
Winnetka Village Council 
Regular Meeting 

Village Hall 
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.   

510 Green Bay Road 
Tuesday, March 20, 2012 

7:30 p.m. 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

1) Call to Order 

2) Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 

3) Quorum 

a) April 3, 2012, Regular Meeting 

b) April 10, 2012, Study Session 

c) April 17, 2012, Regular Meeting 

4) Approval of Agenda 

5) Consent Agenda 

a) Warrant Lists Nos. 1741 and 1742 ............................................................................................3 

b) Extension of Parkway Tree Trimming, Removal and Maintenance Contracts .........................4 

c) Extension of Yard Waste Composting Contract........................................................................5 

d) Landscape Maintenance Contract Extension .............................................................................6 

e) Electrical Line Clearance (Tree Trimming)...............................................................................7 

f) Switchgear Bids: S&C Electric..................................................................................................9 

g) Annual Outdoor Seating Permits and Sidewalk Restaurant Liquor Riders .............................10 

h) Audit Contract..........................................................................................................................51 

6) Stormwater Update  (No report - the next stormwater update is scheduled for the  
                                  April 3rd Council Meeting.) 

7) Ordinances and Resolutions 

a) Updated Budget, Fee and Rate Resolutions.............................................................................55 

i) Resolution R-6-2012:  Village Budget – Adoption..........................................................58 

ii) Resolution R-7-2012:  Water Rates – Adoption ..............................................................67 

iii) Resolution R-8-2012:  Electric Rates – Adoption............................................................71 

iv) Resolution R-9-2012:  Sewer Rates – Adoption ..............................................................81 

v) Resolution R-10-2012:  Refuse Rates – Adoption ...........................................................83 
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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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vi) Resolution R-11-2012:  General Permit & License Fees – Adoption..............................88 

vii) Resolution R-12-2012:  Building, Zoning & Construction Fees – Adoption ..................97 

viii) Resolution R-13-2012:  Fire Service Fees – Adoption ..................................................104 

b) Ordinance MC-1-2012:  Coach House Amendments – Adoption .........................................112 

c) Ordinance M-3-2012:  Park District Special Use Permit – Introduction...............................131 

d) Ordinance M-4-2012:  1235 Westmoor Zoning Variation – Introduction ............................238 

8) Public Comment 

9) Old Business 

10) New Business 

a) Trifecta Restaurant Liquor License .......................................................................................275 

11) Reports 

12) Appointments 

13) Executive Session 

14) Adjourn 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
 
SUBJECT:  Warrant Lists Nos. 1741 and 1742 
 
PREPARED BY: Robert Bahan, Village Manager 
 
DATE:   March 16, 2012 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________  
 
 
Warrants Lists Nos. 1741 and 1742 are enclosed in each Council member’s packet.  
 
 
Recommendation:  Consider approving Warrants Lists Nos. 1741 and 1742. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
SUBJECT: Extension of Parkway Tree Trimming, Removal, and 

Maintenance Contracts 
 
PREPARED BY: Steven M. Saunders, Director of Public Works/Village Engineer 
 
DATE:   March 13, 2012 
 
 
In March 2011, pursuant to a competitive bidding process, Village Staff opened bids for 
parkway tree trimming, removal, and maintenance. Six bidders responded to the Village’s 
request for bids with submissions. The low bids for each contract are highlighted, and the 
bids are summarized as follows: 
 

 
 
Contractor 

Parkway Tree & 
Stump Removal 
(Total) 

Parkway Tree 
Trimming 
(Total) 

Emergency 
T&M Work 
($/crew-hour1)

Nels Johnson Tree Experts $90,950 $42,200 $295.00 
Landscape Concepts Management $93,940 $49,900 $169.00 
Trees “R” Us $97,950 $45,275 $315.00 
Winkler’s Tree Service $163,800 $50,676 $400.00 
R.W. Hendricksen Co. $184,150 $51,286 $330.00 
Asplundh Tree Expert Co. $211,762 No Bid $215.69 

 
The Village Council awarded contracts for Parkway Tree Trimming and Parkway Tree 
and Stump Removal to Nels Johnson Tree Experts, and for Emergency T&M Work to 
Landscape Concepts Management, on April 7, 2011. These contractors have performed 
very well for the Village on these and other previous contracts, and have agreed to hold 
their 2011 pricing for the 2012-13 contractual period, through March 31, 2013. Staff 
believes that it would be in the Village’s best interest to extend these contracts for an 
additional year at current prices, based on contractual performance.  
 
Budget Information 
The FY 2012-13 Budget contains $155,000 for parkway tree maintenance, trimming, and 
removal. 
  
Recommendation: 
Consider extending tree trimming and maintenance contracts at the unit rates contained in 
bid proposals received in March, 2011, as follows: 
 

1. Parkway Tree & Stump Removal to Nels Johnson Tree Experts 
2. Parkway Tree Trimming to Nels Johnson Tree Experts 
3. Emergency Time & Material Work to Landscape Concepts Management 

                                                           
1 Crew composed of 1 Crew Leader, 2 Trimmers, 1 Ground Man 
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Agenda Report 
 
 
Subject: One Year Extension of Yard Waste Composting Contract 

with Thelen Sand & Gravel 
 
Prepared By: Steven M. Saunders, Director of Public Works/Village Engineer 
 
Date: March 13, 2012 
 
The Village has a contract with Thelen Sand & Gravel of Antioch, IL to provide transport 
and disposal services for yard waste collected by the Village of Winnetka refuse 
collection operations. Under State of Illinois law, yard waste may no longer be disposed 
of in landfills, but must be composted. The Village of Winnetka maintains a landscape 
waste transfer station at the Village’s closed landfill at 1390 Willow Road. Operationally, 
the Village collects the landscape waste with its refuse collectors and deposits it at the 
transfer site on the landfill. Thelen then hauls the material offsite within 72 hours of 
deposit, and composts the material at their compost site in Antioch.  
 
The current contract was initiated for the period April 1, 2006 through March 31, 2007, at 
a contract price of $6.94 per cubic yard. The contract allows for up to 5 one-year 
extensions with a rate adjustment based on the percent change in the Chicago CPI.  
 
The operation has gone extremely smoothly over the life of the contract, and Thelen 
wishes to extend the contract for an additional year. Staff has been very pleased with the 
operation and also wishes to extend the contract. Thelen has agreed to hold their prices at 
the 2011 contract rate of $7.00 per cubic yard. 
 
The contract rates over the life of the contract follow: 
 
Year Rate 
2006 $6.94 
2007 $7.00 
2008 $7.00 
2009 $7.00 
2010 $7.00 
2011 $7.00 
2012 (proposed) $7.00 

 
 
Recommendation: 
Consider authorizing a one year extension of the current composting contract with Thelen 
Sand & Gravel of Antioch, IL for $7.00 per cubic yard. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
Subject:    Electrical Line Clearance (Tree Trimming) 
 
Prepared by:  Brian Keys, Director Water & Electric 
 
Ref:    February 21, 2012  Budget Meeting 
   April 26, 2011   Council Meeting, pp. 31-32 
 
Date:  March 15, 2012 
 
The Village of Winnetka issued Bid #011-009 in 2011 for parkway tree trimming, tree removal 
and power line trimming services required during the period of April 1, 2011 through March 31, 
2012.   Periodic trimming around the overhead electric lines is required to maintain adequate 
clearance.  Based on the bid evaluation, Asplundh Tree Expert Company was awarded the line 
clearance work for FYE 2012 at the April 26, 2011, Council Meeting.  The current agreement is 
scheduled to end on March 31, 2012.  Under the original bid document, the Village has the 
option to extend the purchase order at the contractor’s submitted pricing for the second year.   
 
A line clearance crew typically consists of a crew leader, two trimmers, and a ground man.  In 
the 2011 bid document, contractors were requested to provide rates for each classification of 
worker and the equipment used on an hourly basis.  Rates were also requested for two additional 
years with annual renewals at the discretion of the Village.   Exhibit A contains the unit prices 
for labor and equipment as bid by each company for an additional year (FYE2013).    These are 
summarized as follows: 
 

Crew Rates for Utility Line Clearance – Normal Working Hours 
 Asplundh 

Tree Expert 
Co. 

Nels J. 
Johnson Tree 
Experts Inc. 

Trees “R” 
Us Inc. 

Winkler’s 
Tree & 

Landscaping 
FYE 2013 $153.22 $177.00 $190.00 $260.00 
FYE 2012 $149.78 $173.00 $186.00 $240.00 

 
Staff is recommending issuance of a purchase order to Asplundh Tree Expert Company.  As 
noted, the contractor’s second year of pricing is competitive.  Prior to FYE 2012, Asplundh had 
not previously participated in the Village’s line clearance work. In general, the contractor’s work 
performance in the current fiscal year exceeded staff’s expectations.  The contractor performed 
the line clearance work in an appropriate manner with no safety incidents.  In addition, the 
contractor identified additional vegetation hazards (dead limbs outside the trimming area) for 
further review by staff, and assisted in service restoration during multiple storm events.   Staff 
did investigate one complaint regarding an incident that occurred while a street was closed and 
flaggers were being used for traffic control.  Asplundh’s management responded appropriately 
and promptly addressed the issue with the individual on the flagging crew.   
 
The FYE2012 budget (account #50-43-540-210) contains $140,000 for line clearance work.   
 
Recommendation:     
Consider authorizing the Village Manager to issue a purchase order to Asplundh Tree Expert Co. 
in an amount not to exceed $140,000 in accordance with the terms and conditions of Bid #011-
009. 
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Exhibit A 
 
Bid #011-009
Second Year

Personnel:

Asplundh Tree 
Expert Co.

Nels J. Johnson 
Tree Experts Inc. Trees "R" Us Inc. Winkler's Tree 

and Landscaping

Crew Leader $45.07 $46.00 $41.00 $65.00
Trimmer $38.22 $45.00 $39.00 $65.00
Apprentice Trimmer $36.07 $41.00 $32.00 $65.00
Groundman $31.71 $41.00 $33.00 $65.00
General Foreman $45.07 $46.00 $45.00 $65.00

Crew Composition as noted by 
vendor:

1 Crew Leader, 2 
Trimmers & 1 
Groundman

1 Crew Leader, 2 
Trimmers & 1 
Groundman

1 Crew Leader, 1 
Trimmer, 1 Appr. 

Trimmer, 1 
Groundman and 1 

Foreman

1 Crew Leader, 2 
Trimmers & 1 
Groundman

Unit Cost per Crew: $153.22 $177.00 $190.00 $260.00

Equipment:

Asplundh Tree 
Expert Co.

Nels J. Johnson 
Tree Experts Inc. Trees "R" Us Inc. Winkler's Tree 

and Landscaping

Pick up Truck $9.00 $10.00 $26.00 $12.00
Trim Truck with 2 power saws $9.61 $13.00 $36.00 $22.00
Chipper $4.50 $13.00 $26.00 $11.00
Aerial Device with hydraulic 
tools and 1 gas power saw $15.50 $15.00 $56.00 $21.00
Extra power saw N/C N/C $6.00 $1.00

Utility Line Clearance - Unit Prices for Normal Work Day

 
  Note:  Trees “R” Us utilizes five man crew. 
 
 
Bid #011-009
Second Year

Personnel:

Asplundh Tree 
Expert Co.

Nels J. Johnson 
Tree Experts Inc. Trees "R" Us Inc. Winkler's Tree 

and Landscaping

Crew Leader $64.91 $75.00 $96.00 $86.00
Trimmer $55.04 $65.00 $96.00 $86.00
Apprentice Trimmer $51.87 $60.00 $96.00 $86.00
Groundman $45.67 $55.00 $96.00 $86.00
General Foreman $64.91 $75.00 $96.00 $86.00

Crew Composition as noted by 
vendor:

1 Crew Leader, 2 
Trimmers & 1 
Groundman

1 Crew Leader, 2 
Trimmers & 1 
Groundman

1 Crew Leader, 1 
Trimmer, 1 Appr. 

Trimmer, 1 
Groundman and 1 

Foreman

1 Crew Leader, 2 
Trimmers & 1 
Groundman

Unit Cost per Crew: $220.66 $260.00 $480.00 $344.00

Equipment:

Asplundh Tree 
Expert Co.

Nels J. Johnson 
Tree Experts Inc. Trees "R" Us Inc. Winkler's Tree 

and Landscaping

Pick up Truck $9.00 $11.00 $51.00 $12.00
Trim Truck with 2 power saws $9.61 $13.00 $66.00 $22.00
Chipper $4.50 $13.00 $46.00 $11.00
Aerial Device with hydraulic 
tools and 1 gas power saw $15.50 $15.00 $86.00 $21.00
Extra power saw N/C N/C $11.00 $1.00

Utility Line Clearance - Unit Prices for Emergency Hours
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
SUBJECT:   Switchgear Bids, S&C Electric Company 
 
PREPARED BY:  Brian Keys, Director Water & Electric 
 
REF:     February 21, 2012 Budget Presentation 
 
DATE:  March 15, 2012 
 
The Water & Electric Department requested bids (Bid #012-004) for the purchase of three pieces 
of 15kV pad mount air insulated switchgear and internal fuse holders.  This particular type of 
switchgear is manufactured by S&C Electric in various configurations of switches and fuses.  
There are presently thirty-six units of this type of switchgear installed on the Village’s electric 
distribution system.  One piece of switchgear is required for the reconfiguration of Circuit F in 
the immediate area of the Lincoln Avenue parking lot.  The two additional units of switchgear 
will replace existing locations as a result of their material condition and/or age.   
 
The bid notice was published in the Pioneer Press and bid notices were sent to the original 
equipment manufacturer and electrical equipment distributors. 
 
The following companies submitted bids: 
 

Company Name Lump Sum 
Bid (3 Units) 

S&C Electric Company $58,835.00 
Universal Utility Supply Co. $61,933.00 
HD Supply Utilities $63,050.00 

 
The Village has previously purchased switchgear and equipment directly from the manufacturer 
located in Chicago.   Based on the bid evaluation, staff recommends acceptance of S&C 
Electric’s bid for the switchgear.   
 
Manufacturing lead time for this equipment is eight weeks.  As such, the equipment will arrive in 
late May.   There is $101,000 in the FYE 2013 budget (account 50-47-640-256) for cable 
devices. 
 
Recommendation:    Consider authorizing the Village Manager to issue a purchase order to 
S&C Electric Company in the amount of $58,835 for the purchase of three pieces of switchgear 
and the associated fuse holders in accordance with Bid #12-004.  
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
SUBJECT: Annual Outdoor Seating Permits and  
 Sidewalk Restaurant Liquor License Riders 
 
PREPARED BY: Katherine S. Janega, Village Attorney 
   Robert M. Bahan, Village Manager 
 
DATE:  March 15, 2012 
 
 

Introduction.  Section 12.04.070 of the Village Code prohibits the use of public 
sidewalks for business operations without the prior approval of the Village Council.  Section 
5.09.100(M) of the liquor license regulations also provides for restaurants with liquor licenses to 
obtain a sidewalk restaurant rider license that authorizes the service of beer and wine at tables set 
out on public sidewalks from April 1 through November 30.  The Village’s established practice 
has been to consider the licenses for sidewalk and restaurant and liquor service in March, to 
allow time for all applications to be received and processed.  

 
All applicants have submitted proposed layout sketches and certificates of insurance 

showing at least $2,000,000 general aggregate liability, naming the Village as an additional 
insured.  Finance Director Ed McKee has reviewed and approved the insurance certificates of the 
applicants, and Public Works Director Steve Saunders has inspected and approved the requested 
table layouts.  Staff also works with the restaurants throughout the outdoor seating season to 
assure appropriate passage of pedestrians. 

 
Outdoor Seating Permits.  Eleven local restaurants – Caffe Buon Giorno, Caribou 

Coffee, D’s Haute Dogs, Panera, Starbuck’s Coffee, Love’s Winnetka, and the six liquor 
licensees listed below – have submitted applications for outdoor seating permits; copies are 
attached to this report.  (Avli, O’Neil’s and Trifecta have outdoor seating areas on their own 
property, which does not require additional licensing.) 

 
Sidewalk Restaurant Liquor Licenses.  Café Aroma, Jerry’s at Corner Cooks, Little 

Ricky’s, Mirani’s and Winnetka Wine Shop have submitted applications for Sidewalk Restaurant 
Liquor License Riders; these applications are included with their outdoor seating permit 
applications. 

 
Effective Date of Licenses.  As noted above, pursuant to Village Code, the sidewalk 

liquor licenses are valid only from April 1 through November 30.  The date restrictions in the 
liquor regulations codified the established practice for sidewalk restaurant seating, which were 
based on historical weather patterns, so as to avoid the potential for conflicts between sidewalk 
furniture and Village equipment needed to clear sidewalks following late- and early-winter snow 
events.   
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Agenda Report – Sidewalk Restaurants 
March 15, 2012 
Page 2 
 
 

At the March 13th study session, the Chair of the BCDC reported that, at the “Listen and 
Learn” session held that morning in the East Elm business district, some restaurateurs expressed 
a desire to begin sidewalk seating before April 1st, because of the unseasonably warm weather.  
However, because prior Council approval is required both for sidewalk food service and for 
sidewalk liquor service, Village Staff is without authority to create exceptions when a stretch of 
inviting warm weather occurs before April or after November.  

 
Staff is therefore requesting that all sidewalk licenses issued this year be effective 

immediately, subject to the condition that the restaurants be required to temporarily remove their 
sidewalk furnishings in the event of a weather event that requires access to the full sidewalk to 
assure safe pedestrian passage.  Staff also requests that the Council consent to having the Village 
President, in her capacity as Local Liquor Control Commissioner, waive enforcement of the 
starting date restrictions for sidewalk liquor service this year, so that establishments whose 
sidewalk liquor service riders have been approved may also begin to serve beer and wine as soon 
as outdoor seating food service begins.  

 
Finally, Staff suggests that the Council consider amending the Village Code to allow 

more flexibility in the administration of the sidewalk restaurant and liquor license provisions so 
that the Village’s various dining establishments can quickly take advantage of early warm 
weather spells.  For scheduling purposes, Staff would propose placing this issue on a future study 
session agenda for consideration after the three new trustees have been seated. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 

1) Consider approval of the eleven pending 2012 Outdoor Seating Permit applications, 
effective immediately, subject to the condition that the food establishments be 
required to temporarily remove their sidewalk furnishings in the event of a snow or 
ice weather event that requires access to the full sidewalk to assure safe pedestrian 
passage. 

2) Consider approval of Sidewalk Restaurant Liquor License Riders for Café Aroma, 
Jerry’s at Corner Cooks, Little Ricky’s, Mirani’s and Winnetka Wine Shop. 

3) Consider consenting to having the Village President, in her capacity as Local Liquor 
Control Commissioner, waive enforcement of the starting date restrictions for 
sidewalk liquor service this year, so that Café Aroma, Jerry’s at Corner Cooks, Little 
Ricky’s, Mirani’s and Winnetka Wine Shop may also begin to serve beer and wine as 
soon as outdoor seating food service begins. 
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G:\Finance\Ed\Audit and Accounting\Auditor Contract Expires 12.31.2015.doc 

 
AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 
Subject:  Audit Contract 
Prepared by:  Ed McKee, Finance Director  
Date:   February 29, 2012 
 
 
 
 
The Auditing firm of Lauterbach and Amen has been the Village’s Auditor since 2006.  
The Council has been pleased with the thoroughness and responsiveness of their services.  
While a quality audit is more important than obtaining the lowest possible price, the 
current firm has kept their costs reasonable and the amount charged this last year was less 
than the amount paid to the prior firm in 2006. 
 
Because of the change in fiscal years, I had suggested to the Council that it would be 
beneficial to have auditor consistency during this transition period.  There are many 
nuances to changing fiscal years and an auditor very familiar with our operations will be 
in a better position to perform a high quality audit and identify things out of the ordinary. 
 
Attached is a proposal that explains the scope of services sought, which is unchanged 
from the current level of service.  The pricing for the work is $27,804 for the 9 months 
ending 12/31/2013 (unchanged price from the fiscal year ending 3/31/2013), $28,638 for 
2014, and $29,497 for 2015. 
 
Recommendation:  Consider approval of a 3 year contract with the Auditing firm of 
Lauterbach and Amen. 
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Lauterbach & Amen, LLP 27W457 WARRENVILLE RD. . WARRENVILLE, ILLINOIS 60555

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

PHONE 630.393.1483 . FAX 630.393.2516
www. lauterbachamen.com

February 23,2012

The Honorable President
Members of the Board of Trustees
Village of V/innetka, Illinois

'We 
are pleased to confirm our understanding of the services we are to provide the Village of V/innetka, Illinois

for the nine months ended December 37,2013 and years ended December 31,2014 and December 31, 2015.

We will audit the financial statements of the govemmental activities, the business-type activities, each major
fund, and the aggregate remaining frrnd information, which collectively comprise the basic financial statements

of the Village as of and for the nine months ended December 3l , 2013 and years ended December 31, 2014 and

December 31,2015. Accounting standards generally accepted in the United States provide for certain required

supplementary information (RSI), such as management's discussion and analysis (MD&A), to supplement the

Village's basic financial statements. Such information, although not a part of the basic financial statements, is

required by the Govemmental Accotrnting Standards Board who considers it to be an essential part of financial

reporting for placing the basic financial statements in an appropriate operational, economic, or historical

context. As part of our engagement, we will apply certain limited procedures to the Village's RSI in accordance

with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America. These limited procedures will
consist of inquiries of management regarding the methods of preparing the information and comparing the

information for consistency with management's responses to our inquiries, the basic financial statements, and

other knowledge we obtained during our audit of the basic financial statements. We will not express an opinion

or provide any assurance on the information because the limited procedures do not provide us with sufficient
evidence to express an opinion or provide any assurance. The following RSI is required by generally accepted

accounting principles and will be subjected to certain limited procedures, but will not be audited: management's

discussion and analysis, the budgetary comparison schedules, pension plan funding progress and employer

contribution schedules, and other postemployment benefit obligation funding progress and employer

contribution schedules.

We have also been engaged to report on supplementary information other than RSI the accompanies the

Village's financial statements. We will subject the following supplementary information to the auditing
procedures applied in our audit of the financial statements and certain additional procedures, including
comparing and reconciling such information directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to
prepare the hnancial statements or to the financial statements themselves, and other additional procedures in
accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and will provide an

opinion on it in relation to the financial statements as a whole: combining and individual fund statements and

schedules, and other information listed as supplemental and schedules, except for those schedules marked

"unaudited."

Audit Objective

The objective of our audit is the expression of opinions as to whether your basic financial statements are fairly
presented, in all material respects, in conformrty with generally accepted accounting principles and to report on

the faimess of the supplementary information referred to in the second paragraph when considered in relation to

the financial statements as a whole. Our audit will be conducted in accordance with auditing standards generally

accepted in the United States of America and will include tests of the accounting records and other procedures

we consider necessary to enable us to express such opinions. If our opinions on the financial statements are

other than unqualified, we will fully discuss the reasons with you in advance. If, for any reason, we are unable to

complete the audit or are unable to form or have not formed opinions, we may decline to express opinions or to

issue a report as a result of this engagement.
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Village of V/innetka, Illinois
February 23,2012
Page2

Management Responsibilities

Management is responsible for the basic financial statements and all accompanying information as well as all
representations contained therein. You are also responsible for making all management decisions and

performing all management functions; for designating an individual with suitable skill, knowledge, or

experience to oversee our assistance with the preparation of your financial statements and related notes and

any other nonattest services we provide; and for evaluating the adequacy and results of those services and

accepting responsibility for them.

Management is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal controls, including monitoring
ongoing activities; for the selection and application of accounting principles; and for the fair presentation in
the financial statements of the respective financial position of the govemmental activities, the business-type

activities, each major fund, and the aggregate remaining fund information of the Village, and the respective

changes in financial position and where applicable, cash flows, in conformity with U.S. generally accepted

accounting principles.

Management is also responsible for making all financial records and related information available to us and

for the accuracy and completeness of that information. Your responsibilities include adjusting the financial
statements to correct material misstatements and for confirming to us in the representation letter that the

effects of any uncorrected misstatements aggregated by us during the current engagement and pertaining to
the latest period presented are immaterial, both individually and in the aggregate, to the financial statements

taken as a whole.

You are responsible for the design and implementation of programs and controls to prevent and detect fraud,

and for informing us about all known or suspected fraud or illegal acts affecting the government involving
(1) management, (2) employees who have significant roles in internal control, and (3) others where the fraud

or illegal acts could have a material effect on the financial statements. Your responsibilities included
informing us of your knowledge of any allegations of fraud or suspected fraud affecting the government

received in communications from employees, former employees, regulators, or others. In addition, you are

responsible for the preparation of the supplementary information in conformity with U.S. generally accepted

accounting principles. You agree to include our report on the supplementary information in any document

that contains and indicates that we have reported on the supplementary information.

Audit Procedures - General

An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the hnancial

statements; therefore, our audit will involve judgment about the number of transactions to be examined and the

areas to be tested. We will plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable rather than absolute ¿Ìssurance about

whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement, whether from (1) errors, (2) fraudulent

financial reporting, (3) misappropriation of assets, or (4) violations of laws or govemmental regulations that are

attributable to the entity or to acts by management or employees acting on behalf of the entity.

Because an audit is designed to provide reasonable, but not absolute, assurance and because we will not perform

a detailed examination of all transactions, there is a risk that material misstatements may exist and not be

detected by us. In addition, an audit is not designed to detect immaterial misstatements, or violations of laws or
govemmental regulations that do not have a direct and material effect on the financial statements. However, we

will inform you of any material errors and any fraudulent financial reporting or misappropriation of assets that

come to our attention. V/e will also inform you of any violations of laws or goverTrmental regulations that come

to our attention, unless clearly inconsequential. Our responsibility as auditors is limited to the period covered by

our audit and does not extend to any later periods for which we are not engaged as auditors.
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Village of V/innetk4 Illinois
February 23,2012
Page 3

Audit Procedures - General (Continued)

Our procedures will include tests of documentary evidence supporting the transactions recorded in the accounts,

and may include tests of the physical existence of inventories, and direct confirmation of receivables and certain

other assets and liabilities by correspondence with selected individuals, funding sources, creditors, and hnancial
institutions. We will request written representations from your attorneys as part of the engagement, and they
may bill you for responding to this inquiry. At the conclusion of our audit, we will also require certain written
representations from you about the financial statements and related matters.

Audit Procedures - Internal Control

Our audit will include obtaining an understanding of the entity and its environment, including internal control,
sufficient to assess the risks of material misstatement of the financial statements and to design the nature,

timing, and extent of further audit procedures. An audit is not designed to provide assurance on internal control
or to identify deficiencies in internal control. However, during the audit, we will communicate to management

and those charged with governance internal control related matters that are required to be communicated under

AICPA professional standards.

Audit Procedures - Compliance

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material

misstatement, will perform tests of the Village's compliance with applicable laws and regulations and the

provisions of contracts and agreements. However, the objective of our audit will not be to provide an opinion
on overall compliance and we will not express such an opinion.

Engagement Administration, Fees, and Other

Our fees for the nine months ended December 3l , 2013 audit will be $27,804, the December 3 1 , 2014 audit will
be $28,638 and the December 31,2015 audit will be$29,497.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to the Village of Winnetka, Illinois and believe this letter

accurately summarizes the significant terms of our engagement. If you have any questions, please let us know. If
you agree with the terms of our engagement as described in this letter, please sign the below and return it to us.

Cordially,

L¿P
LAUTERBACH & AMEN, LLP

RESPONSE:

This letter correctly sets forth the understanding of the Village of V/innetk4 Illinois

By:

Title:
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Agenda Report 
 
Subject:  Updated Budget, Fee and Rate Resolutions 
 
Prepared by:  Ed McKee, Finance Director 
 
Ref:   February 14, 2012 Budget Meeting 
   February 16, 2012 Budget Meeting 
   February 21, 2012 Budget Meeting 
   March 8, 2012 Council Meeting 
 
Date:   March 13, 2012 
 
 
Budget Resolution for FY 2012-13 - R-6-2012 
 
The Budget has been distributed and made available for public inspection at the Village Hall and 
the local Library since February 6th.  A Public Hearing was held on the proposed budget during 
the March 8th Council meeting, after publishing the requisite notice. 
 
Below is a summary of how the budget changes would impact a homeowner.  Staff estimates an 
overall cost in 2012/2013 of $6,318 for municipal services, a $120 or 1.9% increase over the 
current year.  This increase is comprised of higher property taxes ($40), water charges ($58), and 
sanitary sewer charges ($22), as outlined below: 
 

Homeowner Impact Analysis
  Select Taxes and Fees Change

2011 /12 2012 / 13 $'s %

Village Property Taxes ** 2,672$         2,712$         40$        1.5%
Electric *** 2,358$         2,358$         -$      0.0%
Water 722$            780$            58$        8.0%
Sanitary Sewer 216$            238$            22$        10.2%
Telecommunications Tax 60$              60$              -$      0.0%
Natural Gas Tax * 80$              80$              -$      0.0%
Licenses   (2 cars & 1 Dog) 90$              90$              -$      0.0%

    Total Taxes and Fees 6,198$         6,318$         120$      1.9%

* Assumes no reduction in natural gas heating bills.

** Assumes $20,000 tax bill * 13.36% Village portion * 1.5% estimated 2011 increase.

*** 2% electric rate increase ($272k Village Wide) is offset estimated power cost adjustment (- $300k).  
 

Two corrections were made during the budget process, both of which were reflected in Budget 
Resolution R-6-2012 when it was presented for hearing.   

1) The first change was updating the amount of capital expenses reflected in the text of the 
police department budget on page 26.  The combined dispatch budget totals $500,000, 
not the $250,000 reflected in the text on page 26. 
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2) The second correction was to include the $100,000 in the capital plan for replacement of 
the water department SCADA system.  This $100,000 is included in the cash flow 
projections and simply needs to be added to account # 52.66.640.323.  

There were no further changes after the hearing. 
 

Fee Resolutions 

The Village adopts new fee resolutions each March in conjunction with the adoption of the 
budget.  This ensures annual review of these charges and makes it easy to reference the most 
current information. 

The changes in the water, electric, sewer and refuse utility are effective for customer bills issued 
on or after April 1, 2012.  Because of the taxation cycle set by State law, the property tax levy 
recommended in the budget (which implements the property tax increase) was already approved 
in December 2011. 
 
R-7-2012 - Water Rates 
This resolution was introduced at the March 8, 2012, Council meeting.  There is an 8% increase 
for customers within the municipal boundaries.  This will cost customers within the Village, 
about $58 more per year.  The resolution will increase the unincorporated water rate by 10%. 
 
R-8-2012 - Electric Rates 
This resolution was introduced at the March 8, 2012, Council meeting.  There is an 
approximately 2.0% increase in the energy charge for electricity in the proposed budget for all 
customers.  Offsetting this 2.0% increase is a roughly 2.1% refund to customers because the 
Village’s unit cost for electricity was less than the amount in the 2011/2012 budget.  It is the 
Village’s policy to refund any savings or recover any shortage in the next fiscal year. 

In addition to setting the electric rates, the Village evaluates the costs of fees charged for electric 
activities such as connections to the system, service upgrades, and meter charges.  Staff believes 
the current charges for installation of 200 and 400 ampere electric services of $9,500 and 
$17,000, respectively, should cover the Village’s costs.  Therefore, no change to these amounts 
is proposed in the electric rate resolution.  If future bids for supplies and services result in the 
Village not recovering our costs in this area, we will come back to the Council and evaluate an 
increase. 
 
R-9-2012 - Sewer Rates 
This resolution was introduced at the March 8, 2012, Council meeting.  The Village has not 
increased the sanitary sewer rate for many years.  Given the storm event in 2011, the Village will 
be conducting flow monitoring and taking additional steps to reduce the severity and frequency 
of sanitary sewer back ups.  Additionally, the Village has expanded the reimbursement program 
that allows residences to install overhead sewers or back flow protection devices.  Based on the 
higher level of expenses associated with the above activities, a 10% sewer rate increase in 
included in the budget.  This will cost a typical customer about $22 more per year. 
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R-10-2012 – Refuse Fees  
This resolution was introduced at the March 8, 2012, Council meeting.  There are no changes in 
the once a week refuse and recycling service provided residential customers at no separate 
charge.  The cost of commercial services are adjusted to keep up with inflation, and are still 
significantly less than a commercial hauler would charge, reflecting the fact that commercial 
properties also pay property taxes which support a portion of the refuse budget.  The cost of 
twice a week back door residential collection remains $25 per month. 
 
R-11-2012 – General Permit and License Fees – This resolution was presented with the other 
rate resolutions at the March 8, 2012, Council meeting, although no action was required.  The 
resolution reflects the fact that most of our customers will not see a fee increase, as no change is 
being made in the vehicle sticker fee, commuter parking fee, dog license fee, etc.  The advanced 
life support call and cost will increase from $650 to $675.  The basic life support call cost will 
increase from $500 to $525, in line with our local market. 
 
R-12-2012 - Building, Zoning, and Construction Fees – This resolution was also presented 
with the other rate resolutions at the March 8, 2012, Council meeting, although no action was 
required at that time.  Staff has reviewed the and no adjustments are proposed. 
 
R-13-2012 – Fees for Fire Suppression and Rescue Services to Unincorporated Properties – 
This resolution was also presented with the other rate resolutions at the March 8, 2012, Council 
meeting, although no action was required at that time.  The unincorporated fire service rates are 
set by a formula that includes call volume, budget, and equalized assessed value.  Effective 
April 1, 2011, these rates fell from $86.55 to $80.46 per month because the Village’s expenses 
declined due to several retirements in the department.  This year, higher pension costs have 
eroded much of the savings from last year’s rate reduction.  Effective April 1, 2012, the monthly 
unincorporated fire rate will be $89.77 per month.  The worksheet delineating the above 
calculations is attached at the end of Resolution R-13-2012. 
 

Recommendation:  Consider adoption of the following resolutions: 
 

R -6-2012 Adopting the Annual Budget 

R-7-2012 * Establishing Rates and Fees Related to Water Service 

R-8-2012 * Establishing Rates and Fees Related to Electric Service 

R-9-2012 * Establishing Rates and Fees Related to Sewer Services 

R-10-2012 * Establishing Rates and Fees Related to Refuse Service 

R-11-2012 Establishing General Permit, License, and Miscellaneous Fees 

R-12-2012 Establishing Building, Zoning, and Construction Fees 

R-13-2012 Establishing Annual Unincorporated Fire Service Charges 
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March 20, 2012  R-6-2012 

RESOLUTION NO. R-6-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION 
ADOPTING THE ANNUAL BUDGET FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 

BEGINNING APRIL 1, 2012 
AND ENDING MARCH 31, 2013 

 
WHEREAS, the Council of the Village of Winnetka have previously adopted Sections 

8-2-9.1 through 8-2-9.10 of the Illinois Municipal Code, establishing the office of budget officer 

and authorizing the adoption of the annual budget in lieu of an annual appropriation ordinance; 

and 

WHEREAS, on February 6, 2012, the corporate authorities of the Village of Winnetka 

placed the proposed, tentative annual budget for the fiscal year beginning April 1, 2012, and 

ending March 31, 2013, on file at the office of the Village Manager and at the Winnetka Public 

Library and has made said tentative annual budget available for public inspection since that date; 

and 

WHEREAS, on March 8, 2012, pursuant to notice published on Thursday, March 1. 

2012, in the Winnetka Talk, a newspaper published and in general circulation in the Village of 

Winnetka, the Council of the Village of Winnetka held a public hearing on the proposed tentative 

annual budget; 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, including, but not 

limited to, the powers (i) to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and 

welfare, (ii) to license, (iii) to tax, and (iv) to incur debt; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Council find that establishing an annual budget for the Village, 

including estimating revenues and recommending expenditures, is a matter pertaining to the 

affairs of the Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 
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SECTION 1: The Annual Budget for the Village of Winnetka, which is attached 

hereto as Exhibit A and is incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, is hereby adopted 

as the Annual Budget for the Village of Winnetka for the Fiscal Year beginning April 1, 2012 

and ending March 31, 2013. 

SECTION 2: The adoption of the foregoing annual budget shall be in lieu of the 

appropriation ordinance required in Section 8-2-9 of the Illinois Municipal Code. 

SECTION 3: This Resolution is adopted 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 Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
 
Introduced:  March 8, 2012 
Posted:  March 9, 2012 
Adopted:   
Posted:  
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NOTE: 
 
 
EXHIBIT A IS THE COMPLETE BUDGET DOCUMENT, WHICH, 
DUE TO ITS SIZE, CANNOT BE REPRODUCED IN FULL IN 
THESE AGENDA MATERIALS. 
 
THE FOLLOWING 6 PAGES PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF THE 
BUDGETED REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES BY FUND, AND 
ARE PROVIDED HERE FOR EASE OF REFERENCE.  
 
THE COMPLETE BUDGET REMAINS AVAILABLE FOR 
INSPECTION IN THE VILLAGE MANAGER’S OFFICE AND AT 
THE WINNETKA PUBLIC LIBRARY, AND THE COMPLETE, 
FINAL BUDGET WILL BE APPROPRIATELY LABELED AND 
WILL BE ATTACHED TO AND MAINTAINED WITH THE 
ORIGINAL BUDGET RESOLUTION FOLLOWING ITS 
ADOPTION.
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Exhibit A 
Village of Winnetka Budget Summary 

 
 
 

      FY 2010 / 11       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2012 / 13 % B to D

1.23.2012 Actual Budget Estimated Budget Budg $ change

A B C D D v. B

Operating Revenues and Expenditures

Revenues and Transfers:
General Fund 22,779,924$       22,336,939$       22,493,281$       22,624,749$       1.3% $287,810

Electric 15,812,414$       16,635,200$       15,872,200$       15,858,700$       -4.7% ($776,500)

Water 3,248,018$         3,542,500$         3,300,500$         3,601,500$         1.7% $59,000

Sanitary Sewer 798,799$            829,500$            778,500$            863,500$            4.1% $34,000

Refuse 2,221,310$         2,206,000$         2,218,000$         2,198,000$         -0.4% ($8,000)

Storm Sewer -$                   -$                    -$                    2,200,000$         $2,200,000

Workers' Comp. Insurance 771,194$            541,492$            561,492$            536,492$            -0.9% ($5,000)

Liability Insurance 38,555$              204,008$            204,008$            10,000$              -95.1% ($194,008)

Health Insurance 3,319,508$         2,746,950$         2,765,000$         2,822,700$         2.8% $75,750

Data Processing 345,652$            341,500$            335,000$            335,000$            -1.9% ($6,500)

Fleet Services 1,016,998$         858,500$            863,500$            884,340$            3.0% $25,840

   Total Revenues & Transf. - A 50,352,371$       50,242,589$       49,391,481$       51,934,981$       3.4% $1,692,392

Operating Expenses and Transfers:
General Fund 19,599,163$       20,711,776$       19,671,865$       22,673,312$       9.5% $1,961,536

Electric 15,390,841$       15,906,442$       15,534,854$       16,166,920$       1.6% $260,478

Water 3,185,443$         3,320,572$         3,209,920$         3,445,592$         3.8% $125,020

Sanitary Sewer 792,160$            978,962$            900,800$            978,013$            -0.1% ($949)

Refuse 2,394,703$         2,365,460$         2,363,693$         2,368,220$         0.1% $2,760

Storm Sewer -$                   -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

Workers' Comp. Insurance 339,819$            645,500$            635,500$            795,500$            23.2% $150,000

Liability Insurance (102,971)$          300,000$            145,000$            300,000$            0.0% $0

Health Insurance 2,844,523$         3,297,600$         3,225,000$         3,572,900$         8.3% $275,300

Data Processing 339,230$            448,580$            404,845$            455,200$            1.5% $6,620

Fleet Services 822,437$            849,380$            769,364$            850,536$            0.1% $1,156

   Total Operating Expenses - B 45,605,347$       48,824,272$       46,860,841$       51,606,194$       5.7% $2,781,922

Net Margin Operations A - B 4,747,024$         1,418,317$         2,530,640$         328,787$            -76.8% ($1,089,530)

Plus: Depreciation all funds 2,225,576$         2,140,000$         2,260,000$         2,280,000$         6.5% $140,000

Equals: Oper. Cash-Flow 6,972,600$         3,558,317$         4,790,640$         2,608,787$         -26.7% ($949,530)  
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2010 / 11       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2012 / 13 % B to D

Actual Budget Estimated Budget Budg $ change

A B C D D v. B

Capital Revenues, Expenditures, and Pension Funds:

Capital Fund Revenues:
Cash Flow - Operating Funds 6,972,600$         3,558,317$         4,790,640$         2,608,787$         -26.7% ($949,530)

Motor Fuel Tax Fund 546,909$            325,000$            312,000$            312,000$            -4.0% ($13,000)

Debt Service Funds 470,057$            476,760$            474,760$            480,305$            0.7% $3,545

SSA 3 Trapp Lane -$                   510,000$            -$                    35,700$              -93.0% ($474,300)

SSA 4 Oak, Elm, Locust, Roswd -$                   -$                    -$                    4,991$                $4,991

SSA 5 Oak, Elm, Rose, Glendale -$                   -$                    -$                    4,240$                $4,240

Facilities Fund 442,052$            510,000$            520,000$            705,000$            38.2% $195,000

Business Dist. Revitalization 8,491$                3,000$                1,500$                1,500$                -50.0% ($1,500)

8,440,109$         5,383,077$         6,098,900$         4,152,523$         -22.9% ($1,230,554)

Capital Expenditures:
Cap. Exp. - Operating Funds 2,206,290$         6,545,760$         4,843,690$         6,477,305$         -1.0% ($68,455)

Motor Fuel Tax Fund 407,804$            610,000$            35,000$              625,000$            2.5% $15,000

Debt Service Funds 461,300$            500,397$            500,000$            505,734$            1.1% $5,337

SSA 3 Trapp Lane -$                   510,000$            510,000$            35,700$              -93.0% ($474,300)

SSA 4 Oak, Elm, Locust, Roswd -$                   -$                    65,000$              4,991$                ($60,009)

SSA 5 Oak, Elm, Rose, Glendale -$                   -$                    74,000$              4,240$                ($69,760)

Facilities Fund 788,605$            2,600,000$         1,600,000$         1,600,000$         -38.5% ($1,000,000)

Business Dist. Revitalization 226,483$            350,000$            100,000$            250,000$            -28.6% ($100,000)

4,090,482$         11,116,157$       7,727,690$         9,502,970$         -14.5% ($1,613,188)

Capital Accumulation (Use) 4,349,627$         (5,733,080)$        (1,628,790)$        (5,350,446)$        $382,634

Assets Held in Trust

Pension Revenues:
Police 2,913,550$         2,375,387$         1,969,387$         2,442,534$         2.8% $67,147

Fire 2,544,365$         2,319,134$         1,687,336$         2,415,794$         4.2% $96,660

5,457,915$         4,694,521$         3,656,723$         4,858,328$         3.5% $163,807

Pension Expenses:
Police 1,440,266$         1,681,350$         1,520,000$         1,731,850$         3.0% $50,500

Fire 1,521,320$         1,941,500$         1,730,000$         1,926,500$         -0.8% ($15,000)

2,961,587$         3,622,850$         3,250,000$         3,658,350$         1.0% $35,500

Cash Flow 2,496,328$         1,071,671$         406,723$            1,199,978$         12.0%

Total All Accounts
Inflows 64,250,395$       60,320,187$       59,147,104$       60,945,832$       1.0% $625,645

Outflows 52,657,416$       63,563,279$       57,838,531$       64,767,513$       1.9% $1,204,234

Difference 11,592,979$       (3,243,092)$        1,308,573$         (3,821,681)$        17.8%
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2010 / 11       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2012 / 13 % B to D

Actual Budget Estimated Budget Budg $ change

A B C D D v. B
General Fund

Operating Revenues:
Property Taxes 11,269,085$       11,866,281$       11,866,281$       12,233,501$       3.1% $367,220

Sales and Use Tax 1,231,060$         1,100,000$         1,100,000$         1,100,000$         0.0% $0

Income and Corp. Repl. Tax 1,072,750$         1,031,000$         1,030,000$         1,031,000$         0.0% $0

Telecommunications Tax 666,106$            720,000$            650,000$            650,000$            -9.7% ($70,000)

Natural Gas Tax 442,334$            475,000$            450,000$            450,000$            -5.3% ($25,000)

Licenses and Permits 2,329,913$         1,591,000$         1,844,000$         1,589,000$         -0.1% ($2,000)

Charges for Services 983,376$            1,047,956$         1,055,000$         1,105,070$         5.5% $57,114

Franchise Fees & Rent 640,534$            627,852$            608,000$            546,600$            -12.9% ($81,252)

Interest 278,353$            180,000$            200,000$            130,000$            -27.8% ($50,000)

Fines 212,415$            215,000$            215,000$            215,000$            0.0% $0

All Others 461,779$            384,850$            377,000$            389,850$            1.3% $5,000

  Total Operating Revenue 19,587,705$       19,238,939$       19,395,281$       19,440,021$       1.0% $201,082

Operating Expenses:
Administration 2,934,888$         2,716,498$         2,698,680$         2,748,131$         1.2% $31,633

Police 6,031,346$         6,213,014$         6,213,014$         6,347,610$         2.2% $134,596

Fire 4,559,659$         4,505,410$         4,477,126$         4,716,849$         4.7% $211,439

Com. Development 1,585,290$         1,560,940$         1,530,380$         1,540,250$         -1.3% ($20,690)

Public Works 3,462,980$         3,855,914$         3,702,665$         3,870,472$         0.4% $14,558

  Total Operating Exp. 18,574,163$       18,851,776$       18,621,865$       19,223,312$       2.0% $371,536

Operating Margin 1,013,542$         387,163$            773,416$            216,709$            -44.0% ($170,454)

Plus: Transfers In 3,192,219$         3,098,000$         3,098,000$         3,184,728$         2.8% $86,728

Op. Margin + Transfers in 4,205,761$         3,485,163$         3,871,416$         3,401,437$         -2.4% $218,196

Less: Transfers (Out) (1,025,000)$        (1,860,000)$        (1,050,000)$        (3,450,000)$        85.5% ($1,590,000)

  $'s Available for Capital 3,180,761$         1,625,163$         2,821,416$         (48,563)$             -103.0% ($1,673,726)

Less: Capital Outlay (2,100,603)$        (3,014,760)$        (1,633,760)$        (3,455,305)$        14.6% ($440,545)

Source (Use) of Cash 1,080,158$         (1,389,597)$        1,187,656$         (3,503,868)$        152.1% ($2,114,271)

Special Revenue Funds
   Motor Fuel Tax Fund

Revenues 546,909$            325,000$            312,000$            312,000$            -4.0% ($13,000)

Expenditures and Transfers 407,804$            610,000$            35,000$              625,000$            2.5% $15,000

Cash - Flow 139,104$            (285,000)$           277,000$            (313,000)$           9.8% ($28,000)
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2010 / 11       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2012 / 13 % B to D

Actual Budget Estimated Budget Budg $ change

A B C D D v. B

Debt Service Funds
Revenues and Transfers 470,057$            476,760$            474,760$            480,305$            0.7% $3,545

Expenditures 461,300$            500,397$            500,000$            505,734$            1.1% $5,337

  Cash - Flow 8,757$                (23,637)$             (25,240)$             (25,429)$             7.6% ($1,792)

Capital Projects Funds
Facilities
Revenues and Transfers 442,052$            510,000$            520,000$            705,000$            38.2% $195,000

Expenditures 788,605$            2,600,000$         1,600,000$         1,600,000$         -38.5% ($1,000,000)

  Cash - Flow (346,553)$          (2,090,000)$        (1,080,000)$        (895,000)$           -57.2% $1,195,000

SSA 3 Trapp Lane
Revenues and Transfers -$                   510,000$            -$                    35,700$              -93.0% ($474,300)

Expenditures & Transfers -$                   510,000$            510,000$            35,700$              -93.0% ($474,300)

  Cash - Flow -$                   -$                    (510,000)$           -$                    

SSA 4 Oak, Elm, Locust, Roswd
Revenues and Transfers -$                   -$                    -$                    4,991$                $4,991

Expenditures & Transfers -$                   -$                    65,000$              4,991$                $4,991

  Cash - Flow -$                   -$                    (65,000)$             -$                    $0

SSA 5 Oak, Elm, Rose, Glendale
Revenues and Transfers -$                   -$                    -$                    4,240$                $4,240

Expenditures & Transfers -$                   -$                    74,000$              4,240$                $4,240

  Cash - Flow -$                   -$                    (74,000)$             -$                    $0

Business Distr. Revitalization
Revenues and Transfers 8,491$                3,000$                1,500$                1,500$                -50.0% ($1,500)

Expenditures 226,483$            350,000$            100,000$            250,000$            -28.6% ($100,000)

  Cash - Flow (217,991)$          (347,000)$           (98,500)$             (248,500)$           -28.4% $98,500

Enterprise Funds
Electric
Operating Revenue 15,735,649$       16,595,200$       15,822,200$       15,818,700$       -4.7% (776,500)$       

Operating Expenses 15,390,841$       15,906,442$       15,534,854$       16,166,920$       1.6% $260,478

    Electric Operating Income 344,808$            688,758$            287,346$            (348,220)$           -150.6% ($1,036,978)

  Non-op. income - interest 76,765$              40,000$              50,000$              40,000$              0.0% $0

  Capital Outlay (4,495)$              (2,354,000)$        (2,186,500)$        (2,327,000)$        -1.1% $27,000

  Depreciation 1,596,133$         1,500,000$         1,600,000$         1,600,000$         6.7% $100,000

    Cash - Flow 2,013,211$         (125,242)$           (249,154)$           (1,035,220)$        ($909,978)

Water
Operating Revenue 3,243,308$         3,541,500$         3,300,500$         3,601,500$         1.7% $60,000

Operating Expenses 3,185,443$         3,320,572$         3,209,920$         3,445,592$         3.8% $125,020

    Water Operating Income 57,864$              220,928$            90,580$              155,908$            -29.4% ($65,020)

  Non-op. income - interest 4,710$                1,000$                -$                    -$                    -100.0% ($1,000)

  Capital Outlay (101,192)$          (687,000)$           (582,000)$           (345,000)$           -49.8% $342,000

  Depreciation 420,485$            400,000$            420,000$            440,000$            10.0% $40,000

    Cash - Flow 381,868$            (65,072)$             (71,420)$             250,908$            -485.6% $315,980
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2010 / 11       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2012 / 13 % B to D

Actual Budget Estimated Budget Budg $ change

A B C D D v. B
Sanitary Sewer
Operating Revenue 778,003$            815,500$             764,500$             853,500$             4.7% $38,000

Operating Expenses 792,160$            978,962$             900,800$             978,013$             -0.1% ($949)

    Sewer Operating Income (14,156)$             (163,462)$           (136,300)$           (124,513)$           -23.8% $38,949

  Non-op. income - interest 20,795$              14,000$               14,000$               10,000$               -28.6% ($4,000)

  Capital Outlay -$                    (490,000)$           (441,430)$           (350,000)$           -28.6% $140,000

  Depreciation 74,660$              70,000$               70,000$               70,000$               0.0% $0

    Cash - Flow 81,299$              (569,462)$           (493,730)$           (394,513)$           -30.7% $174,949

Refuse
Operating Revenue 2,210,406$         2,193,000$          2,205,000$          2,185,000$          -0.4% ($8,000)

Operating Expenses 2,394,703$         2,365,460$          2,363,693$          2,368,220$          0.1% $2,760

    Refuse Operating Income (184,297)$           (172,460)$           (158,693)$           (183,220)$           6.2% ($10,760)

  Non-op. income - interest 10,904$              13,000$               13,000$               13,000$               0.0% $0

  Capital Outlay -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

  Depreciation 129,322$            135,000$             135,000$             135,000$             0.0% $0

    Cash - Flow (44,070)$             (24,460)$             (10,693)$             (35,220)$             44.0% ($10,760)

Storm Sewer
Operating Revenue -$                    -$                    -$                    2,200,000$          $2,200,000

Operating Expenses -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

    Storm Operating Income -$                    -$                    -$                    2,200,000$          $2,200,000

  Non-op. income - interest -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

  Capital Outlay -$                    -$                    -$                    (2,080,000)$        $2,080,000

  Depreciation -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

    Cash - Flow -$                    -$                    -$                    120,000$             $120,000

Internal Service Funds
Workers' Comp. Insurance
  Revenues 771,194$            541,492$             561,492$             536,492$             -0.9% ($5,000)

  Expenses 339,819$            645,500$             635,500$             795,500$             23.2% $150,000

    Cash-Flow 431,375$            (104,008)$           (74,008)$             (259,008)$           149.0% ($155,000)

Liability Insurance
  Revenues 38,555$              204,008$             204,008$             10,000$               -95.1% ($194,008)

  Expenses (102,971)$           300,000$             145,000$             300,000$             0.0% $0

    Cash-Flow 141,526$            (95,992)$             59,008$               (290,000)$           202.1% ($194,008)

Health Insurance
  Revenues & Transfers 3,319,508$         2,746,950$          2,765,000$          2,822,700$          2.8% $75,750

  Expenses 2,844,523$         3,297,600$          3,225,000$          3,572,900$          8.3% $275,300

    Cash-Flow 474,985$            (550,650)$           (460,000)$           (750,200)$           36.2% ($199,550)

Data Processing
  Operating Revenue 331,832$            334,500$             328,000$             328,000$             -1.9% ($6,500)

  Operating Expenses 339,230$            448,580$             404,845$             455,200$             1.5% $6,620

    DP Operating Income (7,398)$               (114,080)$           (76,845)$             (127,200)$           11.5% ($13,120)

  Non-op. income - interest 13,820$              7,000$                 7,000$                 7,000$                 0.0% $0

  Capital Outlay -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

  Depreciation 3,617$                35,000$               35,000$               35,000$               0.0% $0

    Cash - Flow 10,039$              (72,080)$             (34,845)$             (85,200)$             18.2% ($13,120)
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2010 / 11       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2011 / 12       FY 2012 / 13 % B to D

Actual Budget Estimated Budget Budg $ change

A B C D D v. B
Fleet Services
  Operating Revenue 862,473$            857,000$            862,000$            882,840$            3.0% $25,840

  Operating Expenses 822,437$            849,380$            769,364$            850,536$            0.1% $1,156

    Fleet Operating Income 40,036$              7,620$                92,636$              32,304$              323.9% $24,684

  Non-op. income - interest 4,525$                1,500$                1,500$                1,500$                0.0% $0

  Capital Outlay -$                   -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

  Transfer In - Recapitalize 150,000$            -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

  Depreciation 1,359$                -$                    -$                    -$                    $0

    Cash - Flow 195,920$            9,120$                94,136$              33,804$              270.7% $24,684

Assets Held in Trust
Police Pension
  Revenues 2,913,550$         2,375,387$         1,969,387$         2,442,534$         2.8% $67,147

  Expenses 1,440,266$         1,681,350$         1,520,000$         1,731,850$         3.0% $50,500

    Cash-Flow 1,473,284$         694,037$            449,387$            710,684$            2.4% $16,647

Fire Pension
  Revenues 2,544,365$         2,319,134$         1,687,336$         2,415,794$         4.2% $96,660

  Expenses 1,521,320$         1,941,500$         1,730,000$         1,926,500$         -0.8% ($15,000)

    Cash-Flow 1,023,045$         377,634$            (42,664)$             489,294$            29.6% $111,660

 
 

66



March 20, 2012  R-7-2012 

RESOLUTION NO. R-07-2012 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING RATES AND FEES 
RELATED TO WATER SERVICE, SERVICE TAPS AND METERS 

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, including, but not 

limited to, the powers (i) to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and 

welfare, (ii) to license, (iii) to tax, and (iv) to incur debt; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka owns and operates a water utility that provides all 

water service within the Village of Winnetka; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka's Water and Electric Department is responsible for 

the day-to-day operations of the Village's water utility; and 

WHEREAS, the Council find that all matters pertaining to the operation of the Village's 

water utility, including but not limited to establishing rates for water service, are matters 

pertaining to the affairs of the Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 

SECTION 1: Water Rates.  Each customer using water furnished by the Village of 

Winnetka Water and Electric Department shall be charged for such service in accordance with 

the following Schedule of Water Rates, as provided in Section 13.04.040 of the Winnetka 

Village Code. 

SCHEDULE OF WATER RATES 
 

Type of Customer Rate 
Service within corporate limits $27.57 $29.78 per 1,000 cubic feet, as metered 
Service outside of corporate limits $46.61 $51.27 per 1,000 cubic feet, as metered 
Service to Village of Northfield: Rate shall be as established by agreement 

approved by resolution of the Village Council  
Special Service $20.68 $22.33 per 1,000 cubic feet, as metered 
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SECTION 2: Disconnection/Reconnection Fees.  The following fees shall be charged 

and collected for service calls to either disconnect or reconnect service as the result of 

nonpayment, as provided in Section 13.04.060 of the Winnetka Village Code: 

SERVICE DISCONNECTION OR RECONNECTION FEE 
 

Time of Service Call Fee 
During regular business hours  (Monday through Friday, 
except for holidays, from 7:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.) 

$95.00 per service dispatch 

All other times (Evenings, nights, weekends and holidays) $265.00 per service dispatch 

SECTION 3: Water Service Tap Fees.  The following fees shall be charged for the 

installation of water connections, as provided in Section 13.04.100 of the Winnetka Village 

Code: 

WATER SERVICE TAP FEES 

Water 
Tap 
Size 

Water 
Main 
Size 

 

 
Fee 

 

 
Service Included in Fee 

    
1 1/2" 
or less 

All $852 Making tap, Corp stop, Curb stop and box, and 
inspection 

2" All $960  Making tap, Corp stop, Curb stop and box, and 
inspection 

4" 4" $1,535  Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
4" 6" $1,775 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
6" 6" $1,880 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
4" 8" $1,880 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
6" 8" $1,985 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
8" 8" $2,300 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
4" 10" $2,400 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
6" 10" $2,500 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
8" 10" $2,900 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
4" 12" $2,400 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
6" 12" $2,500 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 
8" 12" $2,925 Making tap, tapping sleeve and valve, and inspection 

For all taps 4" and larger, valve vaults meeting Water and Electric Department 
specifications must be furnished by the customer’s plumber, at the customer’s 
cost.  Other size taps may be made only with the consent of the Water and 
Electric Department, at the customer’s cost. 
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SECTION 4: Water Meter Fees.  The following fees shall be charged for the water 

meters provided by the Village, as provided in Sections 13.04.030 and 13.04.100 of the 

Winnetka Village Code:  

WATER METER FEES 

Meter Size Cost 
5/8" $475 
3/4" $525 
1" $625 

1 1/2" $890 
2" $990 

 
Spreader and valves on both sides of meter must be installed by the customer’s 
plumber, at the customer’s cost.  Other sizes of meters may be required or 
permitted, as determined by the Water and Electric Department, based on the 
characteristics of the proposed service.  Such other installations shall require the 
written approval of the Water and Electric Department and the entire cost of the 
purchase and installation shall be borne by the customer. 

 
SECTION 5: Replacement of Touchpad.  The following fees shall be charged for 

replacement of removed touchpads and replacement of the touchpad wiring. 

Replacement of Touchpad $95.00 
Replacement of Touchpad Wiring $265.00 

SECTION 6: Temporary Water Service.  Pursuant to Section 13.04.150 of the 

Winnetka Village Code, temporary water service provided during building construction shall be 

billed at the rate applicable to the use specified in the building permit.   

SECTION 7: Fee for Returned Payments.  A fee of $30.00 shall be charged for any 

payment that is returned to the Village for any reason, including, but not limited to, insufficient 

funds, account closed, or referred to maker. 

SECTION 8: Payment Period; Late Fees. All bills issued for water service shall be 

paid in full by the time specified in the bill.  The time of payment shall be established by the 

Director of Finance, provided that the payment period for charges made pursuant to Section 1 of 

this Resolution shall be no less than 21 nor more than 30 days from the date of the issuance of 

the bill.  Pursuant to Section 13.04.040 of the Winnetka Village Code, if any bill for any change 
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made pursuant to this Resolution is not paid within the specified payment period, a late payment 

penalty of 5% of the amount due shall be added to the bill and collected from the user. 

SECTION 9: This Resolution is adopted 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 10: Effect of Resolution.  The rates established herein shall apply to all bills 

issued on or after April 1, 2012, and this resolution shall supersede Resolution R-4-2011. 

SECTION 11: Effective Date.  This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its 

adoption. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
 

Introduced:  March 8, 2012 
Posted:  March 9, 2012 
Adopted:   
Posted:  
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RESOLUTION NO. R-8-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING RATES AND FEES 
FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE 

 

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, including, but not 

limited to, the powers (i) to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and 

welfare, (ii) to license, (iii) to tax, and (iv) to incur debt; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka owns and operates an electric utility that provides 

all electric service within the Village of Winnetka; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka's Electric Department is responsible for the day-to-

day operations of the Village's electric utility; and 

WHEREAS, the Council find that all matters pertaining to the operation of the Village's 

electric utility, including but not limited to establishing rates for electric service, are matters 

pertaining to the affairs of the Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 

SECTION 1: As used in this Resolution, the following terms, phrases and words and 

their derivations shall have the meanings given in this section, unless the context or use clearly 

indicates another or different meaning is intended: 

Customer Charge:  A fixed charge based on the type of service rather than the 
amount of electricity used. 

Demand Charge:  A charge based on the rate at which electric energy is 
delivered, expressed in kilowatts (kW), averaged over a 30-minute period. 

Energy Charge:  A volume based charge for energy used. 

Load Factor:  The ratio of energy used to the maximum energy consumption for a 
given monthly peak demand. 

On-peak Demand:  A peak demand that occurs between the hours of 3:00 p.m. 
and 9:00 p.m. 
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Off-peak Demand:  A peak demand that occurs between after 9:00 p.m. and 
before 3:00 p.m. 

Primary Lines:  High voltage power lines 

Secondary Lines:  Low voltage power lines that extend from the high voltage 
Primary Lines and distribute electricity to individual property lines. 

Service Lines:  The power lines that extend from the Secondary Lines to the 
individual meter connections located on each parcel of property that 
receives electric service. 

SECTION 2: Seasonal Rates.  Separate summer and winter rates shall be established 

for demand charges and energy charges.  Pursuant to Section 13.08.150 of the Winnetka Village 

Code, summer rates shall be in effect for each of the four consecutive months with ending 

metered dates on or after June 1 of each year. 

SECTION 3: Electric Rates.  Each customer using electricity furnished by the Village 

of Winnetka Water and Electric Department shall be charged for such service in accordance with 

the following schedule of electric rates, as provided in Section 13.08.040 of the Winnetka 

Village Code. 

A. Customer Charge:  Each customer shall be charged a monthly customer 

charge of $9.46 for Single Phase Service or $15.76 for Three Phase Service, except that 

this Customer Charge does not apply to customers subject to Energy and Demand 

Charges under Rate 18.  

B. Energy and Demand Charges:  In addition to the Customer Charge, each 

customer shall pay energy and demand charges at the rates set forth in the following 

Schedule of Energy and Demand Charges. 

SCHEDULE OF ENERGY AND DEMAND CHARGES 

Rate 1 - Residential:  (Section 13.08.080 of the Winnetka Village Code) 

Energy Charge  
Summer Rate $0.1239 $0.1264 per kWH 
Winter Rate $0.1092 $0.1114 per kWH 
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Rate 2 - Space Heating Customers:  (Section 13.08.090 of the Winnetka Village 
Code) 

 
Energy Charge  

Summer Rate $0.1236 $0.1261 per kWH 
Winter Rate  

First 750 kWH $0.1118 $0.1140 per kWH 
All over 750 kWH $0.0770 $0.0785 per kWH 

 

Rate 3 - Commercial:  (Section 13.08.100 of the Winnetka Village Code) 
 

Demand Charge  
Summer Rate  

First 50 kW $0.00 per kW 
All over 50 kW $11.27 per kW 

Winter Rate  
First 50 kW $0.00 per kW 

All over 50 kW $9.91 per kW 
Energy Charge  

Summer Rate  
First 15,000 kWH $0.1212 $0.1236 per kWH 

All over 15,000 kWH $0.0930 $0.0949 per kWH 
Winter Rate  

First 15,000 kWH $0.1077 $0.1099 per kWH 
All over 15,000 kWH $0.0831 $0.0848per kWH 

 

Rate 4 - School and Government:  (Section 13.08.110 of the Winnetka Village 
Code) 

(a) With an annual peak demand of up to 1,000 kW: 
 

Demand Charge  
Summer Rate $10.82 per kW 
Winter Rate $9.01 per kW 

Energy Charge  
Summer Rate  

First 100,000 kWH $0.0759 $0.0774 per kWH 
Over 100,000 kWH $0.0695 $0.0709 per kWH 

Winter Rate  
First 100,000 kWH $0.0705 $0.0719per kWH 
Over 100,000 kWH $0.0652 $0.0665 per kWH 
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(b) With an annual peak demand exceeding 1,000 kW: 
 
Demand Charge  

Summer Rate  
On Peak $10.82 per kW 
Off Peak $6.62 per kW in excess of On Peak Demand 

Winter Rate  
On Peak $9.01 per kW 
Off Peak $6.76 per kW in excess of On Peak Demand 

Energy Charge  
Summer Rate  

First 100,000 kWH $0.0759 $0.0774 per kWH 
Over 100,000 kWH $0.0695 $0.0709 per kWH 

Winter Rate  
First 100,000 kWH $0.0705 $0.0719 per kWH 
Over 100,000 kWH $0.0652$0.0665  per kWH 

Load Factor Credit ($0.005) per kWH for kWH in excess of 
50% based upon the on-peak demand 

 

Rate 6 - Water Heating:  (Section 13.08.120 of the Winnetka Village Code) 
 

Energy Charge  
Summer Rate $0.1097 $0.1119 per kWH 
Winter Rate $0.1097 $0.1119 per kWH 

 

Rate 7 - Large Residential:  (Section 13.08.130 of the Winnetka Village Code) 
 

  
Demand Charge  

Summer Rate $9.91 per kW 
Winter Rate $8.33 per kW 

Energy Charge  
Summer Rate $0.0938 $0.0957 per kWH 
Winter Rate $0.0831 $0.0848 per kWH 

 

Rate 18 - Street Lights: (Section 13.08.140 of the Winnetka Village Code) 
 

Energy Charge  
Summer Rate $0.1039 $0.1060 per kWH 
Winter Rate $0.1039 $0.1060 per kWH 

 

SECTION 4: Wholesale Power Purchase Cost Adjustment.   

A. Wholesale Power Purchase Cost Adjustment formula.  The electric system’s 

cost of purchasing power shall be estimated at least once per year.  The estimated annual 
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purchase cost adjustment shall be prorated among all rate classes by establishing the cost of 

purchase per kWH, which cost shall be added to or subtracted from the base rates set by Village 

Council resolution. The actual annual cost of purchasing power shall be determined after the 

close of each fiscal year.  Pursuant to Section 13.08.160 of the Winnetka Village Code, the 

Wholesale Power Purchase Cost Adjustment shall be calculated as the difference between the 

estimated annual cost per kWh of purchasing power and the actual annual purchase power cost 

per kWH incurred during the prior fiscal year.  If the actual annual cost per kWh of purchasing 

power exceeds the estimated cost, the shortage shall be annualized and shall be recovered by 

billing all customers at the same amount per kWh, beginning with all bills issued on or after May 

1 of the new fiscal year.  If the estimated annual cost per kWh of purchasing power exceeds the 

actual cost, the excess shall be annualized and shall be credited to all customers at the same 

amount per kWh, beginning with all bills issued on or after May 1 of the new fiscal year. 

B. Wholesale Power Purchase Cost Adjustment Catch-up.  Notwithstanding the 

foregoing, the accumulated shortfall in recovered purchase power costs shall be calculated after 

the close of the 2007-08 fiscal year, and such accumulated shortfall shall be prorated among all 

rate classes on a per kWh basis for recovery over a three-year period (Wholesale Power Purchase 

Cost Adjustment Catch-up), beginning with all bills issued on or after May 1, 2008, and 

continuing through April 30, 2011, (the Recovery Period).  The Wholesale Power Purchase Cost 

Adjustment Catch-up shall be added into the Wholesale Power Purchase Cost Adjustment 

charges billed during the Recovery Period. 

SECTION 5: Renewable Energy Production Credit 

A. Terms. 

1. Eligible Customer.  A customer of the Village’s Electric Utility who 

satisfies all of the requirements of Section 13.08.260 of the Winnetka Village Code.  

2. Renewable Energy Production Credit, or REPC, means the actual credit as 

calculated pursuant to the formula in subsection B, below. 

3. Renewable Energy, or RE, means the amount of energy, measured in 

kWh, delivered to the Village by an Eligible Customer. 

4. Wholesale Purchase Power Cost, or WPPC, means the allocation on a per 

kilowatt hour basis of the total annual cost of purchasing power shown in the annual 

budget line item for “Purchased Power – Contractual Services.” 
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B. Calculation of REPC 

REPC = (RE x WPPC) 

C. REPC Carry-forward.  If the REPC exceeds the cost of the power and energy 

billed to the Eligible Customer by the Village in a billing period, the excess REPC will be carried 

forward from one billing period to the next, except that no amount shall be carried forward past 

the end of the calendar year and that any amount of energy in kWh reflected in carry-forward 

credits remaining at the end of the calendar year shall be deemed to have been provided to the 

Village at no charge. 

D. No refunds or transfers.  No Eligible Customer whose electric service is 

terminated shall be entitled to a refund of any REPC balance, regardless of the reason for the 

termination of service.  Nor shall any Eligible Customer be entitled to transfer any REPC balance 

to a succeeding customer upon the termination of the Eligible Customer’s electrical service, 

regardless of the reason for the termination of service.  Upon the termination of an Eligible 

Customer’s electric service, the Eligible Customer’s account shall be closed and any amount of 

kWh reflected in any REPC balance in existence at the time the account is closed will be deemed 

to have been provided to the Village, at no charge. 

SECTION 6: Undergrounding Surcharge.  Pursuant to Section 13.08.240 of the 

Winnetka Village Code, the following surcharges are hereby established for the undergrounding 

of transmission and distribution lines: 

RATE U - UNDERGROUNDING SURCHARGE 

(a) Surcharge.  Except as provided in subsection (c), each customer located in a 
Project Area within which the Primary Lines and Secondary Lines are placed 
underground pursuant to section 9.22 of the Winnetka Village Code shall be 
subject to an undergrounding surcharge.  The  surcharge shall be charged 
monthly until the Applicable Project Cost, plus interest on the unpaid balance 
at a rate of 7% per annum, is fully paid.  The surcharge shall not be charged 
for more than 60 consecutive  months.  The surcharge amount shall be as 
follows: 

 
Surcharge UA Monthly surcharge of $100 if Applicable Project Cost 

equals $5,000 or less. 
Surcharge UB Monthly surcharge of $150 if Applicable Project Cost 

is greater than $5,000 but does not exceed $7,500. 
Surcharge UC Monthly surcharge of $200 if Applicable Project Cost 

is greater than $7,500 but does not exceed $10,000. 
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Surcharge UD Monthly surcharge of $250 if Applicable Project Cost 
is greater than $10,000 but does not exceed $12,500. 

 

(b) Definitions.  The following definitions shall be used in determining the 
undergrounding surcharge: 

Project Area:   The service area covered by a petition for undergrounding, as 
determined by the director of water and electric, and shall include the 
Primary Lines, Secondary Lines and Service Lines within that service 
area. 

Project Costs: All direct costs of undergrounding the Primary Lines and 
Secondary Lines in the Project Area (“Cost 1”). For customers with 
overhead Service Lines, the direct costs of undergrounding overhead 
Service Lines in the Project Area (“Cost 2”) shall be included in the 
Project Costs in addition to Cost 1.  Direct costs shall include, but not 
be limited to, labor, materials, recording of easements and the cost of 
relocating all related electric utility facilities and equipment, such as 
pad mount transformers and switch gear. 

Project Cost UG : the Project Cost per customer with underground Service 
Lines, which shall be determined by dividing Cost 1 by the number of 
customers in the Project Area. 

Project Cost OH: the Project Cost per customer with overhead electric service, 
which shall be determined by dividing Cost 2  by the number of 
customers in the Project Area with overhead electric service and 
adding the resulting amount to Project CostUG . 

Applicable Project Cost: the Project Costs as allocated to the individual 
customers in the Project Area.  The Applicable Project Cost for each 
customer with underground Service Lines shall be Project CostUG.  
The Applicable Project Cost for each customer with overhead Service 
Lines shall be Project CostOH. 

(c) Exceptions to Surcharge.  The undergrounding surcharge shall not be 
charged to any customer in the Project Area who pays the Applicable Project 
Costs in full before the project begins. 

SECTION 7: Disconnection or Reconnection Fee. The following fees shall be 

charged and collected for service calls to disconnect or reconnect service as the result of 

nonpayment, as provided in Section 13.08.060 of the Winnetka Village Code: 
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SERVICE DISCONNECTION OR RECONNECTION FEE 

Time of Service Call Fee 

During regular business hours  (Monday through Friday, 
except for holidays, from 7:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.) 
 

$95.00 per service dispatch 

All other times (Evenings, nights, weekends and holidays) $265.00 per service dispatch 
 

SECTION 8: Replacement of Touchpad.  The following fees shall be charged for 

replacement of removed touchpads and replacement of the touchpad wiring. 

Replacement of Touchpad $95.00 

Replacement of Touchpad Wiring $265.00 

 

SECTION 9:  Costs of Adding, Upgrading and Undergrounding Electric Services.  

The costs of installing new electric service, upgrading electric service to increase capacity and 

converting overhead service to underground service shall be allocated as follows: 

Installation and Ownership of Facilities:  All existing facilities and equipment, 
and all facilities and equipment related to new service, upgraded service 
and underground conversions, up to the meter, shall be owned, operated 
and maintained by the Village of Winnetka Water and Electric 
Department.  The meter pedestal or meter enclosure shall be provided by 
the customer, at the customer’s expense, and shall be owned and 
maintained by the customer.  The Water and Electric Department shall 
install all new electrical service lines, all meters, all service upgrades and 
all conversions of overhead service to underground service, regardless of 
the party initiating the conversion, except that the Water and Electric 
Department shall not perform any work on the customer’s side of the 
meter. 

New Service or Increased Load:  The following fees shall be charged for 
installing new or larger electric services: 

 
Installation of a 200 Ampere service $  9,500 
Installation of a 400 Ampere service $17,000 
Installation of three phase service as below 

 
 The costs of providing three phase electric service, including the cost of 

any necessary relocation, replacement or extension of the primary, 
secondary lines and transformers to which the service line is connected, 
shall be paid for by the customer requesting the new or increased three 
phase service. 
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 If a primary or secondary line must be relocated, replaced or extended in 
order to install a new service or to increase the load capacity of an existing 
service, any customer who connects to such primary or secondary line 
within five years after the its installation may be required to pay that 
customer's pro rata share of such costs.  The Village Manager, in the 
exercise of his discretion, may enter into a written agreement with the 
initial requesting customer and establish terms for the payment of such 
costs, which may include a recapture provision that provides for the 
Village to refund such pro rata costs, less administrative costs in the 
amount of 10% of the recaptured amount, to the initial requesting 
customer. 

Service Lines – Scheduled Conversion to Underground Service:  A customer 
may choose either to maintain overhead service or to convert his service 
line from overhead service to underground service in conjunction with the 
Water and Electric Department’s planned conversion undergrounding of 
the primary and secondary lines to which the customer’s service line is 
connected.  If the customer elects to maintain overhead service, the Water 
and Electric Department will install, at no additional cost to the customer, 
a new pole as close to the service connection as the Department deems 
possible, placing the service line underground to the pole, installing a 
service riser to the top of the pole, and connecting an overhead line to the 
existing service connection.  If the customer elects to place the service line 
underground, the Water and Electric Department will do so, at no 
additional cost to the customer, provided the customer purchases the meter 
enclosure or meter pedestal and makes, at the customer’s expense, all 
alterations necessary to relocate the meter and building service so as to 
connect to the underground service line in the location specified by the 
Water and Electric Department. 

 
Underground Service – Customer Requested Conversion:  All costs of 

converting overhead electrical service to underground electrical service, 
including the cost of any necessary relocation of the primary and 
secondary lines to which the service line is connected, shall be paid by the 
customer if it is requested by the customer and the conversion is not done 
as part of the Water and Electric Department’s undergrounding program. 

 

SECTION 10: Temporary Electric Service.  Pursuant to Section 13.08.210 of the 

Winnetka Village Code, temporary electric service provided during building construction shall 

be billed at the rate applicable to the use specified in the building permit.   

SECTION 11: Fee for Returned Payments.  A fee of $30.00 shall be charged for any 

payment that is returned to the Village for any reason, including, but not limited to, insufficient 

funds, account closed, or referred to maker.   
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SECTION 12: Payment Period; Late Fees. All bills issued for electric service shall be 

paid in full within the payment period specified in the bill.  The payment period shall be 

established by the Director of Finance, and shall be no less than 21 no more than 30 days from 

the date of the issuance of the bill.  Pursuant to Section 13.08.040.B of the Winnetka Village 

Code, if any bill for electric service is not paid within the payment period prescribed by 

resolution, a late payment penalty of 5% of the amount due shall be added to the bill and 

collected from the user. 

SECTION 13: This Resolution is adopted 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 14: Effect of Resolution.  The rates established herein shall apply to all bills 

issued on or after April 1, 2012, and this resolution shall supersede Resolution R-5-2011. 

SECTION 15: Effective Date.  This resolution shall be in full force and effect 

immediately upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
 
Introduced:  March 8, 2012 
Posted:  March 9, 2012 
Adopted:   
Posted:  
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RESOLUTION NO. R-9-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING RATES AND FEES 
FOR SEWER SERVICES 

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, including, but not 

limited to, the powers (i) to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and 

welfare, (ii) to license, (iii) to tax, and (iv) to incur debt; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka maintains a public sewer system that serves all 

premises within the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the Council find that all matters pertaining to the operation and 

maintenance of the Village's public sewers, including but not limited to establishing rates for 

sewer service, are matters pertaining to the affairs of the Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 

SECTION 1: Sewer Service Rates.  Any person owning or occupying premises which 

are connected to the public sewers within the Village of Winnetka shall pay for such services, as 

provided in Section 13.12.010 of the Winnetka Village Code, at the rate of $9.44 $10.38 per 

1,000 cubic feet of water supplied to those premises. 

SECTION 2: Fee for Returned Payments.  A fee of $30.00 shall be charged for any 

payment that is returned to the Village for any reason, including, but not limited to, insufficient 

funds, account closed, or referred to maker. 

SECTION 3: Payment Period; Late Fees.  All bills issued for sewer service shall be 

paid in full within the payment period specified in the bill.  The payment period shall be 

established by the Director of Finance, and shall be no less than 21 nor more than 30 days from 

the date of the issuance of the bill.  Pursuant to Section 13.12.010.B of the Winnetka Village 

Code, if any bill for sewer service is not paid within the specified payment period, a late payment 

penalty of 5% of the amount due shall be added to the bill and collected from the user. 
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SECTION 4: This Resolution is adopted 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 5: Effect of Resolution.  The rates established herein shall apply to all bills 

issued on or after April 1, 2012, and this resolution shall supersede Resolution R-6-2011. 

SECTION 6: Effective Date.  This resolution shall be in full force and effect 

immediately upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
 
Introduced:  March 8, 2012 
Posted:  March 9, 2012 
Adopted:   
Posted:  
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RESOLUTION NO. R-10-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING RATES AND FEES 
FOR REFUSE SERVICE 

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, including, but not 

limited to, the powers (i) to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and 

welfare, (ii) to license, (iii) to tax, and (iv) to incur debt; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka, through its Public Works Department, operates a 

municipal waste system that provides for the collection, transportation and disposal of refuse and 

yard waste within the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the Council find that all matters pertaining to the operation of the Village's 

municipal waste system, including but not limited to establishing rates and fees for refuse and 

yard waste services, are matters pertaining to the affairs of the Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 

SECTION 1: Definitions.  All terms defined in Section 8.16.010 of Chapter 8.16 of 

the Winnetka Village Code, “Garbage and Refuse,” shall have the same meaning when used in 

this resolution. 

SECTION 2: Commercial Refuse Service Fees.  Pursuant to Section 8.16.050 of the 

Winnetka Village Code, the following monthly fees are hereby established for commercial refuse 

service, including apartments in commercial buildings: 
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SCHEDULE OF MONTHLY COMMERCIAL REFUSE SERVICE FEES 

Container Number of Pickups Per Week 
Volume per  
Pick-up 

 
1 2 3 4 5

 
6 7

1 Cu.Yd. $30 
$31 

$54
$55

$76
$78

$99
$101

$120
$122

$144 
$147 

$168
$171

1.5 Cu.Yd. $38 
$39 

$69
$70

$101
$103

$132
$135

$165
$168

$195 
$199 

$226
$231

2 Cu.Yd. $46 
$47 

$85
$87

$126
$129

$167
$170

$206
$210

$246 
$251 

$286
$292

3 Cu.Yd. $61 
$62 

$115
$117

$170
$173

$224
$228

$278
$284

$332 
$339 

$387
$395

4 Cu.Yd. $79 
$81 

$139
$142

$212
$216

$278
$284

$345
$352

$411 
$419 

$477
$487

5 Cu.Yd. $97 
$99 

$176
$179

$254
$259

$332
$339

$411
$419

$490 
$500 

$568
$579

6 Cu.Yd. $115 
$117 

$206
$210

$296
$302

$387
$395

$477
$487

$568 
$579 

$659
$672

1-99 Gal. $13 $19 $24 $30
$31

$35
$36

$41 
$42 

$47
$48

100-180 Gal. $19 $30
$31

$41
$42

$54
$55

$65
$66

$77 
$79 

$89
$91

 
[Note:  Individual accounts will be charged a share of the monthly fees charged 
based upon the account’s proportionate use of the container(s), as determined by 
the Winnetka Public Works Department.] 
 

SECTION 3: Residential Refuse Service Fees.  Pursuant to Section 8.16.050 of the 

Winnetka Village Code, the following fees and charges are hereby established for residential 

refuse service: 
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SCHEDULE OF RESIDENTIAL REFUSE SERVICE FEES 

Service Charge 

One pick-up per week of no more than two garbage cans of 
household rubbish 

No charge 

Collection of household rubbish or garbage in excess of 
two garbage cans per pick-up(one sticker required per 
container) 

$2.00 per sticker 

Subscription service for one additional pick-up each week $25.00 per month 
 

SECTION 4: Charges for Special Refuse Collections.  Pursuant to Section 8.16.050 

of the Winnetka Village Code, the following rates are hereby established for special refuse 

collections: 

SCHEDULE OF FEES FOR SPECIAL REFUSE COLLECTIONS 

Service Charge 

Base Fee for special collections $30.00 
  
Bulk pick-ups  

Up to 1.0 cubic yards Base Fee 
Over 1.0 cubic yards Base Fee plus $11.00 for each 

additional cubic yard or fraction thereof
[Note:  Bulk pick-ups are for light refuse other 
than liquids and yard waste.] 

 

  
White goods and other large items Base Fee plus $10.00 for each item 

[Note:  Includes appliances, sofas, etc.]  
  
Hard-to-handle refuse Base Fee plus $15.00 per cubic yard 

[Note:  Hard-to-handle refuse includes such 
miscellaneous rubbish as wood, fencing, 
carpeting, multiple pieces of furniture and 
cabinets, and construction materials such as 
wallboard, plaster and flooring, but shall not 
include liquids, soil, concrete and asphalt.] 

 

  
Tires and/or tire rims Base Rate plus Charge per Tire 

Charge per tire  
Tire without rim Base Rate plus  $10.00 
Tire with rim Base Rate plus   $15.00 
Truck tire without rim Base Rate plus   $20.00 
Truck tire with rim Base Rate plus   $25.00 
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Service Charge 

Carts and roll-off boxes  
[Note:  Charge is based on container size.  
Contents shall not include concrete, soil, 
asphalt or liquids] 

 

1.0 cubic yard   $40.00 
1.5 cubic yard   $50.00 
2.0 cubic yard   $60.00 
6.0 cubic yard   $165.00 
  

 

SECTION 5: Yard Waste.  Pursuant to Section 8.16.050 of the Winnetka Village 

Code, the following rates are hereby established for the removal of certain yard waste: 

SCHEDULE OF YARD WASTE REMOVAL FEES 

Service Charge 
Removal of yard waste  

Village yard waste bag $2.00 per bag 
Other bags (one sticker required per bag) $2.00 per sticker 

  
Removal of brush, trees, logs and limbs  

Diameter of 4 inches or less  
First 10 minutes $30.00 
Each additional minute $1.00 

Diameter over 4 inches Charged as hard-to-handle item 
(See Section 4) 

 

SECTION 6: Charges for Miscellaneous Refuse Services.  Pursuant to Section 

8.16.050 of the Winnetka Village Code, the following rates are hereby established for 

miscellaneous refuse services and for the purchase of miscellaneous items for use in disposing of 

refuse: 

SCHEDULE OF MISCELLANEOUS FEES 

Service or Item Charge 
Small Recycling Carts $50.00 each 
Large Recycling Carts $67.00 each 

 

SECTION 7: Fee for Returned Payments.  A fee of $30.00 shall be charged for any 

payment that is returned to the Village for any reason, including, but not limited to, insufficient 

funds, account closed, or referred to maker. 
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SECTION 8: Payment Period. All bills issued for refuse service shall be paid in full 

within the payment period specified in the bill.  The payment period shall be established by the 

Director of Finance, and shall be no less than 21 no more than 30 days from the date of the 

issuance of the bill. 

SECTION 9: This Resolution is adopted 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 10: Effect of Resolution.  The rates established herein shall apply to all bills 

issued on or after April 1, 2012, and this resolution shall supersede Resolution R-7-2011. 

SECTION 11: Effective Date.  This resolution shall be in full force and effect 

immediately upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
 
Introduced:  March 8, 2012 
Posted:  March 9, 2012 
Adopted:   
Posted:  
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RESOLUTION NO. R-11-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION 
AMENDING GENERAL PERMIT, LICENSE AND REGISTRATION FEES, 

PARKING AND TOWING FEES AND 
MISCELLANEOUS SERVICE FEES 

 
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, with the authority and, 

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

perform any function pertaining to the government and affairs of the Village, including, but not 

limited to, the powers (i) to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and 

welfare, (ii) to license, (iii) to tax, and (iv) to incur debt; and 

WHEREAS, the Council find that it is necessary to amend certain copying fees to make 

them consistent with the Freedom of Information Act, as amended by Public Act 96-542. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 

SECTION 1: Permit, License and Registration Fees.  Pursuant to the sections of the 

Winnetka Village Code ("Code") referred to in the following Schedule of General Permit, 

License and Registration Fees (“Fee Schedule”), there are hereby established certain permit, 

license and registration fees, in the amounts and for the purposes set forth in said Fee Schedule:  

SCHEDULE OF GENERAL PERMIT, LICENSE AND REGISTRATION FEES 

Note: All annual permits, licenses and registrations other than motor vehicle 
licenses are due and payable on or before the beginning of each fiscal 
year, April 1, and remain in effect until the end of the applicable fiscal 
year, the following March 31.  Motor Vehicle Licenses are due and 
payable on or before January 1 of each year and remain in effect until the 
end of the calendar year, December 31. 

 
Type of Permit, License or Registration Amount of Fee Code Section 

Amusement Devices  5.12.010 
Daily $15.00  
Annual $25.00  

   
Animals  6.08.010 

Dog License (Annual)   
Unspayed Female $15.00  
All Other Dogs $10.00  
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Type of Permit, License or Registration Amount of Fee Code Section 

Replacement License $2.00  
Taking up or Impounding Dog $55.00  

   
Bicycle Registration No Fee 10.32.060 
   
Billiard Rooms & Pool Rooms  5.52.020 

Annual License (per table) $10.00  
   
Bowling Alleys  5.52.030 

Annual License (per alley) $10.00  
   

Coin Operated Musical Devices  5.16.010 
Annual License (per device) $25.00  

   

Charitable and Political Solicitation None 5.48.010 
   
Circuses and Carnivals (Daily) $100.00 5.52.040 
   
Drug Paraphernalia Sales  9.04.070 

Annual Registration Fee $25.00  
   
Film Production Application Fees   

Basic Application Processing Fee $1,000.00 5.20.070 
Additional Application Processing Fee (Per 
Hour) 

$250.00 5.20.070 

   
Food Dealers   

Restaurant Permit: (Annual, based on seating 
capacity) 

 5.24.010 

1-20 $35.00  
21-50 $45.00  
51-100 $50.00  
More than 100  $75.00  

Fast Food/Drive-In $75.00  

   
Food Store Permit (Annual, per cash register) $25.00 5.24.010 

   
Itinerant Food Vendor Permit (Annual) $15.00 5.24.010 

   
Vending Machine Operator Permit (Annual, 

per machine) 
$15.00 5.24.010 

   
Foresters, Tree Surgeons  5.72.010 

Annual License $15.00  
   
   

89



March 20, 2012 - 3 - R-11-2012 

Type of Permit, License or Registration Amount of Fee Code Section 

Garbage and Refuse Scavenger  8.16.040 
Annual License $500.00  

   
Junk Dealers (Annual)  5.32.010 

License, Base Fee $50.00  
Vehicle Fee (per vehicle) $25.00  

   
Laundries  5.36.010 

Annual Fee $15.00  
   
Liquor Licenses  5.09.100 

Class A-1 Restaurant (Annual) $1,000.00  
Class A Restaurant (Annual) $750.00  
Packaged Meal Rider (Take-out; Annual) $150.00  
Class B - Grocery Store (Annual) $750.00  
Class C - Special Event (Daily)  $25.00  

Maximum per event more than 2 days $75.00  
Class D – Package delivery service/mail $150.00  
Class E - Limited Food Products Store (Wine) $500.00  
Class E-1 - Limited Food Products Store 

(Wine or Beer) 
$500.00  

Class P - Park District (Annual) $500.00  
Sidewalk Restaurant Rider $150.00  

   
Money Changers  5.40.010 

Annual Fee, per location $25.00  
   
Parades and Processions None 10.08.060 
   
Pawnbrokers  5.44.010 

Annual Fee, per location $100.00  
   
Peddlers  5.48.010 

License, if NO vehicle used   
Per year $25.00  
Per month $10.00  
Per day $3.00  
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Type of Permit, License or Registration Amount of Fee Code Section 

License, if vehicle used   
Per year, per vehicle $50.00  
Per month, per vehicle $15.00  
Per day, per vehicle $5.00  

   
Public Dance Halls  5.56.010 

Per year $100.00  
Per Day $20.00  

   
Public Garage and Service Station  5.60.010 

Base fee, annual $50.00  
For each fuel pump $5.00  

   
Raffle, per event $25.00 9.04.040 
   

Second Hand Dealers  5.64.010 
Annual Fee, per location $25.00  

   
Taxicab Operator's License $2.00 5.68.050 
   

Vehicle (Motor) Licenses  10.12.030 
Annual Fee $40.00  
Semi-Annual Fee (if purchased after 6/30) $20.00  
Transfer Fee $1.00  

 

SECTION 2: Parking Permit Fees.  Pursuant to Chapter 10.24 of the Winnetka 

Village Code, entitled, “Parking,” the following fees are hereby established for parking permits: 

SCHEDULE OF PARKING PERMIT FEES 
Semi-Annual Permits (Commuter Parking Permits) 

Note: Semi-annual perking permits are issued for the periods of January through 
June and July through December.  Purchase and refund amounts are pro-
rated based on the month in which the purchase or refund request is made.  
Only persons who reside in the Village of Winnetka, and who have a 
current Village vehicle sticker for a vehicle registered with the State to a 
Winnetka address, are eligible for the resident fee. 

 
 Purchase Cost Refund Amount 

Month of Purchase or Refund Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident

January or July $100.00 $220.00 $83.33 183.33 

February or August 83.33 183.33 66.67 146.67 

March or September 66.67 146.67 50.00 110.00 
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 Purchase Cost Refund Amount 

Month of Purchase or Refund Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident

April or October 50.00 110.00 33.33 73.33 

May or November 33.33 73.33 16.67 36.67 

June or December 16.67 36.67 --- --- 

 
Annual Permits 
 Business District Employee Parking Permit $10.00 

Daily Parking Permits 
Note: Beginning July 1, 2000, refunds will no longer be available for unused 

daily parking permits. 
 Commuter Parking Lots $3.00 
 Business District Employee Parking $3.00 
 
Remote Lot Parking Permits (Public Works Yards) 

Note: The Village Manager may issue permits to allow parking on a limited 
basis at the Village’s landfill site, 1390 Willow Road, by businesses 
located in the Village of Winnetka, including but not limited to the United 
States Postal Service, for parking of their fleet vehicles, and by businesses 
located in the Village of Winnetka that are engaged in the retail sale of 
automobiles, for parking of their sales inventory.  The Village Manager 
shall determine the number and location of such spaces that may be made 
available on the site may vary from time to time.  Such space shall be 
limited to areas of the site that the Village Manager determines will not 
interfere with the Village’s use of the site.  Requests for such parking shall 
be made directly to the Village Manager.  Remote parking spaces shall not 
be available for the general public. 

 
 Remote Parking Permit (Semi-annual charge per vehicle) $120.00 
 

SECTION 3: Fees for Vehicle Impoundment and Towing.  Pursuant to Section 

10.24.130 of the Winnetka Village Code, charges and fees are hereby established for the 

impoundment, towing and storage of vehicles upon the issuance of a final notice for unpaid 

parking tickets, as set forth in the following Impoundment and Towing Fee Schedule: 
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Impoundment and Towing Fees 

Type of Fee Amount of Fee Conditions for Payment or Refund 

Impoundment $200.00 Payment is required prior to release of  

  vehicle.  Payment will be refunded if the hearing 
officer determines that the impoundment was not 
conducted in accordance with the procedural 
requirements of Village Code Section 10.24.130. 

Towing and/or 
Storage - Private 
Contractor 

Actual cost as 
billed by the 
towing or 
impounding 
facility 

Payment is required prior to release of towed, 
removed, relocated and/or stored vehicle.  Payment 
will be refunded if the hearing officer determines that 
the towing, removal, relocation and/or storage was 
not conducted in accordance with the procedural 
requirements of Village Code Section 10.24.130. 

Storage on Village 
Property 

$10.00 per day, 
per vehicle 

Payment is required prior to release of stored vehicle.  
Payment will be refunded if the hearing officer 
determines that the storage was not conducted in 
accordance with the procedural requirements of 
Village Code Section 10.24.130. 

Collateral 75% 100% of 
the amount of 
all outstanding 
fines due, as 
stated in the 
final notice. 

Payment is required prior to release of impounded, 
towed, removed, relocated and/or stored vehicle.  
Payment is also required before a request for a 
judicial proceeding made pursuant to a “final notice” 
is processed.  Payment will be refunded if, as the 
result of the dismissal of outstanding or unsettled 
traffic violation notices, judgments and/or warrants 
by a court of competent jurisdiction, the impounded 
or removed vehicle is subject to fewer than five 
unsatisfied fines for violation of any parking 
ordinance of the Village. 

 

SECTION 4: Miscellaneous Service Fees.  Pursuant to the sections of the Winnetka 

Village Code (“Code”) referred to in the following Schedule of General Permit, License and 

Registration Fees (Miscellaneous Fee Schedule), fees are hereby established for certain 

miscellaneous services and purchase items in the amounts and for the purposes set forth in said 

General Fee Schedule: Miscellaneous Fee Schedule 

Miscellaneous Service Fees Amount of Fee Code Section 

Ambulance Services  2.52.040 
Advanced Life Support $650.00$675.00  
Basic Life Support $500.00$525.00  
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Miscellaneous Service Fees Amount of Fee Code Section 

Audit (Print copy) $35.00  
   
Annual Budget (Print copy) $35.00  
   
Certified copies (per certification) $1.00  
   
Comprehensive Plan   

With Maps $35.00  
Without Maps $8.50  

   
Copying, Scanning and Printing Charges    

In-house copying   
Black & White, 8½” x 11” (per side) $0.15  
Black & White, 8½” x 14” (per side) $0.15  
Black & White, 11” x 17” (per side) $0.50  
Color, 8½” x 11” (per side) $0.50  
Color, 8½” x 14” (per side) $1.00  
Color, 11” x 17” (per side) $1.00  

Out-sourced copying Actual Cost  
Oversize documents (plats, etc.) Actual Cost  
CD-ROM (per disk) $5.00  
Computer diskette (per diskette) $2.00  
Video tape (per tape) $5.00  
DVD recordings of meetings (per DVD) $20.00   

   
Fire Alarm Monitoring Services 

(direct connections to Village’s fire alarm 
monitoring system only) 

$55.00 
per month 

 

   
Other, Unspecified Services Actual Cost  
   
Street Cleaning $550.00  
   
Unincorporated Fire Service $80.46$89.77/mo 13.040.120 
   
Winnetka Village Code $200.00  
   
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance  $10.00  

 

SECTION 5: Fees for Special Services, Film Production and Special Events.  

Services provided or performed in conjunction with film production permits issued pursuant to 

Chapter 5.20 of the Winnetka Village Code and in conjunction with special event permits issued 

pursuant to Chapter 5.66 of the Winnetka Village Code shall be subject to the following fee 

schedule. 
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SCHEDULE OF SPECIAL SERVICE FEES 

Note: The following hourly rates shall be assessed for: (i) all services provided in conjunction 
with film production and film production permits issued pursuant to Chapter 5.20 of the 
Village Code; (ii) all services provided in conjunction with film special events and events 
subject to special events permits issued pursuant to Chapter 5.66 of the Village Code; and 
(iii) all other non-standard services provided by Village personnel and all other uses of 
Village equipment not subject to specific fees set out in either this resolution R-11-2012 
or resolution R-12-2012. 

 
Department Hourly Rate 

Village Administration & Finance Departments  
Village Manager $340 
Assistant to the Village Manager $280 
Village Attorney $340 
Department Head $280 
Supervisory Personnel $180 
Clerical/Support Staff $180 
  

Police Department  
Command Staff (Deputy Chief, Commanders) $230 
Sergeants $180 
Patrol Officers $150 
Support Staff $130 
Vehicles $50 
  

Fire Department  
Command Staff (Deputy Chief, Captains) $230 
Lieutenants $180 
Fire Medics $150 
Support Staff $130 
Light Vehicles $60 
Ambulance $100 
Fire Truck / Engine $450 
  

Public Works  
Supervisory $180 
Engineers $180 
Maintenance Workers $130 
Light Trucks $60 
Medium Trucks $90 
Heavy Trucks, Refuse Trucks, Street 
Sweepers 

$120 

  
Community Development  

Assistant Director $230 
Planners, Architect $180 
Inspectors $150 
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Department Hourly Rate 

Community Development (cont’d)  
Clerical / Support Staff $130 
Vehicles $50 
  

Water & Electric  
Deputy Director, Chief Engineer $230 
Supervisory $180 
Plant  Operators $150 
Linesmen $150 
Clerical / Support Staff $120 
Light Trucks $60 
Medium Trucks $70 
Heavy Trucks, Boom Trucks $120 

 

SECTION 6: Fee for Returned Payments.  A fee of $30.00 shall be charged for any 

payment that is returned to the Village for any reason, including, but not limited to, insufficient 

funds, account closed, or referred to maker. 

SECTION 7: This Resolution is adopted 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 8: Effect of Resolution.  This resolution supersedes Resolution R-8-2011. 

SECTION 9: Effective Date.  This resolution shall be in full force and effect 

immediately upon its adoption.. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. R-12-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION 
AMENDING THE SCHEDULE OF FEES FOR 

BUILDING, ZONING AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

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, including, but not 

limited to, the powers (i) to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and 

welfare, (ii) to license, (iii) to tax and (iv) to incur debt; and 

WHEREAS, the Council find that all matters pertaining to the regulation of building, 

zoning and construction activities within the Village of Winnetka, including but not limited to 

establishing fees for permits for such activities, are matters pertaining to the affairs of the 

Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as 

follows: 

SECTION 1: Permit, License and Registration Fees.  Pursuant to the sections of the 

Winnetka Village Code (“Code”) referred to in the following Schedule Building, Zoning and 

Construction Activity Fees (“Fee Schedule”), there are hereby established certain permit, license 

and registration fees, in the amounts and for the purposes set forth in said Fee Schedule:  

SCHEDULE OF BUILDING, ZONING AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY FEES 
 

WORK PERFORMED WITHOUT PERMITS 
All permit fees for work performed without a required permit shall be 
double the amount of the fees for the required permits. 

 
PERMIT DEPOSITS (Section 15.32.020) 

[Note:  Deposits must be submitted with permit applications. The 
Village’s costs, including plan review and reinspections, will be 
deducted from deposits. Deposit balances will be retained by the 
Village until a final certification of occupancy is approved.] 

 
For Building Demolition Permits with site restoration plans $3,000
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PERMIT DEPOSITS (Section 15.32.020) (Cont’d) 
 
For Installation of New Security, Fire Detection or other Fire and Life Safety 
Systems (Chapters 8.04 and 15.16)  

$1,500

 
For Temporary Certificate of Occupancy $3,000
 
For Tree Replacement (for each inch of DBH) $250

 
PLAN REVIEW FEES (Sec. 15.32.020) 

For all Building Permits, other than restrictive building permits: 
 15% of building permit fee, $70 minimum. 

 
For review of Construction Document Revisions  

 $15 for each review where original building permit was subject to 
minimum fee, building permit is not required, or revision is for a 
restrictive building permit. 

 $100 for all reviews of any revision to building permit construction 
documents that do not require zoning, engineering, and/or forestry 
reviews. 

 $130 for all reviews of any revision to building permit construction 
documents that require zoning, engineering, and/or forestry reviews 
for minor revisions (as determined by the Director of Community 
Development). 

 25% of original plan review fee for all reviews of any major 
revision to building permit construction documents (as determined 
by the Director of Community Development). 

 
For engineering review required for building in the flood plain: 

 $500 for flood plain development review 
 $500 for LOMR review 

 
For plan reviews required for fire and life safety systems (Sec. 
15.16.070) (deducted from any deposits) 

 Fire Department review $100.00
 Technical review services Variable, 

based on 
actual cost to 

Village
 
CONTRACTOR PERMIT BOND (Sec. 15.32.060) 

[Note: Bond to be payable to the Village of Winnetka; required of 
all contractors.  Pursuant to the Contractor Unified License and 
Permit Bond Act of 1998, contractor may provide a certified copy 
of his/its current unified contractor bond in amount of no less than 
$50,000, as on file with Cook County Clerk.] 

$20,000
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BUILDING PERMIT FEES (Sec. 15.32.020) 
Renovations, including remodeling and additions, to Existing 
Structures and for other construction activity not specified by 
Resolution of the Council  

 $30 per $1,000 or fraction thereof of the estimated total project 
cost, $70 minimum. 

 
Construction [as defined in Title 17, for all primary structures and 
additions thereto, including basement and attic areas, whether finished or 
unfinished, crawl space, attached garages and detached accessory structures, 
all without deducting for zoning allowances, bonuses or other exceptions] 

 $1.30 per horizontal square foot, but not less than $70.00, 
 
Below Grade Parking Facilities 

 $0.80 per Gross Floor Area square foot. 
 
RESTRICTIVE PERMITS  

[Note:  Includes initial plan review fee.] 
 
Canopy/Awning (Sec. 15.44.030) 

[Note: Certificate of Appropriateness of Design may be 
required.] 

$70 each

 
Construction Trailers (Sec. 15.32.020) $220 each
 
Demolition (Sec. 15.52.010) 

 For each accessory structure $45
 For demolition with building permit application and complete 

construction documents. 
$16,070 

 For demolition with site restoration plan and schedule. $16,070 

 Reimbursement of payment made by Village of Winnetka to 
Winnetka Historical Society for research related to demolition of a 
primary structure 

$600

 
Fences (Sec. 15.44.060) $65 each
 
Roofing (Sec. 15.32.020 and 15.44.100) $65 each
 
Signs (Sec. 15.60.140) 

[Note:  Signs may require Certificate of Appropriateness of Design.] 
 For each non-illuminated signs $60
 For each illuminated sign (includes electrical permit fee) $195

 
Swimming Pools (Sec. 15.56.020) 

[Note: Includes electrical, plumbing and fence permits] 
$515

 
Tree Enhancement/Tree Protection Plan Review (Sec. 15.28.070) 

 For each review per lot  in development site $90
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RESTRICTIVE PERMITS  (Cont’d) 
Landscape/Tree Replacement Plan Review (Sec. 15.28.050 and 15.28.060) 

 For each review per lot in development site $90
 

Tree Removal Permit Fee (Sec. 15.28.040) 
 For each tree $60

 
ELECTRICAL PERMITS (Sec. 15.32.020 and 15.44.050) 

[Note:  Includes initial plan review fee.] 
 
Base Fee for All Permits $70
 
Electrical Fixtures, per fixture $1.10
 
Heating/Air Conditioning/Ventilation (HVAC), per unit 

[Note: Requires HVAC permit.] 
$25

 
Motors over 0.5 hp, per motor $25
 
New Service or Modifications to Existing Service Entrance Equipment 

[Note:  Permit fees are waived if modifications result from Water & 
Electric Department’s scheduled undergrounding program.] 

 Less than 200 amps, per new service or modification $50
 200 amps or more, per new service or modification $60

 
Outlets, per outlet $1.10
 
Temporary Service, per service $340

 
PLUMBING AND MECHANICAL (HVAC) PERMITS (Sec. 15.32.020 and 15.44.050) 

[Note: Includes initial plan review fee.] 
Plumbing 

 Base Fee for All Plumbing Permits (includes 5 fixtures) $70
 Plumbing Fixtures (beginning with the sixth fixture), per fixture $10
 Process Piping for Heating System, per unit $100

 
Lawn Sprinklers 
 Base Fee $80
 Per Sprinkler Head $0.90

 
HVAC 

[Note: Exterior installations require zoning approval.] 
 Base Fee for all HVAC Permits $70
 For replacement of duct work only, per unit $45

HVAC (Cont’d) 
 For totally new system, per unit $90
 For each roof-top unit, new or replacement $100
 For each new or replacement AC unit, if total capacity on the 

property is 8 tons or more. 
$100
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MISCELLANEOUS FEES  
Development Agreement ─ Base Fee  (Sec. 15.32.080(K)) 

[Note:  Base Fee includes standard staff review time and 3 hours 
of Village Attorney time.] 
 

Development Agreement ─ Supplemental Fee (Sec.15.32.080(K)) 
All Village costs in excess of those included in the Base Fee shall be 
based upon the actual time spent by the Village, plus costs incurred, and 
shall be incorporated into the Development Agreement. 

$1,500 
 
 
 

Variable, 
based on Staff 
time spent and 

rates set by 
R-11-2012

 
Fire Prevention Permit (Sec. 15.16.040) $100
 
Partial Permits (Sec. 15.32.110) $150
 
Permit Renewal (Sec. 15.32.200) 50% of total 

original permit 
fees

 
Stop Work Order (Sec. 15.04.080) 

 1st  Stop Work Order $250
 2nd Stop Work Order $500 
 3rd Stop work Order $750

 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy (Sec. 15.36.010) $275

 
Village Attorney Services (Sec. 5.66.040) 

For non-standard services related to post-approval implementation or 
amendment of development agreements, subdivisions and planned 
developments 

$340 per hour, 
½ hour 

increments

 
PETITION FILING FEES 

Administrative Appeals 
 Building Code Appeals (Sec. 15.72.010) $350
 Zoning Appeals (Sec. 17.72.010) $450

 
Certificate of Appropriateness of Design (Sec. 15.40.010) 

 For each new primary structure or addition thereto $450
 For each application for signs, canopies, or awnings $55
 All other requests $110

 
Consolidation of Land into single parcel (Sec. 16.08.010) $550
 
Driveway Variation (Sec. 12.12.010 and 15.44.040) $265
 
Flood Plain Variation (Sec. 15.68.100) $715
 
Sign Variation (Sec. 15.60.250) $220
 
Special Use Permit (Sec. 17.56.010) $935
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PETITION FILING FEES  (Cont’d) 
Subdivision of Land – Base Fee (Sec. 16.04.040) 

[Note:  Base Fee includes standard staff review time and 3 hours of 
Village Attorney time.] 
 

Subdivision of Land ─ Supplemental Fee (Sec. 15.32.080(K) 
All Village costs in excess of those included in the Base Fee shall be 
based upon the actual time spent by the Village, plus costs incurred.  
For projects requiring a Development Agreement, the supplemental fee 
shall be incorporated into the Development Agreement t. 

$935 
 
 
 

Variable, 
based on Staff 
time spent and 

rates set by 
R-11-2012

 
Zoning Map Amendment (Sec. 17.72.040) $800
 
Zoning Planned Development (Chapter 17.58) $935
 
Zoning Special Use (Chapter 17.56) $935
 
Zoning Text Amendment (Sec. 17.72.040) $800
 
Zoning Variation by Zoning Administrator (Minor Variation) (Sec. 17.60.015) $250
 
Zoning Variation by Ordinance (Major Variation)(Sec. 17.60.030) $800
 
Zoning Variation by Zoning Board of Appeals (Standard Variation) (Sec. 
17.60.020) 

$400

 
STREETS, SIDEWALKS, DRIVEWAYS AND OTHER IMPERMEABLE SURFACES 

(Sec. 12.04.110) 
 

 
Driveway curb cut, new or enlarged (Sec. 12.12.010) 

[Note: Requires street excavation/occupancy permit and right-of-
way deposit] 

$75

 
Right-of-way Excavation and/or Occupation (Sec. 12.16.010) $125
 
Sewer (Sec. 15.24.090) $150
 
Impermeable Surfaces (including driveways, sidewalks, patios, etc.) 
(Sec. 12.08.010) 

$75

 
Street Replacement (Sec. 12.04.20) 

 Base fee - Streets resurfaced 5 or fewer years prior to the date of 
permit application  

$2,000

 Base Fee - Streets resurfaced more than 5 years prior to the date of 
permit application 

$1,000

 Per square yard of base (any type of base) $125
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SECTION 2: Determination of Construction Costs.  In setting any fee based on the 

cost of construction, the Director of Community Development may use any of the following 

methods: 

A. an estimate furnished by the permit applicant;  

B. a certification of the cost of construction from a licensed architect or a registered 

structural or professional engineer; 

C. an affidavit from the owner or the owner’s agent setting forth the estimated cost of 

the proposed work; or 

D. a calculation. to be made by the Director, based on the most current edition of the RS 

Means Square Foot Costs Book. 

SECTION 3: Fee for Returned Payments.  A fee in the amount of $150.00 or 5% of 

the permit fee, whichever is greater, shall be charged for any payment that is returned to the 

Village for any reason, including, but not limited to, insufficient funds, account closed, or 

referred to maker.  

SECTION 4: Home Rule.  This Resolution is adopted 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 5: Effect of Resolution.  This resolution supersedes Resolution R-9-2011. 

SECTION 8: Effective Date.  This resolution shall be in full force and effect 

immediately upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. R-13-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE ANNUAL FEE FOR THE MAINTENANCE 
AND AVAILABILITY OF FIRE SUPPRESSION AND RESCUE SERVICES 

TO CERTAIN PREMISES IN UNINCORPORATED NEW TRIER TOWNSHIP 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka's water utility provides water service to certain 

customers located in unincorporated areas outside the corporate limits; and 

WHEREAS, Section 13.04.120 of the Winnetka Village Code, “Charges for the 

maintenance and availability of fire suppression and emergency paramedical and rescue services,” 

provides for the establishment of an annual fee for providing such services to any customer of the 

Village of Winnetka water utility located outside of the corporate limits of the Village and in the 

vicinity of one or more fire hydrants maintained by the Village for fire protection purposes; and 

WHEREAS, Section 13.04.120 of the Winnetka Village Code establishes the formula for 

determining said annual fee; and 

WHEREAS, calculations performed by Village staff pursuant to Section 13.04.120 of the 

Winnetka Village Code have established that the annual amount to be charged to each of the 

premises in unincorporated New Trier Township that receives fire suppression and rescue services 

from the Village of Winnetka is Nine Hundred Sixty-Five Dollars and Fifty-Eight cents ($965.58) 

One Thousand Seventy-Seven Dollars and Twenty-Four Cents ($1,077.24); and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Social Security Administration Medicare billing 

requirements, non-residents receiving emergency medical services from the Village are charged the 

same fixed, per call charge for such services that Village residents pay, pursuant to the Village’s 

annual general fee and rate resolutions; and 

WHEREAS, the Council find that it is fair and reasonable to set the charges for non-

resident fire suppression and rescue services at Nine Hundred Sixty-Five Dollars and Fifty-Eight 

cents ($965.58) One Thousand Seventy-Seven Dollars and Twenty-Four Cents ($1,077.24) for the 

fiscal year commencing April 1, 2012; 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; 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, including, but not limited to, 

the power to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare; and 
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WHEREAS, the Council find that all matters pertaining to the operation of the Village's 

water utility, including but not limited to providing water service to residents in nearby 

unincorporated areas establishing rates for water service, are matters pertaining to the affairs of the 

Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the Village of Winnetka as follows: 

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

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

SECTION 2: Effective April 1, 2012, the annual amount to be charged to each premises 

that is located in unincorporated New Trier Township and is receiving fire suppression and rescue 

services from the Village of Winnetka is hereby established in the amount of Nine Hundred Sixty-

Five Dollars and Fifty-Eight cents ($965.58) One Thousand Seventy-Seven Dollars and Twenty-

Four Cents ($1,077.24). 

SECTION 3: All non-resident water customers who are subject to the foregoing  fire 

suppression fee shall pay for emergency medical services on a per call basis, at the rates established 

in the Village's general fee and rate resolutions. 

SECTION 4: This resolution supersedes Resolution R-10-2011. 

SECTION 5: This Resolution is adopted 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 5: This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 2012, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

 Signed: 

   
 Village President 

Countersigned: 

  
Village Clerk 
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FIRE CONTRACT WORKSHEET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012/2013 (beginning April 1, 2012)

The annual reimbursement for fire suppression and emergency paramedical and rescue services
provided by the Village of Winnetka to the Village of Kenilworth and to certain premises located
in unincorporated New Trier Township is based upon the following terms:

~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
A.  POPULATION (latest decennial census figures available):            <2010>

Total New Trier Township............................................................. 56,205
Incorporated New Trier Township:

Village of Kenilworth............................................................ (2,513)
Village of Winnetka............................................................... (12,187)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Glencoe............. (8,723)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Wilmette........... (27,087)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Glenview........... (3,173)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Northfield.......+ (1,696)

-------------------------
Total Incorporated New Trier Township...................................= (55,379)

-------------------------
Unincorporated New Trier Township .........................................= 826

===============
Fire Service Area:

Village of Kenilworth.................................................................. 2,513 ( 16.19% )
Village of Winnetka..................................................................... 12,187 ( 78.49% )
Unincorporated New Trier Township.....................................+ 826 ( 5.32% )

-------------------------
Total Fire Service Area.......................................................= 15,526

===============
~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
B.  EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATION (latest figures available):            <2010>

Total New Trier Township............................................................. $5,506,749,440
Incorporated New Trier Township:

Village of Kenilworth............................................................ ($353,108,816)
Village of Winnetka............................................................... ($1,605,591,119)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Glencoe............. ($1,037,807,593)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Wilmette........... ($2,071,880,424)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Glenview........... ($140,395,013)
New Trier Township portion of Village of Northfield.......+ ($155,480,897)

-------------------------
Total Incorporated New Trier Township...................................= ($5,364,263,862)

-------------------------
Unincorporated New Trier Township .........................................= $142,485,578

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Fire Service Area:

Village of Kenilworth.................................................................. $353,108,816 ( 16.81% )
Village of Winnetka..................................................................... $1,605,591,119 ( 76.41% )
Unincorporated New Trier Township.....................................+ $142,485,578 ( 6.78% )

-------------------------
Total Fire Service Area.......................................................= $2,101,185,513

===============
C.  CALLS (for fire suppression and emergency paramedical and rescue services, including false,

for twelve-month period January 1st through December 31st): <2011>
Fire Service Area:

Village of Kenilworth.................................................................. 181 ( 7.92% )
Village of Winnetka (including auto and mutual aid calls)....................... 2,040 ( 89.32% )
Unincorporated New Trier Township.....................................+ 63 ( 2.76% )

-------------------------
Total Fire Service Area.......................................................= 2,284

===============
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D.  FIRE SERVICE AREA ANNUAL BUDGET (for fiscal year corresponding to
term of contract):          <2012/2013>

Winnetka Fire Department annual budget....including capital $5,066,849
Less:

Fire Prevention -- salaries & retirement <*>......................... ($765,912)
Fire Prevention -- services..................................................... (59,550)
Fire Prevention -- employee insurance benefits <*>................ (95,875)
Foreign Fire Insurance …………………………………………. (60,000)
Building Improvements (75,000)
Major capital in proposed budget....................................... (275,000)

-------------------------
Total subtractions.................................................................................... (1,331,337)

Plus:
Amortized Major Capital <**>............................................. $142,300

-------------------------
Total Additions................................................................................................................ 142,300

-------------------------
Kenilworth contract annual budget calculation $3,877,812

===============

<*> These figures each equal exactly 25% of total budgeted departmental expenditures for
salaries, retirement and employee insurance benefits.  The resulting dollar figures shown
are estimates of the department's respective budgeted amounts allocated to fire prevention
activities within Winnetka.

<**> This figure is the sum of:

1990

1993 Public Safety Bldg Renovation Plans (Fire); $30,000 over 30 years
installment #20 of 30; installments required through FY 2022/23....................... 1,000

1995 Pumper Truck; $211,000 over 20 years; ,
installment #18 of 20; installments required through FY 2014/15....................... 10,550

2007 Training Tower $290,000 over 20 years
installment #6 of 20:installments required through FY2027 14,500

1998 Conversion of Pumper to Rescue/Pumper; $42,000 over 17 years;
installment #15 of 17; installments required through FY 20014/15....................... 2,471

2012 Staff Vehicle, $35,000 over 6 years;
installments #1 of 6; installments required through FY 2018/2019 5,833

2000 Pumper Truck; $290,000 over 20 years;
installment #13 of 20; installments required through FY 2019/20....................... 14,500

2001 Command Vehicle;$60,000 over 10 years
installmant #2of 10; installments required through FY 2021/2022 6,000

2008 Staff Vehicle; $35,000 over 6 years;
d/c installment #5 of 6; installments required through FY 2014/2015....................... 5,833

2010 Ladder/Quint truck; $674,400 over 20 years
installment # 3 of 25;……………………........................ 33,720

2004 Self Contained Breathing Apparatus; $60,000 over 14 years;
installment #9 of 14; installments required through FY 2019/2020....................... 4,143

2012 Ambulance:$275,000 over 12 years
installments #1 of 12;installments required through FY 2024/2025 22,917

2006 Ambulance;$180,000 over 12 years
installments #6 of 12; installments required through FY 2019/2020 15,000

2007 Staff Vehicle;$35,000 over 6 years;
chief installments #6 of 6; installments required through FY 2013/2014 5,833

-------------------------
Total amortized major capital ....................................................................= $142,300

===============
~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
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E.  CREDIT FOR PAYMENTS MADE TO THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA EXCEEDING
EXPENSES (for latest available audited fiscal year):          <2010/2011>

Amount budgeted for Winnetka Fire Department Operations................................ $4,718,145
Final audit amount for Winnetka Fire Department...................- (4,559,659)
reflects operating expenses -------------------------

Rebate.........................................................................................................................= $158,486
===============

Fire Service Area budget costs were apportioned that year as follows:
Village of Kenilworth............................................................................................* 13.85%
Village of Winnetka...............................................................................................* 81.18%
Unincorporated New Trier Township...............................................................+/* 4.97%

-------------------------
Total..............................................................................................................=/* 100.0%

===============

Therefore, the following amounts equal the respective credits
(Rebate multiplied by respective percent):

Village of Kenilworth.......................................................................................= $21,950.31
Village of Winnetka..........................................................................................= 128,658.93
Unincorporated New Trier Township.........................................................=/+ 7,876.75

-------------------------
Total Rebate...............................................................................................= $158,486.00

===============
~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
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~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
F.  ANNUAL COST OF FIRE SUPPRESSION AND EMERGENCY PARAMEDICAL AND RESCUE SERVICES

PROVIDED TO THE VILLAGE OF KENILWORTH:

Village of Kenilworth population............................................... 2,513
Fire Service Area population...................................................../ 15,526

-------------------------
Village of Kenilworth population as a proportion of

Fire Service Area population...................................................= 16.19%
===============

Village of Kenilworth equalized assessed valuation....................................... $353,108,816
Fire Service Area equalized assessed valuation........................./ 2,101,185,513

-------------------------
Village of Kenilworth equalized assessed valuation as a

proportion of Fire Service Area equalized assessed
valuation...................................................................................= 16.81%

===============

Village of Kenilworth calls......................................................... 181
Fire Service Area calls................................................................/ 2,284

-------------------------
Village of Kenilworth calls as a proportion of Fire

Service Area calls......................................................................= 7.92%
===============

Fire Service Area annual budget............................................................................... 3,877,812
Average Village of Kenilworth proportion of Fire Service Area............................* 13.64%

-------------------------
Village of Kenilworth portion of Fire Service Area annual budget..............................= $528,877.52
Less Village of Kenilworth latest credit.......................................................................- (21,950.31)

Joint Services Credit …………………………………………… (32,075.95)
-------------------------

Village of Kenilworth annual amount due...................................................................= $474,851.26
===============

~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
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~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
G.  ANNUAL COST OF FIRE SUPPRESSION AND EMERGENCY PARAMEDICAL AND RESCUE SERVICES

PROVIDED TO THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA (required for computation purposes only):

Village of Winnetka population.................................................. 12,187
Fire Service Area population...................................................../ 15,526

-------------------------
Village of Winnetka population as a proportion of

Fire Service Area population....................................................= 78.49%
===============

Village of Winnetka equalized assessed valuation....................................... $1,605,591,119
Fire Service Area equalized assessed valuation........................./ 2,101,185,513

-------------------------
Village of Winnetka equalized assessed valuation as a

proportion of Fire Service Area equalized assessed
valuation...................................................................................= 76.41%

===============

Village of Winnetka calls........................................................... 2,040
Fire Service Area calls.............................................................../ 2,284

-------------------------
Village of Winnetka calls as a proportion of Fire

Service Area calls......................................................................= 89.32%
===============

Fire Service Area annual budget............................................................................... $3,877,812
Average Village of Winnetka proportion of Fire Service Area...............................* 81.41%

-------------------------
Village of Winnetka portion of Fire Service Area annual budget.................................= $3,156,858.35
Less Village of Winnetka latest credit..........................................................................- (128,658.93)

-------------------------
Village of Winnetka annual amount "due"..................................................................= $3,028,199.42

===============
~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
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~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~
H.  ANNUAL COST OF FIRE SUPPRESSION AND EMERGENCY PARAMEDICAL AND RESCUE SERVICES

PROVIDED TO UNINCORPORATED NEW TRIER TOWNSHIP:

Unincorporated New Trier Township population.................................. 826
Fire Service Area population...................................................../ 15,526

-------------------------
Unincorporated New Trier Township population as a

proportion of Fire Service Area population.............................= 5.32%
===============

Unincorporated New Trier Township equalized assessed
valuation................................................................................ $142,485,578

Fire Service Area equalized assessed valuation........................./ 2,101,185,513
-------------------------

Unincorporated New Trier Township equalized assessed
valuation as a proportion of Fire Service Area equalized
assessed valuation....................................................................= 6.78%

===============

Unincorporated New Trier Township calls......................................................... 63
Fire Service Area calls................................................................/ 2,284

-------------------------
Unincorporated New Trier Township calls as a proportion of

Fire Service Area calls..............................................................= 2.76%
===============

Fire Service Area annual budget............................................................................... $3,877,812
Average Unincorporated New Trier Township proportion of

Fire Service Area...............................................................................................* 4.95%
-------------------------

Unincorporated New Trier Township portion of Fire Service Area annual
budget....................................................................................................................= $192,076.12

Less Unincorporated New Trier Township latest credit.............................................- (7,876.75)
-------------------------

Unincorporated New Trier Township annual amount "due".....................................= $184,199.37
-------------------------

Number of fire contracts between Winnetka Fire Department and
Unincorporated New Trier Township.................................................................../ 171

-------------------------
Annual amount due per contract in Unincorporated New Trier Township.....= $1,077.19

===============
~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~

Current Monthly 
Proposed Monthly 89.77$                     

cc:  Winnetka Village Manager
     Winnetka Fire Chief
     Winnetka Finance Director
     Kenilworth Village Manager
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
SUBJECT: MC-1-2012 – An Ordinance Amending the Winnetka Village Code as 

It Pertains to Coach Houses 
 
PREPARED BY: Katherine S. Janega, Village Attorney 
 
REFERENCE: March 8, 2012 Council Agenda, pp. 116 - 142 
 February 7, 2012 Council Agenda,  pp.56 - 75 
 April 12, 2011  Study Session 
 September 13, 2011 Study Session 
 
DATE: March 16, 2012 
 
 
I. Background 

Ordinance MC-1-2012 implements the Council’s directive to relax restrictions on coach 
houses by amending various provisions of the Zoning Ordinance and Building Code.  At the core 
of the Ordinance are amendments to the Zoning Ordinance that include coach houses and other 
pre-existing accessory dwelling units as permitted accessory uses in the single-family residential 
zoning districts, and that replace the annual registration requirement with a simple, one-time 
certificate of occupancy.  

 
Ordinance MC-1-2012 was introduced at the Village Council’s February 7, 2012 meeting.  

Because zoning amendments require a public hearing before a body designated by the Village 
Council, the Village Council designated itself to hold the hearing in its capacity as Committee of 
the Whole.  Pursuant to published notice, the Village Council held the public hearing at the 
Council meeting on March 8, 2012. 

 
As presented on March 8, 2012, Ordinance MC-1-2012 contained several amendments to 

address issues raised by the Council at the time of introduction.  Further amendments have been 
made since the public hearing to address a concern raised by some Council members at that time.  
Those new amendments are in Sections 5 through 9 of Ordinance MC-1-2012.  As with the 
amendments that followed introduction, the new amendments are highlighted by the use of bold 
type face and are accompanied by a Drafter’s Note on page 3, following the first statement of the 
new amendment.  In addition, the date of March 20, 2012, has been inserted throughout the 
ordinance to replace the bracketed reference to the effective date that had been included in the 
prior drafts. 

 
The remainder of this Agenda Report addresses Ordinance MC-1-2012 as a whole, as 

well as all revisions to the Ordinance since introduction.  Section II of this Agenda Report 
contains a summary table of the key features of the amended Ordinance MC-1-2012.  Section III 
contains a verbal description of the changes to the text of Ordinance MC-1-2012 since 
introduction. 
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Final action on Ordinance MC-1-2012 will first require a vote to amend Ordinance  
MC-1-2012 to include all of the amendments since introduction. 

 

II. Ordinance MC-1-2012 – Key Features 
The key features of Ordinance MC-1-2012 fall into two categories:  Zoning Ordinance 

amendments, and related Building Code amendments.  The Zoning Ordinance is found in Title 
17 of the Village Code, so all Code provisions that begin with the number 17 are Zoning 
provisions.  Similarly, Building Code amendments begin with the number 15, because the 
Building Code is found in Title 15 of the Village Code.  The key features are as follows: 
 

Code 
Section 

Current Provision Proposed Amendment 

17.04.020  Accessory dwelling unit is not 
defined.  The term “coach house” is 
not used. 

 Adds definitions for accessory 
dwelling unit and coach house 

17.12.020 B 
17.16.020 B 
17.20.020 B 
17.24.020 B 
17.28.020 B 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 Occupancy of accessory dwelling 
units by anyone other than a full-
time household employee of the 
family that occupies the house on 
the property is a legal 
nonconforming use in all of the 
single-family residential zoning 
districts. 

 Accessory dwellings are allowed 
only as living quarters for household 
help of the family that occupies the 
house on the property. 

 All occupancies of accessory 
dwelling units require annual 
registration. 

 Applies only to existing accessory 
buildings. 
 
 
 
 
 

 Prohibits new construction or 
alteration of an accessory building 
with living quarters. 
 

 Accessory dwelling units, including 
coach houses, are permitted uses in 
all single-family zoning districts. 
 
 
 
 
 

 There are no restrictions on who 
may occupy an accessory dwelling 
unit. 
 

 Occupancy of accessory dwelling 
units requires only a one-time 
certificate of occupancy. 

 Applies only to existing accessory 
structures that currently contain, or 
formerly contained an accessory 
dwelling unit.  Amendment since 
hearing adds prohibition against 
increasing the number of units 
over what had previously existed. 

 Applies to existing structures and 
allows accessory buildings formerly 
used as dwelling units to be returned 
to residential use. 
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Code 
Section 

Current Provision Proposed Amendment 

17.12.020 B 
17.16.020 B 
17.20.020 B 
17.24.020 B 
17.28.020 B 
(cont’d) 

 Establishes minimum space 
requirements for occupancy and sets 
maximum number of occupants. 

 Retains same minimum space 
requirements for occupancy and 
limitation on number of occupants. 

 Does not regulate rents, lease terms 
or landlord-tenant relations. 

17.72.020 
17.72.030 

 Requires certificate of occupancy 
for any change of occupancy or use, 
and following any work that 
requires a building permit. 
 

 Requires certificate of occupancy to 
be posted. 
 

 Requires annual registration of all 
two-family dwellings, multi-family 
dwellings and accessory dwelling 
units in the single-family zoning 
districts. 

 Requires certificate of occupancy 
for any change of occupancy or use, 
following any work that requires a 
building permit, and for accessory 
dwelling units. 

 Records of certificates of occupancy 
are permanently maintained by the 
Zoning Administrator. 

 Accessory dwelling units require 
only a one-time certificate of 
occupancy.  Annual registration no 
longer required for accessory 
dwelling units.  Annual registration 
is retained for the other 
nonconforming residential buildings 
in the single-family zoning districts. 

 For accessory dwelling units that are 
currently registered, registration is 
treated as certificate of occupancy 
and no further action is required.  

15.36.020  Certificate of occupancy requires 
payment of fee. 

 No fee required for inspection for 
certificate of occupancy for 
accessory dwelling units. 

15.36.030 

 

 
 
 
 

 Outstanding Code violations will 
bar issuance of certificate of 
occupancy. 

 Certificate of occupancy is deemed 
denied if Village does not issue 
notice that work or premises does 
not qualify for certificate of 
occupancy within 14 days after 
inspection. 

 Failure to register existing accessory 
dwelling unit does not bar issuance 
of certificate of occupancy. 

 Denial of certificate of occupancy 
requires written notice.  No 
automatic denial. 
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Code 
Section 

Current Provision Proposed Amendment 

Par. 2 of 
15.08.080 B 
(MC-8-2011) 

 Commercial Property Maintenance 
Code does not apply. 

 

 Commercial Property Maintenance 
Code does not apply. 

 

 

III. Ordinance MC-1-2012 – Summary of Amendments since Introduction 
As the table in the previous section indicates, Ordinance MC-1-2012 would amend both 

the Zoning Ordinance and the Building Code.  The zoning amendments would return coach 
house residences to their former status as permitted uses, unlink them from two-family and 
multi-family dwellings, and shift from an annual registration process to a one-time, cost-free 
certificate of occupancy for returning existing coach house structures to a residential use.  
Corresponding amendments are made to the Building Code’s occupancy certificate provisions, to 
define the inspection procedures needed to assure that basic occupancy and life safety standards 
are met.  Following is a section-by-section explanation of the draft amendments. 

 
Preamble and Section 1. 
As with all ordinances, the recitals provide the legislative and procedural histories of the 

proposed amendments, including the details on the public hearing required for all zoning 
amendments.  The hearing date, set at the time of introduction, has been inserted into the 
amended Ordinance.  The recitals, in turn, are incorporated by reference into Section 1 of the 
ordinance, as the Council’s legislative findings. 

 
Sections 2, 3 and 4 – Chapter 17.04 - Definitions. 
To provide clarity and ease of reference in the Zoning Ordinance, and to avoid the need 

to repeat the cumbersome descriptive phrase of “accessory building containing living quarters” 
throughout the Zoning Ordinance, definitions have been provided for the terms “accessory 
dwelling unit” and “coach house.”   

 
As a result of discussions among Village staff following introduction, it was determined 

that the definitions needed further refinement, because of the existence of accessory buildings 
with two dwelling units and no other accessory use.  The definition of “coach house” in 
Section 3 of Ordinance MC-1-2012 has been amended accordingly.  Community Development 
staff has confirmed that there are two, and possibly three, such buildings.   
 

Sections 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 – Changing status of Coach Houses to permitted uses. 
The central mechanism for easing restrictions on the use of coach house units is to 

convert their status under the Zoning Ordinance from a nonconforming use to a permitted 
accessory use.  This has been done by amending paragraph B.10 of the “Use” provisions of each 
of the Single-Family Residential District chapters (see current text, above), thereby eliminating 
the maximum period of vacancy, and permitting their continued residential occupancy.   
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As drafted, the amendment would be limited to accessory dwelling units, including coach 
houses, that pre-date the adoption of MC-1-2012, as long as they are now, or once were, used as 
residential units.  The amended language eliminates the provisions that limit occupancy to 
household employees and that require registration, while retaining the established minimum 
space requirements and the limit on number of residents, albeit in a restructured format. 

 
Two revisions have been made to Sections 5 through 9 since the March 8th hearing.  The 

first is to replace the bracketed reference to the cut-off date for eligibility with March 20, 2012.  
If the ordinance is not passed at the March 20th Council meeting, the date will be changed 
accordingly. 

 
As noted at prior meetings, there are no special parking restrictions in Sections 5 through 

9.  As previously reported, Staff has considered the question and concluded that parking would 
be self-regulatory, because the residential property owners are aware of the prohibition against 
on-street parking and would likely take parking into consideration in renting their accessory 
dwelling units.  The Council has not directed any amendment on that issue, and none has been 
made. 

 
Sections 10 and 11 – Certificate of Occupancy replaces annual registration. 
Section 10 adds accessory dwelling units to the certificate of occupancy requirements in 

Section 17.72.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, while Section 11 deletes such units from the annual 
registration requirement in Section 17.72.030.  There have been no further changes to these 
provisions since introduction. 

 
The amendment to Section 17.72.020 in Section 10 of MC-1-2012 also adds a new 

subsection D, which contains an unequivocal exemption from the inspection and certificate of 
occupancy process for accessory dwelling units that are lawfully registered with the Village 
when the new amendments go into effect.  The date of March 20, 2012 has also been inserted in 
this provision. 

 
The registration requirement in Section 17.72.030 of the Zoning Ordinance was 

originally added as a means of monitoring non-conforming buildings and uses in the single-
family zoning districts, although its phrasing does not clearly contain that limitation.  
Consequently, the amendment to Section 17.72.030 in Section 11 of MC-1-2012 not only retains 
the registration requirement for two-family and multi-family dwellings, it now clearly states that 
it pertains only to such dwellings in the single-family residential zoning districts.  (Other Village 
regulations, such as the recently enacted Commercial Property Maintenance Code and the annual 
fire and life safety inspections for buildings in the multi-family and commercial zoning districts 
assure that the Village has ownership and management information for those buildings.) 

 
Sections 12 through 17 – Certificate of Occupancy Amendments 
Sections 12 through 17 of MC-1-2012 amend several provisions of Chapter 15.36 of the 

Village’s Building Code, which governs all certificates of occupancy.  Because certificates of 
occupancy are currently linked either to the inspection of work that requires a building permit, or 
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to a change of use or occupancy, provisions specific to the inspection of accessory dwelling units 
are necessary. 

 
Accordingly, Section 15.36.010 has been amended by distinguishing between certificates 

of occupancy for permit work or construction activity and certificates of occupancy for accessory 
dwelling units.  (MC-1-2012, Section 12)  Consistent with the amendments to Section 17.72.020 
and 17.72.030 of the Zoning Ordinance, the amended provision specifically exempts lawfully 
registered accessory dwelling units from the certificate of occupancy requirement.   

 
Section 15.36.020, which governs the application for the certificate of occupancy, has 

been amended to waive the application fee for accessory dwelling units if no building permit was 
required.  (MC-1-2012, Section 13)  If an accessory dwelling unit requires construction work that 
is subject to a building permit, the standard application, certificate of occupancy and fee 
provisions would apply. 

 
Section 15.36.030, which defines the certificate of occupancy procedures, has been 

amended by adding a provision that applies only to accessory dwelling units.  (MC-1-2012, 
Section 14)  In addition, as noted at the Council’s meeting on March 8th, Section 15.36.030 
contains two significant amendments that were made following introduction in response to 
Council discussion at the time of introduction.   

 
First, both subsection A and subsection B have been revised by striking the last sentence, 

which had created what amounted to an automatic denial if the Community Development 
Director did not give written notice within 14 days of the reason permit work or an accessory 
dwelling unit did not qualify for a certificate of occupancy after an inspection.  The 14-day 
provision pertaining to permit inspections (subsection A) is in the current Village Code, and the 
provision added for accessory dwelling unit occupancy permits (subsection B) was drafted to 
mirror the current provision.  Staff has reviewed the 14-day provisions and determined that they 
are no longer necessary, as the results of an inspection are immediately made known to the 
property owner or the owner’s contractor.  (MC-1-2012, pp. 9-10) 

 
The second amendment is to subsection B of Section 15.36.030.  (MC-1-2012, p.10)  The 

amendment eliminates an ambiguity that could have been interpreted as a “Catch 22” for owners 
of currently unregistered accessory dwelling.  The amendment clearly excludes the failure to 
register an accessory dwelling unit from the list of unresolved violations that could prevent 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

 
The actual criteria for issuance of a certificate of occupancy are currently set out in 

Village Code Section 15.36.040, which contains general criteria related to permit work, and 
Section 15.36.050, which contains the criteria for the change of use or occupancy.  The title to 
Section 15.36.040 has been amended so that it clearly applies only to permit work.  (MC-1-2012, 
Section 15)   
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It was not necessary to amend Section 15.36.050, but a new Section 15.36.055 has been 
added, to govern accessory dwelling units.  (MC-1-2012, Section 16)  The criteria under new 
Section 13.56.055 are twofold.  The first requirement pertains to habitability standards and uses 
language taken directly from Section 13.56.050.  The second requirement is compliance with the 
requirements of the new paragraph 10 that has been added to Subsection B of the use sections in 
all five single family residential zoning districts.  (See MC-1-2012, Sections 5 through 9)  As 
noted at the Council’s March 8th meeting, the language in Section 15.36.055 is based on the 
language in Section 15.36.050, and the opening phrasing in both provisions is identical.  This use 
of parallel language helps to assure consistency in construing and administering the new 
provisions, since  Section 15.36.050 has long been in effect, without controversy.  

 
The final amendment to Chapter 15.36 is to Section 15.36.060.  (MC-1-2012, Section 17)  

Currently, Section 15.36.060 requires certificates of occupancy to be permanently posted.  This 
provision dates back to earlier times, when the Village provided frames for occupancy 
certificates and the certificates were posted in a prominent place, not unlike the posting of 
inspection certificates in elevators.  This practice has long since been abandoned, with the 
Village retaining copies of certificates of occupancy as they are issued.  Section 15.36.060 has 
therefore been amended to reflect the current practice.  
 
Recommendation: 

1) Consider amending Ordinance MC-1-2012, as shown in the amended draft in the 
agenda materials. 

2) Consider adopting, as amended, Ordinance MC-1-2012, Amending the Winnetka 
Village Code as It Pertains to Coach Houses. 
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March 20, 2012  MC-1-2012 

ORDINANCE NO. MC-1-2012 

AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE WINNETKA VILLAGE CODE 

AS IT PERTAINS TO COACH HOUSES 

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 and criteria for the use and development of lands and buildings within the 

Village is a matter pertaining to the government and affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, on May 3, 2005, the Village Council, in the exercise of its home rule 

authority, passed Ordinance M-6-2005, which, inter alia, adopted an Amended Affordable 

Housing Plan (“Amended Plan”) and directed the Winnetka Plan Commission to conduct a study 

and report to the Village Council concerning the details of the various components of the 

Village's housing policies, including potential amendments to the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance 

and other provisions of the Winnetka Village Code; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Village Council’s directive, the Plan Commission undertook 

an intensive and detailed study, which, after five years, culminated in a study titled “A Study of 

Housing Conditions and Needs in the Village of Winnetka” (“Housing Study”), and an affordable 

housing report titled “Reinvigorating a Tradition of Varied, Moderately Priced and Affordable 

Housing” (“Housing Report”); and 

WHEREAS, one of the recommendations included in the Plan Commission’s report was 

that the Village Council consider relaxing restrictions on coach houses to allow property owners to 

return previously used coach houses to the Village’s housing stock; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Council determined that the Plan Commission’s recommendations 

regarding coach houses merit consideration and action as a stand-alone housing and property rights 

issue, and directed Village Staff to draft possible amendments to the Village Code that would 

implement the Plan Commission’s coach house recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, after discussing possible coach house amendments, the Village Council 

directed staff to prepare an ordinance, set a date for a public hearing and designated itself as the 

hearing body for the proposed amendments; and 
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WHEREAS, on due notice thereof, the Village Council, sitting as a Committee of the 

Whole, held a public hearing on March 8, 2012, to consider this ordinance and the draft 

amendments contained herein.  

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: Subsection A of Section 17.04.030, “Definitions,” of Chapter 17.04 of 

the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended by 

adding a new paragraph 3.1, which shall provide as follows: 

  3.1. Accessory Dwelling Unit.  See “Dwelling Unit, Accessory,” below. 
 

SECTION 3: Subsection C of Section 17.04.030, “Definitions,” of Chapter 17.04 of 

the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended by 

adding a new paragraph 1.5, which shall provide as follows: 

  1.5. Coach House.  “Coach House” means an accessory structure that contains 
no more than two a single accessory dwelling units, as defined in this section., and no 
other accessory use. 

[DRAFTER’S NOTE:  This definition was modified following introduction to 
allow for up to two dwelling units in a single coach house, based on discussions 
with the Community Development Department, which has confirmed that there 
are two, and possibly three such existing buildings.  The prohibition of other 
accessory uses has been stricken because the “traditional” coach house derives its 
name from the pairing of a residential unit with an area for storage of a carriage or 
vehicle.] 

SECTION 4: Subsection D of Section 17.04.030, “Definitions,” of Chapter 17.04 of 

the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended by 

adding a new paragraph 8, which shall provide as follows: 

  8. Dwelling Unit, Accessory.  “Dwelling Unit, Accessory” means a dwelling 
unit that is an accessory use and that is located in an accessory building on a zoning lot in 
one of the single family residential zoning districts.  An “Accessory Dwelling Unit” may 
be located in a Coach House, as defined in this chapter, or it may be located in 
combination with a non-residential accessory use in a single accessory building. 

 

SECTION 5: Paragraph 10 of Subsection B, “Accessory Buildings and Uses”  of 

Section 17.12.020, “Permitted Uses,” of the R-5 Single-Family Residential District regulations in 

Chapter 17.12 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is 

hereby amended to provide as follows: 
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  10. An accessory dwelling unit, subject to the following conditions: 

   a. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was constructed before March 20, 2012.   

   b. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was originally constructed as a dwelling unit or was occupied as a dwelling unit at some 
point in time before March 20, 2012. 

   c. No accessory structure shall be modified to increase the number of 
accessory dwelling units above the number of accessory dwelling units (i) that were 
included in the accessory building as originally constructed or (ii) that were 
occupied in whole or in part as a dwelling unit at some point in time before 
March 20, 2012. 

   c. d. The accessory dwelling unit shall contain not less than three hundred 
fifty (350) square feet of interior, habitable floor area for the first two persons residing in 
such dwelling unit, plus one hundred fifty (150) square feet of interior, habitable floor 
area for each additional person residing in such accessory dwelling unit. 

   d. e. No more than seven persons shall reside in any accessory dwelling 
unit. 

   e. f. The owner of the accessory dwelling unit shall obtain a certificate of 
occupancy as provided in Section 17.72.020 and Chapter 15.36 of this code. 

No accessory building shall be erected or altered to contain living quarters, except an 
existing accessory building containing living quarters for a full-time household employee 
or employees of the family occupying the principal building. Use of an accessory 
building or a building originally erected as an accessory building, existing and containing 
occupied living quarters but not occupied by a full-time household employee of the 
family occupying the principal building shall be considered and treated as a legal 
nonconformity under Chapter 17.64. Uses permitted in this paragraph may include 
occupancy by additional persons entitled to occupy a single-family dwelling if the living 
quarters contain not less than three hundred fifty (350) square feet of interior floor area 
for the first two persons residing in such single-family dwelling and one hundred fifty 
(150) square feet of additional interior floor area for each person residing in such single-
family dwelling; provided, however, that no occupancy otherwise permitted under this 
paragraph shall be allowed or continued unless the owner of the principal building shall 
comply with the registration requirements of Section 17.72.030; provided further that, the 
number of persons entitled to occupy such living quarters shall not exceed seven; 

[DRAFTER’S NOTE:  In the discussion that followed the public hearing on 
March 8, 2012, some Council members expressed concern that existing coach 
houses could be converted into multiple units.  Subparagraph c has been added to 
address that concern.  The same provision has been added to Sections 6 through 9 
of this ordinance, which cover the other single-family residential zoning districts.] 

SECTION 6: Paragraph 10 of Subsection B, “Accessory Buildings and Uses”  of 

Section 17.16.020, “Permitted Uses,” of the R-4 Single-Family Residential District regulations in 
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Chapter 17.16 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is 

hereby amended to provide as follows: 

  10. An accessory dwelling unit, subject to the following conditions: 

   a. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was constructed before March 20, 2012. 

   b. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was originally constructed as a dwelling unit or was occupied as a dwelling unit at some 
point in time before March 20, 2012. 

   c. No accessory structure shall be modified to increase the number of 
accessory dwelling units above the number of accessory dwelling units (i) that were 
included in the accessory building as originally constructed or (ii) that were 
occupied in whole or in part as a dwelling unit at some point in time before 
March 20, 2012. 

   c. d. The accessory dwelling unit shall contain not less than three hundred 
fifty (350) square feet of interior, habitable floor area for the first two persons residing in 
such dwelling unit, plus one hundred fifty (150) square feet of interior, habitable floor 
area for each additional person residing in such accessory dwelling unit. 

   d. e. No more than seven persons shall reside in any accessory dwelling 
unit. 

   e. f. The owner of the accessory dwelling unit shall obtain a certificate of 
occupancy as provided in Section 17.72.020 and Chapter 15.36 of this code. 

No accessory building shall be erected or altered to contain living quarters, except an 
existing accessory building containing living quarters for a full-time household employee 
or employees of the family occupying the principal building. Use of an accessory 
building or a building originally erected as an accessory building, existing and containing 
occupied living quarters but not occupied by a full-time household employee of the 
family occupying the principal building shall be considered and treated as a legal 
nonconformity under Chapter 17.64. Uses permitted in this paragraph may include 
occupancy by additional persons entitled to occupy a single-family dwelling if the living 
quarters contain not less than three hundred fifty (350) square feet of interior floor area 
for the first two persons residing in such single-family dwelling and one hundred fifty 
(150) square feet of additional interior floor area for each person residing in such single-
family dwelling in excess of two; provided, however, that no occupancy otherwise 
permitted under this paragraph shall be allowed or continued unless the owner of the 
principal building shall comply with the registration requirements of Section 17.72.030; 
provided further that, the number of persons entitled to occupy such living quarters shall 
not exceed seven; 

 
SECTION 7: Paragraph 10 of Subsection B, “Accessory Buildings and Uses”  of 

Section 17.20.020, “Permitted Uses,” of the R-3 Single-Family Residential District regulations in 

Chapter 17.20 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is  
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  10. An accessory dwelling unit, subject to the following conditions: 

   a. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was constructed before March 20, 2012.   

   b. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was originally constructed as a dwelling unit or was occupied as a dwelling unit at some 
point in time before March 20, 2012. 

   c. No accessory structure shall be modified to increase the number of 
accessory dwelling units above the number of accessory dwelling units (i) that were 
included in the accessory building as originally constructed or (ii) that were 
occupied in whole or in part as a dwelling unit at some point in time before 
March 20, 2012. 

   c. d. The accessory dwelling unit shall contain not less than three hundred 
fifty (350) square feet of interior, habitable floor area for the first two persons residing in 
such dwelling unit, plus one hundred fifty (150) square feet of interior, habitable floor 
area for each additional person residing in such accessory dwelling unit. 

   d. e. No more than seven persons shall reside in any accessory dwelling 
unit. 

   e. f. The owner of the accessory dwelling unit shall obtain a certificate of 
occupancy as provided in Section 17.72.020 and Chapter 15.36 of this code. 

No accessory building shall be erected or altered to contain living quarters, except an 
existing accessory building containing living quarters for a full-time household employee 
or employees of the family occupying the principal building. Use of an accessory 
building or a building originally erected as an accessory building, existing and containing 
occupied living quarters but not occupied by a full-time household employee of the 
family occupying the principal building shall be considered and treated as a legal 
nonconformity under Chapter 17.64. Uses permitted in this paragraph may include 
occupancy by additional persons entitled to occupy a single-family dwelling if the living 
quarters contain not less than three hundred fifty (350) square feet of interior floor area 
for the first two persons residing in such single-family dwelling and one hundred fifty 
(150) square feet of additional interior floor area for each person residing in such single-
family dwelling in excess of two; provided, however, that no occupancy otherwise 
permitted under this paragraph shall be allowed or continued unless the owner of the 
principal building shall comply with the registration requirements of Section 17.72.030; 
provided further that, the number of persons entitled to occupy such living quarters shall 
not exceed seven 

 
SECTION 8: Paragraph 10 of Subsection B, “Accessory Buildings and Uses”  of 

Section 17.24.020, “Permitted Uses,” of the R-2 Single-Family Residential District regulations in 

Chapter 17.24 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is 

hereby amended to provide as follows: 

  10. An accessory dwelling unit, subject to the following conditions: 
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   a. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was constructed before March 20, 2012.   

   b. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was originally constructed as a dwelling unit or was occupied as a dwelling unit at some 
point in time before March 20, 2012. 

   c. No accessory structure shall be modified to increase the number of 
accessory dwelling units above the number of accessory dwelling units (i) that were 
included in the accessory building as originally constructed or (ii) that were 
occupied in whole or in part as a dwelling unit at some point in time before 
March 20, 2012. 

   c. d. The accessory dwelling unit shall contain not less than three hundred 
fifty (350) square feet of interior, habitable floor area for the first two persons residing in 
such dwelling unit, plus one hundred fifty (150) square feet of interior, habitable floor 
area for each additional person residing in such accessory dwelling unit. 

   d. e. No more than seven persons shall reside in any accessory dwelling 
unit. 

   e. f. The owner of the accessory dwelling unit shall obtain a certificate of 
occupancy as provided in Section 17.72.020 and Chapter 15.36 of this code. 

No accessory building shall be erected or altered to contain living quarters, except an 
existing accessory building containing living quarters for a full-time household employee 
or employees of the family occupying the principal building. Use of an accessory 
building or a building originally erected as an accessory building, existing and containing 
occupied living quarters but not occupied by a full-time household employee of the 
family occupying the principal building shall be considered and treated as a legal 
nonconformity under Chapter 17.64. Uses permitted in this paragraph may include 
occupancy by additional persons entitled to occupy a single-family dwelling if the living 
quarters contain not less than 350 square feet of interior floor area for the first two 
persons residing in such single-family dwelling and 150 square feet of additional interior 
floor area for each person residing in such single-family dwelling in excess of two; 
provided, however, that no occupancy otherwise permitted under this paragraph shall be 
allowed or continued unless the owner of the principal building shall comply with the 
registration requirements of Section 17.72.030; provided further that, the number of 
persons entitled to occupy such living quarters shall not exceed seven; 

 
SECTION 9: Paragraph 10 of Subsection B, “Accessory Buildings and Uses”  of 

Section 17.28.020, “Permitted Uses,” of the R-1 Single-Family Residential District regulations in 

Chapter 17.28 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, is 

hereby amended to provide as follows: 

  10. An accessory dwelling unit, subject to the following conditions: 

   a. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was constructed before March 20, 2012.   
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   b. The accessory structure in which the accessory dwelling unit is located 
was originally constructed as a dwelling unit or was occupied as a dwelling unit at some 
point in time before March 20, 2012. 

   c. No accessory structure shall be modified to increase the number of 
accessory dwelling units above the number of accessory dwelling units (i) that were 
included in the accessory building as originally constructed or (ii) that were 
occupied in whole or in part as a dwelling unit at some point in time before 
March 20, 2012. 

   c. d. The accessory dwelling unit shall contain not less than three hundred 
fifty (350) square feet of interior, habitable floor area for the first two persons residing in 
such dwelling unit, plus one hundred fifty (150) square feet of interior, habitable floor 
area for each additional person residing in such accessory dwelling unit. 

   d. e. No more than seven persons shall reside in any accessory dwelling 
unit. 

   e. f. The owner of the accessory dwelling unit shall obtain a certificate of 
occupancy as provided in Section 17.72.020 and Chapter 15.36 of this code. 

No accessory building shall be erected or altered to contain living quarters, except an 
existing accessory building containing living quarters for a full-time household employee 
or employees of the family occupying the principal building. Use of an accessory 
building or a building originally erected as an accessory building, existing and containing 
occupied living quarters but not occupied by a full-time household employee of the 
family occupying the principal building, shall be considered and treated as a legal 
nonconformity under Chapter 17.64.  Uses permitted in this paragraph may include 
occupancy by additional persons entitled to occupy a single-family dwelling if the living 
quarters contain not less than 350 square feet of interior floor area for the first two 
persons residing in such single-family dwelling and 150 square feet of additional interior 
floor area for each person residing in such single-family dwelling in excess of two; 
provided, however, that no occupancy otherwise permitted under this paragraph shall be 
allowed or continued unless the owner of the principal building shall comply with the 
registration requirements of Section 17.72.030; provided further that, the number of 
persons entitled to occupy such living quarters shall not exceed seven. 

 
SECTION 10: Section 17.72.020, “Certificate of occupancy or use,” of Chapter 17.72, 

“Administration and Enforcement,” of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka 

Village Code, is hereby amended to provide as follows: 

Section 17.72.020 Certificate of occupancy or use. 

 A. Certificate Required. No building or structure, or addition to such building or 
structure, the construction or alteration of which requires a building permit, shall be used 
or occupied unless a certificate of occupancy has first benn been issued by the Zoning 
Administrator, as provided in Title 15 of this code. 

 B. Application for Certificate. The application for a building permit shall also be 
deemed to be an application for certificate of occupancy. For an accessory dwelling unit 
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or other use or occupancy where Where no building permit is required, application for a 
certificate of occupancy shall be made directly to the Zoning Administrator, in writing. 

 C. Changes in Occupancy or Use. No change in occupancy or use of land, structures, 
buildings or portions of such land, structures or buildings shall be made, nor shall any 
new occupancy or use be established on land or in structures or buildings used wholly or 
partially for nonresidential purposes, including home occupations, unless a certificate of 
occupancy or use has first been issued by the Zoning Administrator. The Zoning 
Administrator shall retain a permanent record copy of every Any certificate of occupancy 
or use issued under this subsection, including a certificate of occupancy or use issued for 
a home occupation or for an accessory dwelling unit., shall be subject to inspection by the 
Director to determine that the use is in conformity with the Zoning Ordinance. Every 
certificate of occupancy required as a result of a change in use or occupancy, whether 
issued in connection with a building permit or not, shall be permanently posted in a 
prominent place on the premises at all times.  

 D. Accessory Dwelling Unit.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, no certificate of 
occupancy or use shall be required for any accessory dwelling unit that is lawfully 
registered under Section 17.72.030 of this Chapter as of March 20, 2012 and the Zoning 
Administrator shall retain a permanent record copy of the annual registration form then 
on file for such accessory dwelling as evidence of compliance with this section. 

 
SECTION 11: Section 17.72.030, “Registration of two-family and multiple-family 

dwelling units and accessory buildings containing living quarters,” of Chapter 17.64, 

“Administration and Enforcement,” of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka 

Village Code, is hereby amended to provide as follows: 

Section 17.72.030 Registration of certain two-family and multiple-family 
dwellings. units and accessory buildings containing living 
quarters. 

 A. Annual registration required.  The owner of everyAll two-family dwellings and 
all, multiple-family dwellings or accessory building containing living quarters, subject to 
the provisions and regulations of Section 17.12.010, 17.16.010, 17.20.010, 17.24.010 or 
17.28.010, shall be registered by their owners or individually or by their owners’ 
authorized an agent, register each such dwelling unit with the Zoning Administrator on a 
yearly basis prior to February 1st each year. Such registration shall be completed on forms 
furnished by the Zoning Administrator and filed with the Zoning Administrator prior to 
February 1st of each year.  

 B. Registration forms.  Such The annual registration shall be filed on forms provided 
by the Zoning Administrator, which forms shall contain the following information with 
respect to each dwelling  unit subject to registration: 

  1. The street address and unit number of the dwelling unit; 
  2. The floor or floors on which the dwelling unit is situated; 
  3. The number of square feet of the interior floor area contained within the 
dwelling unit; 
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  4. The number of persons entitled to occupy the dwelling unit; 
  5. The number of persons in fact occupying the dwelling unit; 
  6. The name and address of the owner of the premises; and 
  7. The name and address of the owner's agent, if any. 

 C. B. Registration files.  Upon the receipt of a completed registration form, the 
Zoning Administrator shall mark the same “Approved for Filing,” affix the Zoning 
Administrator’s signature to such form and place the form in a file open for public 
inspection.  

 
SECTION 12: Section 15.36.010 of Chapter 15.36, “Certificates of Occupancy,” of the 

Winnetka Building Code, Title 15 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended to provide 

as follows: 

Section 15.36.010 Certificate of occupancy required. 

 A. Permit work or construction activity.  A certificate of occupancy, indicating 
completion of the permit work or other construction activity, shall be obtained from the 
Village, as provided in this section, prior to any use or occupancy of a structure. 

 B. Accessory dwelling unit.  Except as provided in Section 17.72.020 of this code, a 
certificate of occupancy shall be obtained from the Village prior to the occupancy of any 
accessory dwelling unit.  No certificate of occupancy or use shall be required for any 
accessory dwelling unit that is lawfully registered under Section 17.72.030 of this 
Chapter as of March 20, 2012. 

 
SECTION 13: Section 15.36.020 of Chapter 15.36, “Certificates of Occupancy,” of the 

Winnetka Building Code, Title 15  of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended to provide 

as follows: 

Section 15.36.020 Application for certificate. 

 The application for a building permit shall also be deemed to be an application for 
certificate of occupancy. Where no building permit is required, application for a 
certificate of occupancy shall be made directly to the Director, in writing.  No fee shall be 
charged for an application for a certificate of occupancy for an accessory dwelling unit 
where no building permit is required. 

 
SECTION 14: Section 15.36.030 of Chapter 15.36, “Certificates of Occupancy,” of the 

Winnetka Building Code, Title 15 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended to provide 

as follows: 

Section 15.36.030 Occupancy permit procedures. 

 A. Permit work or construction activity.  Upon completion of the permit work or 
other construction activity, and upon the written request of the owner, the Director shall 
cause the permit work to be inspected. If, upon inspection, the Director determines that 
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the permit work has been completed in conformity with the approved construction 
documents, and if there are no pending building or departmental orders or uncorrected 
violations of this code or statutory law, then the Director shall issue a certificate of 
occupancy. No work shall be inspected if any permit authorizing the work for which the 
inspection is requested has lapsed as provided in Section 15.32.190. If, upon inspection, 
the permit work does not qualify for a certificate of occupancy, the Director shall provide 
a written notice to the owner stating the reasons why a certificate of occupancy cannot be 
issued. If such written notice has not been given to the owner a certificate of 
occupancy has not been issued within a fourteen (14) days period, the certificate 
shall be deemed to have been denied. 

[DRAFTER’S NOTE:  The last sentence of the above provision was deleted 
following introduction, to address concerns expressed at that time about an 
automatic denial in the absence of a detailed response from the Village.  After 
conferring with Community Development staff, it was determined that the 
provision is unnecessary, as the Village’s inspection process results in immediate 
written feedback to the owner regarding the results of the inspection.  There is a 
corresponding deletion in the following subsection B.] 

 B. Accessory dwelling units.  Upon the written request of the owner, the Director 
shall cause the accessory dwelling unit to be inspected. If, upon inspection, the Director 
determines that the inspected premises meets the criteria for occupancy as provided in 
Section 15.36.055, and if there are no pending building or departmental orders or 
uncorrected violations of this code or statutory law other than the failure to register the 
accessory dwelling unit that is the subject of the inspection, then the Director shall 
issue a certificate of occupancy. If, upon inspection, the premises does not qualify for a 
certificate of occupancy, the Director shall provide a written notice to the owner stating 
the reasons why a certificate of occupancy cannot be issued. If such written notice has 
not been given to the owner and a certificate of occupancy has not been issued 
within fourteen (14) days after the inspection, the certificate shall be deemed to have 
been denied. 

[DRAFTER’S NOTE:  The reason for striking the last sentence is explained in 
the previous Drafter’s Note.  The new language was added following introduction 
to address concerns that the failure to register an accessory dwelling unit would 
be considered a violation that would preclude the issuance of the certificate of 
occupancy.]  

 
SECTION 15: Section 15.36.040 of Chapter 15.36, “Certificates of Occupancy,” of the 

Winnetka Building Code, Title 15 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended to provide 

as follows: 

Section 15.36.040 General criteria for issuance of certificate for permit work. 

 No certificate of occupancy for any permit work shall be issued unless (1) the 
Director has determined that the work has been completed in accordance with the permits 
and approved construction documents; (2) the permit work has been routinely inspected, 
as required by the Director in accordance with this code, and is found to be in compliance 
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with this code and in conformity with the approved construction documents and, where 
applicable, with a certificate of appropriateness of design issued for the permit work; and 
(3) the Director has determined, after reviewing any compliance plan required pursuant to 
Chapter 15.54 of this Code, that the work has been performed in full compliance with 
that chapter. The Director may require as-built drawings or surveys certified by an 
appropriate Illinois registered professional if he or she determines that such 
documentation is necessary for approval of the permit work. The Director may require a 
certificate of completion and compliance from an appropriate Illinois registered design 
professional prior to approval of the permit work. 

 
SECTION 16: Chapter 15.36, “Certificates of Occupancy,” of the Winnetka Building 

Code, Title 15 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended by adding a new Section 

15.36.055, which shall be titled “Criteria for occupancy of accessory dwelling units” and shall 

provide as follows: 

Section 15.36.055 Criteria for occupancy of accessory dwelling units. 

 No certificate of occupancy shall be issued for an accessory dwelling unit for which a 
building permit is not required, unless the Director determines, upon inspection, (1) that 
the dwelling unit meets minimum health and life-safety requirements, including 
structural, electrical, mechanical, health and sanitation, and plumbing and HVAC 
standards, and (2) the proposed unit complies with the applicable requirements of 
Sections 17.12.020(B)(10), 17.16.020(B)(10), 17.20.020(B)(10), 17.24.020(B)(10) and 
17.28.020(B)(10), and Section 17.72.020 of Title 17 of this code. 

[DRAFTER’S NOTE:  The reference to HVAC (i.e., heating, ventilation and air 
conditioning) was deleted following further staff review of the draft Ordinance 
after introduction.  The deletion eliminates the implication that accessory 
dwelling units must be air conditioned, although it is considered an optional 
amenity.  Because both heating and cooling systems are part of a building’s 
mechanical systems, the reference to mechanical standards is broad enough to 
cover both.] 
 
SECTION 17: Section 15.36.060 of Chapter 15.36, “Certificates of Occupancy,” of the 

Winnetka Building Code, Title 15 of the Winnetka Village Code, is hereby amended to provide 

as follows: 

Section 15.36.060 Posting Record of certificate of occupancy. 

 The Director shall retain a permanent record copy of every Every certificate of 
occupancy required as a result of a change in use or occupancy for home occupations, 
two-family and multifamily uses, accessory dwelling units and all nonresidential uses, 
whether issued in connection with a building permit or not., shall be permanently posted 
in a prominent place on the premises at all times.  
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SECTION 18: 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 19: 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:  February 7, 2012 
Posted:  February 9, 2012 
Public Hearing:  March 8, 2012 
Passed and Approved:   
Posted:   
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
TO: Village Council 
 
PREPARED BY: Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development 
 
SUBJECT: M-3-2012 - Winnetka Park District (530-600 Hibbard Rd.) 

A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center and Service Center Improvements 
 
DATE:  March 8, 2012 
 
The Winnetka Park District is requesting approval of a Special Use Permit in accordance with 
Section 17.56 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit a building addition to the A.C. 
Nielsen Tennis Center, modifications to the parking lot along Hibbard Rd., improvements to 
the Service Center, and related site improvements.   

The plans before the Board were developed as part of a master plan process conducted by the 
Park District in recent years.  The improvements currently under consideration are Phase One 
of improvements to the Skokie Playfields campus and consist of the following: (A) an 
addition to the A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center, (B) parking lot modifications, and (C) 
modification to the Service Center at the north boundary of the site. 

 Figure 1   
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Phase Two of the Park District’s proposed improvements include reconfiguration of playfields 
and the golf driving range.  A Special Use Permit application was submitted March 1, 2012 
for Phase Two and is scheduled for review by the Plan Commission, Zoning Board of 
Appeals, and the Design Review Board in March and April.   

A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center 

A single-story addition located on the south end of the east side of the building, measuring 
approximately 1,800 s.f., would provide a larger reception area, lobby, lounge, and new office 
space (p. 38).  The additional area would allow for the renovation of existing spaces including 
locker rooms and bathrooms, as well as making those facilities ADA compliant. 

Tennis Center and Playfields Parking Lot Modification 

The existing parking configuration (p. 34) results in several deficiencies identified by the Park 
District, including poor internal circulation, limited patron drop-off space for both the 
playfields and the Tennis Center, and inadequate vehicle stacking space at both Hibbard Rd. 
driveways.   

The proposed parking configuration would improve internal circulation by providing two 
dedicated drop-off areas, one at the Tennis Center entrance and one at the far north end of the 
lot serving playfield users and visitors to the administration offices.  Also, exiting traffic flow 
would be improved with a larger stacking area at the Elm St. and Hibbard Rd. exit drive, as 
well as new dedicated right turn lanes at both exits.  

Internal landscape islands are proposed to soften the new parking lot and provide a visual 
break to asphalt areas.  Perimeter screening is also proposed with the intent of providing a 
buffer to views of the parking area from Hibbard Rd. and adjacent parcels.  A conceptual 
landscape plan is included on p. 36, the plan depicts a new 10 ft. wide multi-use path adjacent 
to Hibbard Rd., which would replace the 5 ft. wide sidewalk.   

The proposed parking area would be lit with five new 25 ft. tall light poles as shown on p. 37.  
Photometric readings show light intensity resulting from the new light fixtures ranging from a 
high value of approximately 5.0 foot-candles near the base of each fixture to a low 0.0 value at 
Hibbard Rd., demonstrating that the proposed parking lot lighting will not spill onto adjacent 
properties. 

Service Center Improvements 

Interior and exterior renovations are proposed for the Service Center building.  The proposed 
improvements would not change the footprint of the existing Service Center; the exterior 
alterations are intended to improve the appearance of the buildings.  Also, restrooms within 
the existing Service Center building would be made available to the public.   

The existing outdoor storage bins currently located along Hibbard Rd. would be removed to 
accommodate an additional 17 parking spaces (pgs. 42-43).  Similar to the Tennis Center 
parking lot, the Service Center parking lot is shown developed with internal and perimeter 
plant material and similarly illuminated.  The widened entrance drive off Hibbard Rd. is 
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intended to allow use of the expanded parking lot by the public, whereas it is currently limited 
to staff use. 

In total, the proposed addition to the Tennis Center and the parking lot improvements, at both 
the Tennis Center and Service Center, would add 19,429.91 s.f. of impermeable lot coverage.  
As indicated on the attached zoning matrix (p. 5) the proposed improvements comply with the 
zoning ordinance.    

Traffic and Parking Study 

As part of the Special Use Permit application, a Parking and Traffic Assessment was prepared 
by Gewalt Hamilton Associates (GHA) (pgs. 22-33).  The GHA study concludes with the 
following determinations and findings: 

 The planned expansion of the Tennis Center and changes to the operation of the 
Service Center are expected to have a negligible impact on the volume of traffic 
generated by the site; 

 Modifications to the configuration of the parking lot will improve on-site circulation; 

 There will be a slight increase in the number of parking spaces provided; 

Director of Public Works/Village Engineer Steve Saunders has reviewed the parking and 
traffic assessment by GHA, his memorandum is attached (pgs. 13-16).  In response to 
comments from Mr. Saunders, GHA submitted the attached letter dated January 24, 2012 and 
revised Exhibits (p. 17-21). 

The attached written application submitted by the Park District addresses the six standards for 
granting a Special Use Permit (pgs. 6-12). 

Recommendations of Lower Boards 

At the Plan Commission meeting January 25, 2012, the nine voting members present voted 
unanimously to find the application consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

At the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting February 13, 2012 the six members present voted 
unanimously to recommend approval of the Special Use Permit. 

At its meeting February 16, 2012, the Design Review Board (DRB) reviewed the Special Use 
Permit application for consistency with Village Design Guidelines and voted unanimously to 
give favorable comment on the project.  Because of the large scope of work, and due to the 
fact some of the plans were somewhat conceptual in nature, the DRB requested that some 
items be brought back for further review, including material samples for the brick and stone, a 
detailed landscape plan, detailed sign drawings, and a detail for the exterior wall materials at 
the service center building.    

The DRB conditioned its favorable comments on: (a) Village Engineer review of turning 
movements in reconfigured parking lot; (b) expressing concern regarding the addition of 
impermeable area in the floodplain, and the review by the Village Engineer of the 
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adequacy of civil and storm water plans, with no variances from floodplain regulations; 
(c) further review of any building mounted lighting, if proposed.  
 

Recommendation: 

Consider introduction of Ordinance M-3-2012, granting the special use permit to permit a 
building addition to the A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center, modifications to the parking lot along 
Hibbard Rd., improvements to the Service Center, and related site improvements. 
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ZONING MATRIX

ADDRESS:  530-600 Hibbard Rd. (Park District Tennis and Service Centers)
CASE NO:  12-02-SU
ZONING:  R-2

OK

Min. Average Lot Width

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

Max. Gross Floor Area

Max. Impermeable Surface

Min. Front Yard (East)

Min. Side Yard (North)

Min. Total Side Yards

Min. Rear Yard (West)

NOTES: (1) Based on entire Park District property of 160 acres.

(2) Setback to A. C. Nielsen Tennis Center

(3) Setback to proposed covered entry to A. C. Nielsen Tennis Center

 (+) 300 FT (+) 300 FT

(+) 25 FT

TOTALPROPOSED

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

25 FT

STATUS

N/A

ITEM REQUIREMENT

Min. Lot Size 24,000 SF 160 acres N/A

EXISTING

OK

1,745,464 SF (1) 135,907 SF 2,005.91 SF 137,912.91 SF OK

100 FT (+) 1000 FT N/A N/A

OK

3,490,928 SF (1) 614,631 SF 19,429.91 SF 634,060.91 SF OK

1,607,641.88 SF (1)  130,589 SF 1,817.78 132,406.78

OK

12 FT (+) 30 FT N/A N/A OK

50 FT 115 FT (2) 93.39 FT (3) N/A

OK

OK
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ORDINANCE NO. M-3-2012 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
GRANTING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

TO ALLOW THE WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT TO CONSTRUCT 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE SERVICE CENTER AND  

NIELSEN TENNIS CENTER (530-600 Hibbard) 
 

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 are 

matters pertaining to the affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the Winnetka Park District is the beneficial owner of the following 

described real estate (the “Subject Property”), which is commonly known as 530-600 Hibbard, 

Winnetka, Illinois: 

The North ½ of the East ½  of the Northeast ¼ of Section 19 (except the easterly 
33 feet thereof), Township 42 North, Range 13, East of the Third Principal 
Meridian in the Village of Winnetka, Cook County, Illinois; and 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located in the R-2 Zoning District provided in 

Chapter 17.24 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code; and 

WHEREAS, the Winnetka Park District is a body corporate and politic of the State of 

Illinois and operates a tennis complex and service center on the Subject Property, which is a 160-

acre parcel that is part of the Skokie Play Fields, on the west side of Hibbard Road between Pine 

and Oak Streets; and 

WHEREAS, park facilities are permitted as special uses in the R-2 Single-Family 

Residential District, subject to the conditions and requirements pertaining to special uses, as set 

forth in Chapter 17.56 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, on July 16, 2002, the Council adopted Ordinance M-22-2002, granting the 

Winnetka Park District a special use permit to allow the construction of a one-story addition for 

administrative offices along the north side of the existing A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center building on 

the Subject Property at 540 Hibbard Road; and 
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WHEREAS, on March 5, 2003, the Council adopted Ordinance M-10-2003, granting the 

Winnetka Park District a special use permit to allow the construction of a one-story garage 

building at the Skokie Playfield Service Center located at the north end of the Subject Property 

and commonly known as 600 Hibbard Road; and 

WHEREAS, the Winnetka Park District (“Applicant”) has now filed an application for 

an amendment to its existing special use permit pursuant to Section 17.56.010(I) of the Winnetka 

Zoning Ordinance, to allow the construction of a building addition to the A.C. Nielsen Tennis 

Center, modifications to the adjacent parking lot along Hibbard Road, improvements to its 

Service Center and other related site improvements; and 

WHEREAS, a single-story addition measuring approximately 1,800 square feet is 

proposed for the south end of the east side of the A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center, to provide a larger 

reception area, lobby, lounge and new office space, as well as allow for the renovation of 

existing spaces such as locker rooms and bathrooms, to bring these facilities up to ADA 

standards; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed new parking configuration includes plans for: (a) two 

dedicated drop-off areas, one at the Tennis Center entrance and one at the far north end of the lot 

serving playfield users and visitors to the administration offices; (b) a larger stacking area at the 

Elm Street and Hibbard Road exit drive, and new dedicated right turn lanes at both exits; (c) 

internal landscape islands to soften the new parking lot and provide a visual break from asphalt 

areas; (d)  perimeter screening to provide a buffer to views of the parking area from Hibbard 

Road and adjacent parcels; and (e) five new 25-foot tall light poles that will have a light intensity 

such that the parking lot lighting will not spill onto adjacent properties; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Service Center improvements consist of interior and exterior 

renovations that include: (a) exterior alterations which are intended to improve the appearance of 

the buildings; (b) renovation of restrooms, which will then be made available to the public; (c) 

removal of existing outdoor storage bins along Hibbard Road to accommodate 17 additional 

parking spaces; (d) landscaping and lighting similar to the lighting proposed for the parking lot; 

and (e) widening of the entrance drive off Hibbard Road to allow the use of the expanded 

parking lot by the public; and 

WHEREAS, on February 16, 2012, on due notice thereof, the Design Review Board 

considered the design of the proposed improvements and unanimously issued favorable comment 
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on the design of the project and requested that some items be brought back for further review, 

including material samples for the brick and stone, a detailed landscape plan, detailed sign 

drawings and a detail for the exterior wall materials at the Service Center building; and 

WHEREAS, the Design Review Board further conditioned its favorable comments upon: 

(a) Village Engineer review of turning movements in the reconfigured parking lot; (b) Village 

Engineer review of the impact of the addition of impermeable area in the flood plain and the 

adequacy of civil and storm water plans, with no variances from floodplain regulations; and (c) 

further review of any building-mounted lighting, if proposed; and 

WHEREAS, on February 13, 2012, on due notice thereof, the Zoning Board of Appeals 

held a public hearing to consider the amendment to the special use permit for the proposed 

improvements to the Nielsen Tennis Center, parking lot and Service Center, and by the 

unanimous vote of the Board’s six members, has recommended that the requested special use 

permit be granted; and 

WHEREAS, no owners of property located within 250 feet of the Subject Property have 

filed written objections to the special use application; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed new construction complies with all zoning bulk, lot coverage 

and setback requirements; and 

WHEREAS, the Director of Public Works has reviewed the traffic impact study 

prepared by the Applicant’s traffic engineers and concurs with the conclusions that (i) the 

planned expansion of the Tennis Center and changes to the operation of the Service Center are 

expected to have a negligible impact on the volume of traffic generated by the site; (ii) 

modifications to the configuration of the parking lot will improve on-site circulation; and (iii) 

there will be a slight increase in the number of parking spaces provided; and 

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2012, on due notice thereof, the Plan Commission convened 

to consider the proposed additional facilities, at which time 10 voting members of the Plan 

Commission were present; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant’s representative member of the Plan Commission recused 

himself from the consideration of the application, whereupon the remaining nine members 

considered the requested special use and, by the unanimous vote of the nine participating 

members, found the proposed special use to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, 
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Winnetka 2020, and have reported to the Council recommending that the special use be granted; 

and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s goal 

to preserve and enhance those public assets, public lands, natural resources and architecturally 

significant structures that create the attractive appearance and peaceful, single-family residential 

character of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s goal 

to limit commercial, institutional and residential development within the Village to minimize the 

potentially adverse impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

objective to protect residential neighborhoods and homes from the encroachment of incompatible 

land uses and traffic patterns, and is compatible with the objective to maintain the quiet 

ambience of residential neighborhoods; and  

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

objective to ensure safe and attractive access to educational and community institutions and is 

compatible with the goal to preserve or expand the quantity, quality and distribution of open 

space and recreational opportunities; and  

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

objective to preserve significant trees and encourage new tree planting on public and private 

properties to the greatest extent possible and is compatible with the objective to encourage the 

preservation of open space inside and outside the Village; and  

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

recommendation to ensure proposals do not have an adverse impact on the residential character 

of the surrounding residential neighborhoods and is compatible with the recommendation to 

encourage governmental and non-governmental institutions to work with their constituents, 

neighbors and the Village to minimize the impact of traffic and parking on surrounding 

residential streets; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

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  
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WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

objective to use high quality design and materials when constructing public improvements; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

objective to support the development of recreational facilities to meet the needs of residents of 

all ages; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s objective to 

engage in a public process that balances institutional goals and minimizes any adverse impact to the 

character of the adjacent residential neighborhood; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is consistent with the objective to foster greater 

cooperation among all institutions in the joint use of their recreational facilities; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Council accepts the Plan Commission’s finding that the proposed 

special use is consistent with the recommendations stated in Section 4.3.6 of the Comprehensive Plan 

to cooperate with the Winnetka Park District in achieving the District’s goal of providing Village 

residents with high quality recreational programs and open space, to work with the Park District to 

minimize the impact of existing programs on adjacent neighborhoods, and to coordinate planning 

for new facilities and programs to balance recreational needs of the community with the residential 

character of the surrounding neighborhood; and 

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the proposal to construct a one-story addition to the 

Tennis Center, reconfigure and add new lighting and landscaping to the parking lot of the Tennis 

Center  and Playfields, and renovate the Service Center is consistent, overall, with the 

Comprehensive Plan, Winnetka 2020; and 

WHEREAS, the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development and 

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

district, nor will it substantially diminish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity, as 

the proposed improvements will not alter the existing use of the Subject Property and are not in 

close proximity to any of the single family residential uses in the neighborhood; and 

WHEREAS, adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities 

necessary for the operation of the special use either exist or will be provided, in that (i) the 

proposed improvements have been designed to meet existing needs; (ii) the proposed 

improvements will add additional public parking and will provide improved access and 
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circulation within the existing parking areas; and (iii) the Subject Property is currently fully 

served by all utilities; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed improvements will not be substantially injurious to the use 

and enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity, in that the Park District is an 

established presence in the neighborhood, the proposed parking lot configuration will improve 

the ingress and egress to both the Tennis Center and Playfields, and the expanded facilities will 

not be in close proximity to any of the single family residential uses in the neighborhood; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed improvements will be beneficial to the public health, safety, 

comfort and general welfare of the Village, by improving (i) on-site parking, (ii) the functionality 

of the Tennis Center and Playfields, (iii) and the  accessibility of the Park District’s facilities on 

the Subject Property; and 

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

of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance and other Village ordinances and codes. 

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: That, pursuant to Sections 17.56.010 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, 

Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code, a special use permit is hereby granted with respect to the 

Subject Property, which is located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District, to allow 

the Subject Property to be improved with the construction of a building addition at the south end 

of the A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center, modifications to the adjacent parking lot along Hibbard Road 

and improvements to the Park District Service Center, and other related site improvements, 

thereby improving the building exterior, eliminating outdoor storage bins, providing additional 

public rest room facilities, providing additional public parking, improving circulation and 

lighting in the public parking areas, and improving accessibility of the Park District’s facilities 

on the Subject Property, all as depicted in the plans and elevations submitted with the application 

for special use. 

SECTION 3: That, pursuant to Section 17.56.010 (G) of the Winnetka Zoning 

Ordinance, all stipulations, conditions and restrictions set forth in this Ordinance as part of the 

terms under which the special use is granted, may be modified or revised from time to time by 
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the Village Council following public notice and hearing, using the same procedures set forth in 

the Zoning Ordinance for processing the original special use application. 

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 Illinois 

Constitution of 1970. 

SECTION 5: 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:  March 20, 2012 
Posted:   
Passed and Approved:   
Posted:   
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WINNETKA PLAN COMMISSION  
MEETING MINUTES 

JANUARY 25, 2012 
 
Members Present:    Becky Hurley, Chairperson  

Jan Bawden 
Jack Coladarci 
Chuck Dowding 
Paul Dunn 
John Golan 
John Jansson 
Jeanne Morette 
John Thomas  
Susan Whitcomb  

 
Non-voting Member(s) Present:  Gene Greable 
      Joni Johnson  
 
Members Absent:    Louise Holland 
 
Village Staff:     Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community  
      Development 
 
Comment to Village Council and Zoning Board of Appeals Regarding Special Use Permit 
Application by the Winnetka Park District, 540 Hibbard Road, for Consistency with 
Winnetka 2020 Comprehensive Plan - (a) Proposed Modification to Service Center 
Building, (b) Expansion of Nielsen Tennis Center and (c) Reconfiguration of Parking Area 
and Related Site Improvements                                                                                                         
 
Mr. Thomas informed the Commission that upon the advice of the Village Council, he must 
recuse himself from the discussion and left the meeting at this time.  
 
Terry Schwartz, the Executive Director of the Winnetka Park District, introduced himself to the 
Commission.  He stated that the request represented an accumulation of five years of work and 
referred to the request as a project which could advance the community significantly in the next 
couple of years.  Mr. Schwartz stated that there would be other representatives also who would 
be speaking on the matter and introduced Scott Freres of the Lakota Group, Don Matthews of 
Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Colin Marshall of Greene & Associates Architects, and Gary Frank 
of H. Gary Frank Architects.  
 
Mr. Freres provided a PowerPoint presentation to the Commission which he stated focused on 
the Skokie playfield master plan special use and that they would be targeting two specific 
initiatives.  He stated that he would give an overview of what they have been working on over 
the past several years.  He stated that the project has been driven out of the master plan process 
which has been a five year process which included three years of planning.   
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Mr. Freres informed the Commission that the plan was approved on April 28, 2010 by the Park 
District Board as a master plan and that numerous initiatives focused on it and came out of this 
process.  He stated that the Park District Board met again in July and focused their efforts on 
what they called their target initiatives for Phase 1 which consisted of three items, the first of 
which is the ballfield reconfiguration and the storm water management plan.  Mr. Freres stated 
that while those items are a major part of the process, they would not be a part of the submission 
at this meeting.  He informed the Commission that the service center improvements would be a 
part of the special use permit as well as the tennis center improvements of which there are two 
components.  Mr. Freres stated that they are the building component which related to the push-
out expansion and improvements to the main lobby entrance and that associated with that are the 
parking lot improvements and the geometric configurations of the existing parking lot at the Elm 
Street and Hibbard Road intersection. 
 
Mr. Freres stated that the Park District Board has authorized the design team to proceed with the 
zoning approval and design development process, and that there has been detailed site surveying, 
tree inventory review, groundwater monitoring, detailed site design layout and preliminary 
budget testing.  He stated that there has been continuous input and coordination with the Village 
staff and the storm water engineering consultants, the park board/staff, the recreation/user groups 
and regulating agencies. Mr. Freres stated that they are aware that they are sitting in the major 
flood plain.  
 
Mr. Freres went on to state that Phase 1 of the plan included storm water management 
reconfiguration and the ballfield reconfiguration while maintaining best management practices 
throughout the entire project components. He reiterated that the playfield reconfiguration storm 
water system will be forthcoming and that at this meeting, they are presenting initiative no. 2 
which included the Nielsen Center improvements of a 2,000 square foot tennis center entry 
lobby, improving the lounge area, improved vehicular and pedestrian circulation and pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities.  Mr. Freres informed the Commission that with regard to the parking lot 
reconfiguration, there would be a total of 19 additional parking spaces.  He also stated that there 
would be improved directional wayfinding signage and an enhanced landscape character.  Mr. 
Freres stated that Gary Frank would discuss those specifics.  
 
Gary Frank of H. Gary Frank Architects stated that he is excited to have the opportunity to 
improve the character of the community.  He then identified the existing entrance of the Nielsen 
Center and stated that the front entrances are not always used.  Mr. Frank stated that the Park 
District asked how it could be improved and that they need new offices and a new lobby and 
lounge space.  
 
Mr. Dunn asked if there would be no angled parking at the building.  
 
Mr. Frank responded that the rendering was done before the reconfiguration and that the plans 
are correct.  He then referred to the configuration inside of the building and identified the 
parking drop-off area.  Mr. Frank referred to an overhang to protect those coming in and out of 
the facilities and that there would be a nice vestibule and entry area.  He stated that the main 
offices would be moved to the front of the facility and that there would be a nice 
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lounge/recreation area which would have uses similar to that at the paddle hut.  Mr. Frank then 
identified the existing entrance and stated that the building would be brought out in front of the 
existing building.  He stated that the rendering showed that the proposed addition would match 
the building in terms of aesthetics.   Mr. Frank then identified elevation drawings of the building.  
Mr. Frank then stated that the traffic and parking, lighting and landscaping items would be 
discussed by Don Matthews.  
 
Don Matthews of Gewalt Hamilton Associates introduced himself to the Commission and stated 
that he is responsible for dealing with the site improvements.  He stated that he would talk 
primarily about the tennis center parking lot.  Mr. Matthews stated that with regard to the 
improvements to the tennis center, he referred the Commission to an illustration and stated that 
the improvements to the parking lot would improve circulation at the drop-off area at the north 
end of the lot.  He stated that there is currently a tight cul-de-sac which he identified for the 
Commission which allowed one vehicle to pass through at a time.  Mr. Matthews then identified 
the one-way circular drop-off area which would provide room for five or six vehicles and that 
there would be an inside lane as well.  
 
Mr. Matthews also stated that the illustration showed the drop-off drive in the front of the tennis 
center lobby which would not interfere with the circulation in the parking lot.  He then stated that 
in terms of ingress and egress, there would be an increase in the stacking lane coming off 
Hibbard Road and that there would be a second outbound lane added.  Mr. Matthews stated that 
there would be a modernized, signalized intersection and that they planned on working with the 
Village in connection with the details.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that there would be an improvement to the Oak lane driveway extension.  
He then stated that with regard to the number of parking spaces in the parking lot, he referred the 
Commission to the engineering plan which showed the parking lot in greater detail.  Mr. 
Matthews stated that at the south end of the parking lot, they planned to add a second outbound 
lane. 
 
Mr. Matthews stated that the packet of materials included the traffic and parking study which 
was prepared with the exception of the entire site being redeveloped.  He stated that in 
connection with these improvements, they did not expect an increase in any traffic volume or 
parking and that they would not be adding any more uses to the space or demand.  Mr. Matthews 
stated that as a whole, the entire site had sufficient parking and that the peak time is from 10:00 
AM to 1:00 PM in the afternoon on weekdays and on weekends.   He then identified more 
convenient parking for the ball fields.   
 
Mr. Matthews then stated that with regard to the storm water management improvements, the 
bulk of it would be discussed with the proposed ballfield improvements.  He stated that for this 
submission, they considered these projects as if they were stand alone projects and that if the 
other improvements did not move forward, these improvements would satisfy the Village 
requirements and can move forward on their own.  Mr. Matthews informed the Commission that 
with these improvements, there would be a net gain of half an acre of new impervious area which 
has been quantified with the design and re-grading of the parking lot to place retention on the 
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surface of the parking lot and then drain into the sewers and then toward the golf course.  He also 
stated that with regard to the flood plain storage, grading would be done so that there is no loss 
of flood storage.  
 
Mr. Matthews then stated that with regard to the tennis center lighting, he referred the 
Commission to a drawing which showed the evaluation of the photometrics of the parking lot.  
He stated that they found that the lighting system that is proposed would not result into the 
spillage of light on the adjoining properties.  Mr. Matthews then referred to a photograph of the 
existing light standard in the parking lot which is similar to that of the new configuration.  He 
stated that the only difference is that most of the lights proposed have a single head and that they 
would be the same height at 25 feet with the same wattage and look in terms of the color of the 
fixtures and that the light would be directed downward.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that while not included in the packet of materials, with regard to the landscape 
plan, they met with Jim Stier and Steve Saunders.  He then identified the new trees in the 
illustration and stated that the trees which they planned on saving and relocating are those with 
the light green circles.  Mr. Freres then referred to the large trees along the face of the building 
which include three honey locust 12 inch caliper trees which they planned on moving and 
relocating on the overall site.  He stated that there are other red maple trees in the front of the 
Nielsen Center which are too big to move and which would be removed as part of the process, 
along with some trees which are not in good condition.     
 
Mr. Freres stated that with regard to the existing foundation plantings, they plan to save as many 
of them to the extent possible.  He also stated that in connection with the increased amount of 
impervious surface, he referred to the goals of the Design Review Board and the design 
guidelines and stated that it is their intent to comply in terms of the interior parking landscape.   
Mr. Freres stated that their goal focused on putting those design guidelines in the plan and that 
they have exceeded the interior lot landscape requirements in terms of green space.  He also 
identified a continuous hedge along the edge of the parking areas.   
 
Mr. Freres then stated that a big part of the plan was putting in a community bike/walking trail 
along Hibbard Road.  He stated that they felt that it is part of good planning for the community 
recreation center.  Mr. Freres stated that there would be a 10 foot pedestrian bike trail which 
would be provided within the public right-of-way.  He stated that the idea was to provide within 
the public right-of-way the idea of moving people from their initial plans which was from Pine to 
Oak to the north and out to Willow Road.  Mr. Freres stated that there is a plan to link all of the 
bike trails ultimately.   
 
Mr. Jansson asked where is the easternmost line of the parking lot and if it is going farther east.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that there is a 5 foot parkway with a 10 foot bike path and then room in the 
parking lot.  He confirmed that there would be room for the bike trail.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked if the sod is 5 feet wide.  
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Mr. Freres confirmed that is correct.  
 
Mr. Coladarci asked if the path is below street level.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that even with the curb, it is slightly less.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that the lot would be pushing more west toward the building.  
 
Mr. Coladarci asked if they considered making the bike path lower than Hibbard Road.   
 
Mr. Matthews informed the Commission that the bike path is higher than the parking lot and 
lower than the street.  
 
Mr. Coladarci asked if it could be dropped down more.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that retaining walls and handicap access are the problem and that it needed to 
be ADA compliant.  
 
Mr. Coladarci stated that would make it less likely that a child would ride a bike across the street.  
 
Mr. Freres indicated that they are trying to limit those using the parking lot for school traffic and 
that the shrubs would help a little.  He stated that the goal is the improvement of signalization.  
 
Mr. Matthews noted that it would be safer for the competing uses of the bike path and that the 
details still need to be worked out.  He informed the Commission that when they design the bike 
path, they have to be careful to have recovery zones on either side.   
 
Chairperson Hurley suggested that the applicant go through the presentation before any other 
questions are asked.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that in summary of the tree preservation, there are 10 trees which are above the 
required 8 inch caliper to be removed, two of which are in poor condition.  He stated that there 
are three trees which are above 8 caliper inches which will be relocated and that they would 
relocate trees in the Hibbard Road right of way where they can.  Mr. Freres also stated that they 
planned to relocate 2 additional trees and that they would be putting back in 26 to 38 new trees.  
He reiterated that their goal is to meet the requirement and exceed the requirement in terms of 
the replacement caliper inches.  Mr. Freres then introduced Colin Marshall. 
 
Colin Marshall of Green & Associates stated that the goals of the service center improvements 
are threefold, first to improve the condition and the function of the site, second to improve the 
appearance and condition of the building exterior and third, to improve the condition and 
function of the interior of the building.  He then identified the northeast corner of the Skokie 
playfield site.  Mr. Marshall stated that the site improvements would have the most impact on the 
public and use of this area.  
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Mr. Marshall stated that with regard to the existing east parking area, half of it is given to staff 
for parking and that the lower half is part of the service yard.  He informed the Commission that 
the material storage bins are proposed to be relocated to the screened northwest service area 
which would allow the south half to be developed into the expanded parking area used by the 
public.  Mr. Marshall described it as a huge improvement since there is not a lot of parking 
adjacent to the north end of the playfield.   
 
Mr. Marshall stated that second, with regard to the improved appearance of the streetscape on 
Hibbard Road, they would be meeting and exceeding the parking landscape requirements.   He 
indicated that they planned to pay special attention to restoring the appearance of the building.  
Mr. Marshall stated that it is a screened and nondescript building now.  Mr. Marshall commented 
that the building had the potential for a nice restoration and that there are nice period details on 
the building which date back to the 1920's.  He stated that the bike path would continue in an 
area which he identified for the Commission and would improve pedestrian and bicycle safety.  
He then stated that the 17 additional parking spaces would be a huge benefit to the site.  Mr. 
Marshall concluded by stating that with regard to the interior of the building, while it would 
include the upgrade of offices for the Park District, the restrooms would also be upgraded as well 
as other upgrades and modifications.   
 
Mr. Freres then stated that with regard to tree preservation, for those concerned with green 
efforts, they are planning on saving evergreens and columnar maples.  He stated that what would 
transform the space more than anything else would be the sheds coming down.  Mr. Freres stated 
that the focus would be on saving the big evergreens, Arbor Vitaes and white pines and that they 
would fill in the area with new tree plantings and shrub planting against the parking area, as well 
as to fill in the islands with grasses and other ornamental, low maintenance items along the face 
of the building.  He informed the Commission that 7 trees would be removed which are above 8 
caliper inches, 5 of which are ash or silver maple which are in poor condition.  Mr. Freres 
reiterated that they are planning on putting in the amount of caliper of trees which would meet or 
exceed the requirements.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that with regard to timing, the goal for the construction of the tennis park and 
service center would be to start in July and completing it by January 2013.  He noted that the 
service center completion would be based on the phasing requirements.  Mr. Freres then asked 
the Commission if they had any questions.  
 
Chairperson Hurley asked the Village staff for their comment.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that he would provide a brief description of the Commission’s role in the 
special use process.  He stated that the Commission is charged with evaluating the project and 
issuing findings to the Village Council as to whether the application is consistent or not with the 
2020 Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Norkus stated that to assist the Commission in making that 
determination, he called to the Commission’s attention the relative policy statements and 
objectives in the Comprehensive Plan and stated that on page 4, there are several findings for the 
Commission to consider.  He stated that the application would also be reviewed by the by the 
Zoning Board of Appeals and Design Review Board, and that all three lower boards will have 

55192



January 25, 2012          Page 7 
 
their recommendations transmitted to the Village Council which would most likely occur in 
March.  Mr. Norkus stated that the application would go through the Environmental and Forestry 
Commission in February which would be looking at the tree removals and replacements.  
 
Mr. Norkus stated that lastly, the materials point out the Village staff making several comments 
with regard to the Park District’s traffic and parking study.  He noted that Steve Saunders’ 
memorandum was emailed to everyone earlier in the day, and that Mr. Saunders is present to 
answer any questions the Commission may have.  
 
Mr. Saunders introduced himself to the Commission as the Public Works Director and Engineer.  
He stated that in reviewing the traffic and parking study, the application for a minor addition to 
the tennis center and service center and would not change or increase the intensity of use.  Mr. 
Saunders then stated that with regard to the traffic impact, he looked at the existing conditions 
and that the memorandum attached to his memorandum indicated the level of service at the 
intersection would decrease at the intersection.  He also stated that it assumed a 20% increase in 
traffic overall, but not directly associated with the use.  Mr. Saunders concluded that with regard 
to the traffic, there would be no deleterious impact.  
 
Mr. Saunders then stated that in connection with the parking situation, the applicant would be 
providing additional spaces with 19 parking spaces mostly at the north end which would help 
with the athletic field area where there is pressure now.  He stated that with regard to overflow 
parking, it was not evaluated in the applicant’s study.  Mr. Saunders indicated that the project 
went a long way toward improving the current conditions.  He stated that by separating parking 
into different pods and providing a clearly delineated way in and out would serve as an 
improvement. 
 
Mr. Saunders went on to state that with regard to lowering the bike path, there is no room to play 
with and referred to the storm sewer underneath it.  He indicated that there would be limited 
ability to consider lowering the bike path.  Mr. Saunders stated that in connection with additional 
comments on storm water management, a preliminary review of the calculations was done and 
two requirements of storm water detention were addressed.  He stated that the idea for storm 
water retention is to hold and release water at a contained rate.  Mr. Saunders noted that the 
applicant is not proposing to release the water into the main storm system on Hibbard Road, but 
in a storm water management system toward the golf course.  He stated that there would be 
limited impact to the areas east and north of the facility.  Mr. Saunders also stated that they 
planned to hold water on the parking lot.  He informed the Commission that any fill in the flood 
plain has to be offset by an equivalent of compensatory storage which would be done by 
lowering both parking areas.  Mr. Saunders noted that the Park District would be working the 
Village staff and Christopher Burke Engineering to integrate their improvements with those 
improvements going forward.     
 
Chairperson Hurley stated that with regard to the proposal, the Commission is to look at the 
existing conditions to make sure that for the development, traffic and the parking lot, there would 
not be more trouble.  She also referred to safety concerns. 
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Mr. Saunders stated that to the extent of traffic and pedestrians, the movements in the parking lot 
are being clarified and that it is readily apparent to the user, which he stated represented a 
significant improvement.  He also stated that the parking lot improvements would be very 
beneficial for safety since it will help clarify movements and reduce unexpected vehicle-
pedestrian conflicts.  Mr. Saunders added that the improved signal will also help.   
 
Ms. Johnson referred to the residential area landscaping on the corners and asked if there is a 
certain number of feet to the sidewalk.  She stated that she assumed that it would comply with 
the regulations. 
 
Mr. Freres confirmed that is correct and that all of the landscaping would be pushed 25 feet off 
the lines.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked with regard to the new traffic signal, if they are planning a “Left Turn” 
signal.  She also asked if it was justified.  
 
Mr. Saunders stated that there is not enough turning volume to warrant that, but that they can 
look into it.   
 
Mr. Matthews informed the Commission that a “Right Turn on Red” should not be prohibited.  
He stated that they can also have a sign which stated “No Right Turn on Red” when pedestrians 
are present.  
 
Mr. Jansson stated that with regard to safety, since the bike path they think would have more use 
and traffic on it, it is parallel to Hibbard Road.  He stated that over there today, the children do 
not cross at the intersection.  Mr. Jansson stated that he wondered if there would be any merit in 
raising the curb along that area to protect bikers and to encourage the children to cross at the 
light.  
 
Mr. Saunders responded that a raised curb would not encourage children to cross at the light.  He 
stated that the applicant proposed to increase the separation distance from the roadway to the 
path of 5 feet.  
 
Chairperson Hurley asked if it would be reasonable to suggest a different type of barrier such as 
a chain or bollard.   
 
Mr. Dunn stated that for the snow, there is a 10 foot wide break path.  He also stated that walking 
and biking occurred more on the east side of Hibbard Road and commented that there should be 
a sidewalk there.   
 
Mr. Saunders informed the Commission that there is significant use of that sidewalk toward 
Washburne although he is not sure what kind of use it would get from Oak Street to Cherry.  He 
referred to the intended improvement of Willow Road of the sidewalk on the north side of 
Willow Road.  Mr. Saunders then stated that on the other side, there would be something to 
network into in the future.  
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Ms. Bawden stated that for the children on that side of the street, the logic is to say if you build 
it, they would come.  She asked to what extent would there be an investment.  Ms. Bawden 
indicated that she hoped the bike path would be able to reduce vehicular traffic and that there 
would definitely be merit in that effort.  She then stated that the problem with regard to the 
Environmental and Forestry Commission would be the increase in impermeable surface.   
 
Mr. Dowding asked about the status of the plan to build a bike path to the forest preserve from 
the golf course.   
 
Mr. Schwartz responded that they abandoned that because of the cost to navigate through the 
forest preserve.  He then stated that there would be an almost completely integrated bike path in 
the community.     
 
Mr. Dowding commented that it would be nice to have a bike path north since it would be the 
only way to get to the forest preserve and that alternative represented a very desirable answer to 
the lack of a path from the golf course. 
 
Mr. Golan stated that with regard to safety, the project would be a huge improvement to the 
Village.  He stated that people would be pulling into the park with a hairpin 180 degree turn to 
drop children off and asked if that is realistic.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that there are some tradeoffs to any design and that with this parking lot, 
there are limitations.  He stated that there would be an advantage of having a stacking distance 
between Hibbard Road and the distance to the first parking lot.  He stated that vehicles would 
travel at a slow speed there and that they modeled vehicles making the turn and are confident 
that it would work.  He commented that while that is a good point, the design represented the 
best alternative given the circumstances. 
 
Mr. Saunders stated that it would be addressed by the inbound lane which would be 14 feet wide 
and the turning lane which is 14 feet wide where it is normally only 12 feet wide.   
 
Mr. Matthews added that it would be all one-way traffic. 
 
Ms. Morette suggested that a tree could be removed to open that lane.  
 
Mr. Matthews referred the Commission to an illustration and stated that they felt that it is 
important for the stacking distance to be there.  He stated that as you come into the parking lot, 
you would have a period of time to decelerate before turning.  He also commented that it would 
be quite generous in terms of radius.   
 
Ms. Bawden referred to a scenario where two large vehicles with a lot of children trying to make 
that turn.  She described it as a very vulnerable spot to the plan.   
 
Mr. Matthews responded that they did and that a sufficient distance is needed to allow 
deceleration before turning.   
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Chairperson Hurley asked the traffic engineer for his advice.   
 
Mr. Saunders confirmed that there would be no problem with regard to the way it is designed for 
reasons that Mr. Matthews explained.  He also stated that if the traffic flow is reversed, it would 
be more problematic.  Mr. Saunders stated that the speed of traffic in the parking lot would be 
much lower than that on a street system.  He added that you would not find that to be a difficult 
maneuver and reiterated that the lane would be wider than that on regular through streets.  
 
Mr. Coladarci asked if they have to keep Elm Street open or can they close it in terms egress and 
ingress. He described it as a complicated intersection.   
 
Mr. Saunders stated that there are several reasons.  He stated that first, the existing signalized 
intersection is the safest way out of the location.  Mr. Saunders stated that second, at certain 
times of the day, Oak Street is one-way westbound which would make it that much slower for 
vehicles coming out.  He then stated that third, it is nice in terms of disbursement since there is 
also the ice rink and tennis area.  Mr. Saunders indicated that it is better rather than concentrating 
everything in one location.  
 
Mr. Coladarci then asked why not locate the entrance mid-block then.  
 
Mr. Saunders responded that the loss would outweigh any benefit by not having an entrance and 
exit at a signalized intersection.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked with regard to the north turnaround, would there be a problem if a vehicle is 
not close enough to the curb.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that with regard to the width similar to that of a Village street in this 
location, there would be more than enough room.  He added that it would be made wide because 
that turn would be made.  Mr. Matthews noted that it would be striped as two lanes.   
 
Chairperson Hurley asked if there would be short-term parking for Park District business.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that they have not given consideration to that yet.  
 
Chairperson Hurley then asked with regard to widening the throat of the entrance and access, if 
there would be any pedestrian impact with a wider crosswalk north to south.   
 
Mr. Saunders stated that there will be a striped crosswalk and a “Don’t Walk” signal.   
 
Chairperson Hurley asked if there were any other questions.    
 
Mr. Dunn asked in connection with the entry if there is enough room or if they considered a right 
turn lane or another lane for those in the turning lane.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that they did not want that and that there is not enough room for vehicles to 
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change lanes.   
 
Mr. Freres also stated that would affect two parking spaces.   
 
Mr. Saunders stated that the Commission might be over thinking this particular detail.  
 
Mr. Freres informed the Commission that there has been a lot of internal discussions and that 
patrons will figure it out.   
 
Ms. Johnson stated that since the project represented one part of the larger master plan, whether  
they contemplated the reduction of the parking at the ice arena and the golf course lot.   
 
Mr. Freres responded that they did not.  
 
Ms. Johnson then commended the applicant and stated that anything done would be a vast 
improvement.  
 
Mr. Greable stated that with regard to the parking consultant, parking is a prime issue and that 
the consultants overall will do a good job and have a lot of expertise.  He then stated that Mr. 
Saunders has been here many years and described him as very competent.  Mr. Greable stated 
that in hearing all of the comments, the consultants have the skill and expertise to make the area 
safe and enjoyable.  He then stated that he has lived in the area for years and that nowhere in the 
discussion was parking in the Washburne lot which is used a lot for park programs mentioned.  
Mr. Greable also stated that there was no reference on how to accommodate 20 vehicles parking 
at Washburne and have they alleviated that problem for those crossing Hibbard Road.  He then 
stated that a lot of Washburne staff use the Park District parking lot and that there was no 
reference to that.  Mr. Greable asked how is that being eliminated.  
 
Mr. Schwartz responded that it is not likely to be eliminated.  He informed the Commission that 
they have been coaching the school users to use the southernmost end or the north side of the ice 
rink area.   Mr. Schwartz stated that they look at the site as the major campus of the community 
and that they need to work together as a community.    
 
Mr. Saunders stated that to the extent the Washburne professionals are using Park District 
facilities, that was picked up by the consultant’s occupancy counts.  He added that there would 
still be parking spaces available even at weekday peaks.   
 
Mr. Greable then asked how did they notify the neighborhood.    
 
Mr. Norkus stated that households within a 250 foot radius are notified of the Village’s lower 
board meetings.  
 
Mr. Greable asked about feedback received.  
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that there are a couple things they are working with.  He informed the 
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Commission that there have been several meetings with the service center on the north side 
which were very mild and pleasant.  Mr. Schwartz stated that with regard to the tree program, 
they have been in constant communication with the neighborhood north of Skokie and that they 
want to meet next week with them.  He stated that there was concern with regard to old and 
fractured trees falling and damaging fence lines.  Mr. Schwartz stated that the park board held a 
meeting week ago to talk about the Skokie playfield and that they plan to have another meeting 
looking at an open house kind of affair and do a presentation.  He stated that they want to be as 
transparent as possible.  
 
Ms. Whitcomb asked Mr. Schwartz if they had been in touch with the superintendent and the 
District’s business manager. 
 
Mr. Schwartz responded that they had.  He then stated that with regard to funding, the overall 
plan is time sensitive.  
 
Ms. Whitcomb stated that while there is construction, the District would inform parents and 
children that there will be more chaos than usual.   
 
Mr. Golan asked if there would be a major impact on the user groups.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that they considered that.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that for the tennis tournament, they planned to close a portion of the lot 
which he identified and that it would be used for other purposes.  He also stated that is the reason 
that the parking lot is laid out the way it was.   
 
Mr. Dowding asked if the playground would be relocated.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that you would see it by the skate park.   
 
Mr. Dowding asked for clarification of the request going before the Environmental and Forestry 
Commission.  
 
Mr. Saunders informed the Commission that they are confident that when the request got to the 
Village Council, with regard to the tree issues, the Village Council may want to know what the 
Commission thought about it.   
 
Mr. Dowding stated that the footprint of the new addition would be twice as big as a home and 
that it would measure 2,000 square feet. He then referred to the calculations for flood water 
retention and asked who would check that.  
 
Mr. Saunders stated that it is supposed to go the Village staff as part of the application.   
 
Mr. Norkus informed the Commission that there are several components of the application 
process which the Commission does not necessarily see.  He described the storm water 
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calculations as very technical and lengthy submittals, and that the agenda report for the Plan 
Commission does not customarily review such details, that rather being the role of staff.  
 
Mr. Dowding asked the applicant to elaborate on the concerns of the Environmental and Forestry 
Commission.  He referred to the finding in connection with the evaluation of open space, the 
value of green space and storm water management.  Mr. Dowding indicated that people are very 
concerned and will be at that meeting.  
 
Mr. Saunders stated that the primary intent was to review the trees and stated that there will be 
opportunities for the Commission to comment to the Village Council on other issues.   
 
Mr. Dowding commented that it would be helpful for the Village staff to provide the 
Environmental and Forestry Commission with their opinions on the technical details as is done 
with traffic.  
 
Ms. Bawden asked with regard to impermeable surface, whether the applicant had gone through 
the exercise of looking into permeable surfaces such as cobble stone as opposed to the use of 
asphalt and cement.   
 
Mr. Matthews confirmed that they considered permeable pavement for the parking lot.  He stated 
that it would require maintenance in order to remain permeable which would be a lot of work 
and that it is an active lot.  Mr. Matthews also stated that because of the soil types in the area, 
there are generally impermeable soils.  He stated that the Park District elected not to do that here 
first with regard to maintenance reasons.  Mr. Matthews also stated that there would be water 
quality aspects handled on the remainder of the project and that the water would go through a 
network of detentions before it reached the Skokie River.  He stated that there would be no 
runoff benefit and that the water quality benefit would be met on other components of the 
project.   
 
Ms. Bawden commented that it is interesting to know that non-permeable surfaces are better in 
some instances.  
 
Mr. Freres informed the Commission that best management practices will be applied to the 
project.  He agreed that the Commission is only hearing a small amount of the big picture and 
that the bulk of the issues would be addressed in the fields and in the storm water management 
plan.   
 
Mr. Dowding asked with regard to the new entryway, if they had conducted a user survey.  He 
stated that the proposed design does not allow the watching of play.  Mr. Dowding also 
suggested that they think about the current gallery section.   
 
Mr. Frank informed the Commission that if they were to start rebuilding anything in the building 
such as opening walls to see in from the first floor into the user space, or redoing the gallery 
space, fire and life safety issues would require sprinkler protection in the entire building.  He 
stated that the way the building is designed now, it would only require them to do the new 
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portion to conform to all of the current codes.  Mr. Frank added that the 2,000 square feet 
addition would cost $17,000 in order for it to be a fire suppression building.   
 
Chairperson Hurley stated that goals and objectives the Commission would be applying are in 
some cases contradictory and that the Commission is in the position to balance their competing 
values.    
 
Mr. Greable stated that as a Village trustee, he is very involved in storm water management and 
that it is the number one priority.  He indicated that he is not sure how the storm water 
management piece would be integrated with the storm water management and that they are 
looking at many millions of dollars.  Mr. Greable also asked how much is the storm water 
management portion of the total project and how much would be allocated at this time.   
 
Mr. Saunders stated that they began the evaluation of the storm water requirements for 
improving the tree streets knowing that the Park District is going through its master plan and that 
there have been discussions with Gewalt and the Park District staff.  He noted that an area would 
be set aside for the Park District requirements to meet the regulatory requirements.  Mr. Saunders 
also stated that it was designed in the master plan that if the tunnel project did not go forward, 
this would fit into that and that the activities will be worked in and use their conveyance onto the 
golf course.  He stated that if they do go ahead with the tunnel project, this project can stand 
alone.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that when they first began working and setting the stage for what they need to 
do, the big plan coming back represents them solving all of their storm water needs for the whole 
master plan.  He informed the Commission that storm water represented 33% of the total value 
of the construction value.   
 
Mr. Greable asked what is the estimated cost for these three pieces.   
 
Chairperson Hurley stated that they would get into that conversation at the Village Council.  
 
Mr. Schwartz informed the Commission that the service center would be funded by the excess 
revenues in the annual budget which is likely a three to four year cost and is not a taxpayer issue.  
He then stated that the tennis club is enterprise funded and that there is an installment contract 
for the remainder.  Mr. Schwartz stated that the parking lot project would be incorporated with 
the fields project and that it could be between $10 and $12 million and that they will have the 
money on hand.  
 
Chairperson Hurley then referred to the service center.  She stated that in the presentation, the 
applicant is planning to move the dumpsters to the back area closer to the neighboring residents 
and asked if there were any issues with the residents as it being a nuisance. 
 
Mr. Marshall informed the Commission that they have held three separate meetings with the 
neighbors and that they have not heard anything.  He stated that there will be fewer required 
storage bins than on the site now and that where they are located now is on the far eastern side 
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along Hibbard Road.  Mr. Marshall added that the space is on grade and on a slab.  He stated that 
fewer of those are needed on the site now since most were moved to the landfill site.  Mr. 
Marshall described it as a little tradeoff and that for the limited deliveries, they will extend west 
of the site and that the trucks would have to go deeper to get to the storage bins.  He then stated 
that the dumpsters would stay adjacent to the building as it is now.  
 
Mr. Freres confirmed that it would not be changed.   
 
Mr. Marshall commented that it is a good place since it is screened to the north, west and south.  
He stated that with the slabs on grade with barriers, they can consider the use of temporary 
shelters and that it would not be as large as it is now.  Mr. Marshall also stated that the Park 
District staff is working on a design in terms of the area of slab.  
 
Mr. Dowding indicated that it would be helpful to have that discussion as part of the process.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked if the Design Review Board would review that.   
 
Mr. Norkus confirmed that is correct.  
 
Ms. Johnson then stated that with regard to notice, she has not seen the big metal sign.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the sign posted on the site is for advertising the Zoning Board of Appeals’ 
hearing and that for the other boards, notices are mailed.   
 
Chairperson Hurley asked with regard to the pedestrian access to the newly created parking area 
and bathroom, is that on the service center plan.  
 
Mr. Freres informed the Commission that the next plan will show the walkways.   
 
Mr. Jansson commented that the service center will be so much nicer looking.  He also stated 
that he liked the convenience of providing bathrooms which are open to the public.  Mr. Jansson 
then referred to security and supervision and asked if the area would be staffed by Park District 
people on the weekends.   
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that when they have activities on the playfield, there will be staff and 
seasonal part-time help and that is when the bathrooms are open.   
 
Mr. Jansson stated that his concern related to the safety of children.  
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that at the second phase, they will be looking at it as if it is the Washburne 
gym and require supervision similar to that.  He also stated that they will have a full time 
supervisor and that the rest of the time, there would be seasonal part-time staff.  Mr. Schwartz 
noted that it would be closed when the activity is over.  He also stated that they plan to have 
bathrooms adjacent to the administration center which are serviceable from the outside.  Mr. 
Schwartz confirmed that they would make sure things are managed.   
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Mr. Dowding stated that he is curious about the minuscule size of the women’s bathroom.  
 
Mr. Marshall indicated that it would be sized for occupancy for the service center.  
 
Chairperson Hurley asked if there were any other questions.   
 
Ms. Johnson referred to the increased parking meant for those using the fields.   
 
Chairperson Hurley asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were raised 
by the Commission at this time.  She then asked if there were any comments from the audience.  
No comments were made by the audience at this time. Chairperson Hurley stated that the 
Commission would now go through the findings.  
 
Chairperson Hurley then stated that great points were made with regard to the process such as the 
desirability of the Commission relying on our Village traffic professional’s expertise.  She 
commented that she also liked Mr. Norkus’ point of the role of the Commission for special use 
requests.  Chairperson Hurley noted that they did not have to find that the project is consistent 
with 100% of the goals and objectives to recommend in favor of the application.  She stated that 
they are also welcome to suggest conditions or special notes for the Village Council to consider.   
 
Findings of the Winnetka Plan Commission Regarding consistency of the Winnetka Park 
District Special Use Permit With the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan 
 
After considering the application, the Commission makes its findings as follows, Chapter II - 
Vision, Goals and Objectives:  
 
(1) The proposed special use is consistent with the Goal to "Preserve and enhance those 

public assets, public lands, natural resources and architecturally significant structures that 
create the attractive appearance and peaceful, single-family residential character of the 
Village." [Community Goals: Village Character and  Appearance page 2-1].  

 
(2) The proposed special use is consistent with the Goal to "Limit commercial, institutional 

and residential development within the Village to minimize the  potentially adverse 
impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods and to prevent the need for significant 
increases in infrastructure (streets, parking, utilities, sewers) and other community 
resources (schools, parks, recreational facilities, etc.)" [Community Goals: Growth 
Management page 2-2]. 

 
(3) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Ensure that commercial, 

institutional and residential development is  appropriate to the character of its 
surrounding neighborhood" [Village Character and Appearance: Objective #1; page 2-2].  

 
(4) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Protect residential 

neighborhoods and homes from the encroachment of incompatible land uses and traffic 
patterns."; [Residential Areas-Single Family Residence Objectives:  Objective #3; page 
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2-3]. 
 
(5) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Maintain the quiet ambience 

of residential neighborhoods"; [Residential Areas-Single Family Residence Objectives: 
Objective #5; page 2-3]. 

 
(6) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Use high quality design and 

materials when constructing public improvements. Enhance the beauty of improvements 
with appropriate decorative details, artwork, or sculpture"; [Village Character and 
Appearance: Objective #13; page 2-3]. 

 
(7) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Ensure safe and attractive 

access to educational and community institutions. Pursue improvements that address 
public safety as well as traffic, congestion and parking"; [Educational  and Community 
Institutions: Objective #5; page 2-5].  

(8) The proposed special use is consistent with the Goal to "Preserve or expand the quantity, 
quality and distribution of open space and recreational opportunities", and to "protect 
the Village's natural features and environmental resources". [Open Space Recreation and 
Environment: Goals; page 2-5].  

 
(9) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "preserve significant trees 

and encourage new tree planting on public and private properties to the greatest extent 
possible"; [Parks, Open Space, Recreation and Environment: Objective #4; page 2-6]. 

 
(10) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Support the development of 

recreational facilities to meet the needs of residents of all ages"; [Parks, Open Space, 
Recreation and Environment: Objective # 5; page 2-6].  

 
(11) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Engage in a public process 

that balances institutional goals and minimizes any adverse impact to  the character of 
the adjacent residential neighborhood; [Parks, Open Space,  Recreation and 
Environment: Objective 6; page 2-6]. 

 
(12) The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Foster greater cooperation 

among all institutions-private and public – the joint use of their recreational facilities"; 
[Parks, Open Space, Recreation and Environment:  Objective #8; page 2-6].  

 
(13) The proposed special use is not consistent with the objective to "Encourage the 

preservation of open space inside and outside the Village"; [Parks, Open Space, 
Recreation and Environment: Objective #9; page 2-6].  

 
Chapter IV: Issues and Recommendations 
 
(14) The proposed special use is consistent with the recommendation to "Ensure proposals 

don’t have an adverse impact on the residential character of the  surrounding residential 
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neighborhoods.” [Issues and Recommendations, 4.3.6. Land Use - Public and Semi-
Public; page 4-5].  

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

governmental and non-governmental institutions to work with their constituents, 
neighbors and the Village to minimize the impact of traffic and parking on surrounding 
residential streets and to develop on-site solutions where appropriate" [Issues and 
Recommendations, 4.3.6. Land Use - Public and Semi-Public; page 4-5]. 

 
Chapter IV: Issues and Recommendations 
 
(16) The proposed special use is consistent with the recommendation to "Cooperate with the 

Winnetka Park district in achieving the District's goal of providing Village residents with 
high quality recreational programs and open space." [Issues and Recommendations, 4.3.6. 
Land Use - Winnetka Park District and Open Space; page 4-8].  

 
(17) The proposed special use is consistent with the recommendation to "Work with the Park 

District to minimize the impact of existing programs on adjacent neighborhoods" [Issues 
and Recommendations, 4.3.6. Land Use - Winnetka Park District and Open Space; page 
4-8].  

 
(18) The proposed special use is consistent with the recommendation to "Coordinate planning 

for any new facilities and programs to balance recreational needs of the community with 
the residential character of the surrounding neighborhood." [Issues and 
Recommendations, 4.3.6. Land Use - Winnetka Park District and Open Space; page 4-8].  

 
RESOLUTION 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Winnetka Plan Commission finds that 
the proposed Special Use Permit application by the Winnetka Park District for improvements at 
540 Hibbard Road is consistent with the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Passed by a vote of nine in favor and none opposed with two abstentions.   
 
AYES:   Bawden, Coladarci, Dowding, Dunn, Golan, Hurley, Jansson, Morette, 

Whitcomb 
NAYS:    None 
NON-VOTING: Greable, Johnson  
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Antionette Johnson  
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Minutes adopted 03.12.2012 
 

WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
EXCERPT OF MINUTES 

FEBRUARY 13, 2012 
      
 
Zoning Board Members Present:  Joe Adams, Chairman 

Mary Hickey 
Joni Johnson 
Carl Lane 
Jim McCoy 
Scott Myers  
 

Zoning Board Members Absent:  Bill Krucks 
            
Village Staff:     Michael D’Onofrio, Director of Community  
      Development  
      Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant  
 
Agenda Items: 

*** 
 
Case No. 12-02-SU:    540 Hibbard Rd. 
      Winnetka Park District 
      Special Use Permit:   
      To permit an addition to the A. C. Nielsen Tennis 
      Center, modifications to the parking lot along 
      Hibbard Rd., improvements to the Service Center, 
      and related site improvements. 
 

*** 
 
540 Hibbard Rd., Case No. 12-02-SU; Winnetka Park District Special Use Permit:  To 
Permit an Addition to the A. C. Nielsen Tennis Center, Modifications to the Parking Lot 
along Hibbard Rd., Improvements to the Service Center, and Related Site Improvements    
 
Mr. D’Onofrio read public notice.  The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and receive 
public comment regarding a request by the Winnetka Park District, for the property located at 
530-600 Hibbard Rd., concerning a Special Use Permit in accordance with Section 17.56 of the 
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit a building addition to the A. C. Nielsen Tennis Center, 
modifications to the parking lot along Hibbard Rd., improvements to the Service Center, and 
related site improvements. 
 
Terry Schwartz introduced himself to the Board as the Executive Director of the Winnetka Park 
District.  He informed the Board that there are several people representing the Park District in the 
discussion.  
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Scott Freres of the Lakota Group began by stating that there is a team of professionals here to 
make a PowerPoint presentation to the Board.  He stated that the team consisted of Don 
Matthews of Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Gary Frank of H. Gary Frank Architects, Colin 
Marshall of Green & Associates and one Park Board member, John Thomas, as well as Tom 
Golan from the Park District.  Mr. Freres stated that as they were going through the master 
planning process for the last five years, the focus has been on the last three years and that they 
adopted the plan on April 28, 2011.  He informed the Board that this plan represented the global 
picture of the Skokie playfield master plan.  He then identified the area in an illustration for the 
Board.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that there are a number of initiatives associated with the project and that they 
would be addressing three targeted initiatives which are the ball field reconfiguration and storm 
water management, the tennis club lobby and parking lot improvements, and the service center 
improvements.  He indicated that they would be back in a month with discussion relating to the 
ball fields and the reconfiguration of storm water improvements.  
 
Mr. Freres then stated that the Park Board asked the team to more forward with more detailed 
planning and design.  He stated that consisted of: (1) detailed site surveying, (2) tree inventory, 
(3) ground water monitoring, (4) detailed site design layout, (5) preliminary budget testing and 
(6) the continuous input and coordination with the Village staff and storm water engineering 
consultants, the Park Board/staff, the recreation user groups and regulatory agencies.  Mr. Freres 
stated that the Phase 1 implementation plan addressed storm water management and the ball field 
reconfiguration and service center improvements.  He indicated that they planned to use best 
management practices and sustainable solutions. 
 
Mr. Freres then identified the ball field in the illustration for the Board.  He noted that it would 
be the focus of the forthcoming submittal.  Mr. Freres stated that initiative nos. 2 and 3 include 
the A.C. Nielsen tennis center improvements and identified the new addition in an illustration.  
He stated that there would be a lobby addition of 2,000 square feet with improved circulation and  
 
drop-off circulation.  Mr. Freres also stated that they planned to increase the amount of parking 
spaces to 19 additional spaces, as well as improve directional way-finding signage and enhanced 
landscape character.   
 
Gary Frank then identified the proposed new addition in an illustration for the Board.  He 
referred to the far south side of the building and identified the existing building outline.  Mr. 
Frank stated that there are six entry doors and that they would line up a couple of the doors on 
the center line and come out approximately 24 feet.  He informed the Board that the new space 
would contain a new vestibule area and canopy area, an entry lobby area, a control area, a couple 
of offices and a new lounge area.  Mr. Frank stated that the proposed addition would clean up the 
entrance and visibility of the control area and that the lounge area would be similar to the paddle 
hut.  He added that there would be a fireplace, television, refrigerator and sink in the lounge area.  
 
Mr. Frank then identified the existing building in the elevation for the Board.  He stated that the  
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new addition is shown on the elevation in order to give the Board an idea of scale.  Mr. Frank 
stated that Don Matthews would discuss parking circulation.  
 
Don Matthews stated that his role on the project related to site and civil engineering.  He 
informed the Board that they looked at circulation, the signalization of parking, the pedestrian 
way, the bikeway and storm water management.  Mr. Matthews noted that a primary portion of 
the improvements relate to the parking lot improvements and referred the Board to an illustration 
of the improvements to both circulation, ingress, egress, pedestrians, and the bikeway 
improvements.  
 
Mr. Matthews stated that with regard to the entrance, the reconfiguration would extend the throat 
of the entrance to allow those entering an opportunity to decelerate and then turn.  He stated that 
with regard to the north half of the lot, they have provided a one-way counterclockwise portion 
which was initiated because it would enhance the drop-off availability on that lot.  Mr. Matthews 
stated that currently, there is a narrow cul-de-sac and that if one vehicle is stopped, it would 
block traffic.  He stated that the width of the driveway would raise the ability for vehicles to cue 
up and allow enough room to go around.  Mr. Matthews described it as a very good improvement 
to the parking lot to improve circulation on that end.  He then stated that at the south end they 
planned to introduce a drop-off near the tennis center entrance and that there would be room for 
pickup and drop-off.   Mr. Matthews stated that currently that ability is blocked if a vehicle has 
stopped.   
 
Mr. Matthews then stated that they have provided for circulation through the parking lot with a 
one-way southbound lane and then a two lane portion with parking on either side.  He stated that 
in connection with the Elm Street existing signal, it would be modernized to include countdown 
timers and an emergency vehicle preemption system.  Mr. Matthews stated that they are also 
proposing a 10 foot wide pedestrian/bike lane along the property frontage in the public right-of-
way where there is currently a sidewalk.  He indicated that they recognized the need for 
additional capacity on that sidewalk and that the bike lane would extend to the service center on 
Pine which would come before the Board in subsequent meetings. 
 
Mr. Matthews stated that they have done a traffic analysis and parking study which is included in 
the packet of materials.  He indicated that they surveyed all of the lots in the facility on 
weekdays and weekends.  Mr. Matthews stated that they understand the usage of the facility and 
recognized the need for more parking on the north half which is the reason behind the parking 
expansion at the service center.  He informed the Board that they also talked about the addition 
of two outbound lanes and adding a second outbound lane at the stop sign which is a controlled 
entrance.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that in connection with questions asked at the last meetings with regard to 
selling Christmas trees and for the tennis tournaments, he identified an area east of the courts 
which would be closed off.  He stated that the design of the lot would be to provide the ability to 
use this area for special events.  Mr. Matthews also stated that they would close the drive at a 
location which he identified for the Board to make it available for special events and that traffic  
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would be re-routed through another portion of the parking lot.  He reiterated that there would be 
parking spaces added with the project.  
 
Mr. Matthews then stated that with regard to storm water improvements they treated the 
application as if it were a stand alone project.  He informed the Board that the projects coming in 
the next several months include significant enhancements to storm water management.  Mr. 
Matthews stated that in compliance with the storm water management ordinance, they looked at 
the two parking lot improvements to prove that they can adhere to those standards.  He stated 
that the improvements would provide for the re-grading of the parking lot to provide additional 
detention for the increased amount of impervious area created by the proposed expansion.  Mr. 
Matthews stated that the water would drain to the storm sewer and that there would be a 
controlled release of the water which would then drain to the ball fields, the driving range, the 
golf course and then to the Skokie River.  He informed the Board that they recognize that the 
proposed improvements are in the flood plain and that there would be a carefully graded flood 
lot.  Mr. Matthews stated that in connection with flood storage, there would be no change to the 
parking lot and that the storm water management would have sufficient detention to 
accommodate half an acre of new impervious improvement.   
 
Mr. Myers asked with regard to the additional impervious surface, the water would be retained 
on the surface.  
 
Mr. Matthews confirmed that is correct and reiterated that they would be re-grading the parking 
lot surface so that it is lower than it is today and that the sewers would drain the lot surface to a 
restrictor which would choke the water flow and hold the water on the surface to be slowly 
released.   
 
Mr. Myers asked if it would be designed to flood and then drain at a pace which would not 
overwhelm the system.  
 
Mr. Matthews confirmed that is also correct and that it would be no deeper than 10 to 12 inches.  
He added that there would be no risk to vehicles.   
 
Mr. Myers then asked with regard to water rushing from the parking lot to the street, the lot 
would be graded to not do that.  
 
Mr. Matthews confirmed that is correct and that the parking lot is 2½ feet lower than Hibbard 
Road.  He informed the Board that the parking lot accepted water runoff from Hibbard Road and 
that the water would continue north to the ball fields.  Mr. Matthews stated that there would 
never be a scenario where the storm water ran to Hibbard Road and that it is too high on Hibbard 
Road.  
 
Mr. Matthews then stated that they analyzed the photometrics of the proposed lighting 
improvements to the parking lot.  He identified the right photograph as the existing light fixture 
at the parking lot which is 25 feet high with a sharp cutoff.  Mr. Matthews added that the light  
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fixture would not create light spill-off.  Mr. Matthews also stated that there is sufficient lighting 
in the parking lot and confirmed that the light would not spill on the neighbors’ right-of-way.  
 
Mr. Matthews referred the Board to an illustration of a cross-section of the proposal.  He then 
identified the existing parking lot, sidewalk and Hibbard Road.  Mr. Matthews stated that it is 
currently a wide parking lot with only a single bay and that the proposed conditions consist of 
adding a driveway lane for a drop-off aisle for the tennis center, to narrow the width of the 
parking bay by adding a planting island and a 10 foot wide bikeway.  He stated that with regard 
to the curb location, it is located where the east edge of the parking lot is and that all of the 
improvements start at the same point off of the public right-of-way and west of the site.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that he would now discuss landscaping and trees.  He informed the Board that a 
key component part of the master plan is tree preservation and that there are a number of large, 
mature trees on the campus.  Mr. Freres noted that they spent a good amount of time identifying 
all of the trees in the Skokie playfield and that they assessed their condition and form.  He 
informed the Board that they engaged Chuck Stewart (sp?) who is a national expert on 
agriculture.  Mr. Freres stated that the trees were tagged and evaluated based on their condition, 
quality and ability to replant.  He noted that the exhibit showed the trees which would be 
removed and others that they intend to transplant.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that there has been significant discussion with Mr. Saunders and Jim Stier in 
connection with the adequacy of moving trees and preserving them.  He stated that their goal is 
to adequately represent the amount of replacement inches.  Mr. Freres informed the Board that 
they planned to transplant all of the trees along Hibbard Road in the public parkway and replant 
them elsewhere on the campus as opposed to moving them twice, which would better ensure 
their survival.  He stated that there are trees which have significant size and character and that 
they are working with the staff in terms of putting in the right type of plants.   
 
Mr. Freres then stated that in connection with the service center, the large trees would be 
impacted.  He noted that they planned to keep the eastern edge the same and to move the western 
edge closer to the building.  Mr. Freres stated that there are mature honey locust and red maples 
which would be removed and that they planned to put bigger trees back in those areas to 
replicate the maturity in the front of the building.  He also stated that they would be putting in a 
variety of plant materials in a variety of sizes and shapes as well as providing a perimeter 
screening element around the parking area and the foundation of the building.  Mr. Freres stated 
that the proposed plan represents the fact that they are following the design guidelines for 
commercial and institutional properties which suggest the need to screen vehicular use from 
public areas.  He stated that the proposed plan represented that there would be 12% green space 
to the parking lot as opposed to the 7.5% required.    
 
Mr. Freres informed the Board that there are a number of trees which are in poor condition and 
that they talked to Mr. Stier and Mr. Saunders with regard to the removing them. He noted that 
they planned to replace those tree-for-tree for those which are removed.  Mr. Freres stated that  
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Colin Marshall would now discuss the service center improvements. 
 
Colin Marshall of Green & Associates introduced himself to the Board.  He began by stating that 
the building is located at the northeast corner of the site and that it is a fairly low profile building.  
He informed the Board that the Park District staff worked there to maintain the ball fields, the 
golf course and the parks in Winnetka and that those operations were moved to the Public Works 
building. Mr. Marshall stated that the goal of the project is to improve the site and the building.  
He noted that they would be improving the site in terms of functionality for the service center 
staff, improving the appearance and condition of the building exterior and improving the interior 
function of the building for the Park District staff.  Mr. Marshall noted that the biggest change 
would be the existing material storage bins which he identified for the Board which would be 
relocated to the service yard north of the driving range.  He indicated that would allow for the 
expansion of the paved area for increased parking and make access to the northern playfields 
more convenient.  Mr. Marshall also stated that it would help Pine Street traffic and parking.  He 
noted that they would be abiding by the design guidelines in connection with screening and 
vegetation islands in the parking area.   
 
Mr. Marshall then stated that with regard to the second part of the project, the condition of the 
building is very nondescript, but commented that it has nice character and the potential for 
restoration.  He informed the Board that they would be replacing the roofing, windows, doors 
and cupolas and that the piece that would remain unchanged is the brick which he described as 
fairly attractive.     
 
Mr. Marshall stated that the last portion of the improvements related to improving the interior 
function for use by the Park District staff.  He stated that while they would be upgrading the 
restroom facilities in the building, they would also be adding an exterior access point for use by 
the public after working hours.   
 
Mr. Freres then stated that with regard to tree preservation at the service center, they plan to 
accommodate a 10 foot wide bike path on Hibbard Road and to save a grouping of evergreens 
along the portion of the new parking area.  He informed the Board that the sheds would be 
coming down and that the parking area underneath would be staying.  Mr. Freres referred to 
another grouping of mature trees along the building which would be saved.  He noted that there  
 
is a larger ash in one area which he stated is in poor condition and would be removed and also 
because of the grading in that area.   
 
Mr. Freres informed the Board that with regard to timing, the goal for the two initiatives is to 
start construction at the end of July or early August and to complete the tennis center and parking 
lot by the first of the year in 2013.  He noted that the service center improvements would be 
implemented in portions based on phasing requirements.  Mr. Freres then asked the Board if they 
had any questions.  
 
Chairman Adams also asked the Board if they had any questions.  
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Mr. McCoy stated that with regard to the new parking area, they are moving closer to the 
building, 3 feet, and asked if there would be barriers to keep vehicles from pulling closer and not 
too far into the sidewalk.  He stated that he assumed that children would be playing there and if 
vehicles were to pull into the parking spot and lose control, he asked if there would be anything 
to prevent a vehicle from pulling over the curb.  
 
Chairman Adams indicated that the same issue existed in the current condition.  
 
Mr. Matthews stated that there are two issues.  He stated that first; the existing playground would 
be removed from this area and relocated elsewhere in the park.  Mr. Matthews then stated that 
around the entire lot, there would be a barrier curb to prevent vehicles from jumping the curb.  
He added that it would take force for a vehicle to jump the curb.  Mr. Matthews also stated that 
behind the curb, there would be a wide sidewalk which would measure 7 to 8 feet in that 
location.  He stated that there would be a 6 inch tall barrier curb which is typical in a parking lot 
design.  
 
Mr. Lane asked what the fire lane requirements are.  He also asked if there were restrictions there 
for parking.   
 
Mr. Matthews responded that there would be a pick-up and drop-off only and that there would be 
no parking allowed.  He indicated that while they have not communicated with the fire 
department, they are sure that they would view the plan as an improvement since there is no fire 
lane at all now.  Mr. Matthews noted that the drive lane, which he identified for the Board, would 
be sufficient to get a large single unit truck around the perimeter and that there would also be 
sufficient room for emergency vehicles.  
 
Mr. Lane asked with regard to the six month construction period, how people would access the 
tennis center.   
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that there would be parking in the rear next to the tennis shack and that they 
would redirect the staff to park elsewhere.  He stated that while there would be hindrances, the 
gain would be significant once it is finished.  
 
Mr. Myers asked where the vehicles would go for the six month period of the parking lot 
construction. 
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that for the evening activity, they would use the school parking lot.  He 
stated that since the tennis shack has been improved, they would also encourage parking back 
there.  Mr. Schwartz also stated that the entrance to the club and to the tennis courts is back 
there. 
 
Mr. Matthews informed the Board that the parking lot would not take six months to complete 
and that the parking lot would be down in August and up by the first of the year which meant 
that it would take closer to four to five months tops.   
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Mr. Myers then asked if they planned to take the entire parking lot out of commission as opposed 
to working on the north half versus the south half.  
 
Mr. Matthews responded that it could be done faster if it is done all at once.  He stated that in 
connection with staging, they may have to break the north and south in half.   
 
Mr. Lane stated that with regard to the service center parking lot, they talked about the second 
phase including the reconfiguration of the playfields.  He asked if there would be an increase in 
the need for parking there.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that it would not and that they would not be adding any more ball fields.   
 
Mr. Lane then asked what the flow would be to get people to walk from the ball fields.  
 
Mr. Matthews stated that today there is a privacy fence which ran along the east side of the lot 
and the south side of the storage areas.  He informed the Board that they planned to remove that 
portion of the fence and allow the sidewalk to start and join with the sidewalk part of the ball 
fields.   
 
Ms. Johnson asked if the gate is permanently blocked.  
 
Mr. Matthews stated that if you are parking in the lot and to get to the fields to the west, you 
would come to the pathways to take that to the fields.  He indicated that the fence which he 
identified would likely keep the area restricted and noted that a portion of the lot is open to the 
public.  Mr. Matthews added that while you can still walk that way, you would not be able to 
drive.   
 
Ms. Johnson asked whether a deposit needs to be made in case a transplanted tree subsequently 
dies.   
 
Mr. Freres noted that there is a four year warranty standard in the industry.  He stated that the 
tree transplants which would be moving elsewhere on the site will be the Park District’s 
responsibility to manage.  Mr. Freres confirmed that there would be a one-for-one tree 
replacement and that there would be various sizes of trees.   
 
Ms. Johnson stated that if there is a tree which is over 10 inches and is transplanted and then 
failed in a year in that location, is the applicant obligated to provide a replacement.   
 
Mr. Saunders informed the Board that there is a tree deposit which would guarantee the 
replacement of the tree.  He noted that for transplants, the deposit is held a little longer.  Mr. 
Saunders also stated that most trees that are transplanted take the transplanting better.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that at the Plan Commission meeting, the topic was discussed with regard to 
moving 12 honey locust trees.  He indicated that they went back there and found that it would be  
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easier to take them down and buy new 12 inch trees.   
 
Ms. Johnson then asked with regard to drainage, for the golf parking lot and ice arena parking 
lot, would there be similar detention where there is restricted drainage.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that it would not be in the existing parking lots.   
 
Ms. Johnson then asked if they were planning on changing either of those parking lots as part of 
future Phases.   
 
Mr. Matthews confirmed that they were and noted that the first slide in the presentation stated 
that the master plan called for improvement to the parking lots.  He indicated that it is not part of 
this plan this evening and that it would come back later.   
 
Ms. Johnson asked if after they do the Nielsen tennis center parking lot improvements, it turned 
out that the restrictor is too restrictive, can it be adjusted.  
 
Mr. Matthews indicated that design would only be applicable if they were to not do anything else 
on the site.  He stated that when they do come back, they would no longer need that surface 
storage for detention since it would be provided for elsewhere on the campus.  Mr. Matthews 
informed the Board that this is only the fallback design which is kept in the plan now.  He added 
that it was designed so that the drainage on the lot would get the water as fast as possible to 
detention elsewhere on the property.  
 
Mr. Myers stated that if this design is approved, would the Board be forcing approval of the 
downstream design.  
 
Mr. Matthews stated that they do not want more than 10 to 12 inches of water in that location.  
He stated that they are confident in coming back with the future plan and that it is common to 
hold storm water on the site.  Mr. Matthews informed the Board that lots downtown may have 
the same design of which they are not aware.  
 
Mr. Saunders stated that they can only build so far before the water would spread into the athletic 
fields.  He also stated that the volume is set by the high water level.  
 
Mr. Lane asked with regard to a 6 inch curb, how it would hold a 12 inch water depth.   
 
Mr. Matthews indicated that the water would flow in the other direction.  
 
Ms. Hickey asked where they were in those plans which would be coming back before the 
Board.  
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that they would review that plan on February 23rd and that if the Board 
approved the request; they would be preparing the packets for the March meeting and would  
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hopefully be back in March.  He noted that everything is time sensitive to the back end of the 
projects.  Mr. Schwartz stated that there is a field reconfiguration formula used to pay for the 
bonds and that no tax dollars would be used to support the utility component of the field 
reconfiguration.  He also stated that they planned to use their year-end cash balance to pay the 
bonds off to the tune of $5 million. Mr. Schwartz stated that they had to be careful that the 
timing fit so that they can start generating cash through field rentals to cover the cost of the 
bonds.  
 
Chairman Adams asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were raised 
by the Board at this time.  He then asked if there were any questions from the audience.  No 
questions were raised by the audience at this time.  Chairman Adams then called the matter in for 
discussion. 
 
Mr. Myers described the request as straightforward, thorough and well thought out and that it is 
part of a bigger integrated plan.  He also stated that the testimony has been straightforward.   
 
Mr. Lane agreed that the applicant made a good presentation and that a substantial amount of 
information was presented. He indicated that he is comfortable with the proposal. 
 
Mr. McCoy stated that ultimately, the safety issue would save children from running across the 
street.  He agreed that the plan was well thought out. 
 
Ms. Hickey stated that the project would alleviate the concerns for those neighbors on Spruce.  
She also referred to the Washburn traffic flow there with the turn lanes which would be 
welcome.   
 
Chairman Adams then asked for a motion.  
 
Mr. Myers moved to recommend approval of the special use request and to enter into the record 
page nos. 9-11 which contain an explanation of the special use standards as follows: 
 
1. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the Special Use will not be detrimental to  
 

or endanger to public health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare.  The design and 
construction of the Tennis Center addition, the parking lot, and the improved Service Center 
will be completed according to all applicable building codes.  The service areas of the site 
will remain behind fencing.  The modified parking lot will provide safer circulation by 
separating drop-offs from active parking areas and by increasing stacking at the Hibbard and 
Elm intersection.  The expanded Service Center parking area improves access to the 
playfields and decreases parking on residential streets.  The improved access to the playfields 
will also decrease the number of recreational users who are currently crossing Hibbard Road 
to access the Skokie Playfields.   
 
The parking areas will be screened per the landscape requirements of the Village of  
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Winnetka Design Guidelines.   
 
The new multi-use path will provide safer off-street pedestrian and bicycle circulation and 
access to the park.   
 
The Tennis Center addition will be sprinklered and meet fire code requirements.   
 
The restoration of the existing Service Center building will enhance the quality of the built 
environment and restore period details to the original building, which dates from the 1920’s.  
Improving the building’s function will improve the effectiveness of the Park District staff 
who maintain the Park District’s golf courses. 
 

2. 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 zoning district or districts of 
concern, nor substantially diminish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity.  The 
proposed addition to the Tennis Center will use the same materials as the existing building 
and blend into the existing fabric of the campus. 
 
The parking lot modifications will include additional landscape to appropriately screen the 
parking from Hibbard Road. 
 
The proposed improvement of the Service Center does not change the building area, massing 
or function.  The restored condition of the building and site will be an improvement for the 
visual appearance of the immediate vicinity.  The improvement of the site improves access to 
the adjacent playfields. 
 

3. The establishment of the Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development or 
improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the 
district or districts of concern.  The proposed improvements will have a positive impact on 
other property in the immediate vicinity. 

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

which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways.  The Tennis  
 

Center parking lot modifications and traffic signal improvements will improve circulation 
and drop-off, reducing back-ups and pedestrian/automotive conflicts.  The multi-use path 
will provide improved pedestrian and bicycle circulation, increase alternate transportation 
opportunities to the park.  
 
Ingress and egress to the Service Center will be improved through the widening of the 
existing access off Hibbard Road.  The new width of the access will allow much improved 
entrance to the site and exit to Hibbard Road.   
 
The traffic and parking improvements are discussed in greater detail in the Parking and  
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Traffic Assessment memorandum prepared by Gewalt Hamilton Associates dated December 
29, 2011.   
 

5. Adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary to the 
operation of the special use exist or are to be provided.  In addition to the circulation 
improvements to the Tennis Center parking lot, the modifications will also provide a net 
increase of two spaces to the overall quantity with no change to the number of accessible 
spaces.   
 
The Service Center parking will be expanded to provide public use of the parking area.  The 
number of parking spaces on the site will be increased from 26 to 43 (including accessible 
spaces).  The number of accessible parking spaces will be increased from one to two.   
 
The total net increase in parking at both the Tennis Center and the Service Center lots is 
therefore 19 spaces (18 standard + 1 accessible).  Again, traffic and parking improvements 
are discussed in greater detail in the Parking and Traffic Assessment memorandum prepared 
by Gewalt Hamilton Associates dated December 29, 2011.    
 
Existing electrical, gas and site plumbing utilities that serve the Service Center will continue 
to be used; however, an additional water service is planned to provide new fire protection to 
the Service Center Building. 
 
Similarly, the Tennis Center expansion is anticipated to be serviced by existing utilities 
although new storm sewer services may be needed to connect to new roof downspouts from 
the expansion. 
 
Both the Service Center and Tennis Center parking lots will be lighted.  The submission 
includes a photometric plan for both areas.  The lighting design follows industry standards 
for public parking lots and will not result in light spilling onto adjacent private property.  
 
Stormwater Management for all of the proposed improvements will be provided in 
accordance with Village standards.  The Tennis Center improvements will increase the 
impervious coverage in that area by 0.38 acres.  The Service Center improvements will 
slightly reduce the impervious coverage in that lot but the relocation of the material storage  
 
bins to the maintenance yard will increase the impervious coverage in that area.  The net 
increase in impervious area due to the Service Center modifications is 0.07 acres. 
 
The total net 0.45 acre increase in impervious coverage necessitates the creation of 0.15 acre 
feet of detention.  All of the detention is proposed to be created on the surface of the new 
Tennis Center parking lot.     
 
Also, all of the proposed improvements are located within the regulatory floodplain; 
however, no fill is proposed in the Service Center zone and the grading in the Tennis Center  
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lot creates a new gain of 0.16 acre feet of flood storage in that zone. 
 

6. The Special Use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of this and other 
Village ordinances and codes.  All Village of Winnetka regulations, ordinance, and codes 
will be followed.   

 
Ms. Johnson and Mr. McCoy seconded the motion.  A vote was taken and the motion was 
unanimously passed, 6 to 0.   
 
AYES:   Adams, Johnson, Hickey, Lane, McCoy, Myers  
NAYS:   None 
  
Standards for Granting Special Uses 
 
The standards for granting special uses are set both by statute and by Village Code.  Section 
17.56.010 requires that special uses be permitted only upon evidence that 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 
zoning 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; 
 
 • that adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities 

necessary to the operation of the special use exist or are to be provided; and 
 
 • that the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of 

this and other Village ordinances 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 
 
 • 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 defined 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. 
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DRAFT 
 

Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 
EXCERPT OF MINUTES 

February 16, 2012 
 

Members Present:    John Swierk, Chairman 
      Bob Dearborn 
      Brooke Kelly 
      Janet Shen 
      Peggy Stanley 
       
Members Absent:    Cindy Galvin 

 
Village Staff:     Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 

Development 
 

*** 
 

Comment to Village Council Regarding Special Use Permit Application by the Winnetka 
Park District, 540 Hibbard Road, for Consistency with Village Design Guidelines: 
 a. Proposed Modification to Service Center Building,  
 b. Expansion of Nielsen Tennis Center, and  
            c.         Reconfiguration of Parking Area and Related Site Improvements                  
 
Terry Schwartz introduced himself to the Board as the Executive Director of the Winnetka Park 
District.  He stated that they have been working on the project for five years and that over the last 
three years; they have come to a conclusion with regard to how to proceed.  Mr. Schwartz stated 
that there are several project managers here at the meeting to share parts of the project with the 
Board.  He stated that Scott Freres of the Lakota Group will begin the presentation followed by 
Don Matthews of Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Colin Marshall of Green & Associates and Gary 
Frank of H. Gary Frank Architects.  Mr. Schwartz also stated that two Park District staff 
members, Bob Smith and Tom Gullen are also present.  
 
Scott Freres stated that the Park District has been working on a master plan for the Skokie 
playfield for the last five years and that in the last three years, there has been a more focused 
effort, with the Park District Board adopting the overall master plan in April 2011.  Mr. Freres 
presented an overall aerial view of the study area, which encompassed all of the playfield except 
for the golf course.  He stated that the several elements to the overall plan, identified as items A - 
J on the overall site plan.  Mr. Freres informed the Board that the Park Board directed the Park 
District staff to initiate the Village approval process for a series of “Phase One” target initiatives, 
including tennis center improvements, parking lot improvements, and service center 
improvements.  He explained that items which are to be considered in “Phase Two” in the next 
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month consist of the ball field reconfiguration, redevelopment of the golf driving range, as well 
as storm water management plan. 
 
Mr. Freres stated that they focused the effort on the more detailed design included the following:  
(1) detailed design development, (2) surveying, (3) tree inventory, (4) ground water monitoring, 
(5) detailed site design layout, (6) preliminary budget testing and (7) continuous input and 
coordination with the Village staff, the Park Board/staff and recreation user groups and 
regulating agencies.   He then stated that the Park District Board has plans to use best 
management and sustainable practices on the project.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that with regard to the playfield reconfiguration, that discussion will receive a 
more detailed discussion in a subsequent additional application next month. He stated that 
proposed improvements to the A.C. Nielsen tennis center lobby include related improvements to 
the center’s drop off and parking areas.  Mr. Freres stated that there would be a more defined and 
improved entry lobby area, along with reconfiguring the parking area to improve vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation, and provide better pedestrian access and drop-off facilities which are 
currently lacking.  He stated that the plan provides, along with improved circulation and better 
landscaping, an additional two additional parking spaces.  He noted that there would also be an 
additional 17 new parking spaces to the north at the Service Center.  
 
Gary Frank stated that he is in charge of the new tennis center addition which he identified in an 
illustration for the Board.  He also identified the entrance to the building and Park District 
building which was done in 2002.  Mr. Frank stated that in order to give the Board a context of 
the building, he referred to the Park District building which contained limestone pieces defining 
the windows which are aluminum with a mill finish.  He then identified the center entry which he 
stated was the original entrance to the tennis center.  Mr. Frank stated that it has a limestone 
entrance, aluminum mill finish, windows and brickwork.  He then identified where they planned 
to place the new addition which would be held off by a jog of several feet.  Mr. Frank stated that 
with regard to the new addition off to the south, he identified the existing entrance and the Park 
District building to the north.   
 
Mr. Norkus distributed elevation renderings to the Board for their review. 
 
Mr. Frank referred the Board to Sheet No. 2.2 which showed the new facade.  He also identified 
the main entrance, the new canopy over the entryway, the limestone columns and aluminum mill 
finish for the entryway.  Mr. Frank stated that the cornice along the top of the building would be 
all limestone and would match with the original limestone for the building.  He stated that the 
new main entry will have a more decorative feature.  Mr. Frank referred to the center entrance 
which is 15 feet wide, 10 feet deep and 20 feet tall.  
 
Mr. Frank then identified the canopy entrance again, the lobby space with a control area to the 
south, a couple of new offices and the new lobby space which would contain a fireplace and an 
area for patrons to gather.  He informed the Board that the lounge area would be similar to that at 

220



Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 
February 16, 2012              Page 3  
 

the paddle hut.  Mr. Frank stated that the old entrance to the north of this entrance looks and like 
the main entrance, but is not the entrance used by Tennis Center users.  He stated that the 
hallways are 6 to 7 feet wide and that the control area is to the left.  Mr. Frank indicated that with 
the new addition, the control counter would be located there which would be for the tennis center 
only.   
 
Ms. Kelly asked if they considered placing the addition at the front entrance.   
 
Mr. Frank responded that you as can see with the parking configuration, the west parking went 
west fairly significantly and that you could not get this type of program anywhere close to the 
front since it is too congested.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked if the entrance is the fire exit.   
 
Mr. Frank confirmed that is correct and that it is the only easterly exit.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked if it is not used after the addition, did they plan to replace it with glass. 
 
Mr. Frank described it as a space which everyone knew.  He also stated that when the addition is 
built, it would be clear to everyone that this is where the entrance is.  Mr. Frank noted that they 
would still be leaving the A.C. Nielsen name at the top.  He stated that the applicant is looking 
for a recommendation from the Board to the Village Council for this building, the service center, 
parking and the concept of trees and landscaping which is not yet finalized.  
 
Mr. Dearborn asked how would they match the limestone and brick.   
 
Mr. Frank stated that the Park District building would match identically.  He informed the Board 
that he has the specification for that brick and that they do not have a sample yet.  Mr. Frank 
stated that he would provide it to Mr. Norkus for approval if the Board accepts that as a solution.  
He stated that the addition would be very seamless.  Mr. Frank added that the old limestone is 50 
to 60 years old.  Mr. Frank then stated that Don Matthews would go through the parking scheme.  
 
Don Matthews informed the Board that he would discuss the engineering focus.  He stated that 
the site improvements consist of circulation, signalization, parking, etc.  Mr. Matthews stated 
that with regard to the geometric improvements, he identified the existing parking lot which 
contained a short throat way leading to a small cul-de-sac to the north.  Mr. Matthews indicated 
that a number of improvements would be made which focused on circulation and pedestrian 
improvements.  He stated that the entrance would contain a deeper throat which would allow a 
vehicle to decelerate and then turn, while also adding a second outbound turn lane.  Mr. 
Matthews stated that vehicles can be queued in this area without blocking the through movement 
in the parking lot.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that with regard to the north half of the parking lot, they would be providing 
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a one-way counterclockwise parking area to provide a drop-off aisle.  He informed the Board 
that the width would be sufficient to allow 5 to 7 vehicles to stack along the curb, and that there 
would still be enough room for vehicles to get around them.  Mr. Matthews also stated that the 
drive aisle would be 24 feet wide which he described as a very generous width for a one-way 
lane.  He indicated that it has also been designed for an emergency vehicle to get through.  
 
Mr. Matthews then stated that with regard to the front entrance of the new addition, they would 
be providing a drop-off lane which will help set off the front entrance.  He stated that currently 
with drop-off, vehicles stop and block everyone getting through.  Mr. Matthews stated that the 
one-way aisle would contain diagonal parking which would be widened to the west and then lead 
to a two-way aisle.  He stated that in the pedestrian way, there is a 5-foot sidewalk on the 
property frontage which would be widened to 10 feet and which would run from Oak Street to 
the north end of the parking lot.  Mr. Matthews stated that questions which came up at other 
meetings related to what would happen during the sale of Christmas trees or a tennis tournament.  
He stated that this area can be used and that they intentionally designed the parking lot to close at 
certain locations and for traffic to be routed through another area which he identified for the 
Board.  Mr. Matthews noted that there would be two additional parking spaces and that at the 
service yard, they would be adding 17 parking spaces at the far northeast corner of the property 
where people want to have more convenient parking.  
 
Mr. Dearborn asked for clarification of the lawn areas lost to parking in the new plan. 
 
Mr. Matthews identified where the existing parking lot ran and informed the Board that the 
playground near the existing tennis center entrance would be relocated to another part of the park 
to accommodate circulation and drop off needs.  Mr. Matthews also stated that there would be an 
expansion of the parking areas to the north, which increases the amount of pavement to improve 
circulation in the lot.   He explained that the proposed plan has a more successful function by 
separating parking areas from circulation and drop off aisles.  
 
Ms. Stanley asked how much additional impermeable surface would there be.  
 
Mr. Matthews responded that it would be less than half an acre, noting that it will include an 
additional two (2) parking spots.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked if a Suburban could make that loop into the parking lot.  
 
Mr. Matthews informed the Board that question came up at a previous meeting.  He indicated 
that it is more than generous in terms of space and that they ran models and turning templates to 
assure it would function with larger vehicles.  Mr. Matthews also informed the Board that the 
area would represent the full width of a residential street.  He stated that he can share the turning 
templates with staff, showing how vehicles would maneuver through the area.  
 
Chairman Swierk stated that he would like to see the templates with vehicles parked.  
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Mr. Matthews then stated that with regard to the traffic parking analysis, there would also be a 
new modernized traffic signal which would include a countdown and an emergency vehicle 
preemption system.  He stated that across from Oak Street, they would be adding second 
outbound lane.  Mr. Matthews then identified the “Do Not Enter” signs at that location.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that with regard to storm water management, there would be new 
impervious surface created with the parking lot expansion.  He informed the Board that the 
project would be treated as a stand alone project and to realize that the Board would be seeing 
other improvements next month.  Mr. Matthews noted that the project would provide for 
detention and storm water management and that they would not be removing any flood storage.  
He stated that in connection with the detention, they have designed the parking lot to 
intentionally hold water on its surface and then to slowly release it.  Mr. Matthews stated that at 
next month’s meeting, they would show where they want to put the detention storage and that it 
would be designed so that the water is conveyed to detention systems further from the ball fields.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked if the ball field to the south flooded, would the water get to this lot.   
 
Mr. Matthews indicated that it would depend on the severity of the storm.  He noted that the 
elevation of the parking lot is not much higher than the elevation of the ball fields north and 
west.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked if they are doing storm water detention, why provide detention if the 
area already got flooded.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that they can intermingle it and that since so far for the base level elevation, 
there could be 2½ feet of water over this area.  He reiterated that there would be no net loss of 
flood storage and an increase in detention storage.   
 
Ms. Stanley asked how will this provide additional storage.   
 
Mr. Matthews informed the Board that for any development in the flood plain, they do not 
remove any flood storage.  He stated that the next step related to detention storage which meant 
that they can create that much more storage by excavating the parking lot lower than it is today 
which is what they are proposing here.   
 
Ms. Stanley then asked how much lower would it be and how much water would it retain.  
 
Mr. Matthews stated that there would be a maximum depth of water of no more than 12 inches 
before it would spill onto the ball fields.   
 
Chairman Swierk questioned how the applicant would be allowed to build in the flood plain with 
an addition.   
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Mr. Matthews responded that there are rules so long as the value of the structure is below a 
certain threshold.  He noted that they planned to adhere to the Village requirements for 
improvements within the flood plain.   
 
Mr. Dearborn asked what about a 50% storm as opposed to a 1% storm. 
 
Mr. Matthews stated that is a two year event and that with inlets in the parking lot with 10 to 12 
inches of water there, it would be closer to the curb and reduced to 6 inches.   
 
Mr. Frank reiterated that there are two parts to the request and that the first part that the Board is 
seeing related to storm water management and everything in the parking lot going into the new 
storm water management system.  He informed the Board that they are explaining that now 
because if that project did not move forward, this project could stand alone.  Mr. Frank described 
the discussion as almost a moot point and that they will have all of the water travel to the storm 
water system in the ball fields.  He noted that the Village asked them to make sure that this 
portion of the project could stand alone if the other portion of the project did not go through or is 
not approved and that the system in place can handle itself.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that the grading would be subtle related to the existing grading and that the 
parking lot would only be 6 inches lower than it is now.  He reiterated that with the next 
presentation, the parking lot would be raised back up.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that if there are storm water and flooding related concerns from the Design 
Review Board, because of both the scope of the presentation and the charge of the Board, he 
suggested that they not delve into it too deeply, and perhaps  issue a comment of general concern 
with respect to drainage to allow them to conduct their review of the design related matters.   
 
Mr. Frank informed the Board that they have been working with the Village for over two years 
and that with regard to the proposed project, Steve Saunders is fully on Board with the proposal 
and the way it was designed.  He also stated that Mr. Saunders had a direct and final say in what 
is happening.  Mr. Frank added that there are no variances needed from the storm water rules.   
 
Mr. Freres suggested that the Board look at the testimony from the Environmental and Forestry 
Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals meetings. 
 
Ms. Stanley commented that she felt uncomfortable since the plan is contingent on other future 
work.   
 
Mr. Frank responded that it is not contingent on future work; rather, the current plan shows a 
design which accounts for the remote possibility that Phase Two may be delayed.  He described 
the likelihood of Phase Two not happening as very remote, and that the two phase application 
process is due in large part to the Park District working in cooperation with the Village to 
address broader drainage concerns cooperatively.   
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Ms. Stanley then stated that she is uncomfortable with adding half an acre of impermeable area 
in the flood plain.   
 
Mr. Frank reiterated that the project was designed to accommodate the additional runoff created 
by the additional pavement, with the runoff to be addressed in a sustainable and appropriate 
fashion by directing it to a complex and expensive system located to the west.  He stated that it is 
important to point out that the additional pavement is to accommodate the improved circulation 
needs, versus a desire to increase parking capacity.  
 
Ms. Stanley indicated that the tradeoff is quite steep given what has happened in the Village.   
 
Mr. Matthews informed the Board that this is the “good” plan and that when they come back 
before the Board later, they would get the “best plan.”   
 
Ms. Stanley reiterated that she is uncomfortable adding to the impervious surface of the Village 
for parking and circulation.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that the Board is to provide a recommendation to the Village Council and that 
the discussion would be reflected in the minutes.  
 
Chairman Swierk agreed that impervious surface is always an issue.  He stated that if there is 
grass in a flood situation, there would still be a foot of water on top.  
 
Mr. Matthews informed the Board that the next step would be providing detention for all paved 
areas.   
 
Mr. Dearborn asked what would happen with a new storm with water piling up in the parking lot.  
 
Mr. Matthews responded that it would be the same situation as today.  He also stated that the use 
of pavers would have no impact on detention.   
 
Mr. Frank informed the Board that with regard to the plan coming forth, the likelihood of it not 
getting approved is nearly zero.  He also stated that since that project represented a much larger 
undertaking, to put this application in with that, you cannot get buildings started this year.  Mr. 
Frank stated that they have discussed with the staff how to get the project started timely so that it 
would be completed by January 2013.  He also stated that they discussed with Mr. Saunders, the 
Village Manager, Burke Engineering, Mr. D’Onofrio and Mr. Norkus how to get the project off 
the ground in June or July versus waiting for an overall approval of the larger master plan.   
 
Mr. Schwartz suggested that they go back to the first slide which represented a master slide of 
the site. He stated that the project is a for a 20 year plan to accommodate water management for 
whatever development took place in those spaces.  Mr. Schwartz noted that it was all factored 
into how much storage they needed to have which is 17 acre feet.   
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Mr. Matthews noted that it is important to understand that the plan for detention was designed 
one time as opposed to performing incremental improvement with other development.  
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that they are looking at a solution to the drainage requirements over a 50 
year time period, versus simply accommodating the current work scope, and that with respect to 
drainage, they have overdesigned the system. 
    
Chairman Swierk stated that part of the Board’s recommendation is full approval on the 
engineering side with recommendations.   
 
Mr. Matthews stated that they recognize it is a major concern.  He went on to state that with 
regard to the parking lot lighting, he referred to a photometric plan which identified light levels 
in the parking lot to demonstrate that there would be no light spillage off of the property.  Mr. 
Matthews stated that they planned to use 25 foot light fixture which would be a 150 watt high 
pressure sodium fixture with a sharp cut off.  He added that they would be a double head fixture 
as opposed to a single head fixture and that there would be arms for banners located in the center 
islands and another area to the north.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked if they looked at other alternatives, such as shorter fixtures which 
comply with Design Guidelines, or more decorative ones.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that the design guidelines require them to use a cutoff fixture in commercial 
and institutional parking lots, and that decorative fixtures such as those used in the downtown 
district are not a full-cutoff fixture, which would result in more visible light within a residential 
area.   
 
Mr. Matthews then referred the Board to an illustration of the cross-section of the parking lot to 
demonstrate how the parking lot would be extended.  He stated that the bay would be narrowed 
to a conventional lot width with the interior island and drop-off in front of the tennis center 
addition.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that with regard to the tennis center landscaping, the focus was to achieve the 
recommendations in the design guidelines.  He stated that while they would be removing some 
trees, they spent time with Jim Stier and their forester and tagged trees, evaluated and determined 
which are dying, which would be transplanted and those that cannot be transplanted.  Mr. Freres 
stated that along Hibbard Road in the public right-of-way, there are smaller trees and that for 
those which would be transplanted, the best approach would be to move them once into the 
playfields and replant the area with new trees of an equal size.  He indicated that there would be 
a different size and variety of species.  Mr. Freres also stated that they would be removing the 
big trees in the front of the tennis center which are honey locust and red maple trees which are 
not in good condition.  He noted that they would be meeting the requirements of putting trees 
back in and that the proposed tree replanting program is identified in green in the packet of 
materials.  Mr. Freres stated that the landscape islands in the parking lot were discussed and that 
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while the project would increase the amount of impervious surface, part of the calculation picked 
up the building footprint.  He also stated that they would be reducing the amount of walkways, 
picking up green space and putting green space in the parking lot.  Mr. Freres noted that the 
Design Guidelines suggest that a parking lot of this size have 7.5% of its area set aside for 
internal and perimeter landscaping, and that they have put it substantially more, with 12.5% of 
total parking lot area dedicated to green space.  He stated that the circulation elements allow for a 
significant improvement in the overall appearance of the lot by allowing green space to soften 
the appearance of the lot, much more successfully than the current lot.  
 
Mr. Freres then stated that they are also proposing to put in a wider sidewalk along Hibbard 
Road, which would measure 10 feet wide.  He stated that it is important since it related to safety, 
security and park patrons.  Mr. Freres also stated that they considered Washburn School needs in 
connection with the widened sidewalk.  He stated that in connection with the increased 
impervious in the public right-of-way, they are asking for the Board’s comments.  He noted that 
they would also put a perimeter buffer around the parking lot.  Mr. Freres stated that the parking 
lot would help with the flow of traffic and help traffic stacking at the entrance.  He noted that it 
would be 4½ feet from the sidewalk to the curb and that the slope would level off with a curb 
being put in.  Mr. Freres added that the drop-off would be planted with a hedge row.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked if the sidewalk would be level and that it is not level now.  
 
Mr. Freres confirmed that is correct.  He noted that they would be fixing a problem and that it 
would cost a lot of money.  Mr. Freres then stated that if it is an issue, they need to hear the 
Board’s comments, because they do not want to invest in replacing a Village sidewalk if the 
community does not desire it.   He informed the Board that 10 feet is the national standard for 
public parkway usage.  Mr. Freres added that the sidewalk would go south to Oak Street and then 
to Cherry.   
 
Mr. Dearborn asked for additional detail for the landscape plan size of the trees.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that they are currently working on those details with Village Forester Jim Stier. 
He then referred to the tree survey/inventory which was included in the packet of materials and 
stated that there is a replacement value plan for the trees.  Mr. Freres noted that it would be part 
of the final design package.   
 
Mr. Frank stated that there has been discussion that instead of using a replacement tree with a 
minimum of 3 inches, they plan to replace trees with mature trees.  
 
Colin Marshall stated that he would discuss initiative no. 3 which related to the service center 
improvements.  He referred to an overview of the improvements on the northeast corner of the 
site and stated that there is more information in the packet of materials.  Mr. Marshall informed 
the Board that they planned to improve the site and the building.  He stated that they would be 
taking the material bins and moving them to the northwest service yard north of the driving 
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range.  Mr. Marshall stated that the paved area would be opened and converted to public use and 
function as an expanded parking area and which would also receive perimeter landscaping 
according to the design guidelines.  He stated that the project included improving the condition 
of the main building and the equipment storage buildings.  Mr. Marshall stated that while the 
service center building is not very visible, it represented great potential for restoration and 
commented that it will be a nice complement to the rest of the site.   
 
Mr. Freres then identified the trees and stated that they planned to ensure that the replacement 
inches are put back in.  He indicated that since less trees would be removed, there would be more 
opportunity to save trees in the public right-of-way.  Mr. Freres also stated that the opening will 
make the Skokie playfield look much bigger. He stated that they planned to keep the right-of-
way landscaped and that there would be better circulation of parking.  Mr. Freres also stated that 
they would be keeping another large group trees located against the building.  He noted that there 
would be foundation plantings and landscaping against the face of the building.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that with regard to project timing, their goal is to start at the end of the summer 
with completion in the early part of the year.  He stated that the service center completion would 
be done in incremental phases and is to be determined.  Mr. Freres then asked if there were any 
questions.  
 
Mr. Marshall referred to an illustration of the existing site plan.  He identified the parking area at 
the northwest corner which is used primarily by the staff.  Mr. Marshall then referred to the area 
to the south which would be fenced off.  He then referred to the 12 material bins along Hibbard 
Road and the greenhouse and equipment storage buildings.  Mr. Marshall reiterated that the 
material bins would be relocated.  He informed the Board that the original function of the service 
center was to accommodate the staff which maintained the parks, golf courses and ball fields and 
that part of the staff was moved to the other location.   
 
Mr. Marshall then stated that the project would allow them to open the east parking area and 
make it the staff and public parking area.  He also stated that there would be an increased width 
of the access point to make entering and exiting easier, while introducing perimeter landscaping 
and island landscaping together with landscaping along the building.  Mr. Marshall noted that the 
fence would be moved and that the whole east side would be more open, green and public and 
that there would be a huge improvement in the functionality of the area.  He also noted that there 
would be a net decrease in impervious surface because of the additional landscaping.  
 
Mr. Marshall then stated that the balance of the service area will be enclosed for security 
purposes and for safety and visual aspects.  He stated that with regard to parking in the 
residential streets, to get to the north playfield area, it would be a huge improvement for 
everyone.  Mr. Marshall commented that it would be a nice visual improvement to the corner of 
the site.   
 
Mr. Marshall stated that in connection with the functional improvements in the building, they 
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would be upgrading the restrooms and providing exterior access to the public after hours.  He 
then referred the Board to a color rendering of the exterior of the building and showed the Board 
the before and after photographs.  Mr. Marshall described the building as nondescript and 
screened and that it dated back to 1930.  He commented that the building has a nice character 
which was lost over time.  Mr. Marshall then referred to the existing masonry which consisted of 
buffed brick with terra cotta highlights.  He commented that the fading made the building seem 
more neutral.  Mr. Marshall stated that they are suggesting that the brick stay as is but that it be 
cleaned and tuck pointed. He stated that they planned to pick up the terra cotta highlights with 
the choice of shingle and that the windows would be replaced with new divided light clad 
windows.  Mr. Marshall also stated that shutters would be added to the public side of the 
building.  He then stated that they planned to replace the fascia, soffit, gutters and roofing and 
that the cupolas would also be replaced.  Mr. Marshall commented that this combination of 
materials and landscaping would provide a nice complement to the site.  He noted that the 
window openings would be the same size with arched masonry and that there would be a new 
door for the restrooms.   
 
Mr. Marshall then stated that with regard to one area where things would change, he referred the 
Board to the north end in an illustration and identified the 1986 addition which was done at the 
end of the building.  He referred to the frame addition with siding and stated that they chose a 
siding of fiber cement which would be a complementary color to the brick to make that portion 
appear less orange and an added-on looking piece.  Mr. Marshall stated that it would still have 
the same tone and hue and that they would use the same siding as the clad equipment storage 
buildings on the backside.  
 
Mr. Marshall then identified the south elevation as the most prominent and stated that they are 
suggesting that the equipment buildings have the same tone as the brick terra cotta shingles. He 
then stated that in connection with the fenced area, they are suggesting a composite material 
fence made of a recycled ethylene sustainable product.  Mr. Marshall indicated that in order to 
avoid the aging of the cedar over time, it would be a more uniform, consistent and neutral 
backdrop.  He noted that the fence lined up currently with the edge of the building and that the 
service yard for the service center would be reduced considerably.  Mr. Marshall added that they 
planned to preserve that corner for the equipment which would still be in that yard.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked how high would the fence be.  
 
Mr. Marshall responded that it is 6 feet and that they are proposing an 8 foot fence since there 
would be equipment there which he described as an attractive nuisance.  
 
Chairman Swierk suggested that landscaping be used across the fence.   
 
Mr. Marshall informed the Board that the Park District considered growing ivy on the fence.  
 
Mr. Dearborn commented that it is not a good idea to have the parking area open to the lot.   
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Mr. Frank noted that there would be a whole new plan for the fields.  
 
Mr. Freres added that there may be another fence on their side.   
 
Mr. Marshall then referred the Board to an aerial view of the site and stated that they planned to 
remove the large bins and convert the area to a parking lot and move the bins to an area which he 
identified as the northwest service area.  He noted that the material and storage site would be 
screened on four sides.  Mr. Marshall informed the Board that the question came up at the Plan 
Commission meeting as to what they will look like.  He then referred the Board to an illustration 
of a simple utilitarian functional element at 6 feet in height and that there would be precast 
concrete dividers to create the bins to store the material.  Mr. Marshall stated that the idea is that 
it would be a screened-in area since it is intended to be a work area.   
 
Mr. Dearborn questioned the effect on the neighbors.  
 
Mr. Marshall stated that one issue which would be different is the delivery of materials which are 
dropped off and that they would come down the service lane like the existing vehicles do.  He 
indicated that you would only see it if you walk to the entrance and look into that area.  Mr. 
Marshall described it as a hugely significant improvement for the Park District staff and the 
public.  He then asked if there were any additional questions.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked with regard to the service buildings, he referred to the cupolas and asked 
if they looked at other options to make them bigger.   
 
Mr. Marshall responded that they looked at a lot of variations and material choices.  He 
described the building as a very simple utilitarian structure and that it is far from being an 
important building.  Mr. Marshall indicated that they were not inclined to see it as being much 
grander than it is and that the plan is to enhance its simple strengths and not turn it into 
something which it is not.   
 
A gentleman in the audience stated that there is room for improvement and that the cupolas are 
unequally spaced.  He stated that with regard to the cupolas, they are not trying to replace them 
with something new and that he agreed with Mr. Marshall’s comments.  He stated that if it is 
important to the Board, it is worth considering.  
 
Ms. Kelly asked if it was their intention to restore the cupolas.  
 
Mr. Marshall stated that they may end up replacing them and confirmed that they will be re-
spaced.  
 
Ms. Kelly asked with regard to the bathrooms, if the only reason is that so the public can enter 
them.  
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Mr. Marshall confirmed that is correct.  He then referred the Board to an illustration of the north 
end of the building.  Mr. Marshall also stated that they needed to move one restroom into the 
work area.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked how the siding would align with the brick.   
 
A gentleman in the audience stated that it would be flush and aligned.   
 
Mr. Marshall stated that vertical trim would be used to pick up the misalignment.  
 
Chairman Swierk stated that since there would be a more prominent view of the building, he 
suggested that they reconfigure the bathroom area so that the door is more to the right.  He also 
suggested that a 4 to 5 foot canopy would hide the transition between the siding and the brick.   
 
Mr. Klaskin indicated that it may intersect with the mechanical closet.  
 
Mr. Marshall stated that they can consider that suggestion.  He noted that the after hours 
bathroom would be available to the public.  
 
Chairman Swierk then asked how would they patch the brick in the walls up.  
 
Mr. Marshall stated that they will consider and do masonry restoration and take as much brick 
from the private to the public area as possible.  
 
Chairman Swierk commented that the building is fine.   
 
Mr. Marshall asked if there were any other questions.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked if the new addition and canopy would be for those who are waiting to be 
picked up.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that now, the building setback is significant from the parking lot and that 
children who are waiting outside bolt to vehicles to be picked up.  He stated that the addition and 
canopy would give them a chance to wait outside for protection from the weather and add 
prominence to the new entryway.   
 
Chairman Swierk then asked if the sign would be kept and referred to the sign down at the other 
end.  He asked if it needed to be repeated or if it should just say “Tennis Center.”  
 
Mr. Frank stated that the thinking is that the tennis center is referred to as the A.C. Nielsen tennis 
center.  
 
Mr. Schwartz stated that A.C. Nielsen funded it 100%, and that it would be appropriate to 
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continue to acknowledge Mr. Nielsen.   
 
Mr. Frank then referred the Board to a photograph of signage which stated “Winnetka Park 
District.”   
 
Mr. Dearborn questioned the monument sign at the entrance.   
 
Mr. Freres stated that there would be a new series of signage.   
 
Mr. Frank noted that the stone planter with the signage board of A.C. Nielsen would remain and 
that the sign would be reused.   
 
Ms. Kelly asked if there would be the same lettering for the signage for the Park District.  
 
Mr. Frank responded that it would be the same as the A.C. Nielsen lettering.  
 
Ms. Kelly then asked if it would be silver brushed aluminum. 
 
Mr. Frank stated that they may use darker lettering against the limestone.  He noted that he has 
the specifications for the lettering on the Park District building and that they planned to use the 
same specifications.  Mr. Frank also stated that they would be adding an elevator lift to the 
interior and that there are no plans to replace the windows.   
 
Mr. Klaskin asked if it has to stay as it is existing.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that it is used frequently and referred the Board to Drawing No. 2.1.   
 
Ms. Kelly referred to the front of the overhang and whether all three major portions would line 
up.   
 
Mr. Frank again referred the Board to Drawing No. 2.1.  
 
Mr. Klaskin stated that they would want continuity across the building face.  
 
Mr. Frank noted that the Park District building is significantly taller than the tennis center.  He 
stated that the proposed addition would not be that high and that they are 1,000 feet apart.  Mr. 
Frank stated that they would not be seen with the same perspective.  He then referred the Board 
to Drawing No. 1.2 and stated that they planned to meet the life safety codes with regard to the 
sprinkler.  Mr. Frank then stated that with regard to the fire doors, the fire department did not 
require them to sprinkler the rest of the building and that if they want to leave the door open and 
widen the space in order to look into the tennis area, they would have to bring the entire building 
up to the current life safety requirements.   
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Chairman Swierk stated that the new rectangular windows seemed like different shapes.  
 
Mr. Frank referred the Board to Drawing No. 5.30 and stated that they are the same proportion.  
He also stated that you cannot see the back in the shadow and that they could make the bottom 
door of the rail and window the same height.  
 
Mr. Klaskin asked if it can be done in stone.  
 
Mr. Frank responded that it could, but that it may be out of character.  
 
Ms. Kelly questioned the skylight.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that it would be used to give light to the cathedral ceiling.  
 
Mr. Dearborn asked what are the three primary benefits of the addition.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that the main entrance leads to the hallway and then to the control area.  He 
stated that there would be two offices in the front and room for people to have discussions with 
the director right there.  Mr. Frank reiterated that the lounge area would be similar to that at the 
paddle hut and that there would be an area to congregate.  He also stated that during the year, 
events take place and that there would be entertaining there as well.  
 
Mr. Klaskin asked if they planned to redo the retail component.   
 
Mr. Frank responded that it would be left as is for now.  He stated that they planned to 
reconfigure the south wing area when the offices are taken out and that there would be 
bathrooms there where there are none there now.  Mr. Frank added that all of the mechanicals 
and lighting will be redone and that they hope to use a geothermal system for heating and 
cooling.  He also stated that if it is not feasible, the south side rooftop existing unit would be at a 
height equal to the backstop area for tennis.  Mr. Frank stated that they want to eliminate it for a 
variety of reasons.   
 
Chairman Swierk asked if the Board is to look at the A.C. Nielsen sign for approval.  
 
Mr. Frank confirmed that is correct and that they are looking for a positive recommendation from 
the Board for the building itself including signage and landscaping and that the hardscape 
finishes would be presented at a future time.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked Mr. Norkus what are the requirements for the signage on the facade.   
 
Mr. Norkus stated that the limit is 15% and that the facade is rather sizable.  He informed the 
Board that the sign area is considerably under the maximum allowable sign area, but that the 
Board also is permitted to consider the appropriateness of signs with respect to their relationship 
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to the building.  
 
Chairman Swierk referred to the A.C. Nielsen lettering height on the stone facade and asked why 
is not higher.   
 
Mr. Frank referred the Board to Drawing No. 2.2 and identified the limestone band below the 
A.C. Nielsen as the horizontal piece.  He indicated that it may be 18 inches.  Mr. Frank stated 
that the thinking is that they played with smaller and bigger sizes and that the size shown is the 
most appropriate for the building.  
 
Ms. Kelly questioned whether any building lighting is proposed.   
 
Mr. Frank indicated that they may be proposed, but that specific fixtures have not been 
identified.  He stated that there are existing fixtures on the north end of the facility which might 
be matched, or perhaps a different fixture.  He suggested that the Board consider requiring future 
review and approval of lighting as it has not yet been finalized. 
 
Chairman Swierk suggested that the Board can make one motion and recommendations for a re-
review.  He stated that with regard to the parking lot lighting, he asked if they want it to look 
more like the downtown fixtures.  
 
Mr. Freres responded that they cannot do the Village fixture and that if they went with the 
downtown streetscape, the light would be penetrating into the dark sky.  He noted that a cutoff 
fixture would be needed here so that it would be more innocuous and compatible with the more 
residential character.  
 
Mr. Marshall added that, with respect to fixture height, if they used a shorter fixture, there would 
need to be more of them.  
 
Mr. Klaskin commented that he liked the idea of the A.C. Nielsen lettering to match the Park 
District lettering. 
 
Chairman Swierk then read the notes that he took, noting that there are some items which are 
“conditions of approval”, while other items are items which the applicant needs to “come back 
with clarification” on.  He stated that the applicant is to come back with the actual material 
colors and samples for the tennis center for the brick and the stone.   
 
Mr. Frank stated that in the past, they delivered brick samples to Mr. Norkus and one Board 
member can look at it.  
 
Chairman Swierk stated that would be fine.  He suggested that they get a piece of the limestone 
even though they realize it would not be a match because of weathering.  Chairman Swierk 
stated that the applicant should provide the schematics showing the ability of a Suburban to 
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maneuver through the cul-de-sac.  
 
Mr. Norkus suggested that the Board leave the determination of adequacy of turning movements 
with the Village Engineer.  
 
Chairman Swierk stated that he wanted to make sure that the Village Council realized the 
Board’s concern with the civil engineering side of the project, to assure the project is designed in 
full compliance with floodplain regulations without variances needed.  He stated that the 
landscape plan will follow as the project gets developed for the maintenance building and the 
tennis center.  Chairman Swierk then stated that the signage on the A.C. Nielsen tennis center 
addition would be brushed aluminum. 
 
Mr. Frank confirmed that he will look at the specifications and match them.   
 
Chairman Swierk stated that the Board would like to see the sign submittal again or either an 
email submittal.   
 
Mr. Frank stated that he can send to Mr. Norkus the size of the letters and the band.   
 
Chairman Swierk then stated that with regard to the new fence on the south side of the 
maintenance center, there would be no landscaping plan there.  He stated that with regard to the 
time frame, if the next phase did not happen, they would install landscaping in front of the fence.  
 
Mr. Freres stated that they will have landscaping there which is better than what is there today.  
 
Chairman Swierk then referred to the siding brick transition on the side of the maintenance 
center and stated that there is to be a re-submittal on that building elevation.  He asked if there 
timing concerns. 
 
Mr. Freres stated that they would come back next month with two parts of the presentation of the 
global plan and follow-up to these questions on the open items.   
 
Chairman Swierk then stated that the signage can wait until next month.  
 
Ms. Stanley commented that she liked the long line of the Service Center building, without a 
break such as a roof covering the bathroom entry.   
 
Mr. Marshall indicated that they would be leery about creating a dormer to break up the line.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked if there were any other comments.   
 
Mr. Klaskin stated that a roofed area would both call attention to the bathroom entrance, as well 
as to provide protection from the weather.  
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Mr. Freres questioned whether a blade sign could be used to identify the bathroom. 
  
Mr. Marshall stated that they would make the door a different color than the other doors.   
 
A gentleman in the audience stated that they could use a door with a window to call it out as an 
entry.  
 
Mr. Dearborn commented that is fine and that it should be kept simple.  
 
Ms. Stanley commented that she liked the existing cupolas.  
 
Chairman Swierk stated that no rooftop equipment would be visible on the tennis center addition 
and that the lighting would be submitted if the applicant decided to have lighting.  He also stated 
that there is no problem with the storage bin areas.  
 
Ms. Kelly asked if the 530 address number would be shown on the Tennis Center addition.  
 
Mr. Frank stated that they need the address sign for fire department identification.  
 
Mr. Dearborn questioned the amount of impermeable space for the addition.  
 
Chairman Swierk reiterated that the request should be subject to the Board’s concern that the 
request be approved subject to full engineering and flood plain compliance, without variations.   
 
Mr. Dearborn stated that, with the final “master plan”, there is almost zero chance that what was 
presented this evening is going to occur, and that the actual elevation of the parking lot is likely 
to be raised higher, as will be shown next month. Mr. Dearborn asked if they are working under 
that assumption. 
 
Mr. Frank stated that with regard to what they planned to propose next month, the Board can 
state in its recommendations that water retention in the parking lot area is in question.  He then 
stated that next month, if the Board is satisfied with the new design, it becomes a moot point.  
Mr. Frank also stated that Mr. Saunders would be here next month.  He stated that aesthetics are 
part of the Board’s purview and that engineering is not.   
 
Chairman Swierk agreed with Mr. Frank’s comments since no engineering variations are to be 
considered.   
 
Mr. Norkus explained that no permit would be issued by the Village until every aspect 
underwent a detailed reviewed and complied with the flood plain regulations.    
 
Ms. Stanley stated that it is important to include the Board’s concern about storm water and the 
floodplain, and expressing concern about the addition of impervious surfaces. 
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Mr. Frank stated that the Board’s concerns are reflected in their comments in the minutes.   
 
Ms. Stanley then asked if there would be a vertical transition.   
 
Mr. Marshall confirmed that is correct.  He also stated that if it sticks out, they would see how 
that detail would work.  
 
Chairman Swierk asked for a motion issuing favorable comment on the requested Special Use 
Permit, subject to (a) Village Engineer review of turning movements in reconfigured parking lot; 
(b) expressing concern regarding the addition of impermeable area in the floodplain, and the 
review by the Village Engineer of the adequacy of civil and storm water plans, with no variances 
from floodplain regulations; (c) further review of any building mounted lighting, if proposed. 
 
Chairman Swierk further stated that items requiring further review include; (1) submittal of 
material samples for the brick and stone, (2) a detailed landscape plan, (3) detailed sign 
drawings, and (4) a detail for the exterior wall materials at the service center building.    
 
Ms. Stanley moved to issue favorable comment to the Village Council subject to the conditions 
outlined by Chairman Swierk.  
 
Mr. Dearborn seconded the motion.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.   
 
AYES:   Dearborn, Kelly, Klaskin, Shen, Stanley, Swierk  
NAYS:   None  
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AGENDA REPORT 
  
 
TO:    Village Council 
 
PREPARED BY:  Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development 
 
DATE:   March 7, 2012 
 
SUBJECT:  1235 Westmoor Rd. Ord. M-4-2012 

(1) Maximum Building Size 
 
Ordinance M-4-2012 grants a variation by Ordinance from Section 17.30.040 [Maximum 
Building Size] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit the construction of a bay 
window and dormer addition to the residence that will result in a gross floor area (GFA) of 
7,971.75 s.f., whereas the maximum of 6,803.48 s.f. is permitted, a variation of 1,168.27 
s.f. (17.17%).  The proposed GFA of 7,971.75 s.f. is a reduction of the existing 
nonconforming GFA of 8,021.77 s.f. due to the elimination of GFA elsewhere in the 
residence. 
 
The petitioner, John Miller, is requesting the variation in order to add a bay window to the 
existing dining room and a dormer on the second floor.  The bay window is 39.65 s.f. and 
the dormer is 9.73 s.f.  The proposed bay window doesn’t actual contribute 39.65 s.f. of 
GFA due to the cantilevered bay window above on the second floor and the cantilevered 
attic floor.  Also, to lessen the extent of the variation request, the proposal includes 
removing the existing enclosed area north of the family room by removing the roof.  All 
that being said, the proposed GFA of 7,971.75 s.f. is a reduction of the existing 
nonconforming GFA of 8,021.77 s.f., a net decrease of 50.02 s.f. 
 
The GFA regulations have changed since this residence was built in 1990.  One example 
of this is the inclusion of a portion of the basement in the GFA (821.55 s.f.) due to the 
height of first floor above grade.  In 2002 the zoning ordinance was amended to require 
basements constructed since February 7, 1989 that have a finished first floor more than 2.5 
ft. above grade to be included in the GFA.  Also, there are areas of the second floor and 
attic floor that cantilever over the floors below.  Such areas are included in the GFA at 
each floor level below the cantilevered feature. 
 
With the exception of the GFA, the proposed improvements comply with the zoning 
ordinance as represented on the attached zoning matrix.       
 
The property is located in the R-2 Single Family Residential District.  The home was 
built in 1990.  The petitioner purchased the property in 1983.  The original residence on 
the property was built in 1954 and was torn down in order to build the existing residence, 
pool house, and pool in 1990. 
      
There are no previous zoning variations for this property. 
 
At its February 13, 2012 meeting the ZBA voted 6-0 to recommend approval of the 
variation.  
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Page 2 of 2 
 
Introduction of the ordinance requires the concurrence of the majority of the Village 
Council members present. 
 
Recommendation 
Consider introduction of Ordinance M-4-2012, granting a variation from the maximum 
permitted building size to permit the construction of additions to the residence. 
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ZONING MATRIX

ADDRESS: 1235 Westmoor Rd.
CASE NO:  12-04-V2
ZONING:     R-2

EXISTING NONCONFORMING

Min. Average Lot Width

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

Max. Gross Floor Area

Max. Impermeable Lot Coverage

Min. Front Yard (South)

Min. Corner (Front) Yard (West) 30.66 FT

Min. Side Yard (East)

Min. Rear Yard (North) 25 FT

NOTES: (1) Based on lot area of 21,789 s.f.

EXISTING NONCONFORMING

78.7 FT N/A N/A OK

12 FT 11.63 FT 14.65 FT N/A

OK

30.02 FT 31.37 FT N/A EXISTING NONCONFORMING

50 FT 52.44 FT 51.38 FT N/A

1,168.27 SF (17.17%) VARIATION

10,894.5 SF (1) 10,282.73 SF 13.09 SF 10,295.82 SF OK

6,803.48 SF (1) 8,021.77 SF (50.02) SF 7,971.75 SF

EXISTING NONCONFORMING

5,447.25 SF (1) 4,637.55 SF (79.22) SF 4,558.33 SF OK

115 FT 106.64 FT N/A N/A

N/A

ITEM REQUIREMENT
Min. Lot Size 25,200 SF 21,789 SF N/A

EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL STATUS
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ORDINANCE NO. M-4-2012 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
GRANTING A VARIATION 

IN THE APPLICATION OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE 
OF THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA,  

COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS (1235 Westmoor 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, the property commonly known as 1235 Westmoor, Winnetka, Illinois (the 

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

Lot 5 in Durham’s Subdivision according to the plat thereof recorded as 
Document No. 15576059 on March 24, 1953, in the Northwest Quarter of the 
Southwest Quarter of Section 17, Township 42 North, Range 13 East of the Third 
Principal Meridian, Village of Winnetka, Cook County, Illinois; and 

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located in the R-2 Zoning District provided in 

Chapter 17.24 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code; and 

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2012, the owner of the Subject Property filed an application 

for a variation of 1,168.27 square feet (17.17%) from the maximum building size (gross floor area) 

limitations in Section 17.30.040 of the Lot, Space, Bulk and Yard Regulations for Single Family 

Residential Districts established by Chapter 17.30 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow a gross floor 

area of 7,971.75 square feet, whereas the maximum permitted gross floor area is 6,803.48 square 

feet, to permit renovations that would reconfigure interior space, add a bay window to the dining 

room, add a dormer on the second floor and eliminate an existing enclosed area along the north 

building line adjacent to the family room by removing the roof and leaving an open patio surface; 

and 

WHEREAS, on February 13, 2012, on due notice thereof, the Zoning Board of Appeals 

conducted a public hearing on the requested variations and, by the unanimous vote of the six 

March 20, 2012  M-4-2012 
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members then present, has reported to the Council recommending that the requested variation be 

granted; and 

WHEREAS, there are practical difficulties associated with carrying out the strict 

application of the Zoning Ordinance with respect to the Subject Property in that:  (a) the home was 

constructed in 1990 with a conforming gross floor area, but was rendered nonconforming by zoning 

amendments passed in 2002 that required including the home’s basement in calculating the gross 

floor area, because the first floor is more than 2.5 feet above grade; and (b) the proposed changes 

will improve the functionality of the existing home; (c) the addition of the bay window to the dining 

room will improve the appearance of the Westmoor Road frontage of the home; (d) the proposed 

construction would reduce the home’s roofed lot coverage by approximately 79 square feet and 

would reduce the gross floor area by 50 square feet; and (e) the actual size of the proposed changes 

is minimal in relation to the existing size of the building, to the Subject Property as a whole, and to 

the surrounding neighborhood; and 

WHEREAS, the requested variation will not alter the essential character of the 

neighborhood because the proposed additions are in keeping with the architectural design of the 

residence and will improve the appearance of the existing home when viewed from Westmoor 

Road; and 

WHEREAS, the requested variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air 

because: (a) the proposed additions are not adjacent to any neighboring structures; (b) the proposed 

dormer mirrors an existing dormer on the east side of the house; (c) the reconfigured west building 

line operates to increase the corner setback along Westmoor Road; and both the proposed bay 

window and proposed dormer will bring more daylight into the house; and  

WHEREAS, the requested variation will not increase the hazard from fire and other 

dangers to the Subject Property, as the proposed construction will comply with all applicable 

building and fire protection codes; and 

WHEREAS, there is no evidence that the requested variation will diminish the taxable 

value of land and buildings throughout the Village, and the taxable value of the Subject Property 

may be increased because of the proposed improvements; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed construction will not contribute to congestion on the public 

streets, as the property will continue to be used for single family residential purposes; and 

March 20, 2012 - 2 - M-4-2012 

242



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

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

WHEREAS, the requested variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of 

the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, in that it allows the renovation, restoration and rehabilitation of a 

structurally sound existing building while maintaining the existing scale and appearance of the 

community and protecting established trees and landscaping. 

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 Subject Property, commonly known as 1235 Westmoor, and 

located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential District provided in Chapter 17.24 of the Winnetka 

Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code is hereby granted a variation of 1,168.27 

square feet (17.17%) from the maximum building size (gross floor area) limitations in Section 

17.30.040 of the Lot, Space, Bulk and Yard Regulations for Single Family Residential Districts 

established by Chapter 17.30 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow a gross floor area of 7,971.75 square 

feet, whereas the maximum permitted gross floor area is 6,803.48 square feet, to permit renovations 

that would reconfigure interior space, add a bay window to the dining room, add a dormer on the 

second floor and eliminate an existing enclosed area along the north building line adjacent to the 

family room by removing the roof and leaving an open patio surface in accordance with the plans 

and elevations submitted with the application for variation. 

SECTION 3: The variation granted herein is conditioned upon the commencement of 

the proposed construction within 12 months after the effective date of this 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 Illinois 

Constitution of 1970. 

[Remainder of this page intentionally left blank.] 

March 20, 2012 - 3 - M-4-2012 
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March 20, 2012 - 4 - M-4-2012 

SECTION 5: 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:  March 20, 2012 

Posted:  

Passed and Approved:  

Posted:  
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Minutes adopted 03.12.2012 
 

WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
EXCERPT OF MINUTES 

FEBRUARY 13, 2012 
      
Zoning Board Members Present:  Joe Adams, Chairman 

Mary Hickey 
Joni Johnson 
Carl Lane 
Jim McCoy 
Scott Myers  
 

Zoning Board Members Absent:  Bill Krucks 
            
Village Staff:     Michael D’Onofrio, Director of Community  
      Development  
      Ann Klaassen, Planning Assistant  
 
Agenda Items: 

*** 
 

Case No. 12-04-V2:    1235 Westmoor Rd. 
      John Miller 
      Variation by Ordinance 
      Maximum Building Size 
 

*** 
 
1235 Westmoor Rd., Case No. 12-04-V2: John Miller; Variation by Ordinance - Maximum 
Building Size 
 
Mr. D’Onofrio read the public notice.  The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and 
receive public comment regarding a request by John Miller concerning a variation by Ordinance 
from Section 17.30.040 [Maximum Building Size] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit 
the construction of a bay window and dormer addition to the residence that will result in a gross 
floor area (GFA) of 7,971.75 square feet, whereas the maximum of 6,803.48 square feet is 
permitted, a variation of 1,168.27 square feet (17.17%).  The proposed GFA of 7,971.75 square 
feet is a reduction of the existing nonconforming GFA of 8,021.77 square feet due to the 
elimination of GFA elsewhere in the residence.    
 
Chairman Adams swore in those that would be speaking on this case. 
 
Wade Weissmann of Wade Weissmann Architecture introduced himself to the Board as the 
owner of the design company along with Meg Cherney.  He stated that the variation is to 
rearrange the square footage existing on the home which would form a deduction in the amount 
of square footage of the home.  Mr. Weissmann stated that they prepared an application which  
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contained eight points.   
 
Mr. Weissmann stated that with regard to reasonable return, they are looking to rearrange the 
square footage of the home in order to make improvements to spaces in the house.  He stated that 
it is requiring them to make two modifications to the exterior skin of the residence.  Mr. 
Weissmann informed the Board that when the home was built, it was in compliance with zoning 
and that now the property zoning requirements have changed and the property is now 
nonconforming.  He stated that it also relates to the second point in connection with unique 
circumstances in that zoning had changed and now the property is nonconforming.  Mr. 
Weissmann noted that it is impossible to reduce the amount of square footage to make the home 
complaint under the new zoning requirements. 
 
Mr. Weissmann stated that they felt that making these improvements to the home aesthetically 
related to standard no 3.  He also stated that where the bay window is being added, there are 
overhangs in that location and that it would not be coming out further.  
 
Chairman Adams stated that they would be reworking the inside of the home.  He asked what the 
benefit of the redesign is.  
 
Mr. Weissmann stated that they planned to reconfigure spaces that allow the reorientation of 
some of the rooms to have more orientation to the exterior of the home.  He also stated that they  
 
planned to add more windows to get more light and that the bay window would create more light 
for the dining room.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked with regard to the dormers, if there would be one or more.   
 
Mr. Weissmann responded that there would be one dormer on the east side of the home which 
would allow light into a darkened hallway.  He noted that the location of the dormer would be 
within 3 feet of the gable end so the gross floor area allowance for dormers does not apply for 
the proposed dormer.  Mr. Weissmann informed the Board that dormers help eliminate square 
footage and that it is a fairly complex calculation.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked if the bay window did not count toward GFA.  
 
Ms. Klaassen confirmed that it did and stated that 64 square feet is allowed for chimneys and bay 
windows and that they have more than that throughout the home.  
 
Ms. Johnson stated that in the packet of materials, it says that it does not count.   
 
Ms. Klaassen indicated that the bay window does contribute to the GFA but not in its entirety 
because of the cantilevered bay window on the second floor.  She stated the cantilevered areas 
above are already included in the existing GFA calculation.     
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Ms. Johnson stated that in the agenda report and on the zoning matrix, it indicated a reduction in 
GFA by 50 square feet and that in the application materials, it stated that it would be reduced by 
150 square feet.  
 
Ms. Klaassen stated that represented the difference in how it was calculated and again referred to 
the cantilevered areas at both the second floor and attic floor levels.  She noted that RLC is a 
separate calculation. 
 
Mr. Weissmann informed the Board that they spent a lot of time trying to understand the nuances 
of the zoning code.  He indicated that his client is willing to give up square footage which exists 
but not fully utilized and to take that square footage and create enhancements to the front of the 
home.  Mr. Weissmann stated that the only vehicle in which to do that is to ask for a variation 
because the property was built after the zoning code changed in 1989.  He stated that they are 
caught in a gray zone since the home was built after the benchmark date but before they were 
required to have a lower first floor height and that the basement was not originally calculated as 
part of the square footage.  Mr. Weissmann added that there is a lot of unusable square footage in 
the residence because of the envelope. 
       
Mr. Myers asked if the reason for the additions is to increase the amount of natural light in the 
home.   
 
Mr. Weissmann confirmed that is correct.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked with regard to the interior renovation, if they would be adding an elevator and 
reworking the second floor space.   
 
Mr. Weissmann stated that there would be circulation changes and reconfigurations for enhanced 
wardrobe space.  He also stated that they would be adding an elevator which required 
adjustments to the interior circulation.  Mr. Weissmann stated that they would be taking the 
underutilized porch and combining it with the dining room space to reorient the home to the 
street, as well as to create more pantry storage and kitchen where there is no natural light. 
 
Chairman Adams asked if there were any other questions.  No additional questions were raised 
by the Board at this time.  He then asked if there were any questions from the audience.  No 
questions were raised by the audience at this time.  Chairman Adams then called the matter in for 
discussion. 
 
Ms. Johnson stated that she had trouble with the request even though they are fairly minor 
variations in that the request could not fit into the Board’s analysis of hardship, unique 
circumstances and reasonable return.  She then stated that even without a bay window or dormer, 
the applicant could still get reasonable return in 8,000 square feet of GFA.  Ms. Johnson stated 
that the request is fine because the applicant would be compensating and reducing GFA through 
other changes and reducing RLC.  She indicated that the purist in her is struggling to fit this case 
into the Board’s regular analysis.  Ms. Johnson stated that there is the issue of the basement  

270



February 13, 2012          Page 4  
Minutes adopted 03.12.2012 
 
being counted in GFA and referred to a case heard by the Board on Ash Street where they ruled 
against it, but that the difference is that the Ash Street applicant asked to add hundreds of square 
feet.   
 
Ms. Johnson stated that in looking at the examples given to applicants who apply for a variation, 
one general finding upon which variations are approved fits this case and referred to standard no. 
6 which states, “The lack of an available alternative where the degree of the existing legal 
nonconformity will not be increased and additional nonconformities will not be created.”  She 
stated that standard applied here, she would find in favor of the request.  Ms. Johnson indicated 
that there is no basis for not approving the request other than the fact that it did not fit into the 
traditional hardship requirements.  She also referred to the fact that there would be no effect on 
the neighbors because of the lot size.   
 
Chairman Adams noted that a letter from the neighbor across the street, the Eisens, has been 
entered into the record and that they are in favor of the request. 
 
Ms. Johnson stated that she is also in favor of the request based on the example of when they can 
find a basis for a zoning variance relating to practical difficulty.  She indicated that you cannot 
say that the zoning change created a hardship and if they did, then in every case, they would have 
to find in favor of the applicant.   
 
Chairman Adams agreed that the regulation itself cannot be deemed a hardship.  He also stated 
that you cannot tell easily from the plans and how it would extend the vitality of the home.   
 
Chairman Adams suggested that the applicant’s presentation to the Village Council be more 
forceful to say that there would be an increase in vitality.  He then referred to the creation of a 
reduction of the nonconformity of the existing home.  Chairman Adams asked if there were any 
other comments.  
 
Mr. Myers stated that Ms. Johnson’s comments were the most intellectual compared to those of 
others on the Board and that she moved the rest of the Board down the path.  He stated that he 
agreed with the fact that they would be bringing greater light in the home which he described as 
a relevant point, as well as the fact that they would be reducing the nonconformity which he 
stated is key.   
 
Mr. Lane stated that on balance, it is an issue to him.  He agreed that the change in the code did 
not create hardship.  Mr. Lane then referred to the example of where a garage is being changed 
but that they did not require moving the garage to make it conform.  He stated that there are 
slight unique circumstances and that the applicant is asking to reduce the variations.  Mr. Lane 
stated that for those reasons, he is favor of the request.  
 
Mr. McCoy stated that he agreed with the comments made and asked if there were any other 
alternatives to create more light in that room other than a nonconforming bay window.   
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Mr. Weissmann stated that his job as an architect is to take the wish list of the client and see how 
best it is disseminated on the plan.  He stated that if the wish list is for more pantry space and 
more storage for the kitchen and an elevator, they end up with the ability in this plan to create 
dining room space and to shift it to create a space to fill with storage and not require light. Mr. 
Weissmann stated that they looked at the boundaries of the spaces to bring in light.  He then 
referred to the craftsman design of the home, the setbacks and exaggerated eaves.  Mr. 
Weissmann stated that they planned to enhance that by making a bay window. 
 
Mr. Weissmann indicated that the request partly related to character, aesthetics and function.  He 
described the proposal as the best solution, although he is sure there are other solutions which 
would bring in north light versus west light which is warmer.  Mr. Weissmann described the 
proposal as an advantage which is why they chose it. 
 
Ms. Johnson stated that there are similar bay windows on the other elevations and that it made 
sense from an architectural standpoint.   
 
Chairman Adams asked if there were any other questions.   
 
Ms. Hickey stated that she recognized that the owners would like to stay in the home and are 
preparing for it in the long term.  She agreed with the comment that there would be a reduction in 
overall nonconformities.  
 
Chairman Adams then asked for a motion.  
 
Ms. Johnson moved to recommend approval of the variation request for maximum building size 
on the basis that no additional nonconformities would be created by the variation if granted.  She 
stated that there is not an available alternative to bring more light into the dining room.  Ms. 
Johnson noted that the existing legal nonconformity would not be increased, but through other 
changes in the home, it would be decreased.  She stated that there would be a decrease in 
nonconforming GFA of approximately 50  square feet and a decrease in RLC and that while it is 
presently conforming, it would be more conforming.   
 
Ms. Johnson then stated that there would be practical difficulty to make modest changes given 
the current zoning regulations which were not in place when the home was built in 1990.  She 
stated that the plight of the applicant is due to unique circumstances in that the zoning 
regulations changed and because of the cantilevered roof lines.  Ms. Johnson stated that while the 
bay window is going to add GFA, the owner would be reducing the overall GFA with changes in 
other parts of the home.  She stated that there are also unique circumstances associated with the 
property because of the cantilevered roof lines.  Ms. Johnson stated that the request would not 
alter the character of the locality and that there would be no effect on the light and air of 
surrounding properties.  She stated that the hazard from fire would not increase and that the 
taxable value of the land would be increased since the applicant would be enhancing the home 
and making it possible to age in place through the interior improvements.  Ms. Johnson 
concluded by stating that congestion would not increase and that the public health, safety,  
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comfort, morals and welfare of the Village will not be impaired.  
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Myers.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously 
passed, 6 to 0.   
 
AYES:   Adams, Johnson, Hickey, Lane, McCoy, Myers  
NAYS:   None     
 
FINDINGS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
1. The requested variation is within the final jurisdiction of the Village Council.  
 
2. The requested variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 

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

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

Section 17.30.040 [Maximum Building Size] of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance which is 
related to the use or the construction or alteration of buildings or structures. 

 
The evidence in the judgment of the Zoning Board of Appeals has established: 
 
1. The property cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the  
  
 conditions allowed by the zoning regulations.  Built in 1990, the existing residence is 

considered legal nonconforming with respect to the maximum permitted building size.  
The proposed addition does not create additional nonconformities; in fact, the applicant is 
proposing to decrease the nonconforming GFA by approximately 50 s.f. by removing an 
area on the north side of the residence.   

 
2. The plight of the applicant is due to unique circumstances which are related to the 

property and not the applicant.  The cantilevered areas from both the second floor and 
attic floor create a unique circumstance for the property.  The residence was built before 
changes to the zoning ordinance required such cantilevered areas to be included in the 
gross floor area at each floor level below the cantilevered area.  

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

proposed additions are in keeping with the architectural design of the residence, in fact 
there are similar bay windows on other elevations of the residence. 

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

proposed variation, as there are no proximate structures to the proposed addition.   
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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 

taxable value of the land would be increased since the applicant would be enhancing the 
residence and making it possible to age in place through interior improvements. 

 
7. Congestion in the public streets will not increase.  The structure will continue to be used 

as a single-family residence and no additional bedrooms are proposed. 
 
8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village 

will not be otherwise impaired.  
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AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
SUBJECT:   Trifecta Restaurant Liquor License 
 
PREPARED BY:  Katherine S. Janega, Village Attorney 
 
REF:    December 6, 2011  Council Agenda, pp. 75 – 78 
 
DATE:   March 16, 2012 
 

At the December 6, 2011, Council meeting, the Council adopted Resolution R-34-2011, 
which authorized a new Class A-1 liquor license with a television rider for Trifecta Grill, a new 
restaurant at 501 Chestnut in the space formerly occupied by J.P. McCarthy’s.  The restaurant is 
owned by Patrick O’Neil, who also owns O’Neil’s on Green Bay Road just south of Scott in 
Hubbard Woods, and Little Ricky’s, at Elm and Lincoln. 

The authorization of the new license followed the standard process, in that Resolution  
R-34-2011 authorized the new license in advance of the completion of the renovations and 
inspections, and so included the conditions requiring that the premises pass both the Police 
Department’s premises inspection, as required by the Liquor Ordinance, and the final building 
inspection that leads to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy by the Community 
Development Department.  Once the conditions are met, the Village President then issues the 
license, in her capacity as Local Liquor Control Commissioner.  Those conditions have both 
been met, Trifecta has opened, and the Class A-1 license has been issued. 

As the attached materials indicate, Mr. O’Neil subsequently leased additional space in the 
same building, to create another area in Trifecta Grill, which he is calling the “21 Club.”  As 
described in Mr. O’Neil’s correspondence, the 21 Club, which is for adult seating only, will be 
part of the full service restaurant, but will have a unique feature, in that it will contain seven 
locked wine storage-display-dispensing units, each displaying four different kinds of wine.  A 
full time wine consultant would be available to assist in selecting and dispensing the wine.  The 
wine would be dispensed automatically from the machines in pre-measured servings, upon 
inserting a pre-paid card that is encoded exclusively for the wine storage-display-dispensing 
machines. 

This new concept has some features of both restaurant-based liquor service, which is 
covered by the Village’s Class A and A-1 licenses, and limited food or specialty beverage stores, 
which are covered by the Class E, E-1 and E-2 licenses.  However, it does not fall squarely into 
any of them. 

Consequently, staff requested more information from Mr. O’Neil about the proposed 
operation of the 21 Club, so his request could be brought before the Council for consideration in 
its role as Liquor Advisory Board.  That information is attached to this agenda report. 

Based on the information supplied by Mr. O’Neil, it appears that the 21 Club concept 
could be treated in one of two ways.  The first alternative would be to create a rider to the Class 
A or A-1 liquor license, which would assure that the wine service would be linked to a full-
service restaurant.  The second alternative would be to treat the 21 Club as a separate entity, 
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similar to a wine bar, and to create a unique license category.  Because this concept is new to the 
Village, and based on the information received to date, Staff believes that it would be more 
appropriate to cover the 21 Club model as a rider to attach to a Class A or A-1 license rather than 
as a free-standing concept.  This would allow both Mr. ONeil and the Village to test the 21 Club 
concept in the limited framework proposed by Mr. O’Neil.  A stand-alone license category could 
be created at a later date if circumstances warranted it. 

In the meantime, because of the lack of clarity under the current Liquor Control 
Ordinance, and because the 21 Club space is still under construction, Trifecta was issued a 
conditional liquor license that allows the full operation of the Trifecta Grill, but prohibits any 
liquor service in the 21 Club space.  Once the certificate of occupancy for the additional space 
has been issued and the details of the 21 Club service are addressed in the Liquor Control 
Ordinance, the license would be reissued and the current conditions would be lifted. 

If the Council decides to proceed, the necessary Village Code amendment could be 
drafted for consideration at the next Council meeting.  If the Council determines to waive 
introduction, the ordinance could be passed the same night, and the Resolution authorizing the 
additional rider or license could be authorized.  This would allow the new rider or license to be 
issued immediately, assuming the certificate of occupancy has been issued. 

The following reference materials are attached: 

 February 23, 2012, e-mail correspondence from Mr. O’Neil to Village President 
Tucker 

 Wine Station Brochure from Napa Technology  

 Napa Technology company information 

 Site plan for 21 Club space 
 
Recommendation: 
 

1) Provide policy direction. 
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President Tucker 
Village of Winnetka 
510 Greenbay Road 
Winnetka, Il. 60093 
  
Dear President Tucker, 
  
I have run into a problem with my current license application and need your help. It appears my wine system 
(description of equipment enclosed) does not fall under the guideline of my current license. I will need to 
appear in front of the council for approval. Could you please allow me to attend the soonest meeting so I can 
explain my plight and hopefully gain approval. My fault, but time is working against me. I hope you 
understand my position and can help me in this matter. Thanks for your consideration. 
   
Patrick O'Neil 
Trifecta Grill 
501 Chestnut 
Winnetka, Il. 60093 
847 708 0343 

 
From: foodguy2000@comcast.net [mailto:foodguy2000@comcast.net]  
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2012 1:01 PM 
To: Kathie Scanlan 
Subject: Re: Trifecta 
  
The addition to our current plans. 
  
We have contracted with our landlord to acquire approx. 1000 sq. feet to accommodate more seating, two 
additional bathrooms and our 28 bottle wine system. The room (named the 21 club) is for adult seating with 
full service food and beverage. In addition there will be a full time wine consultant standing at all times in 
front of the wine station to assist in any and all distribution and questions concerning the dispensing and 
description of wines.  

This room is not permitted to anyone under the age of 21 regardless if they are with adult supervision. There 
is no discrimination toward any minors because the majority of the restaurant is catered towards family's. 
This makes for a quieter more discreet setting for the diner that does not want to be in a room full of 
generally loud and busier patrons (often the major complaint at our restaurant Little Ricky's). Menu and all 
offering are the same.  

The wine system is a popular and fast growing trend in California. The Midwest has yet to catch on. Once 
again, the wine station could never exist without assistance (due to the complexity of the units and the 
information necessary to choose the right selection and oz size. This is by no means an open, unlimited pour. 
Furthermore you cannot dispense and wine without an in house Trifecta card.  

No credit card, gift card or any other form of payment will not be accepted by the machines. The cards have 
to be issued by the wine consultant only. They don't even resemble our gift card in any way. They are from 
the wine company and encoded only for their machines. I'm available to demonstrate to any and all at any 
time. There will be 7 units holding 4 bottles each. They are 24" wide and will sit on top of a wine storage 
(locked) cooler. Upon entering the 21 club, the machines will be on the far wall (east side). 14 feet in total. I 
will have a set of plans tomorrow showing the dining room seating. 

If you feel this is going to warrant a special license other than our current, please put this on the earliest 
council meeting so we have the time to address this application. 

Thank You, 
Patrick O'Neil 
Trifecta Grill 
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CONTACT: Napa Technology 

  Jayne Portnoy 
  Jayne@NapaTechnology 

1-800-916-3338   

www.napatechnology.com  

 

COMPANY PROFILE 

 

About Napa Technology 
Napa Technology is the designer and manufacturer of WineStation®, an innovative Intelligent 

Dispensing Solution. WineStation® is a breakthrough product designed to drive revenues and maximize 

the profitability of each bottle. WineStation® has been adopted by the hospitality, entertainment, arena‟s 
and food service industries as a new way to serve, preserve, increase sales and capitalize on available 

customer preference data.  

 

The Napa Technology Story 
Founded on a common passion for good wine, Napa Technology was formed in 2005 by Nick Moezidis, 
Jeffrey Brooks and Morris Taradalsky. The group combined decades of business and technology 

experience to create a unique, cutting-edge product that would ultimately change the idea of simply 

serving wine to skillfully providing business solutions for customers. 

 
Today, Napa Technology is the proud developer and provider of on-demand Intelligent Dispensing 

Solutions for wine. WineStation® now enables restaurants, hotels and wine retailers to considerably 

increase revenue, at times by up to 50 percent. The software that accompanies WineStation® allows 
establishments to more accurately tailor inventory to customers‟ needs and even offer self service 

samplings all the while guaranteeing accurate pours and reducing wasted product.  

 

About WineStation® 
WineStation® is the first intelligence-based, automated, temperature-controlled wine dispensing and 
preservation system. The product delivers a “just opened” taste experience for up to 60 days once the 

bottle has been uncorked. Enhancing this technology, WineStation® reports the trends of popular bottles, 

sales reporting for both individual servers as well as individual customer preference. The result: good 

quality wine for the customer and higher profits for the business owner. 

 

Standard features of a WineStation® include: 

 Patented Clean-Pour™ technology insures fresh taste, bouquet and aroma for 60 days. 

 AccuServe™ Management Suite software allows the operator to track customer sampling 

preferences and identify appropriate merchandising and pricing strategies to increase 

revenue.  

 Programmable and easy-to-read LCD screens displaying the wine being served and prices 

for a tasting, half-glass and full-glass servings.  

 State-of-the-art cooling and temperature control for four (4) bottles. 

 Nitrogen or argon gas preservation system. 
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Markets Served 

Locations throughout the United States,  Canada, United Kingdom, Asia and Puerto Rico now utilize the 

WineStation® by Napa Technology.  The WineStation has been placed in premier retail and hospitality 

establishments such as The Grand Hyatt, New York; Swan and Dolphin Disney Resorts, Orlando; 
Newark International Airport, Newark,  The Staples Center, Los Angeles, and the American Center for 

Wine, Food  & the Arts, in Napa, Calif. Additionally, WineStation® is now a component of the rapidly 

evolving retail channel, providing a taste-before purchase experience in Whole Foods, Wegmans, Harris 
Teeter and Kroger Grocery outlets.  

  

 

More information on Napa Technology and WineStation® can be found at www.napatechnology.com.  
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MANAGEMENT TEAM: 

 

Morris Taradalsky, Vice President of Engineering and Support 

Morris Taradalsky has more than a thirty-year engineering career. Prior to Napa Technology, Morris 

was Vice President of Engineering and Chief Technology Officer (CTO) for Brocade Communications 

and Executive Vice President of Engineering for Exodus Communications. Taradalsky held 

management positions at Apple Computer Inc., as Vice President and General Manager where he 

introduced Apple‟s first line of Network Servers. Taradalsky started in the corporate world at IBM 

Corp., where he had a distinguished eighteen year career. Taradalsky also filed numerous patents and 

received IBM‟s Invention Achievement Award. 

 

Nick Moezidis, Vice President of Sales and Marketing 

Nick Moezidis has gained a reputation as a “no-nonsense, results oriented” executive who brings a 

breadth of multi-disciplinary talents and leadership to the decision making process. Nick has sixteen 

years of sales, support and marketing background acquired in diverse business environments ranging 

from multi-billion, multi-national Fortune 500 market leaders such as Eastman Kodak, Hewlett 

Packard Co., and for successful VC backed start-ups Brocade Communications and Tasman Networks. 

  

Ross Rittiman, Vice President of Operations 

Ross Rittiman has earned the reputation as an outstanding executive and team builder. Ross brings with 

him a vast manufacturing and product development expertise gained during his illustrious 30+ year 

high tech manufacturing career. Most recently, and for the past twelve years, he served as President of 

W P I Inc., a leading force in high tech manufacturing with more than 250 employees. 

Jayne Portnoy, Vice President of Marketing & Brand Strategy 

Jayne Portnoy joins the Napa Technology team after achieving a career rich in effective marketing 

within the entertainment and hospitality industries.  Portnoy has driven the development and execution 

for brands such as The Tampa Bay Buccaneers of the National Football League, Outback Steakhouse, 

Bonefish Grill, Roy‟s Hawaiian Fusion Cuisine, and the Soho Leisure Group with verifiable success. 

Portnoy is a passionate marketing professional with expertise in planning comprehensive out-of-the-

box marketing, promotional and public relations strategies.   
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WineStation® FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS: 

 

 

1. What is a WineStation®? 

 

WineStation® is the first intelligence-based, automated, temperature-controlled wine dispensing 
and preservation system. The product delivers a “just opened” tasting experience for up to 60 

days after the bottle is opened. Enhancing this technology, WineStation® reports the trends of 

popular bottles, and provides sales reporting for both individual servers as well as individual 
customer preference. The result: good quality wine for the customer and higher profits and more 

informed purchasing decisions for the business owner. 

 

2. What are the standard features of WineStation®?  

 

 Patented Clean-Pour™ technology assuring fresh taste, bouquet and aroma for 60 days. 

 AccuServe™ Management Suite software allowing the operator to track customer sampling 

preferences and identify appropriate merchandising and pricing strategies to increase 

revenues.  

 Programmable and easy-to-read LCD screens displaying the wine being served and prices for 

a tasting, half-glass and full-glass servings.  

 State-of-the-art cooling and temperature control for four (4) bottles. 

 Nitrogen or argon gas preservation system. 

 24 various colors and finishes. 

 

3. How is WineStation® operated? 

 

WineStation® offers complete automation with little set-up required and can fit in just about any 

room with an 110V outlet nearby. Employees or customers can quickly begin management of 
both the device itself and the software provided, shortly after delivery.  

 

After installation, WineStation® users can select a taste, half glass or full glass of wine by simply 

pushing the corresponding button. The wine will flow from the Clean-Pour™ dispensing spout 
and stop at the exact designated ounce. 

 

4. How does this enable WineStation® users to understand customer preferences in wine? 

What is a Smartcard? 

 

Every WineStation® comes complete with an AccuServe
TM 

Smartcard system and software 
allowing the operator to track customer sampling preferences by collecting data every time a 

Smartcard is used. The software collects specific customer information, which can be repurposed 

to build contact lists, record preferences and identify merchandising and pricing strategies that 

will increase revenues, operating efficiency, and profitability. AccuServe
TM

 provides the 
following Smartcard options: 

 Staff Cards – allow users to control WineStation‟s® use, access and authorization by 

staff name, date and location. This option is most common for WineStation® owners 

providing wine-by-the-glass service through a wait staff.  

 Self Service Cards – are used primarily by customers as a pre-loaded debit card and are 

available in any dollar amount.  

 Gift Cards – can be pre-loaded with any dollar amount, personalized and given as a gift 

for special occasions.  
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5. How does WineStation® pour a perfect glass? 

 

A standard feature of WineStation® is the patented Clean-Pour™ system. A carefully designed 

dispensing spout maintains the wine‟s taste, bouquet and aroma by using argon or nitrogen gas to 

clean the system after each pour. Additionally, by purging air out of the bottle of wine after the 
dispensing head is attached and activated, users preserve the wine and reduce the risk of product 

loss due to spoilage.  

 

6. How much does WineStation® cost? 

 

The WineStation® starts at $6,000. Napa Technology also offers premium feature packages and 
larger capacity WineStation® units to better suit individual business needs.  

 

7. How many bottles does WineStation® hold at one time? Can wine bottles be rotated? 

 
WineStation® was designed in various models to house four wine bottles and a time. Napa 

Technology created the system to be easily paired, allowing the size of the configuration to range 

from 4 bottles to over 100, and satisfying any business type large or small. 
 

The stainless steel, dual-panel, safety-glass front door opens with ease to allow users to 

interchange bottles just as quickly as they are consumed.   

 

8. Can WineStation® properly cool various wines, year-round?  

 

Yes. The WineStation® refrigeration system stores red wines at 66 degrees and white wines at 47 
degrees, while simultaneously using pressurized nitrogen or argon to maintain freshness. The 

temperature will remain consistent as long at the unit is plugged into an 110V outlet, without 

regard to warmer seasons or environments.  

 

9. In terms of costs, what does WineStation® actually save its users? 

 

Dependent upon individual business models, WineStation® can reduce costs by as much as 15 
percent and, at times increase revenue by up to 50 percent.  

 

10. What are the technical specifications and weight of each WineStation®? 

 Voltage: 110 volts 

 Amps: 10 max 

 Width: 22.5” 

 Depth: 17” 

 Height: 27” 

 Ship Weight: 70 lbs (shipped in multiple 

containers) 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

 
CONTACT: Napa Technology 

  1-888-988-NAPA (6272) 

  info@napatechnology.com 

  www.napatechnology.com  
 

Napa Technology Launches WineStation®, the World’s First  

Wine Dispensing and Preservation System  

 

Santa Clara, Calif. – April 2, 2007 – Napa Technology, a designer and manufacturer of Intelligent 

Dispensing Solutions for wine, has successfully launched WineStation®, the world‟s first automated 
temperature-controlled, wine dispensing and preservation system. WineStation® provides business 

operators with a serving solution that guarantees customers the freshest wines each and every time 

without the fear of product spoilage or over-pouring. WineStation® also reports the trends of popular 

bottles, sales figures for individual servers and individual customer preference.  
 

“WineStation® is about more than just preservation, it was created to increase the profitability for our 

customers” said Nick Moezidis, Managing Director at Napa Technology. “Our unique solution eliminates 
the problems of wine spoilage, over-pouring and out right theft associated with selling wines by the glass 

or bottle. In addition, our customers can create new revenues from the sale of higher priced wines, staffed 

or self-serve wine tasting programs and paired food and wine menu specials.” 
  

Dependent upon individual business models, WineStation® can reduce costs by as much as 15 percent 

and, at times increase revenue by up to 50 percent. Standard features for each WineStation® include: 

 Patented Clean-Pour™ technology assuring fresh taste, bouquet and aroma for 60 days. 

 AccuServe™ Management Suite software allowing the operator to track customer sampling 

preferences and identify appropriate merchandising and pricing strategies to increase 
revenues.  

 Programmable and easy-to-read LCD screens displaying the wine being served and price for 

a tasting, half-glass and full-glass servings.  

 State-of-the-art cooling and temperature control for four bottles. 

 Nitrogen or argon gas preservation system. 

 24 various colors and finishes. 

 
More than 300 locations now utilize WineStation® by Napa Technology.  WineStation has been placed 

across the United States in premier retail and hospitality establishments such as Hyatt Fisherman‟s Warf, 

San Francisco, Calif., Swan and Dolphin Disney Resorts, Orlando Fl. Marriott Aspen Wye River, 
Maryland, Copia the American Center for Wine, Food  & the Arts, in Napa, Calif. Additionally, 

WineStation® is now a component of the rapidly evolving retail channel, providing a taste-before 

purchase experience in Whole Foods and Kroger Grocery outlets.  

 
“WineStation® assures our guests the taste and freshness they expect from a „just opened‟ bottle of wine 

while delivering the operational control we require,” said Stephen Lazar, vice president of business 

development and west coast operations for SAVOR Catering. “With the help of Napa Technology, we are 
proud to provide such a breakthrough guest experience. Coupled with our extensive menu selections, 

customers now explore and enjoy wine varietals from the Pacific Northwest.” 

 

“It was only natural for The Chop House to introduce WineStation to Michigan, as part of our 
commitment of creating new and engaging guest experience” said Eric Arsenault, Director Wine 
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