 0
Birch Street West 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 35 Zone A and B permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 0 0 2 2 2 1
Oak Street North 7 Zone A permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 2 2 2 3 0 1
(Birch St. to Chestnut St.) South 0 No Parking Anytime 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chestnut Street West 16 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 4 7 9 9 6 9
(Elm St. to Iak St.) East 10 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 3 5 10 9 7 10
Oak Street North 12 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM)/20 min. parking (1 space) 6 6 2 2 2 3
(Chestnut St. to Green Bay Rd.) South 14 90 min. parking (8:00 AM ‐ 6:00 PM) 4 9 1 1 2 0
Green Bay Road West 25 Zone C permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 4:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 1 5 7 5 0 0
(Elm St. to Oak St.) East 21 Zone A permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 0 8 8 1 0 0
Public Parking Lot 42 Zone A, B and C permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 25 31 33 23 14 8
(South of Pine St. East of Birch St.)
Public Parking Lot 38 Zone A permit parking (8:00 AM ‐ 5:00 PM Monday ‐ Friday) 3 19 17 12 3 0
(South of Spruce St. East of Birch St.)
Public Parking Lot 145 Zone A permit parking (8:00 ‐ 10:30 AM) ‐ 109 spaces/2‐hr parking (8:00 AM ‐  54 98 100 73 43 37
(South of Elm St. west of Chestnut St.) 6:00 PM) ‐ 23 spaces/Zone C permit parking (8:00 ‐ 10:30 AM, 2‐hr after 10:30 AM) ‐ 13 spaces

558 125 311 316 229 126 112

11

Number of Spaces Occupied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

18

Total

12

13

14

15

16

17
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