Winnetka Village Council
REGULAR MEETING
Village Hall
510 Green Bay Road
Tuesday, June 4, 2013
7:00 p.m.

AGENDA

1) Call to Order
2) Pledge of Allegiance
3) Quorum
a) June 11, 2013 Study Session
b) June 18, 2013 Regular Meeting
c) July 2, 2013 Regular Meeting
4) Approval of Agenda
5) Consent Agenda
a) Approval of Village Council Minutes

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

1) May 14, 2013 STUAY SESSION ......eeiveerreiiesieeieseesieetesee e esee e steeeesseesseaseesraesreessesseesseens 3
i) May 21, 2013 ReguIar MEELING .....ccveieeiiiie ettt 8
b) Approval of Warrant Lists 1799 and 1800 .........cccccveiieiiiiniieiesie e 14
c) Tapping Machine, Bid #013-015 ........c.ccoeiiiiieiiere et 15
d) Chamber of Commerce 2013 Sidewalk Sale & Let Loose on Lincoln..........cccccceevvverieennene. 21
6) Stormwater Report. No Report.
7) Ordinances and Resolutions
a) Ordinance M-7-2013: 925-931 Green Bay Road Special Use and Variation —
INEFOAUCTION ...t bbb bbbt e bbb bbb 23
b) Ordinance M-8-2013: 429 Sheridan Road Zoning Variation — Introduction /
o [o] o1 o] o ISR 150
8) Public Comment
9) Old Business
10) New Business
a) Chicago’s North Shore Convention and Visitors Bureau Membership Renewal.................. 167
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11) Appointments

12) Reports

13) Executive Session
14) Adjournment

NOTICE

All agenda materials are available at villageofwinnetka.org (Council > Current Agenda); the Reference
Desk at the Winnetka Library; or in the Manager’s Office at Village Hall (2™ floor).

Broadcasts of the Village Council meetings are televised on Channel 10 and AT&T Uverse Channel 99
every night at 7 PM. Webcasts of the meeting may also be viewed on the Internet via a link on the
Village’s web site: 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 — Megan Pierce, at 510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093, 847.716.3543;

T.D.D. 847.501.6041.
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MINUTES
WINNETKA VILLAGE COUNCIL STUDY SESSION

May 14, 2013
(Approved: xx)

A record of a legally convened meeting of the Council of the Village of Winnetka, which was
held in the Village Hall Council Chambers on Tuesday, May 14, 2013 at 7:00 p.m.

1)

2)

Call to Order. President Greable called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. Present: Trustees
Arthur Braun, Jack Buck, Patrick Corrigan, Richard Kates, Stuart McCrary and Joseph
Adams. Absent: None. Also in attendance: Village Manager Robert Bahan, Village
Attorney Katherine Janega, Public Works Director Steven Saunders, Finance Director Ed
McKee, Assistant to the Village Manager Megan Pierce, and approximately 61 persons in the
audience.

Stormwater Utility Feasibility Study Final Report. Public Works Director Steven Saunders
provided background on the Village’s stormwater studies, beginning in 2008 and culminating
in the improvement projects currently under consideration. In response to large magnitude
storms and widespread flooding, he said increased protection levels and additional study
areas were evaluated. Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. (CBBEL) ultimately updated
drainage studies to consider protection for 25-, 50-, and 100-year storms. Mr. Saunders
explained that the cost of protection in all eight of the drainage areas led to the study of the
Willow Road Tunnel Project, which was a less expensive and complicated solution—
combining five drainage areas into a single project. He also summarized the key elements of
improvement projects the Council is reviewing, including: Willow Road Tunnel, Northeast
Winnetka (Lloyd Park and Tower/Foxdale), Northwest Winnetka (Tower Road, including
Forest Glen), and the Winnetka Avenue Pump Station. The total current stormwater program
estimate is $41.1 million. As part of the stormwater program, a stormwater utility feasibility
study was initiated by the Council in September, 2012, three public workshops were held,
and the final report is being presented tonight.

David Hyder, of Municipal & Financial Services Group (MFSG), said the number of
stormwater utilities continues to increase across the nation, due to benefits such as: improved
equity, fiscal accountability, dependable revenues, and recognition of vital public service.
Summarizing the policy issues under study, Mr. Hyder said the general consensus is that the
Village would provide a level of service that includes operating and maintenance as well as
current planned capital projects. Though the Council has evaluated both stormwater fees and
property taxes as the funding source, impervious area has been preferred as the rate base. He
also said the Council has indicated a stormwater fee would be structured on a uniform, rather
than location-based, methodology. The “baseline” stormwater fee—$183 per ERU, per
year—and the funding assumptions to reach the revenue requirements were then described.
Mr. Hyder then individually addressed other funding assumptions, including bond maturity,
reserve refunding, use of some General Funds, and operation and maintenance costs, which if
added to the baseline fee, would incrementally impact the total fee. Mr. Hyder presented
preliminary calculations of property owner impacts, based on sample parcels located in the
Village. To show a broader perspective on how all parcels would be affected, he displayed a
chart with the distribution of parcels by amount of estimated stormwater bill.
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MFSG’s recommendations were described by Mr. Hyder. First, he asserted a stormwater
utility is a feasible option for the Village to fund at least a portion of stormwater
expenditures. Second, he recommended that a uniform stormwater fee be implemented for
all parcels in the Village, based on impervious area. Third, MFSG believes the Village
should provide a level of service that funds both operation and maintenance as well as
current planned capital projects. This level of service would include the use of 30-year debt
to fund capital projects, funding all expenses out of a stormwater utility, and project General
Fund funds for stormwater debt service. Under this approach, Mr. Hyder said the magnitude
of the fee would range from $80.88 in fiscal year 2014 to $254.80 (per ERU, per year).
Lastly, MFSG recommended the Village consider offering credits and an incentive program.

With Mr. Hyder, the Village Council discussed the stormwater maintenance costs that are
already paid for from the Village’s General Fund, a potential transfer from the Motor Fuel
Tax Fund, and the impact of creating a utility fund on future budget processes. MFSG’s
report has displayed the amount of revenue that needs to be raised to support the proposed
program, but direction from the Council determines how those revenues are supported.
Several questions about the credits and incentives as part of the stormwater utility were also
addressed.

Following public comment, Trustee McCrary provided information on the upcoming League
of Women Voters seminar on stormwater, scheduled for June 18. The Council then
discussed policy items related to the creation of a stormwater utility, such as fee structure,
funding, and administration. The consensus of the Council is noted below, by policy item:

e Use a stormwater utility to finance 100% of improvements? Yes
e Use impervious surface as the “rate base” for stormwater fee? Yes
¢ Implement fee based on units of impervious surface using ERU Yes

approach (average 3,400 sg. ft. impervious area)?

e Implement fee based on actual number of ERU’s per parcel (rounded | Yes
to nearest 0.1 ERU)?

e Use uniform fee structure (where all pay same fee per ERU)? Yes
e Use 30-year bonds to fund current planned capital projects? Yes
e Use General Fund reserves to fund $7.3 million in capital projects? Yes

e Do not refund reserves used to pay for stormwater project items out of | Yes
the utility fee?

e Use special General Fund revenues to assist in funding a portion of the | No
debt service (including $500,000 of debt wrap and re-allocated MFT
funds for street repairs)?

e Fund ongoing “operations & maintenance” expenses from stormwater | Yes
fees, rather than General Fund revenues?

e Agree to recommended fee of $356.13 per year, per ERU (by FY Yes
2016) that reflects the policy direction above?

e Implement a stormwater credit program for non-residential properties? | No

e Implement a stormwater incentive program for all property owners? No

¢ Bill the stormwater fee on existing Water & Electric bill? Yes

e Develop an appeals process? Yes
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3)

Responding to a question from Trustee Braun, it was noted that the Village will develop a
website calculator to help people understand the potential impact of a stormwater utility fee
on their property. Mr. Hyder also clarified that the total recommended bond issuance amount
is $34.2 million, and with principal and interest over 30 years, that cost will be $58.1 million.
President Greable stated that with agreement on the stormwater utility fee, the Council would
next week be reviewing the total program scope. Council also directed Staff to proceed with
the development of a draft Request for Qualifications (RFQ). The RFQ process will be
required before the Village can begin engineering for the Willow Road Tunnel.

Public Comment.

Rick Blum, 330 White Oak Lane: Mr. Blum said that because residents exist as a community,
the uniform approach to funding seems fair. He encouraged the Council to start any land
acquisition needs early in the process. He also said there will be cost savings realized that
are not reflected in the budget, because less money will be spent on flood damage. The
Village’s requirement for stormwater detention on new construction was also discussed.

Bernard Hammer, 1455 Tower Road: Mr. Hammer distributed copies of a State statute to the
Council and then read from letters he previously submitted to the Village Council. He
asserted a stormwater fee would be detrimental to Winnetka, and in his opinion, illegal. With
Village Attorney Kathy Janega, Mr. Hammer and the Council discussed the current case law
that has upheld the municipal authority to implement a stormwater fee.

Scott Meyers, 127 Church Road: Mr. Meyers asked if the Village depreciates its current
stormwater assets and if this expense will also be moved to the new stormwater utility fund.

Louise Meyers, 127 Church Road: Ms. Meyers asked about the calculation for impervious
surface, and whether this would include the depth of a basement or existence of a crawlspace.

Ruthie Owens, 922 EIm Street: Ms. Owens stated she feels new houses generate more
stormwater run-off, though she did not know how that would be measured.

Craig Smith, 552 Hawthorn Lane: Mr. Smith asked if the debt numbers presented accounted
for repayment of both principal and interest. He urged that all revenues and expenses be
accounted for in the stormwater fund to reflect true costs.

Denise Nora, 126 Fuller Lane: Ms. Nora asked if Fuller Lane has been included in the project
plans and how residents would benefit.

Carol Fessler, 1314 Trapp Lane: Ms. Fessler said she liked the idea of combining all costs
into an enterprise fund, but cautioned against what might seem like double taxation. She said
the Village could employ an objective, easy to understand methodology.

Mary Tritley, 330 Willow Road: Ms. Tritley asked if there was a plan for a Village
referendum. She also inquired as to whether the recommended stormwater fee would be the
highest in the country, as was noted in previous Council workshops. Ms. Tritley also wanted
to know how the impact of pollution on Winnetka’s beaches was being addressed.

Robert Leonard, 1065 Spruce Street: Mr. Leonard agreed stormwater maintenance costs
should be put into a utility fund, as the Village still needs to maintain its infrastructure.
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A.D. Potechin, 179 Fuller Lane: Mr. Potechin said additional concerns for safety from
flooding should be considered. He said it is important to tackle any potential threats to
homes.

Jim Wyant, 1240 Lindenwood Drive: Mr. Wyant stated that the project needs to be done
right away . He believed homeowners have spent more due to flood damage over the last
five years than the estimated solution will cost. He asked about the credit rating for the new
utility as well as the rate assumptions for the debt issuance.

Ann Airey, 110 Glenwood Avenue: Ms. Airey asked for clarification on the funding of the
fiscal year 2013 projects and potential refunding of General Fund reserves.

Jen McQuet, 528 Maple: Ms. McQuet inquired about the status of the Tower/Forest Glen
projects as well as the Council members who live in those areas. She asked why the Council
would not want to offer credits to those making environmental improvements to their
property. She also questioned what might happen if the Village’s outfall structure polluted
Lake Michigan and caused the Village to be sued.

Michael Canmann, 164 DeWindt Road: Mr. Canmann stated that this issue dramatically
impacts all people and that stormwater is a Village-wide problem. He noted the time spent
debating what is estimated to cost people on average, $300 per year.

Tim Foley, 165 DeWindt Road: Mr. Foley asked the Council to keep the project moving. He
also stated that everyone in the Village is connected, so we should think of ourselves as one,
not a specific drainage area.

Jeb Scherb, 1215 Cherry Street: Mr. Scherb asked when the Village’s sewer system was
installed. He stated that the flooding is a Village problem, not just a problem for those living
in a floodplain. He asserted the Village reserves should be spent on the solution.

Kimberly Brya, 335 Glendale Avenue: Ms. Brya stated everyone is part of the same
community. She said she was glad the Northwest Winnetka project has not yet been
approved for construction.

Sherrie Linn, 1228 Cherry Street: Ms. Linn said she was anxious for the stormwater projects
to go forward, and she encouraged the Village to use green methods in constructing the
Willow Road Tunnel.

Paul Wormley, 1249 Ash Street: Mr. Wormley said stormwater projects were a good use of
General Fund reserves. He also asked about precedent for FEMA to provide assistance to
municipalities implementing 100-year level protection.

Baird Smart, 112 Church Road: Mr. Smart inquired about contingency costs in the project
budget and asked how the Village would pay for cost over-runs.

Barb Boskas, 941 Tower Road: Ms. Boskas asked about the project impacts for private roads
and the structure of the impervious surface calculation.

Mike Egan, 911 Euclid Avenue: Mr. Egan said he was 100% supportive of moving projects
forward. He also asked about the six additional drainage areas that have been studied and
how they will understand the level of flood protection they will receive.
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4)
5)

Leslie Farmer, 388 Berkley: Ms. Farmer said the sample bills for tax-exempt properties
seemed high. She asked if residents will need to pay more property taxes, as those entities
will now need to pay a share of stormwater. She also asked about the potential inclusion of
the Woodley Road area and if Winnetka’s planned improvements could handle this addition.

Ted Wynnychenko, 1086 Oak Street: Mr. Wynnychenko stated that a credit program is good
because it is an incentive for people to do the right thing. He also stated that residential
improvements could add capacity to the system. He said a credit system needs to be
reasonable for people to apply.

Executive Session. None.

Adjournment. Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee Adams, moved to adjourn the meeting.
By voice vote, the motion carried. The meeting adjourned at 10:49 p.m.

Recording Secretary
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MINUTES
WINNETKA VILLAGE COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING
May 21, 2013

(Approved: xx)

A record of a legally convened meeting of the Council of the Village of Winnetka, which was
held in the Council Chambers on Tuesday, May 21, 2013, at 7:00 p.m.

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

Call to Order. President Greable called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. Present: Trustees
Joe Adams, Arthur Braun, Jack Buck, Patrick Corrigan, Richard Kates and Stuart McCrary.
Absent: None. Also present: Village Manager Robert Bahan, Village Attorney Katherine
Janega, Assistant to the Village Manager Megan Pierce, Director of Public Works Steve
Saunders, Police Chief Patrick Kreis, Community Development Director Mike D’Onofrio,
Director of Water & Electric Brian Keys and approximately 38 persons in the audience.

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

Quorum.

a) June 4, 2013 Regular Meeting. All of the Council members present indicated that they
expected to attend.

b) June 11, 2013 Study Session. All of the Council members present, with the exception of
Trustee McCrary indicated that they expected to attend.

c) June 18, 2013 Reqular Meeting. All of the Council members present, with the exception
of Trustees McCrary and Braun, indicated that they expected to attend.

Approval of the Agenda. Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee McCrary, moved to approve
the Agenda. By roll call vote the motion carried. Ayes: Trustees Adams, Braun, Buck,
Corrigan, Kates and McCrary. Nays: None. Absent: None.

Consent Agenda

a) Village Council Minutes.
i) May 7, 2013 Regular Meeting.

b) Warrant Lists Nos. 1797 and 1798. Approving Warrant List No. 1797 in the amount of
$1,856,234.23, and Warrant List No. 1798 in the amount of $284,085.48.

c) Bid #013-006: 2013 Street Rehabilitation Program. Awarding a contract to A Lamp
Concrete Contractors for the 2013 Street Rehabilitation Program, in the amount
$1,058,413.35.

d) Additional Fee — Stormwater Utility Feasibility Study. Authorizing the Village Manager
to amend Municipal & Financial Services Group’s (MFSG) September, 2012 Fee
Proposal for the Stormwater Utility Feasibility Study to reflect an additional $5,450 fee
for MFSG’s fifth presentation to the Village Council.
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€)

Oak Street Water Main, Bid #013-003. Authorizing the Village Manager to award Bid
#013-003 to A Lamp Concrete Contractors in the amount of $117,495, for replacement of
a water main on Oak Street.

Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee Buck, moved to approve the foregoing items on the
Consent Agenda by omnibus vote. By roll call vote, the motion carried. Ayes: Trustees
Adams, Braun, Buck, Corrigan, Kates and McCrary. Nays: None. Absent: None.

6) Stormwater Update.

a)

b)

Stormwater Monthly Report. Public Works Director Steve Saunders explained that the
main items in this month’s Stormwater Report deal with engineering for the Northwest
and Northeast Winnetka projects, and the development of a Request for Qualifications for
the proposed Willow Road Tunnel engineering. He noted that the Illinois Department of
Transportation is planning to address drainage problems on Sheridan Road at the Ravines
in 2014 - the Village will not have to contribute funds to the project. The budgeted
project for the Ash Street pump station is necessary to improve reliability of the pump,
but not to increase water volume capacity at this time.

There were no questions or comments from the Council or the audience.

Evaluation of Winnetka Avenue Underpass Study Area Improvements. Mr. Saunders
described the Underpass Study Area as a watershed bounded by North Shore Country
Day School, Lake Michigan, Ash Street and south of Willow Road. Pursuant to Council
discussion, Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. (CBBEL) was asked to evaluate
alternatives for the Council’s consideration, in an effort to reduce the estimated cost of
proposed improvements in the Underpass Study Area.

Mr. Saunders said since flooding is occurring in the surrounding neighborhoods in
addition to the Winnetka Avenue underpass, the goal was to preserve some of the
benefits of the proposed Underpass project. Three options for the Council’s direction
were identified: (i) construct the Underpass Study Area as designed, including the
Winnetka Avenue storm sewer to the underpass, for an estimated $4.4 million;

(ii) eliminate the Winnetka Avenue portion of the proposed new storm sewer, which
would not alleviate flooding at the underpass, but would preserve benefits to the
surrounding neighborhoods at a cost of $3.1 million; (iii) construct none of the designed
Underpass Study Area improvements.

Responding to questions, Mr. Saunders affirmed that of the 12 households east of the
train tracks that returned the Village’s 2011 flooding questionnaire, most of the flooding
was attributed to sanitary sewer backups. Some of the homes could takes steps to protect
against overland flooding, and others would need relief from streets that become overrun
with storm water. New Trier High School has aging infrastructure and could make
improvements, but some of their flooding is due to the Village’s storm sewer backing up.

Trustee Kates expressed reservation about spending such a large sum on a project to
protect relatively few homes in the Underpass Study Area. He noted that the Library and
Park District have undertaken projects to protect against flooding, and suggested that
New Trier High School do the same.

Trustee Corrigan arrived at 7:28 p.m.
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Replying to a question about how emergency vehicles access the neighborhood when the
underpass is flooded, Police Chief Patrick Kreis reported that the Police Department
works out alternate routes once the underpass becomes impassible.

Trustee McCrary said he noticed that emergency access at Sunset Road and Green Bay
Road was restricted during the severe storm last April.

President Greable noted that New Trier High School has been impacted by flooding at the
Winnetka Avenue underpass several times in the last ten years, and opened up the floor
for public comment.

Linda Yonke, Superintendent of New Trier High School District 203: Ms. Yonke stated
that the District strongly supports funding the proposed Underpass project, since
Winnetka Avenue at Green Bay Road is the main artery to the school. Although the
District is contemplating a floodwater detention project, it is essential to alleviate the
underpass flooding, as the District has no control over that area. Not only is District 203
the largest employer in the Village, with 500 employees, but 3,200 students travel to and
from the school each day.

Responding to questions, Ms. Yonke stated that underpass flooding was responsible for
two school day cancellations and several late starts in the past seven years. Only about
10% of students commute via bus; most are dropped off by parents, and most of the staff
commutes to the school by car.

After a thorough discussion, there was consensus of a majority of the Council to keep the
Underpass project in the overall Stormwater Improvement Plan as designed, not only for
safety reasons but also to alleviate flooding in the surrounding area and maintain
accessibility for New Trier High School.

Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee McCrary, moved that the Underpass Study Area be
included in the overall Stormwater Improvement Program, as indicated at a budget of
$4.4 million. By roll call vote, the motion carried. Ayes: Trustees Adams, Braun, Buck,
Corrigan and McCrary. Nays: Trustee Kates. Absent: None.

Winnetka Stormwater Program and Financing. Mr. Saunders presented the Council with
a big picture view of the proposed Stormwater Improvement Program and financing
recommendations. He described each of the Village’s watersheds, along with proposals
to alleviate flooding in each area, and reviewed the components of the Stormwater
Improvement Program, with total estimated project costs of $41.1 million. Staff is
looking for the Council to ratify the Program and the policy direction on financing that
was given at the May 14, 2013, Study Session.

In response to questions, Mr. Saunders briefly explained the Request for Qualifications
(RFQ) process for engineering the Willow Road Tunnel and confirmed that roughly 80%
of the Village will receive direct benefit from implementation of the proposed
Stormwater Improvement Program. He explained that most stormwater utilities in
existence are using stormwater utility fees to fund operations and maintenance or water
quality compliance, whereas the Village is also contemplating a significant capital
component, driving Winnetka’s projected stormwater utility fees above the average.

Agenda Packet P. 10



Winnetka Village Council Regular Meeting May 21, 2013

Mr. Peter Gelderman, 896 Tower Road: Mr. Gelderman agreed with the need for
stormwater relief in the Village and urged more discussion on the impact of a stormwater
utility fee on residents.

After a brief Council discussion, Trustee McCrary, seconded by Trustee Adams, moved
to proceed with Option 1, as described on page 57 of the Agenda Packet, for a total
Stormwater Improvement Program cost of $41,120,931. By roll call vote, the motion
carried. Ayes: Trustees Adams, Braun, Buck, Corrigan, Kates and McCrary. Nays:
None. Absent: None.

Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee Buck, moved to formally affirm the policy direction
given by the Village Council at its May 14, 2013 Study Session, as set forth in the Policy
Considerations Scorecard at pages 54-56 in the Agenda Packet. By roll call vote, the
motion carried. Ayes: Trustees Adams, Braun, Buck, Corrigan, Kates and McCrary.
Nays: None. Absent: None.

7) Ordinances and Resolutions.

a) Ordinance M-6-2013: Disposition of Surplus Vehicles and Equipment — Introduction /
Adoption. Attorney Janega identified a technical amendment to the proposed Ordinance,
reviewed the Village’s established practice for disposing of surplus equipment and
explained some recent changes to the process.

There being no questions or comments, Trustee Kates, seconded by Trustee Adams,
moved to waive introduction of Ordinance M-6-2013. By roll call vote, the motion
carried Ayes: Trustees Adams, Braun, Buck, Corrigan, Kates and McCrary. Nays:
None. Absent: None.

Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee Corrigan, moved to adopt Ordinance M-6-2013,
authorizing the disposition of surplus vehicles and equipment. By roll call vote, the
motion carried. Ayes: Trustees Adams, Braun, Buck, Corrigan, Kates and McCrary.
Nays: None. Absent: None.

8) Public Comment and Questions.

President Greable read a statement in response to a petition received by a community
group called Winnetkans Acting Together for Equitable Relief (WATER). He described
all of the work that has gone into the Stormwater Program for the past two years and
called on Mr. Saunders to review the timeframe and scope of the projects in the
Stormwater Master Plan.

Ken Behles, 426 Maple Street: Mr. Behles said he does not think community consensus
on a stormwater utility has been reached, and the petition group is asking that a plan, a
funding strategy and public outreach be completed before any projects are started.

King Poor, 735 Walden Road: Mr. Poor took issue with the Village President providing
a speech criticizing the views of the community prior to hearing the comments. The
problem is complex and expensive, and debate should be encouraged.

Jim Gordon, 281 White Oak Lane: Mr. Gordon encouraged the Council to go forward
with the Northwest and Northeast Winnetka projects.
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Leslie Farmer, 388 Berkeley Avenue: Ms. Farmer commended the Council for making a
commitment to a Village-wide plan. The WATER group is concerned with the
theoretical completion of certain projects while the Tunnel Project is stalled because of
strong negative reaction from the community. The firm commitment from the Council
that the Tunnel Project will go forward is a first step towards helping to alleviate their
concerns.

Unknown resident: Expressed support for WATER petition and asked if construction
would begin on any project before community consensus is reached.

Trustee Buck said the entire Stormwater Improvement Program will be approved, but that
some projects are going to be staged sooner than others.

Trustee Adams noted that the Council has just passed a motion formalizing their support
for the Stormwater Program and the means to finance the projects.

Trustee McCrary urged the audience to support the Stormwater Program in its entirety,
and he added that he had not been approached by any residents who were against the plan
because it did not directly benefit them.

Trustees Braun and Kates assured the audience that the Council is deeply committed to
the Stormwater Program.

Trustee Corrigan explained that the community meetings will educate residents so they
will be in favor of the plan.

9) Old Business. None.
10) New Business.

a)

b)

Hubbard Woods Planter Program. Mr. Saunders said following Council direction from
the May 7™ Council meeting, Village Staff and Trustees Kates and Corrigan met with
representatives from the Hubbard Woods Design District and devised a floral plan for the
Hubbard Woods business district.

Trustee Kates commented that the planter is relatively inexpensive and easily maintained,
and that the Hubbard Woods Design District helped to create a solution that benefits the
community.

There being no further comments, Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee Kates, moved to
authorize the Village Manager to purchase the recommended planters as presented in the
agenda materials. By roll call vote, the motion carried. Ayes: Trustees Adams, Braun,
Buck, Corrigan, Kates and McCrary. Nays: None. Absent: None.

429 Sheridan Road, Zoning Variation. Community Development Director Mike
D’Onofrio reviewed this request for a zoning variation from the height restrictions of the
Zoning Ordinance, to allow the construction of entry columns at a height of 11” — 6,”
which is 5 feet taller than the Ordinance permits. He explained that the matter is before
the Council for policy direction, as the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) did not garner
enough affirmative votes to provide a positive recommendation to the Council.

Mr. Hal Francke, attorney for the petitioners, said the owners have invested substantial
sums to renovate both 419 and 429 Sheridan Road, and propose to construct entry pillars
at 429 Sheridan Road which match the legal nonconforming pillars at 419 Sheridan Road.
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He maintained that granting the variation would further the goal of the Village to
encourage preservation and maintain the character of the neighborhood.

Responding to questions about why the ZBA could not approve the variation, Attorney
Janega explained that the Board is required to find evidence of a practical difficulty and a
particular hardship, but that the Council has more latitude to approve a variation request.
If the benefit to the community outweighs the benefits of strictly applying the Zoning
Ordinance, the Council can find that there is a practical difficulty and grant the variation.

Louise Holland, 545 Oak Street and Chair of the Landmark Preservation Commission,
spoke in favor of granting the request.

After a brief discussion, the Council agreed that the preservation of the area’s character
and encouraging renovation of the Village’s housing stock are important benefits to the
Village, and directed the Village Attorney to prepare an Ordinance approving the
variations, including provisions to waive introduction.

11) Appointments. None.

12) Reports.
a) Village President. No report.

b) Trustees.

i) Trustee Braun reported on the last Chamber of commerce meeting, which included
planning for several summer events.

c) Attorney. No report.
d) Manager. No report.
13) Executive Session. None.

14) Adjournment. Trustee Braun, seconded by Trustee Buck, moved to adjourn the meeting. By
voice vote, the motion carried. The meeting adjourned at 9:39 p.m.

Recording Secretary
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Tite Warrant Lists Nos. 1799 and 1800

Presenter: Robert M. Bahan, Village Manager

Agenda Date: g6/04/9013

Consent: |¢/| YES

NO

Ordinance
Resolution

Bid Authorization/Award

Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:
None.

Executive Summary:

Warrant Lists Nos. 1799 and 1800 were emailed to each Village Council member.

Recommendation / Suggested Action:
Consider approving Warrant Lists Nos. 1799 and 1800

Attachments:
None.
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Tite: Tapping Machine, Bid #013-015

Presenter: Brian Keys, Director of Water & Electric

Agenda Date: 06/04/2013 gég:)qﬁ?ig?\
v | Bid Authorization/Award
Consent: |¢/| YES NO Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:

The Water & Electric Department utilizes a tapping machine to make larger sized service connections
to water mains under pressure. The existing piece of equipment has reached the end of its useful life
(estimated 28+ years). As part of the FYE 2014 budget, it was proposed that the unit be replaced.

Executive Summary:

The Water & Electric Department requested bids (Bid #013-015) for the purchase of a Mueller CL-12
water main tapping machine and associated equipment. Staff is recommending acceptance of the
lowest qualified bid submitted by HD Supply. The Water Fund budget contains $42,000 for the
purchase of a new tapping machine in Operations-Commodities, account 52-63-540-201.

Recommendation / Suggested Action:

Consider authorizing the Village Manager to issue a purchase order to HD Supply in the amount of
$38,967 for the purchase of a Mueller CL-12 tapping machine and associated equipment in
accordance with the terms and conditions of Bid #013-015.

Attachments:

1) Agenda Report
2) Exhibit A - Bids
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AGENDA REPORT
SUBJECT: Tapping Machine, Bid #013-015
PREPARED BY:  Brian Keys, Director Water & Electric
REF: February 13, 2013  Budget Review Meeting
DATE: May 29, 2013

The Water & Electric Department utilizes a tapping machine to make larger sized service
connections to water mains under pressure. The existing piece of equipment has reached the end
of its useful life (estimated 28+ years). As part of the FYE 2014 budget, it was proposed that the
unit be replaced.

The Water & Electric Department requested bids (Bid #013-015) for the purchase of a Mueller
CL-12 water main tapping machine and associated equipment. Bidders were asked to provide
quotes for the replacement tapping machine, hydraulic operator, pilot drills and shell cutters.
The successful bidder will also provide on-site training. The bid notice was published in the
Pioneer Press and bid notices were sent to the original equipment manufacturer and six
distributors. The following companies submitted bids:

Company Name Lump Sum Bid
HD Supply $38,967.00
Ziebell Water Service $42,278.39

Both companies submitted bids in accordance with the bid document and the Village has
previously purchased material and equipment from both. Staff is recommending acceptance of
the lowest qualified bid submitted by HD Supply. The Water Fund budget contains $42,000 for
the purchase of a new tapping machine in account 52-63-540-201, Operations-Commodities.

Recommendation:

Consider authorizing the Village Manager to issue a purchase order to HD Supply in the amount
of $38,967 for the purchase of a Mueller CL-12 tapping machine and associated equipment in
accordance with the terms and conditions of Bid #013-015.
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SECTION 1.3: PROPOSAL FORM

Deadline: 11:00 a.m. (focal time), Tuesday, May 28, 2013

Bidders MUST include a signed and notarized copy of the enclosed compliance affidavit with the returned bid
form. The undersigned bidder hereby proposes to furnish and deliver per the terms, conditions and
specitications of the attached document, the water main tapping machine, associated equipment and training

described herein at the unit price listed below.

Extended
ltem Description Part No. Quantity Unit Price Price
1__[Mueller CL-12 Tapping Machine (See note 1) 38295 1 A0, 093 | o oF2 o
2 |Hydraulic Operator H-607 1 B 330 .00 | [0 230, o0
8" Valve or Fitting Equipment
3 |Shell Cutter 83135 2 S | | Hiyso oo
4 |Cutter Hub 83676 1 T o ~FFef o
5 |Pilot Drill 83975 2 J? P e #5 "_,?é}é’ Fats)
6" Valve or Fitting Equipment
6 IShell Cutter 83134 2 [ T3 00 | | AdESE oo
7 [Cutter Hub 83673 1 Lo .oc || i o0
8 [|Pilot Drill 83639 2 & IR e B G 0
4" Valve or Fitting Equipment
9 |Shell Cutter 83203 2 YT oo | [ FIFE oo
10 [Cutter Hub 83671 1 A, oo e, oo
11 |Pilot Drill 83534 2 ATE L S B e
2" Valve or Fitting Equipment
12_{Drill 33541 2 SdFve || Ly oo
13 _{Boring Bar Adapter 83666 1 s &G e
Adapters - Mechanical Joint
14 |2" Adapter complete 83668 i lelsie || 76 ce
15 |Adapter bolts (bolt and nut) 36445 2 ¢ oo e o
16 {Training Session 1 o r——
17_|Delivery (Tapping Machine and Equipment) 1 e ———
LUMP SUM PRICE: [36°16 7.0
Note (1) Delivery (A.R.O): | & ™1 days

CL-12 Machine to include:
Wooden Storage Chest
Instruction manual
Ratchet handle
Screwdriver
Double open end wrenches
Alien wrenches
Machine to adapter bolts and nuts 3
Machine to adapter D-type washers
Cutting grease (#88366)
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PROPOSAL FORM (Continued)

Return RF(} to:
Attention: Purchasing
Winnetka Village Hall
510 Green Bay Road
Winnetka, IL 60093

COMPANY NAME: i1 ﬁ;m»?h

COMPANY ADDRESS: 4 €€l 41 @;&fa »é;f-s i;t%v-f
£

ﬁfaf%ﬁ! A f’idg Ti peevy

5 o F S, g <
NAME (PRINT): Ko D S pHONE: §4 - 473 /S ee
TIILE: ﬁ‘l}f' prch f}ffﬁ%ﬂ'ﬁi;i‘ Jad DATE: ﬁ’/x;éf -
uwﬁw‘ﬁwvwmm nuv”“""" g f 4
AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE: e W_ﬂ?ﬁmmw

Agenda Packet P. 18



SECTION 1.3: PROPOSAL FORM

Deadline: 11:00 a.m. (Jocal time), Tuesday, May 28, 2013

Bidders MUST include a signed and notarized copy of the enciosed compliance affidavit with the returned bid
form. The undersigned bidder hereby proposes to furnish and deliver per the terms, conditions and
specifications of the attached document, the water main tapping machine, associated equipment and training

described herein at the unit price listed below.

Extended
tem Description Part No. Quantity Unit Price Price
1 _jMueller CL-12 Tapping Machine (See note 1) 38285 1 ld Eof 30 2180 ac
2 _{Hydraulic Operator H-607 1 HOiB By Féi5 i
8" Valve or Fitting Equipment
3 _|Shell Cutter 83135 2 12352 a8l 4By e
4 |Cutter Hub 83676 1 Hefe 0y Efoof
5 |Pilot Drilt 83975 2 EEL 62 LT
8" Valve or Fitting Equipment
6 |Shell Cutter 83134 2 L1877 el |3 747 4
7 |Cutter Hub 83673 1 L% &7 £73¢7
8 {Pilot Drill 83639 2 IR GHo3 e
4" Valve or Fitting Equipment
9 |Shell Cutter 83203 2 (290 9211 2u93E L
10 [Cutter Hub 83671 1 HeH o L
11 |Pilot Drill 83634 2 Zi1T ¥ L3¢ §
2" Valve or Fitting Equipment
12 {Dril 33541 2 49 T &TT R
13 |Boring Bar Adapter 83666 1 52% &7 G2 e
Adapters - Mechanical Joint
14 12" Adapter complete 83668 1 32421 132 Y
15 |Adapter bolts (bolt and nut) 36445 2 §&: o N
16 [Training Session 1 o
17 |Delivery (Tapping Machine and Equipment) 1 e
LUMP SUM PRICE: [52278 37
Note (1) Delivery (A.R.O): days

CL-12 Machine fo include:
Wooden Storage Chest
Instruction manual
Ratchet handle
Screwdriver
Doubte open end wrenches
Allen wrenches
Machine to adapter boits and nuts 3
Machine to adapter D-type washers
Cutting grease (#88366)
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PROPOSAL FORM (Continued)

Return EF{) to:
Attention: Purchasing
Winnetka Viilage Hall
510 Green Bay Road
Winnetka, IL. 60093

COMPANY NAME: v / & BELL.  WATEe OLice

COMPANY ADDRESS: &0/  Ed4t Biviy

Flle Gpeve L Coooy

NAME (PRINT): *‘“W?ET?@»% WA Aa ki PHONE: &7~ 3¢/ o g o

TITLE: (e _ DATE:. . ﬁ%ﬁ*‘x”; Z
s f . f

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE: __ ==l it K.
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Title: chamber of Commerce 2013 Sidewalk Sale & Let Loose on Lincoln

Presenter: Katherine S. Janega, Village Attorney

Agenda Date: 06/04/2013 ggsj(l)?ﬁ?ig?\
: Bid Authorization/Award
Consent: |¢/| YES NO v | Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:

Every year, the Winnetka-Northfield Chamber of Commerce holds a sidewalk sale in Winnetka
during the month of July. The event takes place in the Hubbard Woods and the East and West EIm
shopping districts. Although the event is specifically exempt from the Village’s Special

Events ordinance, the use of the sidewalks for this purpose requires Village Council approval.

Executive Summary:

The Winnetka-Northfield Chamber of Commerce has requested permission to hold its annual Sidewalk Sale on
Friday and Saturday, July 19th and July 20th. The sale would take place on the sidewalks in the Hubbard Woods
and East and West EIm Business Districts on Friday and Saturday, from 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

In addition, the Chamber is requesting permission to close Lincoln Avenue in the East EIm Business District, from
Elm Street south to 511 Lincoln Avenue, on Friday, July 19th, from 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. and on Saturday,

July 20th, from 8:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. for “Let Loose on Lincoln,” which will be sponsored by the Winnetka

Park District and The Grand Food Center, and will feature music, from 1:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. Food and soft
drinks will be sold by The Grand Food Center, and wine and beer will be served from 4:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.

This is the second year for the "Let Loose on Lincoln" event, and the Chamber has again been working with the
Winnetka Police Department to assure compliance with the Village's liquor licensing regulations. In addition, at the
request of Chief Kreis, the Chamber has agreed to provide four licensed security personnel as well as one off-duty
police officer from 4:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. Additional insurance will also be provided for this portion of the
events.

Approval of the requested banner is not necessary, as the Village Council in 2012 gave standing approval to hang
a banner across Green Bay Road each year to advertise the sale.

Recommendation / Suggested Action:

1. Consider approving the Chamber of Commerce’s use of Village streets and sidewalks in Hubbard Woods and the East and West EIm business districts for its
2013 Sidewalk Sale on July 19 and 20, 2013, including the closure of Lincoln Avenue south of EIm Street, for "Let Loose on Lincoln," as specified in
the Chamber's written request, subject to final review and approval of the layout, parking and traffic plans by the Village Engineer and Chief of Police, and
subject to the Chamber providing proof of insurance in amounts satisfactory to the Village, with the Village named as an additional insured.

2. Consider approving the Chamber of Commerce’s request to serve beer and wine in the streetscape beverage garden, subject to final review of layout and
security by the Chief of Police, and subject further to the Chamber providing proof of State licensing and dram shop insurance as required by Village Code.

Attachments:
May 20, 2013, letter from Chamber of Commerce Executive Director Terry Dason
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PR L O N T T AT K S
Winnetka A Northfield
Chamber of Commerce
841Spruce Street Winnetka, lllinois 60093 Phone: 847.446.4451 Fax: 847.446.4452 winnetkanorthfieldchamber.com

business and community growing together

May 20, 2013

Robert Bahan

Village of Winnetka

510 Green Bay Road
Winnetka, Illinois 60093

Dear Rob,

Attached is a copy of the Certificate of Liability Insurance from the Winnetka-Northfield Chamber of Commerce. The
umbrella policy of $5,000,000 indemnifies the Village against loss during the annual Chamber Sidewalk Sale event.

The Winnetka-Northfield Chamber is requesting permission from the Village of Winnetka for use of the sidewalks in
three business districts: Hubbard Woods, East and West Elm Streets on Friday, July 19 and Saturday, July 20, 2013 during
the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. for the Sidewalk Sale.

The Chamber would like to close one area to traffic: in the East Elm Business District, Lincoln Avenue from Elm Street
south to 511 Lincoln Avenue, Friday, July 19, from 8:00 a.m. — 5:30 p.m. and Saturday, July 20, from 8:00 a.m. —11:00
p.m. for “Let Loose on Lincoln” A BLOCK PARTY. We will feature music, sponsored by The Winnetka Park District and
The Grand Food Center. There will be live music from 1:00 p.m. —10:00 p.m. Food and soft drinks will be sold by The
Grand Food Center. Adult beverages (wine and beer) will be served from 4:00 p.m. — 10:00 p.m. The chamber has been
working with the Winnetka Police Department. At the request of Chief Kreis, the chamber has agreed to provide four
licensed security personel as well as one off duty police officer from 4:00 p.m. — 11:00 p.m. Additional insurance will be
provided for this portion of the weekend festivities. The policy will be sent when available. All other streets in the
Village would be open for traffic as usual.

The Chamber would again, like to hang the Sidewalk Sale dates banner over Green Bay Road in Hubbard Woods as part
of the pre-event advertising, to be displayed for two weeks prior to the event.

If additional information or documentation is required, please advise. Thank you for your consideration of this year’s
request on behalf of the members of the Chamber in Winnetka and of those businesses and organizations outside of the
Chamber who depend on this annual event for their financial success.

Sincerely,

Terry Dason

Executive Director
CC: Patrick L. Kreis, Interim Chief of Police
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Title: orginance M-7-2013: 925-931 Green Bay Road, Special Use & Variation

Presenter: \jichael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development

Agenda Date: 06/04/2013 v (Fgég:)r:ﬁ?ic(:;
. Bid Authorization/Award
Consent: YES v| NO | Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:
No previous action.

Executive Summary:

Ordinance M-7-2013 grants approval of a Special Use Permit in accordance with Section 17.56, of the
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, and a variation by ordinance from Section 17.46.060.A, to Packard
Associates L.P. to eliminate the required continuous streetwall required to be observed by buildings at
the front yard, in order to construct a surface parking lot at 929-931 Green Bay Road. This site is
currently improved with a retail building occupied by two retail businesses - Bedside Manor and Body
and Sole - and a surface parking lot at the rear of the building.

Packard Associates, which also owns 925 Green Bay Road (aka Packard building), has contracted to
purchase the adjoining property - 929-931 Green Bay Road - for purposes of constructing a forty (40)
car surface parking lot, which would serve tenants of the 925 Green Bay Road building. The Packard
building was until recently the home of the GAP clothing store. The proposed parking lot is intended
to improve the owner’s ability to attract an anchor tenant to the 925 Green Bay Road building.

Recommendation / Suggested Action:

Consider introduction of Ordinance M-7-2013 in order to grant a Special Use Permit and variation to
allow for a surface parking lot at 929-931 Green Bay Road.

Attachments:

1) Agenda Report

2) Ordinance M-7-2013

3) Attachment A: Special Use Application

4) Attachment B: Variation Application

5) Attachment C: Plat of Survey & Existing Site Conditions
6) Attachment D: Proposed Site Plan

7) Attachment E: Traffic and Parking Study

8) Attachment F: Memo from Village Engineer
9) Attachment G: Plan Commission Minutes
10) Attachment H: ZBA Minutes

11) Attachment I: DRB Minutes - 3/21/13

12) Attachment J: DRB Minutes - 4/18/13
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AGENDA REPORT

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

SUBJECT: 925 - 931 Green Bay Road, Ordinance M-7-2013
(1) Special Use Permit
(2) Variation - Continuous Streetwall

DATE: May 30, 2013

Ordinance M-7-2013 grants a Special Use Permit in accordance with Section 17.56, of the Winnetka
Zoning Ordinance and a variation by ordinance from Section 17.46.060.A to eliminate the required
continuous streetwall required to be observed by buildings at the front yard. It should be noted that
the original application also included a variation to allow for a lot coverage of 97.53%, whereas a
maximum of 90% is permitted. However, following a request by the Zoning Board of Appeals, the
plans were revised resulting in the lot coverage to be lowered to 90% and eliminating the need for
the variation.

Summary of Request

Packard Associates L.P. which owns 925 Green Bay Road (aka Packard building), has contracted to
purchase the adjoining property at 929-931 Green Bay Road for purposes of constructing a forty (40) car
surface parking lot, which would serve tenants of the 925 Green Bay Road building. The Packard
building was until recently the home of the GAP clothing store, and the proposed parking lot is intended
to improve the owner’s ability to attract an anchor tenant to the 925 building.

The parcel at 929-931 Green Bay, which is adjacent (north) to the Packard building measures 50° x 200°,
and is currently improved with a one-story commercial building measuring 3,350 square feet (see
Attachment C, Plat of Survey & EXxisting Site Conditions). The building currently houses two retail
stores: Bedside Manor and Body and Sole. The property is also improved with a 12-space parking lot,
accessible from a Green Bay Road driveway and from the adjoining public alley (Tower Court) to the
east. (See Figure 1)
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Figure 1
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925-931 Green Bay
May 30, 2013
Page 2

The Packard building at 925 Green Bay Road includes 12,500 square feet of ground floor commercial
space, as well as twenty (20) residential apartment units on the second floor. Seventeen enclosed parking
spaces are located at the rear of the Packard building accessed from Tower Court.

The proposed 40-car parking lot would be accessed off Green Bay Rd, with the existing 12’ driveway
widened to 16 feet. The lot would have a one way traffic pattern with vehicles entering from the west off
Green Bay Road, and exiting on the east to Tower Court, then north (Tower Court is one-way south to
north) towards Gage Street (See Figure 2 below), ultimately exiting on Merrill Street. For details of the
parking lot and associated improvements, see Attachment D, Proposed Site Plan.

Figure 2

The proposed parking lot would cover the entire 929-931 Green Bay Road parcel, as well as incorporate
a 9.9’wide strip of the 925 Green Bay Road parcel. Of the 40 parking spaces, 35 would measure 18’ x
8.5”, four would be compact car spaces (8’ x 18”) and one handicapped stall; all the stalls would be
accessed from a 24’ wide aisle. The parking stalls would be at a 90 degree angle.

In addition to the parking areas, the parking lot will also have landscaping improvements, including a
plaza area adjacent to the Green Bay Road sidewalk which incorporates brick pavers, a low brick seat
wall, a decorative archway feature and a landscape bed approximately 80 square feet in area.

The removal of the 929-931 Green Bay Road building will result in there not being a continuous street
wall along this portion of Green Bay Road. Section 17.46.060.A of the Zoning Ordinance requires the
following:
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925-931 Green Bay
May 30, 2013
Page 3

*“...the front yard setback shall be established so that the front building line of the
subject property aligns with the front building lines of the adjoining buildings, so as to
create a continuous streetwall”.

Although the design plan calls for improvements along the front property line — seat wall and decorative
arch — the of the Section 17.46.060.A is that the streetwall be comprised of buildings. Furthermore, in the
C-2 Commercial zoning district, setback requirements are reversed, establishing a maximum setback
from the front property line (aligning with adjacent buildings, but no greater than 3 feet from the property
line) in order to maintain a continuous frontage of building facades and retail storefronts, in order to
preserve the retail and pedestrian character of the business districts. As such, based on the proposed plan,
a variation to this section of the Zoning Ordinance is necessary along with the Special Use.

Traffic Study
As part of the Special Use application, a traffic and parking study is required. Such a study was

completed by KLOA (see Attachment E, Traffic and Parking Study). According to KLOA, the purpose
of the study was to include the following:

Determine the existing traffic and pedestrian conditions in the area to establish a base condition;
Evaluate the existing parking conditions in the vicinity of the site;

Assess the impact that the proposed parking lot will have on traffic conditions in the area; and,
Evaluate the adequacy of the proposed access drives.

The KLOA study made a number of conclusions, which range from the traffic volume generated by the
parking lot and re-occupancy of the vacant space at 925 Green Bay will be low, to the proposed entrance
and exit to the lot will be adequate, to turning movements into the parking lot will have minimal impact
on the through traffic on Green Bay Road. For additional details concerning KLOA'’s conclusions, see
Attachment E, p.19.

The KLOA Traffic and Parking Study was reviewed by Village Engineer Steve Saunders (see
Attachment F). He concurred with the study that the parking lot will not have a significant impact on
traffic flow or congestion on the adjacent street system, and that the parking lot will provide additional
parking for those that might otherwise park on the street. Mr. Saunders did recommend that the parking
lot be signed appropriately to allow patrons to easily access and exit the lot.

The site is located in the C-2 General Commercial Retail Overlay District. With the exception of
continuous street wall requirement, and the need for a Special Use, the proposed parking lot complies
with all other zoning regulations.

Recommendations by other Boards:

On April 24, 2013, the Plan Commission considered the request for the Special Use Permit and on a vote
of seven in favor and two against, found that the request for a the Special Use Permit for a surface
parking lot is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and is therefore recommending that it be granted.
For additional details on Plan Commission discussion and decision, see Attachment G, Plan Commission
Minutes.

On April 8, 2013, the Zoning Board of Appeals voted five in favor and zero against to recommend
approval of the Special Use Permit to expand the existing surface parking lot. By the same five to
zero vote, it also recommended that the elimination of the existing building which forms a
conforming “street wall” at the Green Bay Road sidewalk variation be granted. For additional
details on ZBA discussion and decision, see Attachment H, ZBA Minutes
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925-931 Green Bay
May 30, 2013
Page 4

On March 18, 2013, the Design Review Board began its evaluation of the parking lot plan’s
conformance with the Village Design Guidelines. At the applicant’s request, a continuance was
granted in order to address the DRB’s comments. At its April 18 meeting, the DRB again took up
the matter. At the conclusion of its review the DRB took two votes. The first vote was to
recommend approval of the parking lot as proposed. This vote was two in favor and two against of
the plan being in conformance with the Village Design Guidelines.

The second DRB vote was four to zero to recommend that in the event the project moves forward, a
number of modifications be made to the plan. The recommended modifications are identified
below in the Conditions section, Item #10 a-f.

For additional details on DRB discussions see Attachments | and J

Conditions

Based on comments by the various boards/commissions and staff review, it is recommended that
the following conditions be considered as part of the approval of the Special Use Permit for the
parking lot.

1. The Parking Lot shall include the 9-3/4-foot paved strip along the north edge of the
925 Green Bay parcel, as depicted in the drawings dated April 18, 2013.

2. The Parking Lot shall meet all accessibility standards of the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

3. All spaces in the Parking Lot shall comply with the Traffic Engineering Handbook
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, as required by Section
17.46.110 (G) of the Winnetka Village Code; provided that parking spaces shall be
striped for a minimum width of 9 feet.

4. The Village of Winnetka shall not be responsible for enforcing parking restrictions
in the Parking Lot, except as may be provided in a written agreement with the Owner
that has been approved by the Village Council in the manner provided by law.

5. The Owner shall be responsible for posting and enforcing any parking restrictions in
the Parking Lot; provided, that, except as authorized by Village Code, no parking
enforcement shall include the impoundment of any parked vehicles in place through
the use of a Denver Boot or similar immobilizing device.

6. Employee parking shall be prohibited in the Parking Lot, and all employees of any
businesses located in the Packard Building shall use the upper level of the Scott
Avenue Parking Deck.

7. The Parking Lot shall have a single lane of one-way traffic, with all vehicles entering
the Parking Lot from Green Bay Road and exiting at the rear of the property onto
northbound Tower Court.

8. The Owners shall install a fence no higher than 6-1/2 feet high along the north
property line, to screen the view of the property to the north.

9. The vertical clearance of the arch shall be sufficient to allow unimpeded access by
all Fire Department vehicles, as determined by the Winnetka Fire Chief.

10. The Parking Lot shall be landscaped as provided in the drawings dated April 18,
2013. The Parking lot shall include the following elements, as recommended by the
Design Review Board:

a. There shall be two interior landscaped islands, with one being located at the
rear of the Subject Property adjacent to Tower Court, so as to allow for the
possible placement of signage; and the other being located near the center of
the north property line.
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925-931 Green Bay
May 30, 2013
Page 5

. There shall be a two-foot overhang with a full height curb along the north

property line to allow for an area of planting vines.
Evergreens or coniferous plantings shall be used in the landscaped area along
the Green Bay Road frontage of the Subject Property.

. The fountain depicted in the landscape plan shall be eliminated to provide for

a continuous seat wall.

The width of the driveway entrance shall be reduced from 16 feet to 14 feet,
on the same center line now depicted in the site plan.

Final details of landscape plans, signage, lighting, material samples for the
area along the north wall of the Packard building shall be submitted with the
construction permit application for the Parking Lot, and shall be subject to
review and comment by the Design Review Board as provided in Chapter
15.40 of the Winnetka Village Code.

Introduction of the ordinance requires the concurrence of a majority of the Council.

Recommendation

Consider introduction of Ordinance M-7-2013, Special Use Permit for a parking lot at 929-931
Green Bay Road and a variation to eliminate the required continuous streetwall required to be
observed by buildings at the front yard for the properties at 925 — 931 Green Bay Road.

Attachments:

Ordinance M-7-2013

Attachment A: Special Use Application
Attachment B: Variation Application

Attachment C:
Attachment D:

Plat of Survey & Existing Site Conditions
Proposed Site Plan

Attachment E: Traffic and Parking Study

Attachment F:

Memo from Village Engineer

Attachment G: Plan Commission Minutes
Attachment H: ZBA Minutes

Attachment I: DRB Minutes — 3/21/13
Attachment J: DRB Minutes — 4/18/13
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ORDINANCE NO. M-7-2013

AN ORDINANCE
GRANTING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
AND A VARIATION IN THE APPLICATION OF THE
ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA,
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS (925-931 Green Bay Road)

WHEREAS, the Village of Winnetka (“Village”) is a home rule municipality in
accordance with Article VII, Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970 and,
pursuant thereto, 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 the power to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety and welfare; and

WHEREAS, the 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, of the following described real estate (the “Subject Property”), which is
commonly known as 925-931 Green Bay Road:

Lot 3 in Block 5 in Jared Gage’s Subdivision in Section 17 and 8, Township 42
North, Range 13 East of the Third Principal Meridian, in Cook County, Illinois;

And also

The southerly 50 feet of that part of the east half of the Northwest Quarter of said
Factional Section 17, described as follows: Commencing at the Northeast corner
of Lot 1 in Block 5 in Jared Gage’s Subdivision aforesaid and running thence
Southeasterly along the Easterly line of Lots 1,2 and 3 in said Block 5, a distance
of 150 feet; thence running Easterly on a line of parallel with the southerly line of
Gage Street extended, a distance of 50 feet; thence Northwesterly on a line
parallel with the Easterly line of Lots 1,2 and 3 aforesaid, a distance of 150 feet to
a point on the South line of Gage Street extended, and thence Southwesterly to the
point of beginning, in Cook County, Illinois;

And also

Lots 4 and 5 in Block 5 in Jared Gage’s Subdivision of part of Northwest Quarter
of Fractional Section 17 and part of the East half of the Southwest Quarter of
Fractional Section 8, all in Township 42 North, Range 13 East of the Third
Principal Meridian;

And also

The Southerly 18 feet of strip of land 50 feet wide and 168 feet long lying
Easterly of adjoining Lots 1, 2 and 3 and Northerly 18 feet of Lot 4 in Block 5 in
Jared Gage’s Subdivision aforesaid, all in Cook County, Illinois; and

June 4, 2013 M-7-2013
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WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located in the Hubbard Woods business district, on
the east side of Green Bay Road between Tower Road and Gage Street, in the C-2 Retail Overlay
District of the C-2 (General Retail) Commercial Zoning District provided for in Chapter 17.44 of
the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code; and

WHEREAS, the Subject Property consists of two parcels: (a) a 10,000 square-foot
rectangular parcel, commonly known as 929-931 Green Bay Road (“Parcel 1), which is
improved with a one-story, 3,350 square-foot commercial building in the northwest corner and a
12-foot wide driveway that leads to a 12-space parking area in the rear; and (b) a 20,000 square
foot rectangular parcel that lies immediately to the south of Parcel 1, is commonly known as 925
Green Bay Road (“Parcel 2”), and is improved with a building commonly known as the “Packard
Building;” and

WHEREAS, the building on Parcel 1 has two retail spaces that house Body and Sole, and
Bedside Manor, two established retail sales businesses; and

WHEREAS, Packard Associates, L.P. (“Owner”), is the sole beneficiary of a trust that
owns the Packard Building and that recently purchased the Subject Property; and

WHEREAS, the Owner proposes to demolish the building located on Parcel 1 and to
construct a 40-car street-level parking lot to serve tenants of the Packard Building on Parcel 2;
and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.44.030 of Chapter 17.44 and Section 17.46.110 of
Chapter 17.46 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, street level parking lots are permitted only as
a special use in the C-2 (General Retail) Commercial Zoning District; and

WHEREAS, on March 6, 2013, the Owner filed an application for a special use permit to
allow the construction of the proposed street level parking lot on the Subject Property; and

WHEREAS, on March 14, 2013, the Owner also filed an application seeking the
following variations from the development standards in Chapter 17.46 of the Winnetka Zoning
Ordinance: (a) a variation from the requirements of the intensity of use of lot limitations of
Section 17.46.040 to allow a combined impermeable lot coverage for the entire Subject Property
of 29,258 square feet, whereas a maximum of 27,000 square feet is permitted, resulting in a
variation of 2,258 square feet (8.37%); and (b) a variation from the front yard setback provisions
of Section 17.46.040 (A) that require the creation of a continuous streetwall by aligning the front
building lines of adjoining buildings; and

WHEREAS, the special use permit and zoning variations are being requested to allow
the existing building, driveway and rear parking area on Parcel 1 to be removed and to be
replaced by a 40-space street level parking lot that will include the north 9.75 feet of Parcel 2 and
will have a street frontage that consists of a widened driveway entrance, a narrow plaza area
adjacent to the north building line of the Packard Building, a low brick seat wall with a fountain
detail, a decorative column and archway feature and a landscape bed with an area of
approximately 80 square feet; and

WHEREAS, the Owner’s special use request is subject to the conditions and
requirements set out in Sections 17.44.020 (B) and 17.46.110 of the Zoning Ordinance, as well
as the conditions and requirements pertaining to special uses set forth in Chapter 17.56 of the
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance; and
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WHEREAS, on April 8, 2013, on due notice thereof, the Zoning Board of Appeals
conducted a public hearing on the proposed special use and requested variations; and

WHEREAS, by the unanimous vote of the five members of the Zoning Board of Appeals
present on April 8, 2013, the Zoning Board of Appeals has recommended to the Village Council
that the requested special use permit for the street level parking be granted; and

WHEREAS, by the unanimous vote of the five members of the Zoning Board of Appeals
present on April 8, 2013, the Zoning Board of Appeals has recommended to the Village Council
that both of the requested variations be granted, although it also recommended that the Owner
reduce the impermeable surface so as to bring the impermeable surface within the applicable
limits and thereby eliminate the need for the variation from the intensity of use of lot limitations;
and

WHEREAS, following the meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals, the Owner modified
the proposed parking lot plan to provide for increased usage of pavers rather than impermeable
pavement, as a result of which the impermeable surface in the amended plan now complies with
Section 17.46.040 of the Zoning Ordinance, and the Owner has accordingly withdrawn its
request for a variation from that requirement; and

WHEREAS, on March 21, 2013, pursuant to Chapter 15.40 of the Village Code, the
Design Review Board met to consider the Owner’s proposed plan and provide comment on its
consistency with the Village of Winnetka Design Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, at the request of the Owner, the meeting of the Design Review Board was
continued to April 18, 2013, to enable the Owner to address the Design Review Board’s
comments; and

WHEREAS, at the Design Review Board’s meeting on April 18, 2013, the Owner
presented its revised plan with the conforming impermeable surface and, upon completing their
discussion of Owner’s revised proposal, the four members of the Design Review Board then
present issued generally favorable comment on the modified plans, subject to the following
recommendations: (a) adding two islands to the parking lot, one at the very rear and one on the
north side, with signage to help soften the appearance; (b) adding a second landscape island on
the north side, which could be used as a base for growing vines to soften the appearance of the
wooden fence; (c) using evergreens or coniferous trees at the front planting area; (d) eliminating
the fountain to provide an uninterrupted seat wall; (e) reducing the width of the entrance from 16
feet to 14 feet; and (f) conforming to the 9-foot parking stall width, depending on engineering
review; and

WHEREAS, on April 24, 2013, on due notice thereof, the Plan Commission considered
the Owner’s request for a special use and by the favorable vote of seven of the nine voting
members of the Plan Commission then present, has found the proposed special use to be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and has recommended that the special use permit for the
street level parking be approved; and

WHEREAS, the evidence submitted by the Owner included a Traffic and Parking Study
prepared by Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara and Aboona, Inc. (“KLOA Study”), which evaluated
existing roadway system characteristics, measured existing traffic volumes, conducted a parking
survey and observed pedestrian volumes; and
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WHEREAS, the KLOA Study concluded: (a) that the proposed parking lot will not
change or negatively impact the pedestrian experience on Green Bay Road; (b) that left turns
from Green Bay Road to the Subject Property will have a minimal impact on southbound traffic;
(c) that the proposed special use will generate minimal additional traffic; and (d) the proposed
parking lot will ensure that there is adequate parking for future retail use at the Packard Building
without exacerbating parking conditions on Green Bay Road; and

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

WHEREAS, two owners of properties located within 250 feet of the Subject Property
appeared at the hearings of the Zoning Board of Appeals and the Plan Commission, with one
speaking in favor of the Owner’s proposal, and the other speaking against it; and

WHEREAS, neither the two owners who appeared, nor any other owners of properties
located within 250 feet of the Subject Property submitted any other evidence or requested an
opportunity to cross-examine witnesses at either the Zoning Board of Appeals hearing or the
Plan Commission meeting; and

WHEREAS, the record also includes testimony from neighboring third parties who
operate businesses in the vicinity and who inquired about specifics of the Owner’s plan, with
some speaking in favor and some speaking in opposition; and

WHEREAS, no one who sought to comment on the Owner’s proposal at the Zoning
Board of Appeals, the Plan Commission or the Design Review Board was denied the opportunity
to do so; and

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

WHEREAS, the Village Council has not received any written protests opposing the
proposed special use, as provided in Section 17.56.050 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Village Engineer has reviewed the KLOA Study and has reported (a)
that the study methodology is in keeping with sound traffic engineering principles and practice;
and (b) that he concurs with the KLOA Study’s conclusions (i) that the proposed parking lot will
not have a significant impact on traffic flow or congestion on the adjacent street system and (ii)
that, with the full occupancy of the retail space in the Packard Building, additional convenient
parking is necessary to avoid negatively impacting parking availability in the immediate vicinity;
and

WHEREAS, the Village Engineer has recommended that the Owner provide a detailed
signage plan as part of the permit application to assure that ingress, egress and the network of
one-way roads are properly communicated; and

WHEREAS, the Village Engineer has also commented on the width of the proposed
parking spaces, and has observed that, while the 9.0-foot width recommended by the Design
Review Board is preferable, the proposed 8.5-foot width for the new parking spaces is within the
acceptable range; and
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WHEREAS, subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the proposed special
use will neither endanger nor be detrimental to the public health, safety, comfort, morals or
general welfare, in that the proposed parking lot: (a) will provide a substantial number of off-
street parking spaces to support the commercial use of the first floor of the Packard Building; (b)
will add to the inventory of accessible parking spaces by placing such spaces in close proximity
to the Packard Building; and (c) will add a pedestrian friendly plaza and seat wall on the east side
of Green Bay Road; and

WHEREAS, subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the proposed special
use will not substantially diminish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity, and will
not be substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of land in the immediate vicinity, in that:
(a) the new surface parking area will enhance the viability of the commercial space on the first
floor of the Packard Building; (b) the streetscape improvements at the entry to the parking lot
will improve the appearance of the east side of Green Bay Road north of the Packard Building
and may draw additional pedestrian traffic to the vicinity; and (c) the new parking area will
relieve parking demand on the street, freeing on-street parking for other uses in the vicinity; and

WHEREAS, subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, adequate measures
have been taken to provide ingress and egress in a manner that minimizes pedestrian and
vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways, in that: (a) the driveway entrance to the proposed
parking lot will be in the same area as an existing curb cut, and (b) the proposed parking lot will
have one-way, eastbound traffic, with ingress from Green Bay Road and egress through the rear
of the Subject Property to northbound Tower Court, thereby directing traffic away from
pedestrian areas; and

WHEREAS, the proposed special use enhances off-street parking, reduces demand for
on-street parking and all utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary for the
operation of the special use already exist; and

WHEREAS, because the proposed special use will increase off-street parking and
because the design and materials used in the streetscape component of the proposed special use
will be consistent with or complementary to the existing Packard Building, which is an
established feature in the immediate vicinity, the proposed special use is consistent with the
Winnetka 2020 objective to ensure that commercial development is appropriate to the character
of and minimizes the adverse impact on its surrounding neighborhood; and

WHEREAS, because of the pre-existing infrastructure, the proposed special use is
consistent with the goals and objectives of Winnetka 2020, in particular its objectives: (a) to limit
development so as to prevent the need for significant increases in infrastructure; (b) to ensure
that development proposals minimize the potential adverse impact on pedestrian character, on-
site parking, traffic patterns, congestion, open space, storm water management and Village
infrastructure; (c) to ensure that new development does not decrease the public parking supply,
particularly on-street parking that supports retail use; and (d) to ensure that new development
does not decrease the public parking supply; and

WHEREAS, the proposed special use is also consistent with the goals and objectives of
Winnetka 2020 to maintain the essential quality, viability and attractiveness of the Village’s
business districts while encouraging new economic development consistent with the character of
the Village and the individual business districts; and
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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 proposed
parking lot will alleviate on-street parking and improve the economic viability of the Packard
Building; (b), the proposed parking lot cannot be constructed without a curb cut, which necessarily
makes a continuous streetwall impossible; and (c) the landscaping and streetscape improvements
along the Green Bay Road property line of Parcel 1 will visually mask the flat parking surface
behind it; and

WHEREAS, subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the requested variation
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, in that: (a) the proposed parking lot will
not alter the Packard Building, which will remain the most visible aspect of the Subject Property;
(b) the streetscape components of the parking lot on Parcel 1 are proposed to be constructed with
materials that are similar or complementary to the Packard Building on Parcel 2; and (c) the
entrance to the proposed parking lot will be in the same general area as the driveway to the parking
area behind the building currently on Parcel 1; and

WHEREAS, the requested variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air
because the proposed parking lot will be an open area located at street level; and

WHEREAS, the requested variations will not increase the hazard from fire and other
dangers to the Subject Property because the entire parking lot will not have any building enclosures
and will conform with applicable construction and safety codes; and

WHEREAS, there is no evidence that the requested variation will diminish the taxable
value of land and buildings throughout the Village; and

[Drafter’s Note: The record does not address the property tax impact of the
removal of the occupied building at 929-931 Green Bay Road and its replacement
with an open, street level parking area. According to County records, the land is
assessed at $37,500, and the building is assessed at $178,030, for a total assessed
valuation of $215,530. The property is currently in Class 5-17, because it has a one-
story building. It is assessed at 25% of market value. It is not possible to determine
the tax impact, but since the parking lot site is separate from the Packard Building, it
is likely to be reclassified, and its new market value will be based on the sales price.]

WHEREAS, the requested variation will not contribute to congestion on the public streets,
as the variation is necessitated by the proposed off-street parking and pertains only to the impact of
the proposed Parking Lot on the streetwall aspect of the Subject Property; and

WHEREAS, there is no evidence that the requested variations will otherwise impair the
public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village.

WHEREAS, the requested variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of
the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, in that it: (a) maintains the scale and character of the existing
commercial neighborhood; (b) protects and respects the justifiable reliance of existing residents,
business people and taxpayers on the continuation of existing, established land use patterns; and (c)
otherwise promotes the public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare by supporting the
economic viability of the Packard Building, which is a significant commercial property in Hubbard
Woods, by alleviating on-street parking demand, and by providing a new streetscape amenity in the
Hubbard Woods business district; and
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WHEREAS, this Ordinance has been placed on the Village Council’s agenda and made
available for public inspection at Village Hall and on the Village’s web site, in accordance with
Sections 2.04.040 and 2.16.040 of the Winnetka Village Code and applicable law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the Village of Winnetka
as follows:

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

SECTION 2: That, subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, and
pursuant to Section 17.44.030 of Chapter 17.44 and Section 17.46.110 of Chapter 17.46 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, commonly known as 925 - 931 Green Bay
Road and located in the C-2 Retail Overlay Zoning District, to allow the construction of the
proposed street-level parking lot on that portion of the Subject Property known as 929 - 931
Green Bay Road (“Parcel 1”), with streetscape amenities (collectively, the “Parking Lot”), as
depicted in Owner’s Exhibit E, “Revised Site Plan,” and Exhibit F, “Revised Arched Gateway
Feature Concept,” both prepared by The Lakota Group and dated April 18, 2013.

SECTION 3: That, subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, the
Subject Property, commonly known as 925 - 931 Green Bay Road and located in the C-2 Retail
Overlay Zoning District, is hereby granted a variation from the front yard setback provisions of
Section 17.46.040 (A) Chapter 17.46 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the
Winnetka Village Code, that require the creation of a continuous streetwall by aligning the front
building lines of adjoining buildings, to allow the construction of the proposed street-level
parking lot on that portion of the Subject Property known as 929 - 931 Green Bay Road
(“Parcel 1), with streetscape amenities (collectively, the “Parking Lot”), as depicted in Owner’s
Exhibit E, “Revised Site Plan,” and Exhibit F, “Revised Arched Gateway Feature Concept,” both
prepared by The Lakota Group and dated April 18, 2013 .

SECTION 4: The variations and special use permit hereby granted shall be subject to
the following terms and conditions, which shall be incorporated into final plans and
documentation for the proposed Parking Lot:

A. The construction of the Parking Lot shall commence within 12 months after the
effective date of this Ordinance.

B. The special use permit and variation shall expire if construction of the Parking
Lot is not commenced within 12 months after the effective date of this Ordinance.

C. Nothing in this Ordinance shall be deemed as granting a certificate of
appropriateness of design approval for the proposed Parking Lot, which shall remain
subject to final approval by the Design Review Board, as provided in Chapter 15.40 of
the Winnetka Building Code, Title 15 of the Winnetka Village Code.

D. The construction of the Parking Lot shall be in accordance with the plans and
elevations identified as Exhibit E, “Revised Site Plan,” and Exhibit F, “Revised Arched
Gateway Feature Concept,” dated April 18, 2013, as prepared by The Lakota Group and
presented in the Village Council’s agenda materials (“Proposed Plans™).
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E. The Parking Lot shall include the 9.75-foot paved strip along the north edge of
Parcel 1, as depicted in the Proposed Plans.

F. The Parking Lot shall meet all accessibility standards of the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

G. All spaces in the Parking Lot shall comply with the Traffic Engineering
Handbook published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, as required by Section
17.46.110 (G) of the Winnetka Village Code; provided that parking spaces shall be
striped for a minimum width of 9 feet.

H. The Village of Winnetka shall not be responsible for enforcing parking
restrictions in the Parking Lot, except as may be provided in a written agreement with the
Owner that has been approved by the Village Council in the manner provided by law.

I.  The Owner shall be responsible for posting and enforcing any parking restrictions
in the Parking Lot; provided that, except as authorized by Village Code, no parking
enforcement shall include the impoundment of any parked vehicles in place through the
use of a Denver Boot or similar immobilizing device.

J.  Employee parking shall be prohibited in the Parking Lot, and all employees of
any businesses located in the Packard Building shall use the upper level of the Scott
Avenue Parking Deck.

K. The Parking Lot shall have a single lane of one-way traffic, with all vehicles
entering the Parking Lot from Green Bay Road and exiting at the rear of the property
onto northbound Tower Court.

L. The Owner shall install a fence no higher than 6.5 feet high along the north
property line of Parcel 1, to screen the view of the property to the north.

M. There shall be two interior landscaped islands: (i) one island shall be located at
the rear of the Subject Property adjacent to Tower Court, to allow for the possible
placement of signage; and (ii) one island shall be located near the center of the north
property line.

N. There shall be a two-foot overhang with a full height curb along the north
property line of Parcel 1 to allow for an area of planting vines.

O. Evergreens or coniferous plantings shall be used in the landscaped area along the
Green Bay Road frontage of the Parking Lot.

P. The fountain depicted in the landscape plan shall be eliminated to provide for a
continuous seat wall at the street frontage of Parcel 1 north of the Parking Lot entrance.

Q. The width of the Parking Lot entrance driveway shall be reduced from 16 feet to
14 feet, on the same center line now depicted in the site plan.

R. The vertical clearance of the arch shall be sufficient to allow unimpeded access by
all Fire Department vehicles, as determined by the Winnetka Fire Chief.

S. Final details of landscape plans, signage, lighting, material samples for the area
along the north wall of the Packard Building shall be submitted with the construction

June 4, 2013 -8 - M-7-2013

Agenda Packet P. 36



permit application for the Parking Lot, and shall be subject to review and comment by the
Design Review Board as provided in Chapter 15.40 of the Winnetka Village Code.

T. The types and placement of traffic signage, whether on or off site, shall comply
with all applicable standards, as determined by the Village Engineer. Owner shall be
responsible for the cost of all such signage, regardless of its type or location.

SECTION5: The stipulations, conditions and restrictions set forth in the foregoing
Section 3 of this Ordinance may be modified or revised from time to time by the Village Council
following public notice and hearing, following the procedures specified in Section 17.56 of the
Winnetka Village Code for processing special use applications.

SECTION 6: 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 7: This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage, approval
and posting as provided by law.

PASSED this ___ day of , 2013, pursuant to the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
APPROVED this ___ day of , 2013.
Signed:

Village President
Countersigned:

Village Clerk

Published by authority of the
President and Board of Trustees
of the Village of Winnetka,

Illinois, this _ day of
, 2013.
Introduced: June 4, 2013
Passed and Approved:
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ATTACHMENT G

WINNETKA PLAN COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
(Excerpted Minutes)

APRIL 24, 2013

Members Present: Chuck Dowding, Acting Chairman
Jan Bawden
Jack Coladarci
Paul Dunn
John Golan
Louise Holland
Keta McCarthy
Jeanne Morette
John Thomas

Non-voting Members Present: Scott Myers
Patrick Corrigan

Members Absent: Matt Hulsizer

Village Staff: Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community
Development

Call to Order:
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Dowding at 7:30 p.m.
Consideration of Requested Special Use Permit Request by Packard Associates LP,

for Proposed Forty (40) Space Surface Parking Lot at 929-931 Green Bay Road for
Consistency with Village 2020 Comprehensive Plan

Gary Frank introduced himself to the Commission as the architect, along with Scott Freres of
The Lakota group and the attorney, Hal Francke of Meltzer, Purtill & Stell.

Mr. Francke stated that they represent the petitioner, Packard Associates, which is the contract
purchaser and also the owner of the building which previously housed The Gap. He stated that
the request is for a special use for a parking lot which has an existing building on the property
which is now Body and Sole and Bedside Manner. Mr. Francke also stated that there is a
parking lot behind that building. He noted that there is an existing curb cut on Green Bay Road
with two way traffic.

Mr. Francke stated that everyone should be familiar with the property and appreciate the value
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which The Gap brought to the Hubbard Woods business district over the last 20 years. He
informed the Commission that The Gap generated $75 million in tax revenue and created an
incredible anchor to the business district. Mr. Francke stated that the lack of adequate parking
was discussed recently at the Zoning Board of Appeals and the perception in Hubbard Woods in
connection with parking. He then stated that a parking analysis was done by KLOA and that
they believe that providing a parking lot for The Gap building would take vehicles off of the
street and help with regard to the reality of the lack of parking. Mr. Francke stated that they
would walk the Commission through the plan and get input and then answer any questions.

Scott Freres informed the Commission that the discussion focused on the 931 Green Bay Road
property. He then identified the building and the parking lot behind it. Mr. Freres stated that the
illustration represented a bigger picture of what the parking facility will support. He added that
The Gap building is empty and that it was built in 1926 while the building which housed Body
and Sole was built in the 1950's.

Mr. Dunn asked if the request is passed, would it be a public parking lot.

Mr. Freres responded that it would not. He stated that in an ideal scenario, there would be
multiple walking trips generated out of the open parking experience.

Mr. Thomas asked if they are suggesting that the parking lot not be policed the same way as
Walgreen.

Mr. Freres stated that it would not and that issue was brought up at the Zoning Board of Appeals
meeting. He informed the Commission that there was a lot of dialog with regard to turning
movements and signage. Mr. Freres noted that the proposal is for the lot on 931 Green Bay Road
and that in order to make that happen, he identified a sliver of land on part of the 925 Green Bay
Road area. He informed the Commission that the lot measured 10,000 square feet and that the
lot measured 3,500 square feet with Bedside Manner and Body and Sole. Mr. Freres stated that
the request would result in the loss of the building and retail space. He then stated that with
regard to the anchor facility, the property owner is working with relocating those two tenants in
Hubbard Woods. Mr. Freres added that he has been at meetings and has been vocal with regard
to working with them.

Mr. Frank informed the Commission that the property owner, Larry Hillman, has an agreement
with Bedside Manner to stay in Hubbard Woods in another building. He also stated that he has
talked to Body and Sole which is reluctant to commit to staying in Hubbard Woods.

Mr. Freres then stated that the proposal is for a 40 space parking lot which would be hidden and
screened with screening and an urban component which is consistent with the design guidelines
and the standards that the Commission is to evaluate. He noted that there is one curb cut and that
there would be a 16 foot single access driveway off of Green Bay Road with one way out on
Tower Court. Mr. Freres stated that the 40 parking spaces would house 35 full size vehicles,
four compact vehicles and one handicap space.

Mr. Freres described the entrance feature as an important component. He informed the
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Commission that the plan to provide the parking resulted in a lot of discussion and referred to
Mr. Hillman’s desire for the anchor to be a special building and that the second floor contained
20 apartments with 17 parking spaces in the back. Mr. Freres stated that the access for the
residential areas would be the same in the rear. He stated that the remainder of the front of the
building would keep the beautiful architectural character and that they would be developing a lot
and creating a new facade wall. Mr. Freres stated that they planned to activate the wall and have
commercial frontage and a public plaza space.

Mr. Freres then referred to the landscaping which he called the landmarked streetscape space.
He noted that there is not a lot of streetscape and that the street is located on an IDOT right-of-
way. Mr. Freres informed the Commission that they pulled the feature of the arch back and
extended the columns of the building across an area which would continue the facade and scale
of the buildings and that the Killian access would still be there. He stated that the screen is to
hide the view back to Killian. Mr. Freres then stated that there would be a masonry wall and
decorative pocket to support the use. He also stated that there would be permeable pavers
similar to that in a private courtyard and that it would be fashioned after the Moffat Mall. Mr.
Freres stated that with regard to access with signage, they talked to the Design Review Board
and would come back to them with signage relative to the arch feature. He commented that the
feature would act as a great transition for the continuation of the commercial street front.

Mr. Freres identified two renderings for the Commission, the first of which he described as a
head-on version. He then identified The Gap building, the continuation of the lines across and
the column elements, the opening into the parking lot with a special plaza, the lane which would
feature an open, decorative arch, the signage component which they are not presenting as final
yet, the idea of a seating pocket, a fountain and large mature trees to hide the parking lot. Mr.
Freres then referred the Commission to an illustration of a 3D view which showed the character
of the continuation of the space.

Ms. McCarthy asked if the access for Killian Plumbing’s trucks is shown on the drawings. .

Mr. Freres identified another curb cut for the Killian alley. He added that nothing would change
with regard to street parking and that there would be no loss of public street parking. Mr. Freres
indicated that they would only be adding 40 parking spaces on the property.

Ms. McCarthy stated that the rendering of the street view does not appear to accurately show
what the view will be of the Killian property.

Chairman Dowding asked for clarification of the number of proposed parking spaces, compared
to the number of spaces which are currently striped behind the existing building.

Mr. Freres responded that all of that would come out and that it would be reoriented. Mr. Freres
informed the Commission that there are currently 20 parking spaces, including 12 parking spaces
behind Bedside Manor. He mentioned that there is no organized array of parking now and
referred the Commission to the illustration of the existing condition with the bumper and parking
spaces. Mr. Freres noted that they planned to shift one parking space over to access the area and
reiterated that there would be no loss of on-street parking. He added that the goal is not to take
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away from the amount of public parking to have private parking.

Ms. Holland stated when the Packard building was developed, her recollection was that there
were parking requirements for the residential units in addition to indoor parking at the rear of the
building. She asked if any of the parking spaces are to support the residential units.

Mr. Freres responded that those spaces are not required.
Ms. Holland stated that two parking spaces are required per unit for residential.

Mr. Francke noted that the Village approved a lesser count for parking. He stated that the 1992
ordinance granted a variance which approved parking in the building as required parking.

Mr. Freres informed the Commission that the parking spaces shown are not tied to the residential
requirement.

Mr. Corrigan asked for clarification of how much of the building is potential retail area and how
much is dedicated to parking.

Mr. Francke confirmed that the building measured 12,500 square feet and that the building
coverage is 17,500 square feet with 5,000 square feet for indoor parking.

Mr. Corrigan stated that he has heard there are a lot of different potential uses, one which would
require a lot of delivery and a lot of trash. He asked where the trash and delivery areas would be
located.

Mr. Frank stated that in connection with delivery, that is one of the reasons why they are seeking
to attract a single user for the back loading dock. He indicated that he did not know about the
trash.

Mr. Corrigan stated that if it is a food use, there will be issues with smell of the trash.

Mr. Freres informed the Commission that the current dumpster is located next to the access for
indoor parking. He reiterated that there is no dedicated user yet and that he assumed that the
trash would be located off of the alley. Mr. Freres stated that would be discussed at the time that
there is a final user and that it would be addressed then.

Mr. Corrigan stated that he would be in favor of bringing more businesses and more parking to
Hubbard Woods, the parking stalls are too small and he suggested that they be made wider. He
stated that one reason for the suggestion is that there are large vehicles and that there is no way
they would be able to make the turns. Mr. Corrigan stated that angling the parking spaces would
result in a loss of parking spaces, but that it would be made more user-friendly.

Mr. Freres informed the Commission that the parking count is being driven by the demand from

prospective retailers of what they would need to make it work. He agreed that Mr. Corrigan’s
suggestion made sense.
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Mr. Dunn questioned how many spaces would be lost if they were to switch to angle parking.

Mr. Freres stated that the layout is driven by the economics of the prospective tenant, and
explained they would lose 10 parking spaces if the parking spaces were angled.

Mr. Freres referenced the discussion at the Design Review Board and Zoning Board of Appeals
meetings, both of which had resulted in recommendations to putting in trees within the parking
lot, and that all of these factors are working against their goal of getting as close as possible to 40
parking spaces. He also stated that Mr. Corrigan is correct with regard to the assumption that
there are large vehicles.

Mr. Corrigan stated that he took a photograph at The Glen which had nine foot parking stalls
which he commented are still tight. He also stated that Costco has 10 foot wide stalls. Mr.
Corrigan stated that he would rather have a better plan with larger spaces, and possibly find some
spaces for employees in a Village owned lot.

Mr. Myers stated that the employees would already park offsite and that the 40 parking spaces
would be for the customers of the store.

Ms. Holland asked if the tenant is making parking demands.
Mr. Freres responded that it is the tenant marketplace.

Ms. Holland stated that Green Bay Road is a pedestrian-friendly street with two lanes of traffic.
She stated that people walk up and down the sidewalk from Gage Street to Tower Road. Ms.
Holland then stated that to cut out 38 feet of retail, making a break in the retail curtain wall
would make it less inviting as a shopping destination. She described the plaza design as inviting,
but it is not retail. Ms. Holland stated that the recent report from ULI states that Hubbard
Woods’ future lies with retail. She stated that they would be putting in a 16 foot curb cut and
taking away a retail building which would diminish the property tax base of the Village and the
sales tax revenue by reducing the retail footprint.

Ms. Holland also stated that the demolition of the commercial building and replacement with a
surface parking lot will erode the pedestrian shopping environment, and stated that the request is
a terrible mistake to impose on a pedestrian-friendly street and that the parking would only be to
the benefit of the Packard Building tenants. She stated that the opposite approach should be
taken, to minimize curb cuts on Green Bay Road and to have parking accessed from the rear
alley as it is now.

Ms. Holland added that others will park there and that the parking spaces would not work with
the size of vehicles.

Ms. Holland also stated that for a vehicle approaching the driveway from the north, traffic would

stop since there is one lane of traffic and that there would be a backup into the Gage intersection.
She then stated that the KLOA report was done in February which is not a big retail month. Ms.
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Holland indicated that the parking study should have been done on a Saturday in the summer.
She commented that this would make it worse.

Ms. Holland then stated that for any tenant needing 40 parking spaces, the lot would serve them
well. She stated that her main concern would be the breaking up the curtain wall of retail and
that she would much rather see the property owner demolish the building and continue a retail
building all the way. Ms. Holland stated that there is plenty of parking in Hubbard Woods and
referred to the parking deck located one block north, and the Village parking lots to the south.
She stated that you cannot always park adjacent to your destination and that the retail continuity
is critical to the charm of Hubbard Woods. Ms. Holland reiterated that it would be a big mistake
to break up the retail curtain wall.

Mr. Frank reminded the Commission that the Packard Building in 1926 had a car dealership and
at time the property in question was a parking lot. He then stated that in 1950 a building was put
there and the design guidelines were written making a parking lot nonconforming. Mr. Frank
stated that the request would make the property go back to what it always was. He reiterated that
to encourage a major tenant in a building that size, they need parking. Mr. Frank then stated that
the Zoning Board of Appeals a question was asked “why not divide the building into several
small tenant spaces in order to eliminate the need for parking?” He stated that the building is not
designed for multiple, small tenants and that they need a major tenant. Mr. Frank added that
with regard to the building streetscape, it was always a big building with a parking lot next to it.

Ms. McCarthy asked if there have been other instances where a building was demolished or a
parking lot added in the Village for a tenant.

Mr. Myers stated that nothing like that had been before the Zoning Board of Appeals in five
years.

Ms. McCarthy referred to parking at Private Bank at the north end of Hubbard Woods, which has
parking in front.

Ms. Holland stated that the building was originally a gas station, and it later turned into a garden
center and later a bank.

Ms. McCarthy pointed out that Private Bank has a small number of parking spaces in front, with
the majority of parking provided along Scott Avenue to the north.

Mr. Myers questioned whether McDonalds was a comparable situation.

Ms. Holland stated that McDonalds site was previously a Jewel store with its own parking.
Mr. Freres described it as a unique case and building and that there is a lot of history in the
building. He then stated that an important economic development question is what is the right
decision for the business district if they want an anchor, although they recognize that the

commercial design guidelines and standards of the continuation of streetscape did deserve merit.
Mr. Freres described the request as an opportunity to do something different here and which met
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the objectives of ULI. He added that they need to be more open and address the changing
dynamic of the commercial business districts.

Ms. Morette asked if once a tenant is secured, would the applicant come back to the
Commission.

Mr. Norkus responded that most tenant users of the space would not require further review or
approval, and that there would only be further consideration of a use which itself is a Special
Use, such as a non-retail use. He indicated that there would at some point likely be a review of
building alterations or signage which would be reviewed by the Design Review Board.

Mr. Thomas stated that the focus of the application is the parking lot. He then stated that
although he understood Ms. Holland’s comments, the plan sounded unique and that a good, big
store would generate traffic. Mr. Thomas then questioned the condition of the alley and whether
it would need to be rebuilt.

Mr. Freres stated that it is still being used today the way it is now.

Mr. Myers informed the Commission that with regard to the Zoning Board of Appeals’
conversation, one issue they discussed was the size of the parking spaces. He stated that they are
not here to design the project and that if they thought there should be 40 parking spaces, the
market would figure it out. Mr. Myers also stated that there is a sense of breaking up the street
and noted that there are other examples of streetscape breaks on the street. He then stated that
although it is a new break in the street face, it is designed in such a way that it would give the
feel for continuity. Mr. Myers then stated that there is a general sense that there is a shortage of
parking on Green Bay Road and that they need to figure out whether they want to enhance the
financial stability of Hubbard Woods by having an anchor tenant which would be advantageous
and that if it required having 40 parking spaces, he felt that the price is justified.

Mr. Francke apologized to the Commission that Mr. Hillman is not present. He informed the
Commission that Mr. Hillman would say exactly what Mr. Myers stated with regard to the fact
that they need to have the parking spaces for the tenant. Mr. Francke then stated that the lack of
parking is the major reason why The Gap left. He referred to the history of the value of an
anchor in Hubbard Woods. Mr. Francke also stated that he appreciated the concern expressed by
Ms. Holland.

Mr. Francke informed the Commission that they have heard at the Design Review Board and
Zoning Board of Appeals meetings and have talked about the street frontage of buildings in the
design guidelines. He stated that the big picture question here is to maintain the vibrancy and
health of a major commercial district in the Village and that the proposed improvements would
help the facility maintain its pedestrian-orientation as being important to this area. Mr. Francke
then informed the Commission at the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting, people spoke and those
with businesses there are eager to see the project happen. He indicated that the only business
which was against the request was Marla Riesman of Body and Sole which is being displaced.
Mr. Francke stated that in connection with the testimony with regard to parking, the business
owners told stories of customers who would not fight to find a place to park.
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Ms. Holland stated that The Gap did not leave because of parking and that the Gap closing was
part of a closure of 200 stores nationwide.

Mr. Francke agreed that while that is correct, there was a time that the owner Mr. Hillman was
confident that if he had been able to guarantee The Gap parking, they would have stayed.

Ms. Holland that the demolition results in the loss of a building which contributes to the property
tax base.

Mr. Frank stated that the 12,000 square feet building is not generating taxes. He then stated that
according to the matrix, four parking spaces are required per 1,000 square feet which amounted
to 50 parking spaces and that they would only be able to provide 40.

Ms. Holland stated that if there was a tenant with a letter of intent, it would be easier for the
community to understand the impacts of the request.

Mr. Myers stated that there would be no tenant without the guarantee of parking.

Ms. McCarthy referred to Mr. Saunders’ comment on page 41 with regard to the access lot and
egress. She then stated Mr. Saunders’ review notes that there could be a slight backlog at Merrill
and Green Bay with vehicles exiting the parking lot via Tower Court and proceeding north. Ms.
McCarthy commented that it would be tricky for one or two vehicles turning left off Green Bay
Road at Merrill, particularly with the additional traffic brought by a 40 car parking lot.

Mr. Francke stated that when they first met, the Village had not been studied that intersection.
He informed the Commission that Mr. Saunders specifically raised that issue and that they
wanted KLOA to do a study on that intersection. Mr. Francke introduced Luay Aboona of
KLOA as the traffic consultant.

Mr. Corrigan stated that there is a lot of traffic when the trains arrive at the station. He indicated
that while there would not be much of a traffic problem, it will be intermittent. Mr. Corrigan
stated that the Village might need to get rid of some of the parking spaces along Tower Court to
allow for better sight lines and a better turning radius out heading to Gage.

Mr. Freres noted that it is wider than it looked. He also stated that there are stores back there.
Mr. Corrigan asked if IDOT would allow a left turn into the lot off of Green Bay Road.

Mr. Aboona informed the Commission that the curb cut is existing and allow turns in from both
directions and that it would be consistent with maintaining the existing curb cut. He indicated
that they would have to get a permit because of the shifting of 20 feet. Mr. Aboona noted that

the design and function would not change and that there would not be an issue with IDOT.

Mr. Corrigan stated that with regard to the entrance to the parking area, there is a nice water
feature, but that they are typically difficult to maintain and suggested removing it in favor of a
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and suggested that they have an area which is more bike friendly instead.
Mr. Freres informed the Commission that they thought about putting in bike parking.
Mr. Corrigan suggested that instead of brick above on the pillar, they use stone.

Mr. Frank stated that they considered different things and that the brick on the existing building
has a whitish finish.

Mr. Freres stated that one aspect of the project that is overlooked is that the project will open up
the north wall of the Packard building which will activate the north facade. He explained that
Green Bay Road is an IDOT road, there is no space for tables and chairs along Green Bay Road.
He stated that with the plaza area adjacent to the north elevation, there will be room for activities
and features like a café which can activate the street.

Mr. Golan stated that another positive aspect of the project is that it will include a private
enterprise which would be paying for streetscape, given that the Village has been unable to pay
for it. He commented that the building coming down is not beautiful, or significant.

Ms. Holland commented that commercial vacancies in the Village are only 4 percent.

Mr. Freres stated that the project is a positive indicator regarding economics in the area, and
represents a major investment.

Mr. Golan also stated that there is a lot of vacant space in Hubbard Woods and described the
proposal as a win-win. He then stated that while the request would change the character of the
area, it is not particularly attractive now.

Ms. McCarthy stated that with regard to parking, it would be private for the tenant and asked
what about off hours and would the applicant tow cars. She also asked what would happen when
the tenant is closed, and how the lot would be managed during the off hours to limit parking.

Mr. Frank informed the Commission that property owner Mr. Hillman would leave the
responsibility to the tenant to police parking.

Ms. McCarthy stated that it is possible that they could tow cars then.

Mr. Frank stated that the tenant will probably want to be a good neighbor, and rather than start
towing people out, they would want to have a conversation with people and say that it is a
private parking lot. He stated that there was an acknowledgement that people parked in the lot to
shop might follow their shopping trip [at the Packard building] with a trip to the children’s store
across the street, or at Skandal to the south, whereas today people might just drive past if there
are no parking spots. Mr. Frank stated that there is probably going to be a lot of give and take.

Mr. Coladarci questioned whether that was the reason for needing 40 spaces, since even the Gap
when it was very active did not have 40 parking spaces.
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Mr. Frank informed the Commission that Mr. Hillman said that major retailers are requiring 40
parking spaces.

Mr. Coladarci questioned whether they would accept 38 in order to increase the size of the
spaces a little bit.

Mr. Frank stated that a similar comment was made by the Design Review Board and Zoning
Board of Appeals with regard to the stall size and that the Village Council would also comment.

Mr. Thomas questioned whether they contemplate a single tenant or multiple tenants.
Mr. Frank stated that they are looking at a single tenant.

Mr. Coladarci stated that if the parking spaces are too small, there might be a tendency on the
part of the Village to say that it’s “not our problem”. He stated that he felt it ultimately would be
the Commission’s problem. He then stated that people would complain and may result in the
tenant removing some of the landscape features in order to ease the overcrowding.

Mr. Frank indicated that they cannot take out features and that the ordinance with regard to
impervious surface, the requirement is 90% and that they added 10% of permeable surface.

Ms. Bawden described the project as a gorgeous design and that she is sad to see how beautiful it
is because she had a lot of problems with it. She stated that the applicant is making assumptions
about retail which is inconsistent with current trends. Ms. Bawden stated that retail space needs
are decreasing with narrower and shorter tenant spaces for smaller retailers. She stated that they
are designing a parking lot based on a retail tenant which has not been identified, and for which
parking needs are not known. She stated that this is a big problem for her. Ms. Bawden indicated
that there may be an empty building and an empty parking lot.

Ms. Bawden stated that next, she is not seeing a problem with parking on the street now, part of
which she acknowledged is empty due to the empty Gap building. She indicated that there is so
much empty parking today, she would like to see what it would look like on a Saturday. Ms.
Bawden agreed that The Gap did not leave because of parking and that in October 2011, The
Gap pulled 21% of its stores in an effort to gear up in China. She stated that they also
reconfigured stores to deal with internet sales, with retail stores serving as more of a
“showroom” and display which complements their online presence, which is happening more
often. She stated that this plan doesn’t reflect those trends, and that she is not comfortable
making assumptions about what type of tenant may use the parking. She stated that the location
of the parking lot within the district results in the creation of a “dead zone”, and stated that
providing additional visibility to the Killian property is not desirable.

Ms. Bawden then stated that visually, there is a lot going on in this area with the Packard
Building, a parking lot, Killian’s, retail space and then the openness of the park. She stated that
she cannot make peace with this being an interruption to the continuity of storefronts, stating that
the impact is that it will decrease the tendency which is now present to move from store to store.
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Ms. Bawden then stated that in connection with turning into the parking lot from Green Bay
Road, there will hopefully still be pedestrians on the sidewalk, and that this plan would set a bad
precedent. She described the plan as tenant driven and that if the Commission made decisions
based on tenant driven demands, there would be parking lots on every other property. Ms.
Bawden concluded that they cannot do that and that they have to look long range here.

Mr. Frank reiterated that it was always a parking lot.

Mr. Freres indicated that basic retail has changed dramatically and asked if they would rather
have a 50 foot store here.

Ms. Bawden suggested two or more smaller stores would make a better use of the space. She
then referred to the developer trying to develop the back end and coming back to the
Commission. Ms. Bawden stated that they are building one issue on top of another and that it is
not very consistent with the Village’s long range planning for this area.

Mr. Freres asked what the Village’s plan is.

Ms. Bawden stated that it is about the continuity of buildings along the street, it is the retail
overlay district, it’s the zoning ordinance requiring a building at the street, it’s the 2020 Plan.
She stated it is about the shoppers experience of being able to shop from storefront to storefront.

Mr. Freres stated that there is no plan. He stated that there is a lot of discussion in the
Comprehensive Plan. He stated that Mr. Hillman is putting his money on the line.

Ms. Bawden stated that what he’s telling us is that a player to be named later is demanding 40
spaces. She stated that it has been her experience having written three Caucus surveys that the
Village has never been able to support big box stores within the confines of its existing
pedestrian shopping districts. She stated that if this were at the end of the street, it might not be a
problem.

Chairman Dowding asked if there were any other comments.

Mr. Myers stated that the applicants are attempting to retain the Packard Building versus perhaps
putting them in a situation where it will be torn down. He then stated that if they were to divide
the space in half, they would need the same amount of parking for those retailers. Mr. Myers
noted that the other retailers are in favor of the request and that they need more parking for a big
tenant, adding that a 12,000 square foot retailer is not that big. He stated that if they do not do it
and they only want small tenants, the building would have to be reconfigured or torn down.

Mr. Dunn indicated that he appreciated Ms. Bawden’s comments. He stated that there are not
large blocks of space in the community and that this was one of the best large blocks of space
that exists, with a history of national tenants there in the Gap. Mr. Dunn then stated that if the
owner planned to spend a lot of money to do this in order to draw a potential large anchor tenant,
that would be a good thing commercially and for the merchants in Hubbard Woods as well as a
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sign that the economy is coming back. He stated that they cannot get complacent and that things
are looking better even though they have a long way to go. Mr. Dunn stated that they should be
grateful and that with regard to tearing down the building and beautifying the streetscape. He
stated that would bring hope that a good tenant would occupy the big chunk of empty space.

Ms. Bawden stated that it would set a precedent.

Mr. Myers stated that it would not serve as a precedent given that this is an unusually large
building with 12,500 square feet of retail floor space.

Mr. Francke stated that if the request was to be approved by the Village Council, he referred to
the legal standpoint because a special use required different sets of facts which are applicable to
every property. He then stated that the Village attorney can craft an ordinance to withstand the
concern over setting a precedent. Mr. Francke stated that this owner has invested in the property
for decades and that there are a lot of facts which would preclude it from becoming a precedent.

Mr. Golan agreed that there are not many others like this and that others are basically two story
and are side by side.

Mr. Thomas indicated that he did not see the request as setting a precedent since it is a special
use. He commented that he is also amazed that the property owner wanted to spend the time and
money to beautify the area and that it is what the merchants want. Mr. Thomas then stated that if
they did not do something, they would end up with the dump they have now. He also referred to
the Fell development and commented that East EIm looked like a dump. Mr. Thomas described
the request as a chance to make it look better.

Mr. Dunn stated that it is important to note that there is a perception that Winnetka is not pro-
development or merchant friendly and that the request provided an opportunity to show that is
not correct. He then stated that when the applicant found a good tenant, the sales tax revenue
would resume and that there would be a spill over benefit.

Ms. Bawden stated that she would want to know what that tenant is.

Ms. Holland stated that it would be easier to make a decision when there is some indication of
interest.

Mr. Frank described the request as an opportunity of a lifetime. He also stated that the
community needs to think proactively about business. Mr. Frank added that the spillover for the
other retailers will be huge.

James Sayegh introduced himself to the Commission and stated that he owned the building at
910 Green Bay Road. He stated that with regard to public comment, he would like to provide an
opportunity to change their minds and give a different perspective. Mr. Sayegh then stated that
for those who are against the request, he informed the Commission that his father in 1922 owned
the Walter Smith furniture store. He described it as the most beautiful stretch of property on the
north shore.
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Mr. Sayegh stated that with regard to 907 Green Bay Road, it was developed as a labor of love.
He stated that the idea was to take the small spaces and convert them into a big space which
allowed Waterworks to move in which he described as a great project. Mr. Sayegh then stated
that by the time the third project was undertaken, the world had changed. He stated that it is time
to react to the fact that people do not want more 50 to 60 feet deep spaces. Mr. Sayegh
informed the Commission that he built during the teeth of the recession and that the building is
now fully occupied.

Mr. Sayegh stated that although Waterworks and Ann Sachs tiles were tenants, the world
changed. He indicated that Hubbard Woods is heavily invested in furniture sales. Mr. Sayegh
described the footprint as market friendly and referred to Potbelly. He stated that everyone
wanted a place to congregate besides at home and at work and that in Hubbard Woods, it is very
difficult to provide that use to the public.

Mr. Sayegh then stated that in first talking to retailers, the problem was that they did not have
daytime traffic to support what they want. He also stated that another problem is IDOT and that
those retailers who would come cannot have outdoor seating. Mr. Sayegh described the site plan
as uncommon and referred to the property owner of this uncommon building and which is an
anchor of the business district. He stated that the applicant would be doubling down on this
building’s potential. Mr. Sayegh also stated that not every building deserved an auxiliary
parking lot and that the building can bring in a tenant that they would want.

Mr. Sayegh stated that no one hates it in Hubbard Woods and that it will do good for the block.
He indicated that the applicant is taking an entrepreneurial risk. Mr. Sayegh stated that they
know why people will not come here and that they should trust that Mr. Hillman knows what he
is doing. He described the request as a great plan by a local team which is sensitive to what the
community wants. Mr. Sayegh then stated that the curtain wall is not illustrated and that the
request will delivery exactly what the business district wanted. He indicated that the tenant may
be a very creative dining experience or a high end market.

Mr. Sayegh then stated that the two businesses are not part of the special use and that the
community still wanted them here. He indicated that the property owner would find a home for
Bedside Manner and that Marla Riesman may not want to stay. Mr. Sayegh also stated that these
two businesses did not generate the same amount of sales tax as a new tenant would. He
concluded by stating that this building answered the sales tax equation.

Mr. Coladarci asked Mr. Sayegh if it his impression that the market would not have trouble
filling the space.

Mr. Sayegh first referred to the quality of the proposed plan and that the building is top notch.
He stated that second, he referred to the quality of the property owner which is how he got The
Gap there in the first place. Mr. Sayegh then stated that he had no doubt that they would have a
successful tenant.

Chairman Dowding stated that the Commission would now discuss the findings.
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Potential
Findings of the Winnetka Plan Commission
Regarding consistency of the
929-931 Green Bay Road Special Use Permit
With the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan

After considering the application, the Commission makes its findings as follows,

Chapter 11 - Vision, Goals and Obijectives

1)

(2)

©)

(4)

()

(6)

(7)

The proposed special use is consistent with the Objective to "Ensure that commercial,
institutional, and residential development is appropriate to the character of and minimizes
the adverse impact on its surrounding neighborhood."” [Village Character and
Appearance: Objective #1 page 2-2];

The proposed special use is consistent with the Objective to "Recognize the critical role
of the Village's historic architecture in defining Winnetka's unique character in public,
institutional, commercial and residential areas, and encourage its preservation.” [Village
Character and Appearance: Objective #3 page 2-2];

The proposed special use is consistent with the Objective to "require the screening and
buffering of off street parking lots while considering the safety of pedestrians and
motorists.” [Village Character and Appearance: Objective #4 page 2- 2];

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

The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Ensure that development
proposals minimize the potential adverse impact they might have on residential
neighborhoods, including the impact on pedestrian character, on-site parking, traffic
patterns, congestion, open space, storm water management and Village infrastructure.”
[Growth Management: Objective #1; page 2-7];

The proposed special use is consistent with the Goal to "Provide for a wide range of
office/service and retail commercial land uses and development within the existing
business districts in the Corridor." [Green Bay Road Corridor: Commercial Development
and Multiple Family Land Use Goals Objectives and Policies; page 54];

The proposed special use is consistent with the Goal to "Promote a strong community
identity and opportunities to interact while building a healthy commercial tax base.
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(8)

(9)

(10)

11)

Provide a broad range of goods and services so that Winnetka residents can satisfy most
of their ordinary shopping requirements in the Village and so that nonresidents will come
to the Village for specialty goods and services;" [Business Districts: Goals and
Objectives and Recommendations; page 5-8];

The proposed special use is consistent with the objective to "Maintain the essential
quality, viability and attractiveness of Winnetka's business districts while encouraging
new economic development consistent with the character of the Village and the
individual business districts"; [Business Districts - Objectives and Recommendations:
Economic Vitality; page 5-8];

The proposed special use is consistent with the Objective to "Provide adequate and
convenient public parking, assure that longer-term parking needs be met by off-street and
underground or deck facilities and that parking is paid for primarily by those who benefit
from it." [Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and Recommendations:
Transportation and Parking; page 5-9];

The proposed special use is not consistent with the Objective to "Retain the policy that
requires developers to provide parking for uses above and below the first floor, but not
for first floor commercial use (to avoid strip-mall development).” [Business Districts:
Goals and Objectives and Recommendations: Transportation and Parking; page 5-9];

The proposed special use is not consistent with the Objective to "Encourage pedestrian
and bicycle accessibility, safe crossings at major intersections, and convenience safety
and amenity in all business districts. " [Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and
Recommendations: Transportation and Parking; page 5-9];

Chairman Dowding stated that for the following finding, the Commission would take two votes
on each portion of the sentence.

(12a)

(12b)

(13)

The proposed special use is not consistent with the Objective to "Encourage the provision
of on-site parking at the rear of buildings.” [Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and
Recommendations: Transportation and Parking; page 5-9];

The proposed special use is consistent with that portion of the objective to provide
parking.. "With access via alleys or private driveways, to reduce demand for on-street
parking." [Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and Recommendations:
Transportation and Parking; page 5-9];

The proposed special use is consistent with the Objective to "Review Winnetka Zoning
regulations to protect the quality of business districts. Promote the compatibility and
continuity of retail activities on ground floors. Control and limit drive through businesses,
and continue to require retail issues on the ground floor in both the Hubbard Woods and
Elm Street business districts. Evaluate special use permit standards for effectiveness."
[Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and Recommendations: Transportation and
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Parking; page 5-10];

(14) The proposed special use is not consistent with the Objective to "Minimize the number of
curb cuts to help retain block face continuity in the business districts;" [Business
Districts: Goals and Objectives and Recommendations: Transportation and Parking; page
5-10];

(15)  The proposed special use_is consistent with the Objective to "Ensure that new
development does not decrease public parking supply, particularly on street parking that
supports retail use." [Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and Recommendations:
Transportation and Parking; page 5-10];

(16) The proposed special use is consistent with the Objective to "Maintain and enhance
existing alleys which absorb some parking demand, provide off-street loading and
unloading and accommodate refuse storage and pickup. Garage entry should be access
from alleys whenever possible. Recognize that alleys area significant business district
resource." [Business Districts: Goals and Objectives and Recommendations:
Transportation and Parking; page 5-10].

Chairman Dowding referred to the resolution to state that the request is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Thomas moved to state that the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The
motion was seconded. A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed.

AYES: Coladarci, Dowding, Dunn, Golan, McCarthy, Morette, Thomas (7)
NAYS: Holland, Bawden (2)
NON-VOTING: Myers, Corrigan

RESOLUTION

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Winnetka Plan Commission finds that
the proposed Special Use Permit application for the property at 929 -931 Green Bay Road is
consistent with the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive Plan.
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ATTACHMENT H

WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
EXCERPT OF MINUTES
APRIL 8, 2013

Zoning Board Members Present: Joni Johnson, Chairperson
Mary Hickey
Bill Krucks
Carl Lane
Scott Myers

Zoning Board Members Absent: Jim McCoy
Christopher Blum

Village Staff: Michael D’Onofrio, Director of Community
Development

Agenda Items:

Case No. 13-05-SU 925 Green Bay Rd.
Special Use Permit
1. To permit construction of a parking lot
Variation by Ordinance
1. Intensity of Use of Lot
2. Setback

Minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals
April 8, 2013

Call to Order:

Chairperson Johnson called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.

Approval of Minutes:

Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any corrections to be made to the February 11, 2013
meeting minutes. She noted that she forwarded her corrections to Mr. D’Onofrio. No additional
corrections were made at this time. She then asked for a motion.

Mr. Krucks made a motion to approve the minutes and findings from the February 11, 2013
meeting, as amended. Mr. Myers seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion was
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unanimously passed.

Chairperson Johnson then thanked Joe Adams who was the Board’s former chairman for his
service as chairman of the Board and wished him luck on the Village Council. She also stated
that she is humbled that Jessica Tucker trusted her to serve as chairperson of the Board.

925 Green Bay Rd., Case No. 13-05-SU, Special Use Permit - to Permit Construction of
a Parking Lot and Variation by Ordinance - (1) Intensity of Use of Lot and (2) Setback

Mr. D’Onofrio read the public notice. The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony and
receive public comment regarding a request by Packard Associates L.P., for the property located
at 925-931 Green Bay Rd., concerning a Special Use Permit in accordance with Section 17.56, a
zoning variation by ordinance from Section 17.46.040 [Intensity of Use of Lot] of the Winnetka
Zoning Ordinance, to permit installation of a parking lot that will result in a lot coverage of
29,258 square feet (97.53%), whereas a maximum lot coverage of 27,000 square feet (90%) is
permitted, a variation of 2,258 square feet (8.36%), and a variation by ordinance from section
17.46.060.A to eliminate the required continuous street wall required to be observed by buildings
at the front yard.

Chairperson Johnson swore in those that would be speaking on this case.

Hal Francke of Meltzer, Purtill & Stelle stated that he would present the request to the Board on
behalf of the petitioner, Packard Associates, which is the contract purchaser of the property. He
stated that they are here for both a special use for the parking lot and a couple of variations. Mr.
Francke noted that there are two separate sets of standards for the Board to consider.

Mr. Francke described the application as interesting in that the couple of properties which he is
sure the Board is familiar with are the site of the former GAP and the parcel at 931 Green Bay
Road which is the building which has the tenants, Body & Sole and Bedside Manner. He
informed the Board that while there are lot of images in the presentation to show the Packard
building where The GAP was, all that was before the Board is the application for 929-931 Green
Bay Road for the special use for the parking lot. Mr. Francke noted that there is an existing
parking lot on a significant portion of the property, but that it is behind the existing structure. He
then described the design team as a Grade A team of consultants.

Mr. Francke then stated that there is a provision in the Comprehensive Plan which dated back to
1999 and referred to the section which talked about the commercial areas. He stated that there is
one very interesting paragraph which talked about the Hubbard Woods business district and
which stated: that Hubbard Woods has become a thriving business area for the past several years
due in part to increased parking availability provided by the Village and a comprehensive effort
by the Chamber of Commerce to upgrade the business district. Contributing features included
building a gazebo and upgrading the playground in Hubbard Woods Park and recruiting an
anchor tenant for the first floor of the Packard building at 925 Green Bay Road. He then stated
that he would like to introduce Larry Hillman who is a principal at Packard Associates who
would discuss their intentions with regard to the property under contract.
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Larry Hillman introduced himself to the Board as a general partner of Packard Associates and
that for 22 years, the same room they are dealing with in the building had been vacant for seven
years. He informed the Board that they were happy when they got approval to put the GAP in
and redevelop the building. Mr. Hillman described the building as an architecturally significant
structure and as one of the more prominent buildings in Hubbard Woods.

Mr. Hillman then stated that in connection with their intentions and plans, the building was built
between 1923 and 1935 as the Packard automobile showroom. He then stated that the adjacent
lot to the north was a parking lot associate with the automobile dealership which remained until
1958 to 1959 when the new building was built. Mr. Hillman informed the Board that they are
attempting to do two things, the first of which is to change it back to the historic configuration to
a building with a great presence and a supporting parking lot. He stated that the second reason is
to replace the GAP with an anchor of the Hubbard Woods shopping district. Mr. Hillman noted
that GAP was there for 20 years and commented that they did a good job.

Mr. Hillman stated that with regard to tenure, they saw the resurgence of the Hubbard Woods
district. He referred to the unique, individual small retailers which add distinction to the
community. Mr. Hillman stated that those types of retailers were in his blood and that his family
has been in retailing for 100 years. He then stated that those types of stores require a magnet and
that they are not designation stores. Mr. Hillman stated that the GAP provided that and helped
feed the doors of the retailing district.

Mr. Hillman stated that they would like to find a new, strong anchor tenant to replace the GAP.
He informed the Board that the building is configured at 250 feet deep and measured 13,000
square feet which made it very difficult to divide it into individual retail stores which would all
be narrow and deep. Mr. Hillman stated that second, the building has a historic prominence
which was made to have a tenant which is significant to reflect the building’s structure. He
indicated that it is important to note that they were very happy with the GAP there. Mr. Hillman
also stated that they are not proposing change, but are reacting to change which has already
occurred with the GAP’s departure. He stated that they would like to move forward quickly with
a new tenant. Mr. Hillman informed the Board that they have been marketing the building for 14
months with a fair amount of interest being contingent on adequate parking and that they have
not found a tenant to occupy the space without parking. He then asked the Board if they had any
questions.

Mr. Myers asked Mr. Hillman when they talk to potential tenants, what do they deem is adequate
for parking.

Mr. Hillman responded that it depended on the use. He stated that they figured that the lot
adjacent to the building would have 40 parking spaces. Mr. Hillman then stated that of the
tenants who were interested, it would be a struggle for them to accept 40 parking spaces and that
60 to 70 parking spaces would be needed for a building with that amount of square footage.

Mr. Myers asked if 40 more parking spaces would be the minimum number of parking spaces
which have to be added.
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Mr. Hillman stated that they have shown the configuration with 38 parking spaces and that
potential tenants could not do it at that amount and told them that they would need additional
parking available. He added that they made it clear that the employees and contractors would
have to park at the parking deck a block away and that the customers would be allowed to park
next to the space.

Chairperson Johnson asked when GAP was there, did the employees park in the existing parking
spaces.

Mr. Hillman stated that they did not and that the reason is that he owned the Packard building
and that the building to the north was owned by a different owner who did not allow that. He
informed the Board that GAP employees paid to park in the commuter parking lot (at the north
end of the Hubbard Woods district).

Chairperson Johnson stated that the parking spaces to the north wall are parallel and now have
wheel stops. She asked who they were used by.

Mr. Hillman responded that those parking spaces were for the second floor residential tenants.
Chairperson Johnson asked if the condominiums tenants parked indoors.

Mr. Hillman stated that there are 17 indoor parking spaces for 20 residential units which would
not change in this plan. He noted that they are not condos, but are rentals which would continue
to park in the garage in the back.

Chairperson Johnson asked Mr. Hillman if he owned other properties in Hubbard Woods.

Mr. Hillman confirmed that is correct and that a property is under contract in part of an effort to
keep Body & Sole and Bedside Manner and that he agreed with Bedside Manner to relocate them
in town and that they are working with Body & Sole to do the same thing.

Scott Freres of the Lakota Group introduced himself and others on the design team. He then
stated that Mr. Hillman and Mr. Francke mentioned while taking about the GAP building and the
focus for the discussion, from a peripheral standpoint, the petition for 929-931 Green Bay Road
is for a Special Use Permit for the parking lot. Mr. Freres referred the Board to the overall
context map and distributed additional exhibits which they are using as follow-up from the
Design Review Board and comments from the Village staff. He stated that with regard to the
focus of the Special Use, he identified a sliver of the property which is 50 feet and stated that
there is approximately 3,000 square feet with the remainder being parking in the back. Mr.
Freres noted that the parking is accessed on Green Bay Road and the egress is on to Tower Ct.
He also noted that the sliver of land is included in the parking plan and represented the area
which is 9 feet wide and is depicted with a yellow line. Mr. Freres informed the Board that the
area encompassing the Special Use is only 50 feet and that the idea of coverage focused on the
overall two sites of 925 Green Bay Road and the 929-931 Green Bay Road site.

Mr. Freres then identified street parking, Panera Bread, the sushi restaurant (Kyoto), Hubbard
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Woods Park, BMO Harris and the stores across the street for the Board. He then referred to the
vacant antique emporium to the south. Mr. Freres also identified the frontage of the GAP
building and the gap in that frontage with the residential entry to leading to the apartments above
the stores. Mr. Freres stated that parking for those rentals units is located in the back enclosed
portion of the building and that the area is serviced off of Tower Court in the interior garage.

Mr. Freres referred the Board to an illustration of the surrounding context. He stated that to the
north is the Killian building, a curb cut and Body & Sole which is a one story retail building
constructed after 1950. Mr. Freres identified the Packard building as a two story masonry
building. He then stated that the wall adjacent to Body & Sole facing the ingress is a blank wall.
Mr. Freres described it as important to the standard of activating and accessing the street front.
He then stated that behind the building, you can see the existing parking area and alley. Mr.
Freres also identified the wheel stops for the Board, as well as the apartments above. He referred
to the parking area facing the building fronting on Gage and the Tower Court egress from the
site. Mr. Freres then identified the public parking area along the back of the Tower Court area.

Mr. Freres then identified an illustration of the existing conditions. He identified the 3,500
square foot building frontage and the portion of 925 Green Bay Road extending into the site.
Mr. Freres reiterated that the focus of the site is only the parking area. He stated that they
recognize that in asking for a Special Use for parking, there is a caveat. Mr. Freres informed the
Board that they had a discussion with the Design Review Board relating to the continuity of the
street wall. He stated that they recognize that in light of commercial development ideas and the
redevelopment standards to revitalize the economic development in commercial districts to
establish an anchor, parking is an important component. Mr. Freres stated that the plan showed
40 parking spaces and that of that amount, 35 parking spaces would measure 18 feet x 8 feet and
that there would be four compact parking spaces measuring 16 feet x 8 feet with one handicap
parking space. He then stated that activating the wall is important to the plan, as well as visually
from the street. Mr. Freres stated that the plan would activate the streetscape and provide
masonry elements, a gateway, landscaping and a seating wall. He stated that the proposal would
enliven and change the character. Mr. Freres added that in moving over the street parking to the
south, there would be no loss of any street parking.

Mr. Freres informed the Board that they presented the elevation to the Design Review Board in
the packet of materials and distributed the information to the Board for their review. He stated
that the concept behind the continuity of the street wall is to create a gateway element. Mr.
Freres noted that they spent a lot of time with the view and referred to the 3-D drawing of the
space. He stated that they identified the character of continuing along the space to activate the
space adjacent to the building with outdoor seating and that it could be a restaurant or retailer
which would bring life to the area. Mr. Freres then stated that unlike EIm Street, Hubbard
Woods is part of the IDOT right-of-way and that there is no room to do significant improvements
along the public right of way. He stated that they need to create a pocket of opportunities along
the street.

Mr. Freres then stated that the plan extended the columns of the building to an arch structure and

seat wall pulled off of the street; screening and landscaping looking into the parking lot and
Killian. He informed the Board that in their last submittal, they had a 20 foot wide curb cut and
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that the Design Review Board wanted to narrow the curb cut to 16 feet which left some carriage
walk space there. Mr. Freres indicated that they are investigating the idea of columns on the side
and which are more substantial to exemplify the character. He stated that the new plan in the
packet of materials represented the same plan and parking layout, but what differed is how the
open space is presented and that they would landscape the whole area with permeable areas, an
arch and a seating pocket with a decorative fountain similar to that at the Moffat Mall. Mr.
Freres noted that it would have the same parameters, dimensions and proportions.

Mr. Freres stated that they bolstered the scale of the columns and elements which the Design
Review Board wanted to be more substantial. He stated that the continuation of the facade
carried across. Mr. Freres noted that the arch would have to be 14 feet in height for emergency
vehicles. He then identified the metal and brackets of the arch and that they would carry the
band and lights across along with the idea of a sitting pocket with a fountain. Mr. Freres stated
that the plan was last shown in a 3-D flavor and then referred the Board to an illustration which
showed the street view. He stated that they would be adding more pavers and seating in the
private area and not on the street. Mr. Freres also stated that the columns would be pulled
forward and would be more massive with regard to the scale of the building and that you would
be able to see the activated streetscape and frontage of Green Bay Road and that it would
activate the entire north side of the building. He stated that the idea is to turn the corner into the
parking lot and to activate the front door area (of the former GAP space). He described the
project as good urban design and good streetscape and that they want to improve the vitality of
Hubbard Woods and the pedestrian experience.

Mr. Freres informed the Board that the next illustration which was shown to the Design Review
Board represented scenes of relative scale and an illustration of both sides of the street. He
stated that it also showed where there are gaps in the street wall area. Mr. Freres then identified
the continuous frontage of the building and the breaks which are identified in red. He stated that
they are suggesting putting 38 feet of a decorative element back in after the loss of the building.
Mr. Freres informed the Board that to continue that character represented the biggest component
of the variation request.

Mr. Freres stated that from an area perspective, there is 130 feet of gap along the north side. He
suggested that they take into consideration of the gap including the break in all of the courtyard
buildings. Mr. Freres stated that a lot of the retail spaces depended on The Gap to get visibility.
He stated that it was shown as a reference in response to the Design Review Board’s comments.
Ms. Hickey referred to the illustration and the gap at Killian.

Mr. Freres identified the area for the Board. He also stated that they would be able to hide trucks
and the area with landscaping and masonry.

Chairperson Johnson asked if the Design Review Board recommended changes that increased the
amount of impermeable surface.

Mr. Freres confirmed that it is the same and that the ratio of open space to the parking lot is 3%
to the open lot.
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Chairperson Johnson asked Mr. Freres to address why they cannot conform to the 90%
permeability requirement.

Mr. Freres stated that in going back to the calculations, the way it was presented and calculated
was based on the two sites together. He then stated that if you were to look at only parcel 3, it is
not that far off from a permeability standpoint and that with both sites, they are at 97%.

Mr. D’Onofrio informed the Board that the 50 foot wide lot is close to being completely covered
and that the green space would come in as identified. He stated that the proposed parking lot
would be hardscape there. Mr. D’Onofrio added that he did not have the calculations in front of
him.

Mr. Freres stated that there would be 600 square feet of permeable space along the frontage and
180 square feet of open space for planting. He stated that they recognize that they are over the
limit and referred to looking at the existing site which is completely covered. Mr. Freres then
stated that from a permeability standpoint, he referred to open space and landscape. He also
referred to the interior parking lot requirement to meet certain thresholds of interior lot
landscaping and trees and that they would be close to that amount.

Chairperson Johnson asked if the area with concrete can be made with pavers to increase the
amount of permeable surface.

Mr. Freres confirmed that is correct. He informed the Board that they considered the loss of two
parking spaces to open the space and found out from a marketing perspective that would not be
helpful.

Chairperson Johnson then asked if they could not change the number of parking spaces to bring
it down to 90%.

Mr. Freres confirmed that is correct. He indicated that they are hearing different things from
different boards. Mr. Freres then stated that to get to 90%, they would only get partial credit for
using pavers. He then questioned what pavers used for half of the area and asphalt for the other
would look like. Mr. Freres stated that they would want to do it so that it looked good and if
they were to do that, it would be best to take the front end with pavers with the market space and
that they would need to have 1,000 square feet of permeable surface. He indicated that they can
make it work in 800 square feet and that they are not that far off.

Mr. Lane asked in connection with the seating area, he referred to safety issues right at the
driveway entrance.

Mr. Freres stated that it would be for ingress only.
Mr. Lane then asked if there would be a fence.

Mr. Freres stated that there would be a stone wall which was identified along with benches. He
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referred to whether some sort of bollards can be put there. Mr. Freres stated that the idea is to
keep it looking [different] with decorative pavers so that it would not look like a driveway. He
added that while there is a curb there, there is no barrier.

Chairperson Johnson asked if they could use other things.

Mr. Freres stated that they could use pots or urns.

Mr. D’Onofrio stated that it would be no different than other outdoor seating at restaurants.
Mr. Freres agreed that there are decorative solutions.

Mr. Lane asked if there were any limitations for the parking spots.

Mr. Freres confirmed that there are.

Mr. Hillman informed the Board that they would not be enforcing parking on the lot and that it is
their hope that the new tenant would do the same. He stated that it may be available for other

retailers.

Chairperson Johnson stated that on the one hand, they are saying that they need parking for the
new tenant and referred to signs saying that parking would be limited to the tenants.

Mr. Hillman confirmed that it would not be a public parking lot and that it would be dedicated
for the tenant.

Chairperson Johnson asked if there would be signage as part of the plan for parking intended for
the tenant. Stating that the parking was intended only for customers of the tenant.

Mr. Hillman reiterated that it would not be a public parking lot and that he cannot assure that the
tenant taking the space would allow others to use the lot.

Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions.
Mr. Myers questioned the traffic flow out to Gage.

Michael Werthman of KLOA (traffic and parking consultants) was introduced as the traffic
consultant.

Mr. Werthman stated that the number of vehicles on Tower Court is stable throughout the day
and that they would be adding 40 vehicles which would go from Tower Ct. to Gage St. with
more frequency. He indicated that they have plans for signage at the Tower and Gage
intersection.

Mr. Werthman informed the Board that you would come across the sidewalk on Gage St. and
that there would be one way traffic going east on Tower (Merrill St.) to the north. He also stated

Agenda Packet P. 103



that there would be angled parking on both streets which would indicate the flow of traffic. Mr.
Werthman then stated that Mr. Saunders (Village Engineer) reviewed the traffic report and
agreed with its conclusions. He added that they planned to work with him to see if there is a
need for additional signage required for traffic to make the left turn out the short distance along
Tower. Mr. Werthman noted that the reason for one-way traffic is to minimize the impact on
Green Bay Road. He also stated that there is a stop sign there. Mr. Werthman then stated that
with regard to parking, they did the parking counts in the winter with the store empty. He
informed the Board that along Green Bay Road, the parking spaces were used most of the time
on Saturday at 80% and 90%. He then stated that the parking spaces along Green Bay Road
were occupied during the day and that is with the 13,000 square foot space vacant. Mr.
Werthman stated that there is a need for additional parking in the area.

Mr. Myers asked Mr. Werthman what did 13,000 square feet translate to in terms of customers
per hour.

Mr. Werthman responded that they are projecting 25 trips in and 25 trips out on a peak Saturday
per hour. He then stated that in connection with the demand for parking for retail, 4 to 5 parking
spaces are needed for 1,000 square feet which amounted to over 50 parking spaces.

Mr. Lane asked what is the peak parking need.

Mr. Werthman stated that for 13,000 square feet, 3 to 4 parking spaces were the amount for the
peak need.

Mr. Krucks asked with regard to the amount of trips in and out per hour on the basis of retail,
what is included in retail. He indicated that it seemed different depending what kind of
establishment it would be. Mr. Krucks then referred to the GAP versus a restaurant.

Mr. Werthman stated that a restaurant would generate a higher peak volume than retail. He also
stated that later in the evening, there would be a peak for that type of use as opposed to midday
during the day for retail. Mr. Werthman identified 25 trips per hour for commercial retail.

Chairperson Johnson asked if the prospective tenants were restaurants.

Mr. Hillman responded that they are open to all possible tenants. He informed the Board that
there is no restaurant on the list in connection with those potential tenants they are talking to
now.

Chairperson Johnson referred the Board to page nos. 25-37 of the agenda report (KLOA traffic
study) and the vehicles going south on Green Bay Road which would turn into the parking lot
and whether they would not pose an issue in connection with holding up south bound traffic.
She asked how they would determine that since the vehicles do not do that now.

Mr. Werthman stated that they looked at a capacity analysis and that it showed that there are

adequate gaps for vehicles to get in. He informed the Board that they observed the cue from the
Gage St. intersection to see how often traffic backed up. Mr. Werthman noted that there were
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peaks two to three times during peak hours and that it cleared every cycle. He confirmed that
there would not be a cue up of traffic along Green Bay Road.

Mr. Lane stated that they are proposing 40 parking spaces. He then stated that at peak time, what
is the most of those parking spaces which would be used.

Mr. Werthman responded 40.
Mr. Lane then asked if GAP was still there, would there be the same situation.

Gary Frank of H. Gary Frank Architecture stated that they calculated the parking need as more
than 50. He reiterated that 50 parking spaces is the maximum and that if not all of the spaces
were used, it would get down to 40.

Mr. Lane referred to Table 2 with the GAP space empty and stated that there is a time when the
surplus low is 27. He stated that when GAP was there, there was never a free parking space
during peak time periods. Mr. Lane indicated that it seemed that they hear about during the day,
that there is no parking available in Hubbard Woods.

Mr. Werthman stated that it is not only Hubbard Woods and that the table showed different
sections of the street. He informed the Board that Section 3 represented that area along Green
Bay Road. Mr. Werthman indicated that there may have been parking issues when GAP opened.
He also stated that there may have been different uses three years ago as far as the type of stores.
Mr. Werthman then stated that when GAP closed, it showed a peak of 37 parking spaces on
several occasions when there are only 40 parking spaces along that stretch of Green Bay Road.

Mr. Hillman informed the Board that is the reason that GAP is no longer there is because there is
not enough parking.

Chairperson Johnson asked if they had documentation to that effect.

Mr. Hillman responded that they did not and stated that they have been attempting for three years
to get more parking for them. He informed the Board that they approached the Village in
connection with making this parking lot a public parking lot at that time.

Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other questions. She stated that she had questions
with regard to angle parking and that if it was switched from the proposed 90 degree angle how
many parking spaces would be lost.

Mr. Freres stated that they looked at that alternative and that in every scenario, they lost 8 to 10
parking spaces. He noted that in front of the Village Hall, the angle [of the parking spaces] is
between 45 and 60%. Mr. Freres then stated that the driveway out is 24 feet and that there would
be no visual benefit gained from the loss of the parking spaces.

Chairperson Johnson asked if the parking stalls are large enough for the vehicles they typically
see.
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Mr. Freres responded that they are usually 9 feet universally and that you see 8 feet in shopping
districts. He indicated that there is a tradeoff to maximize the number of parking spaces.

Chairperson Johnson informed the Board that there is a reference in the application with regard
to the technical noncompliance with the parking regulation which is not mentioned in the agenda
report.

Mr. Freres stated that only related to the design guidelines which suggest a minimum parking
stall width of 9 feet.

Mr. Francke agreed that the design guidelines have a suggested size for a parking stall of 9 feet x
18 feet. He stated that they are attempting to share what would be extremely beneficial to the
district, tenants and the Village as a whole to recreate an anchor tenant and parking. Mr. Francke
noted that the ordinance did not require parking for retail uses in this district and that by
providing parking off of the street, it would free up parking on the street which would be a
significant benefit to the other retailers. He stated that it would also stimulate and encourage
pedestrian traffic which would benefit the neighborhood and the Village.

Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any comments from the audience.

James Sayegh of 910-914 Green Bay Road introduced himself to the Board. He stated that in the
early 1990's, his father bought Walter Smith furniture store (Green Bay and Scott). Mr. Sayegh
described the area as the nicest stretch of real estate on the North Shore then. He informed the
Board that in 1999, he moved to take the property at 907-909 Green Bay Road and did a major
redevelopment of the site. Mr. Sayegh stated that at that time, there were no big spaces available
and that they took three spaces and combined them into one big space and got Waterworks as a
tenant. He described the project as a labor of love.

Mr. Sayegh stated that the dynamics changed again and referred to office space on the second
floor of a building with the first floor conformed to what the market wanted now which is 60 feet
deep space and a rear parking lot. He noted that he was granted a variation from the
impermeable surface requirement.

Mr. Sayegh then stated that in marketing the property, they built in the recession and described it
as a difficult to market Hubbard Woods. He stated that Waterworks and Ann Sachs tile were
large tenants. Mr. Sayegh stated that the world changed and the market changed and that he
knew that having to sell that property to numerous prospects those who would or would not
come to the district. He stated that with regard to the difficulty to lease property in Hubbard
Woods, one is the parking perception problem. Mr. Sayegh stated that any Chamber of
Commerce member or merchant [agreed that there] is the perception that you cannot get a
parking space there. He stated that whether the parking lot is a public lot or quasi-public lot like
that at Grand Foods, it will move the dial. Mr. Sayegh stated that it would be a legitimate change
and would push parking in the right direction. He stated that if it would be bad for the district, he
would like to vehemently state the case and that he felt that it would be a good idea. Mr. Sayegh
suggested that they look at the building as a unique asset and anchor for the district and that the
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parking lot would be creating the end cap for that. Mr. Sayegh then stated that no other building
in the district warranted having an auxiliary lot and that it would establish the building as what it
IS.

Mr. Sayegh also stated that with regard to development with front loaded capital, the applicant
would be doubling down. He stated that in this application, it represented what was done 20
years ago and that it worked. Mr. Sayegh then stated that with regard to the investment, he
commented that it is tough to imagine a tenant taking the space without parking. He stated that
in connection with ULLI, he referred to when you have uncommon property owners or investors
when a building is vacant and you plaster the windows with advertising for other tenants and that
the applicant would be finding homes for the displaced tenants. Mr. Sayegh commented that
they should embrace someone like that. He concluded by stating that he is strongly in favor of
the request and that they should make it easy on the applicant to get it done with minimal
conditions.

Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other comments.

Katie Cory introduced herself to the Board as the owner of Skandal at 907 Green Bay Road
which she stated opened in August 2012 in the old Waterworks space. She described it as a
beautiful space and informed the Board that a lot of time and research went into the effort which
was two years in the making. Mrs. Cory stated that they looked all over the North Shore for nine
months and that they settled in Hubbard Woods. She informed the Board that after months of
negotiations, they came up with an amenable lease with the landlord and the management firm.
Mrs. Cory stated that stated that she would recommend the parking lot in the space to support the
Packard building.

Mrs. Cory informed the Board that she met with Mr. Hillman and that she completely and
unsolicited spoke to the Design Review Board in favor of the request. She stated that she would
like to share with the Board that between three and four times a week, a woman who came into
their store who informed her that she had been meaning to stop by and that she finally found a
convenient parking space. Mrs. Cory stated that she keeps hearing the same message over and
over. She then referred to O’Neil’s which spent a considerable amount of money on the new
restaurant which was refurbished and considered an anchor to the north in Hubbard Woods.

Mrs. Cory noted that they had been there for 20 years and commented that another anchor tenant
is critical at this point even if customers come in who are supposed to park in the new lot for the
designated the space where they would be shopping, dining and eating. She indicated that
chances are that they would stay there and visit other merchants. Mrs. Cory also stated that Once
Upon a Bagel filled every parking space on Gage St to the east and west during peak hours. She
concluded by stating that without relying on science and research, this is what is happening.

Chairperson Johnson asked Mr. Francke if they were planning to put time limits on the parking
spaces or whether that would be up to the tenant.

Mr. Francke indicated that it would depend on the desires and negotiations with the tenant.

Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other comments.
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Terry Dason introduced herself to the Board as the Executive Director of the Winnetka Chamber
of Commerce and a resident of Hubbard Woods. She stated that she would like to reiterate the
fact mentioned by Mr. Sayegh and Mrs. Cory with regard to parking which they hear all the time
from businesses in Hubbard Woods. Mrs. Dason indicated that there is no problem at the
moment since two major retailers have closed and that parking is more available now than in the
past. She then stated that he wanted the Board to consider that if they get anchor tenants in
Hubbard Woods, parking would be more of an issue. She informed the Board that the bagel store
and Panera pull a lot of traffic. Mrs. Dason also stated that they are doing things with the park
district with events with Hubbard Woods in the park which will fill parking spaces.

Chairperson Johnson asked if there were any other comments.

Marla Riesman informed the Board that they are the owners of Body & Sole and that they have
been there for 40 years. She stated that there has always been parking and there always will be
and that they hope that a new tenant would come. Ms. Riesman described their store as a
destination location whether they are in Hubbard Woods or in a different location and that their
business continued to be as strong as ever. She informed the Board that last year, they had 2,000
people come in the store.

Ms. Reisman indicated that sometimes, it is harder to park and stated that if it is harder get in,
people would want it more. She also stated that she talked to Mr. Hillman and that while he is
trying to be helpful, she did not see where else they can go on the block and that they do not
want to leave. Ms. Reisman stated that if there is a place to go, they would stay and if not, there
goes 2,000 pedestrians on the street. She added that Bedside Manner also brought people. Ms.
Reisman commented that locations are becoming ghost towns because a lot of buildings and
antique stores are obsolete and that a lot of them do not want to rent space and referred to the
rule that if a property is empty, you would need pay 25% of the property tax versus if it was
occupied. She then stated that the tax issue should be changed. Ms. Reisman concluded by
stating that she is not against progress and that personally, she could live with it. She added that
it is always hard to move.

Chairperson Johnson noted for the record that the Village did not control occupancy tax rates.
She asked if there were any other comments from the audience. No additional comments were
made by the audience at this time. Chairperson Johnson then asked if there were any other
comments from the Board. No additional comments were made by the Board at this time. She
called the matter in for discussion and stated that the Board would start with the special use.

Mr. Krucks stated that with regard to the special use, he referred to the fact that there is no
engagement in retail activities. He also stated that in going over each of the requests, the request
is reasonable and in line with what they have heard over the last 36 years as to what has been
perceived a stigma with regard to parking in Hubbard Woods, whether it is convenient or
inconvenient parking. Mr. Krucks then stated that to him, any private individual who is willing
to take the bull by the horns and create parking which would benefit the marketing of the end
space and also the business of the surrounding community is a good one. He described the
request as thinking outside of the box and in the direction toward the future. Mr. Krucks then
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stated that the submission answered the standards in a way so that the Board could approve the
special use.

Mr. Myers stated that the request is sorely needed and that they need an anchor tenant. He stated
that this project will help to make that happen and would keep the whole district vital.

Mr. Lane stated that he is in favor of the request and described his concerns relating to how
many parking spots were necessary as his only issue. He stated that he agreed with the
comments Mr. Krucks made with regard to perception. Mr. Lane described the application as
well done and that he would voice the Board’s appreciation for it. He also described the Special
Use as straightforward and well documented. Mr. Lane then stated that in these applications for
a zoning variation, although harder for a commercial use property, the points made here are
reasonable. He stated that the applicant is attempting to combine the property and make one
economic entity unlike the previous application. Mr. Lane also stated that reasonable return
related to parking to get the property occupied. He reiterated that he is in favor of the
application, the variation and special use.

Ms. Hickey stated that she is also in favor of the request and that she would like to add that the
applicant has been sensitive to the existing clients of Bedside Manner and Body & Sole in terms
of relocating them. She stated that the Packard building would hopefully attract a substantial
business as an anchor. Ms. Hickey then stated that the design elements of making it a public
place would be very beneficial to them.

Mr. Lane stated that he would like to add that while one of the requirements with regard to the
continuance of the street wall was not met, it is already unique a situation where there is already
an alleyway and building and that the decorative sitting area and gate would improve the
streetscape. He stated that while they may not have a continuous wall, the unique circumstances
relate to the gaps which do exist to some extent and that it would be improved by putting
something in place to accentuate the streetscape in place.

Chairperson Johnson stated that she agreed with all of the comments made. She stated that her
concerns relate to the safety issues and that there are only two other businesses to the north and
that pedestrian traffic at this site on Green Bay Road is not as great as it would be further south.
Chairperson Johnson then stated that Killian Plumbing did not generate much pedestrian traffic.
She noted that her concern related to people pulling in from Green Bay Road and seeing a sign
[that parking] is for customers only and backing out which would represent a huge safety issue
that the traffic study and Mr. Saunders have not addressed. Chairperson Johnson suggested that
the applicant give thought as to how that would be addressed with a potential tenant with
signage.

Chairperson Johnson also stated that she would like to point out that the Body & Sole and
Bedside Manner building is not a significant building like the Packard building and that it had
little value in terms of streetscape. She added that the parking lot with the enhancements would
be a significant improvement. Chairperson Johnson then asked for a motion.

Mr. Myers moved to recommend approval of the Special Use Permit to the Village Council. He
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stated that he would like to justify the submission on page nos. 6, 7 and 8 of the report (ZBA
Agenda Packet).

Chairperson Johnson noted that the concerns will be on the record for the Village Council to
address. She then referred to the Walgreen parking debacle and described how the owners of the
shopping center north of Scott St along Green Bay Rd. began a practice of booting vehicles
parked in its parking lot whose owners were not patronizing the businesses in the center.
Chairperson Johnson reiterated that the signage should be made clear that it is not a public
parking.

Mr. Krucks indicated that there are a substantial number of residents who do not know Tower
Court existed.

Mr. Freres stated that Mr. Saunders would work with them on the signage.

Mr. Lane seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously passed, 5 to
0.

AYES: Hickey, Johnson, Krucks, Lane, Myers
NAYS: None

Standards for Granting Special Uses

The standards for granting special uses are set both by statute and by Village Code. Section 11-
13-1.1 requires that special uses be permitted only upon evidence that these meet standards
established by the applicable classification in the zoning ordinances. Conditions reasonably
necessary to meet such standards are specifically authorized. The Zoning Board of Appeals
reviewed the standards and found the following:

. The proposed Special Use will not either endanger or be detrimental to the public
health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare in that the property has
historically included, and currently includes, surface parking. The existing
building will be demolished to expand the existing surface parking area in order
to serve the adjacent retail use. The use of the property for this purpose will
satisfy a demand for additional customer parking, thereby enhancing the public
health, safety, comfort, morals and general welfare. The parking area will include
landscaped areas, a paved entry and plaza with seating, and an arched gateway
feature. Overall, the proposed use has been designed so that it will not be
detrimental to or endanger public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general
welfare;

. The Special Use will not either substantially diminish or impair property values in
the immediate vicinity, or be substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of
land in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in that zoning district, in
that the Special Use would be beneficial to other property in the immediate
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vicinity as it would provide parking for the adjacent property and an attractive
pave plaza with seating. The proposed redevelopment would attract pedestrians
to this focal point of the Hubbard Woods Business District, re-energize the area,
and improve the availability of street parking for customers of other retailers and
commercial tenants in the immediate area;

. 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, in that the proposed Special Use is intended to provide
parking for future retail users in the immediate vicinity. Accordingly, it will not
impeded the normal orderly development of other property in the immediate
vicinity for permitted uses, but will improve the availability of street parking for
use by other properties in the immediate vicinity;

. Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress in a
manner which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public
ways in that the property currently largely consists of parking and includes an
alley leading to a parking lot behind a one-story building. The proposed Special
Use would remove the alley entrance and relocate the entrance to Green Bay Rd,
which will be more visible to retail customers. Relocating the entrance to Green
Bay Rd. would avoid congestion that might result from concentrating vehicular
access to an alley entrance. The proposed site plan also includes a landscaped
area at the entrance of the parking lot to direct the flow of one-way traffic through
the lot, further eliminating vehicular traffic congestion.;

. 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 the
proposed Special Use is intended to provide additional parking for a retail use in
the immediate area; and,

. The Special Use in all other respects conforms to the applicable zoning
regulations and other applicable Village ordinances and codes, in that at grade
parking may be allowed as a Special Use in the C-2 Zoning District.

Chairperson Johnson stated that the Board would now discuss the variation.

Mr. Myers stated that Mr. Lane’s comments earlier were appropriate. He referred to the lot
coverage at 600 square feet and that the standard is 800 square feet. Mr. Myers suggested that
the applicant come up with another 200 feet of permeable surface rather than invest money in
trees and plants. He commented that the applicant made a great effort in the design and that it
would be a reasonable effort.

Ms. Hickey commented that she liked the idea of extending the pavers back and incorporating

them into the patio feeling. She stated that her suggestion would be to come close to the 90%
requirement.
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Mr. Lane stated that the fact that it is already 100% covered now, the request would be an
improvement to what they are doing and that he would also like to see closer to 90% coverage if
they can do it without losing any parking spaces. He also stated that he would like to see at the
end of the day a design which made sense and which they are comfortable with.

Mr. Krucks indicated that the applicant has told the Board that they are willing to work with
them and the other boards to increase the permeable space in the front and seating area to make it
blend in with everything else. He commented that to him, that it is a good thing and is
satisfactory.

Chairperson Johnson agreed that if the amount can be brought closer to 90%, they should do so.
She referred to the testimony by the applicant that it can be done by extending the pavers a
certain amount and to not take away any parking spaces. Chairperson Johnson stated that there
is no evidence if they do that, they will make negative tradeoffs with other design elements. She
indicated that she would like a motion without that as a condition. She noted that the request
would also be going to the Plan Commission, the Design Review Board and the Village Council.

Mr. Frank stated that the architect can accommodate that and referred the Board to the site plan.
He stated that 200 square feet is only a 10 foot x 20 foot space and that they can take an area
which he identified and turn it into pervious pavers over 90%. Mr. Frank asked if they can allow
that as a condition for approval.

Mr. Myers asked if it should not be in the motion.

Mr. Francke stated that they would address that before the Plan Commission and the Village
Council.

Chairperson Johnson then asked for a motion.

Mr. Lane moved to recommend approval of the variations encompassing the standards and stated
that with regard to reasonable return, the situation they are talking about related to retail property
which is adjacent to a parking lot which is needed whether technically or as an expectation of a
[future] tenant and that without doing that, the applicant cannot obtain reasonable return. He
stated that in connection with the plight of the applicant, they are talking about being at a 90%
permeable situation which they are concerned with here and is a benefit. Mr. Lane also stated
that the plight of the applicant is that it is a unique property which is already 99% covered and
that there is an alleyway. He stated that ultimately, the design would be creating a visual impact
similar to a street wall.

Mr. Lane stated that the request would not alter the character of the locality and that by
incorporating the design, it would improve the character of the locality and that the design
elements would be consistent with the adjacent property. He added that it would make it more
consistent. Mr. Lane then stated that with regard to the light and air of adjoining properties, the
request would be taking away a building and that this standard is not applicable. He stated that
there would be no hazard from fire and that the taxable value of the land would be improved by
creating additional parking to be used primarily by the tenant. Mr. Lane stated that the request
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would free up parking for the other retail locations and create additional traffic and increase the
taxable value of the land. He then stated that with regard to congestion, the report by KLOA
described the parking study which demonstrated that while there would be a slight impact, it
would not be substantial. Mr. Lane concluded by stating that the standard relating to the public
health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village being impaired is not
applicable.

Mr. Myers stated that he would like to amend the motion to state that the design of the parking
lot is to be modified to have 90% impermeable surface through the addition of permeable pavers.

Several Board members seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion was
unanimously passed, 5 to 0.

AYES: Hickey, Johnson, Krucks, Lane, Myers
NAYS: None

Mr. D’Onofrio asked for clarification for the staff, if the Board is recommending that the
applicant do 90%. He suggested that the Board do an approval of the variations with the
condition that the applicant works to try to get to 90%.

Mr. Freres informed the Board that they are confident that the design team will accomplish that
request.

Chairperson Johnson stated that the Board has heard that it can easily be done and to not
continue the request.

Mr. Francke indicated that he appreciated Mr. D’Onofrio’s confidence in obviating the need for
the variation. He stated that there is a way to do an amendment to the motion that the applicant
would do its best get rid of the need for the variation and that he assured the Board that the
applicant will make that happen. Mr. Francke noted that they have met the standards and would
prefer to get a positive recommendation from the Board. He also stated that at the Village
Council meeting, they can say that they can withdraw the variation or that the variation is not
needed. Mr. Francke stated that if the Board was to make a motion to approve the request with
the amendment to obviate the need for a variation, that would be fine with the applicant.

Mr. D’Onofrio agreed that would be fine.
A vote was again taken and the motion was unanimously passed, 5 to 0.

AYES: Hickey, Johnson, Krucks, Lane, Myers
NAYS: None

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 in that without an adjacent surface parking
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lot it might be difficult to attract a tenant for 925 Green Bay Rd.

The plight of the applicant is due to unique circumstances which are related to the
property and not the applicant, in that the site is currently covered entirely by
impermeable surface.

The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality in that the
proposed parking lot would improve the neighborhood and be consistent with
improvements in the area.

An adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property will not be impaired by the
proposed variations, as there are no proximate structures to the proposed addition and a
parking lot would have little or no impact on light and air.

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.

The taxable value of land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish. The
proposed construction is generally an improvement to the property.

Congestion in the public streets will not increase.

The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village
will not be otherwise impaired.
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Tite: Ordinance M-8-2013: 429 Sheridan Road Zoning Variation

Presenter: \jichael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development

Agenda Date: 06/04/2013 v (Fgég:)r:ﬁ?ic(:;
. Bid Authorization/Award
Consent: YES v| NO | Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:

This request for zoning variation was before Village Council on May 21, 2013 for policy direction.
At conclusion of discussion concerning this item, Council directed Staff to prepare an ordinance
granting zoning variation.

Executive Summary:

Ordinance M-8-2013 grants a variation by Ordinance from Section 17.30.080 and 17.30.130 [Height
of Buildings and Structures, Obstructions in Required Yards or Courts] of the Winnetka Zoning
Ordinance to permit the construction of entry columns at a height of 11°- 6”, whereas the maximum
height of a fence or wall allowed within any setback is 6’-6”, a variation of 5 feet (76.9%).

Recommendation / Suggested Action:

Consider waiving introduction of Ordinance M-8-2013 and adopting in order to grant a variation to
allow for the construction of two 11’-6”" entry columns in the front yard of 429 Sheridan Road.

Attachments:

1) Agenda Report

2) Ordinance M-8-2013

2) Attachment A: GIS Site Location Map
3) Attachment B: Site Plans and Elevations
4) Attachment C: Photos of existing fence
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AGENDA REPORT

TO: Village Council

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

SUBJECT: Ordinance M-8-2013 429 Sheridan Road
(1) Fence/Wall Height

DATE: May 29, 2013

REF: May 21, 2013 Council Meeting, pp. 70-99

Ordinance M-8-2013 grants a variation by Ordinance from Section 17.30.080 and
17.30.130 [Height of Buildings and Structures, Obstructions in Required Yards or Courts]
of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance to permit the construction of entry columns at a height
of 11°- 6”, whereas the maximum height of a fence or wall allowed within any setback is
6°-6”, a variation of 5 feet (76.9%).

The petitioners Muneer Satter and Kristen Hertel are requesting the variation in order to
construct two entry columns 11°- 6” in height that would be located within the 50 foot
front yard setback. The columns will match the historical columns at 419 Sheridan Road,
the adjacent property to the south, which is also owned by the petitioners. The two
columns will be constructed on either side of the existing driveway and be setback 10 feet
off the property line. According to the applicant, the new wall and columns along the
frontage of 429 Sheridan Road will be erected in order to maintain character of the wall
currently in front of 419 Sheridan Road. It should be noted that the existing columns at
419 Sheridan Road are considered to be legal nonconforming, in that they were erected
prior to the adoption of regulations governing fence and wall height.

The property is located in the R-2 Single Family Residential District. The original date
of construction of the home is unknown. The first building permit in Village records was
issued in 1927 to construct an addition to the existing house, with another permit for an
addition issued in 1941. The petitioners purchased the subject property in 2012.

There has been one previous zoning case for this property. Case No. 668 was filed to
construct an addition to the coach house at the front of the property. However, no action
was taken by the Board, because the applicant failed to appear at the public hearing. The
addition was never built.

This matter was considered by the Zoning Board of Appeals at its April 8, 2013 meeting.
The ZBA voted three in favor and two against to recommend in favor of granting the
variation. Due to the fact that it takes four votes for a favorable recommendation, this
variation request comes to the Village Council without a ZBA recommendation.
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429 Sheridan Road
May 29, 2013
Page 2

Recommendation
Consider waiving introduction of Ordinance M-8-2013 and adopting in order to grant a
variation to allow for the construction of two 11°-6°" entry columns in the front yard of
429 Sheridan Road.

Attachments:

Ordinance M-8-2013

Attachment A: GIS Site Location Map
Attachment B: Site Plans and Elevations
Attachment C: Photos of existing fence
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ORDINANCE NO. M-8-2013

AN ORDINANCE
GRANTING A VARIATION
IN THE APPLICATION OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE
OF THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA,
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS (429 Sheridan)

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 variation from those standards are matters pertaining to the
affairs of the Village; and

WHEREAS, the property commonly known as 429 Sheridan Road, Winnetka, Illinois (the
“Subject Property™), is legally described as follows:

Lot 2, together with riparian rights and accretions, in Burnett and Shaw’s
Subdivision of part of the Northeast Fractional Quarter of Section 21, Township
42 North, Range 13, East of the Third Principal Meridian, in Cook County,
Ilinois; 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 March 5, 2013, the owner of the Subject Property filed an application
for a variation from the fence height limitations of Section 17.30.130 of the Lot, Space, Bulk and
Yard Regulations for Single Family Residential Districts established by Chapter 17.30 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit a proposed garden wall to have two 11.5-foot tall entry columns at the
driveway entrance, which exceeds the maximum permitted height of 6.6 feet for a fence or wall,
resulting in a variation of 5.0 feet (76.9%); and

WHEREAS, the Subject Property and the adjacent property to the south, commonly known
as 419 Sheridan Road, are under common ownership; and

WHEREAS, the property at 419 Sheridan Road is a designated Winnetka Landmark and is
also listed on the National Register of Historic Places; and

WHEREAS, the landscaping at 419 Sheridan Road includes a brick garden wall along the
Sheridan Road frontage, with legally nonconforming 11.5-foot tall entrance columns at the
driveway; and

WHEREAS, the requested variation would allow the owners to construct a matching
garden wall and columns along the Sheridan Road frontage of the Subject Property; and

WHEREAS, on April 8, 2013, on due notice thereof, the Zoning Board of Appeals
conducted a public hearing on the requested variation and has reported to the Village Council that
the requested variation has not received a positive recommendation from the Zoning Board of

June 4, 2013 M-8-2013
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Appeals, as a favorable vote of at least four members of the Zoning Board of Appeals is required for
a positive recommendation, and only three of the five members then present voted in favor of the
application; and

WHEREAS, the Village Council considered the application at its regular Council Meeting
on May 21, 2013, and reached a consensus favoring granting the variation; 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 proposed
garden wall and entry columns are intended to provide a uniform appearance to the street frontages
of the two adjacent properties at 419 and 429 Sheridan Road, by matching the architectural detail of
the landmarked property at 419 Sheridan Road; (b) the entry columns at 419 Sheridan Road have a
legally nonconforming height of 11.5 feet; (c) the nonconforming column height at 419 Sheridan
Road cannot be cured without removing and rebuilding the columns at a height of no more than 6.0
feet; (d) building shorter columns at 429 Sheridan Road would impose additional costs on the
owners, as it would require obtaining a certificate of appropriateness and would increase the scope
of construction to be done; and (e) building a garden wall with conforming columns at the Subject
Property would disrupt the visual continuity of the street frontages of the two properties; and

WHEREAS, the requested variation will enhance rather than alter the essential character of
the neighborhood, as it allows for the preservation and expansion of historic architectural elements;
and

WHEREAS, the requested variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air
because the proposed columns will be along the Sheridan Road street frontage of both properties,
will not be in close proximity to any other dwelling, and will comply with setback provisions; and

WHEREAS, the requested variation will not increase the hazard from fire and other
dangers to the Subject Property, in that: (a) the proposed construction will comply with all
applicable building and fire protection codes; (b) the columns will be positioned in conformance
with sight line requirements; and (c) mirrors will be installed at the entrance to the Subject Property
to improve visibility during ingress and egress; 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, and 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 protects and enhances the scale and character of the
existing neighborhood, and extends an architecturally significant detail found in the landmark
property immediately to the south of the Subject Property; and

WHEREAS, this Ordinance has been placed on the Village Council’s agenda and made
available for public inspection at Village Hall and on the Village’s web site, in accordance with
Sections 2.04.040 and 2.16.040 of the Winnetka Village Code and applicable law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of
the Village of Winnetka, as follows:

June 4, 2013 -2 - M-8-2013
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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 429 Sheridan Road 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 from the
fence height limitations of Section 17.30.130 of the Lot, Space, Bulk and Yard Regulations for
Single Family Residential Districts established by Chapter 17.30 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit
a proposed garden wall to have two 11.5-foot tall entry columns at the driveway entrance, which
exceeds the maximum permitted height of 6.6 feet for a fence or wall, resulting in a variation of 5.0
feet (76.9%), in accordance with the plans 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 lllinois
Constitution of 1970.

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

PASSED this 4™ day of June, 2013, pursuant to the following roll call vote:
AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

APPROVED this 4™ day of June, 2013.

Signed:

Village President
Countersigned:

Village Clerk
Published by authority of the
President and Board of Trustees
of the Village of Winnetka,
lllinois, this 4™ day of June,

2013.
Introduced: Waived, June 4, 2013
Passed and Approved: June 4, 2013
June 4, 2013 -3- M-8-2013
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Agenda Item Executive Summary

Title: Chicago's North Shore Convention & Visitors Bureau Membership Renewal

Presenter: \jichael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development

Agenda Date: 06/04/2013 gég:)qﬁ?ig?\
: Bid Authorization/Award
Consent: YES v| NO v | Policy Direction
Informational Only

Item History:
No previous action.

Executive Summary:

The Village has been a member of the Chicago's North Shore Convention & Visitors Bureau since
2010. The Bureau is the State of Illinois certified destination marketing organization that serves five
north shore communities. The mission of the Bureau is to increase awareness of north shore
businesses. The Bureau has an annual budget of $1.2 million.

This item is coming before the Village Council from the Bureau along with its annual request for
funding. The fee for being a member of the Bureau is $6,500 for the period of July 1, 2013 to June
30, 2014.

There are currently 31 Winnetka businesses that are members of the Bureau, which is an increase over
the previous year when there were only 14 local members. For any one of these businesses to be an
individual member of the Bureau, the Village must first be a member.

Recommendation / Suggested Action:
Consider renewal of the Village's annual membership with the Chicago's North Shore Convention &
Visitors Bureau.

Attachments:

1) Agenda Report
2) Attachment A: CNSCVB Overview
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AGENDA REPORT

TO: Village Council
PREPARED BY:  Michael D'Onofrio, Director of Community Development
SUBJECT: Chicago’s North Shore Convention & Visitors Bureau

DATE: May 30, 2013

Background
The Chicago’s North Shore Convention & Visitors Bureau (Bureau) is the State of Illinois

certified destination marketing organization servicing member communities of the north shore.
The mission of the Bureau is to increase awareness of north shore businesses through the
promotion of individual merchants.

In addition to Winnetka, north shore communities that are members of the Bureau include
Evanston, Glenview, Skokie, and Northbrook. The Bureau has a budget of $1.2 million, half of
which is derived from local member communities and the other half from the State of Illinois
Bureau of Tourism. The Bureau operates with a staff of five employees, all of who have
experience in the hospitality industry.

The Village has been a member of the Bureau since 2010. The impetus for membership grew
out of the desire from several business owners and the Chamber of Commerce to join the
Bureau. Subsequently, the Business Community Development Commission, at the request of the
Village Board President, examined the benefits of joining and recommended that the Village
become a member.

The fee for renewing the Village’s membership is $6,500 and covers the period from July 1,
2013 to June 30, 2014.

Benefits of Membership

In terms of benefits to Winnetka and its business community, the Bureau operates on several
levels. First, with the Village being a member of the Bureau it allows local businesses to also
become individual members of the Bureau. The individual business also must pay a membership
fee to the Bureau (separate from the Village’s $6,500 fee) which ranges from $200 - $300.
During the past year, a total of 31 businesses were members of the Bureau (see Attachment A,
p.2). This represents an increase of 17 businesses over the previous year, when there were 14
local members.
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In addition to the significant increase in membership, only two member businesses from the
previous year dropped their memberships this past year.

In addition to the benefit to local business being eligible to join the Bureau, the Village also
benefits from being a member. With its annual fee, Winnetka information and activities are
included in the Bureau’s print and electronic publications. Print publications include the Official
Visitor’s Guide, Public Transportation Guide, and Seasonal Advertising Campaigns. As for
electronic media, Winnetka - related businesses and activities are included in the Bureau’s
Monthly e-newsletter, Facebook Page, Twitter Feed, Website, and Monthly e-blast campaigns
(see Attachment A, pp.3-7).

CNSCVB Activities in Winnetka

With respect to activities in the past year, the Bureau has hosted three events in Winnetka —
Business After Hours (2 events), Merchant Mingle, (see Attachment A, p.2). A fourth function,
a networking event, will be taking place on August 22 at the Community House.

In addition to the events hosted in Winnetka, the Bureau participated in a number of other
activities in the Village including various networking events, a social media seminar, Sidewalk
Sales, as well as Chamber of Commerce functions (see Attachment A, p.3).

Recommendation
Consider renewing the annual membership with Chicago’s North Shore Convention & Visitors

Bureau in the amount of $6,500.

Attachments
Attachment A — Overview of CNSCVB
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