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From: Barbara Aquilino
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Development
Date: Wednesday, September 14, 2016 10:40:13 AM

I want to forward my thoughts to the Council for their consideration regarding One
Winnetka.  I hope to see this site developed as I believe most residents do.  I do have
concerns and reservations of which the most important follow:
- Building height.  It is hard to agree to a building height in excess of 4 stories,
considering the zoning change from 2 1/2 to 4 stories was approved immediately
before this plan was presented to the Village.  I'm still a bit cynical about how that
occurred.  Having said that, the proposed heights may be okay if the 10' setback
requirement is met for those portions of the building above the 4 stories.  It would also
aid the developer in marketing these units since outdoor space is a selling point in
condominiums. 
 
- Public parking garage.  I am opposed to this for numerous reasons: Access reduces
size and surface parking on Lincoln; wonder how many commuters would really use
it;  it may be convenient for southbound travelers, but commuters heading northbound
must then climb up to Elm and cross over and down to parking garage; what will
ongoing security and maintenance cost the Village? I would rather see the Village use
the funds to fix the flooding and revisit the Lincoln Avenue lot or rearranging parking
taking into consideration part of the post office site.  Also look at the Village lot east of
this development. Would there  be room for a two story garage there?
 
- Flooding.  Will the storm sewers on Elm Street be enlarged to accommodate this
project?  I live at the corner of Elm and Sheridan Road.  Every time there is a rain,
Sheridan between Elm and Oak floods.  Water bubbles up from the storm sewer at
the corner.  I envision oceans of water flowing down Elm from street due to more
sump pumps, and increased use of the sanitary sewers, both of which I don't think
have been enlarged since they were first installed back in 1900 or so?  Take the
money from our share of the "Commuter Parking" and fix the sewers.
 
That's all.  I do hope you can reach an agreement with the developer to improve this
site.  It's an eyesore.  It feels like you're getting close.  It will be a decision that leaves
many on both sides unhappy, which means it's probably the right decision.
 
By the way, I did attend most of the Plan commission meetings last year, including
the final vote.  It seemed that the commission did not understand it's task relative to
the Comprehensive Plan and did not go through a methodical approach to reaching
its decision.  No real discussion just a "yes" or "no" vote.  Disappointing given the
importance of the recommendation.
 
Thank you for your service.

Barbara Aquilino



From: Marius Andreasen
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka support
Date: Thursday, September 15, 2016 10:57:34 PM

I am unable to attend the Village Council's public deliberations on the proposed One
Winnetka project this coming Tuesday, Sept. 20th, but I did want to send in a brief
note to voice my support for the project as currently proposed and encourage all
Village Council members to finally allow this project to move forward without any
further delay.

While I have only been a Winnetka resident for a short 5 years, I can say in the years
since we have moved to Winnetka I have heard (and personally share with many of
my friends and neighbors) a growing frustration with the lack of progress in the
revitalization of our downtown area(s).  I do strongly suspect this sentiment is shared
by the "silent majority" (although the proof is only anecdotal).

The fact that our downtown is even in need of a "revitalization" is telling.  How did we
get to a position where our commercial storefronts are plagued with chronic, multi-
year vacancies?  It certainly is not for a lack disposable household income in the
immediate area.  I'm afraid that, regardless of whether the project is approved, the
very public saga of this development (which has been chronicled in several
publications over the past few years) will hinder future development and
entrepreneurial risk taking.  If the project is rejected it very well could be catastrophic
for the Village and we likely will be looking at vacant storefronts at Lincoln and Elm for
many, many more years.

Regards,
Marius Andreasen
932 Tower Rd.
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From: John O"Malley
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Feedback
Date: Thursday, September 15, 2016 9:29:52 PM

Hi John and Felicia O'Malley here.  1114 Merrill Street, Winnetka. (20+ years on Merrill)  My mother
was baptized at Sacred Heart in 1934 by the founding pastor of the parish.  My father worked at
First National Bank of Winnetka through the seventies and eighties.  We know Winnetka.  My wife
lived in Jean Wright's house on the lake.
 
 
We are fully in favor of the new one Winnetka project. 
 
One very strong suggestion: Revise it to include much more parking  It’s a real mistake not to take
this opportunity to greatly expand underground parking.  The village will come to regret the lack of
parking in the very near future.
 
Same is true for any development at Hubbard Woods.  The businesses need much more parking to
be sustainable.  Without it, they will continue to fail.
 
 
 
 
Best Regards,
 
John O'Malley
j.omalley08@comcast.net
C.312-533-8376
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From: BlowDry Boutique
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: OneWinnetka Feedback and Thoughts
Date: Friday, September 16, 2016 7:22:33 PM

   Being a business owner in the East Elm district we believe One Winnetka would
add value to the retail establishments as well as the residents in the area. Many
surrounding  suburbs offer multi-use properties which we believe Winnetka has a
shortage of . This would attract people from the city to have a suburban condo and
live conveniently in a retail and commuter friendly neighborhood. As Blowdry
Boutique grows , we look forward to other projects to surround us with that same
principle of growth and evolution. We hope the village understands that everything
evolves and it is time for Winnetka to evolve with the Millennials and such as well .

Thank you

Vikki Kokuzian 
Blowdry Boutique 
552-554 Lincoln Ave 
Winnetka , IL. 60093
847.386.7137
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From: northshorefrugalfashionista@gmail.com
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FOR OneWinnetka
Date: Friday, September 16, 2016 6:42:27 PM

Hi, All.
My quick opinion: I am for the new development, as the current one is an eye sore and decrepit. It's
"dead on the south side of Elm and needs rejuvenating.
Change is hard for some...usually the squeaky wheels.

Nancy Riddle
Business owner of North Shore Frugal Fashionista, 552 Lincoln Ave.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: jan bawden
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Height Study for One Winnetka.pptx
Date: Saturday, September 17, 2016 3:55:42 PM
Attachments: Height Study for One Winnetka.pptx

Plan Commission Analysis of One Winnetka.docx
One Winnetka Comp Plan criteria.docx

Dear Trustees,
Attached is the PPT I submitted to the Zoning Board – plus the Writer’s Theatre West Façade. It
includes the Humphries concept, not so much for the “Tudor” facade as an example of a more
appropriate scale. I have also attached a post-mortem of the Plan Commission hearings I wrote
shortly after leaving the commission, and to prove my point, an analysis of the Comp Plan and the
Commissions’ inadequate reading of it. In addition, no doubt you’re all very familiar with Mr.
Gelderman’s assessment of the real estate avails in this market. I’m sure you will consider all of this
when you deliberate this incredibly important and difficult issue.
 
Procedures and absorption rates aside, regardless of what goes into it – condos, rental, restaurants,
brew pubs, bead shops – the design and scale of this project will change our Village forever. There
will be no going back, and yes, you – or subsequent VCs – will have a hard time telling tomorrow’s
investor/developers they cannot have one of these. Is this a bad thing? A matter of opinion. But it’s
definitely more than just height and Beaux Arts.
 
Please know that you are the brightest and most hard-working VC we’ve had in a long time. Plus,
you stepped up to the plate to wrestle with this issue for us. No matter how this comes down, you
are to be applauded – and supported. Best of luck.
 
Jan Bawden
129 DeWindt
Winnetka
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Phototronics
Height: 2.5 stories
Location: Corner of Lincoln & E. Elm



Height: 3+ stories
Location: 723 East Elm



B&N Building
Church Street frontage 
12” setback 
Widened sidewalk
Pedestrian‐friendly

Writers Theatre West Façade
Height: 36’ – Studio Gang
Location: Tudor Court 
Glencoe, IL



Height: 4 stories, 57’ – City of Evanston
Location: 1700 Central Street, Evanston



Height: 4+ stories
Location: 1630 Sherman Ave., Evanston
Corner of Sherman and Church 



Height: 57.51’ – Emporis
Evanston Galleria, Evanston
Location: Sherman Avenue Frontage



Height: 5 stories ‐ 57.51’ – Emporis
Evanston Galleria
Location: NE Corner of Church & Sherman

Note canopy & 
upper story setback



Height: 69.1’ – Emporis
Location: 1818 Maple, Evanston
Corner of Maple & 





Plan Commission One Winnetka PD Process  
An Analysis 

 

I am appalled by the lack of due diligence exhibited by the Plan Commission in reviewing the 2020 Plan 
as it relates to the One Winnetka PD. This was the first legitimate test of Winnetka’s Planned 
Development Ordinance, and failed miserably. Even a cursory reading of the Comprehensive Plan 
indicated that One Winnetka as presented bore no relationship whatsoever to its recommendations, or 
contributed in any readily apparent way to good municipal planning. 

The project was initially presented to the commission with an unprecedented eight exceptions. It was 
initially and glaringly apparent that the commissions had no clue as to the difference between 
exceptions and variances, and neither the Chairwoman nor the Village Attorney provided any 
enlightenment. Over the course of the eight meetings, the Plan Commissioners looked befuddled. Many 
of them came to the meetings unprepared, often opening their agenda packets at the beginnings of the 
proceedings. Yet, every time they were queried, Commissioners admitted to “liking” the project 
personally and intending approval “with reservations.” And they were queried often. When the 
Chairwoman took an initial straw poll – I believe at the second meeting - sides were drawn and all 
substantive discussion that would have/could have/was supposed to have taken place, became moot.  

Realistically, the process could have been more one of half-full vs half-empty with healthy and rigorous 
debate ensuing, but the straw poll forced commissioners into their corners to defend their positions 
without any substantive discussion of what those positions were – let alone what they were vis a vis the 
2020 Comprehensive Plan, which was their job to address. 

Unlike previous agenda items before the Commission, there was no point-by-point analysis of the 
content of the comprehensive plan, requiring detailed discussion and an ultimately an up or down vote. 

In fact, other than the Chairwoman going point by point at the August meeting and ultimately 
determining no discussion was necessary, and deeming the project worthy of progressing to findings 
and a resolution, the Commissioners appeared to be in dark about the process as a whole.  

Ultimately, the project was approved and the resolution moved to the Village Council, with the two 
longest-standing members of the Commission – and the only ones to have been able or willing to cite 
chapter and verse of the 2020 Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning and PD Ordinances - rejecting the 
resolution. 

Granted, this is new territory for the entire Village, let alone 12 volunteers, the majority of whom are 
not lawyers. The real travesty here is that the proceedings were directed by two lawyers – Chairwoman 
Dahlman and Village Attorney, Peter Friedman – neither of whom had previous advisory board 
experience or significant exposure to the Comprehensive Plan, yet ironically were land-use attorneys. 
And Chairwoman Dalhman works for a developer, Pulte Brothers. 

In the end, the exhausted Commissioners just seemed to want the entire process moved forward. And 
one commissioner said, “this was not fun.” As another said, echoing the comments made at a recent 
BCDC meeting, “Our vote makes no difference.” 



Hundreds of man-hours and thousands of dollars have been spent at the Village of Winnetka taxpayers’ 
expense developing this Planned Development ordinance. It is a responsibility of a home rule 
community. If we are to take our Home Rule status seriously, this kicking of the can down the road must 
stop. During the entire Plan Commission process, the residents and the Village were cheated out of 
substantive and enlightening discussion. 

As one commission commented, and as another concurred, more than 95% of the residents who spoke 
before the Commission during those months were against the project. Yet none of their points were 
considered in the deliberations, nor were they addressed in context of the 2020 Plan. This was a travesty 
– and hopefully an anomaly. 



One Winnetka Comprehensive Plan Analysis 
 

Below is the analysis of the Comp Plan with regards to One Winnetka. The findings were arrived 
at by Chairwoman Dalman and the Village Attorney in consultation with staff, without 
consultation or discussion with the Plan Commission at large. The middle column represents 
additional elements of the Comp Plan that were not considered, and in most cases, not 
discussed by the Commission as a whole.  

From the PUD Ordinance: 

Section 17.58.110   Findings on standards for planned development approval 

C.   Plan Commission.  The Plan Commission shall not recommend the approval of a planned 
development unless it finds that the proposed development, as a whole, is consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, Winnetka 2020.  In making its findings and recommendations, the 
Plan Commission shall consider such goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan as it may 
determine are affected by or otherwise pertain to the proposed planned development, provided that, in 
each instance, the Plan Commission shall consider whether the proposed planned development is 
consistent with the following goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan… 

 
Findings Not considered or considered 

and rejected. Not discussed at 
large. 

Notes: 

2.3 VILLAGE 
CHARACTER AND 
APPEARANCE 
Goal: Preserve and enhance 
those public assets, public 
lands, natural resources and 
architecturally significant 
structures that create the 
attractive appearance and 
peaceful, 
single-family residential 
character of the Village. 
Objectives:  
4. Require the screening and 
buffering of off-street parking 
lots while considering the 
safety of pedestrians and 
motorists. 
5. Continue to implement and 
supplement the Village’s tree 

1. Ensure that commercial, 
institutional and residential 
development is appropriate to 
the character of and 
minimizes the adverse impact 
on its surrounding 
neighborhood 
3. 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. 

 



planting program on all 
public rights-of-way. 
Encourage tree planting on 
private property. 
13. Use high quality design 
and materials when 
constructing public 
improvements. 
Enhance the beauty of the 
improvements with 
appropriate decorative details, 
artwork or sculpture. 
2.4 RESIDENTIAL AREAS 
Goal: Preserve a high-quality 
residential community. 
Encourage a range of housing 
types and sizes to meet the 
needs of residents of all ages. 
MULTIPLE-FAMILY 
RESIDENCE OBJECTIVES 
1.Ensure that multiple-family 
development provides a 
variety of housing choices for 
residents of all ages. 
4. Require that multiple-
family development be of 
high quality materials and 
design, combined with 
adequately screened or 
underground parking and 
substantia landscaping 
5. Encourage an appropriate 
number of rental units 
compatible with the 
predominantly 
single-family residential 
character of the Village. 

1. Maintain the Village’s 
traditional dwelling density 
patterns by limiting the scale 
and density allowed in 
developments and 
renovations. 
3. Ensure that multiple-family 
buildings complement 
adjacent single-family 
residences in scale and 
architectural style and that 
architectural styles 
complement the historic 
character of the village. 

See below: 5.3.1 D 

2.8 TRANSPORTATION 
Goal: Provide for safe 
pedestrian, bicycle and 
vehicular movement 
consistent with the 
scale and peaceful character 
of the Village. 
Objectives 
1. Improve major streets, 

 No discussion. Traffic study 
taken as is. 



especially their intersections, 
to enhance traffic flow, safety 
and appearance, as well as 
use by pedestrians and 
bicyclists. 
5. Promote alternatives to 
motor vehicles such as 
bicycling and walking. 
11. Provide for adequate 
parking in commercial areas. 
Require people who work in 
the commercial districts to 
park in employee-designated 
off-street or underground 
parking areas. 
12. Provide adequate off-
street or underground parking 
for Winnetka commuters. 
13. Enhance the overall 
appearance and 
environmental quality of 
public rights-of-way, 
including the railroad right-
of-way. 
 2.9 GROWTH 

MANAGEMENT 
Goal: Limit commercial, 
institutional and residential 
development within the 
Village to 
minimize potentially adverse 
impacts on adjacent 
residential neighborhoods and 
to 
prevent the need for 
significant increases in 
infrastructure (streets, 
parking, utilities, 
sewers) and other community 
resources (schools, parks, 
recreational facilities, etc.). 
Provide for Village expansion 
via annexation if deemed 
appropriate. 
Objectives 
1. Ensure that development 

Congestion: Jane Dearborn’s 
comments, research & photos 
 
Congestion not discussed by 
commissioners. 
 
Storm water management not 
discussed. 
 
 



proposals minimize the 
potential adverse impact they 
might 
have on residential 
neighborhoods, including the 
impact on pedestrian 
character, onsite 
parking, traffic patterns, 
congestion, open space, storm 
water management and 
Village infrastructure. 

4.3.3 Multiple-Family 
Residential 
Require development to be 
appropriate to the character of 
its surroundings; 
the development should 
interface with its surrounding 
neighborhood, rather 
than exist as an isolated 
complex. The architectural 
design of multiple-family 
buildings is of vital 
importance in maintaining the 
character of the Village. 
New multiple-family 
development should be 
designed to complement the 
historic character of the 
Village, constructed of high 
quality materials, 
providing below-grade 
parking. 

 No discussion of 
development as an “isolated 
complex,” or complimenting 
the historical character of the 
area. Developer alluded to 
historical character of Village 
Hall instead. 

4.3.4 Commercial (Retail, 
Office, Mixed Use) 
Ensure that there is an 
appropriate transition to 
buffer single-family 
neighborhoods from 
commercial districts. 

Minimize the potential 
adverse impact of commercial 
activity upon residential 
neighborhoods 

 

4.4 VILLAGE 
CHARACTER 
Zoning and Subdivision 
Ordinances regulating bulk 
and density: 
 

Ensure that the zoning and 
subdivision regulations fulfill 
the goals and 
objectives outlined in Chapter 
Two. 
Monitor the impact of the 

No discussion 
 



 zoning and subdivision 
regulations to ensure they 
control overbuilding without 
causing unintended 
architectural design or 
causing improvements in 
existing Winnetka housing 
stock to be 
uneconomical. 
Issues and 
Recommendations 4 - 13 
� Assess the impact of the 
new ordinances on 
encouraging renovation or 
rehabilitation over new 
construction. 
� Keep abreast of zoning 
innovations in similar 
communities across the 
country. 

  5.3.1 EXISTING LAND USE 
CONDITIONS - ISSUES AND 
OPPORTUNITIES – D – see below 

 
5.3.1 D. Architecture and Design 
Winnetka has avoided many of the suburban design trends of the last forty years. This 
is due in large measure to the creation and acceptance of the 1921 Plan. The Boal 
Block (at the northeast corner of Elm Street and Lincoln Avenue), built in 1913 and 
designed by Chatten & Hammond, provided a model for successful retail design in 
Winnetka. Lake Forest’s Market Square, built 1916 and designed by Howard van 
Doren Shaw, provided further inspiration. 
 
The established architectural style of the commercial districts is based on English 
Tudor Revival. These commercial masonry and half-timber structures are similar to 
those found in English villages. Alongside are examples of Arts and Crafts designs, 
which also emanated from England in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Adhering 
to these styles gave Winnetka’s commercial districts a coherent, picturesque 
appearance within an urban street pattern. The blocks thus created contain a pleasing 
pattern of storefronts that relate to the sidewalk and pedestrians. The consistency of 
design results in a powerful statement of the “village” as it was originally conceived. 
 
Georgian and Classic Revival styles were selected for larger government structures 
and the railroad stations. These are also consistent with the Village character for they 
are of masonry construction and represent good examples of revival styles. There are 
also examples of modern design, which do not always blend successfully with the 
scale and character of the Village. 



 
The character of the Village is molded by the arrangement of the buildings and their 
individual design. The distinct commercial districts arranged around the three railroad 
stations reflect the convenience limits of neighborhoods, the importance of 
transportation and the social and cultural habits of the villagers. These districts are 
still viable and have allowed Winnetka to avoid one large town center, which would 
have substantially changed the village character of Winnetka. 
 
Consistency of design and the use of picturesque styles combine to give Winnetka’s 
commercial districts a pleasing quality, consistent with the Village’s residential 
character. Winnetka remains a model of successful development for Chicago suburbs. 



From: Elizabeth Messersmith
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Plan
Date: Saturday, September 17, 2016 7:41:54 AM

Hello,
I think the plan is finally in line with the Village. We need to act now!!!  Vote “yes” 
let them get started. Our villages needs to become a more vibrant community and 
this project will be a start.

Thank you for your time.
Elizabeth
_____________________________________________________
Elizabeth Messersmith
924 Pine Tree Lane
Winnetka, IL  60093
847.441.6542

BNorkus
Rectangle

BNorkus
Rectangle



From: Jean Wright
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Yes for one Winnetka Place
Date: Saturday, September 17, 2016 2:50:25 PM

As it is now, we look very bad to the people coming into the Village.  

New buyers are not pleased with what they are seeing

We are a great Village and a wonderful place to live, but for a family coming to town we currently are
not making a good first impression

Something needs to be done to improve the East Business District on Elm

Anything is better than what is there at this time

We need Coney's  Drug Store and all efforts need to be employed to keep them in town 

In the 1950 and 60s we had eight dress shops.   A hardware store, stationary store, large store with
items for the house, and Caladonia Etc
Hopefully I I live long enough enough to see
improvement on East Elm

Jean Wright
Jean Wright Real Estate
559 Chestnut St.
Winnetka, IL 60093
847-446-9166 x6020 office
847 217 1906. Cell
Sent from my iPhone
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From: pmr5ed@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: onewinnetka
Date: Sunday, September 18, 2016 2:45:02 PM

While the village Master Plan clearly shows a downtown Winnetka which needs development, the spirit
of the plan implies that development should be within the established character of the village:
traditional, laid-back, and suburban.

Now the village is faced with a proposal that  superimposes a mammoth construction whose design is
borrowed from the city, based on structures intended for the city, and, if built, would stand totally apart
in both appearance and intent from neighboring village structures. 

In addition the proposed onewinnetka development--even after returning to the drawing board--is
seeking zoning variances that are still out-of-proportion to village ordinances, and whose eventual
effect on peoples' safety and comfort remains a mystery.

The village does need new construction, but construction whose developers have taken into
consideration the individual character and traditions of the surroundings before attempting to plunk
down something borrowed from another source.

Let's encourage building in Winnetka, but building that reflects a suburban Winnetka. 

Patricia M. Balsamo
1037 Cherry Street 

pmr5ed@aol.com
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From: Chandler, Jack
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Comments on One Winnetka Project
Date: Monday, September 19, 2016 7:59:09 AM

Dear Trustees
 
I wanted to first thank you for how well you have used technology to provide a comprehensive and
transparent summary of this project-as I read the materials it was clear how much time and effort have
gone into this review.
 
I could not be more supportive of the Village providing higher density living options in the town near
the main transportation facilities-not only will the offer additional and different living options to existing
and potential residents this is fully consistent in my experience with how towns and villages adapt to be
great places to live, work. shop-and also essential especially given the financial challenges in Cook
County and Illinois essential for our budgetary health.
 
I’m very very concerned that Winnetka has been slow to adapt to these changes (compared to say
Glencoe and Wilmette) and this project can and should be a wonderful catalyst in that direction.
 
The hard work and negotiations seems to have produced a project that has a better massing, scale,
and fit to the neighborhood in all dimensions (retail, parking, site lines, shadows,etc)
 
This process is by definition a bit messy and never results in a “perfect” outcome given all the different
perspectives and objectives but my view is that we have a pretty balanced solution.
 
Our village’s future will be driven in many ways by our ability to reconcile the planning and zoning
goals with the financial realities and constraints we need to meet if we want private capital to invest
here.
 
I would strong encourage the following:
 
            Let’s not think of winning and losing on a point by point basis but rather a more holistic view
on how the project can contribute to life in the Village
            Let’s make our planning and approval process transparent with a clear finish line-something
that private capital will continue to be willing to engage with
 
So I’d ask that you conclude that a very thorough and professional analysis has been done here-that
has delivered a good even if not “perfect” outcome
 
And rather than asking for more information and delaying you conclude that this is actually in the best
interests of the Village-so after the discussion it should be approved so it can be built-people can
move in and support the current and expanded retail offering-and the Village is positioned to attract
talent and capital for the many other strategic initiatives it wants to pursue.
 
Thank you for your time and efforts on this
 
Kind regards,
 
 
Jack Chandler
275 Locust Rd
Winnetka IL 60093
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From: Doug Fox
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Monday, September 19, 2016 8:53:19 AM

I am for the One Winnetka development. I think it will bring value to the neighborhood and help
rejuvenate the Lincoln/Elm retail area
 
Doug
 
Doug Fox | Managing Broker North Shore | Barrington
Jameson Sotheby’s International Realty
Evanston | Winnetka | Barrington 
2934 Central Street | Evanston, IL 60201 
C: 312.566.8996
dfox@jamesonsir.com | www.jamesonsir.com
 

     
 
IMAGINE…the Power of the Brand!
Artfully uniting extraordinary properties with extraordinary lives
 
 
 
Notice of confidentiality: This transmission contains information that may be confidential and that may also be proprietary;
unless you are the intended recipient of the message (or authorized to receive it for the intended recipient), you may not
copy, forward, or otherwise use it, or disclose its contents to anyone else. If you have received this transmission in error,
please notify us immediately and delete it from your system.
 
 
 
 

BNorkus
Rectangle



From: Robert Bahan
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 8:36:58 AM

 
 

From: Sue Connaughton [mailto:sueconnaughton@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2016 3:17 PM
To: Gene Greable; Andrew Cripe; Penfield Lanphier; William Krucks; Scott Myers; Chris Rintz; Kristin Ziv
Cc: Robert Bahan
Subject: One Winnetka
 
September 19, 2016
 
Re: One Winnetka
 
Dear Trustees,
 
We are writing to express our reservations about the One Winnetka project. Although
the developer has made modifications to his original proposal, we believe the current
plan is not in the best interests of our Village. Our objections center on the following
issues: height, density, architecture, use of the public right-of-way, use of tax dollars
and the current legal charges against the developer.
 
The recent change in commercial building height restrictions (to 45’) is an
acknowledgement that developers should be permitted to build slightly taller buildings,
while continuing to require that such buildings maintain the human scale of our
downtown. Although the developer has lowered the Lincoln Ave. elevation to 61’-6’
(59’ without turret), it is 16’-6’ over the current height restriction. At the same time, the
developer has raised the heights on the east elevation and on Elm Street, so that
none of the current elevations meet the building height restrictions. We ask that you
not grant exceptions to the current height restrictions as we believe the increased
building heights would overwhelm the surrounding area and diminish the
human/pedestrian scale of our downtown. Additionally, it will set a dangerous
precedent since future developer’s would likely ask to build even taller buildings. 
 
The developer has repeatedly stated that he must build at a specific height and
density in order for the project to be a financial success. We believe that the
developers economic needs should not be used to determine whether or not this
project is approved. To make building decisions based on market conditions sets
another dangerous precedent.
 
Although the architecture of One Winnetka would be beautiful on a wide Parisian
Boulevard, it is not in keeping with the remainder of our downtown. Any new
development need not completely mirror the current, dominant architectural style,
however, it must complement the surroundings and not be so glaringly different as to
stick out like a sore thumb.
 

BNorkus
Rectangle



We are glad the developer has withdrawn his request to use a portion of Lincoln Ave.
as a public plaza. However, as we understand it, consideration is still being given to
the developer using a certain portion of the street. We do not believe any public right-
of-way should be utilized in private development. Additionally, we want to register our
opposition to the use of tax dollars being used in a private development.
 
Lastly, we have reviewed the public records addressing the legal charges against Mr.
Trandel and are concerned about the impact his legal status might have on the
village’s dealings with him. According to Illinois law, his charge of resisting arrest,
which is one of three active charges against him, is a Class A misdemeanor and
punishable by up to 12 months in jail and a $2,500 fine. If found guilty, Illinois law
requires a minimum sentence of 48 hours in jail or the performance of no less than
100 hours of community service. A finding of guilt is a criminal conviction which would
become a permanent part of his record and cannot be expunged. We believe the
village should not consider working with Mr. Trandel until his legal cases have been
settled.
 
Contrary to what you may be thinking, we are not anti-development or anti- progress.
We are in favor of smart development that meets the needs of our community and we
do not believe One Winnetka does that. In addition to the concerns already raised,
we do not think: 1. the design of the project is appropriate to its surroundings; and 2.
nor do we believe it delivers a public good that is worth the zoning exceptions being
asked for. Both of these criteria should be met in order for a planned development to
be approved. Therefore, we are asking you to vote no on the current One Winnetka
proposal.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sue Connaughton & Fred Smith
Winnetka, Il.
 
 
 



From: Katie Cory
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Positive thoughts For One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 1:03:04 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

Certainly that includes all people of the North Shore Neighborhoods of Chicagoland.

Please include my thoughts of voting yes to approve the new Development of One
Winnetka to any decision that you will make this evening.

One Winnetka is vital and imperative for the future growth of our Village.  If we
don't vote yes on this new development NOW, then it would be my opinion that no
developer will even venture into our Village for many years to come given the
lengthy approval process,  Even though due diligence was appropriate.  

When we started our business,skändal, five years ago the Village was wonderful in
getting our business approved and up and running. After five years, skändal is
thriving and enjoying a generous influx of old and new customers alike.  We are
now a vital part of The Hubbard Woods Design District. We are still thankful for the
attention and care that we were given at that time.

Watching the Village of Winnetka come to terms with a new development of the
scope and size of One Winnetka, one would think that we were trying to build the
Taj Mahal!  When instead it would be considered a very welcomed development in
the City of Chicago.  

The plans are beautiful, controlled and will be a stunning addition to the
revitalization of The Village of Winnetka.

Please pass in favor of The One Winnetka Development.

Thank you kindly for your attention,

Katie Cory
Skändal
847-386-7900
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From: Lisa DiChiera
To: Gene Greable; Andrew Cripe; Penfield Lanphier; William Krucks; Scott Myers; Chris Rintz; Kristin Ziv
Cc: Brian Norkus; Leibowitz, Rachel (Rachel.Leibowitz@illinois.gov)
Subject: One Winnetka agenda item - Fell  Company Store
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 12:44:48 PM
Attachments: LandmarksIllinois Winnetka Plan Comm Let Fell Store July22, 2015.pdf

AIA article Fell  store 2010.pdf

Dear Council Members,
 
Please note that because the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency has determined the Fell Store
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the One Winnetka project may require
review from this agency as part of an IEPA permit application by the developer.  IEPA permits will be
likely required for storm water discharge or sewer work.  In the below correspondence, you will see
that the developer was informed of the building’s eligibility via email last spring.  Also attached is our
previous 2015 letter to the Plan Commission regarding our opinion that the Fell Store is a building of
architectural importance and could be incorporated in the developer’s plans.  (Our first outreach to
the commission regarding the building dates back to 2008 at the time of an original development
proposal.  Attached you will also find an article published by AIA Chicago from 2010.)  Incorporating
Fell Store would not only make federal historic tax credits available to the developer, but could also
help redesign the project in a way to address many other complaints from the community,
especially in regards to its size and scale. 
 
We hope at tonight’s meeting, as the planned development of One Winnetka is reviewed, that
retaining the existing Fell Store is discussed as an opportunity to  not only retain an important part of
Winnetka’s design legacy, but to address many other issues with the development that are yet to be
resolved.
 
Sincerely,
 
Lisa DiChiera
Director of Advocacy
Landmarks Illinois
 
30 N. Michigan Avenue, Suite 2020, Chicago, IL 60602
O: 312-922-1742   Landmarks.org   Facebook   Twitter
People saving places.  Join us today.  Memberships begin at $35.
 
 

From: David M. Trandel [mailto:dtrandel@stonestreetusa.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 12:25 AM
To: Leibowitz, Rachel
Cc: Lisa DiChiera; bnorkus@winnetka.org
Subject: Re: Fell Company Store, Winnetka, Illinois
 
Who r u? Who did you get my email? Please loose it!

David M. Trandel
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(312) 286-0395

On May 17, 2016, at 5:22 PM, Leibowitz, Rachel <Rachel.Leibowitz@Illinois.gov> wrote:

Mr. Trandel:
 
As requested by Lisa DiChiera of Landmarks Illinois, I am forwarding to you the email
message that I sent on April 19 to onewinnetka@winnetka.org, regarding the Fell
Company Store.
 
The one correction that I must make to my April 19 message is the name of the architect
—I mistakenly typed “William” when the architect was Walter Sobel, FAIA.
 
Best regards,
 
Rachel Leibowitz, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Preservation Services Division Manager
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency
1 Old State Capitol Plaza
Springfield, Illinois 62701
Phone: (217) 785-5031
E-mail: rachel.leibowitz@illinois.gov
Website: www.illinoishistory.gov
 
 
 
From: Leibowitz, Rachel 
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 5:22 PM
To: 'onewinnetka@winnetka.org' <onewinnetka@winnetka.org>
Subject: Fell Company Store, Winnetka, Illinois
 
It has been brought to the attention of the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency’s
Preservation Services Division that the future development of the Fell Company Store will
be discussed tonight.
 
The Fell Company Store has a high degree of integrity and is eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places at the local level of significance under Criterion C, as
an award-winning example of modernist design theories applied to the needs of a local
department store, unique in all of downtown Winnetka; and under Criterion A, in the
areas of Community Planning/Development and in Commerce, for its significance in
establishing a new planned commercial development within existing downtown fabric, and
providing facilities for a locally-based, family-owned department store on the North Shore.
The buildings were designed by William Sobel and Associates beginning in 1965, with
drawings completed by 1966, and construction completed in 1969. The Fell Company
Store today remains an excellent example, if not the premier example, of late midcentury
modernism in downtown Winnetka.
 
IHPA would be pleased to assist a potential developer with a rehabilitation of these
historic commercial buildings that could qualify for federal historic tax credits.
 
I would be happy to answer any questions about the National Register or the tax
incentives available for rehabilitation of historic properties.
 
With many thanks, and all best regards,
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Rachel Leibowitz, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Preservation Services Division Manager
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency
1 Old State Capitol Plaza
Springfield, Illinois 62701
Phone: (217) 785-5031
E-mail: rachel.leibowitz@illinois.gov
Website: www.illinoishistory.gov
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From: Julie Eldring
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Friday, September 16, 2016 11:10:01 PM

Dear Village Board Members-

I was pleased that One Winnetka was willing to revise their plans to downscale the size of the building
and the impingement on Lincoln Avenue.  However, I do not understand why this development is still
being considered since it still does not meet current village zoning requirements?

We have lived in Winnetka for over 18 years.  Three and a half years ago, we moved into a newly
constructed home.  During that process, we dealt with the zoning board regarding compliance of our
plans.  We made revisions to our plans to build to the specifications of the village. Why would the
village not hold a developer to these same requirements?

Please respect your predecessors who had the foresight to preserve the small town feel of Winnetka.  It
would be lovely to have a new development in that section of town, but there is no reason why it can
not be built to current ordinance requirements.  Please do your job, and enforce the village codes.

Sincerely,
Julie Eldring
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From: Andrea Kelly
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Iam voting against the project!
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 1:04:07 AM

Sent from my iPhone



From: Robert Bahan
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 11:13:45 AM

 
 
From: Robert & Bryan [mailto:robertbryanhome@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 11:13 AM
To: Kristin Ziv; Chris Rintz; smeyers@winnetka.org; Penfield Lanphier; William Krucks;
ggreable@winnekta.org; Robert Bahan
Subject: One Winnetka
 
I am very much "For" the project. A project like this can only be beneficial for everyone in
the community.

Robert Levine

--

ROBERT BRYAN HOME
930 Green Bay Rd.
Winnetka, Il  60093 
www.RobertBryanhome.com
847-446-5522
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From: James Marran
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: V ullage Council Meeting - One Winnetka Project
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 12:08:10 AM
Attachments: One Winnetka - Council Memo.docx

Brian, 

Because of illness in my family, I will not be able to attend Wednesday’s meeting.  The attached are
remarks I would have made had I been able to attend.  Please share them with the Council members,

Many thanks.

Jim Marran

James Marran
711 Oak Street
Winnetka, IL 60093
847-446-7473
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Barbara and James Marran 
711 Oak Street 

Winnetka, IL 60093-2549 
 

Phone: 847/446-7473     jmarran@sbcglobal.net 
 
  
As the Council moves toward closure on the One Winnetka Project, we still have 
significant reservations about the appropriateness of the structures and the strategies the 
Stonestreet Partners have pursued to acquire approval on zoning variations and 
affirmative votes from various village commissions. 
 
When the Partners developed their plans for the almost two acre site, there were fully 
aware of the zoning ordinances and attendant regulations in Winnetka for constructing 
multipurpose buildings.  Despite that, they proposed a project that requires major 
modification to come even close to compliance.  For more than two years, the Partners 
have tinkered with their plans on building height, set backs, underground parking 
specification, service vehicle accessibility, on street-parking, a civic plaza, the square 
footage of the commercial space, and the number of units in the proposed condo and 
apartment  buildings.  Even though there have been changes, nonetheless the Partners 
continue to request major exceptions to the zoning code. 
 
Our other issues of concern relate to the many uncertainties that remain relating to 
financing, the timeline for building the structures, the staging area for construction, and 
accessibility to the Lincoln/Elm Street area.  In addition, we are not entirely clear on the 
current proposed appearance of the building.  The architect’s drawing have been 
interesting art with twilight pictures, tree lined streets, grass rooftops, etc., but the 
pictures keep changing.  To provide the concerned community of neighbors and other 
Winnetka residents with a clear understanding, a model of the One Winnetka Project 
would provide a clear, accurate three-dimensional view of the plan. Such a model would 
do much to demystify concerns about size, relative height, volume, the totality of 
appearance, and complementarity. 
 
We encourage the members of the Village Council to proceed with caution and prudence. 
 The One Winnetka Project challenges the Council to make hard choices and difficult 
decisions.  The overarching reality is that once begun, there is no turning back. 
 
Thank you. 
 
James and Barbara Marran 
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From: Thomas Rajkovich Architect, Ltd.
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Thomas Rajkovich Winnetka Resident and Architect in re; One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 12:16:53 PM

Honorable Trustees of the Village of Winnetka:

I am not able to attend the meeting as a result of the recent passing of a family member
this past week.

I have testified at two separate hearings regarding the One Winnetka proposal which you are
considering.

My family and I have been residents of Winnetka for five years.  We live in a historic home
on Forest Street opposite the North Shore Country Day School.

I am a practicing architect and occasional visiting professor of architecture for the University
of Notre Dame School of Architecture in South Bend, Indiana and Rome, Italy.  I have also
taught, lectured or served as a guest critic at numerous other universities, Including the
University of Illinois at Chicago, Yale University, the University of Maryland, the School of the
Art Institute of Chicago and the Illinois Institute of Technology.

Having carefully looked at the current modified design of One Winnetka Place, I submit that
it remains completely inappropriate for our Winnetka context.  By context, I mean the
architectural form, character, density, height and detail that collectively define the specific
sense of place that is Winnetka.

My evaluation of the project is based on objective criteria that form the basis for any
judgement or critique of architecture.  Those same criteria are what we teach aspiring young
architects at the university level as we prepare them to contribute beneficially to the built
environment around us.

1)  The overall bulk of the project is excessive by any measure.  Despite the designers' efforts
to mitigate against the massive scale of the project, its bulk - and here I mean the visual
impact of the total building volume - remains imposing and incompatible with the essential
character of the Village, which is precisely what attracts residents to purchase homes and
live and shop in Winnetka.  In fact, there are no examples of structures in the Village with
even half the same bulk over a similar given land area.

2)  The scale of the structure contradicts the established balance between the proper civic
monuments and public buildings of Winnetka - including various houses of worship, the
Village Hall and Public Library, each representing shared/communal institutions - and the



private residences of the town, which represent individual persons and families.  In
Winnetka, civic buildings are distinguished by a more monumental (and sometimes classical)
treatment - buildings like the Village Hall, numerous churches and the Community Center. 
Private structures (housing, both single and multi-family) are primarily vernacular in
character.  In this way, the Village follows Edward Bennett's visionary plan which drew upon
the precedent of a variety of beautiful villages in England.  In fact, the preponderance of
half-timbered structures for the residences-over-shops in the several commercial districts
are a direct result of prior generations respect for Bennett's guiding framework.  Public
buildings alone should create the "skyline" - towers and lanterns and cupolas that an entire
community can identify as their shared public "face".

3)  The height overwhelms it setting, regardless of where the tallest portions occur.  Viewed
from positions to the east, where street level is substantially lower than at Lincoln and Elm,
the building will appear like a fortress, looming atop the hill.  Viewed from the Village Hall,
the building will dominate the entire open area at the Metra station and Village Park. 
Worse, the height will dwarf the Village Hall, as well as buildings opposite it along Elm and
north on Lincoln, notwithstanding the store fronts shown in the renderings, which
intentionally disguise the height of the main structure which are only minimally set back.  In
so doing, the building will make the existing structures look like quaint vestiges of a time
gone by - a Disney street scene adjacent to the sheer mass and height of the
apartment/condominium blocks.  

4)  Clearly, for any development to be a true success and one which is embraced by an
established community, it must harmonize with, and actually complement, its context in
terms of scale, bulk, height, character and detail.  In schools of architecture and urban
planning today, that approach is now considered absolutely essential.  Otherwise, the new
elbows out the old, setting off a long series of tear-downs and replacements.  The character
of a place - its unique identity - is lost to developments which invariably rely on national
chains to fill the retail spaces at ground level - spaces which are too big to accommodate
locally-owned (and typically more modest) shops.  While slow-food and local retailers are
both gaining greater attention for establishing towns' and villages' unique identity, this
development has already pushed out several long-standing local enterprises.  In Evanston,
where I have had my architectural practice for twenty-five years, two new developments
took a similar approach.  The first, with a movie theater to generate foot traffic, no less, has
struggled to keep retailers and restaurants in place, with frequent turnover.  One portion of
the development now houses North Shore healthcare offices in what had been a national
bookstore's space, but only because of its proximity to Evanston Hospital.  The other has
regular retail vacancies and a significant number of unsold condominiums, despite direct
access to arguably the most restaurant and retail rich urban environment outside Chicago
proper.  



5)  Ersatz (or faux) materials are inconsistent with the quality standards for architecture in
Winnetka.  The painted metal roof - which as designed is an especially visually dominant
element in the One Winnetka design - cheapens the entire area.  Painted metal evoking
patinated copper is the stock-in-trade of shopping malls and entertainment centers.  In our
Village, copper, slate, Ludowici clay tile in flat or barrel form, and wood shingles are the
established norm.  To have a structure easily twice the footprint and more than double the
height of anything else in the Village (except, possible New Trier High School), with a mall-
quality roof as its signature element is an unacceptable approach.  The oversize brick - not
the same scale used anywhere in the Village on residential nor civic structures - is another
element which will reinforce the imposing nature of the building and fail to harmonize with
other structures in the immediate context.

6)  The open, below-grade parking structure, whether draped with hanging vines to partially
conceal it or not, will utterly reverse the masterful decision many years ago to depress the
Metra tracks as they run through the Village.  That process concealed the rail lines in a
landscaped, ravine-like cut.  The trees provide sound dampening and the depression is dark
at night.  By creating an open frame parking structure with (as depicted in the developer's
renderings) a fragile "veil" of faux-classical detailing fronting on the tracks, the parked cars
will become a visually dominant element in the Village's "Front Yard" opposite the Village
Hall.  There is nothing good to be gained making a vehicle parking structure the new
aesthetic "foundation" across the width of the site on Lincoln.  With safety lighting on in the
garage proper throughout the nighttime hours, this ugliness will be dramatically
exacerbated.  And the already excessive height of the structure will become even more
imposing (and inappropriate) as the entire structure from the lower parking levels to the top
of the mansard roof are visible as a single structure.

7)  The disposition of materials on the facades - limestone ground floor, several floors of
brick, another limestone upper floor and a too-grand radiused mansard roof in fake copper,
is overdone.  As the developer reduced the height of the structure, the stratification of
materials remained the same.  Only the number of floors rendered in brick changed. 
Thereby, the structure takes on a horizontally striped appearance which is wholly
inconsistent with the French examples the developers have frequently cited as their
inspiration.  Merely having French bits (notably the roof) does not make a well-designed
building.  Proportion, too, matters and that has been forsaken as the design, clearly created
and revised on a computer, now suffers from a process of computer editing, without an
accompanying connoisseurship that would continue to reflect the stated precedent.

8)  A project so dramatically in excess of the bulk and height allowed by our current zoning
will set an irrefutable precedent that will provide legal grounds for all future developments
to do as they please, virtually guaranteeing the chain reaction effect I described earlier will
take place, with each new development at that scale endeavoring to replace/outcompete



the previous one, resulting in a parallel chain reaction of vacancies. 

I believe this important site needs a development or multiple developments. I have thought
that since long before my family and I moved here.  With a site of this prominence and
given the permanence of physical construction, we will not get an opportunity to do this
twice if the first thing built overwhelms and, consequently diminishes, our Village.  We need
to get this right for future generations, not just our own.

By all objective measures: bulk, scale, height, character and detailing, this project is not
appropriate.  We should not let our sense that something needs to be built there cause us to
allow the wrong thing to be built there, nor allow this developer to create a sense of finality
or panic that somehow this site, without this scheme, will languish forever.  It will not.

Winnetka can do better.  

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas Rajkovich
Architect

T H O M A S   N O R M A N   R A J K O V I C H   A R C H I T E C T ,   L t d .
518-526 Davis Street, Suite 206
Evanston, Illinois 60201
U. S. A.

Telephone:  847.332.2782
Email:  tnr@tnr-arch.com
www.tnr-arch.com
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From: Cynthia Scott
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 10:39:42 AM

To Winnetka Village Council:

I am writing to  object to the One Winnetka proposed development. Even the revised plans for the
development are out of scope with the nature and character of the Village. Wen I and my husband
moved to Winnetka three years ago, we chose Winnetka over Evanston, Highland Park, Wilmette
because of Winnetka’s village feeling; the fact it has no over-powering, large buildings that would
interfere with being able to see the skyline, tree tops.  The plans for One Winnetka  show a
development that is too massive and would harm the friendly, community feel of Winnetka. I urge you
to vote against the revised plans for One Winnetka.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Scott
380 Green Bay Road
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From: whsobel@aol.com
To: Gene Greable; Andrew Cripe; Penfield Lanphier; William Krucks; Scott Myers; Chris Rintz; Kristin Ziv
Cc: Brian Norkus; Leibowitz@aol.com; Rachel.Leibowitz@illinois.gov; Rachel.Leibowitz@illinois.gov; Michael

D"Onofrio
Subject: Fwd: One Winnetka Opinion Article Piece
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:33:35 PM
Attachments: Public Comment Concerning One Winnetka.pdf

One Winnetka Op-Ed.pdf

Dear Winnetka Leaders, 

Attached is a letter by Bradley Smith, who spoke well at the recent meeting, concerning the Fell site
plan and a report detailing the analytic consensus of the public opinion expressed at meetings
concerning the project. 

While organized professional efforts with form letters and comments have increased, reviewing the
report and community comments with Council minutes indicate ongoing concerns about the proposed
replacement project scope.  In addition, to the questions about the alternative to the current plan, there
always remains the beneficial option invest in the adaptive reuse and preservation of the award
winning fell project. If a fraction of the propose funds is invested in revitalizing the current award
winning stores, they could be vibrant again in a fraction of the time and cost.  We look forward to
working together for beneficial progress for the Village Center.

Kindly,
RS
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From: Bradley Smith
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 12:38:01 PM
Attachments: One Winnetka Op-Ed.pdf

Public Comment Concerning One Winnetka.pdf

Dear village council,

Attached is a letter asking for reconsideration of the village council plan. Thank you
for your time and consideration!

Best,

-- 
Bradley Smith
Northwestern University | 2018
Weinberg College of Arts & Sciences
Mathematics | Art History



Bradley Smith 
bsmith@u.northwestern.edu 
July 2016 

Public Comment Concerning One Winnetka 

This document examines the distribution of opinion voiced concerning the various Plan 

Commission, Design Review Board, Zoning Board of Appeals, and Village Council meetings 

pertaining to the One Winnetka project, held between March of 2015 and May of 2016. Overall, 

the vast majority of public comment concerning this project has remained in opposition of the 

project. Across all of these meetings, approximately 69% of the comments were negative, as you 

will find in this report. Most of these opposing opinions were voiced concerning the building’s 

size and its effect on Winnetka’s character as a village as a whole, even as developers provided 

changes to the plan across this time frame. In fact, at the October 21st, 2015 Plan Commission 

meeting, member Chris Blum stated that based on the materials present, 97% of the public 

opposed the plan largely due to these factors. As a result, we encourage the village council to 

continue to carefully deliberate the effects of this plan. We also encourage the developers to 

continue to revise their designs based on this feedback—specifically to lower the building height, 

modify its architectural style, and potentially incorporating the existing Fell structure into these 

designs.  

This report includes both public comment physically voiced at each commission and 

feedback sent by mail or email to the council, which was included at the end of each meeting’s 

minutes. Comments expressed through both of these mediums by the same person at the same 

meeting were not double-counted. Likewise, subjective comments expressed in the questions-

only portions of meetings were not included. The table below summarizes these findings. A more 

detailed analysis of public opinion expressed at the Plan Commission, Design Review Board, 
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Zoning Board of Appeals, and Village Council meetings individually can be found in the 

following five pages.  



Public Comment for Various PC, ZBA, DRB, & VC Meetings 

Table	
  1:	
  Public	
  Comment	
  for	
  various	
  PC,	
  ZBA,	
  DRB,	
  &	
  VC	
  Meetings	
  
	
  

	
  
Number	
  of	
  Comments	
   Percent	
  of	
  Comments	
  

#	
   Date	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
  
1.	
   3/25/15	
  PC^	
   9	
   3	
   4	
   56.3	
   18.8	
   25.0	
  
2.	
   6/24/15	
  PC	
   26	
   5	
   3	
   76.5	
   14.7	
   8.8	
  
3.	
   7/22/15	
  PC	
   17	
   6	
   1	
   70.8	
   25.0	
   4.2	
  
4.	
   8/30/15	
  PC	
   10	
   0	
   5	
   66.7	
   0.0	
   33.3	
  
5.	
   10/21/15	
  PC	
   8	
   2	
   2	
   66.7	
   16.7	
   16.7	
  
6.	
   12/14/15	
  ZBA	
   24	
   1	
   2	
   88.9	
   3.7	
   7.4	
  
7.	
   1/20/16	
  DRB	
   22	
   1	
   6	
   75.9	
   3.4	
   20.7	
  
8.	
   2/8/16	
  ZBA	
   10	
   2	
   0	
   83.3	
   16.7	
   0.0	
  
9.	
   2/18/16	
  DRB	
   2	
   1	
   4	
   28.6	
   14.3	
   57.1	
  
10.	
   4/5/16	
  VC	
   1	
   2	
   4	
   14.3	
   28.6	
   57.1	
  
11.	
   4/19/16	
  VC	
   16	
   4	
   8	
   57.1	
   14.3	
   28.6	
  

TOTAL*	
   145	
   27	
   39	
   68.7	
   12.8	
   18.5	
  
^:	
  Note	
  that	
  PC	
  stands	
  for	
  Plan	
  Commission,	
  DRB	
  for	
  Design	
  Review	
  Board,	
  &	
  ZBA	
  for	
  Zoning	
  Board	
  of	
  Appeal,	
  VC	
  for	
  Village	
  Council	
  

*:	
  Note	
  that	
  these	
  totals	
  include	
  comments	
  physically	
  expressed	
  at	
  the	
  meetings	
  and	
  through	
  mail/email	
  

 

From these data, we can see that approximately 68.7% of the comments expressed by the 

general public at these meetings were against the proposed One Winnetka plan, about 12.8% 

were more or less neutral, and 18.5% were in favor of the plan. One must account, however, for 

the changes in design made by the firm across this time period, particularly in the building’s size 

and height, which parallels a slight decrease in the proportion of dissenting opinion. 

Nevertheless, a firm majority of the comments made at these meetings by members of the public 

remain dissenting towards the proposed One Winnetka building plan.  

  



Plan Commission Meetings 
 

Looking solely at data from the Plan Commission meetings held within this time frame, 

we find this: 

Table	
  2:	
  Public	
  Comment	
  for	
  Plan	
  Commission	
  Meetings	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  Comments	
   Percent	
  of	
  Comments	
  
#	
   Date	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
  
1.	
   3/25/15	
  PC^	
   9	
   3	
   4	
   56.3	
   18.8	
   25	
  
2.	
   6/24/15	
  PC	
   26	
   5	
   3	
   76.5	
   14.7	
   8.8	
  
3.	
   7/22/15	
  PC	
   17	
  (2)	
   6	
   1	
   70.8	
   25	
   4.2	
  
4.	
   9/30/15	
  PC	
   10	
   0	
   5	
   66.7	
   0	
   33.3	
  
5.	
   10/21/15	
  PC	
   8	
   2	
   2	
   66.7	
   16.7	
   16.7	
  

TOTAL*	
   70	
  (2)	
   16	
   15	
   69.3	
   15.8	
   14.9	
  
^:	
  Note	
  that	
  PC	
  stands	
  for	
  Plan	
  Commission	
  
*:	
  Note	
  that	
  these	
  totals	
  include	
  comments	
  physically	
  expressed	
  at	
  the	
  meetings	
  and	
  through	
  mail/email	
  

 

 From these data, we can see that approximately 69.3% of the comments expressed by the 

general public at these meetings were negative, about 15.8% were more or less neutral, and 

14.9% were in favor of the One Winnetka plan. 

 
 
  



Design Review Board/Sign of Appeals Meetings 
 
 Here I am analyzing the distribution of opinion voiced at the Design Review Board 

meetings on January 20th, 2016 and on February 18th, 2016. As stated before, I am also including 

feedback sent by mail or email to the council included at the end of meeting’s minutes. These 

minutes can be found here: 

• January 20th, 2016:	
  http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/2016_0121_DRB.pdf 

• February 18th, 2016: http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/DRB_Agenda_2-18-16.pdf 
 

Table	
  3:	
  Public	
  Comment	
  for	
  Design	
  Review	
  Board	
  Meetings	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  Comments	
   Percent	
  of	
  Comments	
  
#	
   Date^	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
  
1.	
   1/20/16	
  DRB	
   9	
   1	
   6	
   56.3	
   6.3	
   37.5	
  
2.	
   2/18/16	
  DRB	
   2	
   1	
   4	
   28.6	
   14.3	
   57.1	
  

TOTAL*	
   11	
   2	
   10	
   47.8	
   8.7	
   43.5	
  
^:	
  Note	
  that	
  DRB	
  stands	
  for	
  Design	
  Review	
  Board	
  
*:	
  Note	
  that	
  these	
  totals	
  include	
  comments	
  physically	
  expressed	
  at	
  the	
  meetings	
  and	
  through	
  mail/email	
  

From these data, we can see that 47.8% of the participants who spoke at the meetings 

were against the One Winnetka plan, 8.7% were neutral, and 43.5% were in consent. One of the 

documents sent to the board in the January 20th, 2016 minutes, however, included a petition in 

support of the preservation and adaptive reuse of the Fell Building. Without double-counting any 

of the people who had expressed their opinion in the comments period, we have these results: 

Table	
  4:	
  Public	
  Comment	
  for	
  Design	
  Review	
  Board	
  Meetings	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  Comments	
   Percent	
  of	
  Comments	
  
#	
   Date^	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
  
1.	
   1/20/16	
  DRB	
   22	
   1	
   6	
   75.9	
   3.4	
   20.7	
  
2.	
   2/18/16	
  DRB	
   2	
   1	
   4	
   28.6	
   14.3	
   57.1	
  

TOTAL*	
   24	
   2	
   10	
   66.7	
   5.6	
   27.8	
  
^:	
  Note	
  that	
  DRB	
  stands	
  for	
  Design	
  Review	
  Board	
  
*:	
  Note	
  that	
  these	
  totals	
  include	
  comments	
  physically	
  expressed	
  at	
  the	
  meetings	
  and	
  through	
  mail/email	
  

Here, we can see that 66.7% of the participants were against One Winnetka, 5.6% were 

neutral, and 27.8% were in favor. 



Zoning Board of Appeals Meetings 

The following data analyzes the distribution of opinion voiced at two Zoning Board of 

Appeals meetings: one, which was first held on December 14th, 2015, and was then extended to 

January 11th, 2016, and one of February 8th 2016. Once again, as well as physical comments 

expressed at the meeting, I am also including opinions voiced through mail or email, included at 

the end of each meeting’s minutes. The minutes can be found here:  

• December 14th, 2015: http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/2015_1214_zba.pdf 

• January 11th, 2016: http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/2016_0111_ZBA.pdf 

• February 8th, 2016: http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/2016_0208_ZBA.pdf 
 

Table	
  5:	
  Public	
  Comment	
  for	
  Zoning	
  Board	
  of	
  Appeals	
  Meetings	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  Comments	
   Percent	
  of	
  Comments	
  
#	
   Date^	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
  

1.	
   12/14/15-­‐1/11/16	
  ZBA	
   11	
  (+13)	
   1	
   2	
   78.6	
   7.1	
   14.3	
  
2.	
   2/8/16	
  ZBA	
   10	
   2	
   0	
   83.3	
   16.7	
   0.0	
  

TOTAL*	
   21	
  (34)	
   3	
   2	
   80.8	
   11.5	
   7.7	
  
^Note	
  that	
  ZBA	
  stands	
  for	
  Zoning	
  Board	
  of	
  Appeals	
  
*:	
  Note	
  that	
  these	
  totals	
  include	
  comments	
  physically	
  expressed	
  at	
  the	
  meetings	
  and	
  through	
  mail/email	
  

 When totaled, 80.8% of the views expressed were negative, 11.5% were neutral, and 

7.7% were positive. Including the thirteen signatures included in a mailed petition against the 

project, we can see that 87.2% of the views expressed were negative, 7.7% were neutral, and 

5.1% were positive. 

  



Village Council Meetings 

The following data analyzes the distribution of opinion voiced at the village council 

meetings pertaining to One Winnetka. This includes the meeting held on April 5th, 2016, which 

was then extended to April 19th, 2016. Once again, as well as physical comments expressed at 

the meeting, I am also including opinions voiced through mail or email, included at the end of 

each meeting’s corresponding council agenda packets. Note that for these meetings, all of these 

extra materials were included exclusively in the initial meeting’s council agenda packet for April 

5th, which are thus included under the April 5th data. These files can be found here:  

• April 5th, 2016: http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/2016_0405_rm1.pdf 

• April 19th, 2016: http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/2016_0419_rm2.pdf 

• April 5th, 2016 Agenda Packet: http://www.villageofwinnetka.org/assets/1/20/2016_0405_rm.pdf 
 

Table	
  6:	
  Public	
  Comment	
  for	
  Village	
  Council	
  Meetings	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  Comments	
   Percent	
  of	
  Comments	
  
#	
   Date^	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
   Dissenting	
   Neutral	
   Agreeing	
  
1.	
   4/5/16 VC 1 (1) 2 4 14.3	
   28.6	
   57.1	
  
2.	
   4/19/16 VC 16 (2) 2 4 72.7	
   9.1	
   18.2	
  

TOTAL*	
   17	
  (3)	
   4	
   8	
   58.6	
   13.8	
   27.6	
  
^:	
  Note	
  that	
  VC	
  stands	
  for	
  Village	
  Council	
  Meeting	
  
*:	
  Note	
  that	
  these	
  totals	
  include	
  comments	
  physically	
  expressed	
  at	
  the	
  meetings	
  and	
  through	
  mail/email	
  

 When totaled, 58.6% of the views expressed were negative, 13.8% were neutral, and 

27.6% were positive.  

  



Concluding Remarks 

 We can see that the majority of opinion voiced in person and through writing for these 

meetings as remained in opposition to the project over the past year. Approximately 69% of the 

views expressed across all of these meetings have been negative, despite the developer’s 

alterations to the One Winnetka plan.  

 As a result, we encourage the village council to continue to carefully deliberate over this 

plan. We likewise encourage the developers to heed this feedback and to consider alternate 

designs for this plan suggested by many members of the village; these include the reduction in 

the number of the building’s stories, a change in its architectural style, and the adaptive reuse of 

the currently standing Fell Company Store. We ask the developers and village council members 

to consider not only the consequences of the One Winnetka plan with regards to the character of 

Winnetka as a whole, but also with regard to the views of its citizens, clearly expressed in these 

public forums. 



	
  

	
  

Bradley Smith 
bsmith@u.northwestern.edu 
August 2016 

Op-Ed, "Community Sentiment about Winnetka Downtown Development" 

 Since its introduction in February of 2014, the One Winnetka development project has 

stirred widespread responses from the Winnetka community and beyond. Talk to any resident 

and you will find that not only will they likely know of the project, but they will probably share a 

strong opinion in favor or against the plan. These opinions, however, are not simply confined to 

everyday talk on the streets. One of the biggest platforms available for residents to share their 

opinions on the project includes the many village, board, and commission meetings held since 

the project’s initial launch. Here, residents have articulated over 400 comments about the project 

since March of 2015. This figure includes remarks both presented in person and written in letters 

or emails to twelve Plan Commission, Design Review Board, Zoning Board of Appeals, and 

Village Council meetings.  

 After compiling all of these data, each comment has been evaluated into one of three 

categories: approving, neutral, or disapproving of the One Winnetka project, in order to 

formulate a better understanding of the general distribution of Winnetka public opinion 

concerning the plan. While this does not represent the complete breakdown of the views of 

Winnetka residents as a whole, it hopefully provides insight for the village council’s ultimate day 

of voting the project up, down or asking for modifications. 

 Across all of the meetings, the results show that approximately 71% of the comments 

made concerning the project were negative, while about 21% were positive, and 8% were neutral 

or mixed. When the project was first introduced in early 2015, the proportion of dissenting 

comments was even higher ranging from 69% to even 93% of all of the remarks made. With 

time, these numbers began to decrease somewhat, perhaps due to the developer’s modifications 
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to the scale of the plan. Nevertheless, a firm majority of the comments expressed remain in 

opposition to the One Winnetka project, primarily due to the plan’s large scale and architectural 

style. Because this survey spans two years of data, it is likely that others will continue to call for 

a reduction in the project’s size or remodeling of its style. Here it’s important to not that this 

analysis does not distinguish between comments made by individuals across different meetings. 

Yet, looking at this from the perspective of these individuals’ resolve—whether they be real 

estate agents, concerned residents, and preservationists—helps to shed a light on the sheer 

impact of this project. 

Another alternative or complement to the One Winnetka plan is the preservation and 

adaptive reuse of the standing Fell Store. Based on the visions of Abe Fell and architect Walter 

H. Sobel approved by the Village soon after the Store opened to add exactly the residential units 

the current plan proposes, the current stores and area could be revitalized shortly for a fraction of 

the costs, environmental disruption, and time. Since the Fell store has now been declared eligible 

for placement on the National Register of Historic Places, the developer can also realize a 20 

percent tax credit. This is among many of alternative options for the village to take—options that 

prioritize the care and consideration necessary when making such a potentially mammoth 

alteration to the downtown district. 

Like everyone else, we hope that the village council heeds the words of their constituents 

carefully. As One Winnetka has stirred a wide variety of conflicting interests as expressed at 

these many meetings, we hope is that the village council looks truly towards solutions that serve 

the interests of all their citizens. 



Concluding Remarks 

 We can see that the majority of opinion voiced in person and through writing for these 

meetings as remained in opposition to the project over the past year. Approximately 69% of the 

views expressed across all of these meetings have been negative, despite the developer’s 

alterations to the One Winnetka plan.  

 As a result, we encourage the village council to continue to carefully deliberate over this 

plan. We likewise encourage the developers to heed this feedback and to consider alternate 

designs for this plan suggested by many members of the village; these include the reduction in 

the number of the building’s stories, a change in its architectural style, and the adaptive reuse of 

the currently standing Fell Company Store. We ask the developers and village council members 

to consider not only the consequences of the One Winnetka plan with regards to the character of 

Winnetka as a whole, but also with regard to the views of its citizens, clearly expressed in these 

public forums. 
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