
From: Nancy Yurek
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: OBJECTIONS
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2015 9:02:25 AM

Dear Council Members,

We very strongly object to the "One Winnetka" proposal. We believe our downtown needs to be re-
vitalized, but this goes too far.  This conglomerate is way too massive and is not in keeping with the
character of the village. Anything above 4 stories would be out of place in Winnetka. And a private
developer should not use public land on Lincoln Avenue or elsewhere.

Please do not approve.

Nancy & Bill Yurek
647 Lincoln Avenue
Winnetka



From: Elizabeth Messersmith
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One winnetka
Date: Friday, March 13, 2015 10:11:32 AM

I am a long time resident and I feel this is not the right option for our Village.

How are they going to rent the retail space with so much available already.

The height of the buildings is so out of character with the rest of the Village.

No parking considered for Village residents

I could go on, but I think point made.

NOT A GOOD IDEA

Elizabeth Messersmith



From: Bill and Roberta Weinsheimer
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Proposed development for Fell  site
Date: Saturday, March 14, 2015 10:47:26 AM

Although the proposed structure seems to be a bit grandiose for Winnetka, I support the project,
particularly if it could be scaled down a bit.  Winnetka's business district is withering, and maybe this
project would provide part of the district with just the shot in the arm it needs. Bill Weinsheimer, 429
Walnut St.

Sent from my iPad



From: ROBBIN SCHOEWE
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Fell  Property
Date: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 5:02:16 PM

Hi,

Three comments:

1.  I think 7 stories is too high for this area, not in character at all!  4-5 stories max, is my opinion.
2.  The architectural style is nice.
3.  The village should not let developer acquire away right of way privileges.  Options should be kept.
Why is this even a consideration?

Thanks for considering my comments,

Robbin Schoewe
261 Birch St
Winnetka



From: Bean Carroll
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 8:46:32 PM

Dear Mr Bahan:

My husband and I are writing to express our dismay at the nature and the scope of One Winnetka.
Although we support redevelopment of the area, the design is out of character with the Village. We feel
that a three to four story building is appropriate based the existing structures in the village. The
proposed development is too massive and too tall for the area where it will be placed. This should go
back to the drawing board. It clearly benefits the developer and not the town.

As we will not be able to attend the meeting on March 25th, we are sending this letter to you to
express our disagreement with this development.

Respectfully,

Charles and Geraldine Carroll
1149 Spruce Street
Winnetka, Il
Sent from my iPad



From: Laura Connell
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: proposed Fell  development plan
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 5:57:41 PM

Dear Planning Commission-

I disagree with the variances requested by the developer for the Fell property.
Please don't allow a building higher than 3 stories.  Don't make an exception for the
setback requirements already in place by the village.  I also don't think they need to
build on the sidewalk property on Lincoln avenue. 

I hope you all are able to listen to what the residents want because I haven't met
anyone in favor of the proposed plan.

Laura Connell



From: Brad McLane
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Sacre Bleu!
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 4:55:40 PM

Winnetka n’est pas Paris.
 
I have no problem with the massing or height.  The façade is a concern.  Head a bit northwest, think
Tudor. 
 
 
 
 
Regards,
 
Brad
 
Brad McLane
847-778-3561
 



From: Liz Butler
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Elm and Lincoln Development
Date: Saturday, March 21, 2015 2:23:46 PM

Good Afternoon,

The proposed plan grossly contrasts with the style of the entire downtown area. Moreover, it is too
large for the site. I am opposed to this project

Elizabeth Butler
900 Oak
Winnetka

Sent from my iPad



From: RLWinnetka@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: greable@aol.com
Subject: No 5, 6 or 7 Story Buildings in Winnetka!
Date: Saturday, March 21, 2015 7:55:23 AM

I assume that this outrageous proposal is simply a stalking horse for a 5 story building, and that you
have plans for that ready to whip out when it is shot down.  Of course you know that your proposal
FAR EXCEEDS the allowable height levels.

In my opinion, any and all future proposals from your group should be rejected outright because of your
flagrant disregard of Winnetka's height restrictions.

Robert Leonard
1065 Spruce Street
Winnetka



From: Charlotte Digregorio
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka, Case Number: 15-10-PD
Date: Sunday, March 22, 2015 2:41:42 PM

Dear Village Officials and Staff,

I am opposed to the planned development of One Winnetka for many reasons. A
development of this enormity is not only out of character with the historic development of
the Village--the Tudor style--but it will present problems for downtown streets and adjacent
residential areas. Because of its proposed size, it is greatly disproportionate in structure to
the downtown Village buildings, streets, and business areas, and will also present traffic
issues, noise, and blockage of views for the adjacent neighborhoods. 

This kind of development belongs in a larger municipality, such as Evanston, one that is
more populated with wider streets, more traffic lanes, and an urban traffic flow plan. The
project will endanger the safety of our residents due to the increased traffic flow. Please
think seriously about how 120 units with one or more residents in each unit, guests of
residents, and building staff will cause traffic and livability issues for the downtown and
neighborhoods alike.

As for the building I live in, which is right next door to the proposed structure, (711 Oak
Street), many of our residents are elderly and would especially be impacted by the noise,
pollution, and traffic safety issues that a project of this proportion would bring. Our
residents chose to live in downtown Winnetka for not only its amenities, but for its peace
and quiet, rather than in a city like Evanston.

Further, the planned public square, so close to the train station, will likely cause more
security issues for the Village, as derelicts sometimes ride the trains and get off in our
neighborhoods. 

One Winnetka will adversely change the whole character and livability of the Village.
Winnetka was never a "busy" town with noise, construction pollution, and traffic congestion,
nor should it be now. It was founded as a village, not a city.

Thank you for your consideration.

Charlotte Digregorio
711 Oak St., #310
Winnetka, IL 



From: Rosalie Clary
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Planned development case number 15-10-PD
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 1:53:22 PM

I have been a resident of the Village of Winnetka for 46 years. I am strongly
opposed to the proposed development because

1. It exceeds the village 45 foot height limit by erecting a 7 story building;

2. The architecture does not match or even blend in with the current English Tudor
style of other village and neighboring mixed use (business/residential) buildings;

3. Closing Lincoln Avenue between Elm and Oak Streets will cause increased traffic
problems and leave commuters without parking spaces for an undetermined time,
even if the proposed garage is built;

For the above and other reasons, the proposed development does not reflect the
style of the Village of Winnetka, established in 1861, and enjoyed by its citizens ever
since.

Very truly yours,

Rosalie S. Clary
711 Oak Street #305
Winnetka



From: Melissa Herron
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Proposed Development 15-10PD (One Winnetka)
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 6:22:57 PM





From: Betsy Jones
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Village disaster
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 7:57:26 PM

I am shocked that the village would even consider this building that is almost twice as tall as allowed.
What’s the point of even having zoning laws if they can be so disregarded?
If I had a 2-3 story building across the street on Elm, I’d want to knock it down to build a 7 story
structure too, so I could make more money at the expense of the village.
This eyesore would certainly set the precedent.

The One Winnetka building would ruin the entire village.  It will tower over everything and be seen from
far and wide.
Shame on the council for even considering this!

Betsy Jones



From: Peter Tyor
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka, Case Number: 15-10-PD
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 3:38:45 PM

Dear Winnetka Village Officials and Staff,
 
Please record my strong opposition to the planned development of One Winnetka.  This is a
high-density urban development shoehorned into our suburban village. It is markedly out of
place and will degrade our quality of life in ways large and small. 
 
Ascetically, its scale, mass and height will overwhelm the neighborhood.   Pleasant suburban
views—sunlight and air-- replaced by hulking cityscape.
 
Its density will overburden village services: fire, traffic, parking, refuse, sewer and water.
 
One Winnetka will adversely change the character and livability of the Village.   Its costs are
far greater than its supposed benefits.  Please do not destroy what makes Winnetka
attractive, distinctive and delightful.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Peter Tyor
711 Oak Street, APT 308
Winnetka, IL 60093
 



From: Rebecca Petrek
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Project
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 4:28:22 PM

1) The 711 Oak building appears to be invisible to One Winnetka:

• There is no rendering showing the project from the south.

• The shadow study indicates "little or no impact." It does not discuss the impact on our
homes.

• Safety issues surrounding drop off at the main entrance to the 711 building at the corner
of Oak and Lincoln with increased traffic (to reach potentially 500 parking spaces) are not
discussed.

• One Winnetka states the following as mitigating factors for their request for relief from
established bulk and density issues: "corner location adjacent to train tracks minimizes
impact on adjacent structures" How does the corner location minimize impact on our
adjacent structure? "Commercial instead of residential adjacent structures" We are not
commercial nor mixed use.  We are an entirely residential development. We are the only
tax paying homeowners who will be living next to this project 24 hours, 365 days a year.

• A large part of the construction staging for the project will sit directly in front of our
homes on Lincoln Avenue for two years rather than on Lincoln Avenue in front of One
Winnetka, or on One Winnetka property or on the Village parking lot to the east of the
project.

2) Winnetka residents were told at February Village Council meetings that the height/density
changes under consideration, and subsequently approved, for projects of less than 10,000 sq'
would not be relevant for a large mixed use development. However, Village documents now
say that One Winnetka complies with the new density regulations, which essentially granted
unlimited density for projects less than 10,000 sq', and so is able to have 120 units rather than
the previously allowed 38 units/acre. One certainly would have hoped that the unlimited
density now granted to projects of less than 10,000 sq' would not be automatically given to a
project of this magnitude.

Thank you in advance for considering and responding to my comments. 

Rebecca Petrek



From: Frank Petrek
To: Brian Norkus
Cc: Michael D"Onofrio; Ann Klaassen; OneWinnetka; Frank Petrek
Subject: Stonestreet Development of Fell  site 15-10-PD
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 1:28:27 PM
Attachments: Appearances for 15-10-PD.pdf

Objections to 15-10-PD.pdf
Request for Postponement 15-10-PD.pdf

Brian—
 
I have attached electronic copies of the documents filed with the Village of Winnetka by residents of
711 Oak Street, Winnetka, IL, the homes immediately south of the proposed Stonestreet
development of the Fell site.
 
Best regards,
Frank Petrek
711 Oak Street
Unit 409
Winnetka, IL  60093
 
Francis R. Petrek, Jr. Esq.
Swanson, Martin & Bell, LLP
330 North Wabash Avenue
Suite 3300
Chicago, Illinois  60611
(312) 222-8555
(312) 321-9100  (General Number)
(312) 321-0990  (Facsimile)
fpetrek@smbtrials.com
 
DISCLAIMER:  This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of  the addressee

and may contain legally privileged and confidential information.   If the content of this message or the attachment contains Protected 
Health Information (PHI) regarding the subject litigation, your receipt of this communication confirms that the privileged information
will not be transmitted to any third parties; that the PHI will be kept confidential in compliance with the requirements of HIPAA; that
all physical copies of the PHI will be destroyed at the conclusion of the litigation and that the PHI will be deleted from your
electronic database at the conclusion of the litigation.   If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of  any information contained in or attached to this  communication is strictly prohibited.  If you
have received this  message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments
without reading, printing or saving in any manner.  This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of   the sender
or Swanson, Martin & Bell, LLP.

 

















































































From: whsobel@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: richard-sobel@northwestern.edu
Subject: Submission regarding Preservation and Adaptive Reuse of the Fell  Company Store
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 5:05:14 PM
Attachments: WHSfellstatement.plancomm.032515.doc



Statement to the Winnetka Plan Commission   
On Preservation, Adaptive & Green Reuse of the Fell Company Building  
by Richard Sobel, on behalf of Walter H. Sobel, FAIA, March 25, 2015d 































From: Winnetka Caucus Council
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Fwd: One Winnetka Redevelopment
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:25:01 PM
Attachments: WCC_FEB_2015_Commercial zoning.pdf

2015 Feb Electronic Building heights.pdf
2015 Feb Individual Village comments (2).pdf

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Winnetka Caucus Council <winnetka.caucus.council@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 11:22 AM
Subject: One Winnetka Redevelopment
To: bnorkus@winnetka.org

Dear Brian,
On behalf of the 2015 Winnetka Caucus Council the following Survey , results and
comments are submitted to the Plan Commission for it's consideration, and to be
included in the public record, regarding the One Winnetka redevelopment proposal
for the Fell site in the East Elm commercial district.

The first file is the Survey that the WCC published in Feb 2015, the second is the
summary results of all of the questions and the final contains individual comments
for the Village Council some of which concern the proposed development.

Yours,
Matthew Derrick Secretary 2015 WCC



In 2014 the Winnetka Caucus Council (WCC) tested and assessed the interest in short online surveys in addition to the 
Annual Survey. This is the first brief survey for 2015. If there are more than 2 responses per computer then the extra 
results may be discounted.  

The village is planning to modify the existing commercial zoning requirements. This will be up for 
adoption on Feb 17. The details can be found in the following link, starting on page 234 Village 
Council Agenda Feb 3 2015. .

There have been a number of articles in the local press about these zoning modifications recently. 

 
Caucus Electronic Survey



During the village council meeting of Feb. 3, 2015 it was proposed that the commercial 
zoning height restrictions be modified in the following way: 

a) "Increase Allowable Height from the current limit of 2 1/2 stories and 35', replacing the 
current single standard with a more customized two-tier building height limit based on the 
location of the property." 

"Areas mapped as "Transitional Height" area will be subject to a slight increase in height 
from 2 1/2 stories and 35' to 3 stories and 35'. Areas mapped as "Standard Height" will be 
subject to an increased maximum allowable height of 4 stories and 45'." 

Those areas identified as "Transitional Height" areas and subject to the lower height limit 
of 3 stories / 35' have been identified due to the parcel's proximity to single family 
residential uses, whereas the new "Standard Height" areas are more remote from single 
family residential areas." 

b) Introduction of new "upper story setback" (see picture below).



1. 

What is your opinion of the proposed commercial height changes? 

Agree
 



Disagree
 



No Opinion
 





2. 

There are proposed changes to the parking requirements. For details see the link Village 
Council Agenda Feb 3 2015. 

" The current 2 1/4 space/dwelling unit requirement was found by the advisory boards to 
be an excessive requirement, particularly in light of the downtown zoning districts' 
proximity to public transportation. Because the cost of providing parking increases 
development costs and would likely result in underutilized parking facilities, the core 
recommendation of modification to parking requirements is a reduction in the residential 
parking standard ". 

The proposed new standards are " One-bedroom units 1 1/4 spaces, two-bedroom 1 1/2 
spaces and three bedroom units 2 spaces". 

What is your opinion of the changes in Parking requirements?

There is also a plan is to construct a 7-story building with 120 rental units which may 
presented to the Plan Commission as early as 25 Feb. A sketch of the plan is shown 
below. It has not been presented to the Village Council yet.

Agree
 



Disagree
 



No opinion
 





 

3. Do you think the Village should allow this project to proceed?

4. If you agreed with the question 3 do you think it should be evaluated after the Village 
Master Plan is approved.

5. If you disagreed with question 3 would you agree if the height was lower?

6. If you have any additional comments that you would like us to share anonymously 
with the Village employees and Village Council please write them here.

 

7. If you have any additional comments that you would like us to share anonymously 
with the D36 schools, WInnetka-Northfield Library or the Winnetka Park District 
employees and Boards. 

 









Thank you for completing our survey! 

The Winnetka Caucus Council is an independent organization that relies 100% on contributions f
residents. We receive no tax dollars or government funds. We rely solely on the volunteer efforts

residents and the financial contributions from members of the community. This is the 100th year o
Winnwetka Caucus. 

Agree
 



Disagree
 



No opinion
 



Agree
 



Disagree
 



No Opinion.
 



Agree if 6 Stories
 



Agree if 5 Stories
 



Agree if 4 Stories
 



Agree if 3 Stories
 



Still DIsagree
 





Thank you for completing our survey! 

Please consider donating to the Winnetka Caucus Council, if you have not already done so this y

You can send donations by check made payable to the Winnetka Caucus Council at the followin
address:  

Winnetka Caucus  
P.O. Box 311  

Winnetka, IL 60093  

Alternatively you can donate via paypal by clicking on the Donate button on the Winnetka Caucus 
Website http://www.winnetkacaucus.org/,or on the button below, thanks.  

 

l 

Please click on the "Done" button below to submit your answers; you will not be 
able to change your answers once you submit them. 



















































From: Richard Katz
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Downtown Development
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 4:27:46 PM

I am not a resident of Winnetka
(I live in Evanston)

However, I share your citizen's alarm
at the thought of treating downtown
Winnetka as a anything other than a
picturesque village.

Developing something like what is being
proposed will absolutely (in my humble opinion)
transform Winnetka from its idyllic, tranquil, and very human
sized and accessible atmosphere into a wierd
approximation of an urban atmosphere, increasing human density,
noise, and feelings of closed-in congestion.

My gut level response is "Are you nuts?"

Choose to Feel Better!

Warm regards,

Richard Katz, Psy.D.
Licensed Clinical Psychologist

224-392-3258
9150 Crawford Ave. 202
Skokie IL, 60076

www.katzpsych.com

NOTICE:
1. This email is confidential and intended only for the named recipient.
2. If you received this in error, please click "reply" and tell me of the error.

FOR CLIENTS:
1. Speak with me in person or by telephone to discuss personal issues.
2. HIPAA (law) requires that emails related to your health issues be retained in your medical 
records.



From: Sharon Berlin
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: No 7 story building g
Date: Saturday, March 28, 2015 1:56:41 PM

I just read the article about the proposed 7 story building in Winnetka & am opposed to it.  As a
resident of Winnetka I would lNOT support it!!

Sharon Berlin

Sent from my iPhone



From: Angie Dahl
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Planned Development Case Number: 15-10-PD
Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 8:52:41 AM

TO:         Winnetka Village Council
                Winnetka Plan Commission
                Winnetka Design Review Board
                Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals
      
Re:         Planned Development Case Number: 15-10-PD
 
We are the owners/residents of 1277 Forest Glen Drive North in Winnetka, Illinois.
 
We oppose the development proposed in Case Number 15-10-PD for the following reasons:
 

1. The height (83 feet) and mass of the project is disproportionate to other buildings in the
near vicinity and in the entire Village.

2. The traffic congestion resulting from the sudden influx of 120 to 80 housing units on the
subject property will create safety issues for pedestrian traffic and affect our ability to
access the area on foot and by vehicle.

3. The disruption to traffic on Lincoln Avenue will interfere with our access to north Lincoln
Avenue and the East Elm Businesses.
 

A building of the size and proposed design is not respectful of the architecture and scale of
buildings in the Village.
 
 
 
James E. Dahl
Mariangela R. Dahl
3.30.15



From: Jlukenjohnson@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Lincoln & Elm St. Proposal
Date: Monday, March 30, 2015 7:02:38 PM



From: Mary Adams
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Building at elm/Lincoln
Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 3:05:25 PM

We desperately need a development at this location - but the large building proposed is simply NOT
suitable - ludicrously too tall and architecturally does not blend appropriately ( and no, it doesn't need
to be Tudor) - surely there is something that could work better than this? Can they give it another shot?
Mary Adams
566 Lincoln,#2b
Winnetka

Sent from my iPhone





From: Ryan Preston Dahl
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Plan
Date: Monday, March 30, 2015 8:51:12 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Ryan Preston Dahl.  I grew up in Winnetka since I was two years old
(NTHS '97) and recently moved back to Winnetka with my wife and two young sons
after living in Chicago for almost 10 years. 

We moved to Winnetka for many reasons--a significant one included the "small
town" feel versus the alternatives we considered.

I can say categorically that the so-called "One Winnetka" plan flies in the face of
almost everything we looked at in this respect.  My wife and simply would not have
moved to Winnetka if the downtown was going to be a transformed by a project of
this magnitude. 

Simply put, this project is transformative, and, I can only suspect, is the first step
towards transforming Winnetka's downtown into a Naperville/Hinsdale/Evanston
clone.  Even if that were not the case, a project of this magnitude is simply out of
touch with everything that brought me and my family back to Winnetka.

I urge you to re-consider this program, and I would welcome the opportunity to
address the board directly on this matter.

Regards,
Ryan
786 Locust
Winnetka, IL
tel. 917 687 7146



From: Jessica Tucker
To: OneWinnetka; Brian Norkus
Subject: One Winnetka Proposal.
Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:10:06 PM

Dear Plan Commissioners:

The former Fell property proposal is, at this time, the single most important redevelopment
project in Winnetka.  Its location, magnitude and prominence in the East Elm commercial
district impacts the entire area as well as sets an example for future redevelopment of
larger parcels of commercial property.  Your review and recommendations will be crucial in
shaping our downtown area for years to come.  

I support redevelopment of underutilized commercial properties and supported the final
approval of the New Trier Partners project, a 31-unit, 4-story, 49.5' (at its highest
point) mixed-use redevelopment with a 4th-floor setback, underground parking and English
Tudor flair (the prevalent architectural style) with appropriate scale, massing, articulation
and transitional zones adjacent to residential areas. Redevelopment that is complementary
and consistent with the character of the business district within which it is located will, I
hope, energize existing merchants and property owners, increase sales and property tax
revenue to the Village, support the needs of residents and visitors, and encourage
renovation of other underutilized properties.  However, even in the more intensely
developed commercial West Elm, when discussing redevelopment of the post office site, the
direction is: less is more, modest-sized, blend with adjacent architecture and scale.  (Village
Council Resolution, R-22-2008, A Resolution Expressing Planning and Development Principles
for the Post Office Site.) 

As we had hoped, the ULI TAP process jump-started the commercial district conversation.
 However we were not looking to urbanize our historic, pedestrian-scaled shopping
districts but to customize recommendations that would preserve and enhance
Winnetka's special charm and character while providing a revitalized environment.  

I do not support this 7-story proposal and my voice is certainly not the only one.  There is a
chorus in the community speaking up - Winnetkans who care deeply and passionately about
the community as do I.  Last month, the Winnetka Caucus surveyed the community.
A remarkable 65% were against a 7-story structure.  The over 300 residents who opposed 7-
stories were then asked about lesser stories.  The clear majority supported 3 or 4 stories
(defined as 45') and the third largest group said no to this massive structure altogether.  All
of the Caucus survey results and community comments (anonymous, but no less valid than
the results and anonymous comments of the Council's survey) are published on the Caucus
website at: winnetkacaucus.org and circulated to the Council and to the Plan
Commission as part of the public record.



At the February 17, 2015 Village Council meeting, the Council discussed the ULI-
recommended commercial zoning changes of increased height (up to 4 stories and 45'),
increased density and decreased parking requirements.  Prior to adopting the changes, the
community was adamantly assured that: 1) the 45' height limitation would not be a starting
point for negotiating upwards on any redevelopment project, Planned Development or
otherwise, 2) preserving historic character was the number one priority (straight from the
Village Council's survey), and 3) the increased density and relaxed parking requirements do
not apply to Planned Developments.  The President went so far as to admonish the
audience for belaboring those concerns and stated that he could cut off further public
comment as these points had been thoroughly vetted (at the February 3rd Council meeting
and previous study session.) 

Now imagine the disbelief and distrust when the developer, in presenting its 7-story, 120-
unit proposal states that height just went up to 45' (implying that this is a point of
negotiation) and that due to the Council's February 17th adoption of increased density and
decreased parking, this proposal is totally appropriate and there will be no negotiation.  In
addition, any added parking spaces will be subsidized by Village taxpayers.  Parking is a
concern due to the large deficit in East Elm.  D's Haute Dogs stated that it closed due to lack
of parking for its customers.  Shoppers want on-street parking near the stores they
patronize.  The underground parking contemplated here should be to move commuters out
of parking spaces for shoppers and to support the needs of this massive building. Grants for
commuter spaces should be explored.

The Village Council's survey as well as past studies highlighted the lack of housing options
for seniors who wish to downsize and stay in Winnetka, as well as for young families and
professionals who may want to locate here.  The Planned Development ordinance
contemplates that any exception granted for density address these issues.  Will there be
an affordability component?  Will there be different price points and deed restrictions?
 What about the financing component?  No one wants a project started and left unfinished.
 The developer should be transparent to our community regarding affordability and
financing.  

A few more points learned from the New Trier Partners planned development process.  A
pre-application open house provided an opportunity for the community to comment before
the developer filed its formal application.  The developer then submitted a plan much more
in keeping with Winnetka's heritage, charm and character, and scaled to the East Elm
neighborhood shopping district. After thorough vetting and negotiation the project received
final approval.  During public comment, all speakers identified themselves and their
affiliations, whether as employees for the developer, realtors and others connected to the
project, or with local groups such as the Winnetka Caucus.  It is important to note who is



connected to the project in some way, and who are residents interested in redevelopment in
our community.  At last week's PC meeting, it appeared that a number of non-resident
supporters (employees/friends/family, etc.) of the developer were in the audience who
frequently applauded the presentation. Lastly, New Trier Partners provided a 3D model to
scale as well as 3D computer-generated drawing with elevations of adjacent buildings in
order to properly observe massing, bulk, proportions, tunnel effects, parking, traffic
patterns, setbacks, loading/unloading areas, landscaping, open spaces and other
issues relative to the neighborhood as a whole.

For Winnetka, such a massive redevelopment raises numerous issues and concerns.  Thank
you in advance for your due diligence and earnest effort to fulfill your obligations and
responsibilities in keeping with our Comprehensive Plan and in service to our community.  At
the end of the day, I hope that we will have a redevelopment that we can all be proud of
and is in keeping with our heritage as a "beautiful land."

Thank you for your consideration,

Jessica Tucker
850 Locust Street (Hubbard Woods)
Winnetka



dan streiff
OneWinnetka
One Winnetka
Thursday, April 02, 2015 11:22:57 AM

My thoughts exactly







From: Godrej Billimoria
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Opposition to Planned Development case # 15-10-PD
Date: Thursday, April 02, 2015 5:01:16 PM

My wife and I own and reside at 711 Oak st., unit .

We oppose the proposed building at the corner of Elm and Lincoln. We feel that it
will negatively impact the total ambiance of Winnetka, a village that has a distinct
character. Parking, which is already very tight in the area will get much worse as
also the traffic congestion.

Our building is right next to the proposed construction and the massive proportions
of the new building - which are very disproportionate to the rest of the area - will
impair our access to Lincoln Avenue, impact our view, block sunlight and result in a
general disruption of daily life.

Sincerely,
Mr. and Dr. Billimoria



From: Cmor6666
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: "One Winnetka"
Date: Friday, April 03, 2015 2:24:28 PM



From: Greg Klein
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Opposition to One Winnetka Project
Date: Saturday, April 04, 2015 11:07:37 AM

TO:      Winnetka Village Council
            Winnetka Plan Commission
            Winnetka Design Review Board
            Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals
 

•

•

•

•

•



 

 



From: Kate van Dyke
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Re Proposed building on Lincoln
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:49:26 AM

I believe the proposed development on Lincoln and Elm would be detrimental to the
village. 

At almost double the height, the building would be completely out of character for
the neighborhood.  The concentration of so many rental units is a worry, both for the
additional burden on the schools and other village services as well as the different
mindset of a renter versus an owner. 

I am also concerned about the significant additional traffic near to an already
crowded business district. 

Thnak you for your consideration of my concerns,

Kate van Dyke

Meadow Road

Winnetka, IL 60093



April 6, 2015 

Village of Winnetka
Community Development Department
510 Green Bay Road 
Winnetka, IL 60093 

RE: Fell Property Proposal 

Dear Board of Trustees, Members of the Plan Commission, Design Review Board and Zoning 
Board of Appeals: 

We read with dismay the information made available regarding the potential plan for the former 
Fell property at Elm Street and Lincoln Avenue (the “Fell Property”).  Lifelong city dwellers, we 
moved to Winnetka in 2009.  As a child, my family would drive through Winnetka and its 
neighboring suburbs to the north at Christmastime to enjoy the decorations and lights, all in 
communities that were impeccably clean, orderly and well-maintained.  While as a child I could 
not fully appreciate the planning and hard work these three characteristics required of the 
communities and their residents, I certainly appreciate it now.

We appreciated it even when in 2013 we had to go to the Village and work through our plans to 
dormer the rear of the second floor of our modest home on Lincoln Avenue to accommodate our 
growing family.  The process was cumbersome for what was really a very basic home 
improvement, but in the end we came to accept that the stringent requirements of the Village 
were in place for a reason – to protect the character of the Village and to respect the need for 
each resident to have adequate light and space without undue encroachment.  We trusted that, as 
fiduciaries, the Trustees took these steps and enforced the Village ordinances in order to 
safeguard the Village from going the way of other local suburbs, like Glenview and Evanston, 
where in some areas less restrained development has fundamentally changed the local character 
– and not for the better. 

When we recently read in the local paper that the Trustees had considered a plan that would 
increase maximum heights in the business district from 2 or 2.5 to 4 or 4.5 stories, we thought, 
apparently incorrectly, that the Trustees were considering this within the broader context of the 
so-called Master Plan yet to be developed, and that any decision that flowed from this would be 
part of that Master Plan. That made sense, and we trusted that the Village would do the right 
thing. 

And then we caught up with the news, and learned that the project under consideration was 
actually construction of a 7-story monolith completely out of character with the Village as a 
whole – and that the consideration of the project was occurring outside of the Master Plan 
development process.  This project makes no sense – any project of this scope and magnitude 
must be considered as part of the Village’s overall Master Plan.  To do otherwise sets a harmful 



precedent from which the Village and its historically careful planning may not be able to recover.  
This is true regardless of the appearance of the proposed building. 

However, that appearance of the proposed building is quite worthy of note.  Apparently designed 
to serve as a backdrop in case a live-action Disney film is ever made in the Village, the proposed 
building – even in the provided best-case scenario rendering – would tower over neighboring 
buildings, cast shadows for blocks, and effectively plop an over-designed, ornate “Beaux Arts” 
behemoth in the midst of an otherwise consistently designed, low-rise downtown streetscape.  A
new building in the downtown area need not be stucco and timbers – but it does need to be of a 
design that is consistent with and respects the predominant style of the streetscape and the 
overall composition of the Village’s community spaces. 

In addition, the proposed building for the Fell Property would apparently also gobble up 
otherwise public street and sidewalk space, and cram cars into an underground garage and 
relocated parking lot.  This does little to solve the parking problems on Elm (there is an inherent 
hassle in having to park 1 or 2 levels underground for a quick trip to the dry cleaner or 
pharmacy).  Looking south on Lincoln Avenue from the Community House, east from the 
Village Hall, or indeed from any block remotely near Elm and Green Bay, the towering structure 
– and its completely incoherent style – will be a distracting and visible “landmark” (or one might 
argue, “eyesore”) of the East Elm district.

All of this should be compelling enough as the Trustees prepare to exercise the fiduciary duty 
inherent in their positions.  However, at least two additional considerations are also relevant to 
the discussion. 

First, the proposed building will include “new” retail spaces.  On that point, I suspect most 
Winnetka residents would agree the Fell Property is ripe for change and development.  However, 
given the notable vacancy rate and turnover of businesses in both the existing East and West Elm 
business district, and the existing Hubbard Woods business district, it is disingenuous to presume 
that new retail space as part of the proposed project will instantly mean new retail businesses.  If 
our own empty store fronts are not compelling, please take a look at the empty store fronts in the 
mixed-use projects in Evanston, mentioned above, for instruction on this.  And introduction of 
“chain stores” or yet more cell phone stores or real estate offices would only perpetuate the cycle 
of driving residents out of the community for their real business and retail needs, and further 
drive down sales tax revenue. 

Second, and perhaps more alarming, is that the proposed building is slated to contain well over 
100 apartments.  Let that sink in – the proposal adds to currently non-residential space over 100
rental apartments, meaning, at a conservative estimate, almost 200 people residing there.  This is 
a high-density project planned for an area that is ill-suited for it.  The additional traffic and 
congestion the influx of people will involve is staggering.  Moreover, renters are not owners – 
and the transient nature of rentals means the 200 people will be entering and exiting the 
community on a revolving-door basis, taking advantage of Village services and amenities 
without the requirement of making an investment in the community as is expected of 
homeowners.  This does not lend to the building up of a community.  See the Chicago and Main 
Street areas of Evanston for a lesson on what this large-rental concept has done to the “character”
of those neighborhoods.  If Winnetka residents wanted this type of environment, they could have 



chosen to live in one of those higher-density communities, or in Chicago proper.  They did not – 
Winnetka is not those places, nor should it be.   

It is up to the Trustees, in fostering the development of a Master Plan, to ensure that those 
characteristics that make Winnetka what it is remain intact, even in changing times.

*  *  * 

We appreciate the opportunity to share our concerns with the Village and remain hopeful that the 
Trustees will exercise their fiduciary duties with all due care, and with an understanding that the 
proposed project is best considered within the confines of an established Master Plan that takes 
into account the types of concerns raised in this letter and likely others that have been received. 

Sincerely,

Sandra DiVarco



From: kathleen mandry
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: construction project
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:59:12 PM

Dear Sirs,
    As a longtime Winnetka resident, I wish to voice a strenuous objection to the monstrously
large building project, known variously as "Fell Development Plan," "One Winnetka," or (in
the vernacular) as "Beaux Arts Bimbo", which a greedy developer wants to build along
Lincoln Ave. and Elm Street in that part of downtown Winnetka which lies east of the Metra
tracks.

    The size of this project is unique in recent Winnetka history.  Seven storeys and 83 feet
high, it violates all building and zoning codes and requests exceptions.  Those regulations are
there for a reason.  Why should we make an exception to time-honored codes which have
preserved the small-town, aesthetically pleasing "English country village" image which
Winnetkans have treasured for decades?  Above all, why should we do this so some
developer can get rich?

     The argument has been made that such a structure will serve as a "landmark" for
Winnetka, on the Highland Park model, and draw more businesses to Winnetka, again on
the Highland Park model.  We already have landmarks, like the Village Hall tower, and that is
as big as we want them.  Winnetka is, and always has been, a primarily residential suburb,
with those attributes families look for, such as a superb school system and a truly
exceptional park district and sports complex, the envy of our neighbor suburbs.  New Trier
High School is one of the top two public high schools in the nation, year after year. 
Winnetka is not a commercial mecca; we have several good restaurants and a plethora of
upscale small boutiques, doctor's offices, banks, etc.  You might call it a "classy" commercial
base.  Why on EARTH would we want to be like Highland Park?!  There are two enormous
malls 15 to 20 minute's drive away, if we need that.  If we wanted to look like, or be like,
Highland Park, we would move there.  We want a safe, quiet, and if possible tasteful
environment for our children and grandchildren to grow up in, and to visit after school if
they so desire.

      One last objection concerns cutting off half of Lincoln Avenue, so it is no longer a
through street.  Those of us who live to the east of the Metra tracks use Lincoln Avenue a
great deal, more than ever now since the powers that be in Winnetka have decided to
change the light/traffic signal at the corner of Oak St. and Green Bay so that the Oak Street
traffic now has a 8 to 9-minute red light (I timed it), which creates quite a backup and is
also an unconscionable delay for those of us who live east but are trying to drive west.
Closing off Lincoln so some developer can build a terrace for his building is an insult to
Winnetkans who use that road as a thoroughfare.  He can build less of a monster building



and put his terrace on the east Elm St. side of the building, if he has to have one. 

    It is astonishing that a developer who gobbled up most of the Fell property (which is not
even that old, and in style and material not so far from the image of Winnetka town) has
somehow acquired so much clout that he (or they) can persuade the Village Board, which is
supposed to protect the interests of Winnetka citizens, many of whom have been here for
decades, to even consider such an overbearing, flashy project.
    Sincerely, 
     Kathleen B. Mandry

__________________________
Kathleen B. Mandry

711 Oak St., 
Winnetka, IL 60093



From: James J. Stamos
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Fell  Development Winnetka Lincoln Avenue Project/Case Number 15-10-PD
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:11:00 PM

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I reside at 695 Hill Road in Winnetka.  I am writing in opposition to the development
proposed in Case Number 15-10-PD.  The proposed development is wholly out of character
for the community. It is much too tall and massive for the surrounding area, and for the
village as a whole for that matter.  It will also cause traffic congestion with the influx of so
many new units on so small a footprint and make access to the area and its businesses more
difficult.  I would like to see that area developed but this proposal is far beyond the
reasonable range of buildings for the town.

Thank you for your consideration.

James J. Stamos

James J. Stamos
Stamos & Trucco
1 East Wacker Drive
Third Floor
Chicago, IL 60601
(312) 630-7979
(312) 630-1183 fax
(312) 399-7493 cell







From: Bonnie Weiss
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: one development
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 3:42:22 PM

Plan Commissioners,

We, as long time residents of Winnetka, are very disturbed at the redevelopment plans proposed for the
Elm Street commercial district.  We definitely understand and support the need for development of this
property, and had hoped for a project of appropriate scale and design that fit in with the surrounding
business community with which it will be located.

We do not support the 7 story proposal for redevelopment of Elm street.  We feel this is much too
high and massive a structure and out of character for our Village.

Surely, as residents of Winnetka, you too can see that this project not does fit the character for
Winnetka.

Please do not ignore the majority who are against this massive plan.

Bonnie & Alex Weiss



From:
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Proposed Construction on Lincoln and Elm
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 11:54:08 AM

To all concerned,

I have just heard of the proposed construction of a new multi-use building on the corner of Lincoln and
Elm.

As a resident of Hubbard Woods since 2002, I pass through or do business on Lincoln almost every day.
The charm of the area has the flavor of a village neighborhood. I am more likely to do my shopping
there than in Glencoe, Wilmette, or Northfield, very much due to the overall experience of the area.

This proposed building would be a travesty. Not only is the overall scale of the building unacceptable,
but the design has nothing to do with the surrounding architecture. The massive size alone would
dominate the street and obfuscate any sense of the village’s history. It would force Conney's out of
business and no doubt raise property taxes even higher, which would cause even more businesses to
move out.

I repeat: this development would spell the demise of Winnetka. Do not do this!

You do not have the support of this resident in this endeavor.

Most sincerely,

Meegan McMillan
 Woodlawn Ave.

Winnetka, IL 60093



From: John Held
To: OneWinnetka; Brian Norkus
Subject: Proposed Elm Street Development Project
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 4:05:56 PM

Dear Plan Commission Chair and Members:
                I have read and agree with Jessica Tucker’s remarks at last Plan Commission meeting 
opposing the proposed redevelopment project  being proposed  for the Fell property, and more, on
Elm and Lincoln.  Redevelopment of our business district  is certainly needed and long overdue.  But
any such redevelopment certainly should be consistent with the nature and character of our Village.
Additionally I understand that the proposed developer wishes to have the Village contribute to the
oversized (based on present, recently revised Village ordinances) development in terms of paying
for the underground  parking garage and the street closure.  Surely another  development and
developer can economically  achieve a more fitting  and complimentary  redevelopment of the
property in question, without the Village being required to contribute, without so drastically
changing the look and feel of our present business district , and  without the Village having to
further and drastically revise its ordinances.
                Thank you for you continuing public service that I can only assume is being undertaken for
the betterment of our Village.
                                                John Held
                                                 Hubbard Place, Winnetka
http://www.mcandrews-ip.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: 

This Material is intended for the named recipient and, unless 
otherwise expressly indicated, is confidential and privileged 
information. Any dissemination, distribution or copying of 
this material is prohibited. If you received this message in 
error, please notify the sender by replying to this message 
and then delete it from your system. Your cooperation is appreciated. 



From: King Poor
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: For Paris, "Oui," For Winnetka "Non"
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 3:40:55 PM

To the Plan Commission:
 
At your hearing on March 25, I heard the OneWinnetka proposal described as comparable to
projects in the Gold Coast of Chicago (population 2.7 million) and those in Paris, France
(population 2.3 million). And with the zoning regulations for those two cities, this
project might be fine. But for Winnetka, Illinois (population 12,400), this project is
completely out of place.
 
For 11 years, I served the Village of Winnetka -- as chair of the Caucus Platform Committee,
as chair of the Zoning Board of Appeals, and for four years as a trustee. During that time, I
have heard and considered many and varied zoning and development proposals. And never
in all those years, have I ever seen a proposal that is so out of character with our village. 
 
During the last proposed development for the Fell site in 2009, the developer sought a
variance from the then two-and-a-half story limitation for a four-story development -- and
there was major opposition to that. And part of that proposal included benefits to the
village, including a set-aside for affordable housing units and streetscape improvements in
the range of hundreds of thousands of dollars. 
 
Since that last proposed development, has our village changed so dramatically and so
suddenly that a seven-story development now sounds like a wise choice? To ask the
question is to answer it. This project is simply far too big and far too dense. It would unfairly
compromise the light and air of the surrounding neighbors. Its density would increase
traffic and congestion well beyond what we have now. 
 
 While most Winnetka residents would like to see downtown revitalization, it's a false choice
to say that it must be this project or nothing. No survey  remotely suggests that a majority
of our village residents want to see anything like a seven-story development in their
downtown. 
 
Over the years, I've heard my share of controversial projects for our village. And civil debate
is all part of the process. But let's be clear about this much -- a project of this enormous size
and density would destroy the character of our village. And that's reason enough for you to
deny approval. 
 
Sincerely,
 



King Poor 
 Walden Rd. 

Winnetka 





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 . 

 

The One Winnetka Planned Development, as currently designed, would be detrimental to Winnetka 
property values and would harm the cohesive visual character on which the Village’s reputation is 
based. 

I am a practicing architect, educator and resident of Winnetka.  Over the past 28 years, I have taught 
architecture and urban design as a visiting faculty member at a number of universities including the 
University of Notre Dame,  the University of Illinois at Chicago, the School of the Art Institute and the 
University of Maryland, as well as serving as a design review critic at Yale University.  At the same time, I 
have conducted a practice that has concentrated on projects on Chicago’s historic North Shore, as well 
in Chicago and as far away as northern Minnesota and Virginia horse country. 

The village character of Winnetka is well-established – both in its central area plan by Edward Bennett 
(Daniel Burnham’s partner on the Plan of Chicago of 1909 and also the urban design consultant to 
Howard Van Doren Shaw for Lake Forest’s nationally acclaimed Market Square), and in the surrounding 
residential neighborhood districts. 

The scale, density and height of buildings in any given city, town or village should be designed 
proportionate to the size of the primary commercial district(s) and surrounding residential 
neighborhoods.  Edward Bennett recognized this and created a vastly different urban plan for Winnetka 
than his Plan of Chicago.  The plans’ genius, in each case, were how they helped beneficially shape and 
order future growth, guiding speculative development to avoid profit-driven excess that could mar the 
beauty and function of place.   

The capacity of streets and other infrastructure were designed to meet the demands of the desired 
long-term density.  One cannot “widen” Elm Street to accommodate a dramatically increased traffic 
pattern.  The importance of considering fixed dimension infrastructure when evaluating increased 
density is evident in Evanston, where gridlock has overtaken the City during morning and evening driving 
hours as a result of new development projects, which are larger than the historic street pattern and 
scale could handle. 

While towns and cities grow over time, single-family residential districts, especially in well-established 
historic places, generally are protected.  It is rare in a village like Winnetka for a municipality to retake, 
by imminent domain, residential land for municipal purposes.  Consequently, the bounded areas of 
commercial property remain relatively static as a percentage of overall land use distribution.  The scale 
of the structures that constitute those commercial areas therefore must remain managed by municipal 
codes to assure appropriate growth rather than unchecked speculation that includes excessive scale or 
density. 

 

518-526 Davis Street, Suite 206    Evanston Illinois 60201 

Telephone  847 332 2782   Email: tnr@tnr-arch.com   Website: www.tnr-arch.com 



(2) 

What does this mean relative to the proposed project?  The adjoining residential neighborhoods will 
likely never be rezoned and redeveloped as multi-family residential, mixed use.  The existing retail space 
in Winnetka, with a very affluent consumer base living within walking distance, still has spot vacancies.   
Adding additional residential population in a transit-oriented development does not assure additional 
local shopping.  In fact, transit-oriented development residents typically shop where they work at their 
commuter rail destination (Chicago) where the offerings are the most varied.  In Evanston, chain 
retailers moved into the large scale new developments, only to fail to meet sales quotas for location.  
The retailer turnover level in Evanston should be a powerful warning about empty storefronts beneath 
large blocks of residential accommodations.  

Without hesitation, however, the single greatest problem with the proposed development is the 
objectively excessive scale and massing of the residential towers.  While seven stories might be an 
average height in River North in Chicago or even Evanston or Oak Park, Winnetka’s beautiful business 
districts (both Elm Street and Hubbard Woods) are marked exclusively by buildings which are two and 
three stories tall, with a few rare examples of buildings with four floors (the top floor in a dormered 
roof).  Those structures establish the very sense of place which Winnetkans identify as their village.   

In a village ensemble of buildings, it is important to assure that those buildings of shared, collective 
purpose – houses of worship, the Village Hall, the Community Center – are the buildings whose 
crowning elements shape the skyline.  They should be the tallest, most prominent elements.  This is 
precisely because they represent “the common good”, which is the hallmark of great towns and cities.  
To allow a private residence to dominate the skyline by virtue of its massing and height is inappropriate. 

Private structures, including residences – both multi-family and single family – have long been limited in 
their maximum height by zoning laws for precisely this reason.  If left unregulated, there would be a race 
for the tallest and most dense land usage.  To allow this height on this parcel would be to create a clear 
legal precedent to which anyone could turn to argue for a variance.  Beyond the immediate impact of 
this project, it would pave the way for commercial and residential speculation of similarly inappropriate 
height and scale.  A variance for this project will encourage future zoning variance demands that would 
be difficult to deny if a petitioner had legal recourse to precedent as remedy. 

Further, the height has another particularly negative consequential effect.  The value of adjoining 
commercial properties will diminish, not increase, as their scale is rendered trivial including the 
structures in the shadow of the proposed buildings.  Suddenly, the value will be “in the land” because 
taller structures yield more revenue per square foot of footprint.  The essential character of Winnetka – 
which character is one of the leading reasons residents choose the community as their home – will be 
harmfully impacted.   

Two and three story buildings look like Disney toys when a towering residential block is suddenly built 
adjacent to them.  The clear proof of this is, again, in Evanston, where taller residential projects (by this I 
mean those structures at least twice as tall as the existing historic context) have made visual mockery of 
more modest scale buildings which served the community perfectly well for a century.  Those structures, 
though beautifully built of exceptional materials and craftsmanship, are then often lost to demolition as 
real estate competition escalates. 

 



(3) 

Any thinking person can see past the argument that shadow patterns and wind patterns will not be 
significantly affected by the proposal.  Nothing more need be said than that a seven story or five story 
building casts long shadows and channels wind dramatically differently than a three or four story 
structure. 

The fact that the Elm Street site is also on a significant rise above the residential district and Village 
Green Park to the east will dramatically exacerbate the problem.  Seven stories as measured at Lincoln 
Street will visually appear as nine or ten stories as seen from Maple and east.  

What is missing in the petitioner’s documentation of this design?  There are no true and accurate street 
level renderings of the structure.  The perspective views are taken from a vantage point just above the 
roof of the buildings to the north (which buildings are also conveniently graphically omitted to avoid an 
understanding of the comparative visual impact of the height.  These drawings are devices to imply a 
less problematic building by effectively withholding information that hurts the developer’s case. 

Plain and simple, a seven story building is three and a half times the height of the existing structure on 
that site and the adjoining sites to the north on Elm.  That IS a tall building in that context, regardless of 
the developer’s assertions that a seven story building isn’t really all that tall.  That assertion willfully 
ignores the fact that characterizations like “tall” or “short”, “thick” or “thin” are comparative and need a 
baseline to mean anything.  In an imaginary civilization in which the average height of a male is 5’, 
someone who was 17’-6” tall would be considered a “freak” worthy of the Guinness Book of World 
Records.  It doesn’t matter if somewhere else, far away, the typical height for a male is 17’ or 30’.  
Dressing that 17’-6” tall person in a (French Ecole des Beaux Art style) costume would be woefully 
insufficient to make him look like “one of the locals” in that community of 5 footers. 

The renderings should have included accurate photomontages done in Photoshop and AutoCAD that 
depict the view across the submerged Metra tracks as seen from the steps of the Village Hall and also as 
seen looking north along the face of the building toward the Lincoln Street shopping district.  Then 
anyone looking at this project would easily recognize how excessively tall it is.  Those images are missing 
precisely because they would be a powerful visual refutation to the project and the assertion that it 
would be an acceptable addition to the community.  No good salesman ever tells you about the 
problems of their product, so Winnetka residents must look (and speak) for themselves. 

Prince Charles, who has guided new development in the Duchy of Cornwall in England (in villages whose 
character are the model for the character of Winnetka), and is a proponent of sensible, sensitive growth 
and economic development said in an address to British architects: 

Scale is perhaps the single most critical factor influencing the ability of any new development to fit 
seamlessly into a well-designed historic setting.  The scale and height of this proposal are profoundly 
problematic and pose the risk of permanently altering the character of the Villlage in the wrong way. 



(4) 

Notwithstanding these criticisms, there is a path forward which could represent a beneficial 
compromise.  The design could be reworked to lower the tallest portions to five stories, fully inclusive of 
a mansard roof component, and, if necessary for the financial feasibility of the project, an additional 
multi-floor residential block added within the overall footprint to regain the units lost when the height 
was lowered.   

Make no mistake:  a series of five story structures in that location, with the aforementioned grade 
change along Elm would still be a project that is taller than good urban design practice and respect for 
the historic context would suggest.  The easternmost portion of the structure should be limited to four 
stories inclusive of the mansard roof, as it will be the first portion encountered for all those approaching 
from the lower grade east on Elm. 

The materials must also be authentic and truly durable, not ersatz.  The copper roof must be copper, not 
copper-colored aluminum and the walls should be constructed of brick masonry and limestone, not cast 
stone.  The Village is marked by a high standard of materials (including true half timbering and masonry 
bearing wall construction) and thin veneer construction and faux metal roofing would immediately be 
visually apparent and harm adjacent property values.  No one wants to own the home next to a 
shopping mall or apartment complex built of cheap materials that soon begin to age badly. 

The prospect of creating a vibrant new building in that part of the Village is desirable.  We hope the 
developer and his team will work constructively and cooperatively to revise the project into a design 
solution that works architecturally within this sensitive, beautiful historic setting at a height and scale 
that will earn the project our collective support.  It’s possible, but it will take a thoughtful and sincere 
effort that takes the Village, its residents and its character into account and thereby preserves property 
values and the quality of life already present in our public spaces. 

 



From: McGee Charlotte
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Elm Street Proposal
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 8:33:34 PM

I have lived in Winnetka for 20 plus wonderful years. It is a very special place. I do believe that it needs
some development. However, OneWinnetka is simply WAY TOO BIG for this town. I would vote to
support no more than 4 stories. In addition, what we really need are condos for empty nesters to move
into, not rental small rental units

Thank you for listening.

Charlotte McGee
 Rosewood Ave.

Winnetka, IL



From: Frank Petrek
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: Frank Petrek
Subject: Objection to Plan Commission Draft Minutes March 25 2015 Meeting
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 6:27:23 PM

To:  Village of Winnetka Plan Commission
Re: Objections to Draft Minutes of March 25 2015 Plan Commission Meeting
Case Number 15-10-PD

Plan Commission:

I object to the draft minutes of the March 25, 2015 Plan Commission Meeting for the following reasons:

1.  The draft minutes omit a statement by George V. Kisiel AIA, one of the witnesses for the Stonestreet
Developer made at the meeting during his testimony under oath.  Specifically, Mr. Kisiel stated at
approximately 8:15 p.m.:  “Recent changes to Zoning ordinances did away with density standards to
allow this construction [of 120 units].  This statement should be included in the minutes at page 9 as
the first sentence to the second complete paragraph.  The statement omitted was made immediately
before the witnesses’ statement regarding the “current document is the Winnetka 2020 Plan. .”

2.  The draft minutes omit from the summary of the second testimony offered by George Vl Kisiel, at
approximately 9:00 p.m. the word “slightly” before the word “taller” when he referenced the “larger
slightly taller portion . . .” referring to the 83 foot hight of the tallest portion of the proposed
development which is nearly twice the maximum hight allowed and nearly twice as high as any multi
residential building in Winnetka.  This omission occurs on page 14, paragraph two, line 1 of the draft
minutes.

The first omission, in particular  is a significant admission by an agent of the developer who was
introduced and offered as an expert on the applicable zoning variances requested.  This statement
related to the subject of density.

Thank you for your consideration,
Frank R. Petrek, Jr.
Interested Party of Record
711 Oak Street
Winnetka, IL 60093



From: Nina D. Gray
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Development
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 5:05:45 PM

To The Plan Committee,

I am out of state and cannot attend the meeting tonight, regarding the Development plan for Lincoln
and Elm Streets, but I would like to submit my disapproval of the 7-story apartment building.  It is out
of line with any other building downtown and will not add to the distinction of the Village.  I hope that
the green space planned for the area is accessible from both streets and large enough to offer a special
place to visit.

Also I feel there should be apartment space large enough for senior citizens who would like to downsize,
but not leave Winnetka.  I do hope you will listen to the many citizens who oppose this large addition on
Lincoln.

Sincerely,

Nina Gray
 Spruce Street

Winnetka, IL



From: Sue Connaughton
To: OneWinnetka; Brian Norkus
Cc: Michael Rechtin; Fred Smith
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:44:25 AM







To:  Plan Commission 

From:  Brian Norkus 

Date: April 20, 2015 

RE:  One Winnetka – Public Comments received 

 

Previously distributed public comments include the following transmittals: 

A. March 25, 2015 agenda packet delivery: (53) letters and emails  
 

B. April 8, 2015 agenda packet delivery:  (19) letters and emails, received through 
April 3rd 
 

C. April 8, 2015 distributed at meeting: (18) received after April 3rd   
 

 
 
 
The attached written comments were  (9) 
received between April 8th and April 20th  
 
   
  

 

Total       (99)   



From: Sally Hoit
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: OneWinnetka
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 4:06:01 PM



From: James Marran
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Parking
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 2:24:39 PM

Question; How will commuters using the underground garage access the station?

Thank you.

James F. Marran
711 Oak Street
Winnetka, IL 60093 
847-446-7473

"Life isn't about finding yourself. Life is about creating yourself" ~ George Bernard 
Shaw



From: Kristine Schriesheim
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Conney"s Pharmacy
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 8:59:49 PM

Conney’s Pharmacy is a gem in the Village of Winnetka.  It’s a place where the pharmacists are smart,
excellent, give top-notch service, and make the town a nicer place to live.  There is no type of
development that could match Conney’s as a place where residents go to meet their health needs and
make their lives better.  I strongly oppose any development that jeopardizes Conney’s Pharmacy’s ability
to stay in business and operate in the same high quality, personal manner that it does currently.
Kristine and Robert Schriesheim



























From: Gwen Trindl
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: Exhausted?
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:15:28 AM

  Am I still correct that a PUD must demonstrate a particular good or unique benefit (
without cost?) to the Village before it can be approved? (That was the question I wanted
to ask last night)

It does not appear that this project offers one, with the possible exception of a part of
the cost of constructing  the village portion of the below level parking? The
recommended changes and costs  to the east village parking lot are ours.

 Building the plaza? Gratuitously providing us with their plan for the west side of the
village bus. dist. including the PO (Which we didn't ask for) ?

I must have missed something.. ?
Thank you for setting me straight.... Gwen





From: James Marran
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:09:20 PM

May 20, 2015

To:  Winnetka Planning Commission

Fm: Jim and Barbara Marran

711 Oak Street

 Winnetka, IL 60093-2549

Re:  One Winnetka Project

As the One Winnetka Project has been presented to the Planning 
Commission over the past few weeks by the Stonestreet Partners, 
Winnetkans are beginning to get a clearer understanding of how 
comprehensive and complex it is.  Even though the Project is still a work in 
progress, in addition to the two 120-unit apartment structures, the following 
proposed space use is illustrative of its scale:

 • a convenience store of over 13,000 square feet;

 • three restaurants totaling 11,250 square feet;

 • office suites of 19,600 square feet;

 • a space for a child development program at 3,450 square feet;

 • an underground parking facility of 90,800 square feet of self -
parking for 159 resident and 45 retail employee parking spaces;

 • a Village of Winnetka underground garage consisting of a 63,430 
square foot self-parking ramp for 144 commuter spaces plus 53  retail
parking spaces;

 • the replacement of the hard-surface Village parking lot on Elm Street
with a new parking structure providing 97 retail spaces.

The 1.6 acre site on which these structures will be constructed portends a 
significant increase in population density, intricate traffic patterns, 
challenging public safety issues, an increase in basic Village services, and 
the inevitability of permanently changing the style and nature of the East 
Elm Street Business District and the nearby neighborhoods on Arbor Vitae, 
Lincoln, Maple, Cedar and Oak Streets.



We also have concerns about the monetary expectations to the Village for 
the following projects proposed in the One Winnetka plan where the 
developer pledges to fund “a portion of the costs”:

 •the development of underground parking;

 •the Lincoln Avenue streetscape modifications and the development of
a community plaza at Lincoln and Elm;

 •the installation of a 16” water main on Elm Street from Lincoln to 
Maple and removing from service the present 16” water main within 
Lincoln Avenue.

Additionally, there is a style issue.  When the One Winnetka buildings were 
presented at the first meeting of the Planning Commission, they were shown
as pure Beaux-Arts – massive, grandiose, and constructed with a grey stone 
facing.  A picture of the two buildings is part of a display now in store 
windows on Lincoln Avenue and Elm Street.  The other pictures show two 
very different looking buildings – not of grey stone but of a bright-reddish-
yellow brick.  What results is a betrayal of the Beaux-Arts style. The 
inconsistency of the photos is confusing.  What will the completed One 
Winnetka Project really look like?

In the same initial public meeting on the One Winnetka Project, the 
urbanologist whom the developer used as a consultant identified the Transit 
Oriented Development  (TOD) model as the rationale for the Project.  He
explained Transit Oriented Development (TOD) refers to residential and
commercial centers designed to maximize access by rail transportation.  He
explained the typical TOD has a rail station at its center, surrounded by 
relatively high-density development, with progressively lower-density 
spreading outwards one-quarter to one-half mile, which represents 
pedestrian scale distances.  While that model has been successful in many 
areas across the country, none have been as small as Winnetka with a 
population of about 12,500.  And since the One Winnetka Project is designed
to attract “empty nesters”, that is not the demographic the typical TOD 
addresses.  The attached information from a Government Accounting Office 
report prepared for two Senate committees addressing urban transportation 
issues released in November 2014 provides data that seem to invalidate TOD
as a model for smaller and less urban communities such as Winnetka. (The 
italics in the report are for emphasis.) 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION (November 2014)

Multiple Factors Influence Extent of Transit-Oriented 
Development



Problems Associated with Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

Challenges That Can Hinder Transit-Oriented Development near 
Selected Projects

<!--[if !supportLists]-->• <!--[endif]-->Resident support for transit
and transit-oriented development: Among our case study 
cities, San Francisco and Washington, DC, have the highest 
transit ridership—among the top five in the nation according to
the 2009 American Community Survey—and both cities also 
have historically dense development patterns. As noted above, 
we observed many new developments near transit in both 
cities. In addition, according to stakeholders, cities with a high 
concentration of people 18 to 34 years old tend to be more 
supportive of transit- oriented development than other age 
cohorts. .For example, stakeholders from Houston; 
Washington, DC; San Francisco; and Charlotte told us younger 
residents’ desire for neighborhoods close to amenities and their
support for transit are signs that this age cohort is supportive 
of transit-oriented development. These comments conform to a
national survey by the Urban Land Institute that found that the
majority of this age cohort prefers a shorter commute over a 
larger home; is attracted to living in neighborhoods close to 
public transit, with a mix of shops, restaurants, and offices; 
and shows a preference for living in a neighborhood with a mix
of housing types and a mix of incomes.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->• <!--[endif]-->Local approval processes 
may add requirements or delays: Another challenge that 
can hinder transit-oriented development is a lengthy or 
discretionary local approval process. For example, two national 
stakeholders said that developers face higher risk and more 
uncertainty in developing projects when transit-oriented 
developments are not in line with the zoning code for the area. 
In these cases, a zoning variance is typically required from 
local officials, a requirement that can make the entitlement 
process lengthier and more discretionary. These stakeholders 
also said that when entitlement processes are dependent on 
the discretion of the local officials, developers might be unable 
to predict when projects will get approved or what 
requirements local officials will attach to projects as conditions 
of approval. Three developers in San Francisco and Charlotte 
told us that if they are uncertain of the length or outcome of 
the entitlement process, they might choose not to pursue 
projects.



<!--[if !supportLists]-->• <!--[endif]-->Local residents may not 
support transit or dense development: Stakeholders in 
every city we visited told us that transit-oriented development 
could face challenges when the local population is not in favor 
of transit or dense residential development. Transit officials in 
Baltimore and Houston reported that negative perceptions of 
transit affect transit ridership and consumer demand for 
transit-oriented development. Stakeholders in Baltimore told us
that a social stigma associated with public transit results in low
ridership on the light rail system. The Houston transit agency 
and a local developer told us that Houston’s “car culture”—
wherein residents generally prefer to independently travel in 
their own car rather than on transit—is a factor that can inhibit
the appeal of transit and demand for dense living near transit 
stations. Stakeholders in the San Francisco Bay Area reported 
that local residents may oppose new development out of 
concern about issues such as the height of buildings for dense 
development or perceived decreases in quality of life due to 
increases in population, traffic, and demand for parking.

Source:

United States Government Accountability Office (GAO)
Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Transportation, and 
Community Development, Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs, U.S. Senate

By any objective measure, the One Winnetka Project is a high-risk 
enterprise.  If it fails, the loss will have a resounding impact on the entire 
Village of Winnetka for years to come.

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

"Life isn't about finding yourself. Life is about creating yourself" ~ George Bernard Shaw







Hi, my name is Natalie Todd.  I live at 437 Chestnut Street.  I have lived in Winnetka for 4 
years and I have 4 small children. 
 
Hi, I am Sara Knight.  I live at 1016 Spruce and have lived in Winnetka for 8 years and I 
have 3 young children. 
 
We are not only residents of Winnetka, but small business owners.  We own Kid Motion 
located at 732 Elm Street.  One Winnetka directly impacts our families and our business.   
 
During the months we were in the process of purchasing Kid Motion, the uncertainty of 
our location was made obvious.  We were told that David Trandel and Stone Street 
Partners had plans to redevelop.  We met with David and he was extremely forthcoming.  
He shared with us his plans and his support for creating the perfect space for Kid Motion 
within One Winnetka.  We find David honest and approachable.  The idea of a new space 
for Kid Motion and a breath of life for the village of Winnetka is intriguing and exciting.   
 
With One Winnetka, Kid Motion must temporarily relocate.  This will put a tremendous 
strain on us, our staff and our Kid Motion families.  David is supporting us through this 
challenging process, and doing everything he can to keep us in Winnetka.  He has met with 
us many times to brainstorm possible temporary locations.  He has contacted other 
property owners in Winnetka in hopes of finding a similar sized space that meets our 
safety requirements.  This includes parking that is easily accessible, immediately available 
and safe for our young families.  Kid Motion’s future home in One Winnetka will meet our 
requirements.    
 
David’s children attended Kid Motion and he appreciates the 30 year history.  The search 
for a temporary space has been arduous, but the sacrifice is worth it knowing that Kid 
Motion has a high quality, beautiful, vibrant new space within One Winnetka.  
 
We are excited and looking forward to a revitalized downtown that will create more 
choices, greater convenience and higher quality of life for our young families.  We haven’t 
lived in Winnetka as long as others, but we are active participants in the public schools, 
the park district, the Community house, and local shops and restaurants.  We didn’t 
experience the last 40 years in Winnetka, but plan to participate in the next 40.   

 



From: Philip Enquist
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka. Design concerns
Date: Friday, April 24, 2015 7:34:30 AM

Dear trustees of the Village of Winnetka, and all interested Winnetka citizens.

I am writing this e mail letter to express my professional concerns with the scale,
massing, height and design style ( architectural style) of the One Winnetka
project.

I am a long time resident of Winnetka and am also an architect, urban planner and
the planning and urban design partner with the Chicago firm of Skidmore, Owings
and Merrill.

In general, I am in favor of bringing in more housing to the downtown of Winnetka
to enliven the center of the village and support transit oriented development. 
Density that is appropriate to the scale and character of the Village town center is a
good thing.

Our research shows that increased housing density around train stations and village
commercial centers has great appeal and demand and works well supporting existing
businesses.

The concerns with the current One Winnetka design that I want to highlight are as
follows:

1. The building massing

The large masses of the building, the west block and the east block are very large
and imposing on the neighborhoods. the large massing should be rethought and
broken into smaller elements. 

2. Building height

The height at seven stories is two to three stories higher than anything in the
village. it is simply too tall. this should be reduced to a four to five story height.

3. Building character

The architectural style is so curious. Where did this come from? The metal mansard
roofs, the French provincial style seems to be a stylistic joke at the beginning of the
21 st century.
Winnetka was famous for Saarinen and the design team at crow island school and
for well designed commercial corridors from the 1920's and for the integrity of
design of the village hall.

Surely this design team could be more innovative in the design and demonstrate "
design excellence" and integrity rather than some over done fantasy architecture.
(frankly this is embarrassing as a serious proposal)

4. Encroaching on the street right if way.



I feel this sets a bad precedent for Winnetka future growth.
Why is it critical to narrow the street where diagonal parking is used associated with
businesses and the Metra train station.
this area works well today and the diagonal parking should be kept. Parking that is
moved to a lower level for Village retail parking will simply not be used.

In closing, I urge the Village to demand much higher level performance from this
design proposal. The developer and design team can do better and they must. I
would encourage the developer to start over. The identity of the Village will be
dramatically impacted negatively by this current proposal.

sincerely
Philip Enquist

PHILIP J. ENQUIST

SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP
T: 312.360.4151 F: 312.794.7573
Philip.Enquist@som.com



From: whsobel@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Fwd: Preservation and adaptive reuse of the Fell  Company Store/Dold for Congress HDQ
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 3:08:14 PM
Attachments: Architectural_significance_of_the_Fell_Company_Store.doc

LMIllFellCompanyStore_ltr.pdf
Docomomoletter.pdf
Fell_CoAIAlet.doc
Fellarticles.doc



2. Barrington courting developers after New Trier Partners back
out 
Published: 





<featuresblogs.chicagotribune.com/theskyline/2008/07/walter-sobels-f.html   

Most neighbors still oppose Fell plan,    CHRISTOPHER PETERON, April 14, 2009. 
http://www.pioneerlocal.com/winnetka/news/1526247,wn-fell-041409-s2.article  













From: Anita Lichterman
To: Michael D"Onofrio; Brian Norkus
Subject: FW: who are the investors in Winnetka One
Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:33:45 PM

Not sure who this should go to.

Thank you

Anita Lichterman
Permit Coordinator
Village of Winnetka
847-716-3520

From: Sally Hoit [mailto:hoit@mail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:30 PM
To: Anita Lichterman
Subject: who are the investors in Winnetka One











From: Frank Petrek
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: "dtrandel@stonestreetusa.com"; Peter Tyor; Frank Petrek
Subject: 15-10-PD
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 5:59:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png

051115zh.ptx
051115zh_Condensed.pdf
051115zh_Full.pdf

                RE:          15-10-PD
                                Fell Development by Stonestreet
                                11 May ’15 conference with developer and residents of 711 Oak Street
 
Plan Commission—
 
I have attached the transcript from the conference that Peter Tyor, President of the 711 Oak
Condominium Association and Frank Petrek, Vice President of the 711 Oak Condominium
Association had with David Trandel and Kate Wolf of Stonestreet on 11 May ‘15.
The purpose of the meeting was to provide Stonestreet, the developer of the Fell property, with the
opportunity to communicate to the residents of 711 Oak  an update on the revised proposal (15-10-
PD) for the project along with a discussion of the areas of concern of 711 Oak residents that had
been identified by Stonestreet and would be addressed by Stonestreet. The transcript summarizes
the discussion and the subjects that will be further addressed by Stonestreet with regard to the Fell
property development.
At the time of the conference, the revised plans had not yet been completed, however two
preliminary drawings were provided Stonestreet to facilitate the discussion.  Mr. Tyor will publish
the transcript to the residents of 711 Oak for their review. In order to provide an accurate report of
the discussion to the Plan Commission all of the participants agreed to memorialize the substance of
the discussion with a certified court reporter.  The concept for this  discussion followed the Plan
Commission Meeting of 22 Apr ’15.
Because I was engaged in trial for the past two days, I have not had the opportunity to send this
transcript until now.
 
Best regards,
Frank Petrek
 

From: Janet Vela [mailto:JVela@mcdeps.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:42 PM
To: Frank Petrek
Subject: In Re: Village of Winnetka - 05/11/15
 
 
 
 
Dear Client:
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·6· ·of the above-entitled cause at 711 Oak Street,

·7· ·Winnetka, IL on the 11th day of May, 2015 at 5:00

·8· ·p.m., before NANCY J. BLACKBURN, CSR, and Notary

·9· ·Public.
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· · · · · ·President, Condo Association
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· · · · · ·MR. FRANCIS R. PETREK, JR.
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23· ·REPORTED BY:· NANCY J. BLACKBURN, CSR

24· ·LICENSE NO.· 084-001555
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·1· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· For the record, my name is Frank

·2· ·Petrek.· I'm the Vice-President of the 711 Oak

·3· ·Condominium Association.· I'm here as an individual and

·4· ·interested person who lives here.· Also present with me

·5· ·is Peter Tyor who is the President of the 711

·6· ·Condominium Association.· Also present, David, you want

·7· ·to say your name?

·8· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: I'm David Trandel, the developer

·9· ·with Stone Street Partners.

10· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Kate Wolf, I'm present on behalf of

11· ·the developers.

12· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And we have had this meeting in line

13· ·with the recommendation of Mike D'Onofrio and the

14· ·Village and we have had extended discussion off the

15· ·record about some of the previous concerns that have

16· ·been raised by the residents of 711 Oak.· Some of the

17· ·responses by Stone Street and David Trandel and I will

18· ·report to Mr. D'Onofrio and the Village that

19· ·Mr. Trandel and Kate brought a number of preliminary

20· ·drawings of a modification to the planned development

21· ·that is euphemistically referred to as the Fell

22· ·property; and the drawings depict -- David, why don't

23· ·you describe the change in dimension on the preliminary

24· ·drawings?

3

·1· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: In response to our neighbors and

·2· ·frankly many residents in the Village, we have tried to

·3· ·address the concerns of height while still maintaining

·4· ·the light and air that we had frankly promised our

·5· ·neighbors at 711 and to make sure we have a, you know,

·6· ·enough -- still maintain enough rentable square footage

·7· ·to make the development economically feasible; and I'm

·8· ·pleased to report we're -- by reducing one level of our

·9· ·underground parking for our residents and by adding

10· ·some would be town homes along Elm Street and some

11· ·set-backs along the eastern most building, we have been

12· ·able to achieve, while a reduction in rentable square

13· ·footage, still a -- enough square footage to where we

14· ·feel the plan is still economically viable.

15· · · · · · · So in effect, we've removed about a four and

16· ·a half of one floor to one and a half floors per

17· ·building and reduced the unit count as we find that our

18· ·average unit size will be over 1200 square feet.· So,

19· ·we will be in the neighborhood of 65 to 75 units,

20· ·depending on how the final floor plan is laid out; but

21· ·at the same time maintaining the portico share on the

22· ·southern part of the development and bringing the scale

23· ·more in line with our next door neighbor at 711 and

24· ·also our neighbors to the east on Maple Street by doing

4

·1· ·a set-back on the upper floors of the eastern most

·2· ·building.

·3· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And the record should also reflect

·4· ·because we don't have the drawings to attach to the

·5· ·transcript but I will state for the record that the

·6· ·fundamental footprint of the buildings mirrors the

·7· ·original design by Lucien LaGrange.· So the same open

·8· ·space in the center is presented to -- in effect two

·9· ·towers for the living units that are estimated now to

10· ·be approximately 35 units in each of the two towers and

11· ·follows the same general presentation that was

12· ·originally depicted in drawings filed with the proposal

13· ·by Stone Street.

14· · · · · · · We will report this, that is Mr. Tyor and I

15· ·will report this to the residents of Oak Hill because

16· ·it should be stated that we don't have the authority to

17· ·speak for Oak Hill; but this is an information sharing,

18· ·a give and take with two groups trying to work together

19· ·to make a better project and we certainly appreciate

20· ·the effort by the developer here to be responsive.

21· · · · · · · Now what we are going to turn our attention

22· ·to is another part of the discussion that we had which

23· ·were a number of questions that had been identified by

24· ·the developer and Kate is going to read the bullet

McCorkle Litigation Services, Inc.
Chicago, Illinois· (312) 263-0052

YVer1f

McCorkle Litigation Services, Inc.
Chicago, Illinois· (312) 263-0052

1..4
YVer1f
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·1· ·points and we will complete for the record our

·2· ·discussion that we had on each of those various topics.

·3· · · · · · · So please go ahead.

·4· · · · ·MS. WOLF: So the first one I have is the comment

·5· ·that height and mass is disproportionate to 711 Oak and

·6· ·other buildings in the vicinity and we feel we have

·7· ·addressed that by reducing the height of the building.

·8· · · · · · · The second one is that the height will

·9· ·impact the 711 Oak view and sunlight.· There, again,

10· ·the height has been reduced and we discussed how --

11· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: On the shadow?

12· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Yes.

13· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· We are going to revisit the shadow

14· ·study because we feel there were certain times of the

15· ·day and year that we didn't have an accurate depiction,

16· ·or at least fully informational depiction, and we want

17· ·to get a better sense of how the newer shorter building

18· ·will affect Oak Hill at -- specifically times in the

19· ·late afternoon or early evening.

20· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Okay.· So the third item was traffic

21· ·congestion due to resident traffic will affect

22· ·residents, pedestrians and car access to 711 Oak and

23· ·that was -- and that's being addressed by reduced unit

24· ·count and retail area.

6

·1· · · · · · · The fourth is interruption to traffic on

·2· ·Lincoln Avenue will impair access to north Lincoln

·3· ·Avenue and that concern was clarified as a volume of

·4· ·cars turning into the entry drive to the development.

·5· ·So, how do -- So, how are we addressing that?· I think

·6· ·the response was that the curb cuts are staying in the

·7· ·same location.

·8· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: I think there was a concern that

·9· ·there was -- Lincoln was going to be shut down as a

10· ·two-way street and if it was, that would cause a

11· ·problem if you are trying to get north on Lincoln if it

12· ·wasn't open; but it's going to remain a two-way street.

13· · · · · · · We also addressed some construction --

14· ·during construction issues and where we have -- where

15· ·we will place certain, you know, whether it's

16· ·porta-potties or trucks or staging, we are going to

17· ·work with Oak Hill to make sure, and also frankly the

18· ·neighbors to make sure that we are all looking at the

19· ·same plans and come up with the best solution with

20· ·minimal impact.

21· · · · ·MS. WOLF: Okay.· The fifth issue was the building

22· ·size, not respectful of 711 Oak neighbors.· I think,

23· ·you know, we have shown that the shoulder height now at

24· ·the fourth level is more reflective of the four-level

7

·1· ·711 Oak property.

·2· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: And also with the head and shoulders

·3· ·style, we have an -- it's very complimentary to the

·4· ·Village Hall across the tracks.

·5· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Okay, the sixth item is the staging

·6· ·area west of 711 Oak will result in noise, pollution

·7· ·and disruption of resident activities.· Here we -- we

·8· ·are planning on developing a more detailed staging plan

·9· ·and schedule so that we can respond in more detail to

10· ·the concerns about what exactly is going to be

11· ·happening in that area and what the timing of that

12· ·would be proposed.

13· · · · · · · Then I also had a list of items that were

14· ·raised by a number of 711 resident in the April 22nd

15· ·Plan Commission Meeting.· The first was a concern

16· ·regarding the shadow study which we covered earlier.

17· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· We will revisit that and update

18· ·that based on the comments.

19· · · · ·MS. WOLF: The second is a concern about light

20· ·pollution from cars and we discussed this in three

21· ·different locations, entering the east public parking

22· ·lot, exiting the resident garage and then the third one

23· ·that was raised today was --

24· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· Exiting the commuter garage.
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·1· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Exiting the commuter garage, right.

·2· ·So we agreed to, you know, take a look at what the

·3· ·light angles will be and how to screen for those.

·4· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: We will get the exact light angles

·5· ·and screen accordingly.

·6· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· The public safety hazard of

·7· ·underground garages in general.· You know, there was

·8· ·some discussion at the Plan Commission meetings that

·9· ·that would be addressed with some safety measures.

10· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Either police protection, security

11· ·in the garage, lighting, cameras.· The western -- all

12· ·the -- a hundred percent -- Well, the western exposure

13· ·is all exposed to light and air.· So, its not a typical

14· ·underground garage in that sense.

15· · · · ·MS. WOLF: Okay, the fourth issue was a request by

16· ·a 711 Oak resident that the building be monitored for

17· ·damage during construction and that was agreed to at

18· ·the Plan Commission meeting and then discussed again

19· ·today and there was an agreement that the developer

20· ·would coordinate with the --

21· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: A representative of Oak Hill.· There

22· ·would be an Oak Hill representative in with -- as part

23· ·of the monitoring team.

24· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· The fifth item was depiction of height
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9

·1· ·of the 1 Winnetka building relative to the 711 Oaks

·2· ·building.· I think we have already covered that earlier

·3· ·with the revised design.

·4· · · · · · · The sixth was the use by 1 Winnetka

·5· ·residents on-street parking spaces and the response to

·6· ·that is that we would expect them to use the motor

·7· ·court for short term parking.

·8· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Which is probably fifteen spots,

·9· ·twelve to fifteen spots there and if valeted with a

10· ·door man, much more.

11· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Okay.· The seventh item was the unit

12· ·sizes are not large enough for the empty-nester market

13· ·and with the revised design the unit sizes have

14· ·increased from about a thousand square feet per unit to

15· ·about 1300 square feet per unit we are looking at.

16· · · · · · · ·Then the other item I have -- let's see --

17· ·was covered today was the question about where the

18· ·garbage pick-up is planned and that's the northeast

19· ·corner of the building.

20· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Of the eastern most building.

21· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Anything else you wanted to put on the

22· ·record that was --

23· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Yes.· The drop-off for deliveries, I

24· ·think we talked about the drop-off for deliveries maybe

10

·1· ·being from Lincoln Avenue or there's an area below

·2· ·grade, is that correct?

·3· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Correct.· They could come in off of

·4· ·Lincoln and use that entrance.· They could come in --

·5· ·You know, they could come in off of Elm and use this --

·6· ·because there will be a common corridor for the retail

·7· ·that runs parallel to Elm.· So, they can get in on

·8· ·either side.· I think what you are trying to avoid -- I

·9· ·mean, no one wants your front door as a loading area

10· ·but what I think they are trying to do is -- you don't

11· ·want this backing up here.

12· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Right.· In other words, the record

13· ·should reflect now that Mr. Trandel was just pointing

14· ·to the preliminary drawing that shows a view looking

15· ·down from the south to the south facade of the property

16· ·and which has a court yard; and the point he's making

17· ·with his gesture was that with that being the front

18· ·main entrance to this development, you don't want to

19· ·have delivery trucks on the front and main entrance of

20· ·your development where most of your residents are

21· ·entering and exiting at grade.· So the deliveries would

22· ·then necessarily have to enter from a different point

23· ·in the eastern parking lot at grade, is going to have

24· ·an entrance which is going to run the length of the

11

·1· ·property -- of the development to allow for deliveries

·2· ·to be made to retail premises within that particular

·3· ·location; and it's -- and it's very understandable when

·4· ·you are looking at the picture, but I think that is

·5· ·what we are talking about here.

·6· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Absolutely.

·7· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And it's going to minimize the

·8· ·impact of noise from deliveries to the residents to the

·9· ·south which is the 711 Oak residents; and actually it's

10· ·going to minimize the impact for anybody around that

11· ·property because the deliveries are going to be within

12· ·and below the development.

13· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Exactly.

14· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Okay.

15· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· So then the only other issue that I

16· ·think we should put on was the conversation about

17· ·traffic control at Oak and Lincoln.

18· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Yes.· We had a conversation, all

19· ·four of us and I'm sure the reporter would agree with

20· ·us as well, the intersection at Oak and Lincoln is

21· ·something that needs to be addressed by the Village.

22· ·It needs better traffic controls for the safety of

23· ·everybody who uses that intersection; and I think what

24· ·we are looking at -- your traffic study man is Javier?

12

·1· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· Javier from KLOA.

·2· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· So, he's going to be providing a

·3· ·supplemental comment on that for the edification of the

·4· ·Village to see how that could be addressed to make it a

·5· ·safer and better project for everybody.

·6· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Also on the crosswalks too which is

·7· ·important.

·8· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Let's go off the record for a

·9· ·second, Nancy.

10· · · · · · · (Discussion had off the record.)

11· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And this concludes our conference

12· ·and our report to the Village and we had a good session

13· ·today.· Thanks everybody.

14· · · · · · · · · · · · · - - - - - -
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·1· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· For the record, my name is Frank

·2· ·Petrek.· I'm the Vice-President of the 711 Oak

·3· ·Condominium Association.· I'm here as an individual and

·4· ·interested person who lives here.· Also present with me

·5· ·is Peter Tyor who is the President of the 711

·6· ·Condominium Association.· Also present, David, you want

·7· ·to say your name?

·8· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: I'm David Trandel, the developer

·9· ·with Stone Street Partners.

10· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Kate Wolf, I'm present on behalf of

11· ·the developers.

12· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And we have had this meeting in line

13· ·with the recommendation of Mike D'Onofrio and the

14· ·Village and we have had extended discussion off the

15· ·record about some of the previous concerns that have

16· ·been raised by the residents of 711 Oak.· Some of the

17· ·responses by Stone Street and David Trandel and I will

18· ·report to Mr. D'Onofrio and the Village that

19· ·Mr. Trandel and Kate brought a number of preliminary

20· ·drawings of a modification to the planned development

21· ·that is euphemistically referred to as the Fell

22· ·property; and the drawings depict -- David, why don't

23· ·you describe the change in dimension on the preliminary

24· ·drawings?
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·1· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: In response to our neighbors and

·2· ·frankly many residents in the Village, we have tried to

·3· ·address the concerns of height while still maintaining

·4· ·the light and air that we had frankly promised our

·5· ·neighbors at 711 and to make sure we have a, you know,

·6· ·enough -- still maintain enough rentable square footage

·7· ·to make the development economically feasible; and I'm

·8· ·pleased to report we're -- by reducing one level of our

·9· ·underground parking for our residents and by adding

10· ·some would be town homes along Elm Street and some

11· ·set-backs along the eastern most building, we have been

12· ·able to achieve, while a reduction in rentable square

13· ·footage, still a -- enough square footage to where we

14· ·feel the plan is still economically viable.

15· · · · · · · So in effect, we've removed about a four and

16· ·a half of one floor to one and a half floors per

17· ·building and reduced the unit count as we find that our

18· ·average unit size will be over 1200 square feet.· So,

19· ·we will be in the neighborhood of 65 to 75 units,

20· ·depending on how the final floor plan is laid out; but

21· ·at the same time maintaining the portico share on the

22· ·southern part of the development and bringing the scale

23· ·more in line with our next door neighbor at 711 and

24· ·also our neighbors to the east on Maple Street by doing
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·1· ·a set-back on the upper floors of the eastern most

·2· ·building.

·3· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And the record should also reflect

·4· ·because we don't have the drawings to attach to the

·5· ·transcript but I will state for the record that the

·6· ·fundamental footprint of the buildings mirrors the

·7· ·original design by Lucien LaGrange.· So the same open

·8· ·space in the center is presented to -- in effect two

·9· ·towers for the living units that are estimated now to

10· ·be approximately 35 units in each of the two towers and

11· ·follows the same general presentation that was

12· ·originally depicted in drawings filed with the proposal

13· ·by Stone Street.

14· · · · · · · We will report this, that is Mr. Tyor and I

15· ·will report this to the residents of Oak Hill because

16· ·it should be stated that we don't have the authority to

17· ·speak for Oak Hill; but this is an information sharing,

18· ·a give and take with two groups trying to work together

19· ·to make a better project and we certainly appreciate

20· ·the effort by the developer here to be responsive.

21· · · · · · · Now what we are going to turn our attention

22· ·to is another part of the discussion that we had which

23· ·were a number of questions that had been identified by

24· ·the developer and Kate is going to read the bullet
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·1· ·points and we will complete for the record our

·2· ·discussion that we had on each of those various topics.

·3· · · · · · · So please go ahead.

·4· · · · ·MS. WOLF: So the first one I have is the comment

·5· ·that height and mass is disproportionate to 711 Oak and

·6· ·other buildings in the vicinity and we feel we have

·7· ·addressed that by reducing the height of the building.

·8· · · · · · · The second one is that the height will

·9· ·impact the 711 Oak view and sunlight.· There, again,

10· ·the height has been reduced and we discussed how --

11· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: On the shadow?

12· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Yes.

13· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· We are going to revisit the shadow

14· ·study because we feel there were certain times of the

15· ·day and year that we didn't have an accurate depiction,

16· ·or at least fully informational depiction, and we want

17· ·to get a better sense of how the newer shorter building

18· ·will affect Oak Hill at -- specifically times in the

19· ·late afternoon or early evening.

20· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Okay.· So the third item was traffic

21· ·congestion due to resident traffic will affect

22· ·residents, pedestrians and car access to 711 Oak and

23· ·that was -- and that's being addressed by reduced unit

24· ·count and retail area.
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·1· · · · · · · The fourth is interruption to traffic on

·2· ·Lincoln Avenue will impair access to north Lincoln

·3· ·Avenue and that concern was clarified as a volume of

·4· ·cars turning into the entry drive to the development.

·5· ·So, how do -- So, how are we addressing that?· I think

·6· ·the response was that the curb cuts are staying in the

·7· ·same location.

·8· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: I think there was a concern that

·9· ·there was -- Lincoln was going to be shut down as a

10· ·two-way street and if it was, that would cause a

11· ·problem if you are trying to get north on Lincoln if it

12· ·wasn't open; but it's going to remain a two-way street.

13· · · · · · · We also addressed some construction --

14· ·during construction issues and where we have -- where

15· ·we will place certain, you know, whether it's

16· ·porta-potties or trucks or staging, we are going to

17· ·work with Oak Hill to make sure, and also frankly the

18· ·neighbors to make sure that we are all looking at the

19· ·same plans and come up with the best solution with

20· ·minimal impact.

21· · · · ·MS. WOLF: Okay.· The fifth issue was the building

22· ·size, not respectful of 711 Oak neighbors.· I think,

23· ·you know, we have shown that the shoulder height now at

24· ·the fourth level is more reflective of the four-level
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·1· ·711 Oak property.

·2· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: And also with the head and shoulders

·3· ·style, we have an -- it's very complimentary to the

·4· ·Village Hall across the tracks.

·5· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Okay, the sixth item is the staging

·6· ·area west of 711 Oak will result in noise, pollution

·7· ·and disruption of resident activities.· Here we -- we

·8· ·are planning on developing a more detailed staging plan

·9· ·and schedule so that we can respond in more detail to

10· ·the concerns about what exactly is going to be

11· ·happening in that area and what the timing of that

12· ·would be proposed.

13· · · · · · · Then I also had a list of items that were

14· ·raised by a number of 711 resident in the April 22nd

15· ·Plan Commission Meeting.· The first was a concern

16· ·regarding the shadow study which we covered earlier.

17· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· We will revisit that and update

18· ·that based on the comments.

19· · · · ·MS. WOLF: The second is a concern about light

20· ·pollution from cars and we discussed this in three

21· ·different locations, entering the east public parking

22· ·lot, exiting the resident garage and then the third one

23· ·that was raised today was --

24· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· Exiting the commuter garage.
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·1· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Exiting the commuter garage, right.

·2· ·So we agreed to, you know, take a look at what the

·3· ·light angles will be and how to screen for those.

·4· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: We will get the exact light angles

·5· ·and screen accordingly.

·6· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· The public safety hazard of

·7· ·underground garages in general.· You know, there was

·8· ·some discussion at the Plan Commission meetings that

·9· ·that would be addressed with some safety measures.

10· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Either police protection, security

11· ·in the garage, lighting, cameras.· The western -- all

12· ·the -- a hundred percent -- Well, the western exposure

13· ·is all exposed to light and air.· So, its not a typical

14· ·underground garage in that sense.

15· · · · ·MS. WOLF: Okay, the fourth issue was a request by

16· ·a 711 Oak resident that the building be monitored for

17· ·damage during construction and that was agreed to at

18· ·the Plan Commission meeting and then discussed again

19· ·today and there was an agreement that the developer

20· ·would coordinate with the --

21· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: A representative of Oak Hill.· There

22· ·would be an Oak Hill representative in with -- as part

23· ·of the monitoring team.

24· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· The fifth item was depiction of height
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·1· ·of the 1 Winnetka building relative to the 711 Oaks

·2· ·building.· I think we have already covered that earlier

·3· ·with the revised design.

·4· · · · · · · The sixth was the use by 1 Winnetka

·5· ·residents on-street parking spaces and the response to

·6· ·that is that we would expect them to use the motor

·7· ·court for short term parking.

·8· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Which is probably fifteen spots,

·9· ·twelve to fifteen spots there and if valeted with a

10· ·door man, much more.

11· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Okay.· The seventh item was the unit

12· ·sizes are not large enough for the empty-nester market

13· ·and with the revised design the unit sizes have

14· ·increased from about a thousand square feet per unit to

15· ·about 1300 square feet per unit we are looking at.

16· · · · · · · ·Then the other item I have -- let's see --

17· ·was covered today was the question about where the

18· ·garbage pick-up is planned and that's the northeast

19· ·corner of the building.

20· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Of the eastern most building.

21· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· Anything else you wanted to put on the

22· ·record that was --

23· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Yes.· The drop-off for deliveries, I

24· ·think we talked about the drop-off for deliveries maybe
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·1· ·being from Lincoln Avenue or there's an area below

·2· ·grade, is that correct?

·3· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Correct.· They could come in off of

·4· ·Lincoln and use that entrance.· They could come in --

·5· ·You know, they could come in off of Elm and use this --

·6· ·because there will be a common corridor for the retail

·7· ·that runs parallel to Elm.· So, they can get in on

·8· ·either side.· I think what you are trying to avoid -- I

·9· ·mean, no one wants your front door as a loading area

10· ·but what I think they are trying to do is -- you don't

11· ·want this backing up here.

12· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Right.· In other words, the record

13· ·should reflect now that Mr. Trandel was just pointing

14· ·to the preliminary drawing that shows a view looking

15· ·down from the south to the south facade of the property

16· ·and which has a court yard; and the point he's making

17· ·with his gesture was that with that being the front

18· ·main entrance to this development, you don't want to

19· ·have delivery trucks on the front and main entrance of

20· ·your development where most of your residents are

21· ·entering and exiting at grade.· So the deliveries would

22· ·then necessarily have to enter from a different point

23· ·in the eastern parking lot at grade, is going to have

24· ·an entrance which is going to run the length of the
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·1· ·property -- of the development to allow for deliveries

·2· ·to be made to retail premises within that particular

·3· ·location; and it's -- and it's very understandable when

·4· ·you are looking at the picture, but I think that is

·5· ·what we are talking about here.

·6· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Absolutely.

·7· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And it's going to minimize the

·8· ·impact of noise from deliveries to the residents to the

·9· ·south which is the 711 Oak residents; and actually it's

10· ·going to minimize the impact for anybody around that

11· ·property because the deliveries are going to be within

12· ·and below the development.

13· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Exactly.

14· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Okay.

15· · · · ·MS. WOLF:· So then the only other issue that I

16· ·think we should put on was the conversation about

17· ·traffic control at Oak and Lincoln.

18· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Yes.· We had a conversation, all

19· ·four of us and I'm sure the reporter would agree with

20· ·us as well, the intersection at Oak and Lincoln is

21· ·something that needs to be addressed by the Village.

22· ·It needs better traffic controls for the safety of

23· ·everybody who uses that intersection; and I think what

24· ·we are looking at -- your traffic study man is Javier?
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·1· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL:· Javier from KLOA.

·2· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· So, he's going to be providing a

·3· ·supplemental comment on that for the edification of the

·4· ·Village to see how that could be addressed to make it a

·5· ·safer and better project for everybody.

·6· · · · ·MR. TRANDEL: Also on the crosswalks too which is

·7· ·important.

·8· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· Let's go off the record for a

·9· ·second, Nancy.

10· · · · · · · (Discussion had off the record.)

11· · · · ·MR. PETREK:· And this concludes our conference

12· ·and our report to the Village and we had a good session

13· ·today.· Thanks everybody.

14· · · · · · · · · · · · · - - - - - -
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From: Sarah Carano
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Comments
Date: Saturday, June 13, 2015 10:53:23 AM

Hi Village of Winnetka!
Please pardon the informality if this email, but I have to tell you how excited we are about this
project!!!

We are homeowners at 798 Cherry and currently building a new home now, we are coming from the
city and thrilled to see some LIFE put into the  North Shore!!! We have been holding off with our 3 little
kids to move because of the condition of all the community areas seemed so run down all over the
suburbs and with this treasure of an area and the revival of the neighborhood older homes, this is just
what the downtown needs!!!!

This looks beautiful and I have a 70 year old mom who wants out of her house and live in an apartment
close to us and how perfect is this!!!  And for commuters the commuter garage sounds just great!

Very thrilled and thankful for the Village's commitment to reviving this beautiful area of the North
Shore!!!!!!

Thank you so much!!
Sarah Carano and family

798 Cherry
Winnetka, Il



From: JANE DEARBORN
To: Brian Norkus
Cc: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Friday, June 19, 2015 12:19:58 PM

Dear Brian:

I am writing to express my concern about one important aspect of the Winnetka 
One plan.

As the Village remains primarily focused on the height, density and architectural 
style of the project (all incredibly important issues), I also encourage you and others 
to review, and bore-in on, the nitty-gritty specifics of the day-to-day operations of 
the development before the plan progresses too far.

Specifically, attention needs to be paid to the intended egress and ingress to the 
building for daily/weekly functions such as garbage pick up and commercial 
deliveries. The current plan has the garbage collection site for all 120 residential 
units, as well as all the commercial properties, essentially at the corner of Elm and 
Arbor Vitae - the most residential location of the entire project.

I see the following issues with this location:

Adding service related traffic to an already congested street:
Large truck traffic on this narrow and congested commercial street will not only add 
great frustration to all those who live nearby, but will likely deter others from 
venturing into the village from the east. I exit on to Elm Street multiple times a day 
and know precisely the traffic issues in town, and specifically on Elm. There is not a 
single traffic study that would convince me that this will not be problematic for the 
commercial district and surrounding neighbors.

Garbage stench and clutter:
The smell of garbage will unquestionably waft through the east part of town, 
especially downwind of the site. This would effect all homes on Maple and the 
Village Green, the townhomes on Elm and the homes on the south end of Arbor 
Vitae Road. The Village has had ongoing issues with the delivery/garbage collection 
site at the Grand, despite their best efforts to improve upon the situation. At the 
Winnetka One location, we are talking about the garbage collection for 120 dwellings 
and all the commercial enterprises, not just that of a local grocery! This would create 
a gigantic and unresolvable problem for the Village and immediate neighbors.

Hazard to pedestrain traffic:
There is constant pedestrian traffic on Elm Street throughout the day, including 
commuters and children riding their bikes up and down the street on their way to 
and from school. There are also Hadley School for the Blind commuters that walk 
past this location daily. An elevated level of ongoing truck traffic will most certainly 
present safety issues.

Loud truck noise:
The trucks are loud and the noise of their engines idling and reversing would be 
heard (and felt) by all housing nearby.



I have spoken with the COO of the development and expressed my concerns on 
these specific issues. I mentioned to him that my recollection was that the previous 
plan of several years ago generated much review of these issues and, as a result, all 
commercial and garbage related activity was sited off of Lincoln Ave. I understand 
that one reason the developers of Winnetka One selected the Elm Street location for 
these services is to maximize their retail space. I hope Village officials will deny this 
location for those services given the tremendous hardship that will be borne by the 
neighbors and other residents that use this section of Elm Street on a regular basis.

Brian, thank you for your time and consideration. I would welcome the opportunity 
to discuss these issues with you or others at any time.

Jane Dearborn
585 Arbor Vitae Road











From: Erica Chesney
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One winnetka
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 12:45:45 PM

I want to express my concerns about one winnetka briefly and hope the village spends much time on
analyzing the pros and cons of this project.

1.  The architectural design does not complement the existing village and is off brand for the downtown
area of winnetka. If winnetka had a rich French architectural back ground perhaps. It just does not
make architectural sense.

2. It should follow the architectural and zoning requirements and standard that the village has in place.
No exceptions. 4 stories max.

3. Is there an audience or need for so many rental units in winnetka. Is there an analysis that has been
conducted?  The last thing winnetka needs is more vacant retail plus vacant rentals which would drive
down the cost of the rental units and change the demos. Why would an older generation sell there
beautiful homes that they have paid for outright to move into and pay for a rental???? The village
should make sure there is a sound market for these rentals. It does not seem to be well thought out
given the village's demos.

4. Lincoln should not be closed for this project.

Sent from my iPhone



From: Laura Connell
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Proposed development of Fell  site etc
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 5:41:14 PM

To Whom it May Concern-

I would like to see this new development within the village building requirements
and with a style that fits current Winnetka architecture. 

Thank you for consideration.

Laura and Dana Connell



From: Sylvia Creatura
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka building proposal
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:22:01 PM

Hello, Village Council:

I would be thrilled to see new development in downtown Winnetka but wanted to
voice the following concerns about the proposed new building:

--I feel that the style is out of place for a small, suburban village.  The proposed
building style is lofty, and the feel of Winnetka is understated classiness.  Residents
don't have to scream out loud that they have good taste.

--The proposed building is just too tall!  Years ago wasn't there a problem getting a
variance of 3 1/2 feet to allow for increased ceiling heights on each floor of some
residential building?  And everyone was upset because their sunlight was going to
be blocked?  From there we are considering the approval of a five story building?
This seems quite unreasonable.

--I also wonder just how many people would be interested in paying $4,000 or more
per month in rent for these units.  I would personally prefer to see condos with
owners having the opportunity to lease out their units as an investment if they
choose. 

Thank you for letting me voice my opinion.

Sylvia Creatura
Resident of Winnetka for 12 years 



From: whsobel@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: Michael D"Onofrio; Brian Norkus
Subject: Statement for 6/24 PC Meeting: How the WHSFAIA Fell  Legacy Goals Meets the New OneWinnetka Revisions
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:39:38 PM
Attachments: Fellproject.WPC.RSPM2.062415.rtf



How The "Revised Application Materials" from OneWinnetka Provide the Basis 
for an Adaptive Reuse of the Fell Store to the Mutual Benefit of Village, Developer, 
Architects, and Fell Family and Walter H. Sobel FAIA Legacies. 













Partial List of Press Coverage of WHS FAIA’s Fell Store Preservation, 4/10/09

Fells development delayed on height, Christopher Peterson, Winnetka Talk, July 3, 2008 
<www.pioneerlocal.com/winnetka/news/1036011,wn-fell-070308-s1.article

Father, son duo remembers Fell's, by Christopher Peterson, Winnetka Talk, October 20, 2007  
<www.docomomo-chicagomidwest.org/docs/wtoct20.pdf  

Walter Sobel's Fell Company Store in Winnetka facing demolition, Chicago Tribune online, 
[7/30/08]  <featuresblogs.chicagotribune.com/theskyline/2008/07/walter-sobels-f.html   
<docomomo-us.org/news/endangered_fell_company_store_winnetka_faces_demolition 

Walter Sobel Fell Company Store's fate in hands of Winnetka Zoning Board, August 11, 2008 
Docomomo Midwest is in the midst of an effort to save   
<arcchicago.blogspot.com/2008/08/walter-sobel-fell-company-stores-fate.html> 
arcchicago.blogspot.com/

Walter Sobel to make case for his Fell Company building in Winnetka on Wednesday night, 
Deborah Horan, Chicago Tribune, August 26, 2008. 
featuresblogs.chicagotribune.com/theskyline/2008/08/walter-sobel-to.html

Winnetka Condo plan faces zoning vote, lending market, Andrew Schroedter, Crain’s , March 17, 
2009 www.chicagorealestatedaily.com/cgi-bin/news.pl?id=33338  

Winnetka's Fell Co. building: Village Board vote moves it closer to demolition, Robert Channick, 
Chicago Tribune, April 10, 2009 www.chicagotribune.com/news/local/chi-winnetka-
development-10-apr10,0,310786,email.story

Most neighbors still oppose Fell plan,    CHRISTOPHER PETERON, April 14, 2009.
http://www.pioneerlocal.com/winnetka/news/1526247,wn-fell-041409-s2.article 



October 10, 2008

Mr. Mike Klein 
New Trier Partners 
6815 N Lincoln 
Lincolnwood, IL 60712 

Re:   Fell Store, Winnetka, IL 

Dear Mr. Klein:  

Please reconsider tearing down the Fell Store in Winnetka, Illinois.  It is important architecturally, for its architect, 
and as a fine example of mid-century modern construction.   The building was designed for eventual expansion – 
and you now have that opportunity.  Please consider being a leader in the adaptive reuse of mid-century modern 
buildings. 

The value of the building to you is that it does work, it just needs superficial improvements.   It is designed for 
expansion – which is what you want to do to make it a more financially viable development opportunity.   As an 
existing structure, it can be superficially altered to give it the look that you are going for.  As a building designed in 
the 1960s, it is still remarkably progressive in its aesthetic.    

A very important concept of reusing existing buildings of our urban environment is that it already exists – the 
foundation, the wall, the utilities, and the roof.  To remove a functional building just to put it in a landfill and then 
use similar materials to build again is against the sustainable movement of our current culture.  It is also important 
to recognize that once a building is gone – it is gone forever.  This building is designed for expansion, 
modification, and can be altered to fit your needs.    

It is a more interesting design challenge to alter a building in a clever solution, than it is to destroy a building just 
to have a clean slate.   The preservation obstacles that you are up against are not intended to stop progress, but 
they are intended to ‘manage change.’  The Village of Winnetka has 170+years of history – and it is important to 
allow the existing buildings to show the evolution of the community. 

The building is attractive for its era, it is a good location, and it is a viable and functional structure.   Please 
consider working with the building to improve it to your needs rather than destroying it only to lose it forever.  If 
you would like assistance or design services, please consider contacting me.  

Sincerely,  

Mary B. Brush, AIA 
Preservation Group Leader 
Holabird & Root 

mbrush@holabird.com



March 30, 2009 

Maureen Mitchel, chair
Winnetka Plan Commission 
Winnetka Village Hall
510 Green Bay Road 
Winnetka, IL  60093 

RE: Fell Company redevelopment at 511 Lincoln Avenue 

Dear Ms. Mitchel:

I am writing to express my concern over the future of the Fell Company retail building, 
designed by Walter H. Sobel, FAIA. Mr. Sobel has been a member of The American Institute 
of Architects since 1945 and was elected to the Institute's College of Fellows many years ago 
in recognition of his contributions to the profession of architecture. He served as president of 
AIA Chicago in 1965. Mr. Sobel has had a long career as a designer of commercial, 
residential, and religious buildings in Chicago and its suburbs.  

The Fell Company building, a project by Mr. Sobel completed in 1970, was designed to 
house a retail business and to be expanded with several additional floors should the owner 
choose to enhance the commercial opportunities of the site. A larger building is now being 
contemplated for this property. What consideration has been given to expanding the building, 
as originally intended, to meet the needs of the current property owner? Enlarging and 
reusing this structure would preserve a attractive building that is in scale with its 
surroundings, as well as providing a valuable example of green design through conservation 
of existing resources. I hope that your board will give stroing consideration to this option. 

Sincerely,

Zurich Esposito 
Executive Vice President
AIA Chicago





From: Stanley, Harlan
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Development on the Old Fell  Site
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 5:18:36 PM

This email is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and then delete it. If you are
not the intended recipient, you must not keep, use, disclose, copy or distribute this
email without the author's prior permission. We have taken precautions to minimize
the risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own
virus checks on any attachment to this message. We cannot accept liability for any
loss or damage caused by software viruses. The information contained in this
communication may be confidential and may be subject to the attorney-client
privilege. If you are the intended recipient and you do not wish to receive similar
electronic messages from us in the future then please respond to the sender to this
effect.



From: Jon P. Talty
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 5:23:36 PM

As an interested and proud Winnetka resident, planner and architect of the previously stalled Fell
Redevelopment with New Trier Partners and current Chairman of the BCDC, I wish to share the
following thoughts regarding the One Winnetka development:
 

1. Let the process take its course and be respectful of those trying to make something happen
in a town where little has happened in the 20+ years I have been a resident.  The tag line
should not be about another greedy developer trying to maximize a return on investment,
but instead, a public/private dialogue that collectively solves a complex problem having the
opportunity to be transformative to our community for decades to come.  I am tired of
seeing empty buildings and underperforming real estate during a time when we should be
making real progress on new opportunities and writing a new chapter for Winnetka.

2. Design and architectural expression can and will evolve.  Personally, I struggle a bit with the
beaux arts styling of the current solution, but given the substantial skills of the project’s
architect and the desire by the developer to get something done, I am sure a balance can be
struck and a beautiful solution be had.  We are not a simply a TUDOR town.  We are an
eclectic collection of styles and materials that have evolved over decades.  If context is so
critical to the success of this development, perhaps we should give more credence to the
711 Oak building and enforce its design expression and context to the One Winnetka
solution. 

3. Height is relative.  It has been said that our community is primarily comprised of two story,
single family homes.  Agreed.  Some of the best and most beautiful ones, I would argue, pre-
date any design review process and easily approach 40’+ in height.  Some of the worst
examples are those that are trapped by an ordinance outlining architecture and massing.   I
would much rather have a taller, successful, articulated and beautiful project than a
compromised solution for the sake of a single story, however it may be defined.  The sun,
contrary to popular belief, will not disappear from the sky and the building will not loom
over the town if  the building massing is executed appropriately.

4. In terms of the apartment debate and the irrational fear that rental housing attracts less
desirous residents, home ownership in the U.S. is at a 25 year low, while the number of
renters is at a 30 year high.  If the One Winnetka developer can attract 70+ renters paying
north of $3.00/SF for 1,400 SF apartments, more power to him.  Today, people make a
conscious choice to rent versus own.  The community needs more options to do so.

5. With additional residents comes additional support for our current, as well as proposed
businesses.  “Boots on the ground” will strengthen the existing retail fabric of our
downtown.  The commercial component of One Winnetka will offer new options to our
community and will kick start a new chapter in the East Elm and Lincoln business
community.
 

Winnetka is a great town and I am proud to have the opportunity to raise my family here.  We are an
intelligent, discriminating and thoughtful community.  Let’s use those qualities to our advantage in
making One Winnetka a successful development and in doing so, make Winnetka an even better



place to call home.
 
Sincerely,
Jon Talty
Jon P. Talty, AIA
Chairman & CEO
312.798.7702

OKW Architects, Inc.
600 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60661
T 312.798.7700
F 312.798.7777
visit our new website www.okwarchitects.com <http://www.okwarchitects.com>
follow :: twitter.com/okwarchitects
<https://twitter.com/okwarchitects> like :: facebook.com/okwarchitects
<https://www.facebook.com/okwarchitects> link :: http://us.linkedin.com/company/okw-
architects <http://us.linkedin.com/company/okw-architects>

 



From: Elaine
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: Rich Tinberg
Subject: One winnetka
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:13:41 PM

We are long time residents of winnetka and would like to express our strong support for the one
winnetka project. While we know some are opposed to the project based on aesthetics and size, we like
both. Moreover we believe that winnetka is sorely in need of new development and believe this project
will help reinvigorate our lovely village. We urge you to support this project.

Richard and Elaine Tinberg
159 Sheridan road.

Sent from my iPhone



From: Walker, Eric E. (Perkins Coie)
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Plans
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 11:47:57 AM

Eric Walker | Perkins Coie LLP
PARTNER

 



From: susan Wellington
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Comments on revised One Winnetka Plan
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 4:58:34 PM

The Project is still well in excess of the building code zoning restrictions

The Project requires significant Public investment and vacating of public land



The Project will have a direct impact on the residents in the immediate block



From: Justine Hourihane
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: David Hourihane
Subject: Development
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 10:45:08 PM

Dear Village Council of Winnetka,

I'm writing to express my concern of the new proposed development at the corner of Lincoln and Elm.
My opinions are as follows:

1.  The architectural Design.  The current Parisian design is out of context with the surrounding
buildings and is not harmonious with this village's current historical Tudor style of architecture.  This
developer is motivated by money in creating this design and he has no appreciation or respect for the
current Village's architectural design.  There are many excellent examples of Tudor style new
developments that flow harmoniously with existing historical architecture on the north shore such as the
buildings occupied by Jaguar and Starbucks on Greenbay in Wilmette.  Also, Carmel, CA is a beautiful
exhibit of a Tudor style village.  The Village should encourage the development in this direction.  If a
different style was proposed, why not classical in nature like the beautiful Village Hall?

2.  Rental units.  As a resident, I ask what value is this adding to the community?  Renters are transient
in nature and are not typically invested in the neighborhood like a home owner.  We moved from the
city to avoid these types of communities, and now we are faced with 71 units outside our back door?
Why can't these units be condominiums instead of rentals? Has a study been done on how such growth
in the population would effect our community?  71 units with 3 people on average per unit is 213 more
people in our center of our town.

3.  Plaza.  The plaza concept seems like just an extension of this building for the residents and will
likely not be embraced by the winnetka public.

4.  Parking.  The parking spots are not accessible.  The extra parking is not useful if it is not accessible.
There will be more congestion because there will be 200 more residents with cars in our village center.
Our Village Center is already congested with cars!  Underground parking for the public doesn't allow for
in-and-out parking.  The underground parking in Hubbard Woods is underutilized.  This should serve as
notice to the Village Council that this concept doesn't work.  Nobody moves to the suburbs to then have
to park in an underground parking garage just to go get a cup of coffee.  Our lives were meant to
become less complicated, not more.

5.  The Scale.  The scale of this project clearly does NOT meet any of the current zoning ordinances for
height, and the developer has not shown any reasons why his project should be exempt from those
requirements.  It's that simple!

Regards,

Justine Hourihane
660 Prospect Avenue
Winnetka, IL
312-952-0998

Sent from my iPad































From: Jessica Tucker
To: OneWinnetka; Brian Norkus
Subject: One Winnetka proposal.
Date: Thursday, July 16, 2015 10:36:32 AM

Dear Winnetka Plan Commissioners:
 
Thank you again for your continued due diligence and vetting of the One Winnetka proposal
as it relates to our Comprehensive Plan and Planned Development Ordinance.  The following
remarks are a supplement to my earlier remarks (regarding the original 7-story proposal) after
having heard the developer’s latest iteration on June 24th calling for heights up to 73 feet, 6
stories and 80-plus residential rental units, as well as the ensuing questions, discussion, and
public comments:
 
1. At a minimum, computer-generated drawings with accurate height measurements relative
to the entire neighborhood and views from various directions: the Village Green, Village
Hall, Lincoln Avenue, Elm Street should be provided, as well as the height of the anticipated
tree canopy. The commercial/residential neighborhood is comprised of two and three-story
buildings at less than 45 feet so massing, scale, bulk, proportions, tunnel effect, scope and
other dimensions continue to be important factors. A three-dimensional model to scale would
be very helpful as well.
 
2. Of concern are the relationships among New Trier Partners investors, One Winnetka
investors and the Village attorney law firm, Holland & Knight. The question of a conflict of
interest, real or apparent, and of an appearance of impropriety should be thoroughly vetted
and aired.  In my experience on the Village Council, Winnetka has held itself to
exemplary ethical standards. When an concern arose in the public's eye, we always erred on
the side of greater scrutiny, not less. Local officials have had to recuse themselves from
votes, speak from the floor and not the dais, or step down from recommending bodies
because it was the right thing to do.
 
3. The public portion of the underground parking garage is, in my view, a positive proposal
to move commuters (and employees) out of much needed surface parking for shoppers.
However, removing this street parking altogether and forcing shoppers to also park
underground is not a positive trade-off in my opinion.
 
4. Also of concern is the possibility of a public fitness center that would compete with the
Winnetka Community House and take away an important source of revenue for this
cherished Winnetka institution.
 
5. The February Winnetka Caucus survey regarding the then 7-story proposal clearly showed
the majority of respondents favored 3 or 4 stories-45 feet (see: www.winnetkacaucus.org) the
maximum zoning height. From the hundreds of public comments then and now, any
proposed exception(s) should be considered with caution. The former
approved redevelopment project at its highest point reached 49.5' and many still considered
that height and companion bulk and density too overwhelming and congested for that small
shopping district. The Village Council's 2014 citizen's survey also showed that



the architectural style of buildings followed by pedestrian-friendly access were the two most-
important characteristics of Winnetka's historic business districts. 

I encourage you to insist that the developer bring you a proposal in compliance with our
ordinances, in the spirit of our Comprehensive Plan and recent community-wide citizen
surveys, rather than having you spend your volunteer time and effort reviewing
incremental proposals that are out of sync with our historic heritage and small-town charm
and character that is synonymous with 'beautiful land.'

With the appropriate redevelopment, we are all looking forward to a renewed and revitalized
East Elm shopping district we can be proud of and embrace.

Thank you for your consideration,

Jessica Tucker
Winnetka, IL
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



From: Kathy Fox
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One winnetks plans
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2015 7:07:03 PM

Dear Trustees,

The new plans for this group's development are still objectionable for
the following reasons:

The beaux arts design is totally at odds with the rest of the village
architecture.  A Tudor  design would go a long way to make the new
buildings look like they belong here.

Five stories is still too tall.  Can't the developer read and honor
our zoning rules?  Frankly I think four stories are too many.
Highland Park managed to redevelop without allowing massive outsize
buildings.

Taking Lincoln Avenue out is totally unacceptable.  Why would we grant
such a favor to a developer?  It sets a bad precedent and is a bad
idea.

Seventy units still is too many.  Again, why do these developers think
they don't have to respect our laws, some of which have just been
recently liberalized?

As trustees who care for this Village, please use your power to assure
that we have a development that complements and enhances our beautiful
village!!

Kathy Fox
661 Sheridan

Sent from my iPhone









From: John
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: onewinnetka@winnetka.org
Date: Friday, July 24, 2015 9:10:37 AM

To Whom It May Concern:  I am a ten year resident at  Arbor Vitae Road.  I am extremely
concerned about the detrimental effect the proposed Winnetka One project will have on the quality of
life for all residents on our street.  My wife and I used to ride our bikes on Arbor Vitae before we
purchased our house in 2005.  We loved the street, its proximity to shopping, and the low volume of
cars due to its one-way traffic flow.  The street has a cozy feel and all the neighbors know each other.
I'm afraid much of the attractive qualities of our street will be lost if the Winnetka One project proceeds
as requested by the builders.  Elm St is an extremely busy commercial avenue during shopping hours.
It is also a dangerous spot for pedestrians, diagonally parked cars exiting their spots, and for through
traffic.  If the current plans proceed to locate commercial drop off and pick up and refuse pickup on
Elm Street adjacent to the Arbor Vitae/Elm St intersection, the volume of traffic will create additional
safety concerns.  Additionally, the noise of the large commercial trucks and the loud backup alarms
required on these vehicles will create noise pollution that will affect all of us on Arbor Vitae.  It would
seem much more logical to locate these activities on the Lincoln Avenue side of the project where there
are no single family dwellings.  The developers of this site purchased their property at the height of the
real estate bubble and are stuck with an overpriced property that requires a massive development to
recoup their investment.  I understand that this is a concern to the developers, but it is equally a
concern to local residents who question why the village should allow variances that will result in a
deteriorated neighborhood environment for all the homeowners who will be adversely affected.  Anyone
in the Village who walks or drives on the Elm St commercial district east of Lincoln Ave is aware of the
congestion that exists during business hours.  It is inconceivable that a massive commercial development
like Winnetka One won't have a severe impact on all residents in our neighborhood.  Sincerely, J. Monty
Corley DDS, Col(ret) USAF, 576 Arbor Vitae Rd, Winnetka Il.







From: Alexandra Nichols
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Comments on Project
Date: Sunday, July 26, 2015 6:55:20 PM

I live at 900 Mount Pleasant Street in Winnetka and have attended four meetings by the Planning
Commission which have reviewed the original application for this project and the revised
application.
 
Having lived I Winnetka for thirty-four years, I feel strongly that this village has a culture which the
residents cherish and which makes it such a desirable location in which to live. This project is
counter to the culture in Winnetka for a number or reasons: its foot print is too large, its
architecture is wrong for Winnetka and it will cause light, traffic and safety concerns for all the areas
surrounding the project. It is insensitive to Conney’s Pharmacy which will find it impossible to
conduct business with construction, noise and dirt around it on three sides for several years, not to
mention the mess in front of Conney’s building. Conney’s reflects the culture of the town. It is
customer focused and responds to the many needs of Winnetka’s residents.
 
The developers of this project seem driven by the financial return they expect from it. That is the
primary concern they have.
 
All of us in Winnetka know that we need to revitalize the business and residential aspects of the
downtown. This is not the answer!
 
Alexandra Nichols



From: Alexandra Nichols
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Comments on the project
Date: Sunday, July 26, 2015 7:00:29 PM

I have lived in Winnetka for thirty-four years with my wife, Alexandra.
 
We have attended all of the public hearings on this project and read the materials which have been
disseminated from the developers and the minutes from the meetings. It is clear that the size and
scope of this project is inappropriate for Winnetka.
 
We should maintain and support our current standards without the multiple and non-acceptable
variances that this project would require. I think the arrogance of expecting the Village of Winnetka
to compromise the existing zoning rules for the financial benefit of the develops is totally
unacceptable.
 
John Nichols
900 Mount Pleasant Street
Winnetka, Illinois
 











From: Kristin Ziv
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Comments for Plan Commission
Date: Monday, July 27, 2015 12:26:25 PM

Dear Commissioners:

I attended last week's meeting, and I feel the Plan Commission passed up an opportunity to
send the One Winnetka plan back to the developer for further revisions.  I hope you vote to
do that at the Aug. 26 meeting.  

In your straw poll of commissioners, there was an almost even split of those who would
approve it and those who wouldn't. Even those who were inclined to let it move forward
said they would do so "with conditions."  From what I heard from the public and
commissioners, objections to height and style remain the major impediments. 

I have the same objections.  Although David Trandel likes the Beaux Art style, not many
people share his view.  He is one person among many, and we all will have to live for this
for a long time if it's approved.  The style would be appropriate for Chicago or Paris -- not
Winnetka.  While Winnetka is an affluent community, its public spaces are not pretentious. 
The proposed buildings are pretentious, not-in-keeping with their surroundings, and faux
elegant.  I think my opinion is shared by the majority.    

An architect friend who is familiar with Lagrange's work told me Lagrange is perfectly adept
at designing other styles.  He just needs to be asked to do by David Trandel.  I would urge
you to ask Trandel to come up with a fresh, less derivative design that's more to the liking of
the community.  I'd also like to see a more reasonable scale to the project, but that's
secondary to the off-putting style.  

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Kristin Ziv
605 Arbor Vitae Rd.
Winnetka 



From: James Torvik
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: James Torvik
Subject: ONE Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 12:09:50 PM





From: Tina Dalman
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: FW: One Winnetka
Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 10:46:04 AM

Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.  I will reach out to Bob today.  Just had some emergencies
for the day job at the end of last week that got me off track.  T
 

Kristina M. Dalman
Area General Counsel
Pulte Group, Inc.
(847) 230-5411 (direct)
Tina.Dalman@Pultegroup.com
 

 
 
 
From: Thomas Eilers [mailto:sirhondo65@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 2:42 PM
To: Ajohnson3099@gmail.com; cafessler@aol.com; cradelman@yahoo.com; blumcd@gmail.com;
dfc@franczek.com; jacoladarci@colalaw.net; janbawden@comcast.net;
jeannemorette@sbcglobal.net; jgolan@northshorevascular.com; mccartke@gmail.com; Louise
Holland; Paul Dunn (dunguy988@hotmail.com); Tina Dalman; John Thomas
Subject: One Winnetka

Dear Plan Commission Members,

Paul Dunn reached out to the BCDC members for comments on the One Winnetka proposals.

I thought I would share the my observations sent to Paul with the Plan Commission:

Paul,

Sorry I could not respond with comments on One Winnetka before your July 14 request.

It would take a great deal of homework to analyze the initial and revised proposals submitted by the developers. In
my trustee days, I would have done that. Since this matter did not come before the BCDC, I have not done that in-
depth due diligence.

As the BCDC representative to the Plan Commission, I am sure it was appreciated by all members that you asked
our for our comments.



Here are my observations, most of which have to do with process.

1. The Village Council recently approved an increase in building height up to four stories/45 feet.

2. The new One Winnetka proposal is predominately 59 feet with some elements at 70 feet; and some sections 6
stories.

3. The PD provisions provide for modifications to zoning standards based on guidelines which were summarized
in Staff's Plan Commission Agenda Report dated March 17, 2015.

4. The PD Ordinance was passed by the Council while I was a trustee. It is an effective tool for promoting quality
development, not constrained by arbitrary zoning provisions. The concept is that more intense development is
permitted as a trade off for benefits to the Village. Examples of these benefits would be additional height allowance
or waiving upper story set back requirements in exchange for more ground level open space, or more creative
facade design. I do not see any such trade-off benefits accruing to the Village in the revised proposal. To the
contrary, the Village is contributing its open space to the overall development concept including expanding the
footprint of the building itself. If the facade as proposed is more extraordinary and costly than typical alternatives, I
did not see that quantified as an inducement for Village concessions.

5. The 40,000 square feet of retail space is a significant portion of the development and this component is not clear.
It would be helpful for the developer to provide its preliminary notions of how the retail space will be demised, and
it's concept of what the retail mix will be in addition to the three proposed restaurants with more detail than
contained in the SRS April 7, 2015 memo. Retail components of mixed use developments are typically the weakest
use segment. Of course, this ends up being the developers economic problem, but these vacancies become
unwelcome eyesores that affect the retail image of the entire district. If second story retail is proposed, an even
greater challenge is created.

6. It has been demonstrated in many arenas that underground parking intended for retail customers has more often
failed than not. Parking intended for retail customers should be provided above ground. This also applies to transit
orientated developments. At certain critical hours, parking in the East Elm District is tight. If the proposed retail
development further aggravates this condition, the entire East Elm District retailers will suffer.

7. The discussion needs to be reformulated. This should not be considered a discussion cast in extreme, polarizing
positions. This is not an issue of no growth vs. pro growth. The One Winnetka discussion is not "do we accept as
proposed" or else we stagnate. This is a legitimate dialogue concerning the impact of development scale and the
precedent effect of zoning concessions requested in this PD process. It is the first test of Winnetka's PD process.

8. In fact, many voices in the community - through the Caucus, and already in reaction to the previous One
Winnetka proposal, have expressed that density and height are a concern.

9. In its consideration of Post Office proposals, the trustees several years ago conducted a bus tour of neighboring
communities that had developed their transit orientated corridors such as Palatine, Arlington Heights, and Des
Plaines. This "hands on" experience was very helpful in gaining an appreciation of the relationship between setting,
scale and critical mass. Those who have the very serious responsibility to approve, deny or modify the One
Winnetka proposals may want to incorporate this experience in their analytical  process.

10. Land cost - the developer's call and risk - should not be the force dictating use intensity. The notion that the
present proposal is the only way the project is economical is specious.

11. The Village has already "won" because this site has already been assembled and therefore, it will be
developed. If the present plan is not accepted, there will be a team that will move forward on a more modest scale.
And if the site is developed less intensely than proposed, it will still be a credit to Winnetka, perhaps more so than
the proposal now before the Plan Commission.

My hope is that the conversation will continue and not be marred by catastrophic dialogue.



Thanks Paul, for reaching out. I hope the above is helpful.

Tom



From: Isabel Fiore
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: commuter parking
Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 1:24:50 PM

Isn’t there an inherent incongruity, in transit-oriented development, in moving commuter parking AWAY
from public transit?  Taking spots away from the train station on the east side (along Lincoln Ave.) to a
garage a block away is going to be very inconvenient to people using Metra (and also Pace).



From: Kathie Scanlan
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: Contact Us Submission (Village of Winnetka Illinois)
Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 10:38:51 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Contact Us Form [mailto:noreply@winnetka.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 9:21 AM
To: Kathie Scanlan
Subject: Contact Us Submission (Village of Winnetka Illinois)

A new contact us submission has been received:

Concerning: Community Development
Contact Type: Other
Name: Brenda Rossini
E-mail: agrrtig@aol.com
E-mail Format: HTML
Address 1: 928 Elm St.
City: Winnetka
State: Illinois
Zip/Postal Code: 60093
Country: United States
Subject: latest email about "One Village
Comment: Mrs. Holland's objections are outdated. The Village is not  candid about the UNINHABITED
greater part of town east of Green Bay, and many other residential areas. For Sale signs go up, and
then they disappear. Sales also seem to be to straw buyers. Ttake an early morning walk any morning
and see for yourselves. Heed what the former owner of Body & Sole said--there aren't any people here!
You should have built a pool. You should develop the Fell store. You've got to bring back residents.
Phone: 312/972-3460

Please go to the following URL to review: https://vwntka.ae-admin.com/admin/contact-us/





August 19, 2015

VIA EMAIL (dtrandel@stonestreetusa.com) AND REGULAR MAIL

David Trandel, CEO 
Stonestreet Partners
2920 W. Euclid Ave. 
Arlington Heights, IL  600054 

Dear Mr. Trandel:

I am writing to you on behalf of Open Communities. Founded in 1972, Open 
Communities is dedicated to fostering economically and culturally diverse 
northern suburbs. The agency educates, advocates and organizes for housing, 
economic and social justice, working collaboratively with current and 
prospective residents, local groups and congregations, and municipalities.  
Open Communities is also the north suburban area’s qualified fair housing 
enforcement organization. 
   
It has come to our attention that a new proposal from Stonestreet Partners and 
Winnetka Station LLP would redevelop the former Fell property on Lincoln 
Avenue, two blocks from our office, into a mixed-use building that would 
include over 70 luxury rental apartments. The proposal is ambitious and it
involves Village-owned land, several stores, and affects the Hadley School 
for the Blind. As I wrote to the Winnetka Plan Commission regarding this 
proposal on March 25, 2015 (see attached), for a community impact of this 
magnitude, Winnetka is within its rights – and in fact, would be an 
appropriate steward of the public good – to demand of the developer a stated 
community benefit. 

I testified before the Winnetka Plan Commission on June 24, 2015 to express 
my concern on two critical issues: 

1. Include at least 15% of all units as affordable under the definition of 
the Illinois Affordable Housing Planning and Appeal Act (see the 
attached 2015 Affordability Chart or click on the hyperlink); and 

2. Ensure that in both the marketing and renting of units, Stonestreet 
Partners complies with the Fair Housing Act.

Affordable housing is not only economically feasible within a larger 
development but such housing meets a major community need in Winnetka, 
one which is recognized in its Affordable Housing Plan.  Numerous studies 
that when a community’s housing stock accommodates a broad level of
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incomes, it is economically and socially healthier. These residents work and shop locally, and are 
highly vested in the community. Moreover, municipalities generally require fewer parking 
spaces for the affordable units. Moreover, the data supports the need in Winnetka: 

Winnetka residents of all ages are more strapped by their own housing costs than 
ever. The number of shelter-burdened homeowners today has more than doubled to 21%, 
up from just 10% in 1990. Nearly half of Winnetka renters are burdened (47%) compared 
to 21% in 1990. 

Winnetka has lost over 40% of its rental stock since 1990, with just 156 units when 
the Village had 524 in 1990.  

Only 2.5% of Winnetka’s housing stock is considered affordable today by the state of 
Illinois, compared to 4.1% ten years ago. The goal for a healthy housing market is 10%. 

94% of Winnetka’s public employees do not live in Winnetka and 73% indicated 
that lack of affordable housing options in the Village is among the top 3 reasons,
according to a 2007 zip code survey by the Village. According to a survey of 496 public 
employees conducted by the UIC Voorhees Center for the Winnetka Plan Commission’s 
housing needs study of (2010), 42% had household incomes of under $100,000 per year, 
39% were families with children. (See pages 54-62 of the study).  

Winnetka residents have already shown their support for mixed-income housing. In 
a well-attended public forum about the Post Office site held by the Village and its 
planning consultants in 2007, five out of seven focus groups indicated a preference for 
some affordable housing at the site.

Designating at least 15% of the 70 units as affordable – 11 units – would contribute to meeting 
the needs of long-time residents or local workers who cannot afford market rates but who are 
nonetheless valuable to the community. As a member of the State Housing Appeals Board that 
oversees the state’s Affordable Housing Planning and Appeal Act (AHPAA), this action would 
also conform to the Act.  

Regarding compliance with Fair Housing Act requirements, Open Communities is very disturbed 
by the language in your Project Narrative document to the Winnetka Plan Commission. Key 
phrases are reproduced here (emphasis ours): 

From Page 5:  

“…Winnetka is not immune from broader demographic trends. People are living longer, 
fuller lives. The senior sector of the housing market has greatly expanded in the span of a 
single generation. One need look no further than Evanston where senior residences at 
Three Crowns, Westminster Place and The Matter have greatly expanded. Accompanying 
the growth in seniors-only communities like these has been the private sector apartment 
and condominium markets that have provided alternative housing to empty nesters 
throughout the Chicago region. The aging residents of “bedroom” communities seek to 
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sustain lifetime activity patterns and social contacts even as the burdens of home 
ownership become too demanding and alternative options are limited. 

At its heart, the intent of the One Winnetka project is intended to respond to these trends
and the development context they have created, and reinvigorate the east Elm district by 
replacing outdated and unattractive structures with high quality architecture and creating 
an active and sustainable destination for the broader Winnetka community, while 
providing a residential alternative for long time residents with roots in Winnetka who 
seek a simpler lifestyle in a town center environment.”

From Page 18: 

“Target market is mostly affluent empty-nesters with little burden to schools or other 
village services.”

In an interview published in North Shore Weekend in its May 16-17 edition, you are quoted as 
saying, “We are targeting the empty-nester market because many residents raise their families in 
Winnetka and want to simplify their lives and stay here…. We also envision young professionals 
who want to try living in Winnetka before they choose to buy something.” 

With this clear language regarding the target market combined with the fact that more than half 
of all units are projected to have only one bedroom and the remainder primarily two bedrooms 
(according to the April 2015 marketing plan from Tracy Cross & Associates, Inc. that projected
113 units), Open Communities can only conclude that the housing here is specifically tailored to 
families without children which is a violation of familial status provisions of the Fair Housing 
Act. Indeed, the Cross report only emphasizes the “excellent location” (emphasis in the original) 
with regard to Metra, “regional employment, dining, shopping, healthcare and entertainment” 
with no mention of proximity to schools. 

Exclusionary intent could subject Stonestreet Partners to a legal challenge. In 1998, in response 
to a fair housing complaint involving properties in Highland Park filed by Open Communities 
with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (Interfaith Housing 
Center vs. Coldwell Banker, HUD Case Number 05-98-0229-8), Coldwell Banker agreed to stop 
using the terms “empty nester” and “adult” in their advertising unless the housing they were 
marketing met all the requirements for senior housing under the Housing for Older Persons Act. 
In 2009, Open Communities and the Illinois Attorney General settled a fair housing complaint 
(2007 L 010265, Interfaith Housing Center of the Northern Suburbs v. 1630 Sheridan 
Corporation and 2007 L 009946, People ex rel. IDHR et al. v. 1630 Sheridan Corporation, et 
al.) against a 104-unit cooperative in Wilmette that discriminated against families with children 
although it was not a senior building.  

Now is the time for Stonestreet Partners and the Village of Winnetka ensure that any new 
housing is indeed open to all protected classes under all applicable fair housing laws. It can also 
invite families across a range of income levels by complying with AHPAA. Open Communities 
is happy to assist you with any fair housing questions, including compliance with design and 
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construction requirements to accommodate people with disabilities, and to provide you with 
referrals to resources who can work with you on making affordable housing viable. 

Feel free to contact me at (847) 501-5760, ext. 406 or gail@open-communities.org with any 
questions or if we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely,

Gail Schechter
Executive Director

cc:  Brian Norkus, Staff Liaison, and Tina Dalman, Chair, Winnetka Plan Commission 







From: john.sarkett@gmail.com on behalf of John Sarkett
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Bike path
Date: Sunday, August 23, 2015 12:58:29 PM

Someone told me your development will destroy the bike/running path along the train in downtown
Winnetka?

I don't see how this is possible or permissible, but I have to ask you: True?

JS











From: Janet Bornhoeft
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: Opposition to One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 7:52:57 AM

Dear Mr. Brian Norkus,

My husband and I have recently purchased a lot on Arbor Vitae.  We are building a house there and
plan to move there from Northfield, where we have lived for 45 years, as soon as it is completed. We
were very excited to walk to our charming village and have our grandchildren walk to see us at our
house.  We were also excited to move to a more compact village center with lots of charm.  We decided
to build after we were unable to find a down -sized townhouse or free standing retirement friendly
house in Winnetka.

We were absolutely shocked when we saw the plans for One Winnetka.  The density, height, unusual
architectural design, underground parking, huge plaza,and placement of mechanicals and trucking  of
this project and the location of the garbage by Elm street are not consistent with the charm and small
town feel we associate with Winnetka.  This should go in a big city or a sprawling community that abuts
a super highway, not the North Shore.

 We believe we do not need a plaza (which may cause flooding) when the Village Green is a block away
nor do we need to narrow our primary commercial street,  Lincoln Avenue.  Look at the mistake
Wilmette made for parking and driving when it narrowed Central Street.

We believe we do not need so many apartments and the underground parking lot it would require.
Winnetka is extremely strict about its regulations as to how much impermeable surface can be on a lot
when building a house.  Surely you must follow the same guidelines when designing commercial
projects.  If not, the flooding and congestions will be unprecedented to say nothing of the safety.

In our opinion, the type of housing most lacking in Winnetka are more town houses with a few
apartments for first time buyers and retirees.  If you build town houses you will cut down on the
amount of parking spaces needed.

 As designed, One Winnetka  will change the quality of life in our village, disrupt traffic and decrease
safety and affect the whole character of Winnetka.  I also believe the underground parking lot could
promote robberies, assaults or the selling of drugs.  These developers should be able to make some
profit without giving away our town’s, creating structures that dwarf all other buildings and  creating
potential flooding nightmares for the residents east of the project.

I know Winnetka has rejected national brands in the village but I believe that Winnetka could use a
tasteful Staples, Bed Bath or Beyond and other brands of consumer goods.  I also think we should allow
national restaurants; if not wanting to call a restaurant a chain name, Winnetka could copy Palm Beach,
Florida which calls the it’s “Houston” restaurant “The Palm Beach Grill”  We really need some solid stores
instead of just salons and banks and exercise areas.  The irony is that we are moving from Northfield
for convenience but that we will have to drive out of the village for most of our durable goods.

I appreciate this opportunity to express our views and I hope you are listening to the residents.  Please
think hard about the following questions.

What about the noise, congestion and safety at Hadley School and at the end of narrow Arbor Vitae?
Aren't there zoning rules about putting commercial mechanicals, trucks etc  next to a school…especially
a school for the blind?
Why are we building a plaza which will promote flooding when we have the village green a block away?
I have heard it is because the developers get a financial break if they include a plaza; is this true?
Have you asked anyone if they want underground parking and if they want Lincoln Avenue narrowed?

Thank you for listening.  As residents of the North Shore most of our lives and new residents of



Winnetka, we are very concerned.

Sincerely,

Janet and Dave Bornhoeft



From: Sue Connaughton
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 8:54:53 PM

August 25, 2015

Dear Plan Commission Members,

We are writing to express our continued opposition to the current “One Winnetka” redevelopment plan.
In spite of ongoing negative feedback from Village residents, the developer has not made the type of
revisions which must occur before the plan would be acceptable. In addition, both the developer and
some plan members, have voiced what we believe is a false dichotomy- that the Village move ahead
with this “vibrant development” or maintain the “status quo.” We believe that a rational redevelopment
plan can be devised which meets the concerns expressed by many residents. Unfortunately, the current
plan is neither rational nor acceptable.

The developer must adhere to the recent height restrictions enacted by the Village. Under no
circumstance should any of the One Winnetka buildings exceed the 45 ft. height restriction. To allow an
increased height would set a bad precedent for future redevelopment in the Village.

Although the architect has made some modifications to the style of the building, overall, the structures
remain inconsistent with the character of our downtown and with the Village as a whole. Additionally,
some of the new modifications leave the building which fronts on Elm St. looking like a hodge podge
and without continuity. The structure remains massive and, anything built on that site must not loom
over the rest of the area.

We are firmly against the Village deeding any public property to the developer. Such arrangements are
often made in blighted areas in order to spur redevelopment and, Winnetka is neither blighted nor
economically depressed. Additionally, we see no need for the proposed public gather space (on Lincoln),
as the most cherished gathering spot, the Village Green, is a mere 2 blocks away.

We continue to be concerned about the parking garage with an entrance/exit onto Elm St. We worry
about the safety of visually impaired commuters from the Hadley School and the danger that the garage
will present to them. Additionally, we imagine that there will be a large amount of congestion as cars
driven by commuters enter and exit at rush hour, along with the coming and going of residents,
shoppers and delivery trucks.

The Village is just starting the process of devising a new master plan for our downtown. This plan
should be completed prior to the approval of any redevelopment of the Fell property. To do otherwise is
backward and foolish.

Sincerely,

Sue Connaughton & Fred Smith
162 Fuller Lane, Winnetka



From: whsobel@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: boshea@pioneerlocal.com; editor@pioneerlocal.com; editor@winnetkacurrent.com; editor@wilmettebeacon.com; david@northshoreweekend.com; Brian

Norkus; Michael D"Onofrio; megan@winnetkacurrent.com
Subject: Adaptively Preserving the Fell  Company Store Winnetka
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 3:02:23 PM



Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov

From:
Sent:
...
Subject:



Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov



From: JANE DEARBORN
To: Brian Norkus
Subject: Concerns for Plan Commission - 8/26/15 meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 9:20:10 AM

To: Plan Commission

From: Jane Dearborn

Below are several questions and concerns that I raised with Steve Saunders when I met with him on
July 8 regarding the logistics of the “utility" area of the One Winnetka development. Some were
answered at the time of our meeting, and some were addressed at the last Plan Commission meeting -
yet rather loosely. Many remain unanswered, however.

Although it’s easy to dismiss them as too detailed or irrelevant to scrutinize at this time, these issues
are, in fact, extremely relevant to whether this development will fit into the framework of Winnetka.
They will further show that, due to the high concentration of ‘utility’ services at the corner of Arbor
Vitae/Elm, there is indisputable hardship being imposed on the immediate neighbors. In addition, there
will be hardship placed on the village as a whole, and nearby commercial enterprises, if Elm Street
traffic becomes blocked due to truck and parking congestion.

In sum, I believe it is incumbent upon the Plan Commission to address the high concentration of the
development’s utilities (truck delivery, garbage, electric transformers, retail parking) before offering
support of such a plan.

Thank you for your attention to these questions and concerns.

Jane Dearborn
585 Arbor Vitae Road

QUESTIONS:

1) As drawn on the plan now, how wide is the entrance to the parking lot and delivery area? Is it one
entrance for passenger car parking and truck delivery/garbage removal? (This was briefly addressed at
the last meeting, yet I would like to have their explanation clarified.)

2) What level of truck volume (number of trucks daily) would the Village anticipate if two large
restaurants were located in the 25,000 square feet of retail space at Winnetka One? The developer’s
staff has indicated they intend to lease the space to a Chicago restaurant venue.

3) Will the trucks pull in and back out across Elm Street, or will they turn around in the delivery area?
(This was also briefly addressed at the last meeting.) If they are to turn around in the loading zone,
how will this work with the commercial parking lot?

4) Specifically, what are the square foot dimensions of the loading zone, and what is the configuration
of the loading zone?

5) Will the loading zone handle more than one truck at a time? If not, where will trucks idle, Elm,
Maple, Arbor Vitae?

6) Will all moving vans be directed to this location? How will this activity interfere with daily deliveries?

7) How early and late in the day are trucks allowed to deliver given the immediate proximity to a
residential neighborhood? Are there any Village ordinances currently that address this?



8) Are trucks permitted to drive on Sheridan Road ? If not, will that change? Also, will trucks be
permitted to drive down Maple and Arbor Vitae?

9) Is the location of Elm and Arbor Vitae, as a site for all the development’s utilities (commercial
deliveries, garbage pickup, electrical transformers, etc.), the most optimal for the Village in terms of
traffic flow and safety?

10) Whose responsibility is it at the Village Hall to review the developer's plans, no matter how
preliminary they are, to ensure that the residents and the neighborhoods are being represented
throughout this process? Is the responsibility of the residents to "red flag" potential issues? And who is
to offer solutions to the potential problems?

11) With 70 plus residential units and likely a restaurant or two, how will the Village ensure that the
smell of garbage, and other issues related to large quantities garbage, be minimized for the
neighborhood?

12) What kind of noise can be expected to be generated from the building transformers?

13) Will the Village rely solely on the traffic study provided by the developer, or will it conduct its own
study?



From: Lisa DiChiera
To: whsobel@aol.com; OneWinnetka
Cc: boshea@pioneerlocal.com; editor@pioneerlocal.com; editor@winnetkacurrent.com; editor@wilmettebeacon.com; david@northshoreweekend.com; Brian

Norkus; Michael D"Onofrio; megan@winnetkacurrent.com; lajwh@comcast.net
Subject: RE: Adaptively Preserving the Fell  Company Store Winnetka
Date: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 8:59:46 AM
Attachments: LandmarksIllinois Winnetka Plan Comm Let Fell  Store July22  2015.pdf

All,
I have attached Landmarks Illinois’ July letter to the Plan Commission to reiterate our continued support for finding a design
solution that incorporates this important mid-century building into a larger redevelopment of the site. 
Thank you for your consideration.
Lisa DiChiera
Director of Advocacy
Landmarks Illinois
 
From: whsobel  
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 3:02 PM
To: onewinnetka@winnetka.org
Cc: boshea@pioneerlocal.com; editor@pioneerlocal.com; editor@winnetkacurrent.com; editor@wilmettebeacon.com;
david@northshoreweekend.com; bnorkus@winnetka.org; mdonofrio@winnetka.org; megan@winnetkacurrent.com
Subject: Adaptively Preserving the Fell Company Store Winnetka





Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov

From:
Sent:
...
Subject:

Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov

 











 



From: whsobel@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Petition in Support of Preservation and Adaptive Reuse of the Fell  Building
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 3:37:26 PM
Attachments: FellsFuture.petition.100615.pdf





From: Megan Pierce
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: "One Winnetka"
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 10:20:47 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Jan Pavlovic [mailto:snofro@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 8:11 PM
To: ContactCouncil
Subject: "One Winnetka"

I understand that the overwhelmingly negative feedback to the proposed "Winnetka One" project has
been largely ignored.

Regardless, I would like to add my voice to the effort to save our village from this stylistically
inappropriate, illegally oversized and neighbor-unfriendly structure.  Such an ill thought out building will
be an eyesore in our otherwise contiguous village for decades to come.

It is questionable to many residents why such an unpopular project has been so insistently promoted by
only a few people - in the face of public sentiment and historic president.

Whatever the reason,  I hope that the spirit of community will ultimately prevail,  and an entirely
different -  Winnetka appropriate -plan will be developed instead.

Jan Pavlovic
Plum Tree Lane

Sent from my iPhone



From: Lisa DiChiera
To: Brian Norkus
Cc: Richard Sobel (Richard-Sobel@northwestern.edu); smithsondm@yahoo.com; lajwh@comcast.net
Subject: Design Review Board meeting tonight
Date: Thursday, November 19, 2015 10:07:01 AM
Attachments: LandmarksIllinois Winnetka Plan Comm Let Fell  Store July22, 2015.pdf

Brian,
Could you please provide our last letter on the Fell Store to John Swierk for tonight’s Design Review
Board meeting.  Thanks so much.
Lisa
 
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: Frank Petrek
To: Brian Norkus
Cc: Frank Petrek
Subject: FELL PROPOSAL -- DRB --- 15-10-PD INAPPROPRIATE DESIGN
Date: Thursday, November 19, 2015 4:03:00 PM

TO:  WINNETKA DESIGN  REVIEW  BOARD                           19 NOV ‘15
 
RE:  CASE# 15-10-PD  (STONESTREET  DEVELOPMENT OF 511 Lincoln Avenue, etc. “FELL SITE” )
 
HEIGHT  RESTRICTION                                   45 FEET
 

HEIGHT  OF  PROPOSAL                                70  FEET (6th floor)           155% OVER  LIMIT 
 

                                                                                59  FEET (5th floor)           131%  OVER  LIMIT
 
17.58.040 C. Building Height
The maximum building height permitted in the planned development shall not exceed 45
feet.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the height limitation may be modified by taking
into consideration other buildings in the vicinity, consistency with goals in the
Comprehensive Plan, accommodation of parking and open space requirements and their
compatibility with adjoining properties.
 

The proposed height is not appropriate in connection with the building permit request
because it is out of scale with every building in the area and every adjoining property.
 
The primary functions of the Design Review Board are to:
 
Hold hearings on the issuance of Certificates of Appropriateness of design for external
architectural features and site improvements in connection with building permit and sign
permit requests for multifamily, institutional and commercial structures.
 
Make findings and recommendations to the Village Council regarding Certificates of
Appropriateness that are part of any building, zoning or development application that
requires final approval by the Village Council.
 
It is respectfully submitted that the Design Review Board recommend
against approval of the 15-10-PD because of the height which is
incompatible with every structure in the area.
 
Frank R. Petrek, Jr.
711 Oak Street



Winnetka, Illinois  60093
fpetrek@smbtrials.com
 
 
 



From: ContactCouncil
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: Public Comment on One WInnetka
Date: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 9:22:30 AM

From: Justine Hourihane [mailto:justinehourihane@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 7:41 AM
To: ContactCouncil
Subject: Public Comment on One WInnetka

Dear Council Members,

I am writing to express two things. First, I would like to share my views on how the
meetings are being run for the One WInnetka project. Second, I would like to express my
concerns about the One WInnetka project.

First, as to the meetings, I attended both the planning commission meeting and the most
recent Design Review board meeting. My husband and I moved to Winnetka in 2013. We
are parents with young children. We hired a babysitter so we could attend the meeting
because we felt it was important that our voices be heard on this project. We arrived at the
meeting at 7:30 pm, stayed for TWO hours, and regretfully had to leave at 9:30 pm before
public comment had even begun. I was frustrated to see that the meeting lacked structure and
organization and the applicant was allowed to speak for considerable lengths of time without
interjection by the Board and without ever clearly answering any of the Design Board's
pointed questions. The presentation put on by the developer was onerous, repetitive and
needlessly lengthy. My point in offering these comments is that the Council should consider
putting time constraints for each portion of the meeting. For example, the meeting should be
structured such that the applicant has 30 minutes to make his/her presentation and public
comment begins promptly at a designated time such as 8:30 pm. Also, if the applicant is
unable to answer a simple question such as "what is the height of your building in relation to
the ones across the street?"  the applicant should not be allowed to drone on onerously
without ever answering the question. MY time is precious, as is my husband's and other
members of the community who attend these meetings. It is patently unfair to structure a
meeting such that the public comment doesn't even open up until 10 pm. The structure of
these meetings is discouraging and preventing public comment. If the Board members and
the Council could structure these meetings more effectively, less time would be wasted, and
more valuable feedback from the public would be received on this project. If the
Council/Boards will not change the structure then they should schedule separate meetings for
public comment so the public voices can be heard.

Second, the standard of review as the Design Board discussed is that this building be
contextual in the relationship it has to the other buildings in the village. Clearly, this
development has NO contextual relationship to the other buildings. It's design is foreign and
lacks any similarity to the beautiful tudor style buildings it surrounds. The scale of the
building is wildly inappropriate and in direct violation of this village's zoning laws. The
question before this board is an easy one to answer. This building has no context in this
village. Unless the developer re-designs this building to resemble elements of the
predominant tudor style or Georgian Revival style of the village hall, this development has no
place in our town. While beautiful, it is inappropriate in its design and extremely out of
context.



We moved from the city for a less urban environment to raise our family. We fell in love
with the quaint beautiful downtown of Winnetka. We would love to see a new development
in this location that echoes the beauty of this town that so many people love. A 62 foot
parisian-style building is not the answer.

I encourage the Village of Winnetka to consult an independent architect with expertise in
historic architecture such as Susan Benjamin (http://www.benjaminhistoric.com/)  to consult
on this project!

Thank you!

Justine Hourihane
660 Prospect Avenue













From: whsobel@aol.com
To: whsobel@aol.com; OneWinnetka
Cc: boshea@pioneerlocal.com; editor@pioneerlocal.com; editor@winnetkacurrent.com; editor@wilmettebeacon.com; david@northshoreweekend.com; Brian

Norkus; Michael D"Onofrio; megan@winnetkacurrent.com; smithsondm@yahoo.com; ellieandpeter@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Adaptively Preserving the Fell  Company Store Winnetka: To the DRB
Date: Thursday, December 17, 2015 3:31:30 PM





Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov

From:
Sent:
...
Subject:

Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov





From: dniles5635@aol.com
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: in favor of proposed development
Date: Saturday, January 09, 2016 11:38:47 AM





Mark E. Ferguson 
Elizabeth B. Yntema 
165 Thorn Tree Lane 
Winnetka, IL  60093

January 15, 2016

To the Winnetka Village Trustees and the Winnetka Design Review Board:

My wife and I are writing to voice our strong support of the OneWinnetka project.  

We have lived for nearly 20 years in a single family house in southern Winnetka.  We have raised our three 
children and sent them to school here, and over the past few years have seen them off to college and adult 
employment.  We are in our mid-50’s and both still work; my wife on the North Shore and I downtown.

We have come to love living in Winnetka and want to stay.  Unlike many of our friends who have moved to 
the City when they became empty-nesters, our hope is to remain here, live within the Village, and of course to 
shop, eat and entertain here.

Over the past several years, as we have looked to downsize to a dwelling that fits the two of us rather than the 
full family, we have found very little, if anything, that suits here in Winnetka.  We really don’t want to 
continue carrying the cost and burden of maintaining a single family house and yard, yet there is precious little 
in the way of apartment or condominium stock that we would find appropriate to our needs. Even though we 
have set out to stay here, the shortage of modern, high-quality multi-family housing in Winnetka has left us 
wondering if we will be forced to leave when we sell our family home some time the next couple of years. 

We are not alone – there are a number of middle-aged empty-nesters like us who would love to stay if only 
there were attractive living options for us in here in town. 

To our way of thinking, OneWinnetka is an outstanding solution to this problem as well as a number of 
Winnetka’s other needs.  It offers a way for people like us to keep living in the Village, patronizing local 
businesses and supporting local churches and charities.  It would provide an increased tax base from which to 
fund needed infrastructure improvement.  And it would create an attractive public space adjoining the 
Winnetka train station – one that would be the envy of most suburban towns – not to mention badly needed 
additional parking for commuters and up-to-date retail space to attract and retain local business.

We are not at all unsympathetic to our neighbors who want to preserve the things that have always made 
Winnetka the attractive community that it is.  We agree with that goal.  But it is becoming abundantly clear 
that we can’t insist on freezing development around what was appropriate in the mid-70’s.  Downtown 
businesses are closing one by one, and empty shop fronts along Chestnut, Elm and Lincoln are more and more 
numerous.  Customers in our demographic, with disposable income and the desire to shop locally rather than 
on-line, are what those businesses need most.  While it might be nice to envision a Winnetka where nothing 
ever changes, we don’t believe that is a realistic scenario.  People in our situation simply won’t stay in 
Winnetka if we can’t find a condo or apartment that fits our needs, and others won’t come here if there aren’t 
housing options that attract them.

It is certainly understandable that people are wary of change. But with the Fell Company out of business, and 
the buildings currently occupying the space very much outdated and uneconomical for all practical purposes,
the question is not whether we will have change but rather what that change will look like.  Recognizing that it



isn’t possible to preserve every aspect of the Winnetka of years past, what we can and and should do is work to 
preserve the essence of Winnetka while meeting the modern-day needs of our residents and our merchants.

We believe the OneWinnetka project would be an excellent and positive step toward that end.  It offers a
beautifully designed set of structures and spaces, all of the highest quality.  Its developers have clearly listened 
to what Winnetkans want and need, and have shown remarkable willingness to create public benefits and make 
changes to their plans for the general good. It is hard to believe that if we say no to this plan, some other 
developer will step in and give Winnetka anything better.  Indeed, if a project of this quality is disallowed, it is 
doubtful that others will be willing to take the risk of attempting to develop high quality projects here. 

While we know that the few who oppose this project are being heard in full voice, we have taken the time to 
write because we think a voice that hasn’t been heard loudly enough is that of long-time Winnetkans like us,
who want to stay, who would in fact stay if this project goes forward, but who sadly would move elsewhere if 
there isn’t a living option like this when the time comes.

We sincerely hope that in the final deliberation, what carries the day is the interests of the entire Village – 
especially those of attracting and retaining residents who care about Winnetka and want to live here, and 
supporting our local businesses so that our beloved downtown can continue to thrive. 

Respectfully, 

Mark Ferguson and Liza Yntema



From: Jenny Just
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: RE:
Date: Friday, January 15, 2016 2:05:24 PM

Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees:

As a Winnetka community member dedicated to our Village’s health and vitality, I strongly support the
ONEWinnetka development.

I believe the retail space, underground garage, and additional luxury residential space will enhance our
community’s appearance and bring needed revitalization downtown.

I’m not alone in my support. ONEWinnetka has hosted several community meetings over the last year,
receiving positive feedback and support from hundreds of Winnetka residents and business owners.

I hope I can count on your leadership and support of this exciting new downtown development.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Just

Name:  Jennifer Just
Address: 1077 Sheridan Road, Winnetka, IL 60093

______________________________________________

See http://www.peak6.com/email_disclaimer/ for terms and conditions related to this email



Maria Kurt
Owner and Executive Director
French Institute of the North Shore/French School 
562 Green Bay Road
Winnetka, IL 60093 

January 15, 2016 

Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees

As a Winnetka community member and owner of the French Institute of the North Shore, I am fully aware 
how important business districts are to maintain a vital and strong village.  That is one of the reasons that I 
fully support the ONEWinnetka development.  

In the past years, one business after another have closed their doors and we are thrilled that ONEWinnetka has 
come forward with an amazing proposal to help the East Elm business district.  The Fell building along with 
the others on Lincoln and Elm are unattractive and adversely impact our lovely village.  The retail space, 
underground garage, and additional luxury residential space will enhance our community’s appearance and 
bring needed revitalization downtown.  The new building will be GORGEOUS!

I’m not alone in my support and know that my staff and many clients are excited about the prospect of the 
ONEWinnetka building gracing our village.  

Winnetka should be counting their lucky stars that ONEWinnetka has taken this initiative to tear down the 
ugly and build the beautiful. I hope that you concur and support this exciting new downtown development that 
will positively impact the Village of Winnetka.  

Thank you. 

Sincerely,

Name: Maria KURT

Address: 562 Green Bay Road 1124 and Gage Street  



Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees 

As a Winnetka community member dedicated to our Village’s health and vitality, I strongly support the 
ONEWinnetka development.  
 
I believe the retail space, underground garage, and additional luxury residential space will enhance our 
community’s appearance and bring needed revitalization downtown. 
 
I’m not alone in my support. ONEWinnetka has hosted several community meetings over the last year, 
receiving positive feedback and support from hundreds of Winnetka residents and business owners.  
 
I hope I can count on your leadership and support of this exciting new downtown development.  
 
Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Name: MAGGIE MEINERS 

Address: 480 WILLOW ROAD 



Dear Members of the Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees, 

 My family and I moved from the City to Winnetka in August, 2012, primarily for the excellent schools, 
proximity to Lake Michigan and the opportunity for our two children to live, play and grow up in a beautiful 
and safe communityand make new friends. Those objectives have been met.   
 
 While my family enjoys living in Winnetka, we miss the dining, shopping and entertainment options 
available in the City.  We often venture into Evanston, Highwood, Lake Forest or other North Shore 
communities for a night out. For this reason, we strongly support the ONEWinnetka development. The new 
shops, stores and restaurants that will lease space, together with underground parking, landscaping and the 
events and other activities on the new Lincoln Avenue plaza across from the Metra tracks will enhance our 
community’s appearance and bring much needed revitalization to the downtown area. 
 
 I hope that Winnetka’s Design Review Board and Village Trustees recognize the importance of the 
ONEWinnetka project in serving to revitalize and enhance our community for residents and businesses.   
 
Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Name: John Meyer 

Address: 794 Lincoln Avenue, Winnetka, IL  





From: Kathie Scanlan on behalf of contactus
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: Contact Us Submission (Village of Winnetka Illinois)
Date: Monday, January 18, 2016 9:30:52 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Contact Us Form [mailto:noreply@winnetka.org]
Sent: Saturday, January 16, 2016 4:01 PM
To: contactus
Subject: Contact Us Submission (Village of Winnetka Illinois)

A new contact us submission has been received:

Concerning: Community Development
Contact Type: Resident
Name: Mrs. David Bornhoeft
E-mail: jrbornhoef@comcast.net
E-mail Format: HTML
Address 1: 588 Arbor Vitae Rd
City: Winnetka
State: Illinois
Zip/Postal Code: 60093
Country: United States
Subject: One Winnetka
Comment: I am very opposed to the One Winnetka plan.  I believe the underground parking will
encourage thefts and drug deals from people coming to our village by train, the plaza will create huge
flooding problems for the village square (which is all the open space we need)  the project is too
dense;housing we need are town homes for downsizing baby boomers  Please put practical stores in -
even  chains. Please consider the impact on Arbor Vitae.  The viillage east of the tracks is dying.  Please
help.
Phone: 847-602-4434

Please go to the following URL to review: https://vwntka.ae-admin.com/admin/contact-us/











From: Burden, David
To: Kristina Burden (kburden73@icloud.com); Kathleen Kumer Dobsch; Brent Dobsch@hotmail.com; Welch Michael

(mgodfreywelch@gmail.com); mpistorio@telosgroupllc.com; Hughes, Neil; Bartell, Bob; Sue McGuire
(suemcguire50@yahoo.com); bbrunhofer@gmail.com; Brett Bowman; Brian Brunhofer; Burden, David;
burdenfamily1@comcast.net; Chris Nelson; Christine Bowman; Doug Gourley (douglas.gourley@citigroup.com);
douggourley@mac.com; Karen Brunhofer; Mary Clare Gourley; Sue McGuire; "Josh Pagliaro"
(josh.pagliaro@gmail.com); Hilary Gould (hilarygould@comcast.net); "daniel waters"; "Foster Mike"
(Mike.foster222@gmail.com); molly foster (molly.foster222@gmail.com); Shayne Welch
(shaynewelch@gmail.com); John C. Meyer; james.bramblet@cognizant.com; Ceylan Eatherton; "Charles
Lawless" (charleslawless@rocketmail.com)

Cc: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: One Winnetka - We need your help!
Date: Monday, January 18, 2016 10:06:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

ONeWinnetka Support Letter.docx
Letter to Winnetka Residents David M. Trandel.pdf

If you’re like me, then you’d like to see a bit more activity in downtown Winnetka around
the Metra station, especially with a first class development replacing mostly vacant
storefronts.  The developer, David Trandel, who lives nearby us on Sheridan, is having
trouble getting Village approval despite scaling down the project and needs some
community support.  Hopefully, it’s worth it for you to send the attached note to support
the project like I did.

Send it on to neighbors if you concur. 

David J. Burden

Dir +1 312 612 5948  |
Colliers International  

,
www.colliers.com







Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees 

As Winnetka residents and local business owners (who also own multiple properties in Winnetka – both 
residential and commercial), we are heavily invested in our community and dedicated to our Village’s health 
and vitality. We strongly support the ONEWinnetka development.  
 
Winnetka is a wonderful community that we have made our personal home and built our businesses in. Over 
the years, our businesses have created many jobs within the community and have generate millions of dollars 
of sales tax revenue. While both of our businesses have experienced success within Winnetka, we also 
believe that they have been somewhat held back by the lack of attention to and focus on supporting business 
and development within our community. We believe the ONEWinnetka retail space, underground garage, 
and additional luxury residential space will enhance our community’s appearance and bring needed 
revitalization downtown. 
 
We are not alone in my support. ONEWinnetka has hosted several community meetings over the last year, 
receiving positive feedback and support from hundreds of Winnetka residents and business owners.  
 
We hope we can count on your leadership and support of this exciting new downtown development.  
 
Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kelly and Mike Golden 

975 Pine Street (current residence) 

465 Sheridan (future residence under construction) 

560 Chestnut (future home of neapolitan collection) 

26-30 Green Bay Road (@properties Winnetka office) 



From: Michael Klein
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Yes to One Winnetka
Date: Monday, January 18, 2016 8:01:45 PM

Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees

As a Winnetka community member dedicated to our Village’s health and vitality, I strongly support the
ONEWinnetka development.

I believe the retail space, underground garage, and additional luxury residential space will enhance our
community’s appearance and bring needed revitalization downtown.

I’m not alone in my support. ONEWinnetka has hosted several community meetings over the last year,
receiving positive feedback and support from hundreds of Winnetka residents and business owners.

I hope I can count on your leadership and support of this exciting new downtown development.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Name:Maryfran & Mike Klein

955 Sunset Road

Winnetka

Maryfran Klein
Michael Klein

Mispelled on my iFone



From: Matthew Pistorio
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka Project
Date: Monday, January 18, 2016 11:03:47 AM
Attachments: 20160118150131277.pdf

See attached. I live on Arbor Vitae and really hope this gets passed.
Good luck!
--

Matt Pistorio
Senior Vice President

The Telos Group LLC
One Prudential Plaza | 130 E. Randolph St | Ste 1100 | Chicago, IL 60601
Direct  312.477.2942
Mobile  847.924.3952
mpistorio@telosgroupllc.com
www.telosgroupllc.com
<applewebdata://C6B5A709-6081-4DA5-A7BF-5EDDCE67B406/www.telosgroupllc.com>

On 1/18/16, 3:01 PM, "ricoh@telosgroupllc.com" <ricoh@telosgroupllc.com>
wrote:

>This E-mail was sent from "RNP00267391F05C" (MP C5503).
>
>Scan Date: 01.18.2016 15:01:31 (-0600)
>Queries to: ricoh@telosgroupllc.com
>





January 18, 2016 

Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees 

As a Winnetka community member dedicated to our Village’s health and vitality, I strongly support the 
ONEWinnetka development.  
 
I believe the retail space, underground garage, and additional luxury residential space will enhance our 
community’s appearance and bring needed revitalization downtown. 
 
I’m not alone in my support. ONEWinnetka has hosted several community meetings over the last year, 
receiving positive feedback and support from hundreds of Winnetka residents and business owners.  
 
I hope I can count on your leadership and support of this exciting new downtown development.  
 
Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Name:  Robert A. Bartell 

Address:  965 Elm Street Winnetka, IL  



WINNETKA DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
WINNETKA VILLAGE TRUSTEES

January 18, 2016 

I am speaking as a loyal Winnetkan AND more importantly to a seasoned Retailer located 
in the area that will be affected by the One Winnetka development.

I encourage you to READ my letter as, it is not just a signature on a form letter or petition
but a highly personal attempt to reach you.   

I am IN FAVOR of the proposed redevelopment of Lincoln & Elm submitted by One 
Winnetka. I think it is absolutely beautiful! As a dedicated retailer in this prime area I can 
testify that this elegant and tasteful addition to our wonderful Village has been needed for 
decades.  Here are some points I would like to share with you why I think we NEED One 
Winnetka!!

It goes without saying that the structures currently standing are ATROCIOUS
and not WORTHY of a Village of our STATURE & PRESTIGE

ALL retail in the East Elm area is struggling no matter what YOU hear and needs 
this shot in the arm

Additional Parking is sorely needed

Additional foot traffic desperately needed

There are not enough high-end condos or residential rental properties available in 
this most desirable location, near shops, restaurants & THE TRAIN 

NEW restaurants are in demand.  We are losing much restaurant traffic to 
neighboring Wilmette  

These are just a few key points. I welcome you to visit my store for a PERSONAL chat on 
how people REALLY feel about One Winnetka.  It is my understanding that there has 
been some objection to the style of architecture which in my opinion is misplaced.  The 
building in which my store, “Oui, Madame!” is located is in the French Style.  The best 
thing that ever happened to Green Bay Road is when Maria Kurt redeveloped an outdated
building.  From her energy and efforts came the glorious “French Institute of the North 
Shore”.  It is proven that Winnetka can accommodate the look of FRENCH architecture. 

Thank you for your attention to my personal viewpoint. 



Most respectfully,

Vicki V. Hofstetter
Owner/President
“Oui, Madame!” 





From: William McKenna
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Onewinnetka
Date: Tuesday, January 19, 2016 12:49:39 PM

Good Morning,
 
My wife Michelle and our three children have been residents of Winnetka at 148 dewindt
road since 1998.  We would like to take a brief moment and voice our support for the One
Winnetka Development. We believe it is a well thought out plan that addresses both
economic and residential development that will only enhance the beautiful place
Winnetka is to live and raise a family. We believe that the committee members should
move ahead with this project.
 
 
Thank you for your time and please feel free to reach out with any questions you may
have.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Bill
 
 
 
William J. McKenna
President
231 S LaSalle St., Suite 1400
Chicago, IL 60604
Telephone: (312) 800-7927
Mobile: (847) 702-7637
wmckenna1@sharmaccapital.com
 



From: Thomas O"Neill
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: Letter of Support
Date: Tuesday, January 19, 2016 1:11:04 PM

As a long term resident of Winnetka I would like to register my enthusiastic and unqualified support fit
the OneWinnetka project. I know that it will enhance and enliven the community and bring much
needed energy and activity to a part of Winnetka which would suffer long term without it's presence. I
have witnessed too many local downtown areas that have contracted due to a lack of development and
the visible struggle is disheartening. This project promises to keep Winnetka from that trajectory. Please
forward my letter of support and endorsement to the Village council.
Many thanks,
Tom O'Neill
19 Indian Hill Road, Winnetka &
31 Indian Hill Road, Winnetka





Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees 

As a Winnetka community member dedicated to our Village’s health and vitality, I strongly support the 
ONEWinnetka development.  
 
I believe the retail space, underground garage, and additional luxury residential space will enhance our 
community’s appearance and bring needed revitalization downtown. 
 
I’m not alone in my support. ONEWinnetka has hosted several community meetings over the last year, 
receiving positive feedback and support from hundreds of Winnetka residents and business owners.  
 
I hope I can count on your leadership and support of this exciting new downtown development.  
 
Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Name:  Dayle Lively 

Address:  855 Lincoln  

 

I am a real estate agent and long time Winnetka resident.  The plethora of vacant commercial properties in 
our village is not only disheartening, but it is also a drain on our town’s financial health as well as a negative 
factor for prospective home buyers. I feel that the current buildings that would be replaced by the 
ONEWINNETKA project have very little architectural or aesthetic appeal.  We need to revitalize the 
Lincoln/Elm Street area by providing good housing alternatives and offering new retail and restaurant 
options.  Let’s make Winnetka a drawing card for both new residents and those would like to remain in the 
village after they have sold their family homes.  



From: Tom McClayton
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: ONE WINNETKA
Date: Wednesday, January 20, 2016 3:03:10 PM

Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees:

My wife, son and I have lived in Winnetka for 22 years and in New Trier Township
since 1989. As a resident that is proud and respectful of our Village's distinguished
heritage, I am writing to strongly support the ONE Winnetka development.

I have been in the commercial real estate business for over 35 years. Having
grown up in Park Ridge, I have seen how the addition of high end, mixed-use
properties can transform a village into a vibrant hub, while retaining its charm and
culture. Currently, there are very few high-end options for empty-nesters plus
future empty-nesters in Winnetka. I believe that a project like ONE Winnetka, with
its retail space, underground parking and luxury residential space, is in great
demand and will enhance our community's appearance and bring much needed
revitalization of the East Elm district.

I was seated next to a couple at a wedding last Saturday night. The couple had
recently sold their house in Winnetka and were interested in staying in Winnetka,
since their friends, club, business, and church are here. They moved to an
apartment in Evanston because there was nothing suitable available in Winnetka.
A luxury apartment building is what Winnetka needs to retain its residents who
want to downsize.

In addition, I have spoken with many local and nearby residents that have all
provided extremely positive feedback about the project and its design. Also, ONE
Winnetka has hosted several community meetings over the last year, receiving
excellent feedback and support from hundreds of Winnetka residents and
business owners. The demand for ONE Winnetka is strong!

The proposed design by world renowned architect Lucien Lagrange will
complement and enhance the current styles of architecture that make Winnetka
so interesting. ONE Winnetka will add a high-end alternative and will significantly
improve the charm and vibrancy of our Village.

I recommend the project as proposed and hope I can count on your leadership
and support of this exciting new downtown development.

Thank you for your consideration.

Tom

Thomas R McClayton
8 Indian Hill Road
Winnetka



--
Thomas R McClayton
847-951-8036





From: Chris Moran
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: comments to Design Review Board and recommend approval
Date: Wednesday, January 20, 2016 6:21:44 PM

Christopher P Moran
Ravenswood Manor, Chicago
Member of @properties office Winnetka, and Winnetka family
chicagoismykindoftown@gmail.com
 
1/20/2016
 
Greetings,
 
I write to recommend the Board approve construction of building proposed for the corner at Elm &
Lincoln from my home in Ravenswood Manor, a place that reminds me of Hubbard Woods. I work in
Winnetka as a broker with @properties and began my career at Kahn Manierre realty at 552 Lincoln
and so am quite accustomed to this particular corner. I have fond memories of meeting my uncle
Syd Lane for coffee and a smoke at the bench kitty corner to the site on the bridge at the end of a
day. I took some time to read from the minutes of Mr Trandal’s November presentation and I have
visited the space on Lincoln where the renderings are on display. I also am looking over the latest
drawings. I do like the French style. The mansard roof and shoulders present an impressive front to
the East Side and the public space, roadway and improvements to the station are well planned. The
open space and the long balustrade along the tracks provide a sunny relief to the mass. I have a
painting of a similar building on the Seine shrouded in fog with a profile such as this.
The new Lincoln Ave ought to consider alternate use, such as a concert venue during the Summer
Street sale. Here in my neighborhood a few of us produce a summer concert series similar to some
of the North Shore series of shows. I think a new building with sufficient density to support a few
new restaurants in the commercial space might be a place to provide support for a few nights of
entertainment in an attractive setting. The commercial corridors in Winnetka need some new
incentives, attractions and the density being sought for this project should be granted. I also think
the taller building proposed earlier preferable as it will be easier to see from my yacht.
The commercial districts should spring back if some of the recommendations made in the ULI report
are enacted. I realize that many spaces on street level will be sought by financial and realty
companies but retail overlay districts can also have unintended consequences. Wilmette seems to
have more interesting new businesses filling the retail spaces from John Plunkett’s Studio in the old
Blockbuster to new restaurants everywhere downtown.
 The Lanes and Morans have been in Winnetka a while now, but originally from places like
Bronxville, Larchmont and New Rochelle and Rye. Many Winnetka families have ties to all these
towns outside New York City. The all also have much higher density development around the rail
stations. If you have ever tried parking in Bronxville you will appreciate another component of this
project, the addition to parking and ease of access to the underground. Years ago John Thomas
asked me to join him on the WYO board. Please allow me to introduce a new community stake
holder in regard to the public elements and ask the architects and engineers to incorporate into the
plans elements and objects that Winnetka youths will dig, skate board park like objects. Let me give
an example of what I have seen. In Springfield there are many open plazas. The Cathedral has one



with a broad staircase. I like it for the O’Shaughnessy windows. Exiting one early evening I met three
young fellows on skate boards ripping along on the edges of the steps. They saw me and asked if
they should leave. I asked if there were better places to skate but they liked this best. I said it wasn’t
up to me to tell them to scram, but pointed out that if the steps lose the concrete finish that winter
will cause the work to crumble. Respectable young men.
I recently attended an event sponsored by the Benjamin Marshall Society. The architect had a
reputation for designing the best apartments, I know that Lucien LaGrange is cut from the same
cloth. Only objection is adding the mock Tudor elevations, seems a mixed metaphor or an attempt to
blend with the dominant style of 100 years ago. Recently driving around Lakeview, 2550 N Lakeview
is a fine example of the LaGrange style. French, iconic and a really wonderful community.
Okrent Assoc is advising the developer. I recall spending some time with Mr Okrent and Jack Guth in
2005, we spent the day with Mr Guth explaining changes to the Chicago Zoning ordinance in the
wake of its first rewrite in 50 years. Larry Okrent provided some examples of how technology can
solve the problem of diminished sunlight due to increased building height. I think a tower was going
up around Oak St whose shadow would impact the gardens on Lake Shore Drive, probably East LSD.
He was able to model the sunlight and with the new information a variety of Tulip was found that
would thrive in the new light conditions. I think the summer plantings on Elm would benefit from
some new planning. Same for any space allowed to skaters.
The landlord’s lament in Winnetka is the shroud of uncertainty. Approving this plan is a good start, it
will be a boon to Winnetka. Don’t let a few naysayers cast a shadow on the future of downtown.
One last request, this town has and remains home to some noteworthy architects. Joseph Fujikawa
is one, whenever the discussion of weight for our canine neighbors, let’s honor the Fujikawa line of
English sheepdogs and declare no limit. And were he the architect here, we’d be talking about the
air rights too.
And one last thing, new name. La Fenetre sur Winnetka.
 
 
Cordially,
 
Chris
 
Christopher P Moran III
@properties | MoranReport.com
 
30 Green Bay Rd
Winnetka Il 60093
312 590 3333
 
 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, contact the sender via reply email and destroy all copies
of the original message. The sender believes that this E-mail and any attachments
were free of any virus, worm, Trojan horse, and/or malicious code when sent. This



message and its attachments could have been infected during transmission. By
reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient accepts full
responsibility for taking protective and remedial action about viruses and other
defects. The sender's employer is not liable for any loss or damage arising in any
way from this message or its attachments.





From: Eric Jonke
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: One Winnetka
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2016 2:55:47 PM

Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees -

I am writing to express my support of the new One Winnetka plan and development. I have lived in
Winnetka for 5 years now and have driven by the One Winnetka site often and thought to myself what
a shame that such a great location is offering so little to our community. One Winnetka will change all
that by revitalizing the downtown area and bringing much needed retail, parking and residences.

I know that many of my friends and neighbors here in Winnetka support One Winnetka too. The project
is terrific and has received numerous votes in its favor at community meetings.

Let's keep our Village moving forward into the future. Please vote Yes for One Winnetka in your
upcoming Board and Trustee meetings. Thank you for letting me express my thoughts. I appreciate it
and sincerely hope that in the near future we can all enjoy the benefits that One Winnetka will bring us.

Best regards,

Eric

Eric Jonke
397 Sunset Road
Winnetka, IL 60093

Eric R. Jonke | 216.496.5193 | erjonke@gmail.com



From: Kathie Scanlan on behalf of contactus
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: Contact Us Submission (Village of Winnetka Illinois)
Date: Monday, January 25, 2016 9:14:48 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Contact Us Form [mailto:noreply@winnetka.org]
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2016 12:25 PM
To: contactus
Subject: Contact Us Submission (Village of Winnetka Illinois)

A new contact us submission has been received:

Name: mary niles
E-mail: mjniles1@aol.com
Address 1: 934 Spruce
City: winnetka
State: Illinois

Subject: One Winnetka

Comment: in favor of one Winnetka's approval by the village council!!!

The village is deciding the future of Winnetka by people who are overlooking the retail/ commercial
ghosttown they are content with.
The residents are all in favor ot this landmark going forward \and stepping into the future and removing
the Fell's outdated strip mall!
REMEMBER THE SAYING, NEVER JUDGE A GIFTLANDMARK BY THE NUMBER OF FLOORS, BUT BY THE
FINANCIAL WINDFALL IT WILL CREATE FOR ALL OF US WHO LOVE IT HERE.REMOVE THE OLD

Phone: 847-441-8000



Dear Winnetka Design Review Board and Village Trustees, 

As a lifelong Winnetka community member, that appreciates the struggles that our downtown has gone 
through over the decades, I strongly support the ONEWinnetka development.  
 
As most can clearly see, the benefits of a 1st class development far outweigh any potential issues that may 
arise from this change.  I believe the retail space, much needed underground garage, and additional 
residential will enhance our community and possibly bring a new vibrancy to the downtown. 
 
What are the alternatives?  To make the process so restrictive and burdensome that our downtown is left 
with a predominantly vacant dilapidated building right on its main drag? 
 
I hope I can count on your leadership, to see the myopic and overly vocal minority for what they are and help 
Winnetka’s downtown flourish in a way that a Village of this caliber’s downtown should. 
 

Sincerely, 

Brian E. Carley 

Brian E. Carley 

670 Walden Rd. Winnetka IL 60093 











From: Cindy Galvin
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: From Cindy Galvin for One Winnetka
Date: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 2:12:12 PM





From: Michael D"Onofrio
To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: FW: One Winnetka
Date: Monday, January 11, 2016 4:41:43 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 4:18 PM
To: Joni.g.johnson; Michael D'Onofrio
Subject: One Winnetka

Hi Joni and Mike-

I know that you are voting tonight regarding the One Winnetka project and I wanted to voice my
disapproval of the proposed  building's size, as well as parking and traffic issues.

I have read through many of the zoning minutes, reports and comments by residents and feel that the
proposal by the developer is not appropriate for the size and scale of the property location within the
context of our village. What the developer is proposing is more in line in a city setting vs a pedestrian
friendly suburban village that does not have large scale and massive structures.

The developers solution to parking is also more appropriate to a city vs a village as well.

Regarding on street vs underground parking, as a consumer who may be parking for a short term (20
minutes or less) the idea of having to park underground is extremely unappealing. I personally will not
use it as it is a hassle and the perception (real or imagined) of safety issues in parking underground is
something that the developer shifts to the village. From my experience, the top of the Hubbard Woods
parking garage is used because its surface parking. Its interior always seems very empty.

On the east side of Elm, if someone is just running into the Elm Dry Cleaners, Conny's or Trueman, and
could not park at street level, Carrying dry cleaning or a pan of food back to your car thats parked
underground? This is unrealistic behavior for a short term stop-in shop. I believe the developer's wish to
diminish existing on street surface parking will adversely affect those existing businesses.

As I understand the minutes, the developer also throws the burden of the cost the underground parking
garage onto the Village and that the village is responsible for much of its financing. However, why
would we  want to spend money on it if most people are opposed to parking underground? From the
minutes and comments, this doesn't seem like its the type of parking we want for our village. Surface
parking is a positive thing. Parking garages especially underground, are negative.

Also, the entrances/exits to the garage are quite small within context to their locations. The developer
states its wide enough and meet minimum requirements, however to enter and exit safely still is not
addressed to anyone's satisfaction. Again, we live in a village not a city.

Finally, I am not in favor of the village selling Lincoln Avenue right-of-way to a developer-- ever.  A
developer will maximize their space to their advantage I do not see what advantage the village street,
vehicles and pedestrians are receiving from the developer's gain.

Thanks-
Mamie Case



January 11, 2016 
 
To the members of the Zoning Board of Appeals: 
 
Given the potential closing of the public record on the One Winnetka ZBA case with 
a final vote at tonight’s meeting, I would like to register a concern about the last set 
of renderings submitted by the developer.  
 
Specifically, the streetscape views that done in response to questions about scale 
and proportion do not look correct to me. The scale of the people next to the cars 
seems wrong – in several of the groupings, the people are relatively bigger than the 
cars. And the sharply angled perspective from the 711 Oak building doesn’t seem to 
appropriately represent the comparative height. 
 
My concern is that these possibly incorrect drawings will be left in the public record 
as reference materials for the Council and residents to review. If in fact there is a 
problem with the relative scale, but not corrected, these drawings will be giving the 
community wrong information about the project. Is there any action the ZBA can 
take to ensure the accuracy of information that is to be transmitted to the Council?  
 
Thank you again for your thoughtful discussion about this complex proposal and for 
considering my additional question.  
 
Sincerely, 
Penny Lanphier 
250 Birch 
Winnetka, IL 



From: Michael D"Onofrio
To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: FW: in favor of proposed development
Date: Monday, January 11, 2016 10:51:40 AM

 
 
From:
Sent: Saturday, January 09, 2016 11:39 AM
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: in favor of proposed development







From: Michael D"Onofrio
To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: FW: Adaptively Preserving the Fell  Company Store Winnetka: To the ZBA
Date: Monday, December 14, 2015 4:23:24 PM

 
 
From:
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 4:19 PM
To: OneWinnetka
Cc: boshea; editor; editor; editor; david; Brian Norkus; Michael D'Onofrio; megan
Subject: Fwd: Adaptively Preserving the Fell Company Store Winnetka: To the ZBA



Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov

From:
Sent:
...



Subject:

Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov













































From: Roger   
Date: November 26, 2015 at 8:00:10 AM CST 
To: <smyers@winnetka.org> 
Subject: One Winnetka Proposal

Scott: I read the account of the ZBA meeting in the Winnetka Current and 
felt I needed to respond. I am writing to you because the members of the 
ZBA do not put their email contact information on the Village website. So 
please pass this along.
  
Chairwoman Joni Johnson is quoted as saying “I would never park in an 
underground garage…” While that may be her personal preference, that 
should not be the basis for any ZBA decision.
  
Mary Ann and I lived for fourteen years in Highland Park (during the 
development of Port Clinton Square) and owned a retail business that 
rented space in Port Clinton Square, above the underground parking 
garage. Customers parked in the garage and shopped. Even now, Mary Ann 
and I go to eat at the Walker Brothers and shop, conveniently parking in 
the garage. The garage is often full.
  
The plaza that was created above the parking garage serves the business 
community as well. Activities held in that plaza attract shoppers.
  
North of Central on Green Bay Road is a second development with an 
underground garage, Renaissance Place. We go to the movie there and park 
with hundreds of others in the underground garage.
  
Both examples of underground parking are welcome relief for shoppers 
during inclement weather. They are well lighted and clean.
  
The ZBA needs to tour those two developments in Highland Park and discuss 
the underground parking with Carolyn Hersch, the City of Highland Park’s 
Business Development Coordinator (847-926-1027).
  
In the article the ZBA comes across as truly uninformed. Evanston is not 
the comparison for Winnetka - Highland Park has one of the best examples 
of redevelopment of the scale that appears to be acceptable to the people 
of Winnetka. We should learn from their experiences. 
  
Downtown Winnetka needs development that provides integrated residential 
housing – those residents will likely walk and shop in Winnetka. 
Hopefully Winnetka will be blessed with another developer who puts 
together the same concept for the Post Office block. These developments 
serve to expand the property tax base, something we homeowners 
desperately need.
  
I would have liked to attend the next ZBA meeting to deliver these 
observations in person on Dec 14 but we leave on Saturday for China and 
Japan on business and I will be still in Tokyo on Dec 14.
  
Happy Thanksgiving,
  
Roger



Roger J. Grabowski

Winnetka, IL 60093
Tel: 
Email: 



-----Original Message-----
From: Jan Pavlovic [mailto: ]
Sent: Tuesday, November 17,
To: ContactCouncil
Subject: "One Winnetka"

I understand that the overwhelmingly negative feedback to the proposed 
"Winnetka One" project has 
been largely ignored.

Regardless, I would like to add my voice to the effort to save our 
village from this stylistically 
inappropriate, illegally oversized and neighbor-unfriendly structure.   
Such an ill thought out building will 
be an eyesore in our otherwise contiguous village for decades to come.

It is questionable to many residents why such an unpopular project has 
been so insistently promoted by 
only a few people - in the face of public sentiment and historic 
president.  

Whatever the reason,  I hope that the spirit of community will ultimately 
prevail,  and an entirely 
different - Winnetka appropriate -plan will be developed instead.

Jan Pavlovic
Plum Tree Lane

Sent from my iPhone

































From: Megan Pierce
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: FW: One Winnetka project
Date: Friday, February 12, 2016 4:18:41 PM

For the files…
 

From: Robert Bahan 
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2016 4:33 PM
To: King Embry
Cc: Patrick Kreis; Megan Pierce
Subject: RE: One Winnetka project
 
Mr. Embry,
Thank you for your email.  We have been monitoring and enforcing the parking utilization along
Lincoln Avenue (Little Ricky’s location) and other commercial areas of the Village.  As a result, and
working with the Chief of Police, we have stepped up parking enforcement activities.  Further, the
Chief recently issued a letter to all commercial businesses requesting business owners ensure that
their employees park in the appropriate locations and observe posted time limits.  This activity has
occurred over the past 2 to 4 weeks and will continue for the foreseeable future.  FYI – the Village
does issue very low cost employee parking permits, have designated parking areas for these passes
and these employee parking areas are intended not to conflict with customer parking.
 
Regarding the Little Ricky’s TV’s – previous liquor licensing regulations required a “TV rider” type
license appended to the main liquor license that regulated size and location of TV’s.  That regulation
was repealed when the liquor licensing regulations were revised during early 2014.  The revised
liquor regulations were distributed to all current license holders, but we can reinforce that the TV
rider is no longer applicable.
Thank you again for your comments.
Rob Bahan

From: King Embry [mailto:kingcembry@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2016 3:38 PM
To: Robert Bahan
Subject: One Winnetka project
 
Bob,
 
Living on the opposite end of Winnetka (985 Grove), I have not been following the One Winnetka
project too closely. However, the subject of parking in Winnetka is a related topic and one that does
affect my buying habits.
 
Even with any number of store fronts boarded up, finding a place to park to visit Orrington Jewelers
or to eat at Little Ricky’s can be a challenge throughout the day. Spots reserved for commuters with
parking passes do take up some space. Aside from this group I wonder how many spaces are taken
by employees of existing companies, especially realtors? I single out realtors because finding a place
to park at Capt. Nemo’s restaurant on Green Bay has really become a headache since @Properties
opened up.



 
Having said this I wonder how many parking spots could be opened up on the street for customers
of businesses if employees of said businesses parked in designated locations elsewhere. Speaking for
myself I would rather park on the street close to the establishments I wish to visit rather than hike
two blocks from an underground parking facility under One Winnetka. The Happ Inn in Northfield is
a favorite restaurant, as is Little Ricky’s, but finding a parking spot nearby is always assured whereas
that is not the case with the latter. These days we gravitate towards the Happ Inn.
 
Speaking of Little Rickey’s I suggested to Mark, the bartender, that they install TV’s with larger
screens in the bar area to make it easier for customers to watch games from the opposite side of
the room, which is the setup at Happ Inn. His response was that they can’t do it due to Winnetka
regulations. Regulations determining the size of a TV screen in a bar geared for sports????
 
Just offering constructive comments.
 
King Embry





February 16, 2016 
 
To: Trustees of the Village Council of Winnetka and Members of the Design and Review 
Board 
From:  Mary Hickey 
 
Dear Trustees and Members of the Design and Review Board,  
 
I am a current member of the Zoning Board of Appeals but I am writing to you as a 
concerned resident of Winnetka with regard to the Stonestreet Partners’ One Winnetka 
Proposal. I am very “pro-development” and am 100% in favor of a mixed-use development 
of the proposed site.  The village has needs for updated retail and restaurant space as well 
as unmet residential needs especially for empty nester transition and expanded rental 
options for potential “first time buyers”.  That being said, I am opposed to the current One 
Winnetka proposal. I feel that this project as proposed would fundamentally change the 
essential character of the Village of Winnetka and make our village feel more urban.  I feel 
that the size, scale, height and density of One Winnetka will alter the essential character of 
downtown Winnetka and impact surrounding business and residential neighborhoods with 
noise and traffic issues which raise safety issues with respect to truck traffic on Elm and 
ingress and egress into the commuter parking lot on Lincoln.   
 
I am writing to ask your consideration of the following as you discuss the One Winnetka 
Proposal.  As both the Village Trustees and Design and Review Board move forward, it is 
important to consider the vision and work done in the past by Edward Bennett in 1921 (my 
references in Appendix I) and the Plan Commission in 1999 with its completion of the 2020 
Comprehensive Plan  (my references in Appendix II) and now the work currently being 
done by the Village Master Plan Committee which is collecting critical resident input. 
 

1. I personally do not believe that One Winnetka fits in with the Definition of the 
Village of Winnetka as described on the website or in Winnetka Architecture: 
Where Past is Present, A Guide to Timeless Styles: 
a. According to Webster’s Dictionary, The Webster Dictionary definition of a 

village is  
i. A settlement usually larger than a hamlet and smaller than a town 

ii. An incorporated minor municipality 
b. As posted on the Village website, the description of Winnetka is as follows: 

i. A 2012 Chicago Tribune feature article on suburban life in Winnetka 
described the Village: “Winnetka’s downtown (actually three small 
districts anchored by Metra train stations), is a hub of rush-hour 
activity that doubles as a daytime destination for stay-at-home moms 
and retirees. Its beach-glass-and driftwood shops mimic those in New 
York’s Hamptons, sans the celebrities. Strip malls and big box stores 
are absent, while Village Hall supports the ‘shop local’ ideal…While 
Green Bay Road links the business districts, Sheridan Road is famous 
for old-money houses with backyards that open to the lake. Parallel to 
Green Bay is a berm that hides the rail line, which the village lowered 
in 1943 after dozens of death at railroad crossings.” 



ii. “A village in a natural setting committed to its tradition of residential 
neighborhoods, citizen involvement, local shops and educational 
excellence.” 

c. Winnetka Architecture: Where Past is Present, A Guide to Timeless Styles
describes “the secret to Winnetka’s success this way”: 

i. “Winnetka has always been provided the best of two worlds: a
pleasant, small-town environment combined with proximity to a 
major metropolitan area. Winnetkans do not like to think of their 
community as just another northern suburb of Chicago, for the village 
not only has interesting architecture and unusual topography, but its
desirability as a place to live has evolved from well-conceived
planning by concerned citizens. As a result of this thoughtful guidance,
Winnetka has been able to thrive in the modern world while retaining
its traditions of architectural diversity, participatory government and
excellence in education.” 

2. I personally do not believe, that Stonestreet’s supposition that One Winnetka fits 
in with/complements the Winnetka Plan as presented by Mr. Edward Bennett in 
1921.  In Appendix I, I have excerpts from the Winnetka Plan, for your
consideration.   

3. With due respect, I do not feel that the Plan Commission’s evaluation of One 
Winnetka adequately evaluated the One Winnetka proposal in light of directives 
made in the 2020 Plan.  As stated on the Village website, one of the 
responsibilities of the Plan Commission is to: 
 “Consider, prepare and make recommendations to the Village Council on the 
adoption or amendment of the Comprehensive Plan for the present and future 
development or redevelopment of the Village.”  
As presented in Mike D’Ononfrio’s memo to the ZBA dated, November 5, 2015:  

 
In appendix II, I have included excerpts from the 2020 Plan, which have 
direct relevance on the consideration of One Winnetka and in my opinion 
have not been defended.   

4. It is also of note that after much discussion, the Village Council in February 2015, 
increased height regulations to 45 feet-even though village residents considered 
2.5 stories adequate (1999 survey), altered intensity use of lot/density 
regulations and decreased parking regulations from 2 spaces to 1.4 in business 
district. Yet it was the understanding that this ordinance would have no impact 
on pending proposals for the Fell property, but the One Winnetka request before 
the ZBA asked to provide FURTHER exceptions to these new regulations.   

 
I am not proposing to go back to 1921 but rather to build upon the very conscientious work 
that has been the foundation of developing our community for all residents.  Winnetka is 
transforming and there are shifts in Winnetka’s demographics, cultural, social, physical and 
economic conditions.  As I stated above, I am 100% in favor of a mixed-use development of 
the proposed site yet opposed to One Winnetka as proposed. The ZBA had the mandate to 
determine whether the proposed development was consistent with the same standards 



applied to any Special Use Permit Application and Standards for Approval of Planned 
Development and then present our findings to the Village Council.  As the vote was 
presented in December 2015, I voted yes to “reject” the request.   
 
 
 
 
Our instructions, in the November 5, 2015 memo from Mike D’Onofrio were to: 

 
My objections are as follows with respect to the Zoning Regulations 17.58.110 Findings on 
Standards for Planned Development Approval: 
 

a. 711 Oak -Standards for Approval of Planned Development 1,2,3 
b. Oak Street Business – Standards for Approval of Planned Development 4 
c. Arbor Vitae  -Standards for Approval of Planned Development 1,2,3 
d. Hadley School for the Blind Standards for Approval of Planned Development 

1,2,3,4 
e. Safety as it relates to traffic issues associated with ingress and egress into 

commuter lot and the narrowing of Lincoln Avenue. Entrance into ramp – left 
turn into ramp if coming from south on Lincoln and Exiting ramp left turn to 
go south on Lincoln.  The commuter ramp is only 20 ft wide.  Signage will be 
needed at ramp entrance, on Lincoln and on Oak. In addition, there will be 
angled street parking in place.  The other area of concern is the truck traffic- 
deliveries, refuse and recycling pickup associated with retail and residential 



units, which will impact Elm Street.  -Standards for Approval of Planned 
Development 1,4 

f. Scale –Standards for Approval of Planned Development 1,6 
g. Height –Standards for Approval of Planned Development 1,6.  Per Mike 

D’Onofrio’s December 5, 2015 memo to the ZBA, Appendix A has the revised 
plans.  While the plans were revised in December 2015, I still have my 
objections to the height being requested.   

i. In December 2015, plans for Elm Street were revised from 3 stories to 
4 stories with a set back on the 4th story.  

ii. December 2015 plans also reduced the height on the East side 
(Lincoln) from 5 to 4 stories but eliminated the 4th floor setback.  

iii. The penthouse on Lincoln remains at +70’, The top parapet at corner 
of Elm and Lincoln with residences is at +62’.    

h. Mass –Standards for Approval of Planned Development 1,6 
i. No Setback of fourth floor on Elm street-–Standards for Approval of Planned 

Development 1,6. December 2015 plans reduced the height on the East side 
(Lincoln) from 5 to 4 stories but eliminated the 4th floor setback.    

j. Need more information on bluff cutback, engineering study and impact on 
safety on Green Bay Trail. 

k. Safety and security needs in public lot - standard 1,4 
l. Elimination of some Lincoln Street parking.   
m. Question whether Public area really compliments community – as the green 

space on the second floor will be reserved only to residents.  Lincoln 
currently being used as public space. i.e. Antique Auto “Show”.   

n. Sidewalk width requirements, especially if this is to be a “public” space.  
o. Would like to see more concrete retail plans.  Types of retailers being 

recruited. Assessment of longevity.  Are retailers/restaurants in keeping with 
what is being collected by Village Master Plan Committee?  I believe this is 
critical and valuable input and needs to be incorporated with Trustees final 
decision.   Whether current Winnetka retailers are being solicited and will 
vacate their current space thus leaving vacancies in current location.   

 
 
Furthermore, I also have specific concerns about the Commuter Lot Entrance on Lincoln.  I 
refer to #3 Plan Vignette – Entrance to Commuter Garage:  (Appendix III) 

1. Concern with 20ft ramp opening for two way traffic 
2. Stonestreet Partners did not submit description/renderings/measurements of 

Retaining wall 
3. Stonestreet Partners did not submit description/renderings/measurements of 

Landscaping 
4. Stonestreet Partners did not submit description/renderings/measurements of 

Guard Rails – length, height 
5. Stonestreet Partners did not submit description/renderings of Signage or additional 

Traffic Signs required 
a. Oak Street 
b. Exit in an out of commuter parking lot on Lincoln – going both North and 

South 
c. Vehicle height Signage 



d. Traffic Patterns documented
e. Narrowing of Lincoln to accommodate Entrance/Exit Ramp in addition to 

angled parking which will remain on Lincoln
f. Is ramp considered a parking structure? 

6. Stonestreet Partners did not submit Engineering/Renderings/Measurement of 
Sheering Bluff to accommodate ramp 

7. Concern with Underground Commuter parking impact on foot and bike traffic on 
Green Bay Trail 

 
 
Per Nov. 5. 2015, memo from Mike D’Onofrio describing the Planned Development process: 
 

 
I do not believe it is in harmony with the zoning district.  
 
I am appreciative of the One Winnetka redesign presented in December, 2015 and I truly 
hope this is a beginning of further revisions which are more in keeping with the Village 
Plan as presented by Edward Bennett in 1921, 2020 Comprehensive Plan and the “to-be” 
determined results of the Village Master Plan Committee.  

I do hope my comments are taken under consideration and we proceed in a methodical 
way to fully evaluate the One Winnetka proposal, meet current Winnetka needs as well as 
preserving our historic integrity.  Thank you for your time and consideration of my 
remarks.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Mary Hickey 
740 Sheridan Road 
Winnetka, Il.  60093 
847-757-6989 
hickeyalbc@comcast.net 
 
 



Appendix I 
Mr. Edward Bennett 
 

1. The document entitled The Winnetka Plan, The Winnetka Plan Commission, 
Accompanied By The Report and Recommendations of Mr. Edward H. Bennett, 
Consulting Architect, 1921 contains the REPORT OF EDWARD H. BENNETT, 
Consulting Architect to the Winnetka Plan Commission. Appendix I   
a. Mr. Bennett’s opening statement is: 

i. The watchword for Winnetka, like that of the whole North Shore, 
might well be “Preservation”.  In a sense it is the keynote of this report 
– preservation of the general character of the village as expressed by 
its attractive homes, well placed and surrounded by ample areas, its 
tree-lined avenues and fine public grounds, and especially its country 
like setting and atmosphere. The purpose should be to restore 
country conditions, with 
all that that implies of repose and quiet in contrast to the tension of 
the city.  Page 26 

b. These aims are within reach ultimately, and if country conditions can be 
restored in their pristine quality, while retaining the practical usefulness of 
modern transportation, it will be worth all the effort and cost necessary to 
bring this about. Page 27 

c. No village possibly can develop successfully as a residential suburb and at 
the same time as an industrial center. Winnetka’s present development and 
exceptional advantages point clearly to the residential ideal. Whatever adds 
to its desirability in t his respect necessarily benefits to the greatest possible 
degree.  Page 28 

d. The advantages of having the railroad traffic pass through the village on track 
in a cut rather than carried on an elevated structure are so many and so clear 
that they need not be enlarged upon.  Depression materially reduces the train 
noises and the smoke area it avoids the cutting of the village into two parts, 
which is the unsightly result of elevation; it permits the streets to cross the 
tracks on bridges instead of through dangerous subways; and it holds large 
possibilities in the way of making these bridges and their approaches 
architecturally attractive. This report has emphasized the desirability of 
rctalll1ng and recreating rural conditions, and it. is to be noted that no 
amount of landscape planting can make a railroad embankment look like a 
creation of nature; while a proper treatment of slopes and planting make a 
railway cut approximate very closely a natural depression, the bottom of 
which is being used as a roadbed.  Page 41 

e. LOCATION OF THE VILLAGE HALL '"various schemes for the Village Hall 
have been considered on the three following locations- east, south and west 
of the Railway Station. The location on the block directly east of the Station 
had a strong appeal because of its architectural possibilities. If all or nearly 
all of this block could be acquired, the Hall could be built at the top of the hill. 
The building would then face the Railroad Station toward the west and the 
Village Common toward the east, the ground surrounding it forming a most 
desirable extension of the Common. Page 48 

 



Appendix II 
Village of Winnetka 2020 Plan 
 

a. The Winnetka 2020 Plan Comprehensive Plan for the Village of Winnetka, 
1999 stated it’s intent as: As shifting economic, cultural, social and 
physical conditions affect the characteristics of a community, there is a 
need to prepare a plan that can guide the Village through change. 
Currently, the Village is facing substantial redevelopment pressure in 
both residential neighborhoods and business districts. There are physical 
limits to growth. Because Winnetka is substantially built out, land is 
scarce; infrastructure is used nearly to capacity. The purpose of rewriting 
the Plan now is to help the Village manage redevelopment in ways that 
preserve and enhance the qualities that define Winnetka’s unique 
character in the context of scarce resources. Page 10 

b. 2.3 VILLAGE CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE 
a. 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 

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

1. 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. 

c. 2.4 RESIDENTIAL AREAS 
a. Goal: Preserve a high-quality residential community. Encourage a 

range of housing types and sizes to meet the needs of residents of all 
ages. 

i. GENERAL RESIDENTIAL OBJECTIVES 
1. 1. Maintain the Village’s traditional dwelling density 

patterns by limiting the scale and density allowed in 
developments and renovations. 

b. 3.3  
i. The Village's development pattern reflects the model laid out 

in the 1921 Plan in which the railroad station is the natural 
center of the retail business area, with stores located along the 
streets leading to the station. Winnetka is unusual in that it has 
three railroad stations serving its relatively small population. 
Because of this, Winnetka’s commercial activity is not 
concentrated in one central location, but divided among the 
three railroad station sites. This has resulted in smaller 
commercial areas conveniently located for pedestrian access 
from near-by residential neighborhoods. Each has a distinctive 
neighborhood flavor that would not exist in a larger, 
centralized commercial area. The influence that this 



arrangement has had on defining Winnetka’s character cannot 
be overemphasized. 

c. 3.3.3 
i. Low density apartment or condominium buildings consolidate 

units into larger buildings, where multiple dwellings are 
accessed from a central entryway. The buildings look less like 
single-family residences, but the required articulation in 
exterior walls is intended to make the apparent scale blend 
with the surrounding neighborhood Higher Density Multiple-
Family Residential District (B-2). These larger condominium 
buildings house up to 30 units per acre. All B-2 buildings were 
built to the maximum four-story, 42 foot height allowed at the 
time. These buildings are located on Green Bay Road, north of 
Pine (The Mews), at 711 Oak Street (at the corner of Lincoln 
Avenue), at Green Bay and Willow Road (Hedgerow) and on 
Green Bay Road between Sunset Road and Winnetka Avenue 
(The Chimneys and Hemphill House). These buildings seem 
quite large when built at the edge of single-family 
neighborhoods. As a result of community concern over the 
bulk characteristics of these buildings, the height limit for B-2 
developments was reduced to 2 ó stories (35 feet) in 1998. 
Changed February 2015 – 4 stories 

d. 4.3.3 Multiple-Family Residential 
i. The purpose of multiple-family zoning districts is to buffer 

single-family neighborhoods from commercial areas and the 
traffic noise of Green Bay Road and the railroad. In theory, 
multiple-family development should provide a “transition” that 
is compatible with adjacent single-family use. New 
development, particularly with higher-density multiple family 
buildings, can overburden existing infrastructure and public 
services. This places a financial burden on the Village and other 
local entities when new tax revenues generated by the 
development are insufficient to cover the cost of public 
improvements and additional services for the development. 
Multiple-family residential buildings provide homes for older 
residents and those with modest incomes. Rental units provide 
an important element of diversity in housing options. Only 
limited new multiple-family development is anticipated, either 
as a component of a mixed use building within a business 
district or along selected portions of Green Bay Road. 

1. Encourage designs for multiple-family developments 
that provide a variety of housing for residents of all 
ages. 

2. Require development to be appropriate to the character 
of its surroundings; 

3. 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. 

4. New multiple-family development should be designed 
to complement the Village, constructed of high quality 
materials, providing below-grade parking. 

5. Provide, where possible, open space (whether public, 
quasi-public or private) between low-density and high-
density land uses. 

e. 4.4.2 Historic Preservation 
i.  Recognize the role of the Village’s historic architecture in 

defining Winnetka’s unique residential character and 
encourage its preservation. 

ii. Promote historic preservation as a contributor to the quality 
and character of the Village by encouraging the study and 
inventory of existing houses and commercial buildings that 
define Village character. 

f. 5.D. Architecture and Design 
i. 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. 

g. 5.B. Commercial Development and Multiple-Family Land Use 
i. Provide for a wide range of office/service and retail 

commercial land uses and development within the existing 
business districts in the Corridor.  

ii. Provide for low-to-medium-density multiple-family townhouse 
and condominium developments within the Corridor as 
indicated  on the Comprehensive Plan Map. 

iii. Ensure compatibility of land uses and a smooth transition 
between single family residential neighborhoods and all other 
uses. 

h. 5.4.1 Planning Sub-Areas: Planning Sub-Areas are defined as the 
business district core plus the adjacent single-family neighborhoods 
that are affected by commercial activity. This ensures that the impact 
on single-family neighborhoods is considered when reviewing 
commercial district projects. No extension of the commercial districts 
is recommended in this Plan nor implied by the Planning Sub-Area 
boundaries. 

i. B. Commercial Development and Multiple Family Land Use 
i. See Maps 10, 11, and 12, Land Use Plan 

ii. Encourage development that is appropriate for the scale and 
intensity of commercial activity and consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan Map. 

iii. Require all commercial and multi-family buildings to be 
buffered from residential areas through the use of landscaping 
and/or other design techniques. 

j. 5.4.2.B. Maintain the Village Zoning regulations that limit the height of 
new buildings or additions to two-and-one-half stories to encourage 
gabled or pitched roofs, with rear building height scaled down to meet 
the scale of immediately adjoining single-family neighborhoods. - 
Changed February 2015 – 4 stories but height is an exclusion.   

k. 5.4.2.D. Architecture and Design 
i. Preserve existing historical commercial buildings and require 

new development to be compatible with the historic character 
of the business districts. 



Appendix III
Vignette #3 Entrance to Commuter Parking Lot 

 





From: Ann Klaassen
To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: FW: Adaptively Preserving the Fell  Company Store Winnetka: To the DRB-RSVP
Date: Friday, February 19, 2016 8:51:21 AM

From:
Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2016 5:10 PM
To:  OneWinnetka
Cc: boshea@pioneerlocal.com; editor@pioneerlocal.com; editor@winnetkacurrent.com; editor@wilmettebeacon.com;
david@northshoreweekend.com; Brian Norkus; Michael D'Onofrio; megan@winnetkacurrent.com; ;

Subject: Re: Adaptively Preserving the Fell Company Store Winnetka: To the DRB-RSVP





Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov

From:
Sent:
...
Subject:

Anthony Rubano 

anthony.rubano@illinois.gov



From: Michael D"Onofrio
To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: FW: ONEWinnetka
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 8:31:19 AM

FYI
 
From: Jenny Patterson [mailto ] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 2:30 PM
To: OneWinnetka
Subject: ONEWinnetka






































